CITY OF NEWARK
CITY COUNCIL

City Administration Building, City Council Chambers

NEWARK 37101 Newark Boulevard, Newark, CA 94560 | (510) 578-4266 | E-mail: city.clerk@ newark.org

AGENDA

Thursday, December 12, 2024
7:00 P.M.

ROLL CALL

PRESENTATIONS

PUBLIC COMMENT

The public is invited to address the City Council on any item not listed on the agenda. Public
Comments are generally limited to 5 minutes per speaker. Please note that State law
prohibits the Council from acting on non-agenda items.

CONSENT CALENDAR

Consent Calendar items are considered to be routine and may be approved by one motion.
There will be no separate discussion on these items unless there is a request by a Council
Member, a staff member, or a member of the public to remove an item for separate
discussion and action.

Approval of Audited Demands

Approval of November 14, 2024, minutes

Motion approving the 2025 Local Appointments List and distribution

Adopt a Resolution authorizing the City to accept and the City Manager to enter the
Memorandum of Understanding with the California Department of Justice for the Tobacco
Fund Grant and apprvoing a budget adjustment

Adopt a Resolution to Accept the Development Impact Fee Annual and Five-Year Report for
the Period Ending June 30, 2024, and approve findings for each development impact fee
that the City of Newark imposes on development projects

Adopt resolutions establishing the City Council meeting calendar for 2025 and authorizing
the City Manager to take administrative actions during the August Recess

PUBLIC HEARINGS



F. OTHER BUSINESS

G. CITY MANAGER UPDATES

H. CITY COUNCIL MATTERS
City Council Members report on attendance at intergovernmental agency meetings,
conferences, and seminars since the last meeting. City Council Members may also
announce upcoming events and coordinate attendance; report on local events attended
since the last meeting; and make brief comments on issues of concern.

1. Motion appointing Vice Mayor and adoption of resolution authorizing the execution of
financial documents

2. Adopt a resolution confirming the Mayor's appointments to various agencies, boards,
commissions, and committees

L CLOSED SESSION

J. ADJOURNMENT

MEETING INFORMATION

Members of the public may attend the meeting in person, watch online, or watch on Cable Channel 26. The ability
to observe online or Cable Channel 26 is predicated on those technologies being available and functioning without
technical difficulties. Should those platforms not be available, or become non-functioning, or should the City
Council otherwise encounter technical difficulties that make those platforms unavailable, the City Council will
proceed with business in person unless otherwise prohibited by law.

How to view the meeting remotely:

Livestream online at YouTube: https://www.youtube.com/@cityofnewark3077/streams

Copy/paste the YouTube URL into your browser if the link does not automatically open.

Cable Channel 26 - if the meeting does not broadcast live, please contact your service provider and request the
City of Newark channel lineup.

Zoom will no longer be available for public participation unless required by Assembly Bill 2449. Should a Council
Member or the Mayor attend the meeting via Zoom pursuant to Assembly Bill 2449, then the Webinar ID No. 828
1280 5756 will be activated. The Mayor will make an announcement at the beginning of the meeting that the City
will be allowing public comment via Zoom. Raise your virtual hand to notify the City Clerk that you would like to
speak during the item that you wish to speak on.

How to submit written Public Comment:

Send an email to City Clerk by 3:00 p.m. the day of the meeting. Please identify the agenda item number in the
subject line of your email. Emails will be compiled into one file and will be distributed to the City Council before the
meeting.

No question shall be asked of a council member, city staff, or an audience member except through the Mayor. No
person shall interrupt the meeting. Any person who refuses to carry out instructions given by the Mayor for the


https://www.youtube.com/@cityofnewark3077/streams
mailto:city.clerk@newark.org

purpose of maintaining order may be guilty of an infraction and may result in removal from the meeting.

Council Meeting Access/Materials:
The agenda packet is available for review at Agendas and Minutes. The packet is typically posted to the City
website the Friday before the meeting, but no later than 72 hours before the meeting.

Pursuant to Government Code 54957.5, supplemental materials distributed less than 72 hours before this meeting,
to a majority of the City Council, will be made available for public inspection at this meeting and will be posted at
https://www.newark.org/departments/city-manager-s-office/agendas-minutes and will concurrently be made
available for public inspection during regular business hours at the David W. Smith City Hall, 37101 Newark
Boulevard, Newark CA. Materials prepared by City staff and distributed during the meeting are available for public
inspection at the meeting or after the meeting if prepared by some other person. Documents related to closed
session items or are exempt from disclosure will not be made available for public inspection. For those persons
who require special accommodations, please contact the City Clerk at least two days prior to the meeting at City
Clerk or 510-578-4266.

Mission Statement
It is our mission to serve and partner with our community to continually enhance the quality of life of everyone in
Newark.

Executive Team Members

David J. Benoun Lenka Hovorka

City Manager Assistant City Manager

Kristopher J. Kokotaylo Steven Turner

City Attorney Community Development Director

Jonathan Arguello Edwin Miranda

Police Chief ClO/Information Technology
Director

Howard Young Nicholas Cuevas

Public Works Director Recreation and Community
Services Director

Krysten Lee Ryan Nishimoto

Finance Director ACFD Deputy Chief



https://www.newark.org/departments/city-manager-s-office/agendas-minutes
https://www.newark.org/departments/city-manager-s-office/agendas-minutes
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NEWARK

DATE

TO

FROM
SUBJECT

Item D. 1.

12/12/2024
Honorable Mayor and City Council Members

Krysten Lee, Finance Director
Approval of Audited Demands

Attachments

Audited Demands 10.31.24
Audited Demands 11.07.24-1
Audited Demands 11.07.24-2
Audited Demands 11.14.24
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LIVE Newark CA LIVE

Payment Batch Register
Bank Account: AP - ZBA ACCOUNTS PAYABLE
Batch Date: 11/07/2024

Transaction

Type Date Number Source Payee Name EFT Bank/Account Amount
Bank Account: AP - ZBAACCOUNTS PAYABLE

Check 11/07/2024 12576 Miscellaneous Billing Refund FRANCISCO HARO , TEODORO 500.00
Check 11/07/2024 12577 Miscellaneous Billing Refund ARIAS , MARIA 500.00
Check 11/07/2024 12578 Miscellaneous Billing Refund PACHECO , AMY 500.00
Check 11/07/2024 12579 Miscellaneous Billing Refund SARGENT , FRANK P 1,000.00
AP ZBA ACCOUNTS PAYABLE Totals: Transactions: 4 $2,500.00

Checks: 4 $2,500.00



LIVE Newark CA LIVE

Payment Batch Register
Bank Account: AP - ZBA ACCOUNTS PAYABLE
Batch Date: 11/07/2024

Transaction

Type Date Number Source Payee Name EFT Bank/Account Amount
Bank Account: AP - ZBAACCOUNTS PAYABLE
Check 11/07/2024 12580 Accounts Payable TREASURER OF ALAMEDA COUNTY 3,451.00
Invoice Date Description Check Sort Code Amount
SEP 24 10/08/2024 CRIME LAB FEES SEP 2024 3,451.00
Check 11/07/2024 12581 Accounts Payable ALL CITY MANAGEMENT SERVICES, INC. 25,577.92
Invoice Date Description Check Sort Code Amount
95983 10/02/2024 SCHOOL CROSSING GUARD SVCS 09/15-09/28/24 8,876.15
95215 09/04/2024 SCHOOL CROSSING GUARD SVCS 08/18-08/31/24 8,769.65
96293 10/16/2024 SCHOOL CROSSING GUARD SVCS 09/29-10/12/24 7,932.12
Check 11/07/2024 12582 Accounts Payable AIS TRUST ACCOUNT NEWPORT 16,871.00
Invoice Date Description Check Sort Code Amount
2872981 11/01/2024 SPECIAL EVENT LIABILITY - NEWARK DAYS 1/1/24-1/1/25 16,871.00
Check 11/07/2024 12583 Accounts Payable ,IA'\\ISCSOCIATED RIGHT OF WAY SERVICES, 4,906.25
Invoice Date Description Check Sort Code Amount
000000022755 10/04/2024 NEGOTIATION/ACQ SVCS-24062-APN537-850-8 SANCTUARY WEST 9/24 4,906.25
Check 11/07/2024 12584 Accounts Payable AXON ENTERPRISE, INC 66,109.11
Invoice Date Description Check Sort Code Amount
INUS278125 09/04/2024 IN-CAR CAMERAS FOR PATROL VEHICLES FY24/25 66,109.11
Check 11/07/2024 12585 Accounts Payable COMMUNITY PLANNING COLLABORATIVE 65,490.59
Invoice Date Description Check Sort Code Amount
1766 10/11/2024 ON CALL SVCS/INCLUSIONARY HSNG/TENANT PROTECTIONS - 9/24 25,228.09
1726 08/18/2024 ON CALL SVCS/INCLUSIONARY HSNG/TENANT PROTECTIONS - 7/24 15,859.25
1744 09/13/2024 ON CALL SVCS/INCLUSIONARY HSNG/TENANT PROTECTIONS - 8/24 24,403.25
Check 11/07/2024 12586 Accounts Payable CAL-WEST LIGHTING & SIGNAL 4,327.74
MAINTENANCE
Invoice Date Description Check Sort Code Amount
240736 07/31/2024 FY24-25 STREET LIGHT MAINTENANCE 07/24 4,327.74
Check 11/07/2024 12587 Accounts Payable STATE DISBURSEMENT UNIT 1.38
Invoice Date Description Check Sort Code Amount
PPE 10.26.24 10/30/2024 GARNISH - CASE 200000002128365 - 10/13/24-10/26/24 1.38
Check 11/07/2024 12588 Accounts Payable CENTRAL VETERINARY HOSPITAL 1,357.55



Check

Check

Check

Check

Check

Check

Check

Check

Check

Check

Check

Check

Invoice Date Description Check Sort Code Amount
519546 10/07/2024 VET SVCS 10/07/24 1,357.55
11/07/2024 12589 Accounts Payable APRO LLC 135.00
Invoice Date Description Check Sort Code Amount
090124-093024 09/30/2024 CAR WASH 09/01-09/30/24 135.00
11/07/2024 12590 Accounts Payable PETTY CASH CUSTODIAN - JOHNA 278.21
COULTHARD
Invoice Date Description Check Sort Code Amount
070424-080824 09/17/2024 PETTY CASH REPLENISHMENT 07/04-08/08/24 278.21
11/07/2024 12591 Accounts Payable ALAMEDA COUNTY INFORMATION 3,693.50
TECHNOLOGY DEPARTMENT
Invoice Date Description Check Sort Code Amount
112-2409036 10/10/2024 AWS ACCESS FEE SEPTEMBER 2024 3,693.50
11/07/2024 12592 Accounts Payable CROSSROADS SOFTWARE INC 79,800.00
Invoice Date Description Check Sort Code Amount
7804 09/25/2024 E-CITATION SYSTEM, REPORT WRITING & CHP UPLOAD SYSTEM FY25 79,800.00
11/07/2024 12593 Accounts Payable EQUIFAX INFORMATION SVCS LLC 52.64
Invoice Date Description Check Sort Code Amount
2061646026 08/07/2024 CREDIT BUREAU REPORT FEES - 8/7/24 52.64
11/07/2024 12594 Accounts Payable FRANK BONETTI PLUMBING INC 940.00
Invoice Date Description Check Sort Code Amount
49919 10/15/2024 SVC REMOVAL/CAPPING THE CNG STATIONS 9/26/24 940.00
11/07/2024 12595 Accounts Payable KARL FREDSTROM 119.11
Invoice Date Description Check Sort Code Amount
102624EXP 10/28/2024 EXPENSE REIMBURSEMENT DIA DE LOS MUERTOS EVENT 10/26/24 119.11
11/07/2024 12596 Accounts Payable ::NRCONTIER BUILDING PRODUCTS PACIFIC, 404.00
Invoice Date Description Check Sort Code Amount
10-14-1057513 10/14/2024 FIRE STATION 29 SPRING BLOCK REPAIR 10/14/24 404.00
11/07/2024 12597 Accounts Payable IC;}\;%CHINA LANDSCAPE MANAGEMENT, 1,342.72
Invoice Date Description Check Sort Code Amount
E 223355 10/30/2024 PARKS IRRIGATION MAINLINE REPAIR-THORNTON 10/30/24 1,342.72
11/07/2024 12598 Accounts Payable GIGANTIC IDEA STUDIO, INC. 2,801.25
Invoice Date Description Check Sort Code Amount
INV-4319 10/17/2024 RECYCLING & WASTE REDUCTION OUTREACH - 08/24 - 09/24 2,801.25
11/07/2024 12599 Accounts Payable GRACIE GLOBAL LLC 3,000.00
Invoice Date Description Check Sort Code Amount
1216-122024JH 10/31/2024 GRACIE SURVIVAL TACTICS COURSE - HUNTER 12/16-12/20/24 1,500.00
1216-122024JQ 10/31/2024 GRACIE SURVIVAL TACTICS COURSE - QUINONEZ 12/16-12/20/24 1,500.00
11/07/2024 12600 Accounts Payable MICHELLE GRIESE 440.79



Check
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Invoice Date Description Check Sort Code Amount
1006-1011EXP 10/31/2024 COMMAND COLLEGE, SESSION 6 440.79
11/07/2024 12601 Accounts Payable GYM DOCTORS 325.23
Invoice Date Description Check Sort Code Amount
00160204 10/17/2024 FITNESS CENTER MAINTENANCE 10/16/24 225.00
00160212 10/17/2024 FITNESS GYM EQUIPMENT REPAIR PARTS 100.23
11/07/2024 12602 Accounts Payable HDL SOFTWARE, LLC 3,400.80
Invoice Date Description Check Sort Code Amount
SIN043748 10/17/2024 UUT SUPPORT & INDUSTRY MONITORING - OCT 2024 2,080.00
SIN043900 09/30/2024 UUT RETURNS PROCESSED - SEPT 2024 1,320.80
11/07/2024 12603 Accounts Payable HIROSHI ICHIMURA 4,468.80
Invoice Date Description Check Sort Code Amount
0907-102624 10/28/2024 KENDO CLASSES 09/07-10/26/24 4,468.80
11/07/2024 12604 Accounts Payable | PIZZA 2,070.00
Invoice Date Description Check Sort Code Amount
0907-092924 10/11/2024 PIZZA FOR BIRTHDAY PARTIES 09/07 - 09/29/24 2,070.00
11/07/2024 12605 Accounts Payable ICMA MEMBERSHIP RENEWALS 2,400.00
Invoice Date Description Check Sort Code Amount
RENEWAL25A 10/28/2024 MEMBERSHIP DUES FOR DAVID BENOUN 1/1-12/31/25 1,200.00
RENEWAL25B 10/28/2024 MEMBERSHIP DUES FOR LENKA HOVORKA 1/1-12/31/25 1,200.00
11/07/2024 12606 Accounts Payable JOCELYN E. ROLAND 150.00
Invoice Date Description Check Sort Code Amount
23295 09/27/2024 PRE-EMPLOYMENT PSYCHOLOGICAL SCREENING -09/27/24 150.00
11/07/2024 12607 Accounts Payable J4 SYSTEMS 190.00
Invoice Date Description Check Sort Code Amount
20276 10/17/2024 INTUNE SETUP - JESSE DAVILA 10/15/24 190.00
11/07/2024 12608 Accounts Payable L.N. CURTIS & SONS 293.99
Invoice Date Description Check Sort Code Amount
INV874972 10/10/2024 BLACK PATROL READY BAG 165.38
INV872871 10/04/2024 MAFF GEAR-CERVANTES 128.61
11/07/2024 12609 Accounts Payable LOOMIS 321.66
Invoice Date Description Check Sort Code Amount
13606318 10/31/2024 ARMORED CAR SERVICE - 10/24 321.66
11/07/2024 12610 Accounts Payable MIKE YORKS INVESTIGATIONS 1,575.00
Invoice Date Description Check Sort Code Amount
2024-22 10/10/2024 BACKGROUND INVESTIGATIONS 08/02-08/21/24 450.00
2024-36 10/29/2024 BACKGROUND INVESTIGATIONS 10/21-10/29/24 1,125.00
11/07/2024 12611 Accounts Payable EDWIN MIRANDA 364.22
Invoice Date Description Check Sort Code Amount
081224EXP 08/12/2024 GASBOY REPLACEMENT TERMINAL REIMBURSEMENT 08/12/24 364.22
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11/07/2024 12612 Accounts Payable MISTERSOFTEENORCAL 506.85
Invoice Date Description Check Sort Code Amount
4492 07/18/2024 SOFT SERVE ICE CREAM TRUCK FOR CAMP NEWARK 7/24/24 506.85
11/07/2024 12613 Accounts Payable PACIFIC GAS & ELECTRIC 82.42
Invoice Date Description Check Sort Code Amount
7460-101424 10/14/2024 ANNUAL ELECTRICITY FOR STREET/TRAFFIC LIGHTS 08/24-09/24/24 82.42
11/07/2024 12614 Accounts Payable PROFORCE LAW ENFORCEMENT 802.11
Invoice Date Description Check Sort Code Amount
558859 10/07/2024 TASER SUPPLIES 802.11
11/07/2024 12615 Accounts Payable MICHAEL H ROUSH, ATTORNEY AT LAW 4,200.00
Invoice Date Description Check Sort Code Amount
110424 11/04/2024 HEARING OFFICER SERVICES - 10/02-10/30/24 4,200.00
11/07/2024 12616 Accounts Payable LINCOLN AQUATICS 842.47
Invoice Date Description Check Sort Code Amount
SL049824 09/28/2024 POOL CHEMICALS 842.47
11/07/2024 12617 Accounts Payable SITEONE LANDSCAPE SUPPLY, LLC 1,098.45
Invoice Date Description Check Sort Code Amount
146891409-001 10/08/2024 PARKS TOP SOIL 366.15
147203139-001 10/16/2024 PARKS TOP SOIL 732.30
11/07/2024 12618 Accounts Payable ST. FRANCIS ELECTRIC, LLC. 23,875.00
Invoice Date Description Check Sort Code Amount
24054501 08/09/2024 TRAFFIC SIGNAL & STREET LIGHT MAINTENANCE - 07/31/24 9,000.00
24054502 08/30/2024 TRAFFIC SIGNAL & STREET LIGHT MAINTENANCE - 08/30/24 8,500.00
24054503 09/30/2024 TRAFFIC SIGNAL & STREET LIGHT MAINTENANCE - 09/30/24 6,375.00
11/07/2024 12619 Accounts Payable STAPLES 1,770.91
Invoice Date Description Check Sort Code Amount
7002594058 10/15/2024 OFFICE SUPPLIES 10/02-10/10/24 (APS #25-24) 1,770.91
11/07/2024 12620 Accounts Payable THE LEW EDWARDS GROUP 13,000.00
Invoice Date Description Check Sort Code Amount
24-08.09 10/31/2024 2P(I;\’2(£)1FESSIONAL SERVICES RENDERED SEPTEMBER AND OCTOBER 13,000.00
11/07/2024 12621 Accounts Payable THE TACTICAL ADVANTAGE POLICE 10,007.07
SUPPLY
Invoice Date Description Check Sort Code Amount
7932 05/31/2024 BULLETPROOF VESTS-STEVENSON, LARA,MUSANTRY,MAPES,0R0ZCO 6,354.80
7847 03/15/2024 BULLETPROOF VESTS-FRENTESCU 1,110.35
7999 06/29/2024 BULLETPROOF VESTS-KIM & DALE 2,541.92
11/07/2024 12622 Accounts Payable TURBO DATA SYSTEMS, INC 700.00
Invoice Date Description Check Sort Code Amount
43985 09/30/2024 E-CITATION SEPTEMBER 2024 700.00
11/07/2024 12623 Accounts Payable WASHINGTON HOSPITAL 75.00



Invoice Date Description Check Sort Code Amount
0924-NPD-LB 10/01/2024 LAB TESTS SEPTEMBER 2024 75.00
Check 11/07/2024 12624 Accounts Payable WEST COAST ARBORISTS INC 8,799.00
Invoice Date Description Check Sort Code Amount
218009 07/31/2024 PARK TREE MAINTENANCE 07/16/24-07/31/24 1,560.00
218561 08/15/2024 PARK TREE MAINTENANCE 08/01/24-08/15/24 189.00
219200 08/31/2024 PARK TREE MAINTENANCE 08/16/24-08/31/24 6,555.00
219859 09/15/2024 PARK TREE MAINTENANCE 09/01/24-09/15/24 495.00
Check 11/07/2024 12625 Accounts Payable ORION SECURITY 3,745.38
Invoice Date Description Check Sort Code Amount
128141 08/31/2024 UNARMED, UNIFORMED SECURITY GUARD 8/26/24-8/29/24 1,155.20
128770 10/19/2024 UNARMED, UNIFORMED SECURITY GUARD 10/14/24-10/18/24 1,444.00
128825 10/26/2024 UNARMED, UNIFORMED SECURITY GUARD 10/21/24-10/24/24 1,146.18
Check 11/07/2024 12626 Accounts Payable ZI-TECH PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 1,375.00
Invoice Date Description Check Sort Code Amount
202510 10/01/2024 INDIVIDUAL COACHING - MATTHEW FARRELL 09/24 937.50
202514 11/01/2024 INDIVIDUAL COACHING - MATTHEW FARRELL 10/24 437.50
Check 11/07/2024 12627 Accounts Payable DOG WASTE DEPOT 280.86
Invoice Date Description Check Sort Code Amount
733923 10/18/2024 DOG COMPOSTABLE PICK UP ROLL 280.86
EFT 11/07/2024 1278 Accounts Payable SPECTRUM SMALL BUSINESS SERVICES, 325084426 / 5348560846 1,210.00
LLC
Invoice Date Description Check Sort Code Amount
10312024-GENERAL 11/02/2024 SM BUS SUPPORT - EMERG PREP PLANN - SVCS THRU 10/24 1,210.00
EFT 11/07/2024 1279 Accounts Payable METROPOLITAN PLANNING GROUP 121042882 / 2016189470 2,972.50
Invoice Date Description Check Sort Code Amount
2004724 10/11/2024 TASK ORD#5 - ON CALL SVCS - SVCS THRU 9/30/24 2,972.50
EFT 11/07/2024 1280 Accounts Payable REDWOOD PUBLIC LAW, LLP 121000358 / 325192270245 13,445.00
Invoice Date Description Check Sort Code Amount
11639 08/05/2024 LEGAL SERVICES - LEPAKSHI PROJECT - SVCS THRU 7/31/24 787.10
11902 09/03/2024 LEGAL SERVICES - LEPAKSHI PROJECT - SVCS THRU 8/31/24 2,722.90
12111 10/03/2024 LEGAL SVCS/SANCTUARY WEST/ACQ. OF PROPERTY - SVCS THRU 9,935.00
9/30/24
EFT 11/07/2024 1281 Accounts Payable SEDGWICK CLAIMS MANAGEMENT 121000248 / 4942808510 5,918.96
SERVICES, INC.
Invoice Date Description Check Sort Code Amount
SF-8510-01582891 11/01/2024 WORKERS COMPENSATION CLAIMS -10/03/24-10/31/24 5,918.96
AP ZBA ACCOUNTS PAYABLE Totals: Transactions: 52 $391,366.44

Checks: 48
EFTs: 4

$367,819.98
$23,546.46
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Payment Batch Register

Bank Account: AP - ZBA ACCOUNTS PAYABLE

Batch Date: 11/14/2024

Transaction

Type Date Number Source Payee Name EFT Bank/Account Amount
Bank Account: AP - ZBAACCOUNTS PAYABLE
Check 11/14/2024 12628 Accounts Payable ABBE & ASSOCIATES LLC 13,795.33
Invoice Date Description Check Sort Code Amount
N-26 10/07/2024 RECYCLING/ORGANICS CONSULTANT (THROUGH 09/30/24) 13,795.33
Check 11/14/2024 12629 Accounts Payable ALAMEDA COUNTY FIRE DEPARTMENT 38,5638.27
Invoice Date Description Check Sort Code Amount
2024-25-147 10/31/2024 FIRE TRUCK REPAIR 252 AND 242N - 10/31/24 38,538.27
Check 11/14/2024 12630 Accounts Payable ALLIED AUTO STORES INC 1,444 .37
Invoice Date Description Check Sort Code Amount
OCT' 24 10/31/2024 ALLIED-FLEET SUPPLIES 10/03-10/28/24 1,444.37
Check 11/14/2024 12631 Accounts Payable AMERICAN NATIONAL RED CROSS 218.40
Invoice Date Description Check Sort Code Amount
22733310 10/23/2024 SHALLOW WATER LIFEGUARDING CERTIFICATION 10/12/24 218.40
Check 11/14/2024 12632 Accounts Payable ASCENT ENVIRONMENTAL, INC. 10,800.00
Invoice Date Description Check Sort Code Amount
20230149.01-4 07/11/2024 CLIMATE ACTION PLAN DEVELOPMENT 06/24 10,800.00
Check 11/14/2024 12633 Accounts Payable AT&T 305.67
Invoice Date Description Check Sort Code Amount
2300-11012024 11/01/2024 CAPTION LISTING - 11/01-11/30/2024 101.89
2300-10012024 10/01/2024 CAPTION LISTING - 10/01-10/31/2024 101.89
2300-09012024 09/01/2024 CAPTION LISTING - 09/01-09/30/2024 101.89
Check 11/14/2024 12634 Accounts Payable BATTERY SYSTEMS INC 1,244.86
Invoice Date Description Check Sort Code Amount
5084597 10/23/2024 BATTERIES 604.40
5079627 10/23/2024 BATTERIES 640.46
Check 11/14/2024 12635 Accounts Payable BAY CENTRAL PRINTING 3,482.37
Invoice Date Description Check Sort Code Amount
200417 10/17/2024 9 X 12 MEASURE LL MAILER RESIDENTIAL ONLY 3,396.49
198907 08/05/2024 GENERIC CITY OF NEWARK PD BLANKS 85.88
Check 11/14/2024 12636 Accounts Payable BAY ISLAND OFFICIALS ASSOCIATION 1,800.00
Invoice Date Description Check Sort Code Amount




Check

Check

Check

Check

Check

Check

Check

Check

Check

Check

Check

Check

Check

OCTOBER312024 10/31/2024 OFFICIATING FOR BASKETBALL GAMES FOR OCTOBER '24 1,800.00
11/14/2024 12637 Accounts Payable BOUND TREE MEDICAL, LLC 119.61
Invoice Date Description Check Sort Code Amount
85543906 10/31/2024 CURAPLEX BLANKET 119.61
11/14/2024 12638 Accounts Payable BURTON'S FIRE INC 1,189.43
Invoice Date Description Check Sort Code Amount
W 82262 10/23/2024 RADIO REPAIR 1,189.43
11/14/2024 12639 Accounts Payable CALIFORNIA DIESEL & POWER 3,257.61
Invoice Date Description Check Sort Code Amount
01-105973 10/31/2024 FS 28 GENERATOR SERVICE 10/23/24 3,257.61
11/14/2024 12640 Accounts Payable CHINESE JOURNAL LLC 2,210.00
Invoice Date Description Check Sort Code Amount
1913 10/22/2024 SERVICES RENDERED FOR 11/05/24 PRESIDENTIAL GENERAL ELECTION 2,210.00
11/14/2024 12641 Accounts Payable COMCAST 788.21
Invoice Date Description Check Sort Code Amount
8821-112824 10/24/2024 TELEVISION & PUBLIC WIFI ACCESS 10/29-11/28/24 788.21
11/14/2024 12642 Accounts Payable CSMFO 150.00
Invoice Date Description Check Sort Code Amount
300016144 11/12/2024 FY25 MEMBERSHIP DUES MANAGEMENT - M. VILLANUEVA 150.00
11/14/2024 12643 Accounts Payable ERIKA DEGUZMAN-QUINTERO 454.93
Invoice Date Description Check Sort Code Amount
1007-101824EXP 11/06/2024 MILEAGE REIMBURSEMENT 10/07-10/18/24 454.93
11/14/2024 12644 Accounts Payable DUKE DE LEON 1,365.00
Invoice Date Description Check Sort Code Amount
4188 09/30/2024 BROADCAST AND STREAM CC MTGS SEPTEMBER 2024 560.00
4189 11/04/2024 BROADCAST AND STREAM CC AND LOWV MTGS OCTOBER 2024 805.00
11/14/2024 12645 Accounts Payable EWING IRRIGATION PRODUCTS INC. 121.16
Invoice Date Description Check Sort Code Amount
23917059 10/26/2024 TREE STRAPS - POS 121.16
11/14/2024 12646 Accounts Payable FEDEX 19.00
Invoice Date Description Check Sort Code Amount
8-669-41784 11/06/2024 PACKAGE DELIVERY 10/24/24 19.00
11/14/2024 12647 Accounts Payable ::NRCONTIER BUILDING PRODUCTS PACIFIC, 1,229.00
Invoice Date Description Check Sort Code Amount
10-21-1057355 10/21/2024 FS 29 SPRING REPLACEMENT 10/21/24 1,229.00
11/14/2024 12648 Accounts Payable GRAINGER 21.61
Invoice Date Description Check Sort Code Amount
9291824127 10/23/2024 SPORTSFIELD SCKTFLTHDSCRW 21.61
11/14/2024 12649 Accounts Payable GYM DOCTORS 1,053.27
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Invoice Date Description Check Sort Code Amount
00160381 10/22/2024 NEW PARTS FOR GYM EQUIPMENT 1,053.27
11/14/2024 12650 Accounts Payable CATHREENE INGHAM-WATTERS 52217
Invoice Date Description Check Sort Code Amount
EXPREIMB-10/24 11/12/2024 TOWN & COUNTRY RESORT- CALPERS EDUCATIONAL FORUM 10/27- 522.17
10/30/24
11/14/2024 12651 Accounts Payable SPECTRUM CANINE 900.00
Invoice Date Description Check Sort Code Amount
0006231 11/06/2024 K9 TRAINING OCTOBER 2024 900.00
11/14/2024 12652 Accounts Payable NAPA AUTO PARTS 1,720.80
Invoice Date Description Check Sort Code Amount
OCT' 24 10/31/2024 NAPA-FLEET SUPPLIES OCTOBER 2024 1,720.80
11/14/2024 12653 Accounts Payable FIDES LOZANO 230.14
Invoice Date Description Check Sort Code Amount
041924-042124EXP 11/13/2024 HOTEL AND UBER REIMBURSEMENT FOR CONFERENCE 04/19-04/21/24 230.14
11/14/2024 12654 Accounts Payable MADONNA LUISTRO 183.60
Invoice Date Description Check Sort Code Amount
042124EXP 11/13/2024 HOTEL REIMBURSEMENT FOR CONFERENCE 04/21/24 183.60
11/14/2024 12655 Accounts Payable AT&T 3,904.78
Invoice Date Description Check Sort Code Amount
000022392486 10/01/2024 BAN 9391083983 - 09/01-09/30/24 1,605.22
000022386680 10/01/2024 BAN 9391056598 - 09/01-09/30/24 2,299.56
11/14/2024 12656 Accounts Payable PHILIPPINE NEWS 275.00
Invoice Date Description Check Sort Code Amount
0000016170 10/31/2024 NOTICE OF CANDIDATES PUBLISHED 09/26/24 275.00
11/14/2024 12657 Accounts Payable PHOENIX GROUP INFORMATION 381.05
SYSTEMS
Invoice Date Description Check Sort Code Amount
092024101 10/23/2024 PARKING CITATION PROGRAM SEPTEMBER 2024 381.05
11/14/2024 12658 Accounts Payable ZACHARY RADCLIFFE 70.00
Invoice Date Description Check Sort Code Amount
EXPREIMB-10/24 11/12/2024 LIVE SCAN-FINGERPRINTING 10/07/24 70.00
11/14/2024 12659 Accounts Payable RINGCENTRAL INC. 967.55
Invoice Date Description Check Sort Code Amount
CD_000914548 09/19/2024 UNIFIED TELEPHONE SYSTEM - 06/28-08/19/24 967.55
11/14/2024 12660 Accounts Payable TMT ENTERPRISES INC 3,679.68
Invoice Date Description Check Sort Code Amount
21621 10/14/2024 MCGREGOR COMPOST 3,679.68
11/14/2024 12661 Accounts Payable VERDE DESIGN INC 3,040.00
Invoice Date Description Check Sort Code Amount




2-2313700 10/04/2023 CRICKET FIELD FEASIBILITY STUDY 08/26-09/25/23 3,040.00
Check 11/14/2024 12662 Accounts Payable VERIZON WIRELESS 28,577.24
Invoice Date Description Check Sort Code Amount
9974147823 09/18/2024 WIRELESS SERVICE 08/19-09/18/24 15,756.57
9976580826 10/18/2024 WIRELESS SERVICE 09/19-10/18/24 12,820.67
Check 11/14/2024 12663 Accounts Payable ORION SECURITY 2,599.20
Invoice Date Description Check Sort Code Amount
129061 11/02/2024 UNARMED, UNIFORMED SECURITY GUARD 10/28/24-11/01/24 1,444.00
129137 11/09/2024 UNARMED, UNIFORMED SECURITY GUARD 11/04/24-11/07/24 1,155.20
EFT 11/14/2024 1282 Accounts Payable GOV CONNECTION (ACH) 211070175/ 1310873272 8,832.18
Invoice Date Description Check Sort Code Amount
75764565 10/04/2024 UPS REPLACEMENTS 8,322.73
75758017 10/03/2024 UPS REPLACEMENTS 509.45
EFT 11/14/2024 1283 Accounts Payable KBA DOCUMENT SOLUTIONS, LLC. (ACH) 026009674 / 351510 2,642.87
Invoice Date Description Check Sort Code Amount
55Y1490522 10/23/2024 COPIER LEASE YEAR 3 OF 5 - OVERAGES 09/21-10/20/24 2,642.87
EFT 11/14/2024 1284 Accounts Payable QUADIENT FINANCE USA, INC. 011900254 / 385015844484 1,067.58
Invoice Date Description Check Sort Code Amount
4857 - OCT 24 10/16/2024 POSTAGE - OCT '24 1,067.58
EFT 11/14/2024 1285 Accounts Payable (SATCAH)TEC CONSULTING SERVICES INC 111000012 / 3752096026 1,464.00
Invoice Date Description Check Sort Code Amount
2300640 10/24/2024 EIR CONSULTING FOR MOWRY VILLAGE PRJCT - PER. ENDING 9/20/24 1,464.00
EFT 11/14/2024 1286 Accounts Payable SUMMIT UNIFORMS, LLC 121000358 / 325183513607 416.72
Invoice Date Description Check Sort Code Amount
16156 10/24/2024 UNIFORM-E.QUINTERO 416.72
AP ZBAACCOUNTS PAYABLE Totals: Transactions: 41 $145,082.66

Checks:
EFTs:

36

$130,659.31
$14,423.35
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CITY OF NEWARK
CITY COUNCIL

City Administration Building, City Council Chambers

NEWARK 37101 Newark Boulevard, Newark, CA 94560 | (510) 578-4266 | E-mail: city.clerk@newark.org

Minutes

Thursday, November 14, 2024
7:00 P.M.

A. ROLL CALL

Mayor Hannon called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. Vice Mayor Freitas,
Council Members Collazo, Jorgens, and Apodaca were present.

B. PRESENTATIONS

1. Introduction of employee(s)

Mayor Hannon introduced: Police Officers: Cydney Leath, Rodrigo Diaz-Perez,
Evrett Shaffer, Recreation Coordinators: Danielle Cranon-Jones,

Zachary Radcliffe, Landscape and Parks | Juan Ayala, and General Laborers:
Adrian Leon, Jose Alvarez.

C. PUBLIC COMMENT

No one requested to speak.

D. CONSENT CALENDAR
Council Member Apodaca moved, Council Member Collazo seconded, to approve
Consent Calendar items D.1 to D.12, that the resolutions be numbered

consecutively, and that reading of the titles suffice for adoption. The motion
passed, 5 AYES.

1. Approval of Audited Demands

2. Approval of October 24, 2024, minutes

City of Newark | Newark City Council
Mayor Michael K. Hannon | Vice Mayor Luis L. Freitas | Council Members: Maria “Sucy” Collazo, Matthew Jorgens, and Ana Apodaca
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3. Adopt a resolution approving and authorizing the City Manager to execute the
purchase order with LC Action Police Supply for the purchase of patrol rifles
and accessories in the amount not to exceed $73,000.00 and approving a
budget amendment
Resolution No. 11699

4. Adopt a resolution approving and authorizing the acceptance of the 2024-
2025 Selective Traffic Enforcement Program (STEP) federal grant through the
State of California Office of Traffic Safety (OTS) and to amend the 2024-2026
Biennial Budget
Resolution No. 11700

5. Adopt a resolution authorizing the City Manager to execute a Purchase Order
with GovConnection, Inc. for replacement computers in an amount not-to
exceed $200,000 and amend the 2024-2026 Biennial Budget and Capital
Improvement Plan for Fiscal Year 2025
Resolution No. 11701

6. Adopt a resolution approving the First Amendment to the Contractual
Services Agreement (CSA) with Government Technology Group, LLC (GTG)
to continue assistance with broadband initiatives
Resolution No. 11702

7. Adopt a resolution to approve the Third Amendment to the Contractual
Services Agreement with ClientFirst Technology Consulting Group, LLC for
technology consulting services and authorize a budget amendment to the
2024-2026 Biennial Budget and Capital Improvement Plan
Resolution No. 11703

8.  Adopt a resolution authorizing an increase to the solid waste collection,
recycling, and organics services maximum rates for Calendar Year 2025
Resolution No. 11704

9. Adopt a resolution approving purchase of a replacement front line fire engine
(pumper) from Golden State Fire Apparatus, Inc. and authorize the City

City of Newark City Council Minutes November 14, 2024
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10.

11.

12.

Manager to enter into a five-year Master Lease-Purchase Agreement with
PNC Bank, National Association
Resolution No. 11705

Adopt a resolution approving an amendment to the Contractual Services
Agreement with SNG & Associates, Inc. for Engineering Division Support
Services

Resolution No. 11706

Adopt a resolution accepting work with G. Bortolotto & Company, Inc. for FY
2023 Asphalt Concrete Street Overlay Program, Project 1300
Resolution No. 11707

Adopt a resolution amending the compensation plan for certain positions in
the exempt service employee group to amend the Temporary Classifications
Schedule of Hourly Rate Ranges in conformance with California Code of
Regulations, Title 2, Section 570.5

Resolution No. 11708

PUBLIC HEARINGS

Public Hearing and adopt a resolution amending the Master Fee Schedule
(MFS) for Fiscal Year 2025 to reflect updated fees

Resolution No. 11709

Finance Director Lee gave the report recommending approval.

Mayor Hannon opened the public hearing at 7:28 p.m.

No one requested to speak.

Mayor Hannon closed the public hearing at 7:29 p.m.

Moved by Vice Mayor Freitas, seconded by Council Member Apodaca to
adopt the resolution. The motion passed, 5 AYES.

OTHER BUSINESS

City of Newark City Council Minutes November 14, 2024



Page No. 4

1. Adopt resolutions for: 1) adopting the conceptual plan and project priority
listings for Lakeshore Park as part of the Citywide Parks Master Plan; 2)
adopting the conceptual plan and project priority listings for Jerry Raber Ash
Street Park as part of the Citywide Parks Master Plan; 3) adopting the
conceptual plan and project priority listings for Cedar Linear Park as part of
the Citywide Parks Master Plan; and 4) adopting the conceptual plan and
project priority listings for remaining parks as part of the Citywide Parks
Master Plan and approving the non-park specific updates to the Citywide
Parks Master Plan
Resolution No.s 11710 -11713

Strategic Initiatives Manager Gonzalez provided a general overview of the
Citywide Parks Master Plan. She stated Lakeshore Park (Apodaca), Jerry
Raber Ash Street Park (Freitas), and Cedar Linear Park (Hannon) would be
considered separately to allow for conflict of interest recusals. Before the
meeting, staff used a random means of selection (coin flip) to determine the
parks order on the agenda and to select a conflicted council member to
participate in the Lakeshore Park item to ensure a minimum quorum as such
participation was legally required for the item to proceed. Mayor Hannon was
selected to participate. Presentation on file with City Clerk.

Adopting the conceptual plan and project priority listings for Lakeshore
Park as part of the Citywide Parks Master Plan

Vice Mayor Freitas announced his recusal for Jerry Raber Ash Street Park
due to leasehold real property and business interest.

Council Member Apodaca announced her recusal for Lakeshore Park due to
real property residence interest within 500 feet of park.

City Manager Benoun announced his recusal for Lakeshore Park due to real
property residence interest within 500 feet of park.

Council Member Apodaca, Vice Mayor Freitas, and City Manager Benoun
exited the City Council Chambers.

Strategic Initiatives Manager Gonzalez gave the presentation. Presentation
on file with City Clerk.

City of Newark City Council Minutes November 14, 2024
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No one from the public requested to speak.

Moved by Council Member Jorgens, seconded by Mayor Hannon, to adopt
Resolution No. 11710. The motion passed, 3 AYES, 2 RECUSED.

Council Member Apodaca and City Manager Benoun returned to the City
Council Chambers.

Adopting the conceptual plan and project priority listings for Jerry
Raber Ash Street Park as part of the Citywide Parks Master Plan

Mayor Hannon announced his recusal for Cedar Linear Park due to due to
real property residence interest within 500 feet of park and exited the Council
Chambers.

Vice Mayor Freitas remained recused due to leasehold conflict of interest.

Vice Mayor Collazo chaired this item.

Strategic Initiatives Manager Gonzalez gave the presentation. Presentation
on file with City Clerk.

No one from the public requested to speak.

Moved by Council Member Jorgens, seconded by Council Member Apodaca,
to adopt Resolution No. 11711. The motion passed, 3 AYES, 2 RECUSED.

Vice Mayor Freitas returned to the City Council Chambers.

Adopting the conceptual plan and project priority listings for Cedar
Linear Park as part of the Citywide Parks Master Plan

Mayor Hannon remained recused due to a real property conflict of interest.

Vice Mayor Freitas chaired the meeting.

Strategic Initiatives Manager Gonzalez gave the presentation. Presentation
on file with City Clerk.

City of Newark City Council Minutes November 14, 2024
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No one requested to speak.

Moved by Council Member Jorgens, seconded by Council Member Collazo, to
adopt Resolution No. 11712. The motion passed, 4 AYES, 1 RECUSED.

Mayor Hannon returned to the City Council Chambers.

Adopting the conceptual plan and project priority listings for remaining
parks as part of the Citywide Parks Master Plan and approving the non-
park specific updates to the Citywide Parks Master Plan

Strategic Initiatives Manager Gonzalez gave the presentation. Presentation
on file with City Clerk.

No one requested to speak.

Council Member Apodaca stated that Mirabeau Park path has an incline
towards the street. She stated that the path may need to be modified.

Mayor Hannon requested that staff research naming rights for parks to
generate funding for park improvements.

Moved by Vice Mayor Freitas, seconded by Council Member Collazo, to adopt
Resolution No. 11713. The motion passed, 5 AYES.

2 Resolution approving an amendment to the Employment Agreement with City
Manager David J. Benoun to serve as City Manager, approving an
amendment to the Compensation and Benefit Plan for the Management,
Supervisory and Professional Employee Group, approving an amendment to
the City's salary schedule in conformance with California Code of
Regulations, Title 2, Section 570.5, and approving an amendment to the 2024
-2026 Biennial Budget and Capital Improvement Plan
Resolution No. 11714

City Attorney Kokotaylo gave the staff report stating that the proposed action
would result in a 5% salary increase retroactive to October 1, 2024 for the
City Manager.

No one requested to speak.
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Moved by Mayor Hannon, seconded by Council Member Collazo, to adopt the
resolution. The motion passed, 5 AYES.

G. CITY MANAGER UPDATES

City Manager Benoun announced: December 6, 2024, Annual Tree Lighting Event
at the Civic Center and December 13, 2024, Ugly Holiday Sweater Family Fun
Run at Lakeshore Park.

H. CITY COUNCIL MATTERS

Council Member Apodaca noted that this was her first meeting without a closed
session.

Council Member Collazo stated that she was leaving her space heater in the
Council Chambers to Council Member Jorgens. Shop Newark.

Council Member Jorgens thanked the residents who voted in the recent election.
Vice Mayor Freitas thanked City Clerk Harrington and Audio-Visual Consultant
Duke DelLeon for their service. Vice Mayor Freitas congratulated the local

candidates who were elected and the local ballot measures that passed.

Council Member Collazo wished Information Technology Technician Il Montez a
happy birthday.

Mayor Hannon also congratulated all the candidates and the successful ballot
measures. He stated that the City Council will reorganize at the December 12,
2024, meeting and invited everyone to attend.

I. CLOSED SESSION
J. ADJOURNMENT

Mayor Hannon adjourned the meeting at 8:17 p.m.
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NEWARK
DATE 12/12/2024
TO Honorable Mayor and City Council Members

FROM Sheila Harrington, City Clerk
SUBJECT Motion approving the 2025 Local Appointments List and distribution

Section 54970 et. seq. of the Government Code is commonly known as the Maddy Act
or Local Appointments List. Section 54972 requires that on or before December 31 of
each year, each legislative body in the state shall cause to be prepared and posted a
Local Appointments List of all regular and ongoing boards, commissions, and
committees, which are appointed by the legislative body of the local agency. The Local
Appointments List is to be made available to the public and must contain the following
information:

» Alist of all appointive terms, which will expire during the calendar year, with the
names of the incumbent appointee, the date of the appointment, and the date the term
expires.

« Alist of all boards, commissions, and committees whose members serve at the
pleasure of the legislative body and the necessary qualifications for each position.

Legislation also requires the City to post a copy of the list on its website or designate
the public library within its jurisdiction to receive a copy of the list.

The Community Development Advisory Committee is not on 2025 Local Appointments
List because they do not have a term expiring. Members of the Measure GG Tax
Oversight Committee, Planning Commission, and Senior Advisory Committee are
appointed by the City Council and are on the Local Appointments List. Those terms that
expire in 2025 are:

Measure GG Tax Oversight Committee
Jim Lola, term expires April 2025, appointed April 2018
Roy Patrick Pereira, term expires April 2025, appointed April 2018

Planning Commission
John Becker, term expires December 2025, appointed July 2019

Senior Advisory Committee
Kathleen Lemos, term expires April 2025, appointed May 2015
Glen Wickizer, term expires April 2025, appointed May 2015



Eileen McDonald, term expires April 2025, appointed April 2017
Linda Mapes, term expires April 2025, appointed September 2023
Shirley R. Ferrante, term expires April 2025, appointed September 2023

Staff recommends that the City Council, by motion: (1) approve the 2025 Local
Appointments List, (2) designate the Alan L. Nagy Public Library as the library to
receive a copy of the list, and (3) direct staff to post the Local Appointments List to the
City website.

Attachments
Local Appointment List 2025



|>f Newark

City Clerk’s Office
NEWARK 37101 Newark Boulevard
california Newark, CA 94560

CITY OF NEWARK 2025 LOCAL APPOINTMENT LIST*

Appointive Terms Expiring in 2025

Measure GG Tax Oversight Committee
Jim Lola, term expires April 2025, appointed April 2018
Roy Patrick Pereira, term expires April 2025, appointed April 2018

Planning Commission
John Becker, term expires December 2025, appointed July 2019

Senior Advisory Committee

Kathleen Lemos, term expires April 2025, appointed May 2015

Glen Wickizer, term expires April 2025, appointed May 2015

Eileen McDonald, term expires April 2025, appointed April 2017

Linda Mapes, term expires April 2025, appointed September 2023
Shirley R. Ferrante, term expires April 2025, appointed September 2023

Qualifications for appointment to City commissions, committees, and boards: Appointees to the Planning
Commission, Senior Citizen Standing Advisory Committee, Community Development Advisory Committee, and
the Measure GG Tax Oversight Committee must be at least 18 years old and reside in the City of Newark.
Appointees to the Senior Citizen Standing Advisory Committee must be at least 55 years of age at the time of
appointment.

*Approved by the Newark City Council 12/12/2024 pursuant to Section 54972 of the California Government
Code, the Maddy Act.
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Item D. 4.

NEWARK

DATE 12/12/2024

TO Honorable Mayor and City Council Members
FROM Oscar Carrillo, Community Preservation Manager

SUBJECT Adopt a Resolution authorizing the City to accept and the City
Manager to enter the Memorandum of Understanding with the
California Department of Justice for the Tobacco Fund Grant and
apprvoing a budget adjustment

SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends that the City Council adopt a Resolution authorizing the City to
accept and the City Manager to enter the Memorandum of Understanding with the
California Department of Justice (DOJ) for the Tobacco Fund Grant. The City was
awarded grant funds up to $176,802 through fiscal year 2027. The City will use the
DOJ grant to implement and enforce the Tobacco Retail License program, including
enforcement of sales of illegal tobacco products, including flavored products, and
provide outreach and education to tobacco retailers on tobacco laws and ordinances.

BACKGROUND

The California Healthcare, Research and Prevention Tobacco Tax Act of 2016
(Proposition 56) funding helps promote a healthier California by reducing illegal retail
sales and marketing of cigarettes and tobacco products to minors. The Tobacco Grant
Program, administered by the Office of the Attorney General, makes these annual
funds available to local law enforcement agencies throughout California. Any local
public agency within the State of California with the authority to enforce tobacco-related
state laws or local ordinances related to retail tobacco sales and marketing is eligible to
apply. An estimated $28.5 million in grant funding was available this year to support
local enforcement efforts to reduce illegal retail sales and marketing of tobacco
products to minors and youth. The Tobacco Grant Program is a reimbursement grant;
the DOJ will reimburse the grant-awarded public agencies in arrears for approved
expenditures upon receipt of invoices, quarterly progress reports, and other required
enforcement data.

In 2024, the City of Newark applied for funding from the DOJ to help implement and
enforce the Tobacco Retail License ordinance. In October 2024, the City Council
approved amending the Newark Municipal Code (NMC) to add Section 5.42 to the
NMC and implement a Tobacco Retail License program. In October 2024, the DOJ
approved the City's application and awarded grant funds up to $176,802.00 through



fiscal year 2027.

DISCUSSION/ANALYSIS

The $176,802.00 grant funds award will reimburse the City for work to target retailers
for illegal sales and marketing of tobacco products, as well as retailer and officer
educational activities on tobacco laws and ordinances as described in the attached
Summary of Award. The total grant amount provides annual funding over the next three
fiscal years, ending with fiscal year 2027. Attached is the Tobacco Grant Budget
Detail that describes the funds available in each budget category, which are described
as follows:
e Personal Services include staff and benefits costs;
e Operating Expenses and Equipment include external costs, such as our
contracted City Attorney services and
o Administrative Costs, which include invoices to tobacco retailers and mailing
materials.

As part of the grant application, city staff estimated the annual costs associated with
the budget categories over the next three fiscal years. The estimate is provided in the
table below. The total requested grant amount was $176,802.00, representing the total
grant award.

FY FY FY Total
2024-25 | 2025-26 | 2026-27 Request

Personal Services $43,294 | $43,294 | $43,294 $129,882

Operating Expenses
and Equipment

Administrative Costs $2.240 $1,370 $1,370 $4.,980

TOTAL PROJECT
COSTS

Budget Category

$14,180 | $13,880 | $13,880 $41,940

$59,714 | $58,544 | $58,544 $176,802

This is a reimbursement grant, meaning that the city will submit the required expense
information on an annual basis to obtain the reimbursement. The DOJ provided the
attached Memorandum of Understanding, which outlines the conditions for

disbursing grant funds for reimbursement of approved expenditures. City staff reviewed
the memorandum and, if approved by the City Council, is prepared to implement the
Tobacco Retail License ordinance to ensure tobacco retailers comply with all applicable
State and local tobacco regulations.

FISCAL IMPACT

If approved, the City will accept the reimbursement grant from the California
Department of Justice through the Tobacco Grant Program, funded by Proposition 56.
The grant will cover up to $176,802 in eligible reimbursable expenses over the next
three fiscal years. The estimated annual cost of administering the Tobacco Retail
License program is approximately $59,000, which is expected to be fully reimbursed by
the grant.



To proceed, a budget adjustment is required to add the grant funds and appropriate
related expenditures into the City’s 2024-2026 Biennial Budget and Capital
Improvement Plan.
The adjustment will include:

¢ An increase in grant revenue totaling $176,802 over three years.

e Corresponding increases in expenditure categories, including salaries,

professional services, supplies, and administrative costs.
e Cost Reimbursement

This is a reimbursement-based grant, with the Department of Justice (DOJ)
reimbursing the City in arrears for actual expenditures incurred during the project.
Reimbursement is contingent upon submission of required documentation, such as
invoices and quarterly progress reports, and approval by the DOJ. These processes
are outlined in the Tobacco Grant Program Regulations and the Grantee Handbook.

Terms
e Grant Duration: November 1, 2024 — June 30, 2028.
e Reimbursement Deadline: Reimbursements must be requested by June 30, 2028.
Any requests received after July 15, 2028, will not be considered by the DOJ.

This grant aligns with the City’s goals by supporting compliance with tobacco laws,
reducing illegal sales, and educating retailers. Approval of the grant and associated
budget adjustments will enable the City to effectively implement this initiative.

ENVIRONMENTAL/PLANNING COMMISSION REVIEW

Adoption of a resolution accepting the DOJ Tobacco Grant is not considered to be a
"Project" under the provisions of the California Environmental Quality Act.

REVIEW AND APPROVAL

Prepared by - Oscar Carrillo, Community Preservation Manager
Reviewed by - Steven Turner, Community Development Director
Reviewed by - Krysten Lee, Finance Director

Reviewed by - Kristopher J. Kokotaylo, City Attorney

Approved by - David J. Benoun, City Manager

Attachments
Resolution_1165_ TRL_Grant
Summary of Award
Budget Detail
Memorandum of Understanding



RESOLUTION NO.

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
NEWARK AUTHORIZING THE ACCEPTANCE OF A GRANT
FROM THE CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE,
AUTHORIZING THE CITY MANAGER TO EXECUTE THE
MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING FOR THE TOBACCO
FUND GRANT, AND APPROVING A BUDGET ADJUSTMENT

WHEREAS, the City applied for grant funding made available through the California
Department of Justice (DOJ), funded by Proposition 56, to support local tobacco retailer
enforcement and education, including enforcement of flavored tobacco bans; and

WHEREAS, in October 2024, the DOJ awarded the City of Newark a $176,802
reimbursement grant to cover eligible expenditures, including salaries, professional services,
supplies, and administrative costs; and

WHEREAS, in October 2024, the Newark City Council approved amending the Newark
Municipal Code to add Section 5.42 Tobacco Retailers, and implement a Tobacco Retail License
program; and

WHEREAS, the City of Newark will use the DOJ grant to implement and enforce the
Tobacco Retail License program, including enforcement of sales of illegal tobacco products,
including flavored products, and provide outreach and education to tobacco retailers on tobacco
laws and ordinances.

WHEREAS, the grant is reimbursement-based, requiring the City to incur eligible expenses
and submit the necessary documentation, including invoices and quarterly reports, for approval
and reimbursement by the DOJ; and

WHEREAS, the grant’s terms specify a duration from November 1, 2024, through June 30,
2028, with a reimbursement deadline of July 15, 2028; and

WHEREAS, a budget adjustment is necessary to incorporate the grant funds and
appropriate related expenditures into the City’s 2024-2026 Biennial Budget and Capital
Improvement Plan; and

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the City Council of the City of Newark
hereby approves and authorizes the City Manager to accept the Tobacco Grant Program award of
$176,802 from the California Department of Justice and to execute the Memorandum of
Understanding with the California Department of Justice for the Tobacco Grant Program,
including any amendments necessary to carry out the purpose of the grant.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the City Council of the City of Newark approves an
amendment to the 2024-2026 Biennial Budget and Capital Improvement Plan as follows:
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P Tobacco Grant Program
GRANT SERVICES BRANCH - LOCAL ASSISTANCE
\ DIVISION OF OPERATIONS

TOBACCO GRANT SUMMARY OF AWARD
DOJ-PROP56-2024-25-1-047

NEWARK COMMUNITY PRESERVATION DEPARTMENT

This Summary of Award document will be used by the Tobacco Grant Program when determining
whether an activity or expense claimed was approved for funding and is reimbursable. Activities other
than those presented here may not be reimbursable. A Grant Modification may be necessary for

material deviations. Please consult with your Grant Program Officer before engaging in any activity
beyond this scope.

By signing the Memorandum of Understanding, your agency agrees to the commitments outlined
below and this document becomes part of the Grant Agreement.

AWARD SUMMARY
Award Amount: $176,802 Requested Amount: $176,802
Removed from Award: N/A Reduced Line Items: N/A

Other Changes or Stipulations: N/A

IMPORTANT PROVISIONS FOR ALL GRANTEES

l. Enforcement Activities

a. Authorized - If enforcement activities were proposed, only activities that target retailers
for illegal sales/marketing of tobacco products were approved. It is expected that the
flavor ban will be enforced within one or more enforcement activities.

b. Unauthorized - Community or school patrols, or other enforcement actions related to
tobacco use and possession, are not permitted.

1. Educational Activities

a. Authorized — Retailer and/or officer educational activities on tobacco laws and
ordinances, if included, are authorized as noted below.

b. Unauthorized - School or community education efforts, including media campaigns, are
not permitted as part of this award. All educational efforts should be directed to
retailers and/or officers.

Il. Removed Personnel or Other Items

10/16/2024 Page10of 3



a. If specific personnel or other items were removed and not funded, they cannot be
reinstated during the grant term.

V. Reduced Line Items

a. If a specific line item was reduced, the intention was to not fully fund it or the activities
it represents.

V. Mileage/Fuel

a. Budgets that include mileage or fuel were amended to include both together in one line

item for flexibility and the type of backup documentation available. Mileage is limited to
the state rate in effect at the time of travel.

VL. Equipment

a. Allequipment items must be purchased during the first year of the grant as noted on
the Budget Detail. Their awarding is intended to support project goals and be used to
support grant activities throughout the grant term.

Please reference the Tobacco Grant Program Grantee Handbook for more information regarding
allowable costs.

GOALS AND ACTIVITIES

Retail Inspections
e Peryear, 38 retailers will be inspected.
e Additional details regarding these inspections:
o Anticipate at least annual, possibly twice-a-year inspections.

Minor Decoy Operations
N/A

Shoulder Tap Operations
N/A

Undercover Buys
N/A

Retailer Fducation .
e Peryear, 38 retailers will receive educational materials.
e Peryear, 38 retailers will receive on-site education.
e Additional details regarding these retailer education activities:
o Provide brochures explaining all regulations during on-site outreach. Mailers will include
relevant legislation overviews and a webinar to help answer any initial questions about

licensing.
Enforcement Officer Education

e Peryear, 3 enforcement officers will receive education about tobacco laws and ordinances.
e Additional details regarding these officer education activities:

10/16/2024 Page 2 of 3



o Any and all available and DOJ-approved tobacco education.

Prosecution
N/A

Task Force
Existing Task Force. Grantee will conduct the following activities related to this task force:

* Virtual quarterly meetings with county retail enforcement officials and partners to share
best practices and collaboration opportunities for enforcing tobacco retail laws.

Other Activities
N/A

PARTNERING AGENCIES

Based upon the proposal submitted and any subsequent modifications approved by DOJ, the following
agencies are expected to partner with and support the activities and fulfillment of goals referenced
above:

N/A

Please notify your Grant Program Officer of any proposed changes to partnering agencies, particularly
if they are included within your budget.

10/16/2024 Page 3 of 3



TOBACCO GRANT BUDGET DETAIL

Newark Community Preservation Department

Costs Per Fiscal Year (July 1 - June 30)

24/25 AWARD BUDGET
DOJ-PROP56-2024-25-1-047

A. Personal Services

Salaries
Classification/Positions Computation FY 2024-25 FY 2025-26 FY 2026-27 FY 2027-28 TOTALS
|Manager (Community Preservation) | | | | $ 11430 | | $ 11430 | | $ 11430 | | $ | | $ 34,200 |
|Specia|ists (Community Preservation) | | | | $ 10864 | | $ 10864 | | $ 10864 | | $ - | | $ 32,502 |
|Director (Community Development) | | | | $ 4,962 | | $ 4,962 | | $ 4,962 | | $ - | | $ 14,886 |
|Deputy Director (Community Development) | | | | $ 1,751 | | $ 1,751 | | $ 1,751 | | $ | | $ 5,253 |
| || | ES PR PR PO § PO
| | [ J Jls s Jls ]
SUBTOTAL $ 29,007 $ 29,007 $ 29,007 § $ 87,021
Overtime
Classification/Positions Computation FY 2024-25 FY 2025-26 FY 2026-27 FY 2027-28 TOTALS
| || |y ES PR PR § PN P |
| || |} ES PR PR PR § PO
| || |3 ES PR PR P § PO
| || |y ES PR PR P § PO
| || |y ES PR PR § PN P |
| | [N ES PR PR § PN P |
SUBTOTAL $ -8 $ $ $
Benefits
Classification/Positions Computation FY 2024-25 FY 2025-26 FY 2026-27 FY 2027-28 TOTALS
|Benefits for all positions listed above | | | | $ 14,287 | | $ 14,287 | | $ 14,287 | | $ - | | $ 42,861 |
| | S § PR PO Py PR
| | S § PR PO POy P
| | SN § PR PO POy PR
| | S § PR PO Py P
| | [N ES PR PN PR § PR
SUBTOTAL $ 14287 $ 14,287 $ 14,287 § $ 42,861
TOTAL PERSONAL SERVICES ~ § 43,204 § 432904 $ 432904 § $ 129,882
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TOBACCO GRANT BUDGET DETAIL 24/25 AWARD BUDGET
. . DOJ-PROP56-2024-25-1-047
Newark Community Preservation Department

B. Operating Expenses and Equipment
Equipment (Tangible items with a PER-UNIT cost of $5,000 or more)
Description Computation FY 2024-25 FY 2025-26 FY 2026-27 FY 2027-28 TOTALS
| || | s e e e e ]
| || | s e e e | s ]
| || | [s | s | s | s | s -|
SUBTOTAL $ - $ - $ - $ - $ -
Other Expenses
Description Computation FY 2024-25 FY 2025-26 FY 2026-27 FY 2027-28 TOTALS
|City Attorney (contracted position) | |Contract must be provided to DOJ | | $ 13,880 | | $ 13,880 | | $ 13,880 | | $ - | | $ 41,640 |
|Retai|er Educational Materials | |May require pre-approval | | $ 300 | | $ - | | $ - | | $ - | | $ 300 |
| | | | s | s | [s | [s | [s |
| | | | s | s | [s | [s | [s |
| | | | s | s | [s | [s | [s |
| | | | s | s | [s | [s | [s |
| | | | [s | s | s | s | s |
SUBTOTAL $ 14,180 $ 13,880 $ 13,880 $ - $ 41,940
Travel Expenses/Registration Fees*
Description and Destination Computation FY 2024-25 FY 2025-26 FY 2026-27 FY 2027-28 TOTALS
| | 16 6 6 ]
| | | P | P
| | | P | r— |
| |  Fo | F— | F—
*For approved tobacco related training and travel only. Travel cannot exceed current state rates.
SUBTOTAL $ -8 -8 -8 - 8 -
TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES AND EQUIPMENT $ 14180 $ 13,880 $ 13,880 § - 0§ 41,940
C. Administrative Costs*
Description Computation FY 2024-25 FY 2025-26 FY 2026-27 FY 2027-28 TOTAL
Admin | | | | $ 2,240 | | $ 1,370 | | $ 1,370 | | $ - | | $ 4,980
*Administrative costs must not exceed 5% of the total budget. TOTAL $ 2,240 $ 1,370 $ 1,370 $ - $ 4,980
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TOBACCO GRANT BUDGET DETAIL 24/25 AWARD BUDGET
. . DOJ-PROP56-2024-25-1-047
Newark Community Preservation Department

SUMMARY

Budget Category FY 2024-25 FY 2025-26 FY 2026-27 FY 2027-28 Total Request

A. Personal Services $ 43,294 $ 43,294 $ 43,294 $ - $ 129,882

B. Operating Expenses and Equipment $ 14,180 $ 13,880 $ 13,880 $ - $ 41,940

C. Administrative Costs $ 2,240 $ 1,370 $ 1,370 $ - $ 4,980
TOTAL PROJECT COSTS $ 59,714 $ 58,544 $ 58,544 $ - $ 176,802
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Tobacco Grant Program
Grant Services Branch - Local Assistance
Division of Operations

Newark Community Preservation Department DOJ-PROP56-2024-25-1-047

MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING
PURPOSE
This Memorandum of Understanding (“MOU") is entered into by the Department of Justice (“DOJ”)
and the Newark Community Preservation Department (“Grantee”), for the purpose of disbursing grant
funds to Grantee for reimbursement of expenditures in compliance with the California Code of
Regulations and the Fiscal Year 2024-25 Grantee Handbook.

Commencing January 1, 2023, the California Code of Regulations, Title 11, Division 1, Chapter 5:
Department of Justice Tobacco Grant Program (“TGP Regulations”) shall govern the policies and
procedures of the Tobacco Grant Program.

The TGP Regulations, Request for Proposals, Grantee Handbook (dated April 2024), and Summary of
Award document are hereby incorporated by reference into this MOU. Grantee will expend funds for
the purposes identified in the approved Summary of Award document. Reimbursements are to be
funded under the California Healthcare, Research and Prevention Tobacco Tax Act of 2016, approved
by the voters as Proposition 56.

COST REIMBURSEMENT

DOJ agrees to reimburse Grantee in arrears, for Grantee’s actual expenditures in performing the
project or scope of work included in the approved Summary of Award document. Reimbursements for
line items in the approved Budget Detail will be made upon receipt of invoices from Grantee and
approval of the invoices by DOJ, in accordance with the reimbursement procedures set forth in the TGP
Regulations and Grantee Handbook.

BUDGET CONTINGENCY CLAUSE

It is mutually agreed, if the Budget Act of the current fiscal year and/or any subsequent years covered
under the MOU does not appropriate sufficient funds, the MOU shall be of no further force and effect.
In the event this situation occurs, DOJ shall have no liability to reimburse/pay any funds to Grantee, or
to furnish any other considerations under this MOU. As well, Grantee shall not be obligated to
continue performing the provisions of this MOU, for which the Grantee would have been reimbursed.

If funding for any fiscal year is reduced or deleted in the Budget Act for purposes of this MOU, DOJ

shall have the option to either cancel this MOU with no liability occurring to DOJ or offer an addendum
to the Grantee to reflect the reduced amount.
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Newark Community Preservation Department DOJ-PROP56-2024-25-1-047

PROJECT BREACH-TERMINATION

Failure of a Grantee to comply with this MOU or the TGP Regulations shall be treated by DOJ as a
breach of contract. If an act of noncompliance occurs, DOJ may take actions described within the TGP
Regulations, including termination. DOJ may terminate this MOU and be relieved of any obligation to
disburse grant funds to Grantee should Grantee fail to perform the scope of work at the time and in
the manner provided in this MOU.

MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS
Addendum — No addendum or variation of the terms of this MOU is valid unless made in writing and
signed by the duly authorized representatives of the parties.

Assignment — This MOU is not assignable by Grantee in whole or in part.

Indemnification — Grantee agrees to indemnify and hold harmless DQJ, its officers, agents and
employees from all claims, liabilities, or losses in connection with the performance of this MOU.

Certifications — Grantee certifies that it does not receive funding from a manufacturer, distributor, or
advertiser of Cigarettes or Tobacco Products. Grantee further certifies that grant funds will not
supplant existing state or local funds dedicated for the same purpose.

TERMS
Grant Duration: 11/1/2024 - 6/30/2028

Award Amount

Category of Expenditure

Budget Budget Budget Budget
FY 2024-2025 | FY 2025-2026 | FY 2026-2027 | FY 2027-2028

Personal Services $43,294 $43,294 $43,294 S

Operating Expenses and $14.180 $13.880 $13.880 $

Equipment ’ ’ ’

Administrative Costs (Not to

Exceed 5%) $2,240 $1,370 $1,370 S
TOTAL AWARD AMOUNT $176,802

The time limit for reimbursements against this award ends 6/30/2028. Requests for reimbursement
received after 7/15/2028 cannot be considered by DOJ.

GRANTEE CONTACT INFORMATION

[NAME, TITLE]

Newark Community Preservation Department
[MAILING ADDRESS]

[PHONE NUMBER]

[EMAIL ADDRESS]
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Newark Community Preservation Department DOJ-PROP56-2024-25-1-047

AUTHORIZATION

DOJ and Grantee, by their duly authorized officials, have executed this MOU on the respective dates
indicated below. This MOU and any future addendums shall be e-mailed to
TobaccoGrants@doj.ca.gov, care of the Division of Operations, Local Assistance Unit, Tobacco Grant
Program, and will become fully executed upon completion of signatures from all parties.

NAME: Date
Title:
Agency:

NAME: Date
Title:
Agency:

NAME: Date
Title:
Agency:

JENNIFER IVERY JOHNSON, Grant Manager Date
Division of Operations
California Department of Justice

NICOLE LEARNED, Administrative Manager Date
Division of Operations
California Department of Justice

CHRIS RYAN, Chief Date
Division of Operations
California Department of Justice
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Item D. 5.

NEWARK

DATE 12/12/2024

TO Honorable Mayor and City Council Members
FROM Krysten Lee, Finance Director

SUBJECT Adopt a Resolution to Accept the Development Impact Fee Annual
and Five-Year Report for the Period Ending June 30, 2024, and
approve findings for each development impact fee that the City of
Newark imposes on development projects

SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATION

Assembly Bill (AB) 1600, codified as California Government Code Sections
66000-66008 (the Mitigation Fee Act), governs the imposition and use of development
impact fees (DIFs) by local agencies in California. These fees, charged to fund public
infrastructure or services necessitated by new developments, are subject to annual and
five-year review requirements under the Mitigation Fee Act.

The Annual and Five-Year Development Impact Fee Report, prepared for the period
ending June 30, 2024, covers fiscal years 2018 through 2024. Staff recommends the
City Council accept the report and adopt a resolution making findings for each impact
fee imposed by the City of Newark as required by the Mitigation Fee Act.

BACKGROUND

In California, Assembly Bill (AB) 1600, codified as California Government Code
Sections 66000-66008 (the Mitigation Fee Act), establishes legal and procedural
requirements for local agencies to charge development impact fees (DIFs) to offset the
impact of new developments on public infrastructure and services. Effective since
January 1, 1989, the Mitigation Fee Act mandates that DIFs be used promptly and for
their designated purposes.

To ensure compliance, the Act requires local agencies to produce annual reports and
make findings every five years for each DIF. The annual report, which must be
reviewed by the City Council within 180 days of the fiscal year-end, includes essential
information about Newark’s development impact fee program, such as:

1. A brief description of the fee program.

2. The amount of the fee.

3. Beginning and ending balances of the fee program.

4. Amount of fees collected, interest earned, and transfers/loans.

5. The expenditures on each project. The total percentage of the cost of the public



improvement is funded with development impact fees.

6. A description of each interfund transfer or loan. The date the loan will be repaid,
the rate of interest, and a description of the public improvement.

7. A description of each inter-fund transfer or loan from the account or fund,
specifying the public improvement for which the fees will be used. For inter-fund
loans, this includes the repayment date and applicable interest rate.

8. The number of refunds made to property owners.

In addition to the annual reporting requirements, the Mitigation Fee Act mandates that
local agencies conduct a comprehensive analysis and make findings every five years

after the first deposit into each DIF account. For each development impact fee, these

findings must address:

1. The purpose of the fee expenditure.

2. The reasonable relationship between the fee and its intended purpose.

3. All anticipated sources and amounts of funding needed to complete financing for
any incomplete public improvements.

4. The approximate dates when this additional funding is expected to be deposited
into the appropriate account or fund.

The current City Council resolution consolidates these five-year findings for all
Development Impact Fees (DIFs) into a single, unified annual report. This consolidated
format, which will be applied to future DIF reports, enhances both compliance
efficiency and public transparency. Previously, DIFs were reported in separate
schedules, but as new fees are introduced, this unified approach reduces complexity
and improves accessibility.

The attached report provides detailed information on DIF activities from Fiscal Year
2018 through Fiscal Year 2024.

DISCUSSION/ANALYSIS

Under AB1600, Government Code Section 66006(b), each Development Impact Fee
(DIF) account or fund established under the Mitigation Fee Act must submit an annual
report within 180 days after the fiscal year’'s end.

This report is required to include:

1. A brief description of the fee program.
e Found in the discussion section for each fee.
2. The amount of the fee.
e Found in the discussion section for each fee.
3. Beginning and ending balances of the fee program.
¢ Annual balances are found in the Summary of Fund Revenue & Expenditures
for each DIF.
4. Amount of fees collected, interest earned, and transfers/loans.
¢ Annual balances are found on the Summary of Fund Revenue &
Expenditures for each DIF. An identification of each public improvement.
5. The expenditures on each project. The total percentage of the cost of the public
improvements is funded by development impact fees.



¢ Project detail, when available, is found in the Summary of Expenditures for
each DIF. The percentage of the cost that was funded with fees is 100%
unless otherwise stated.

6. A description of each interfund transfer or loan. The date the loan will be repaid,
the rate of interest, and a description of public improvement.

¢ This information is provided in the Nexus reports in the Appendices.

7. A description of each inter-fund transfer or loan from the account or fund,
specifying the public improvement for which the fees will be used. For inter-fund
loans, this includes the repayment date and applicable interest rate.

¢ No loans covered by new revenues

8. The number of refunds made to property owners.

¢ This section does not apply.

This report, prepared in accordance with Government Code Section 66006(b)(1),
provides an overview of each fee account, summarizing the beginning and ending
balances, fees collected, interest earned, and expenditures for FY 2024.

Beginning and Ending Balances of Funds (Sec. 66006(b)(1)(C))

The table below shows the beginning and ending balances for each fee account.
Ending balances were calculated by adding the collected fees and interest to each
account and subtracting expenditures. Detailed information on fees collected, interest
earned, and expenditures for each account is provided in subsequent sections of this
report.

Public |Community . .
. Transportation | Housing Park

Balances Safe:ty Ser_v_lc.:e Facilities Impact Impact

Facilities | Facilities
Beginning
Balance $948,791 | $722,461 $12,600,624 |$44,592,886|$5,806,206
(7/1/23)
Ending
Balance $1,592,256| $1,094,984 | $12,903,399 |$46,126,701|$7,735,609
(6/30/24)

Fees Collected and Interest Earned (Sec. 66006(b)(1)(D))

The table below shows the total fees collected and interest earned for each account in

FY 2024.

Public Comm_unlty . ... _ |Housing | Park
Balances| Safety Service |Transportation Facilities

- s Impact | Impact

Facilities| Facilities
Fees
Collected | 5985322 |  $369,272 $1,120,792 $140,043 $1,785,051
Interest
Earned $58,143 $41,011 $526,679 $1,439,403 | $290,417




Expenditures (Sec. 66006(b)(1)(E))
This section identifies each public improvement funded by DIFs, including the total
amount expended and the percentage of the project cost covered by these fees.

Percent
Amount | of Cost
Improvement Fee Used of Fees Funded
Expended | By Fees
to Date
Service Center Gate (1362) (S:gr”\ji';‘;”'ty $37,760 100%
Central Avenue Overpass . o
(CIP1014) Transportation $321,915 100%
Arterial Bicycle Lanes . 0
(CIP1254) Transportation $1,022,780 100%
On-CgII Planning Services - Housing $42.611 100%
Housing Element
Homeless Management
Information System - City's |Housing $3,020 100%
Match
|Park Master Plan Park | $76,200 100%
MacGregor Fields Cricket o
Pitch (CIP1338) Park $2.958 100%
Sportsfield Park Synthetic
Turf Fields Additional Park $28,776 100%
Fencing (CIP1337)
Citywide Parks Signage
Program — Phase 1 Park $38,134 100%
(CIP1272)

The city also collects other fees, such as the Community Development Maintenance
fee and the Art In Public Places fee from developers at the building permit stage.
These fees are not legally classified as DIFs and are therefore excluded from this
Development Impact Fee Report. However, these fees are summarized below for
transparency.

Community | 4 pyplic
Balances Development Places Fee
Maintenance Fee

Beginning Balance | $4,202,645 | $1,943,167
Fees Collected/Investment $984 531 $109.694
Earnings ’ ’
Expenditures $919,703 $97,870
Ending Balance $4,267,472 $1,954,992




Five-Year Findings (Gov. Code Section 66001(d))

In compliance with Government Code Section 66001(d), this report also includes
five-year findings for FY 2018 through FY 2024 for any unexpended funds. These
findings address:

1. The purpose of the fee expenditure.
2. The reasonable relationship between the fee and the purpose used.
3. All sources and amounts of funding anticipated to complete financing in incomplete
improvements.
4. The approximate dates on which the funding referred to in subparagraph (3)
above are deposited into the appropriate account or fund.
These findings are included in the attached DIF report for City Council review.

FISCAL IMPACT

There is no fiscal impact related to the review and approval of this resolution and the
accompanying reports.

REVIEW AND APPROVAL

Prepared by - Krysten Lee, Finance Director
Reviewed by - Kristopher J. Kokotaylo, City Attorney
Approved by - David J. Benoun, City Manager

Attachments
Resolution Annual and 5 Year Findings
Exhibit #1 FY 2024 Annual and 5-Year DIF Report



RESOLUTION NO.

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
NEWARK, CALIFORNIA, ACCEPTING THE DEVELOPMENT
IMPACT FEE ANNUAL AND FIVE-YEAR REPORT FOR THE
PERIOD ENDING JUNE 30, 2024, AND MAKING FINDINGS
AS REQUIRED BY THE MITIGATION FEE ACT

WHEREAS, the Mitigation Fee Act, Government Code Section 66000 et seq., authorizes
the City of Newark (“City”’) to impose, collect, and expend mitigation fees to offset the impacts of
development within the City; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to its authority under the Mitigation Fee Act (Government Code §§
66000 et seq.) the City Council established, adopted, and imposed a Public Safety Impact Fee,
Community Service Impact Fee, Transportation Impact Fee, Residential and Non-Residential
Housing Impact Fee and Park Impact Fee (collectively, the “Fees”); and

WHEREAS, the City has deposited all Fees in separate non-commingled funds (“Funds™)
established for such a purpose; and

WHEREAS, pursuant to California Government Code Section 66006(b), the City is
required to prepare an annual report providing the following information about each Fee:

A brief description of the fee program.

The amount of the fee.

Beginning and ending balances of the fee program.

Amount of fees collected, interest earned, and transfers/loans.

The expenditures on each project. The total percentage of the cost of the public

improvement is funded with development impact fees.

6. A description of each interfund transfer or loan. The date the loan will be repaid, the rate
of interest, and a description of the public improvement.

7. A description of each inter-fund transfer or loan from the account or fund, specifying the
public improvement for which the fees will be used. For inter-fund loans, this includes
the repayment date and applicable interest rate.

8. The number of refunds made to property owners.

Nk W=

WHEREAS, the City has made available to the public within one hundred eighty (180)
days following the last day of the fiscal year the annual accounting information (“Annual Report™)
required by the Mitigation Fee Act related to each of the Fees; and

WHEREAS, the Mitigation Fee Act further requires that the City of Newark conduct a
comprehensive review every five years, with findings for each DIF account that remains
unexpended, addressing:

1. The purpose of the fee expenditure.
The reasonable relationship between each fee and its intended purpose.

3. All anticipated sources and amounts of funding to complete financing for any incomplete
improvements.



4. The approximate dates on which funding is expected to be deposited into the appropriate
account or fund.

WHEREAS, the Development Impact Fee Annual and Five-Year Report for the period
ending June 30, 2024, has been prepared by staff in compliance with the Mitigation Fee Act,
covering fiscal years 2018 through 2024. This consolidated report includes the annual and five-
year findings required by Government Code Sections 66006(b) and 66001(d), has been made
publicly available at least fifteen days before this meeting, and is attached as Exhibit No. 1; and

WHEREAS, the City Council must adopt a Resolution making certain findings in the event
that any Development Impact Fees remain unexpended for more than five years and thus this
Resolution serves to meet that requirement; and

WHEREAS, notice of the meeting at which this Resolution was considered by the City
Council was provided to those on record with the City Clerk requesting such notice.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the above recitals are true and correct and
incorporated herein.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the City Council of the City of Newark hereby finds
and determines as follows:

1. In accordance with Government Code Section 66006(b), the City Council has
reviewed and approves the Annual and Five-Year Development Impact Fee Report
for the period ending June 30, 2024, which is attached to this Resolution as Exhibit 1,
and are also placed on file with the City Clerk.

2. The City Council makes the findings required Government Code Section 66001(d),
as set forth in the Annual and Five-Year Development Impact Fee Report for the
period ending June 30, 2024, which is attached to this Resolution as Exhibit 1, and
are also placed on file with the City Clerk.

3. Pursuant to these findings, and at this time, there shall not be a refund of any
unexpended Fees.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the City Council of the City of Newark hereby
determines that the reports comply with the requirements of AB 1600.



City Of Newark

Development Impact Fee
Annual and Five-Year Report
as of June 30, 2024

Publication Date: November 14, 2024

Exhibit #1



Overview and Legal Requirements for Development Impact Fee Reporting

The following is a definition of development impact fees (DIFs) written for the League of
California Cities - City Attorney Department:

"A development impact fee is a monetary exaction other than a tax or special assessment that
is charged by a local governmental agency to an 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 (Gov. Code § 66000(b).) The legal requirements for
enactment of development impact fee program are set forth in Government Code §§ 66000
66025 (the 'Mitigation Fee Act'), the bulk of which were adopted as 1987's AB 1600 and thus
are commonly referred to as 'AB 1600 requirements.' A development impact fee is not a tax or
special assessment; by its definition, a fee is voluntary and must be reasonably related to the

cost of the service provided by the local agency. If a development impact fee does not relate to

the impact created by development or exceeds the reasonable cost of providing the public
service, then the fee may be declared a special tax and must then be subject to a two-thirds
voter approval. (Cal. Const., Art. XIll A, § 4.)"?

Government Code Sections 66000 through 66008 are found in Appendix A of the Initial
Report.

For each account or fund established under the Mitigation Fee Act, the following
information is required to be reported annually within 180 days after the end of the fiscal
year: (The following is a paraphrase of GC § 66006(b)(1) with actions taken.)

1. A brief description of the fee program.
e Found in the discussion section for each fee.

2. The amount of the fee.
e Found in the discussion section for each fee.

3. Beginning and ending balances of the fee program.
e Annual balances found on the Summary of Fund Revenue & Expenditures for
each DIF.

4. Amount of fees collected, interest earned, and transfers/loans.
e Annual balances found on the Summary of Fund Revenue & Expenditures for
each DIF. An identification of each public improvement.

5. The expenditures on each project. The total percentage of the cost of the public
improvement is funded with development impact fees.

e Project detail, when available, is found in the Summary of Expenditures for each

DIF. The percentage of the cost that was funded with fees is 100% unless
otherwise stated.

1 A Short Overview of Development Impact Fees, Brown, Peter N. & Lyons, Graham, League of California Cities, 2003
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6. A description of each interfund transfer or loan. The date the loan will be repaid, the
rate of interest, and a description of the public improvement.
e This information is provided in the Nexus reports in the Appendices.

7. Adescription of each inter-fund transfer or loan from the account or fund, specifying
the public improvement for which the fees will be used. For inter-fund loans, this
includes the repayment date and applicable interest rate.

e No loans covered by new revenues

8. The number of refunds made to property owners.
e This section does not apply

This report provides a five-year summary of the City of Newark’s development impact fee
programs, in compliance with Government Code Section 66001. Every five years after the initial
deposit into the fund, additional findings are required. This report includes those findings for
Fiscal Years 2018-2024. Staff is undertaking a new Development Impact Fee Study for 2025,
which will address the following requirements:

1. The purpose of the fee expenditure.
2. The reasonable relationship between the fee and the purpose used.

3. All sources and amounts of funding anticipated to complete financing in incomplete
improvements.

4. The approximate dates on which the funding referred to in subparagraph (3) above are
deposited into the appropriate account or fund.

The supporting documents for this report have been added to the appendices at the end
of the report. The appendices contain the following documents:

e Appendix A: Resolution No. 11,664

e Appendix B: Resolution No. 8051

e Appendix C: Public Safety and Community Service Facilities Development

e Impact Fee Nexus Study

e Appendix D: Resolution No. 10,633

e Appendix E: Resolution No. 10,634

e Appendix F: City of Newark Transportation Impact Fee Nexus Study

e Appendix G: Resolution No. 10,635

e Appendix H: Resolution No. 8802

e Appendix |I: Newark Affordable Housing Fee Study

e AppendixJ: Resolution No. 10,184

e Appendix K: Residential Nexus Analysis, Newark, California

e Appendix L: Resolution No. 10,132

e Appendix M: Resolution No. 10505

e Appendix N: Park and Recreation Facility Development Impact Fee Study
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More detailed information on the various development impact fee programs is available.
Master plans, the City’s Biennial Budget and Capital Improvement Plan are all made public on
the City’s website.

The City does not earmark impact fees for any specific project as revenues come in. This report
is accurate as of the time of publication. Any proposed plans are subject to change based on
City Council action.

Summary of Findings
The following summarizes the findings of this Report:

1. FINDING #1 - Given the length of time between the last DIF updates, the City Council
should consider a general update to all the Nexus Reports and DIFs.

Response: Staff is conducting a comprehensive Development Impact Fee (DIF) Study for
2025, which will update all Nexus Reports and DIFs to reflect current costs, align with
growth projections, and comply with legal requirements. The study will assess existing
fees, ensure equitable allocation across development types, and integrate recent
legislation to maintain compliance with the Mitigation Fee Act.

2. FINDING #2 - Revenue and Cost Specialists (RCS), the City’s Development Impact Fee
study consultant, recommends establishing a separate Park Development Impact Fee
(DIF) specifically for fees that meet Quimby Act requirements. Quimby Act fees should
be maintained in a distinct fund, separate from revenue generated under the Mitigation
Fee Act, as Quimby Act funds uniquely allow for the rehabilitation of existing parks.

Response: The FY 2025 Development Impact Fee update and new Nexus studies will
address this finding by developing a distinct Park Development Impact Fee that meets
Quimby Act requirements and establishes a separate fund specifically for these fees.
The study will carefully delineate between fees collected under the Quimby Act, which
permits funding for park rehabilitation, and those collected under the Mitigation Fee
Act, which focuses on new infrastructure for development impacts. This approach will
ensure compliance with both legislative frameworks and allow for strategic use of
Quimby Act funds toward the rehabilitation and improvement of existing parks,
enhancing recreational amenities for the community.

3. FINDING #3 - Based on this Five-Year Report, it is clear that the DIFs have been
committed or spent within the five-year period required by law.

Response: The Five-Year Report confirms that Development Impact Fees (DIFs) have
been appropriately committed or spent within the legally required five-year period,
demonstrating compliance with statutory timelines and responsible fund management.
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Overall Summary Schedule of Revenues & Expenditures
The schedule on the following page shows all of the DIFs.

Detail for Individual DIFs

The detail for each fee follows the Summary Schedule in sequence by fund number:

Fund 620 - Public Safety Impact Fee Fund ..........cccco
Fund 621 - Community Service Impact Fee Fund........ccccceevveiiieiiiiiiiiieeeee,
Fund 622 - Transportation Impact Fee Fund ...,
Fund 401 - Non-Residential Housing Impact Fee Fund...........ccccceeevivvniiniieeennnnn.
Fund 403 - Affordable Housing Impact Fee Fund ..........cooocvviiiieeeiiiiiiiciiiiceeeeenn,

Fund 623 - Residential & Non-Residential Housing Impact Fee Fund

Fund 624 - Park Impact FEE FUN........ouiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiicee et
Y oY o1=] g Vo Tl PP PPPPPRN
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CITY OF NEWARK
SUMMARY OF DEVELOPMEMT IMPACT FEE REVEMUES & EXPENDITURES

BY

DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FUND
FROM FY 2018 THROUGH 2024

REVEMUES EXPEMDITURES

PRIOR OTHER DIF/ AVAILABLE

Funds BALAMCE DIF MOMN-DIF REV.| INT/TSER IN TOTAL OUTLAY  |TSFROUT TOTAL BALANCE
NON-RESIDENTIAL HOUSING FUND (401) ®' 537,170.29 39,194 48 39,194 48 5,852.00 £,852.00 569,512.77
RESIDENTIAL INCLUSIONARY HOUSING FUND (403) ' 5,276,857.41 | 11,506,281.47 710,219.31 | 12,216,500.78 - - 21,493,358.19
Housing Impact Fee Funds Before FY 2021 5 9,814,027.70 | $11,506,281.47 | § - |5 749,413.79 | 512,255,695.26 | & 685200 % - |§ 5,852.00 | §22,062,870.96
PUUBLIC SAFETY FUND (620) 1,25144828 | 4,801,209.00 27144343 | 517265243 | 483184468 483184468 1,592,256.02
COMMUNITY SERVICE FUND (521) 2,601,237.05 | 3,86%,319.68 362,615.25 | 4,231,83457 | 5,738,188.02 5738,188.02 | 1,004,58400
TRAFFIC FUND (622) 3,628,723.60 | 19,383,722.05 1,251537.63 | 10,636,259.68 | 1,361,584.14 1,361,584.14 | 12,903,389.14
RESIDENTIAL & NON-RESIDENTIAL HOUSING FUND (523) ¥ 22,062,870.96 | 20,36477168 3,84455170 | 24,208,323.38 145 483 42 14549342 | 4p,126,700.93
PARK IMPACT FEES FUND (524) 572557407 | B,007,97481 776,301.12 | 878427583 | 6,774,641.11 5,774,641.11 | 7,735,608.89
SUMMARY $35,270,253.96 | $46,526,997.23 [ § ~ | $6,507,449.17 | $53,034,496.40 | $18,851,751.38 | § - | $18.851,751.38 | 569,452,048.08

a.In 2021, the Mon-Resident &l and Inclusionary Housing Impact Feeswere consolidated intoFund 623, with the Non-Residential Fee fund bakncetransferred accordingby.
b. In 2021, the Mon-Residentia and Inclusionary Housing Impact Feeswereconsolidated into Fund 623, with the Inclusionary Housing Impact Fee fund baknce transferred according by.
. In FY 2021, City consolidated itstwo Housing Impact Fee Funds, Non-Residential (Fund 401) and Affor dable Housing (Fund £03), into Fund 623.
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PUBLIC SAFETY FACILITIES FUND (620)
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Overview

The City established a Public Safety Impact Fee with Resolution No. 8051 (Appendix B), which
was adopted on July 27, 2000. The adopted fees were effective on September 26, 2000. The
fees were based on the Newark Impact Fee Study report, dated July 2000.

The enabling Resolution stated, "...The purpose of the Capital Facilities Fee is to provide
adequate capital facilities improvements to serve new development in the City.” (Res. No. 8051,
Sec. 3).

In 2017, the City adopted Resolution No. 10,633 (Appendix D), updating the Public Safety Impact
Fees to reflect the change in cost between 2000 and 2017. Resolution 10,633 was adopted on
May 25, 2017, and the fees became effective 60 days later. Inclusion of the Keyser Marston
Associates, Public Safety and Community Service Facilities Development Impact Fee Nexus Study
(Appendix C) in Resolution 10,633 identifies the Public Safety development-related projects. It
also acts as a mechanism to commit the revenues generated by the DIF to these projects.

The 2017 Keyser Marston Associates Nexus Study indicated that the total for Public Safety
development-related projects would cost $42,808,380 in FY 2017 dollars.

Beginning in 2018 and ending in 2024, the City has collected, with interest, $5,172,652, or
about 12% of the $42.8 million cited in the Keyer Marston Associates Nexus Study.

Since the inception of the Development Impact Fee (DIF), the City has periodically adjusted the
fee using the Engineering News-Record to account for inflation and increasing City costs. In
fiscal year 2025, the fee decreased slightly by 1% based on the Engineering News-Record. Each
time the DIF was updated, the City established the revised fee through a resolution. Resolution
No. 11,664 (Appendix A), adopted on June 27, 2024, is the most recent resolution by the City
Council, setting the DIF at its current rate.
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Schedule of Public Safety DIF Rate History

The following schedule shows the history of this fee:

Resolution No.

Resolution No.

Resolution No.

Resolution No.

8051 10,633 11,555 11,664
Current

Single-family residential $1,515.00 $3,451.00 $4,298.00 $4,250.72
Multi-family residential $1,737.00 $2,071.00 $4,298.00 $4,250.72
Townhome N/A S$3,.451.00 $2,578.59 $2,550.23
Office/Commercial (per sq. ft.) $1.70 $0.60 $0.75 $0.74
Manufacturing/Research & Industrial S0.25 S0.25 S0.32 $0.32
(per sqg. ft.)
Warehousing/Distribution (per sq. ft.) N/A S0.50 S0.62 $0.61

Public Safety DIF Expenditures

The schedule on the next page has two parts. The top part shows the projects associated with
this fund. Prior to FY 2021, the Public Safety DIF was accounted for under the Capital Projects
Fund (401). After FY 2021, the Public Safety DIF was accounted for in its own fund, the Public
Safety Facilities Impact Fee Fund (620). The total expenditure for Public Safety DIF projects as of

June 30, 2024, was $4,831,845.

The bottom part shows the fiscal year revenues that financed the projects. This bottom part is
necessary to assure compliance with the fiscal year expenditure requirements of the Mitigation

Fee Act and AB-602.
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CITY OF NEWARK
SUMMARY OF DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEE ANNUAL EXPENDITURES

FOR

PUBLIC SAFETY IMPACT FEE (620) FUND

FROM FY 2018 THROUGH 2024

EXPENDITURES PRIOR YRS |FY 2018 | FY 2019 FY 2020|FY 2021 FY 2022 FY 2023 | FY 2024 TOTAL
Police Center at the Civic Center - - - - - 4,831,844.69 - - 4,831,844.69
TOTAL 5 - 5 - 5 - 5 - 5 - $4,831,844.69 | § - 5 - $4,831,844.69
APPLIED TO FISCAL YEAR PRIOR YRS | FY 2018 | FY 2019( FY 2020|FY 2021 FY 2022 FY 2023 FY 2024 TOTAL
FY 2018 - - - - - 2,367,818.37 - - 2,367,818.37
FY 2019 - - - - - 828,493.74 - - 828,493.74
FY 2020 - - - - - 599,095.31 - - 599,095.31
FY 2021 - - - - - 1,036,437.26 - - 1,036,437.26
FY 2022 - - - - - 0.01 - - 0.01
FY 2023 - - - - - - - - -
FY 2024 - - - - - - - - -
APPLIED TOTAL 5 - S - S - S - S - $4,831,844.69 | § - s - $4,831,844.69
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Summary of Revenues and Expenditures

The schedule on the next page is divided vertically into two major sections: Revenues and
Expenditures. The Revenue section shows the DIF collections by fiscal year and the interest
assigned to the fee balance.

The Expenditures section shows the project costs assigned to that year’s revenues. These costs
are the “row” totals from the bottom section of the prior schedule. The expenditure section
aims to show when a year’s DIFs were spent to show compliance with the Mitigation Fee Act
and AB-602.

Findings
Findings are presented in each DIF section and summarized at the beginning of this report.

1. Given the length of time between the last DIF update, the City Council should consider
an update to the Nexus Report and DIFs.

Response: Staff is conducting a comprehensive Development Impact Fee (DIF) Study for
2025, which will update all Nexus Reports and DIFs to reflect current costs, align with
growth projections, and comply with legal requirements. The study will assess existing
fees, ensure equitable allocation across development types, and integrate recent
legislation to maintain compliance with the Mitigation Fee Act.

2. Based on this Five-Year Report, Public Safety DIFs have been committed via the Nexus
Report or spent within the five-year period required by the Mitigation Fee Act.

Response: The Five-Year Report confirms that Development Impact Fees (DIFs) have
been appropriately committed or spent within the legally required five-year period,
demonstrating compliance with statutory timelines and responsible fund management.
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CITY OF NEWARK
SUMMARY OF DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEE ANNUAL EXPENDITURES
FOR
PUBLIC SAFETY IMPACT FEE (620) FUND
FROM FY 2018 THROUGH 2024

REVENUES EXPENDITURES
PRIOR OTHER DIF/ AVAILABLE
FISCAL YEAR| BALANCE DIF NON-DIF REV.| INT/TXFR IN TOTAL OUTLAY |TXFR OUT TOTAL BALANCE
2018 1,251,448.28 | 1,076,948.61 - 39,421.48 1,116,370.09 | 2,367,818.37 - 7,367,818.37 -
2019 - 732,918.72 - 95,575.02 828,493.74 828,493.74 - 828,493.74 -
2020 - 555,019.00 - 44,076.31 599,095.31 599,095.31 - 599,095.31 -
2021 - 1,022,072.10 - 14,365.16 1,036,437.26 | 1,036,437.26 - 1,036,437.26 -
2022 - 630,621.88 - 3,965.42 634,587.30 0.01 - 0.01 | 634,587.29
2023 634,587.29 298,307.00 _ 15,897.00 314,204.00 _ _ _ 948,791.29
2024 948,791.29 585,321.69 - 58,143.04 643,464.73 - - -~ | 1,592,256.02
SUMMARY $4,001,209.00 | $ | $271,443.43 | $ 5,172,652.43 | $4,831,844.69 | § - | $4,831,844.69 _
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COMMUNITY SERVICE FACILITIES FUND
(621)
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Overview

The City established a Community Service Facilities Impact Fee with Resolution No. 8051, which
was adopted on July 27, 2000. The adopted fees were effective on September 26, 2000. The
fees were based on the Newark Impact Fee Study report, dated July 2000.

The enabling Resolution stated, "...The purpose of the Capital Facilities Fee is to provide
adequate capital facilities improvements to serve new development in the City.” (Res. No. 8051,
Sec. 3).

In 2017, the City adopted Resolution No. 10,634 (Appendix E), updating the Community Service
Facilities Impact Fees to reflect the change in cost between 2000 and 2017. Resolution 10,634
was adopted on May 25, 2017, and the fees became effective 60 days later. Inclusion of the
Keyser Marston Associates, Public Safety and Community Service Facilities Development Impact
Fee Nexus Study (Appendix C) in Resolution 10,634 identifies the Community Service Facilities
development-related projects. It also acts as a mechanism to commit the revenues generated
by the DIF to these projects.

The 2017 Keyser Marston Associates Nexus Study indicated that the total for Community Service
Facilities development-related projects would cost $72,890,220 in FY 2017 dollars.

Beginning in 2018 and ending in 2024, the City has collected, with interest, $4,231,935, or
about 6% of the $72.9 million cited in the Keyer Marston Associates Nexus Study.

Since the inception of the Development Impact Fee (DIF), the City has periodically adjusted the
fee using the Engineering News-Record to account for inflation and increasing City costs. In
fiscal year 2025, the fee decreased slightly by 1% based on the Engineering News-Record. Each
time the DIF was updated, the City established the revised fee through a resolution. Resolution
No. 11,664 (Appendix A), adopted on June 27, 2024, is the most recent resolution by the City
Council, setting the DIF at its current rate.
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Schedule of Community Service Facilities DIF Rate History

The following schedule shows the history of this fee:

Resolution No.

Resolution No.

Resolution No.

Resolution No.

(per sqg. ft.)

8051 10,633 11,555 11,664
Current

Single-family residential $1,508.00 $2,311.00 $2,877.89 $2,846.23
Multi-family residential $1,373.00 $1,156.00 $1,439.45 $2,846.23
Townhome N/A $2,311.00 $2,877.89 $1,423.62
Office/Commercial (per sq. ft.) $0.22 $0.86 $1.07 $1.06
Manufacturing/Research & S0.16 S0.18 $0.23 $0.23
Industrial (per sq. ft.)
Warehousing/Distribution N/A S0.36 $0.45 $0.45

Community Service Facilities DIF Expenditures

The schedule on the next page has two parts. The top part shows the projects associated with
this fund. Prior to 2021, the Community Service Facilities DIF was accounted for under the
Capital Projects Fund (401). After 2021, the Community Service Facilities DIF was accounted for
in its own fund, the Community Service Facilities Impact Fee Fund (621). The total expenditure

for Community Service Facilities DIF projects as of June 30, 2024, was $5,738,188.

The bottom part shows the fiscal year revenues that financed the projects. This bottom part is
necessary to assure compliance with the fiscal year expenditure requirements of the Mitigation

Fee Act and AB-602.
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CITY OF NEWARK
SUMMARY OF DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEE AMNUAL EXPENDITURES
FOR
COMMUNITY SERVICE IMPACT FEE (621) FUND
FROM FY 2018 THROUGH 2024

EXPENDITURES PRIOR YRS (| FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 | FY 2021 FY 2022 FY 2023 FY 2024 TOTAL
City Admin. Building at Civic Center - - - - - 5,700428.02 - - 5,700,428.02
Service Center Gate (1362) - 37,760.00 37,700.00
TOTAL 5 - 5 - 5 - 5 - s - $£5,700,428.02 [ § - $37,760.00 | $5,738,188.02
APPLIED TO FISCAL YEAR PRIOR YRS|FY 2018 |FY 2019 | FY 2020 FY 2021 FY 2022 FY 2023 FY 2024 TOTAL
FY 2018 - - - - - 3,481,895.09 - - 3,481,895.09
FY 2019 - - - - - 80443191 - - 804,431.91
FY 2020 - - - - - 259.958.30 - - 259,958.30
Y 2021 - - - - - 854,142.72 - - 854,142.72
Fy 2022 - - - - - - -
Fy 2023 - - - - - - -
FY 2024 - - - - - - - 37,760.00 37,760.00
APPLIED TOTAL ] - s - 5 - s - 5 - $5,700,428.02 | § - $37,760.00 | $5,738,188.02
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Summary of Revenues and Expenditures

The schedule on the next page is divided vertically into two major sections: Revenues and
Expenditures. The Revenue section shows the DIF collections by fiscal year and the interest
assigned to the fee balance.

The Expenditures section shows the project costs assigned to that year’s revenues. These costs
are the “row” totals from the bottom section of the prior schedule. The expenditure section
aims to show when a year’s DIFs were spent to show compliance with the Mitigation Fee Act
and AB-602.

Findings
Findings are presented in each DIF section and summarized at the beginning of this report.

1. Given the length of time between the last DIF update, the City Council should consider
an update to the Nexus Report and DIFs.

Response: Staff is conducting a comprehensive Development Impact Fee (DIF) Study for
2025, which will update all Nexus Reports and DIFs to reflect current costs, align with
growth projections, and comply with legal requirements. The study will assess existing
fees, ensure equitable allocation across development types, and integrate recent
legislation to maintain compliance with the Mitigation Fee Act.

2. Based on this Five-Year Report, Public Safety DIFs have been committed via the Nexus
Report or spent within the five-year period required by the Mitigation Fee Act.

Response: The Five-Year Report confirms that Development Impact Fees (DIFs) have
been appropriately committed or spent within the legally required five-year period,
demonstrating compliance with statutory timelines and responsible fund management.
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CITY OF NEWARK
SUMMARY OF DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEE ANNUAL EXPENDITURES
FOR
COMMUNITY SERVICE IMPACT FEE (621) FUND
FROM FY 2018 THROUGH 2024

REVENUES EXPENDITURES
PRIOR OTHER DIF/ AVAILABLE

FISCAL YEAR| BALANCE DIF NON-DIF REV.| INT/TXFR IN TOTAL OUTLAY  |TXFROUT TOTAL BALANCE
2018 2,601,237.05 798,717.28 - 81,940.76 880,658.04 | 3,481,895.09 - 3,481,895.09 -
2019 _ 663,888.10 _ 140,543.81 304,431.91 304,431.91 _ 304,431.91 _
2020 - 494,089.00 - 65,869.30 559,958.30 559,958.30 - 559,958.30 -
2021 - 837,195.25 - 16,947.48 854,142.73 854,142.72 - 854,142.72 0.01
2022 0.01 492,351.67 - 4,159.78 496,511.45 - - - 496,511.46
2023 496,511.46 213,806.00 _ 12,143.19 225,949.19 _ _ _ 722,460.65
2024 722,460.65 369,272.38 - 41,010.97 410,283.35 37,760.00 - 37,760.00 | 1,094,984.00

SUMMARY $3,869,319.68 | $ _ | $362,615.29 | § 4,231,934.97 | $5,738,188.02 | § - | $5,738,188.02 _
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TRANSPORTATION FUND (622)
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Overview

The City established a Transportation Impact Fee with Resolution No. 8051, which was adopted
onJuly 27, 2000. The adopted fees were effective on September 26, 2000. The fees were based
on the Newark Impact Fee Study report, dated July 2000.

The enabling Resolution stated, "...The purpose of the Capital Facilities Fee is to provide
adequate capital facilities improvements to serve new development in the City.” (Res. No. 8051,
Sec. 3).

In 2017, the City adopted Resolution No. 10,635 (Appendix G), updating the Transportation
Impact Fees to reflect the change in cost between 2000 and 2017. Resolution 10,635 was
adopted on May 25, 2017, and the fees became effective 60 days later. Inclusion of the Hexagon
Transportation Consultants, City of Newark Transportation Impact Fee Nexus Study (Appendix F)
in Resolution 10,635 identifies the Transportation development-related projects. It also acts as
a mechanism to commit the revenues generated by the DIF to these projects.

The Hexagon Transportation Consultants Nexus Study from 2017 indicated that the total for
Transportation development-related projects would cost $30,877,000 in FY 2017 dollars.

Beginning in 2018 and ending in 2024, the City has collected, with interest, $10,636,260, or
about 34% of the $30.9 million cited in the Keyer Marston Associates Nexus Study.

Since the inception of the Development Impact Fee (DIF), the City has periodically adjusted the
fee using the Engineering News-Record to account for inflation and increasing City costs. In
fiscal year 2025, the fee decreased slightly by 1% based on the Engineering News-Record. Each
time the DIF was updated, the City established the revised fee through a resolution. Resolution
No. 11,664 (Appendix A), adopted on June 27, 2024, is the most recent resolution by the City
Council, setting the DIF at its current rate.
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Transportation DIF Rate History

The following schedule shows the history of this fee:

Resolution No.

Resolution No.

Resolution No.

Resolution No.

(per sqg. ft.)

8051 10,633 11,555 11,664
Current

Single-family residential $876.00 $4,974.00 $6,193.51 $6,125.38
Multi-family residential $503.00 $3,084.00 $3,839.90 $3,184.51
Townhome N/A $2,586.00 $3,219.93 $3,797.66
Office/Commercial (per sq. ft.) $1.29 $4.41 $5.49 $5.43
Manufacturing/Research & S0.75 $2.41 $3.00 $2.97
Industrial (per sq. ft.)
Warehousing/Distribution N/A $4.82 $6.00 $5.93

Transportation DIF Expenditures

The schedule on the next page has two parts. The top part shows the projects associated with
this fund. Prior to 2021, the Transportation DIF was accounted for under the Capital Projects
Fund (401). After 2021, the Transportation DIF was accounted for in its own fund, the
Transportation Impact Fee Fund (622). The total expenditure for Transportation DIF projects as
of June 30, 2024, was $1,361,584.

The bottom part shows the fiscal year revenues that financed the projects. This bottom part is
necessary to assure compliance with the fiscal year expenditure requirements of the Mitigation

Fee Act and AB-602.
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TRANSPORTATION IMPACT FEE (622) FUND

CITY OF NEWARK
SUMMARY OF DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEE ANNUAL EXPENDITURES

FOR

FROM FY 2018 THROUGH 2024

EXPENDITURES PRIOR YRS |FY 2018 | FY 2019 | FY 2020 FY 2021 | FY 2022| FY 2023 FY 2024 TOTAL
Central Ave Overpass (CIP 1014) - - - - - - 16,888.62 321,915.37 338,803.99
Arterial Bicycle Lanes (CIP1254) - - - - - - - 1,022,780.15 1,022,780.15
TOTAL 5 - LI s - 5 - s - 5 - $16,888.62 | $1,344,695.52 | $1,361,584.14
APPLIED TO FISCAL YEAR PRIOR YRS |FY 2018 | FY 2019 | FY 2020 | FY 2021 | FY 2022| FY 2023 FY 2024 TOTAL
FY 2018 - - - - - - - - -
FY 2019 - - - - - - - - -
FY 2020 - - - - - - - - -
FyY 2021 - - - - - - - - -
FyY 2022 - - - - - - - - -
FY 2023 - - - - - - 16,888.62 - 16,888.02
FyY 2024 - - - - - - - 1,344,695.52 1,344,695.52
APPLIED TOTAL 5 - LI s - 5 - s - 5 - $16,888.62 | $1,344,695.52 | $1,361,584.14
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Summary of Revenues and Expenditures

The schedule on the next page is divided vertically into two major sections: Revenues and
Expenditures. The Revenue section shows the DIF collections by fiscal year and the interest
assigned to the fee balance.

The Expenditures section shows the project costs assigned to that year’s revenues. These costs
are the “row” totals from the bottom section of the prior schedule. The expenditure section
aims to show when a year’s DIFs were spent to show compliance with the Mitigation Fee Act
and AB-602.

Findings
Findings are presented in each DIF section and summarized at the beginning of this report.

1. Given the length of time between the last DIF update, the City Council should consider
an update to the Nexus Report and DIFs.

Response: Staff is conducting a comprehensive Development Impact Fee (DIF) Study for
2025, which will update all Nexus Reports and DIFs to reflect current costs, align with
growth projections, and comply with legal requirements. The study will assess existing
fees, ensure equitable allocation across development types, and integrate recent
legislation to maintain compliance with the Mitigation Fee Act.

2. Based on this Five-Year Report, Public Safety DIFs have been committed via the Nexus
Report or spent within the five-year period required by the Mitigation Fee Act.

Response: The Five-Year Report confirms that Development Impact Fees (DIFs) have
been appropriately committed or spent within the legally required five-year period,
demonstrating compliance with statutory timelines and responsible fund management.
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CITY OF NEWARK
SUMMARY OF DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEE REVENUES & EXPENDITURES
BY
TRANSPORTATION IMPACT FEE (622) FUND
FROM FY 2018 THROUGH 2024

REVENUES EXPENDITURES
PRIOR OTHER DIF/ AVAILABLE
FISCALYEAR| BALANCE DIF NON-DIF REV.| INT/TXFR IN TOTAL OUTLAY  |TXFR OUT TOTAL BALANCE
2018 3,628,723.60 | 1,951,480.28 - 114,307.30 | 2,065,787.58 - - - 5,694,511.18
2019 5,694,511.18 | 1,834,097.25 - 229,.854.22 | 2,063,951.47 - - - 7,758,462.65
2020 7,758,462.65 | 1,358,973.97 - 106911.86 | 1,465,885.83 - - - 9,224,348.48
2021 9,224,348.48 | 1,575,688.86 - 3220446 | 1,607,893.32 - - _ | 10,832,241.80
2022 10,832,241.80 946,060.58 - 26,309.10 972,369.68 - - | 11,804,611.48
2023 11,804,611.48 596,629.00 - 216,272.13 812,901.13 16,388.62 - 16,888.62 | 12,600,623.99
2024 12,600,623.99 | 1,120,792.11 - 526,678.56 | 1,647,470.67 | 1,344,69552 - 1,344,695.52 | 12,903,399.14
SUMMARY $9,383,722.05 | § [ $1,252,537.63 | $10,6236,259.68 | $1,261,584.14 | § - | $1,361,584.14 _
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NON-RESIDENTIAL HOUSING FUND (401)
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Overview

The City established a Non-Residential Housing Fee with Resolution No. 8802 (Appendix H),
adopted on May 27, 2004. The adopted fees were effective 60 days later. Inclusion of the
Economic Planning and System 2004 Newark Affordable Housing Fee Study (Appendix 1) in
Resolution 8802 identifies the Non-Residential Housing development- related projects. It also
acts as a mechanism to commit the revenues generated by the DIF to these projects.

The enabling Resolution stated, "... the City of Newark hired Economic and Planning Systems to
prepare an Affordable Housing Fee Study, dated April 2004, which: (1) examined the amount of
subsidy needed to produce housing units affordable to moderate, low, and very low-income
households; (2) found a clear nexus between the development of nonresidential land uses and
the number of housing units that will be needed to accommodate for very low, low, and
moderate-income households as a result of the development...” (Res. No. 8802).

Economic Planning and Systems Affordable Housing Study indicated that the total Non-
Residential Housing subsidy would be $12.4 million in FY 2004 dollars.

Beginning in 2018 and ending in 2020, the City has collected, with interest, $39,194, or about
0.32% of its goal.

In 2021, the Non-Residential and Inclusionary Housing Impact Fees were consolidated into Fund
623, with the Non-Residential Fee fund balance transferred into Fund 623.
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Non-Residential DIF Rate History

The following schedule shows the history of this fee:

Resolution No.

8802
Office/Commercial (per sq. ft.) $2.65
Manufacturing/Research & Industrial (per sq. ft.) $0.49

Non-Residential Housing DIF Expenditures

The schedule on the next page has two parts. The top part shows the projects associated with
this fund. Priorto 2021, the Non-Residential DIF was accounted for under the Capital Projects
Fund (401) project IHF. There was a total of $6,852 in expenditures from the Non-Residential
Housing Fund between 2018 and 2020. After 2021, the Non-Residential Housing DIF was

combined with the Inclusionary Housing DIF into Fund (623).

The bottom part shows the fiscal year revenues that financed the projects. This bottom part is
necessary to assure compliance with the fiscal year expenditure requirements of the Mitigation

Fee Act and AB-602.
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CITY OF NEWARK
SUMMARY OF DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEE ANNUAL EXPENDITURES

FOR

NON-RESIDENTIAL HOUSING IMPACT FEE (401) FUND
FROM FY 2018 THROUGH 2024

EXPENDITURES PRIOR YRS | FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 |FY 2021 |FY 2022 TOTAL
In-House HMIS M atch 2,284.00 2,284.00 2,234.00 2,284.00 - - 9,136.00
TOTAL $2,284.00 | $2,284.00 | $2,284.00 | $2,284.00 | 5 - 5 - $9,136.00

APPLIED TO FISCAL YEAR

FY 2018 2,284.00 2,284.00
FY 2019 2,284.00 2,284.00
FY 2020 2,284.00 2,284.00
APPLIED TOTAL $2,284.00 | $2,284.00 | 52,284.00 | § - 5 - 5 - $6,852.00
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Summary of Revenues and Expenditures

The schedule on the next page is divided vertically into two major sections: Revenues and
Expenditures. The Revenue section shows the DIF collections by fiscal year and the interest
assigned to the fee balance.

The Expenditures section shows the project costs assigned to that year’s revenues. These costs
are the “row” totals from the bottom section of the prior schedule. The expenditure section
aims to show when a year’s DIFs were spent to show compliance with the Mitigation Fee Act
and AB-602.

Findings
Findings are presented in each DIF section and summarized at the beginning of this report.

1. Given that about 0.32% of the original revenue goal has been collected over the five
years this report spans and considering that the revenue generated by this DIF is only
generated by non-residential development, the combining of the Affordable and Non-
Residential Housing Funds seems both prudent and appropriate.

Response: Combining the Affordable and Non-Residential Housing Funds appears to be
a logical and efficient approach. This approach allows for a more flexible and unified
allocation of resources, ensuring that limited revenues are maximized for impact. Given
the financial constraints, merging the funds supports prudent financial stewardship and
aligns with our goal of efficient resource

2. Based on this Five-Year Report, Public Safety DIFs have been committed via the Nexus
Report or spent within the five-year period required by the Mitigation Fee Act.

Response: The Five-Year Report confirms that Development Impact Fees (DIFs) have

been appropriately committed or spent within the legally required five-year period,
demonstrating compliance with statutory timelines and responsible fund management.
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CITY OF NEWARK

SUMMARY OF DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEE REVENUES & EXPEMNDITURES

BY
NON-RESIDENTIAL HOUSING IMPACT FEE (401) FUND
FROM FY 2018 THROUGH 2024

REVENUES EXPENDITURES
PRIOR OTHER DIF/ AVAILABLE
FISCAL YEAR| BALANCE | DIF | NON-DIF REV.| INT/TXFR IN TOTAL OUTLAY |TXFROUT| TOTAL | BALANCE
2018 537,170.29 | - 16,921.23 16,921.23 | 2,284.00 2,284.00 | 551,807.52
2019 551,807.52 | - 22,273.25 22,273.25 | 2,284.00 2,284.00 | 571,796.77
2020 571,796.77 | - i 2,284.00 2,284.00 | 569,512.77
SUMMARY _ - |$§ - | %39,204.48 [ § 39,104.48 | $6,852.00 | $ - | $6,852.00 _
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AFFORDABLE HOUSING FUND (403)
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Overview

The City established the Inclusionary Housing Fee (Affordable Housing Fee) with Resolution No.
8802, adopted on May 27, 2004. The adopted fees were effective 60 days later. Inclusion of the
Economic Planning and System 2004 Newark Affordable Housing Fee Study in Resolution 8802
identifies the Non-Residential Housing development- related projects. It also acts as a
mechanism to commit the revenues generated by the DIF to these projects.

Resolution No.10,184 (Appendix J), adopted on April 10, 2014, revised the fee to reflect an
initial charge for residential units based on the first 1,000 square feet constructed and another
fee based on all square footage after the first 1,000 square feet of construction. The updated
Affordable Housing nexus was demonstrated and supported by the Keyser Marston Associates
2014 Residential Nexus Analysis, Newark, California Report (Appendix K), included in Resolution
No. 10,184.

The enabling Resolution stated, "... the City Council has considered the Residential Nexus
Analysis, Newark, California" dated March 2014 and prepared by Keyser- Marston Associates,
Inc. (the " Nexus Study "), which study demonstrates that, to fully mitigate the burdens created
by new market-rate units in residential projects on the need for very low, low, and moderate-
income housing, a housing impact fee of $23.80 to S 35.60 per square foot of new market-rate
development would be needed, or from 12 percent to 21 percent of units in each residential
development would need to be affordable to very low, low, and moderate—income
households...” (Res. No. 10,184)

Beginning in 2018 and ending in 2020, the City has collected, with interest, $12,216,501.

In 2021, the Non-Residential and Inclusionary Housing Impact Fees were consolidated into Fund
623, with the Non-Residential Fee fund balance transferred into Fund 623.
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Affordable Housing DIF Rate History

The following schedule shows the history of this fee:

Resolution No. Resolution No.
8802 10,184
Market Rate Unit $6,704 N/A
First 1,000 sq. ft. floor area/unit N/A $20.00/sq. ft.
All sq. ft. over 1,000 sq. floor area/unit N/A $8.00/ sq. ft.

Affordable Housing DIF Expenditures

The schedule on the next page has two parts. The top part shows the projects associated with
this fund. Prior to 2021, the Affordable Housing DIF was accounted for under the Affordable
Housing Fund (403) project ILF. There was no expenditure from the Affordable Housing Fund

between 2018 and 2020. After 2021, the Non-Residential Housing DIF was combined with the

Affordable Housing DIF into Fund (623).

The bottom part shows the fiscal year revenues that financed the projects. This bottom part is
necessary to assure compliance with the fiscal year expenditure requirements of the Mitigation

Fee Act and AB-602.
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CITY OF NEWARK
SUMMARY OF DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEE ANNUAL EXPENDITURES

FOR

RESIDENTIAL HOUSING IMPACT FEE (403)
FROM FY 2018 THROUGH 2024

EXPENDITURES

PRIOR YRS

FY 2018

FY 2019

FY 2020

FY 2021

FY 2022

TOTAL

TOTAL

5 -

5 -

5 -

5 -

APPLIED TO FISCAL YEAR

PRIOR YEARS

FY 2018

FY 2019

FY 2020

FY 2021

APPLIED TOTAL
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Summary of Revenues and Expenditures

The schedule on the next page is divided vertically into two major sections: Revenues and
Expenditures. The Revenue section shows the DIF collections by fiscal year and the interest
assigned to the fee balance.

The Expenditures section shows the project costs assigned to that year’s revenues. These costs
are the “row” totals from the bottom section of the prior schedule. The expenditure section
aims to show when a year’s DIFs were spent to show compliance with the Mitigation Fee Act
and AB-602.

Findings
Findings are presented in each DIF section and summarized at the beginning of this report.

1. Based on the relationship between the Non-Residential and Affordable Housing DIFs and
considering that the revenue generated from the Affordable Housing DIF can only be
generated from residential dwelling units, combining these funds appears prudent and
appropriate.

Response: Combining the Affordable and Non-Residential Housing Funds appears to be
a logical and efficient approach. This approach allows for a more flexible and unified
allocation of resources, ensuring that limited revenues are maximized for impact. Given
the financial constraints, merging the funds supports prudent financial stewardship and
aligns with our goal of efficient resource

2. Based on this Five-Year Report, Public Safety DIFs have been committed via the Nexus
Report or spent within the five-year period required by the Mitigation Fee Act.

Response: The Five-Year Report confirms that Development Impact Fees (DIFs) have
been appropriately committed or spent within the legally required five-year period,
demonstrating compliance with statutory timelines and responsible fund management.
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CITY OF NEWARK

SUMMARY OF DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEE REVENUES & EXPENDITURES

BY

RESIDENTIAL HOUSING IMPACT FEE (403}
FROM FY 2018 THROUGH 2024

REVENUES EXPENDITURES
PRIOR OTHER DIF/ AVAILABLE
FISCALYEAR|  BALANCE DIF NON-DIF REV. | INT/TXFR IN TOTAL OUTLAY| TXFR OUT|TOTAL|  BALANCE
2018 9,276,857 41 2,689,363.11 109,363.53 2,798,726.64 - - - 12,075,584.05
2019 12,075,584.05 6,297,354.18 300,983.66 | 6,598,337.84 - - - 18,673,921.89
2020 18,673,921.89 2,519,564.18 299,872.12 | 2,819436.30 - - - 21,493,358.19
m_ $11,506,281.47 | $ - | $710,219.31 | $12,216,500.78 | 5 - |5 - |5 - _
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RESIDENTIAL AND NON-RESIDENTIAL
HOUSING FUND (623)
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Overview

As noted earlier in this report, before 2021, the City had two separate Housing Impact Fee
Funds, the Non-Residential Housing Fund (401) and the Affordable Housing Fund

(403). After 2021, these funds were combined into the Residential and Non-Residential Housing
Fund (623).

The enabling Resolution stated, "... the City of Newark hired Economic and Planning Systems to
prepare an Affordable Housing Fee Study, dated April 2004, which: (1) examined the amount of
subsidy needed to produce housing units affordable to moderate, low, and very low-income
households; (2) found a clear nexus between the development of nonresidential land uses and
the number of housing units that will be needed to accommodate for very low, low, and
moderate-income households as a result of the development...” (Res. No. 8802).

Beginning in 2021 and ending in 2024, after combining the balances from the Affordable
Housing and Non-Residential Funds, the City has collected, with interest, $24,209,323.

Since the inception of the Development Impact Fee (DIF), the City has periodically adjusted the
fee using the Engineering News-Record to account for inflation and increasing City costs. In
fiscal year 2025, the fee decreased slightly by 1% based on the Engineering News-Record. Each
time the DIF was updated, the City established the revised fee through a resolution. Resolution
No. 11,664 (Appendix A), adopted on June 27, 2024, is the most recent resolution by the City
Council, setting the DIF at its current rate.
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Residential and Non-Residential DIF Rate History

The following schedule shows the history of this fee:

Resolution No. | Resolution No. | Resolution | Resolution
8802 10,184 No. 11,555 | No. 11,664
Current
Market Rate Unit $6,704 N/A N/A N/A
Residential Unit First 1,000 sq. ft. N/A $20.00/sq. ft. |$24.95/sq. ft.|$24.68/sq. ft.
floor area/unit
Residential Unit All sq. ft. over N/A $8.00/sq. ft. $10.00/ |$9.89/sq. ft.
1,000 sq. floor area/unit
sqg. ft.

Office/Commercial (per sq. ft.) $2.65 N/A S4.48 S4.43
Manufacturing/Research & S0.49 N/A S0.84 $S0.83
Industrial (per sq. ft.)

Affordable and Non-Residential Housing DIF Expenditures

The schedule on the next page has two parts. The top part shows the projects associated with
this fund. The total expenditure for the Affordable and Non-Residential Housing DIF projects as
of June 30, 2024, was $145,493.

The bottom part shows the fiscal year revenues that financed the projects. This bottom part is

necessary to assure compliance with the fiscal year expenditure requirements of the Mitigation
Fee Act and AB-602.
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CITY OF NEWARK
SUMMARY OF DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEE ANNUAL EXPENDITURES

FOR

RESIDENTIAL AND NON-RESIDENTIAL HOUSING IMPACT FEE (623) FUND
FROM FY 2018 THROUGH 2024

EXPENDITURES PRIOR YRS | FY 2018 | FY 2019 | FY 2020 FY 2021 FY 2022 FY 2023 FY 2024 TOTAL
On-Call Planning Services - - - - 12,020.00 15,980.00 | 60,459.77 | 42,611.40 131,071.17
In-House HMIS Match - - - - 2,284.00 2,902.00 3,020.00 3,020.00 11,226.00
Home Key Project Mailer - - - - - - 3,196.25 - 3,196.25
TOTAL ] - 5 - 5 - S - $14,304.00 | $18,882.00 | 566,676.02 | $45,631.40 | $145,493.42
APPLIED TO FISCAL YEAR | PRIOR YRS| FY 2018 | FY 2019 [ FY 2020 FY 2021 FY 2022 FY 2023 FY 2024 TOTAL
FY 2021 - - - - 14,304.00 - - - 14,304.00
FY 2022 - - - - - 18,882.00 - - 18,882.00
FY 2023 - - - - - - 66,676.02 - 66,676.02
FY 2024 - - - - - - - 45,631.40 45,631.40
APPLIED TOTAL s - 5 - 5 - s - $14,304.00 | $18,882.00 | $66,676.02 | $45,631.40 | $145,493.42
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Summary of Revenues and Expenditures

The schedule on the next page is divided vertically into two major sections: Revenues and
Expenditures. The Revenue section shows the DIF collections by fiscal year and the interest
assigned to the fee balance.

The Expenditures section shows the project costs assigned to that year’s revenues. These costs
are the “row” totals from the bottom section of the prior schedule. The expenditure section
aims to show when a year’s DIFs were spent to show compliance with the Mitigation Fee Act
and AB-602.

Findings
Findings are presented in each DIF section and summarized at the beginning of this report.

1. Combiningthese funds appears prudent and appropriate Based on the relationship
between the Non-Residential and Affordable Housing DIFs.

Response: Combining the Affordable and Non-Residential Housing Funds appears to be
a logical and efficient approach. This approach allows for a more flexible and unified
allocation of resources, ensuring that limited revenues are maximized for impact. Given
the financial constraints, merging the funds supports prudent financial stewardship and
aligns with our goal of efficient resource

2. Based on this Five-Year Report, Public Safety DIFs have been committed via the Nexus
Report or spent within the five-year period required by the Mitigation Fee Act.

Response: The Five-Year Report confirms that Development Impact Fees (DIFs) have
been appropriately committed or spent within the legally required five-year period,
demonstrating compliance with statutory timelines and responsible fund management.
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CITY OF NEWARK
SUMMARY OF DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEE REVENUES & EXPENDITURES

BY

RESIDENTIAL AND NON-RESIDENTIAL HOUSING IMPACT FEE (623) FUND
FROM FY 2018 THROUGH 2024

REVENUES EXPENDITURES
PRIOR OTHER DIF/ AVAILABLE
FISCALYEAR| BALANCE DIF NON-DIFREV.| INT/TXFRIN TOTAL OUTLAY |TXFROUT| TOTAL BALANCE
2021 22,062,870.96 | 12,384,516.07 102,689.68 | 12,487,205.75 | 14,304.00 14,304.00 | 34,535,772.71
2022 34,535,772.71 | 6,278,542.06 93,076.55 6,371,618.61 | 18,882.00 18,382.00 | 40,888,509.32
2023 40,888,509.32 | 1,561,670.24 2,209,382.65 3,771,052.89 | 66,676.02 66,676.02 | 44,592,886.19
2024 44,592,886.19 140,043.32 1,439,402.82 | 1,579,446.14 | 45,631.40 45,631.40 | 46,126,700.93
SUMMARY $20,364,771.69 | § $3,844,551.70 | $24,200,323.39 | $145,493.42 | § - | $145,493.42 _
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PARK FUND (624)
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Overview

The City established a park Impact Fee with Resolution No. 5799. In 2013, the City adopted
Resolution No. 10,132 (Appendix L) to rescind Resolution No. 5799. Resolution No. 10,132
introduced a single residential fee to the Park Impact Fees. The Nexus report used to support
the fees was created by the City.

In 2016, Resolution No. 10505 (Appendix M) was adopted, and the Park Impact Fees were again
updated. The 2016 Park Impact Fee update created different fees between single and multi-
family residential units. It also differentiated between residential dwelling units that dedicated
land to the City’s parks versus those that did not.

The Park Impact Fees for Resolution No. 10505 were based on the Keyer Martson Associates
Park and Recreation Facility Development Impact Fee Study (Appendix N), dated May 2016. The
Park development-related projects can be found in this Nexus Report. The report also acts as a
mechanism to commit the revenues generated by the DIF to these projects. It should also be
noted that the Keyer Martson Associates Study is based on the Mitigation Fee Act and not the
Quimby Act.

The enabling Resolution stated, "...the existing Parks Impact Fee is insufficient, outdated, and
needs to be brought into conformity with current conditions in the City...” (Res. No. 10505).

The 2016 Keyer Martson Associates Park Impact Fee Study indicated that the total for Park
development-related projects would cost $41,186,719 in FY 2016 dollars.

Beginning in 2018 and ending in 2024, the City has collected, with interest, $8,784,276, or
about 21% of its goal.

Since the inception of the Development Impact Fee (DIF), the City has periodically adjusted the
fee using the Engineering News-Record to account for inflation and increasing City costs. In
fiscal year 2025, the fee decreased slightly by 1% based on the Engineering News-Record. Each
time the DIF was updated, the City established the revised fee through a resolution. Resolution
No. 11,664 (Appendix A), adopted on June 27, 2024, is the most recent resolution by the City
Council, setting the DIF at its current rate.
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Park DIF Rate History

The following schedule shows the history of this fee:

Resolution No.

Resolution No.

Resolution No.

Resolution No.

Land Dedication

10,132 10,505 11,555 11,664
Current

Residential Dwelling Unit $7,462.52 N/A N/A N/A
Single-Family Residential w/o N/A $25,000 $31,130.44 $30,788.01
Land Dedication
Single-Family Residential w/ N/A $7,500 $9,339.13 $9,236.40
Land Dedication
Multi-Family Residential w/o N/A $7,500 $22,414.32 $22,167.76
Land Dedication
Multi-Family Residential w/ N/A $5,300 $6,599.69 $6,527.09

Park DIF Expenditures

The schedule on the next page has two parts. The top part shows the projects associated with
this fund. Prior to 2021, the Park DIF was accounted for under the Capital Projects Fund (104).
After 2021, the Park DIF was accounted for in its own fund, the Park Impact Fee Fund (624). The
total expenditure for the Park DIF projects as of June 30, 2024, was $6,774,641.

The bottom part shows the fiscal year revenues that financed the projects. This bottom part is
necessary to assure compliance with the fiscal year expenditure requirements of the Mitigation

Fee Act and AB-602.
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SUMMARY OF DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEE ANNUAL EXPENDITURES

CITY OF NEWARK

FOR

PARK IMPACT FEE (624) FUND
FROM FY 2018 THROUGH 2024

EXPENDITURES PRIOR YRS FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021 | FY 2022 | FY 2023 FY 2024 TOTAL
Birch G rove Community Park Project - 54,057 .59 14952 39 - - - - - 79,000 98
Sportsfield Park All-Weather Turf Fields - - 2,427,196.95 3918287 .28 - - - - 5,345,484 23
Skate Park at Sportsfie ld Park - - 173,212 .00 22088.76 - - - - 195,310.76
Birch G rove Community Park - - - 8,770.00 - - - - 8,770.00
Park Master Plan - - - - - - - 76,199 54 76,199 64
Citywide Parks Signage Program — Phase 1 (CIP 1272) - - - - - - - 38,133 .46 38,133 .46
Sportsfield Park Synthetic Turf Fields Additional Fencing (CIP 1337) - - - - - - - 28,775.54 28,775.54
MacG regor Fields Cricket Pitch (CIF 1338) - - - - - - - 295750 295750
TOTAL § - | S64,057.50 | $2,615,361.34 | $3,945,156.04 | S - |S - |5 - | $146066.14 | 56,774,641.11
APPUED TO FISCAL YEAR PRIOR YRS FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021 | FY 2022 | FY 2023 FY 2024 TOTAL
Ff 2018 - 64,057.59 - - - - - - B4,057.59
P 2019 - - 2,615361.534 - - - - - 2,615,361.34
P 2020 - - - 3,949,156 .04 - - - - 3,949 156 .04
P 2021 - - - - - - - - -
P 2022 - - - - - - - - -
P 2023 - - - - - - - - -
P 2024 - - - - - - - 145,066.14 145,066.14
APPLIED TOTAL s - |s64057.59 | $2,615361.34 [ S$3%49,156.04 [S - |5 - [5 - |s14606614 | 5677464111
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Summary of Revenues and Expenditures

The schedule on the next page is divided vertically into two major sections: Revenues and
Expenditures. The Revenue section shows the DIF collections by fiscal year and the interest
assigned to the fee balance.

The Expenditures section shows the project costs assigned to that year’s revenues. These costs
are the “row” totals from the bottom section of the prior schedule. The expenditure section
aims to show when a year’s DIFs were spent to show compliance with the Mitigation Fee Act
and AB-602.

Findings

Findings are presented in each DIF section and summarized at the beginning of this report.

1. Given the length of time between the last DIF update, the City Council should consider
an update to the Nexus Report and DIFs.

Response: The FY 2025 Development Impact Fee update and new Nexus studies will
address this finding by developing a distinct Park Development Impact Fee that meets
Quimby Act requirements and establishes a separate fund specifically for these fees.
The study will carefully delineate between fees collected under the Quimby Act, which
permits funding for park rehabilitation, and those collected under the Mitigation Fee
Act, which focuses on new infrastructure for development impacts. This approach will
ensure compliance with both legislative frameworks and allow for strategic use of
Quimby Act funds toward the rehabilitation and improvement of existing parks,
enhancing recreational amenities for the community.

2. Based on this Five-Year Report, Public Safety DIFs have been committed via the Nexus
Report or spent within the five-year period required by the Mitigation Fee Act.

Response: The Five-Year Report confirms that Development Impact Fees (DIFs) have

been appropriately committed or spent within the legally required five-year period,
demonstrating compliance with statutory timelines and responsible fund management.
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CITY OF NEWARK
SUMMARY OF DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEE REVENUES & EXPENDITURES
BY
PARK IMPACT FEE (624) FUND
FROM FY 2018 THROUGH 2024

REVENUES EXPENDITURES
PRIOR OTHER DIF/ AVAILABLE
FISCAL YEAR| BALANCE DIF NON-DIF REV.| INT/TXFR IN TOTAL OUTLAY  |TXFROUT TOTAL BALANCE
2018 5,725,974.07 382,510.00 - 382,510.00 64,057.59 - 64,057.59 | 6,044,426.48
2019 6,044,426.48 308,596.00 _ 362,522.00 671,118.00 | 2,615,361.34 _ 2,615,361.34 | 4,100,183.14
2020 4,100,183.14 596,187.00 - 596,187.00 | 3,949,156.04 - 3,949,156.04 | 747,214.10
2021 747,214.10 | 2,874,676.96 - 10,800.06 2,885,477.02 - - - | 3,632,691.12
2022 3,632,691.12 | 1,799,85357 _ 12,573.80 1,812,427.37 _ _ _ | 5,445,118.49
2023 5,445,118.49 261,100.00 99,987.90 361,087.90 - - _ | 5,806,206.39
2024 5,806,206.39 | 1,785,051.28 290,417.36 2,075,468.64 146,066.14 - 146,066.14 | 7,735,608.89
SUMMARY $8,007,974.81 | § | $776,301.12 | $ 8,784,275.93 | $6,774,641.11 | § - | $6,774,641.11 _
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RESOLUTION NO. 11664

RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
NEWARK AMENDING THE MASTER FEE SCHEDULE FOR
FISCAL YEAR 2025

WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Newark is authorized to prescribe and
establish fees in regard to services or functions performed by the City for the public in a
governmental and proprietary capacity; and

WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Newark has, from time to time, established
fees by resolution for services as authorized pursuant to the Newark Municipal Code, most
recently on July 27, 2023 by Resolution No. 11,555; and

WHEREAS, Resolutions 10,184, 10,505, 10,633, 10,634, and 10,635 require
development impact fees to be adjusted on an annual basis based on the Engineering News
Record Construction Cost Index for San Francisco, California; and

WHEREAS, a public hearing has been noticed and held in accordance with Government
Code Sections 6062a, 66016, 66017 and 66018.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the City Council does hereby amend
those portions of the City of Newark Master Fee Schedule as set forth in Exhibit “A,” attached

hereto and incorporated herein by this reference and made part hereof as though set forth at
length for Fiscal Year 2025.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the amendments to the City of Newark Master Fee
Schedule will not become effective until 60 days after adoption of this Resolution.



[ HEREBY CERTIFY the foregoing resolution was introduced at a regular meeting of the
City Council of the City of Newark held on June 27, 2024, by Vice Mayor Jorgens who moved
its adoption and passage, which motion was carried after being duly seconded, and passed by the
following vote:

AYES: Council Member Jorgens, Vice Mayor Freitas, and Mayor Hannon
NOES: None
ABSENT: Council Member Collazo
SECONDED: Mayor Hannon
APPROVED'

7 /LC//// o

MICHAEE K. HANNON

ATTEIST —— Mayor
{1, /? // /

‘,\/ ,.//L'{/f’,(//,’(//’/’{,{/[; 777 —

SHEILA HARRINGTON7

City Clerk

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

/ X .u-iqu VAN
KRISTOPHER J. KOKOTAYLO
City Attorney
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City of Newark gﬁ

Master Fee Schedule - Effective August 26, 2024

EXHIBIT A

SUMMARY OF PROPOSED CHANGES

V. CONSTRUCTION ENTERPRISE FUND
- The proposed adjustments decrease the Park Impact, Capital Facilities,
Community Service/Facilities, Transportation, and Housing Impact Fees by 1.1%
based on the Engineering News Record Construction Cost Index per Resolutions
10,505, 10,633, 10,634, 10,635 and 10,184, respectively.




Enterprise Fund Account Fee

Description
- Cost Center No. a (in dollars)

V. CONSTRUCTION ENTERPRISE FUND

A. DEVELOPMENT

140.60.064.643 4995 1. Street Trees
a. City Planted (three year maintenance) 492/tree
624.00.000.000 4143 2. Park impact Fee **

a. Projects without Land Dedicated for Parks

(1) Single-Family 31,130:44-
30,788.01/dwelling unit
(2) Multi-Family Units 22,414.32-

22,167.76/dwelling unit

b. Projects that Dedicate Land for Parks

(1) Single-Family 9,339.13-
9.236.40/dwelling unit
(2) Multi-Family Units 6,599.69-

6,527.09/dwelling unit
** Established by Resolution No. 10,132 and amended by Resolution 10,505.

The above fees are effective as of August 8, 2016. Resolution 10,505 also
requires the fee to be adjusted annually by the Engineering News Record
Construction Cost Index, San Francisco, California.

620.00.000.000 4144 3. Capital Facilities *

a.  Public Safety *

(1) Single-family residential 4,298 4,250.72/unit

(2) Townhome 4,298 4,250.72/unit

(3) Multi-family residential 257859 2,550.23/unit

(4) Office/Commercial 5 .74/square foot

(5) Manufacturing/Research & Development .32/square foot

(6) Warehousing/Distribution 62 .61/square foot
621.00.000.000 4144 b.  Community Service/Facilities *

(1) Single-family residential 2,877-89 2,846.23/unit

(2) Townhome 2,877-89 2,846.23/unit

(3) Multi-family residential 1,439:45 1,423.62/unit

(4) Office/Commercial 1.07 1.06/square foot

(5) Manufacturing/Research & Development .23/square foot

(6) Warehousing/Distribution .45/square foot

City of Newark
37101 Newark Boulevard, Newark, CA 94560-3796 Ea
(510) 578-4000




Enterprise Fund Account Descrintion Fee
- Cost Center No. a (in dollars)
A. DEVELOPMENT, Continued

622.00.000.000 4144 €. Transpo(tation 1
(1) Single-family residential 6;193.51 6,125.38/unit
(2) Townhome 3.219.93 3,184.51/unit
(3) Multi-family residential 3,239.90 3,797.66/unit
(4) Office/Commercial 549 5 .43/square foot
(5) Manufacturing/Research & Development 200 2.97/square foot
(6) Warehousing/Distribution 6:00 5.93/square foot
* Established by Resolution No. 8051 and amended by

Resolutions No. 9253, 10,633, 10,634", and 10,635"
623.00.000.000 4144 4. Housing
a. Residential Housing Impact Fee* (revised annually)

(1) First 1,000 sq. ft. floor area/unit** 24-95 24.68/square foot
(2) Allsq. ft. over 1,000 sq. floor area/unit 10.60 9.89/square foot

* Established by Resolution No. 10,184. Floor area for a residential
development equals the sum of the horizontal floor areas of a building
measured from the exterior face of exterior walls or from the center line of a
wall separating two buildings, excluding garages, carports, and common areas.

** No housing impact fee is charged for the first 200 sq. ft. of floor area for
additions to existing dwellings.

b. Non-Residential Housing Impact Fee *** (revised annually)

(1) Commercial 448 4.43 [square foot

(2) Industrial -84 83/square foot

*** Established by Resolution No. 8802. Floor area for a commercial
development equals the sum of the horizontal floor areas of the a building
measured from the exterior face of exterior walls or from the center line of a
wall separating two buildings. Where no walls exist, the floor area is the area
covered by the roof excluding two feet on each side of the structure. Outside
areas used for sales or display (such as nurseries, building materials, auto sales,
etc.) may be considered part of floor area when the community development
director determines that the use of the outside area significantly contributes to
the employee density of the building.

City of Newark

37101 Newark Boulevard, Newark, CA 94560-3796 %

(510) 578-4000
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RESOLUTION NO. 8051

RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
NEWARKESTABLISHING CAPITAL FACILITIES FEES UNDER
THE AUTHORITY OF NEWARK MUNICIPAL CODE CHAPTER
3.24, AND AMENDING SECTION V.A.4 OF THE MASTER FEE
SCHEDULE 2000-2001

WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Newark is authorized to prescribe and establish
fees in regard to services or functions performed by the City for the public in a governmental and
proprietary capacity; and

WHEREAS, Chapter 3.24 of the City of Newark Municipal Code authorizes the City Council
to establish by resolution the amount of the Capital Facilities Fee to be imposed on new residential,
industrial, and commercial development in the City; and

WHEREAS, on June 22, 2000, the City Council adopted Resolution 8011, establishing fees
for services as set forth in the Master Fee Schedule 2000-2001; and

WHEREAS, on July 10, 2000, the Community Development Director held a public meeting
on the proposed Capital Facilities Fee. Notice of the meeting was given to interested persons at least
14 days before the meeting and was published. At least 10 days before the meeting, the City made
available to the public data indicating the amount of cost or estimated cost required to construct the
facilities and the revenue sources anticipated to provide the construction cost, including general fund
revenues; and

WHEREAS, on July 13, 2000, the City Council held a public hearing on this matter. Notice
of the hearing was given to interested persons at least 14 days before the hearing and was published.
At least 10 days before the hearing, the City made available to the public data indicating the amount
of cost or estimated cost required to construct the facilities and the revenue sources anticipated to

provide the construction cost, including general fund revenues. (Government Code §§66016,
66018).

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of Newark which
hereby finds, declares, and resolves that:

1. Amendment of Master Fee Resolution, Section V.A. 4 of the Master Fee Schedule 2000-
2201 is hereby amended by repealing Section V. A. 4 (“Capital Facilities Impact Fee”) and
replacing it with a new Section V.A.4 entitled “Capital Facilities Fee,” as set forth
hereinbelow in Section 2.

2. Fee for development. A person who develops property shall pay a Capital Facilities Fee,
unless the particular development or portion thereof is exempt under Municipal Code Section

3.24.070. The Capital Facilities Fee for residential, commercial, and industrial development
is based on the capital facility needs generated by such development and is in proportion to
those needs.




The Fee imposed under Municipal Code Section 3.24.050 for new development is indicated
below. The Fee is based on the analysis set forth in the Capital Facilities Fee Technical
Report, entitled “Newark Impact Fee Study,” dated July 2000 (“Technical Report™), a copy
of which is on file in the Community Development Department. The Fee shall be reviewed
annually and modified as necessary by resolution based on the Technical Report and future
additions and amendments to it, to provide the capital facilities necessary to implement the
Capital Facilities Program and achieve the objectives of the City of Newark's General Plan.

V.A.4 CAPITAL FACILITIES FEE

w Category of Land | Public Community Transportation Total
| Use and Fee Safety Service/Facilities CFF
B Single-family $1,515.00 $1,508.00 $876.00 | $3,900.00
residential (per
‘ unit)
B
, Multi-family $1,737.00 $1,373.00 $503.00 | $3,613.00
‘ residential (per
unit)
Commercial $1.70 $0.22 $1.29 $3.20
(per sq. ft.)
B Industrial $0.25 $0.16 $0.75 $1.16
B (per sq. ft.)

If an ambiguity arises in determining the type of development for which a Fee applies, the
‘ City shall use the category which in its judgment most nearly fits the proposed use. In
o making the determination, the City shall rely on the analysis in the July 2000 Technical
. Report and the specific uses described in the Zoning Ordinance.

3, indi n 0 66001

The purpose of the Capital Facilities Fee is to provide adequate capital facilities
| improvements to serve new development within the City.

The Fee will be used to finance a variety of capital facility improvements as
prescribed in Section 3.24.100 (B) of the Municipal Code and as identified in the
Technical Report, including public safety and transportation facilities and community
service and facilities.

c. The Fee will fund that portion of capital facility improvements attributable to new
commercial, industrial, and residential development responsible for paying the Fee.

Resolution No. 8051 2




d. The amount of the Fee bears a fair and reasonable relationship to each development's
burden on and benefit from the City's public services and capital facilities
improvements to be funded by the Fee, and is based on the following considerations:

. New commercial, industrial, and residential development will pay only for
those capital facilities which serve new commercial, industrial, and
residential development and are necessary to serve the public service needs
which will be created by such new development.

. The cost of improvements needed to alleviate existing deficiencies in capital
facilities, if any, are not included in this Fee.

. Each type of development shall contribute to the needed improvements in
proportion to the use of public services and capital facilities by that type of
development. For residential development, the Fee per new dwelling unit is
based upon the proportion of total new public facilities' costs attributable to
new residential development divided by the number of new residential units
expected to be developed in the City through projected buildout. For
commercial and industrial development, the Fee per new square footis based
upon the proportion of total new public facilities' costs attributable to new
commercial and industrial development divided by the total new commercial
and industrial square footage expected to be developed in the City.

4, ime 0 ment.

a. Residential. For residential development of no more than one dwelling unit, the Fee ]
shall be paid prior to the issuance of the Certificate of Occupancy, unless the City i
elects to exercise the  exception authorized under Government Code
Section 66007(b), in which case it may become payable at an earlier date to be i
determined by the City. In the case of a residential development which involves
construction of more than one dwelling unit, the Fee shall be paid on a lump-sum
basis for the total development when the first dwelling in the development receives
its Certificate of Occupancy.

b. Industrial and Commercial. For industrial and commercial development, the Fee
shall be paid prior to issuance of the building permit.

5. Notice.

At the time of approval of a project or at the time of the imposition of the Capital Facilities
Fee, the City shall provide to the project applicant a statement of:

a. The amount of the Fee and the public improvement that the Fee will be used to
finance. (Government Code § 66006(f)); and

Resolution No. 8051 3




b. Notification that the 90-day approval period in which the applicant may protest has
begun. (Government Code § 66020(d)).

6. Findings regarding funds not spent.

The City shall make certain findings once each fiscal year with respect to any portion of the
Fee remaining unexpended or uncommitted in its account five years or more after the deposit
of the Fee. (Government Code §66001[d])

7. Judicial action.

Any judicial action or proceeding to attack, review, set aside, void, or annul this resolution
shall be brought within 120 days. (Government Code §66022).

8. Effective dat

The Fee established by this resolution takes effect on September 26, 2000, which is at least
60 days from the date this resolution is adopted. (Government Code §66017)

I HEREBY CERTIFY the foregoing resolution was introduced at a regular meeting of the
City Council of the City of Newark held on July 27, 2000, by Council Member Nagy who moved
its adoption and passage, which motion was carried after being duly seconded, and passed by the
following vote:

AYES: Council Members Boggs, Freitas, Nagy, and Mayor Smith
NOES: None

ABSENT: Council Member Johnson

SECONDED: Council Member Boggs

~APPROVEDy. ﬁ
» ‘,/;/_//2;%

s/DAVID W. SMITH
ATTEST: Mayor

Tty K

City Clerk

A
APPROYED AS TO FORM:

City Attorney

Resolution No. 8051 4
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. INTRODUCTION, SUMMARY OF CURRENT PROGRAM, RESULTS, AND
RECOMMENDATIONS

This Public Safety and Community Service Facility nexus analysis provides the City of Newark
(the City) with the necessary technical documentation to support updating its current Public Safety
Facility and Community Service Facility impact fees. This nexus analysis has been prepared by
Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. (KMA).

A. Summary of Current Program and City Objectives for Impact Fees

The City currently levies both a public safety capital facilities fee and a community service
capital facilities fee on residential and non-residential development. The fee revenues are used
to fund a portion of the cost of new capital facilities to serve people who live and/or work in
Newark. The portion of costs to be funded by fees on new development reflects the share of the
future service population comprised of future residents/employees. The pro rata share of facility
costs attributable to existing residents and employees will hot be funded by fees levied on new
development. The current impact fee amounts are as follows:

Exhibit 1: Current Impact Fees
Type of New Development Public Safety Capital Community Service Capital

Facilities Fee _ _ Facility Fee
$1,989 per unit $1,942 per unit

Single-family residential

Multi-family residential $2,079 per unit $1,596 per unit
Commercial $1.73 per square foot $0.36 per square foot
industrial $0.17 per square foot $0.31 per square foot

The planned future public safety and community service capital facilities are identified in the
City's General Plan and capital improvement plan and through interviews with executive staff,
and are detailed in Tables 4 and 5 of this report. Key planned improvements include a hew
library, city administration building, and police center at the city’s current civic center, a
performing or cultural arts center, and a new senior center.

B. Report Background and Legal Context

The Mitigation Fee Act (AB 1600 et seq.) permits cities to adopt impact fees on new
development to fund the associated, additional costs of providing capital facilities to meet the
demands generated by new residents and employees.

This Report provides the necessary technical analysis to support a schedule of fees to be
established by an Impact Fee Ordinance and Resolution. The Mitigation Fee Act allows the City
to adopt by Resolution a fee schedule consistent with the supporting technical analysis and
findings provided in this Report. The Resolution’s approach to setting the fee allows periodic

Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. Page 1
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adjustments of the fee amount as may be necessary over time, without amending the enabling
Ordinance.

The technical analysis in this Report estimates the public safety and community service facility
fee schedules that will fund new development's “fair share” contribution to funding future public
safety and community service facility capital improvements. The key requirements of the
Mitigation Fee Act that determine the structure, scope, and amount of the updated fees are as
follows:

= Collected for Capital Facility and Infrastructure Improvements. Development impact
fee revenue can be collected and used to cover the cost of capital facilities and
infrastructure required to serve new development and growth in the City. However,
impact fee revenue cannot be used to cover the operation and maintenance costs of
these or any other facilities and infrastructure.

= Cannot Fund Existing Needs. Impact fee revenue cannot be collected or used to cover
deficiencies in existing City capital equipment and facilities. The portion of capital costs
required to meet the needs of the City’s existing population must be funded through
other sources. Capital facility investments that increase service standards for existing
and new development must be split on a “fair share” basis according to the proportion
attributable to each.

= Must be Based on a Rational Nexus. An impact fee must be based on a reasonable
nexus, or connection, between new growth and development and the need for a new
facility or improvement. As such, an impact fee must be supported by specific findings
that explain or demonstrate this nexus. In addition, the impact fee amount must be
structured such that the revenue generated does not exceed the cost of providing the
facility or improvement for which the fee is imposed.

The City can choose to charge impact fees below the maximum, supportable fee schedule.
Such downward adjustments in the fee schedule, if selected, are typically based on policy
considerations related to considerations of development feasibility and fee levels in peer cities.

C. Facility Standards and Cost Allocation Approach

A facility standard is a policy that indicates the amount of facilities required to accommodate
service demand. The City’'s General Plan identifies new public safety and community service
facilities that will be needed to serve Newark residents and employees through the 2035
planning horizon of the General Plan. As noted in the General Plan, Newark’s city hall was built
in 1966 and many of its systems are now outdated and the space does not fully meet the needs
of Newark today. To serve the existing and future population, the General Plan identifies the
need for modernizing or replacing City Hall, building a new library, performing arts center, and
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police facilities. Needed improvements to be partially funded by the fees on new development
are listed in Tables 4 and 5.

Pursuant to the requirements of the Mitigation Fee Act, facility costs have been allocated to new
development proportionate to new development’s share of the City’s service population upon
buildout in 2035. This approach ensures that new development will bear only it's fair share of
costs and will not be funding improvements to cure existing deficiencies.

D. Maximum and Recommended Fee Schedules

Exhibit 2 shows the fee schedules supported by this study and represents the maximum public
safety and community service facility fees that the City could charge consistent with the Mitigation
Fee Act. The calculation of the fees is presented in Section Ill of this report. We recommend that
the City adopt fees equal to the maximum fee amounts because the total impact fee obligation
does not exceed the total obligation in adjoining cities and the recommended fees are needed to
mitigate the facility needs of new residents and employees. However, consideration could be
given to allowing for the reduction, with City Council approval, of fees to support high-income job
generation and sales tax generating uses.

The fee schedules include a 2 percent (2%) administration fee, consistent with other Mitigation
Fee Act program administrative costs in many other California jurisdictions.

Exhibit 2: Maximum and Recommended Fee Schedules
| Type of New/Development. ~ Maximum and/Recommended Fee Amounts _
- Public SftFiity ] Community Service Facility Fee '
Residential $2,311 per unit $3,451 per unit

Commercial $1.72 per square foot $1.19 per square foot

Industrial $0.36 per square foot $0.50 per square foot

E. Fee Indexing

Since construction costs continue to rise, it is important that the cost be indexed to inflation. The
fee should be adjusted annually by a construction cost index, such as the Engineering News
Record.
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Il. MITIGATION FEE ACT NEXUS FINDINGS

This chapter describes the necessary "nexus" between new development in Newark and the
proposed capital facilities investments, as required under the Mitigation Fee Act — Government
Code Section 66000 (AB1600). The new public safety facility and community service facility
development impact fees will fund new development'’s “fair share” of needed capital facilities as
identified in the General Plan to provide an adequate level of service to Newark.

Nexus findings address: (1) the purpose of the fee and a related description of the facility for
which fee revenue will be used, (2) the specific use of fee revenue, 3) the relationship between
the facility and the type of development, (4) the relationship between the need for the facility
and the type of development, and (5) the relationship between the amount of the fee and the
proportionality of cost specifically attributable to new development. The subsections below
describe the nexus findings for both the Public Safety Facility Impact Fee and the Community
Service Facility Impact Fee.

A. Purpose

The fees will ensure that new development contributes its “fair share” towards funding the
construction of new capital facilities that are identified in the City’s General Plan.

B. Use of Fee Revenues

Public safety facility impact fee revenues will be used to fund a portion of the cost to construct
the public safety capital facilities identified in Table 4. Similarly, the community service facility
impact fee revenues will be used to fund a portion of the cost to construct the community service
capital facilities identified in Table 5. These facilities will benefit the entire City of Newark.

C. Relationship

New residential development in the City of Newark will increase the demand for and use of public
safety and community service facilities. Fee revenue will be used to help fund new
development’s pro rata share of the cost of new facilities that will be built to serve the entire City.

D. Need

The City’s General Plan has identified new public safety and community service facilities that
are needed to serve Newark through the year 2035. These new facilities are needed to serve
both existing and new residents and employees. Each new residential and non-residential

project will bring new residents and employees to the City and will generate incremental, new
demand and use of the City's public safety and community service facilities. New revenues to
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fund investments in new public safety and community service facilities are needed to fund
needed capital facilities as identified in the City’s General Plan.

Given that impact fees on new development will fund approximately 26% of the cost of new
public safety capital facilities and 21% of new community service capital facilities, the City will
need to secure funding from other sources to construct the capital facilities. It is anticipated that
the balance of funds will come from the following sources:

» Local half cent sales tax;
= City General Fund surpluses;
* Regional, state and federal grants

E. Proportionality

The maximum, supportable public safety facilities and community service facility fee schedules
have been derived by the following steps:

1. Establish the list of capital facilities to be funded, in part, by fees on new development.
The source for this list is the City’s General Plan and the City's Capital Improvement
Plan.

2. Establish the current and future (year 2035) population and employment estimates for
the City of Newark. Sources for these estimates are the State Department of Finance,
the City’s General Plan, demographic research companies, and City staff.

3. Establish estimates of the current and future number of housing units, square feet of
commercial space, and square feet of industrial space in the City. Sources for these
estimates are the State Department of Finance, City staff, and the trends in the
employment density of new development.

4. Establish the population base to be served by each capital facility to be funded by impact
fees. For example, a hew administration building at city hall will serve all future residents
and employees. A new senior center, however, will serve all future residents, but not
employees.

5. Calculate the percentage of each future service population comprised of existing
residents/employees and the percentage attributable to new residents/employees.

6. For each capital facility, multiply the cost of the facility by the percentage of demand
attributable to the new service population.

7. Distribute the cost allocated to new development by land use (residential, commercial,
and industrial) based on the land use composition of the applicable service population.
The distribution of demand for fire facilities has been determined based on the
distribution of fire/EMS protection service calls by land use.

8. Aggregate the public safety capital facility costs attributable to hew development by land
use.
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9. Divide each land use’s share of new development cost by the projected amount of new
development (units, commercial square feet, or industrial square feet) to establish the
public safety facility fee amount on new development.

10. Aggregate the community service capital facility costs attributable to new development
by land use.
11. Divide each land use’s share of new development cost by the projected amount of new

development (units, commercial square feet, or industrial square feet) to establish the
community service facility fee amount on new development.

With this methodology, the fee program cost estimates are directly proportional to the relative
increase in new development.
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lll. DEMAND FOR NEW PUBLIC SAFETY FACILITIES AND SUPPORTED IMPACT FEE
AMOUNTS

A. Public Safety Facility Needs to Serve Newark through 2035

City staff have identified the following list of needed public safety facility improvements based on
the facility needs identified in the City’'s General Plan and the City’s Capital Improvement Plan.
These new facilities are anticipated to meet the City’s needs through the year 2035. As shown
in Exhibit 3, the total cost of capital facilities is estimated at $42 million, with a $23 million police
center at the Civic Center accounting for 55% of the entire cost of new facilities.

Exhibit 3: New Public Safety Needs

e , " TotalCost  Total With 2% Admin. |
Fire Admin Portion of City Administration Building $2,557,400 $2,608,548
Community Alerting and Warning System $75,000 $76,500
Fire Station No. 27 Energy Efficient Windows $40,000 $40,800
Fire Station No. 27 Training Tower $2,000,000 $2,040,000
Fire Station No. 29 Truck Exhaust System $45,000 $45,900
Replace Fire Station No. 27 $5,300,000 $5,406,000
Replace and Expand Fire Station No. 29 $6,400,000 $6,528,000
Ladder Truck/Fire Engine to serve new population $1,200,000 $1,224,000
Traffic Signal Preemption (Opticom) $160,000 $163,200
Total Fire $17,777,400 $18,132,948

| i b ey AN . || MR v, oa B
Police Center at the Civic Center $23,016,600 $23,476,932
Police Vehicles (5) to serve new population $325,000 $331,500
Police Department Substation Facilities 850,000 $867.,000
Total Police $24,191,600 $24,675,432
Total, Public Safety $41,969,000 $42,808,380

B. Service Population

The proposed new facilities will serve all of Newark. Therefore, the applicable service population
for public safety capital facilities is both residents and employees. As shown in Exhibit 4, the
City’s current population is 44,733. By 2035 the population is anticipated to reach 60,510,
reflecting an increase of 15,777 people over roughly the next 19 years. Approximately 19,363
people work in Newark, with employment in commercial businesses totaling approximately
12,500 and employment in industrial businesses totaling approximately 6,860. Employment is
expected to grow by 4,950 through 2035.
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Exhibit 4: City of Newark Population and Employment
| Additional - 2017

2016 Inprogress _ through 2035
Population’ 44,733 2,933 12,844 60,510
Employment?
Office 1,197 850 2,047
Retail 7,762 900 8,662
50 % R&D 3,545 1,350 4,895
Total Commercial 12,504 3,100 15,604
Light Industrial 1,749 300 2,049
Heavy Industrial 1,565 200 1,765
50% R&D 3.545 1,350 4,895
Total Industrial 6.859 1.850 8.709
Total Employment 19,363 4,950 24,313
' State Department of Finance E-5 is source of estimate of current population. Estimate of population in 2035 is
the Newark General Plan.
2 ESRI is source of current employment estimates. 2035 employment estimates have been provided City staff.

In recognition that employees’ demands for city services is generally limited to the time that they
are at work, the impact of employees is weighted less than the impact of residents. Based on
analysis underpinning the current impact fees, it is assumed that the public facility demand
created by each employee is equal to 0.36 of the impact of each resident. The fractional
demand per employee is calculated by multiplying the share of daily working hours relative to
activity hours (.5) by the fraction of 5 working days out of 7 days per week (.71). The derived
weighted average is .36.

The service population for Public Safety facilities is the sum of the resident population and.36%
of the employment base. As shown in Exhibit 5, the current public safety service population is
approximately 51,700 and the service population of residential units currently under
construction, which will not be subject to the updated impact fee, is approximately 2,933. The
service population associated with new growth through the year 2035 is estimated to total
14,626, which represents 21.1% of the total service population in the buildout year of 2035.
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Exhibit 5: Public Service Population

Number Percent Allocation

Residents o N

Existing SDOF, E-5 44,733 73.9%

In progress City staff + SDOF 2,933 4.8%

New Growth 12,844 21.2%

Buildout General Plan 60,510 100.0%
Employment

Existing ESRI 19,363 79.6%

New Growth City staff 4,950 20.4%

Buildout 24,313 100.0%
Public Service Population

Existing 51,704 74.6%

In Progress 2,933 4.2%

New Growth 14,626 21.1%

Buildout 69,263 100.0%

1 Public service population is an allocation factor which differentiates between the impact of employees
and residents. It equals resident population plus .36 of employment. Per a prior Newark General Plan,
the .36 factor reflects an adjustment of one-half (8/16) to reflect the workday's share of awake hours and
an adjustment of 5/7 to reflect the work-week’s share of the number of days in a week.

The distribution of the additional 14,626 service population from 2017 through 2035 among the
land uses is as follows:

Exhibit 6: Distribution of New Service Population by Land Use
New Service Population from

New Development

Residential 12,844 87.8%
Commercial 1,116 (3,100 x 0.36) 7.6%
Industrial 666 (1,850 x 0.36) 4.6%
Total New Service Population 14,626 100%

C. Public Safety Facility Costs Attributable to New Service Population

The cost of new public safety facilities attributable to the demands of new development is
generally estimated by applying the 21.1% factor to the facility cost schedule. However,
because some of the facilities are heeded solely to serve the hew service population, the overall
percentage of costs attributable to new development is 26.1%." As shown below in Exhibit 7, it

' A new fire engine ($1.2 million), an expansion of Fire Station No. 29 to house the new engine, and five police cars
($325,000) are needed to serve exclusively the new service population. 100% of the cost of these facilities is
allocated to new development. Please refer to Table 4 for a detailed allocation of costs.
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is estimated that new residents/employees will create the demand for approximately $11.2
million of new public safety capital facilities through 2035. Demand attributable to existing
residents and employees is estimated to total $31.7 million.

Exhibit 7: Public Safety Facility Costs Attributable to Demand from New Development
Total Facility Cost  Costs Allocable to New.

with 2% Admin. Fee Development — 26.1%

Total Fire $18.1 million $5.7 million
Total Police $24.7 million $5.5 million
Total, Public Safety Facility Costs $42.8 million $11.2 million

D. Distribution of Public Safety Facility Demand by Land Use

Since impact fees are levied per unit or per square foot of new non-residential development and
often vary by type of non-residential development, the service population needs to be broken
down by land use. As provided in Exhibit 8, the distribution of the growth in the service
population is as follows: 88% from new residents; 8% from new commercial employees; and 5%
from new industrial employees. For purposes of this analysis, it has been assumed that the
distribution of demand is proportionate to the distribution of the service population.

The source of demand for new fire protection facilities has been estimated based on the
distribution of service calls submitted to the Newark Fire Department during calendar year 2015.
The call records and the source of calls are detailed in Table 10. As summarized below,
approximately 77% of calls originated from residential homes, 19% from commercial
establishments, and 4% from industrial establishments.

Exhibit 8: Distribution of New Service Population for Public Safety Facilities by Land Use

Residential Commercial
Distribution for Police Facilities’
Percentage 100% 87.8% 7.6% 4.6%
Distribution for Fire Facilities
Percentage? 100% 77% 19% 4%
1 Exhibit 7
2Table 10

The demand for new public safety facilities by land use is estimated by applying these demand
percentages to the facility costs attributable to new development. As shown in Exhibit 9, the
costs attributable to new residential development is estimated to total $9.2 million, the cost
attributable to new commercial development is estimated to total $1.5 million, and the cost
attributable to new industrial development is estimated to total $451,000.
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Exhibit 9: Distribution of Public Safety Facility Costs by Land Use Demand
Police Facilities 'Eire_Eacilities

Total Public Safety
Facilities

Pacling Lasia AARIEIDIS $5.5 million" $5.7 million $11.2 million
to New Development
Residential  $4.8 million (87.8%) $4.4 million (77%) $9.2 million (84%)
Commercial $0.4 million (7.6%) $1.1 million (19%) $1.5 million (12%)
Industrial $0.2 million (4.6%) $0.2 million (4%) $0.5 million (4%)
Totals may not add due to rounding.

E. Supported Public Safety Facility Fee Levels

Since impact fees are levied per unit of new development, the growth of the service population
must be translated into projected new residential units and new building square footage. Based
on US Census data, an average household size of 3.23 has been assumed to convert
population projections into projected residential units. City staff has provided estimates of
existing commercial and industrial stock and the amount of new space anticipated to be built
through 2035. See Exhibit 10 below.

Exhibit 10: Current and Anticipated population and commercial and industrial stock
Growth in Service New Households; New

Population — 2017 Commercial and Industrial SF —
through 2035 2017 through 2035
Residential Population 12,844 3,977
Commercial Service Population 1,116 880,000 sq. ft.
Industrial Service Population 666 1,250,000 sq. ft.

Supported fee amounts on new development to fund needed public safety facilities are
determined by dividing the portion of costs attributable to the demand generated by new
development by the magnitude of new development anticipated through 2035. As shown in
Exhibit 11, impact fees of $2,311 per residential unit, $1.72 per square foot of new commercial
development and $0.36 per square foot of new industrial development are warranted to fund the
construction of public safety facilities in Newark to serve the needs generated by new
development.

Exhibit 11: Supported Public Safety Facilities Impact Fees by Land Use

el Residentiall.  Gommercial  Industrial Tofal
Costs Allocated to New Development $9,187,925 $1,5612,565 $451,442  $11,151,931
New Development (Units or SF) 3,977 880,000 1,250,000

| Impact Fee per Unit/SF $2,311 $1.72 $0.36

|

|
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IV. DEMAND FOR NEW COMMUNITY SERVICE FACILITIES AND SUPPORTED IMPACT
FEE AMOUNTS

A. Community Service Facility Needs to Serve Newark through 2035

City staff have identified the following list (Exhibit 12) of needed community service facility
improvements based on the facility needs identified in the City’'s General Plan and the City's
Capital Improvement Plan. These new facilities are anticipated to meet the City’s needs through
the year 2035. As shown, the total cost of capital facilities is estimated at $71.46 million. The
largest planned expenditures include a $21.1 million new library at the civic center, a $17.3
million new city administration building at the civic center, a $9 million performing arts center,
and a $7.5 million senior center.

Exhibit 12: Needed Community Service Facility Improvements

‘ Community Service Facilities Total Cost Total, With 2.00% Admin.
City Administration Building at Civic Center $17,262,450 $17,607,699
Equipment Shop Heavy Duty Vehicle Hoist $60,000 $61,200
History Center (Phases 2,3,4) $4,000,000 $4,080,000
Library at the Civic Center $21,098,550 $21,520,521
Mowry Avenue Backup Walls $900,000 $918,000
New Fuel Management System $60,000 $61,200
New Senior Center $7,500,000 $7,650,000
Newark Boulevard Backup Walls $1,200,000 $1,224,000
Performing (or Cultural) Arts Center $9,000,000 $9,180,000
Service Center Fuel Tank Canopy $130,000 $132,600
Service Center Storage Facility $400,000 $408,000
Service Center Waste Disposal Upgrades $250,000 $255,000
Silliman Complex Restroom/Maintenance Facility $700,000 $714,000
Thornton Avenue Streetscape $2,200,000 $2,244,000
Electrical Vehicle Charging Stations $200,000 $204,000
New Homeless Shelter $1,500,000 $1,530,000
Service Center Expansion $5,000,000 $5,100,000
Total Community Facilities $71,461,000 $72,890,220

B. Public Service Population

The proposed new community facilities will serve all of Newark. Therefore, the applicable
service population for most community service capital facilities is both residents and employees.
As shown in Exhibit 13, the City’'s current population is 44,733. By 2035 the population is
anticipated to reach 60,510, reflecting an increase of 15,777 people over roughly the next 19
years. Approximately 19,363 people work in Newark, with 12,500 employed in commercial
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businesses and 6,860 employed in industrial businesses. An additional 4,950 employees are
expected through 2035.

Exhibit 13: City of Newark Population and Employment

Additional -
2017 through
: In progress 2035
Population’ 44,733 2,933 12,844 60,510
Employment?
Office 1,197 850 2,047
Retail 7,762 900 8,662
50 % R&D 3.545 1350 4,895
Total Commercial 12,504 3,100 15,604
Light Industrial 1,749 300 2,049
Heavy Industrial 1,665 200 1,765
50% R&D 3,545 1,350 4,895
Total Industrial 6,859 1.850 8.709
Total Employment 19,363 4,950 24,313
1 State Department of Finance E-5 is source of estimate of current population. Estimate of population in 2035 is
the Newark General Plan.
2 ESRI is source of current employment estimates. 2035 employment estimates have been provided City staff.

In determining the population to be served by the new facilities, it is recognized that employees’
demands for city services is generally limited to the time that they are at work. Therefore,
employees are weighted less than residents. Based on that analysis that was undertaken to
support the current impact fees, it is assumed that the public facility demand created by each
employee is equal to 0.36 of the impact of each resident. The fractional demand per employee
is calculated based on a fraction of 8 hours out of 16 activity hours per day (.5) times the
fraction of 5 working days out of 7 days per week (.71). The derived weighted average is .36.

The public service population for all community service facilities except the senior center is the
sum of the resident population and.36% of the employment base. As shown in Exhibit 13, the
current service population is approximately 51,700 and the service population of residential
units currently under construction, which will not be subject to the updated impact fee, is
approximately 2,933. The service population associated with new growth through the year 2035
is estimated to total 14,626, which represents 21.1% of the total service population in the
buildout year of 2035.

Given that employment does not contribute to the need for senior centers, the service
population for the senior center is the residential population. As shown in Exhibit 14, it is
estimated that the City’s population will increase by 12,844 from 2017 through 2035 from new
residential development, excluding new units currently under construction, which will be subject
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to the existing fees. The additional 12,844 residents will account for 21.2% of Newark's
population by 2035. Therefore, 21.2% of the cost of the senior center is estimated to be
attributable to the impacts of new development.

Exhibit 14: Public Service Population

D 0 - e Ao 0,

Residents )

Existing SDOF, E-5 44733 73.9%

In progress City staff + SDOF 2,933 4.8%

New Growth 12,844 21.2%

Buildout General Plan 60,510 100.0%
Employment

Existing ESRI 19,363 79.6%

New Growth City staff 4,950 20.4%

Buildout 24,313 100.0%
Public Service Population (¥

Existing 51,704 74.6%

In Progress 2,933 4.2%

New Growth 14,626 21.1%

Buildout 69,263 100.0%
! Public service population is an alfocation factor which differentiates between the impact of
employees and residents. It equals resident population plus .36 of employment. Per a prior
Newark General Plan, the .36 factor reflects an adjustment of one-half (8/16) to reflect the
workday's share of awake hours and an adjustment of 5/7 to reflect the work-week’s share of the
number of days in a week.

The distribution of the additional 14,626 service population from 2017 through 2035 among the
land uses is presented in Exhibit 15:

Exhibit 15: Distribution of New Service Population by Land Use
New Service Population from

New Development

All facilities, except senior center
Residential 12,844 87.8%
Commercial 1,116 (3,100 x 0.36) 7.6%
Industrial 666 (1,850 x 0.36) 4.6%
Total New Service Population, | 14,626 100.0%
All except Senior Center
Senior Center _ 12,844 100%
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C. Community Service Facility Costs Attributable to New Development

The cost of new community service facilities attributable to the demands of hew development is
estimated by applying the 21.1% factor to the facility cost schedule for all improvements,
excluding the senior center, and applying a factor of 21.2% to the total cost of the senior center.
As shown in Exhibit 16, it is estimated that new residents/employees will create the demand for
approximately $15.4 million of new community service capital facilities through 2035, which
accounts for approximately 21.1% of total project costs. Demand attributable to existing
residents and employees is estimated to total $57.5 million.

Exhibit 16: Community Service Facility Costs Attributable to Demand from New Development

Total Facility Gast Costs Allacable to

with 2% Admin. Fee New Development
Total Community Facilities, excluding senior center $65.24 million $13.78 million (21.1%)
Senior Center $ 7.65 million $1.62 million (21.2%)
Total, Community Service Facility Costs $72.89 million $15.40 million (21.1%)

D. Distribution of Community Service Facility Demand by Land Use

Since impact fees are levied per unit or per square foot of new non-residential development and
often vary by type of non-residential development, the service population needs to be broken
down by land use. As provided in Exhibit 17, the distribution of the growth in the service
population for facilities excluding the senior center is as follows: 87.8% from new residents;
7.6% from new commercial employees; and 4.6% from new industrial employees. For the senior
center, 100% of the cost is apportioned to residential development. For purposes of this
analysis, it has been assumed that the distribution of demand is proportionate to the distribution
of the service population.

Exhibit 17: Distribution of Demand for New Community Service Facilities by Land Use

Total Residential Commercial Industrial

Distribution for Community Facilities, Excluding the Senior Center’

Percentage 100% 87.8% 7.6% 4.6%
Distribution for Senior Center

Percentage 100% 100% 0% 0%
' Exhibit 16

The demand for new public safety facilities by land use is estimated by applying these demand
percentages to the facility costs attributable to new development. As shown in Exhibit 18, the
costs attributable to new residential development is estimated to total $13.72 million, the cost
attributable to new commercial development is estimated to total $1.05 million, and the cost
attributable to new industrial development is estimated to total $0.63 million.
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Exhibit 18: Distribution of New Development’s Share of Community Service Facility Costs by

Land Use

Facility Costs Attributable |
to New Development

Senior.center

$1.62 million

[TAllether Community. |
158 jer:vice Facilities

$13.78 million

Total Community.
Service Facilities

$15.40 million

Residential Demand

$1.62 million (100%)

$12.10 million (87.8%)

$13.72 million (89%)

Commercial Demand

$0.00 million (0%)

$1.05 million (7.6%)

$1.05 million (7%)

Industrial Demand

$0.00 million (0%)

$0.63 million (4.6%)

$0.63 million (4%)

E. Supported Community Service Facility Fee Levels

Since impact fees are levied per unit of new development — per residential unit or per square
foot of new commercial or office development, the average household size and the average
employment density is needed to convert the demand of new residents/employees into the
demand of new residential units and new building square footage. Based on US Census data,
an average household size of 3.23 has been assumed. City staff has provided estimates of
existing commercial and industrial stock and the amount of nhew space anticipated to be built
through 2035, which are presented in Exhibit 19.

Exhibit 19: Existing commercial and industrial stock and anticipated amount of new space
Growth in Service Population New Households; New
— 2017 through 2035 Commercial and Industrial
SF — 2017 through 2035
3,977
880,000 sq. ft.
1,250,000 sq. ft.

12,844
1,116
666

Residential Population
Commercial Service Population
Industrial Service Population

Supported fee amounts on new development to fund needed community service facilities are
determined by dividing the portion of costs attributable to the demand generated by new
development by the magnitude of new development anticipated through 2035. As shown in
Exhibit 20, impact fees of $3,451 per residential unit, $1.19 per square foot of new commercial
development and $0.50 per square foot of new industrial development are warranted to fund the
construction of community service facilities in Newark to serve the needs generated by new
development.

Exhibit 20: Supported Community Service Facilities Impact Fees by Land Use
Commercial

Residential Industrial Total

Costs Allocated to New Development ~ $13,722,088  $1,051,188 $627,322 $15,400,598 '
New Development (Units or SF) 3,977 880,000 1,250,000
Impact Fee per Unit/SF $3,451 $1.19 $0.50
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V. USE OF FEE REVENUE

The City plans to use public safety facility fee revenues to construct the facilities identified in
Exhibit 3. The City plans to use community service facility fee revenues to construct the
facilities identified in Exhibit 12.
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VI. IMPACT FEES IN NEIGHBORING CITIES, MAXIMUM SUPPORTED FEES, AND
RECOMMENDED FEES

A. Public Safety and Community Service Facility Fees in Neighboring Jurisdictions

KMA surveyed the impact fees levied by the nearby cities of Union City, Fremont, and Milpitas.
The impact fees levied in these cities are presented in Appendix Tables A-1, A-2 and A-3, and
summarized in Exhibit 21.

As shown, the distribution of types of impact fees and the total fee amount varies considerably
among the jurisdictions and by land use. Newark is the only jurisdiction with a dedicated public
safety fee for police and fire department capital improvements. In comparison, Union City has a
general capital facilities fee, which it levies only on residential development. Both Union City
and Milpitas do not levy any material impact fees on non-residential development. Newark's
total fee amount on new residential development is significantly less than the fees levied in
Union City and Milpitas. Newark’s residential fees are also less than the fees levied in Fremont,
but the difference is not as large.

Newark’s impact fees on commercial development are within the band of fees charged by
Fremont but significantly more than the fees levied by Union City and Milpitas, both of which do
not levy any significant charges on new commercial development. Newark’s impact fees on
industrial development are less than the fees levied by Fremont but more than the negligible
fees levied in Union city and Milpitas.

Exhibit 21: Comparison Public Safety and Community Service Facility Impact Fees*

__Newark Fremont Union City Milpitas

Public Safety Facility Fees
$1,989 - 3BR = $371;
Residential $2,079 4BR = $457 $0 $0
Commercial $1.73 $0.18 - $0.31 $0 $0
Industrial $0.17 $0.10 - $0.24 $0 $0
Community Service Facility Fees
$1,596 - 3BR = $2,569 $8,624 -
Residential $1,942 4BR = $3,163 $12,231 $0
Commercial $0.36 $0.55 - $0.92 $0 $0
Industrial $0.31 $0.31 - $0.71 $0 $0
Total Fees
$22,135- 3 BR=9%29,158 $38,138 - $29,089 -
Residential $29,732 4 BR = $31,012 $42,075 $44,673
Commercial $7.06 $6.22 - $7.57 <$1.00 $0
Industrial $1.85 $2.03 - $4.53 < $1.00 $0
*excludes affordable housing fees levied on residential development and fees levied on building
permit valuations or any basis other than per unit or per square foot.
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B. Maximum and Recommended Impact Fees

We recommend that the adopted fees be set at the amounts supported by this nexus study

given that the proposed public safety and community service facility fee amounts and total fees
in Newark (after adoption of the recommended fees) would not exceed the levies in neighboring

communities.

Exhibit 22: Maximum and Recommended Fee Schedules
Type of New/Development ‘ Maximum andiRecommended Fee’/Amounts

Public Safety Facility Fee Comuni Service FailitFe

Residential $2,311 per unit $3,451 per unit

Commercial $1.72 per square foot $1.19 per square foot
Industrial $0.36 per square foot $0.50 per square foot

Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
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Vil. FEE PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION AND ADMINISTRATION

The Mitigation Fee Act includes a series of reporting requirements designed to ensure that
development impact fee revenues are properly accounted for, used appropriately, and that,
where funds are ultimately not used, are reimbursed. In addition, jurisdictions adopting fee
programs should determine their preferred approach to updating the fee schedule and whether
they intend to allow for exemptions, credits, and reimbursements (under any additional
circumstances). The following fee program implementation and administration parameters are
our standard recommendations. The City’s existing program may already include some or all of
these recommendations.

A. Credits, Reimbursement, and Exemptions

Under certain and limited circumstances, as determined by the City, the Impact Fee Resolution
could allow developers subject to the fee to obtain credits, reimbursements, or exemptions. In
cases of redevelopment, the demolition of space should provide a fee credit. In other words, the
gross fee obligation should be calculated based on the scale of the proposed new development,
with a fee credit to be applied for existing square footage to be removed (or retained) using the
applicable fee for the existing square footage (land uses). Existing developments that are being
replaced due to a natural disaster are also exempt from the impact fees.

All other fee credits and/or reimbursements should not be allowed by right but rather should be
subject to review by City staff and Council to ensure that such credits or reimbursements are
warranted and appropriate.

B. Securing Supplemental Funding

The maximum, supportable development impact fee is set to cover the public safety and
community service facilities investments needed to fund the demands generated by new
development. As presented in this analysis, new development is estimated to generate only a
portion of the demand for the planned facilities and therefore the fee levies are anticipated to
provide only a fraction of the funds needed to construct the facilities. It is anticipated that the
City of Newark will need to secure additional funding in order to complete the capital facilities.

C. Annual Review and Periodic Study Update

The Mitigation Fee Act/AB 1600 (at Gov. C. §§ 66001(c), 66006(b)(1)) stipulates that each local
agency that requires payment of a fee make specific information available to the public annually
within 180 days of the last day of the fiscal year. This information includes the following:

= Adescription of the type of fee in the account
* The amount of the fee
= The beginning and ending balance of the fund
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\\SF-FS2\wp\16\16090\003\001-001.docx



= The amount of fees collected and interest earned
= |dentification of the improvements constructed

= The total cost of the improvements constructed

» The fees expended to construct the improvement
= The percentage of total costs funded by the fee

Because of the dynamic nature of growth and capital equipment requirements, the City should
monitor inventory activity, the need for improvements, and the adequacy of the fee revenues
and other available funding. To the extent particular issues are identified, adjustments to the fee
program may be required.
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Table 1
City of Newark Population and Employment

Additional= 2017

In progress through 2035
Population’ 44,733 2,933 12,844 60,510
Employment’

Office 1,197 850 2,047

Retail 7,762 900 8,662

50%R&D 3,545 1350 4,895
Total Commercial 12,504 3,100 15,604
Light Industrial 1,749 300 2,049

Heavy Industrial 1,565 200 1,765
50%R&D 3,545 1350 489

Total Industrial £.859 1,850 8.709
Total Employment 19,363 4,950 24,313

! State Deportment of Finance E-S is source of estimate of current population. Estimate of population in 2035 is the
Newark General Plon.

2 ESRI is source of current employment estimates. 2035 employment estimates hove been provided City staff.
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Table 2
Residential Units and Non-Residential Gross Building Area

Additional - 2017

In progress through 2035
Residential Housing Units* 13,470 908 3,977 18,734
Commercial SF* est.
Office 290,000 130,000 420,000
Retail 3,500,000 300,000 3,800,000
50% of R&D 1,290,000 450,000 1,740,000
Total Commercial 5,080,000 880,000 5,960,000
Industrial SF°
Light Industrial 1,200,000 200,000 1,400,000
Heavy Industrial 5,100,000 600,000 5,700,000
50% R&D 1,290,000 450,000 1,740,000
Total Industrial 2.590.000 1,250,000 8,840,000
Total Commercial + Industrial SF 12,670,000 2,130,000 14,800,000

! Stote Deportment of Finance E-5 is source of estimate of current housing units. Estimates of future units Is based on
General Plon estimates of population and SDOF overage household size of 3.31.

2 Estimates of non-residential gross building area have been provided by City staff and KMA based on
standard employment density factors.
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Table 3
Population Fair Share Allocation: Existing/New Development and Public Service Population

Factor Source Number Percent Allocation
Residents
Existing SDOF, E-5 44,733 73.9%
In progress City staff + SDOF 2,933 4.8%
New Growth 12,844 21.
Buildout General Plan 60,510 100.0%
Employment
Existing ESRI 19,363 79.6%
New Growth City staff 4,950 20.4%
Buildout 24,313 100.0%
Public Service Population (1)
Existing 51,704 74.6%
In Progress 2,933 4.2%
New Growth 146__6 21.1%
Buildout 69,263 100.0%

! Public service population is an allocation factor which differentiates between the impact of
emloyees and residents. It equals resident populaiton plus .36 of employment. Per a prior Newark
General Plan, the .36 factor reflects an adjustmet of one-half (8/16) to reflect the workday's share of
awake hours and an adjustemt of 5/7 to relfect he workweeks's share of a week.

24
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Table 4
New Public Facllltles Needs and Portion of Needs Attributable to New Development

Impact Fee Study
Newark , CA _
2.00% % of Need Generated by: Allocation of Costs

Total, With Existing New  Method of Existing New
Eire __ Total Cost Admin. Development Development  Allocation Development Development
Fire Admin Portion of City Administration Building $ 2,557,400 $2,608,548 78.9% 21.1% 1 $2,057,701 $550,847
Community Alerting and Warning System $ 75,000 $76,500 78.9% 21.1% 1 $60,346 $16,154
Fire Station No. 27 Energy Efficient Windows $ 40,000 $40,800 78.9% 21.1% 1 $32,184 $8,616
Fire Station No. 27 Training Tower $ 2,000,000 $2,040,000 78.9% 21.1% 1 $1,609,214 $430,786
Fire Station No. 29 Truck Exhaust System $ 45,000 $45,900 78.9% 21.1% 1 $36,207 $9,693
Replace Fire Station No. 27 $ 5,300,000 $5,406,000 78.9% 21.1% 1 $4,264,416 $1,141,584
Replace and Expand Fire Station No. 297 $ 6,400,000 $6,528,000 65.3% 34.7% 1 $4,264,416 $2,263,584
LadderTruck/Fire Engine to serve new population $ 1,200,000 $1,224,000 0.0% 100.0% 1 S0 $1,224,000
Traffic Signal Preemtion (Opticom) $ 160,000 $163,200 78.9% 21.1% 1, $128,737 $34,463
Total Fire $ 17,777,400 $ 18,132,948 68.7% 31.3% $ 12,453,221 $ 5,679,727
Police
Police Center at the Civic Center 3 23,016,600  $23,476,932 78.9% 21.1% 1 $18,519,312 $4,957,620
Police Vehicles (5) to serve new population $ 325,000 $331,500 0.0% 100.0% 1 $0 $331,500
Police Department Substation Facilities $ 850,000 $867,000 78.9% 21.1% 1 683,916 $183,084
Total Police $ 24,191,600 $ 24,675,432 77.8% 22.2% $ 19,203,228 $ 5,472,204
Total, Public Safety S 41,969,000 $ 42,808,380 73.9% 26.1% $ 31,656,449 $ 11,151,931
! Allocated based on service population.
2 The cost to replace the station is $5.3 million. The cost of the expansion is $1.1 million.The replacement cost Is distrlbuted to existing and new develop proportionate to their shore of
service population. 100% of the expansion cost is allocated to new development.
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Table 5

New Community Service Facilities Needs and Portion of Needs Attributable to New Development

Impact Fee Study
Newark , CA

Community Service Facilities
City Administration Building at Civic Center

Equipment Shop Heavy Duty Vehicle Hoist
History Center (Phases 2,3,4)

Library at the Civic Center

Mowry Avenue Backup Walls

New Fuel Management System

New Senior Center

Newark Boulevard Backup Walls
Performing (or Cultural) Arts Center
Service Center Fuel Tank Canopy

Service Center Storage Facility

Service Center Waste Disposal Upgrades
Silliman Complex Restroom/Maintenance Facility
Thornton Avenue Streetscape

Electrical Vehicle Charging Stations

New Homeless Shelter

Service Center Expansion

Total Community Facilities

! Allocated based on service population.
2 Allocated based on residential population.
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Total Cost

17,262,450
60,000
4,000,000
21,098,550
900,000
60,000
7,500,000
1,200,000
9,000,000
130,000
400,000
250,000
700,000
2,200,000
200,000
1,500,000
5,000,000

2.00%
Total, With
Admin.

$17,607,699
$61,200
$4,080,000
$21,520,521
$918,000
$61,200
$7,650,000
$1,224,000
$9,180,000
$132,600
$408,000
$255,000
$714,000
$2,244,000
$204,000
$1,530,000
$5,100,000
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71,461,000 $ 72,890,220
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% of Need Generated by:

Existing
Development

78.9%
78.9%
78.9%
78.9%
78.9%
78.9%
78.8%
78.9%
78.9%
78.9%
78.9%
78.9%
78.9%
78.9%
78.9%
78.9%
18.9%
78.9%

New
Development

21.1%
21.1%
21.1%
21.1%
21.1%
21.1%
21.2%
21.1%
21.1%
21.1%
21.1%
21.1%
21.1%
21.1%
21.1%
21.1%
2.1%
21.1%

Method of

Allocation

i
1
1
1
A
1
2
1
i1
15
1
1
1
1
al
it
at

Allocation of Costs

Existing
Development

$13,889,484
$48,276
$3,218,427
$16,976,036
$724,146
$48,276
$6,026,169
$965,528
$7,241,461
$104,599
$321,843
$201,152
$563,225
$1,770,135
$160,921
$1,206,910
$4,023,034
$ 57,489,622 $

New
Development

$3,718,215
$12,924
$861,573
$4,544,485
$193,854
$12,924
$1,623,831
$258,472
$1,938,539
$28,001
$86,157
$53,848
$150,775
$473,865
$43,079
$323,090
$1,076,966
15,400,598
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Table 6

Allocation of New Development's Share of Public Safety Facilities' Costs by Land Use

Impact Fee Study

Newark, CA
Total Facilities
Needs Attributable
to New Allocation
Development Method’ Residential Commerclal Industrial
Eire
Fire Admin Portion of City Administration Building $550,847 3 $425,029 $106,201 $19,617
Community Alerting and Warning System $16,154 3 $12,465 $3,115 $575
Fire Station No. 27 Energy Efficient Windows $8,616 3 36,648 $1,661 $307
Fire Station No. 27 Training Tower $430,786 3 $332,392 $83,054 $15,341
Fire Station No. 29 Truck Exhaust System $9,693 3 $7,479 $1,869 $345
Replace Fire Station No. 27 $1,141,584 3 $880,838 $220,093 $40,654
Replace and Expand Fire Station No. 29 $2,263,584 3 $1,746,564 $436,409 $80,611
LadderTruck/FIre Engine $1,224,000 3 $944,429 $235,982 $43,589
Traffic Signal Preemtion (Opticom) $34,463 3 $26,591 36,644 $1,227
Total Fire $5,679,727 $4,382,434 $1,095,027 $202,266
Police
Police Center at the Civic Center $4,957,620 1 $4,353,602 $378,274 $225,744
Police Vehicles (5) $331,500 1 $291,111 $25,294 $15,095
Police Department Substation Facilities $183.084 1 $160,778 $13.970 68,337
Total Police 5,472,204 $4,805,491 $417,537 $249,176
Total, Public Safety $11,151,931 $9,187,925 $1,512,565 $451,442
! Allocation Method
Table Ref. Residential Commercial Industrial
#1- Service Population 87.8% 7.6% 4.6%
#2 - Residential Population 100.0% 0.0% 0.0%
#3- Distribution of city-wide calls for fire/EMS services
(Appendix A) 77.16% 19.28% 3.56%
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Table 7

Allocation of New Development's Share of Community Service Facilities' Costs by Land Use

Impact Fee Study
Newark, CA

Total Facilities
Needs Attributable

to New Allocation

Development Method® Residential Commercial

Community Service Facilities
City Administration Building at Civic Center $3,718,215 1 $3,265,202 $283,705
Equipment Shop Heavy Duty Vehicle Hoist $12,924 1 $11,349 $986
History Center (Phases 2,3,4) $861,573 1 $756,602 $65,739
Library at the Civic Center $4,544,485 1 $3,990,802 $346,751
Mowry Avenue Backup Walls $193,854 1 $170,235 $14,791
New Fuel Management System $12,924 1 $11,349 $986
New Senior Center $1,623,831 2 $1,623,831 S0
Newark Boulevard Backup Walls $258,472 4, $226,981 $19,722
Performing (or Cultural) Arts Center $1,938,539 1 $1,702,355 $147,913
Service Center Fuel Tank Canopy $28,001 1 $24,590 $2,137
Service Center Storage Facility $86,157 a $75,660 $6,574
Service Center Waste Disposal Upgrades $53,848 1 $47,288 $4,109
Silliman Complex Restroom/Maintenance Facility $150,775 1 $132,405 $11,504
Thornton Avenue Streetscape $473,865 | $416,131 $36,157
Electrical Vehicle Charging Stations $43,079 1 $37,830 $3,287
New Homeless Shelter $323,090 1 $283,726 $24,652
Service Center Expansion $1,076,966 1 $945,753 $82,174
Total Community Facilities $15,400,598 $13,722,088 $1,051,188
89.1% 6.8%

! Allocation Method

Table Ref. Residential Commercial Industrial
#1- Service Population 87.8% 7.6% 4.6%
#2 - Residential Population 100.0% 0.0% 0.0%
Totol Community Facilitles $15,400,598 $13,722,088 51,051,188
senior 51,623,831 $1,623,831 S0
non-senior 513,776,767 $12,098,257 $1,051,188
% all 89.1% 6.8%
% senior 100% 0%
% non senior 87.8% 7.6%
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Industrial

$169,308
$588
$39,232
$206,932
$8,827
$588

$0
$11,769
$88,271
$1,275
$3,923
$2,452
$6,866
$21,577
$1,962
$14,712
$49,039
$627,322
4.1%

$627,322
$0
$627,322

4.1%
0%
4.6%
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Table 8
Public Safety Facilities Impact Fees by Land Use

Residential Commercial Industrial Total
Costs Allocated to New Development 49,187,925 $1,512,565 $451,442 $11,151,931
New Development {Units or SF) 3,977 880,000 1,250,000
Impact Fee per Unit/SF $2,311 $1.72 $0.36
Current fee $2,000 $1.73 $0.17
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Table 9
Community Service Facility Impact Fees by Land Use
Residential Commercial Industrial Total
Costs Allocated to New Development $13,722,088 $1,051,188 $627,322 $15,400,598
New Development (Units or SF) 3,977 880,000 1,250,000
$3,451 $1.19 $0.50
$1,900 $0.36 $0.31

Impact Fee per Unit/SF
current fee

Prepared by Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
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Table 10
Distributlon of Fire Protection Service Calls by Land Use
Newark, CA

Source: City of Newark
Count of Incident #

Incident Type_

Occupancy Descr Cancelled False Alann
All Other Residential I

Apartments 73
Health Care and Penal Inslilutions 3
irHolels and Motels 8
|Industry, Ulllity, Defense, Laboralories, Manufacluring 24
|Other

Other Structures (vacant bulldings, building under construction, 8 7
|outbuildings, bridges,ecl)

Others 1 2
Private Dewellings (1 or 2 family), including mobile homes 55
Public Assembly (Church, restaurant, clubs, ect) 1 17
Schools and Colleges 1 32
Storage in Structures (bams, vehicle storag ges, general st 19
act)

Slores -and Offices 6 25
(blank) 130

Residential, Other 9 2
Boarding/| ing House, Residential Hotels

Grand Total 156 267
Not Included in land use distribution 721 22.8%
Other Resldentlal 12 0.4%
Single Family 757 23.9%
Multifamlly 1116 35.3%
Commerclal 471 14.9%
Industrial 87 27%
Total 3164 77.2%
Total included In land use distribution 2443

Breakdown of Fire Protection service Population by Land Use
|Residential 1885 77.16%
Commercial 471 19.28%
Industrial 87 3.56%
Total included In lysi 2443 100.0%
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Other Fires Rescue, EMS Services Call Structure Fire| Grand Total
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APPENDIX TABLE A-1

COMPARISON OF RESIDENTIAL IMPACT FEES, EXCLUDING AfFORDABLE HOUSING FEES
NEWARK AND NEIGHBORING JURISDICTIONS

QrTY OF NEWARK
Impact Fees /du’ Newark Dublin Fremont Hayward Miipitas Pleasanton San Leandro Union City
Arts Requirement $270 See Below None None None None None See Below
Fire Impact Fee None SF: $B70, MF: $544 08R: $143 None None None None See Below
1BR: $214
2BR: $300
3BR: $371
4BR: $457
+BR: +$86/BR
Park Fadlities / Parkland MF: $18,000 SF/MF: $18,646 08R: $9,220 SFD: $11,953 Varies by pop. density ~ SF: $9,709,MF: $7,969 SF: $16,079; Subdivision:
Dedication Fee? SF: $25,000 1BR: $13,830 SFA: $11,395 SFD: $44,673 MF:$14,054 Vories by pop. deasity
2BR: $19,362 MF: $9,653 SFA: $35,438 $28,193 {ava.)
3BR:$23,971 MF (2-4du): $36,131 Non-Subdivision:
48BR:$29,502 MF {S+du): $29,089 $2,466 plus $260 (0-1BR),
+BR: +5,531/BR $455 {2BR), $630 (3+BR)
Public Facility Impact Fee* Public Safety MF: $2,079, SF/MF: $5,798 08R: $988 None None SFD: $4,730 None SF:$12,231, MF: $8,624
SF: $1,989 18R: $1,483 SFA:$3,532
Comm. Seivice MF: $1,596 28BR: $2,076 MF: $2,885
SF:$1,942 3BR: $2,569
Transportotion MF: $460, '4BR: $3,163
¥:$801 +8R: 45593/8R
Totol MF: $4,135,
SF:%4,732
Tralfic Impact Fee Included in None 0/18R: $2,012 None None SF:$4,707 $1,337-52,015;
Public Facliity Fee 2/38R: $2,247 MF: $3,294 senlor: $667-$897 °
4+BR: $3421
Tri-valley Transportation None SF:$3,060 None None None SF:$3,060 None None
Development Fee" MF:$2,108 MF: §2,108
Total Fees / du SF: $29,732 SF:$28,374 OBR: $12,363 SFD: $11,953 Vaies by pop, density SFD: $22,206 Non-Senior Subdivision
MF:$22,135 MF: $27,096 18R: $17,539 SFA:$11,395 SFD: $44,673 SFA:$20,056 SF:$17,416-$18,094 SF:$42,075
28R: $23,985 MF: $9,653 SFA: $35,438 MF: $16,256 MF: $15,391-$16,069 MF:$38,138
38R: $29,158 MF (2:4 du): $36,131 Senlor: Non-Subdivision
4BR: $31,012 MF {5+ du): $29,089 SF:$16,746-$16,976 SF
+BR: $6,210/8R MF: $14,721:$14,951 0-1BR: $16,628
28R: $16,803
3BR: $16,978
MF
0-18R: $12,691
28R: $12,866
3BR: $13,041
Fees as % of BPV
Arts Requirement See Above > 20 du: 0.5% BPV None None None None None 1% BPV
[General Plan Cost Recovery 5% BPV None None None None None None None
Total % ot BPV 5% BPV 0.5% BPV None None . None None None 1% BPV
Fees PSF Building (Portlal)
Fire Equipment Acquisition None See Above See Above None None None None $1.40 PSF occuplable space
above 2nd story
Fees as X of Bullding ond Plon
General Plan Cost Recovery See Above None 15% of Bullding and Plan 12% ofBullding and Plan None None None None

Check Permits

Check Permits

Notes: This chart presents an overview and terms may be simplified. Consult code and City staff for more Information.

) Excludes on-she Inclusionary requirements.
3 For Milpltas and Union Cily, fee k estimated based on population denshties derived from Census and DOF data. In Milpkas, developer may submit alternative population estimate. 40% of Milpitas fee may be met through the provision of private open space.

*Generally supports such facilities as Iibratles, parks and other conmunity buildings. Hewark fee Inciudes transportation facllities.
“ Regfonal fee colfect edon behalf of the Til-Valley Transpoitation Development Ditrict.

3 Fees vary by zone.

Propared by Keyser Marston Associales, Inc.

Feename:

AA4ASY

Abbreviations;

SF = Single Famlly
MF =Muld-Famlly

SFA= SF Attached

BPV = Building Permit Value

SFD = SF Detached
du = Dwelling unit

PSF = Per Square Foot
BR = bedroom
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APPENDIX TABLE A-2
COMPARISON OF INCLUSIONARY HOUSING PROGRAMS
NEWARK AND NEIGHBORING JURISDICTIONS

CITY OF NEWARK
Newark Fremont Milpitas Union City
Minimum Project Sizel
FS/R: 1 unit FS/R: 2 units FS/R: 5 units nfa
no build reg. no build req. no build req. FS: 1 unit

Onsite Requirement

Percent of Total Units® nfa Attached 3.5% plus $18.50/sf’ 5.0% 15%

Detached 4.5% plus
$17.50/sf
income Level (% AMI) nfa 80-110% AMI Up to 80% AMI 10% @ 50-80% AMI;
(120% w/approval) 30% @ 80-100% AMI;
60% @ 100-120% AMI

Impact / In-Lieu Fee Levels

Fee Level $20/sf first 1,000 SF/unit; F5: 5% building permit value® | <7 units: $160,000 /du owed;

$8/SF above 1,000 SF/unit [Attached $18.50 w/ aff units; 7+ units: $180 /sf owed
$27.00 no units
Detached $17.50 w/ aff
units;
$26.00 no units
R: $17.50 no map; $27.00 w/
map”

Alternatives to Onsite Provision’

Fee Option - for projects over nfa yes (Developer) yes (Developer) yes (City)

min, size

Note: This chart presents an overview and terms have been simplified. Consult code and City staff for more information.

Abbreviations: R =Rental sq ft = Square Feet
du = Dwelling Unit AMI =Area Median Income

1. In Union City , single-unit, owner-occupied projects exempt.

2. In Dublin, 40% of the on-site requirement is covered through an impact fee.

3. All cities that do not allow fee payment by right allow developers to seek Council approval of fee payment instead of on-site units. Also, all cities with on-site

4. Rental projects with a subdivision map allowing conversion to condominiums

5. In-lieu/impact fee introduced as temporary measure while City prepares formal nexus study. Fee has not yet been assessed, Average residential building permit value is reportedtobe$___ .

Prepared by Keyser Marston Associales, Inc.
Filename; \SF-FS2wp\16\16080\003\impact fees comparison; AS Incl Programs Desc; 2/14/2017;hgr Page 33



Appendix Table A-3

Comparison of Non-residential Impact Fees’

Impact Fees | Newark Fremont’ Milipitas Union City?
[Commercial $0.36 Capital Facilities Impact Fee:
Industrial $0.31 Office $0.92
Retail / Service $0.55
Public Facilities Impact Warehouse $0.39
None None
Fee Light industrial $0.31
Manufacturing $0.56
Research & Development $0.71
Hotel / Motel (per room) $174.00
(Public Safety) Office $0.31
Commercial $1.73 Retail / Service $0.18
Industrial $0.17 Warehouse $0.13
Fire Impact Fee Light Industrial $0.10 None See below.
Manufacturing $0.19
Research & Development $0.24
Hotel / Motel (per room) $59.00
Park Facilities /
Parkland Dedication Fee 03 Hoog e Nong
Commercial $1.38 Office $5.00 Traffic Signalization Fee:
Industrial $0.68 Retall / Service $6.84 Office / retail $0.30
Warehouse $1.51 (assuming FAR of .4)
Research & Development /
Traffic Impact Fee LERindustral $3.62 No City-wide fees Industrial il
Research & Development $3.59 (assuming FAR of .5)
Manufacturing $2.52
Hotel / Motel (per room) $2,046.00
Business Park $4.23
Affordable Housing commjerciat $3:59 None None None
Industrial $0.69
Commercial $7.06 Office $6.22
lindustrial $1.85 Retail / Service $7.57
Warehouse $2.03
Light Industrial $4.03
Total Fee Research & Development $4.53 No City wide fees
Manufacturing $3.26
Hotel / Motel (per room) $2,279.00
Business Park (Office) $5.45
Business Park
|{Manufacturing) Ead
Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. Page 34
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Appendix Table A-3
Comparison of Non-residential Impact Fees'

Impact Fees Newark fremont® Milpitas Union City’

Fees as % of Permit

Value
Private-Permit valuation Negotiated between
over $50 million: Developer and City
Must construct Public Art
Private- Permit valuation  or pay in-lieu fee
over $250,000: equivalent to 1% of
Arts Requirement None No citywide fee. None $236; 3

permit valuation

N/A-must construct Public

Public-Permit valuation Art with a value
over $250,000: equivalent to 1% of
permit valuation
Sene(albidn\Cost None 15% of building permit fee. None 0.1% of permit valuation.
Recovery
e e e T e e
Other Fees

Office / Professional / Hotel $1.40 / sq. ft. of space
See above. See above. None Buildings above the second story

Fire Equipment

IAcquisition
|Industrial Buildings $.06 / sq. ft. of roof area

Sources and notes:

* Unless otherwise specified, prices are calculated per square foot of building area. The table excludes the Impact fees that are related to utilities such as sewer / water connection fees and
school / specific districts.

1. City of Fremont, Fee Schedule, Effective: September 1, 2016

2. City of Union City, Master Fee Schedule, Fiscal Year 2016-2017. In terms of Traffic Signalization Fees, it sets $5,241/ acre for commercial zoning and $2,620/ acre for industrial zoning.

Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. Page 35
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RESOLUTION NO. 10,633

RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCEIL OF THE CITY OF
NEWARK ESTABLISHING AN IMPLEMENTING
RESOLUTION FOR THE PUBLIC SAFETY FACILITIES
IMPACT FEE, UNDER GOVERNMENT CODE SECTION
66001, IN ACCORDANCE WITH MUNICIPAL CODE SECTION
3.24.040 AND AMENDING THE MASTER FEE SCHEDULE TO
REFLECT THESE CHANGES

WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Newark, a general law city (“City”™), is
authorized to prescribe and establish fees in regard to services or functions performed by the City
for the public in a governmental and proprietary capacity; and

WHEREAS, California Government Code Section 66000 et seq. allows local
governments to impose impact fees on new development in order to recover the cost of
improvements that are needed to serve that new development; and

WHEREAS, Chapter 3.24 (“Development Impact Fees”) of the Newark Municipal Code
authorizes the City Council to adopt implementing resolutions establishing development impact
fees in order to mitigate the impacts that projects have upon the City’s ability to provide public
facilities;

WHEREAS, the existing fee needs to be brought into conformity with current conditions
in the City; and

WHEREAS, the City desires to have an updated Public Safety Facilities Impact Fee that
will ensure that all new development pays the cost to provide public safety facilities needed to
support new development; and

WHEREAS, the City has retained Keyser Marston Associates to prepare the Public
Safety and Community Service Facilities Development Impact Fee Nexus Study, dated March
2017, which establishes a reasonable relationship between the public safety fee and the purpose
of the fee, which study is incorporated herein and attached as Exhibit A; and

WHEREAS, the City has duly noticed, advertised, scheduled, and held a Public Hearing
on May 25, 2017; and

WHEREAS, on May 25, 2017 the City Council reviewed material presented in the staff
report including the Public Safety and Community Service Facilities Development Impact Fee
Nexus Study, concerning the purpose of the fce and the relationship between the fee and its
purpose; and

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of Newark
which hereby finds, declares, and resolves that:



1) The City hereby receives and approves the Public Safety and Community Service
Facilities Development Impact Fee Nexus Study (“Fee Study”), which is attached
as Exhibit A to this Resolution.

2) In adopting this Resolution, the City Council is exercising its powers under
Chapter 3.24 of the Newark Municipal Code, as well as pursuant to Article XI,
Sections 5 and 7 of the California Constitution, Chapter 5 of Division 1 of the
Government Code (“Mitigation Fee Act”), commencing with Section 66000,
collectively and separately.

3) After considering the Fee Study, this Resolution, and the testimony received at a
public hearing, the City Council hereby makes the following findings:

a)

b)

d)

In accordance with Section 66001, subdivision a, paragraph 1 of the
Mitigation Fee Act, the purpose of the fees set forth in this Resolution, as
specified in Exhibit A, is to provide for an expansion in public safety
capital facilities in the City as new growth occurs;

In accordance with Section 66001, subdivision a, paragraph 2 of the
Mitigation Fee Act, the fees collected pursuant to this Resolution, as
specified in Exhibit A, shall be used to acquire land and to construct
improvements, such as Police and Fire stations and buildings and other
public safety facilities for the City, and shall be used to fund any
administrative cost associated with the public safety impact fee program;

In accordance with Section 66001, subdivision a, paragraph 3 of the
Mitigation Fee Act, there is a reasonable relationship between the fees use
(to pay for the acquisition and construction of public safety facilities) and
the type of development for which the fees are imposed in that the fees
will be applied to development in the City, which will generate demands
for public safety facilities;

In accordance with Section 66001, subdivision a, paragraph 4 of the
Mitigation Fee Act, the Fee Study demonstrates that there is a reasonable
relationship between the amount of the Public Safety Facilities Impact Fee
and the cost of public safety facilities attributable to the development upon
which the fee is proposed. Since the need for public safety facilities is
inherently population-driven, associated public safety facility costs are
assessed based on average household population and employment; and

In accordance with Section 66001, subdivision b of the Mitigation Fee
Act, there is a reasonable relationship between the amount of the fees and
cost of providing the public safety facilities attributable to the
development in the City upon which the fees are imposed in that the fees
have been calculated by apportioning the cost of public safety facilities
acquisition and construction to the number of residents and employees
attracted by each type of development.

Resolution No. 10,633 2



4)

5)

0)

7)

8)

9)

10)

1)

The City finds pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”)
this action is not a “project” because the Resolution provides a mechanism for
funding of public safety facilities but does not involve a commitment to any
specific project for such purposes that may result in a potential significant impact
on the Environment (CEQA guidelines Section 15378, Pub. Res. Code Section
21080(b)(8)(D)).

The cost estimates set forth in the Fee Study are reasonable estimates for
acquiring and constructing public safety facilities and the fees expected to be
generated by future development will not exceed the future projected cost of
acquiring and constructing public safety facilities.

The method of allocation of the fees to particular development bears a fair
relationship and is roughly proportional to each development’s burden on and
benefits from the public safety facilities to be funded by the fees, in that the fees
are calculated based on the number of residents each particular development will
attract.

The Fee Study is a detailed analysis of how public safety services will be affected
by development in the City and the public safety facilities necessary to
accommodate that development.

The fees are consistent with the General Plan and, pursuant to Government Code
Section 65913.2, the City Council has considered the effects of the fees with
respect to the City’s housing needs as established in the housing element of the
General Plan.

The fee amounts set forth in this Resolution include the fair and reasonable costs
of administration of the fee programs and are within the requirements of the
Mitigation Fee Act and other applicable law.

The fees are subject to adjustment, which approximate the fluctuation in market
costs, and shall be adjusted annually in accordance with the Engineering News
Record Construction Cost Index, San Francisco, California.

The City does hereby approve the following public safety impact fees on new
residential and commercial development for public safety facilities as follows:

Residential Development

Type of Unit Fee per Unit
Single Family Unit $3,451
Townhome Unit $3,451
Multiple Family Units $2,071
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Commercial Development

Type of Use Fee per Square Foot

Office/Commercial $.60

Manufacturing/Research $.25
and Development

Warehousing/Distribution | $.50

(These fees shall be adjusted annually in accordance with the Engineering News Record
Construction Cost Index, San Francisco, California.)

12)

13)

14)

15)

16)

17)

The city council may elect to waive the payment of the impact fee if a residential
or nonresidential development project provides community benefits in excess of
those required by the impacts of the project, and if the city council finds that the
expected benefits to the community exceed those that would be provided by the
payment of the Public Safety Facility Impact Fee. Such community benefits may
include the provision of senior housing, the generation of significant taxes, or the
elimination of nuisances.

The Public Safety Facilities Impact Fees shall not apply to approved projects that
are covered by a Development Agreement or Vesting Tentative Map unless the
provisions of the document allow the application of such fees.

Developers shall be given a credit against this fee for the actual cost of public
safety facilities included in their developments.

The Master Fee Schedule shall be amended to reflect the Public Safety Facility
Impact fees as set forth in this Resolution.

Effective Date: This resolution shall be effective upon date of adoption of this
Resolution. In accordance with Government Code Section 66017, the fees set by
this Resolution shall be effective 60 days from the effective date of this
Resolution.

Severability. Each component of the fees and all portions of this Resolution are
severable. Should any individual component of the fees or other provisions of
this Resolution be adjusted to be invalid and unenforceable, the remaining
component or provisions shall be and continue to be fully effective, and the fees
shall be fully effective except as to that component which has been judged to be
invalid.

Resolution No. 10,633 4



I HEREBY CERTIFY the foregoing resolution was introduced at a regular meeting of the
City Council of the City of Newark held on May 25, 2017, by Council Member Hannon, who
moved its adoption and passage, which motion was carried after being duly seconded, and passed
by the following vote:

AYES: Council Members Hannon, Freitas, Vice Mayor Bucci and Mayor Nagy
NOES: None
ABSENT: Council Member Collazo
SECONDED: Vice Mayor Bucci
APPROVED:
Al s/ALAN L. NA

e Mayor

J. BENOUN

City Atkin ey

gy
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RESOLUTION NO. 10,634

RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
NEWARK ESTABLISHING AN IMPLEMENTING
RESOLUTION FOR THE COMMUNITY SERVICE
FACILITIES IMPACT FEE, UNDER GOVERNMENT CODE
SECTION 66001, IN ACCORDANCE WITH MUNICIPAL
CODE SECTION 3.24.040 AND AMENDING THE MASTER
FEE SCHEDULE TO REFLECT THESE CHANGES

WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Newark, a general law city (“City”), is
authorized to prescribe and establish fees in regard to services or functions performed by the
City for the public in a governmental and proprietary capacity; and

WHEREAS, California Government Code Section 66000 et seq. allows local
governments to impose impact fees on new development in order to recover the cost of
improvements that are needed to serve that new development; and

WHEREAS, Chapter 3.24 (“Development Impact Fees”) of the Newark Municipal
Code authorizes the City Council to adopt implementing resolutions establishing development
impact fees in order to mitigate the impacts that projects have upon the City’s ability to provide
public facilities;

WHEREAS, the existing fee needs to be brought into conformity with current
conditions in the City; and

WHEREAS, the City desires to have an updated Community Service Facilities Impact
Fee that will ensure that all new development pays the cost to provide community service
facilities needed to support new development; and

WHEREAS, the City has retained Keyser Marston Associates to prepare the Public
Safety and Community Service Facilities Development Impact Fee Nexus Study, dated March
2017, which establishes a reasonable relationship between the Community Service Facility Fee
and the purpose of the fee, which study is incorporated herein and attached as Exhibit A; and

WHEREAS, the City has duly noticed, advertised, scheduled, and held a Public Hearing
on May 25, 2017; and

WHEREAS, on May 25, 2017 the City Council reviewed material presented in the staff
report including the Public Safety and Community Service Facilities Development Impact Fee
Nexus Study, concerning the purpose of the fee and the relationship between the fee and its
purpose; and

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of Newark
which hereby finds, declares, and resolves that:



1) The City hereby receives and approves the Public Safety and Community
Service Facilities Development Impact Fee Nexus Study (“Fee Study”), which
is attached as Exhibit A to this Resolution.

2) In adopting this Resolution, the City Council is exercising its powers under
Chapter 3.24 of the Newark Municipal Code, as well as pursuant to Article XI,
Sections 5 and 7 of the California Constitution, Chapter 5 of Division 1 of the
Government Code (“Mitigation Fee Act”), commencing with Section 66000,
collectively and separately.

3) After considering the Fee Study, this Resolution, and the testimony received at a
public hearing, the City Council hereby makes the following findings:

a)

b)

d)

In accordance with Section 66001, subdivision a, paragraph 1 of the
Mitigation Fee Act, the purpose of the fees set forth in this Resolution,
as specified in Exhibit A, is to provide for an expansion in community
service capital facilities in the City as new growth occurs;

In accordance with Section 66001, subdivision a, paragraph 2 of the
Mitigation Fee Act, the fees collected pursuant to this Resolution, as
specified in Exhibit A, shall be used to acquire land and to construct
improvements identified in Exhibit A and shall be used to fund any
administrative cost associated with the community service impact fee
program,

In accordance with Section 66001, subdivision a, paragraph 3 of the
Mitigation Fee Act, there is a reasonable relationship between the fees
use (to pay for the acquisition and construction of community service
facilities) and the type of development for which the fees are imposed in
that the fees will be applied to development in the City, which will
generate demands for community service facilities;

In accordance with Section 66001, subdivision a, paragraph 4 of the
Mitigation Fee Act, the Fee Study demonstrates that there is a reasonable
relationship between the amount of the Community Service Facilities
Impact Fee and the cost of community service facilities attributable to
the development upon which the fee is proposed. Since the need for
community service facilities is inherently population-driven, associated
community service facility costs are assessed based on average
household population and employment; and

In accordance with Section 66001, subdivision b of the Mitigation Fee
Act, there is a reasonable relationship between the amount of the fees
and cost of providing the community service facilities attributable to the
development in the City upon which the fees are imposed in that the fees

Resolution No. 10,634 2



4)

3)

6)

7)

8)

9

10)

1)

have been calculated by apportioning the cost of community service
facilities acquisition and construction to the number of residents and
employees attracted by each type of development.

The City finds pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”)
this action is not a “project” because the Resolution provides a mechanism for
funding of community service facilities but does not involve a commitment to
any specific project for such purposes that may result in a potential significant
impact on the Environment (CEQA guidelines Section 15378, Pub. Res. Code
Section 21080(b)(8)(D)).

The cost estimates set forth in the Fee Study are reasonable estimates for
acquiring and constructing community service facilities and the fees expected to
be generated by future development will not exceed the future projected cost of
acquiring and constructing community service facilities.

The method of allocation of the fees to particular development bears a fair
relationship and is roughly proportional to each development’s burden on and
benefits from the community service facilities to be funded by the fees, in that
the fees are calculated based on the number of residents each particular
development will attract.

The Fee Study is a detailed analysis of how community services will be affected
by development in the City and the community service facilities necessary to
accommodate that development.

The fees are consistent with the General Plan and, pursuant to Government
Code Section 65913.2, the City Council has considered the effects of the fees
with respect to the City’s housing needs as established in the housing element of
the General Plan.

The fee amounts set forth in this Resolution include the fair and reasonable costs
of administration of the fee programs and are within the requirements of the
Mitigation Fee Act and other applicable law.

The fees are subject to adjustment, which approximate the fluctuation in market
costs, and shall be adjusted annually in accordance with the Engineering News
Record Construction Cost Index, San Francisco, California.

The City does hereby approve the following community service impact fees on
new residential and commercial development for community service facilities as
follows:
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Residential Development

Type of Unit Fee per Unit
Single Family Unit $2,311
Townhome Unit $2,311
Multiple Family Units $1,156

Commercial Development

Type of Use Fee per Square Foot

Office/Commercial $.86

Manufacturing/Research $.18
and Development

Warehousing/Distribution | $.36

(These fees shall be adjusted annually in accordance with the Engineering News Record
Construction Cost Index, San Francisco, California.)

12)

13)

14)

The city council may elect to waive the payment of the impact fee if a
residential or nonresidential development project provides community benefits
in excess of those required by the impacts of the project, and if the city council
finds that the expected benefits to the community exceed those that would be
provided by the payment of the Community Service Facility Impact Fee. Such
community benefits may include the provision of senior housing, the generation
of significant taxes, or the elimination of nuisances.

The Community Service Facilities Impact Fees shall not apply to approved
projects that are covered by a Development Agreement or Vesting Tentative
Map unless the provisions of the document allow the application of such fees.

Developers shall be given a credit against this fee for the actual cost of
community service facilities included in their developments.

Resolution No. 10,634 4



15)

16)

17)

The Master Fee Schedule shall be amended to reflect the Community Service
Facility Impact fees as set forth in this Resolution.

Effective Date: This resolution shall be effective upon date of adoption of this
Resolution. In accordance with Government Code Section 66017, the fees set
by this Resolution shall be effective 60 days from the effective date of this
Resolution.

Severability. Each component of the fees and all portions of this Resolution are
severable. Should any individual component of the fees or other provisions of
this Resolution be adjusted to be invalid and unenforceable, the remaining
component or provisions shall be and continue to be fully effective, and the fees
shall be fully effective except as to that component which has been judged to be
invalid.

I HEREBY CERTIFY the foregoing resolution was introduced at a regular meeting of
the City Council of the City of Newark held on May 25,2017, by Council Member Hannon, who
moved its adoption and passage, which motion was carried after being duly seconded, and passed
by the following vote:

AYES: Council Members Hannon, Freitas, Vice Mayor Bucci and Mayor Nagy
NOES: None
ABSENT: Council Member Collazo
SECONDED: Vice Mayor Bucci

APPROVED:

[e/t-/ Z. ﬂ%‘« "

i s/ALAN L. NAG

ATLEST: » Mayor

A/
Lottt

" A
//Z/z/t//i/k( 4 Z/" 27

C’ity Attovy
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Newark Transportation Impact Fee Nexus Study March 28, 2017

1.
Introduction

This report presents the results of the analysis to update the Transportation Impact Fee in the City of
Newark, California. The Mitigation Fee Act (Government Code Sections 66000-66025) was originally
enacted through Assembly Bill 1600 in 1987 and requires that a reasonable relationship (nexus) be
established between the projects or mitigations to be funded by an impact fee and the impacts caused
by new development. This report serves as the nexus study required by the Mitigation Fee Act and
documents the reasonable relationship between projected growth in Newark and the maximum
supported Transportation Impact Fee (TIF).

The basis of this study is the 2013 City of Newark General Plan Update Draft EIR. Based on land use
data in the General Plan, it is projected that there will be an additional 6,208 residential units and 2,882
jobs by the year 2035. The number of trips that this new growth would generate was estimated with
standard trip generation rates for different land use categories from the Institute of Transportation
Engineers’ Trip Generation Manual, Sth Edition (2012). The projected number of residential units and
amount of commercial square footage for each land use category is presented in Table 1. As shown in
Table 1, this new development is estimated to generate 6,208 additional PM peak hour trips.

Table 1
Projected Increase in PM Peak Hour Trips by 2035

New

ITE Land PM Peak Hour Trip  pwelling Units or  New PM Peak Hour
Land Use Use Code Rate '? ksf Trips
Residential (units)
Single Family 210 1.00 2,055 2,055
Townhomes 230 0.52 1,375 715
Apartments 220 0.62 2,703 1,676
Senior 252 0.25 75 19
Employment-Based (ksf)
Industrial 110 0.97 149.6 145
Commercial n/a 1577 902.0 1,598
Total 6,208
n/a: not applicable
ksf = Square Feet * 1,000
1Trip rates, except for Commercial, are from ITE Trip Generation Manual, 9th Edition, 2012.
2Average rate for office and retail per 1,000 square feet, weighted by number of projected office and retail jobs

Appendix A presents a summary of the residential projects and the humber of units that were included
in the analysis. Also included is a tabulation that shows the growth in employment by different types of
development. These growth numbers were included in the travel demand forecasting model that was
used to forecast the future traffic volumes for the General Plan Update Draft EIR.

Page | 3
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2.
Traffic Impacts and Proposed Improvements

As described in the City of Newark General Plan Update Draft EIR, the new development that is
projected to occur by the year 2035 would result in significant impacts to six intersections. Appropriate
mitigation measures were developed as part of the Draft EIR for each of these impacted intersections
such that the impact would be reduced to a less than significant level. Furthermore, City staff has
identified additional improvements that could lead to increases in alternative mode use and reduce the
number of vehicle trips, thereby also mitigating the increased congestion caused by new development.
An effective multimodal transportation system will allow people to choose modes of transportation other
than the single-occupant vehicle and will make bicycling, walking, and taking transit attractive, safe,
cost-competitive and time-competitive choices. All of the improvements proposed to be at least partially
funded with Transportation Impact Fees and the estimated cost of each improvement is presented in
Table 2. Conceptual drawings of the Intersection improvements and their cost estimates are presented
in Appendices B and C, respectively.

Table 2
Newark Transportation Impact Fee Improvements and Cost Estimates

General Plan EIR Intersection Improvements * Cost (5)
Ardenwood & SR 84 WB Ramps 2 Convert northbound through lane into a left turn lane 212,000
Newark Blvd & SR 84 EB Ramps Add an eastbound right-turn lane 1,192,000

Thornton Ave & Gateway Blvd Add a southbound through lane 3,282,000
Thernton Ave & Cherry Street Add a westbound left-turn iane 1,103,000
Mowry Ave & Cherry Street Add a westbound right-turn lane 1,924,000

Stevenson & Cherry Street 2 {Add a northbound through lane 364,000

Sub Total

Other Transportation Improvement Projects 2

;entral Avenue Railroad Overcrossing 8,300,000
Dumbarton Transit Station 7,700,000
Bike / pedestrian railroad overcrossing at the Dumbarton Transit Station 2,800,000
Cherry Street Class 1 bike route 4,000,000
Sub Total 22,800,000
Total 30,877,000

* These cost estimates include planning-level estimates of the work involved to meet the improvements required by the EIR.
The estimates do not include items outside the scope of the EIR (e.g. other improvements on Thornton Ave, such as sidewalks).
The estimates also does not include ROW acquisition costs. Costs rounded to the nearest $1,000.

% These cost estimates reflect 50% of the total improvement costs. Since these intersections straddle the city boundary of Newark
and Fremont, it is assumed that Newark's share would be 50% of the cost.

* These transportation improvement projects and cost estimates were provided by City Staff.

Thus, for the purpose of calculating the Transportation Impact Fee, the City’s share of total
improvement cost is $30,877,000.

— Hexagon e Ll
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3.
Maximum Supported Transportation Impact Fee

The maximum legally supported transportation impact fee has been calculated by dividing the cost of
the improvements to be funded by the TIF, by the number of additional PM peak hour trips that would
be generated by new development by the year 2035. This methodology provides a clear nexus
between the new development, the improvements to be funded, and the amount of the fee. The cost of
the improvements to be funded with impact fees is $30,877,000. The projected number of trips
generated by new development, as shown in Table 1, is 6,208 additional PM peak hour trips. The
resulting maximum impact fee is $4,974 per PM peak hour trip.

This per PM peak hour trip amount can be converted to a per unit or per thousand square feet (KSF)
amount by using the PM peak hour trip generation rates shown in Table 1. Table 3 presents the
resulting TIF per dwelling unit for residential uses and per ksf for commercial uses, based on a TIF of

$4,974 per PM peak hour trip.

Table 3
Maximum Supported Impact Fee

TIF per

PM Peak Hour 3
Dwelling Unit or ksf

ITE Category Trip Rate HE:

Residential (units)

Single Family 210 1.00 $4,974
Townhomes 230 0.52 $2,586
Apartments 220 0.62 $3,084
Senior 252 0.25 $1,243

Employment-Based (ksf)
Industrial 110 0.97 $4,824
Commercial n/a 1.77 $8,814

n/a : not applicable

1Trip rates, except for Commercial, are from ITE Trip Generation Manual, 9th Edition, 2012.

¢ Average Rate for Office and Retail per 1,000 square feet, weighted by employment type.

3 TIF rates based on $4,974 per PM peak hour trip.

Since construction costs continue to rise, it is appropriate to index these impact fees to inflation. The
fees should be adjusted annually by a construction cost index, such as the Engineering News Record.
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Newark Transportation Impact Fee Nexus Study March 28, 2017

4.
Transportation Impact Fees in Other Cities

In order to establish a transportation impact fee of $4,974 per PM peak hour trip in the context of TIFs
charged by other cities in the Bay Area, information on current TIF levels in some Bay Area cities was
compiled. A recent (internet) survey focused on nearby cities of Fremont and Milpitas and cities on the
Peninsula and in the South Bay. These fees are presented in Table 4. Note that the survey included
only impact fees charged for transportation improvements, not for such other purposes as public safety,
community facilities, housing, or parkland. Some cities specify impact fees on a “per dwelling unit” or
“per thousand square feet (ksf)” basis; other cities define fees solely on a “per trip” basis.

As can be seen in Table 4, Newark’s existing TIF amounts are much lower than any of the other cities
included in the survey. The updated TIF amount for single-family and multi-family units would be higher
than the amounts charged by most other cities included in the survey. The fee of $4,974 per single
family unit would be lower than the average fee of $5,515 computed for all cities included in the survey.

The impact fees for commercial space vary greatly between the cities, from $1,280 per ksf in downtown
Redwood City to $26,127 per ksf in the Transit Area District in Milpitas. The new Newark fee of $8,814
per ksf is somewhat higher compared to most other cities that were surveyed.

The impact fees for industrial space vary from $1,160 per ksf in downtown Redwood City to $14,440
per ksf in North San Jose. The new Newark fee of $4,824 per ksf is higher compared to fees charged
for industrial development in most other cities that were surveyed.

Some cities have chosen to exempt certain land uses from their TIF or use lower rates for land uses
that they want to encourage. For example, Mountain View charges an extremely high TIF on office and
R&D land uses in the North Bayshore area, but a far lower TIF on retail uses, because they want to
encourage retail projects in that area in order to reduce total Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) in the city.
As another example, in the North San Jose area, the City of San Jose exempts all retail under 100,000
square feet from the TIF and only charges the TIF on large regional-serving retail projects over that
size.
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Table 4
Transportation Impact Fees in Other Cities

Single Family Multi-Family Office R&D Industrial Hotel
City or Area within City Per PM Trip Per d.u. Perd.u, Per ksf Per ksf Per ksf Per Room
East Bay Cities
Newarl*
Current TIF S 801 $ 460 S 1,380 $ 680
Updated TIF $ 4,974 S 4,974 $ 3,084 $ 8,814 $ 8,814 $ 4,824
Fremont * $ 2,247 $ 2,247 $ 4,997 $ 3,588 $ 2,516 2,046
ﬂMinitas
TAD Impact Fee * $ 32,781 $ 36,600
Fee for Transportation Improvements S 9,561 $ 26,127
Peninsula/South Bay Cities
San Jose
North San lose Area 8§ 15410 $ 9,677 $ 7,742 ; 14,440 $ 4,299
Evergreen-East Hills Area 9 15,148 S 13,170
US 101/Oakland Ave/Mabury Rd $ 35,767 per PM peak hour trip that would use one of the Improved interchanges
1280/Winchester Blvd. S 25,641 per PM peak hour trip that would use the proposed off-ramp improvement
Menlo Park
Citywide S 3,108 $ 3,139 $ 1,927 $ 4630 $ 3330 $ 2,280 $ 1,834
Supplemental Downtown $ 379 per PM peak hour trip within El Camino Real/Downtown Specific Plan area
Redwood City
Non-Downtown $ 1,617 $ g92. .5 2,380 $ 1,710 $ 1,550 $ 945
Downtown S 1,212 $ 744 S 1,790 $ 1,280 $ 1,160 $ 709
San Carlos S 3,052 $ 1,892 $ 4,547 S 3,266 $ 2,228 S 1,831
San Mateo $ 3,763 $ 3,422 $ 2,101 § 3,135 3 2,042
Los Altos S 6,152 $ 3,777 $ 9,076
rMountaln View
North Bayshore Area S 22,470 $ 22,470 S 2,000
Sunnyvale
South of SR 237 S 2,197 $ 1,348 $ 3,240 $ 2,131 $ 1,610 $ 1,327
North of SR 237 S 5,931 - - S 5,746 $ 4,346 S 4,494
Los Gatos * S 9,020 $ 8,587 $ 5,998 S 9949 $ 7319 S 6,287 $ 7,369
Half Moon Bay S 6,414 S 3,499 $ 4,021 $ 4,021 $ 2,515
Sources: TIF amounts are from each city's website.
' The current Newark TIF is from the City's Master Fee Schedule as of July 1, 2016.
2 Fremont specifies TIF amounts for residential uses based on the number of bedrooms. Amount shown is for 2-3 bedroom units.
3 Transit Area Development Impact Fee includes fees for many services and improvements. The fee for just the transportation improvements was
estimated from data presented in Table 5 on Page 10 of the Transit Area Development Impact Fee Update Final Report, February 2014.
* Los Gatos specifies its TIF as $902 per DAILY trip. PM peak hour trip amount has been approximated as 10 times the daily amount.
Amounts for specific land uses have been calculated using daily ITE trip generation rates and $902 per daily trip.
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Appendix A
Future Residential and Employment Growth



Residential Development Projects

Timber 84 80 164 126
Cedar Lane Townhomes 85 85 44
Prima 42 146 93 281 176
Baptist Church Site (Equinox) 15 15 15
Casa Bella 14 14 7
Ruschin School Site 77 47 77
Bayshores 187 360 547 374
Dumbarton TOD-SSH Towns 88 88 46
Dumbarton TOD- Senior 75 75 19
Dumbarton: Trumark 244 244 244
Dumbarton TOD Gateway West 321 268 589 460
36731 Sycamore 14 14 9
Sanctuary, 385 385 385
7843 Railroad 6 6

6840 Rich 18 18 9
Filbert Townhomes 16 16 8
Freitas (Robsen Homes) 180 180 94
Ashland Dumbarton TOD 120 120 62
Old Town Residential 400 400 248
FMC Dumbarton TOD 180 180 112
Area 4 700 700 700
Honeywell TOD 210 210 130
Greater Newark Apartments 1,800 1,800 1,116
Totals 2,055 1,375 2,703 75 6,208 4.465
PM Peak-Hour Trips 2,055 715 1,676 19 ¢
Under Construction 141 325 93 0 559 368
Approved 1,214 716 14 75 2,019 1,614
Pending 0 34 6 0 40 21
Long Range 700 300 2,590 0 3,590 2,462
Totals 2,055 1,375 2,703 75 6,208 4,465

Single Family

Townhomes
Apartments/Condos
Senior Housing [Attached]

ITE Code 210
ITE Code 230
ITE Code 220
ITE Code 252

! pM Peak hour trips by land use type calculated based ITE trip generation rates:




Commercial Development Projects

PM Peak Hour Trip Rate per KSF i

0.97 2.78 1.49
SF of Development a PM Peak Hour Trips
Increase in
GP Jobs * Industrial Retail Office Industrial  Retail Office Industrial GEEN Office
931 20 20 8,000 8
933 40 40 16,000 16
930 97 97 38,800 38
918 110 55 55 27,354 18,430 76 27
922 110 55 55 27,656 18,229 77 27
932 217 217 86,800 84
934 511 57 454 28,319 151,454 79 226
935 1,778 227 1,551 113,612 516,926 316 770
Totals 2,883 374 394 2,115 149,600 | 196,941 705,039 145 548 1,051
1,051,580 1,744
Notes

TAZ = Traffic Analysis Zone
as reported in Newark's General Plan
? Derived from commercial development descriptions from Newark's General Plan.
E Square Feet per of development calculated based on ITE PM peak-hour trip rates per 1,000 square feet and per employee.

Light Industrial (Includes Manufacturing ITE Code 110 Assume 2.50 jobs per 1,000 square feet
Retail ITECode 820 Assume 2.0 jobs per 1,000 square feet
Office (Includes R&D) ITE Code 710 Assume 3.33 jobs per 1,000 square feet

“ PM Peak hour trips by land use type calculated based ITE Trip Generation Rates. Retail rate includes a 25% pass by reduction.
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Conceptual Drawings Intersection Improvements
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Planning-Level Improvement Cost Estimate

PROJECT: Newark TIF
LOCATION: Ardenwood Bl/Newark Bl and WB SR84
DATE: 3/10/2017

Ardenwood Bl/Newark Bl and WB SR84
' item Description Unit Qty. Unit Price Extension
Miscellaneous
Earthwork Tl cy | |8 95.00 | $ -
Asphalt Concrete Pavement w/ aggregate base SF 160| | $ 18.00 | $ 2,880.00
Install Median Island SE 600( | $ 3500 | § 21,000.00
Import Fill Soil CcY $ 2500 | $ -
Roadway Excavation SF $ 5.00 | $ -
PCC Curb and Gutter LF 80( | $ 45.00 | $ 3,600.00
PCC Curb Ramp EA 1118 5,000.00 | $ 5,000.00
PCC Sidewalk — SF $ 30.00 | $ -
Remove Asphalt Concrete Pavement SF 200 | $ 8.00 | $ 1,600.00
Remove Median Island SF $ 10.00 | $ -
Remove PCC Curb and Gutter LF 80| |$ 11.00 | $ 880.00
Remove Sidewalk or Curb Ramp T sE T s doools o
Remove Storm Drain Inlet e ———— EA $ 2,000.00 | § =
Install Storm Drain Inlet EA $ 4,000.00 | $ -
Install Metal Beam Guardrail LF $ 50.00 | $ -
Remove Tree EA $ 600.00 | $ -
Restriping and Signage LS 119 3,000.00 | $ 3,000.00
Signal modification EA 1/ |$ 200,000.00 | $ 200,000.00
Subtotal — - $ 237,960.00
Total Materials & Labor Cost $ 237,960.00
Other Costs
Mobilization LS 1 7% of Materials| $ 16,657.20
Environmental Mitigation L . LS | 1| $ -
Stormwater Treatment o - - [ 1| | 30% of Materials| $ 71,388.00
Clearing and grubbing LS $ -
Construction Staging, Traffic Control, and Construction Area Signs LS 1 6% of Materials| $ 14,277.60
Contingency, Engineering and Administration Costs LS 1| | 35% of Materials| $ 83,286.00
Subtotal $ 185,608.80
Total Task Cost $ 423,568.80

Hexagon Transportation Consultants, Inc. Page 1 of 1




Planning-Level Improvement Cost Estimate

Ardenwood Bl/Newark Bl and EB SR84

PROJECT:
LOCATION:

Newark TIF
Ardenwood Bl/Newark Bl and EB SR84
DATE: 3/10/2017

Item Description Unit Qty. Unit Price Extension |
Misecellaneous
Earthwork CcY 800| | $ 95.00 | $ 76,000.00
Asphalt Concrete Pavement w/ aggregate base SF 6,650| | $ 18.00 | $ 119,700.00
Install Median Island SF 3 35.00 | $ -
Import Fill Soil CY 800| | $ 2500 | $ 20,000.00
Roadway Excavation SF $ 500 | $ -
PCC Curb and Gutter LF 220( | $ 4500 | $ 9,900.00
PCC Curb Ramp EA 2| |3 5,000.00 | $ 10,000.00
PCC Sidewalk SF 1,000| | $ 30.00 | $ 30,000.00
Remove Asphalt Concrete Pavement SF 4,000| | $ 800 | $ 32,000.00
Remove Median Island SF $ 10.00 | $ 5
Remove PCC Curb and Gutter LF 220| | $ 11.00 | $ 2,420.00
Remove Sidewalk or Curb Ramp | SF | 900{|$  1000]$  9,000.00 |
Remove Storm Drain Inlet — e EA 2| s 2,000.00 | $ 4,000.00
Install Storm Drain Inlet EA 2| [$ 4,000.00 | $ 8,000.00
Install Metal Beam Guardrail LF 300| | $ 50.00 | $ 15,000.00
Remove Tree L BA |8 60000 $ -
Restriping and Signage LS 118 12,000.00 | $ 12,000.00
Signal madification EA 1/ [$ 200,000.00 | $ 200,000.00
ROW Acquisition NOT INCLUDED IN ESTIMATE
Subtotal =] = B 548,020.00
Total Materials & Labor Cost $ 548,020.00
QOther Costs
Mobilization LS q 7% of Materials| $ 38,361.40
Environmental Mitigation LS 1 200000, $ 200,000.00
Stormwater Treatment LS 1| | 30% of Materials| $ 164,406.00
Clearing and grubbing LS 1] | 3%ofMaterials| $  16,440.60
Construction Staging, Traffic Control, and Construction Area Signs LS 1 6% of Materials| $ 32,881.20
Contingency, Engineering and Administration Costs LS 1| | 35% of Materials| $ 191,807.00
Subtotal $ 643,896.20

Total Task Cost

$ 1,191,916.20

Hexagon Transportation Consultants, Inc.
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Planning-Level Improvement Cost Estimate

PROJECT: Newark TIF
LOCATION: Thomton Ave and Gateway Bl
DATE: 1/27/2017

Thornton Ave and Gateway BI

Item Desctiption Unit Qty. Unit Price Extension
Miscellaneous
Earthwork CcY 3,000| | $ 95.00 | $ 285,000.00
Asphalt Concrete Pavement w/ aggregate base SF 46,000| | $ 18.00 | $ 828,000.00
Install Median Island SF $ 35.00 | $ -
Import Fill Soil CcY 3,000| | $ 25.00 | § 75,000.00
Roadway Excavation SF $ 5.00 | $ -
PCC Curb and Gutter LF $ 45.00 | $ -
PCC Curb Ramp EA $ 5,000.00 | $ o = |
PCC Sidewalk SF $ 30.00 | $ -
Remove Asphalt Concrete Pavement SF 21,000( | $ 800 | $ 168,000.00
Remove Median Island SF $ 10.00 | $ -
Remove PCC Curb and Gutter LF $ 11.00 | § -
|Remove Sidewalk or Curb Ramp SF $ 10.00 | $ -]
Remove Storm Drain Inlet e | EA 's 200000 |$ 5
Install Storm Drain Inlet EA $ 4,000.00 | $ -
Install Metal Beam Guardrail LF 300| | $ 50.00 | $ 15,000.00
Remove Tree EA 3$ 600.00 | $ -
Widen small culvert E 12| [ $ 1,000.00 | $ 12,000.00
Restriping and Signage LS 118 10,000.00 | $ 10,000.00
Signal modification LS 1| |[$ 200,000.00 | $ 200,000.00
Subtotal ] $  1,593,000.00
Total Materials & Labor Cost $ 1,593,000.00
Other Costs
Mobilization LS 1 7% of Materials| $ 111,510.00
Environmental Mitigation LS 1| | 25% of Materials| $ 398,250.00
Stormwater Treatment LS 1| | 30% of Materials| $ 477,900.00
(Clearing and grubbing LS 1 3% of Materials | $ 47,790.00
Construction Staging, Traffic Control, and Construction Area Signs LS 1 6% of Materials| $ 95,580.00
Contingency, Engineering and Administration Costs LS 1| | 35% of Materials| $ 557,550.00
Subtotal = $  1,688,580.00

Total Task Cost

$ 3,281,580.00

Hexagon Transportation Consultants, Inc.
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Planning-Level Improvement Cost Estimate

PROJECT:
LOCATION:

Thornton Ave and Cherry St

Newark TIF

Thornton Ave andCherry St

DATE: 1/27/2017

Item Description Unit Qty. Unit Price Extension
Miscellaneous
Asphalt Concrete Pavement w/ aggregate base SF 3,200/ [ s 18.00 | $ 57,600.00
Install Median Island SF 250| | $ 3500 | $ 8,750.00
Import Fill Soil CcY $ 25.00 | $ -
Roadway Excavation SF 1,250| | $ 500 | $ 6,250.00
PCC Curb and Gutter LF 750| | $ 45.00 [ $ 33,750.00
PCC Curb Ramp EA 2/ |$ 5,000.00 | $ 10,000.00
PCC Sidewalk SF 4,450 | $ 30.00 | § 133,500.00
Remove Asphalt Concrete Pavement SF 1,400| | $ 800 $  11,200.00
Remove Median Island SF 800| | $ 10.00 | $ 8,000.00
Remove PCC Curb and Gutter LF 750| [ $ 11.00 | § 8,250.00
Remove Sidewalk or Curb Ramp SF 4,450 | $ 10.00 | § 44,500.00
Remove Storm Drain Inlet e | EA 11% 200000 8§ 2,000.00
Install Storm Drain Inlet - - EA | 1||s 400000 $ ~4,000.00
Remove Tree EA 6| % 600.00 | $ 3,600.00
Restriping and Signage LS 118 10,000.00 | $ 10,000.00
|Signal modification - LS 1] |$ 250,000.00 | $ 250,000.00
Streetlight and utilities relocation LS 1/[$  25,000.00 | § 25,000.00
ROW Acquisition NOT INCLUDED IN ESTIMATE
Subtotal — = | $ 616,400.00
Total Materials & Labor Cost $ 616,400.00
Other Costs
Mobilization LS 1 7% of Materials| $ 43,148.00
Environmental Mitigation LS 25% of Materials| $ -
Stormwater Treatment LS 1| | 30% of Materials| $ 184,920.00
Clearing and grubbing LS 1 1% of Materials| $ 6,164.00
Construction Staging, Traffic Control, and Construction Area Signs LS 1 6% of Materials| $ 36,984.00
Contingency, Engineering and Administration Costs LS 1| | 35% of Materials| $ 215,740.00
Subtotal $ 486,956.00
Total Task Cost $ 1,103,356.00

Hexagon Transportation Consultants, Inc.
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Planning-Level Improvement Cost Estimate

PROJECT: Newark TIF
LOCATION: Cherry St and Mowry Ave
DATE: 1/27/2017
Cherry St and Mowry Ave
Item Description Unit Unit Price Extension |

Miscellaneous .
Asphalt Concrete Pavement w/ aagregate base SF $ 18.00 | $ -
Install Median Island SF $ 35.00 | $ -
Import Fill Soil CY $ 25.00 | $ -
Roadway Excavation _ B - SF $ 5.00 | $ -
PCC Curb and Gutter LF $ 45.00 | $ -
PCC Curb Ramp EA $ 5,000.00 | $ -
PCC Sidewalk SF $ 30.00 | $ -
Remove Asphalt Concrete Pavement SF $ 8.00 | $ -
Remove Median Island SF 3 10.00 | $ -
Remove PCC Curb and Gutter LF $ 11.00 | $ -
Remove Sidewalk or Curb Ramp R SF $ 10.00 | $ -
Remove Storm DrainInlet o [ EA $ 20000 8% -
Install Storm Drain Inlet EA $ 4,000.00 | $ -
Remove Tree EA $ 600.00 | $ -
Restriping and Signage LS $ 5,000.00 | $ 5,000.00
Signal modification LS $ 125,000.00 | $ 125,000.00
Streetlight and utilities relocation LS $ 25,000.00 | $§ -
Subtotal = o $ 130,000.00
Total Materials & Labor Cost $ 130,000.00
Other Costs
Mobilization . [ w ewin o LS 7% of Materials| $ ~ 9,100.00
Environmental Mitigation LS 25% of Malterials| $ -
Stormwater Treatment LS 30% of Materials| $ -
Clearing and grubbing LS 3% of Materials| $ -
Construction Staging, Traffic Control, and Construction Area Signs LS 6% of Materials| $ 7,800.00
Contingency, Engineering and Administration Costs LS 35% of Materials| $ 45,500.00
Subtotal $ 62,400.00
Total Task Cost $ 192,400.00

IHexagon Transportation Consultants, Inc. Page | of 1



Planning-Level Improvement Cost Estimate

PROJECT:
LOCATION:

Cherry St and Stevenson BI

Newark TIF

Cherry St and Stevenson Bl

DATE: 1/27/2017

Item Description Unit Qty. Unit Price Extension |

Miscellaneous
Asphalt Concrete Pavement w/ aggregate base - SF | 2200/ |$ 18.00| §  39,600.00 |
Install Median Island SF 1,400 [ $ 35.00 | $ 49,000.00
Import Fill Soil Cy $ 25.00 | $ -
Roadway Excavation SF $ 5.00 | $ -
PCC Curb and Gutter LF 720| | $ 45.00 | $ 32,400.00
PCC Curb Ramp EA $ 5,000.00 | $ -
PCC Sidewalk SF |3 30.00 | $ |
Remove Asphalt Concrete Pavement SF 1,400/ | $ 8.00 | $ 11,200.00
Remove Median Island SF 2,200| | $ 10.00 | $ 22,000.00
Remove PCC Curb and Gutter LF 720( | $ 11.00 | $ 7,920.00
Remove Sidewalk or Curb Ramp SF $ 10.00 | $ -
Remove Storm Drain Inlet - | EA $ 20000|% - |
Install Storm Drain Inlet EA $ 4,000.00 | $ -
Remove Tree EA $ 600.00 | $ -
Restriping and Signage LS 118 12,000.00 | $ 12,000.00
Signal maodification LS 1/ |$ 200,000.00 | $ 200,000.00
Streetlight and utilities relocation LS 1119 35,000.00 | $ 35,000.00
Subtotal $ 409,120.00
Total Materials & Labor Cost $ 409,120.00
Other Costs
Mobilization LS 1 7% of Materials| $ 28,638.40
Environmental Mitigaton | 8§ 25% of Materials| § C
Stormwater Treatment LS 1| | 30% of Materials| $ 122,736.00
Clearing and grubbing LS 3% of Materials| $ -
Construction Staging, Traffic Control, and Construction Area Signs LS 1 6% of Materials| $ 24,547.20
Contingency, Engineering and Administration Costs LS 1| | 35% of Materials| $ 143,192.00
Subtotal $ 319,113.60
Total Task Cost $ 728,233.60

Hexagon Transportation Consultants, Inc. Page | of |
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RESOLUTION NO. 10,635

RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
NEWARK ESTABLISHING AN IMPLEMENTING
RESOLUTION FOR THE TRANSPORTATION IMPACT FEE,
UNDER GOVERNMENT CODE SECTION 66001, IN
ACCORDANCE WITH MUNICIPAL CODE SECTION
3.24.040 AND AMENDING THE MASTER FEE SCHEDULE
TO REFLECT THESE CHANGES

WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Newark, a general law city (“City”), is
authorized to prescribe and establish fees in regard to services or functions performed by the
City for the public in a governmental and proprietary capacity; and

WHEREAS, California Government Code Section 66000 et seq. allows local
governments to impose impact fees on new development in order to recover the cost of
improvements that are needed to serve that new development; and

WHEREAS, Chapter 3.24 (“Development Impact Fees”) of the Newark Municipal
Code authorizes the City Council to adopt implementing resolutions establishing development
impact fees in order to mitigate the impacts that projects have upon the City’s ability to provide
public facilities;

WHEREAS, the existing fee needs to be brought into conformity with current
conditions in the City; and

WHEREAS, the City desires to have an updated Transportation Impact Fee that will
ensure that all new development pays the cost to provide transportation facilities needed to
support new development; and

WHEREAS, the City has retained Hexagon Transportation Consultants to complete a
Transportation Impact Fee Nexus Study, dated March 28, 2017, which establishes a reasonable
relationship between the Transportation Impact Fee and the purpose of the fee, which study is
incorporated herein and attached as Exhibit A; and

WHEREAS, the City has duly noticed, advertised, scheduled, and held a Public Hearing
on May 25, 2017; and

WHEREAS, on May 25, 2017 the City Council reviewed material presented in the staff
report including the Transportation Impact Fee Nexus Study, concerning the purpose of the fee
and the relationship between the fee and its purpose; and

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of Newark
which hereby finds, declares, and resolves that:



1) The City hereby receives and approves the Public Safety and Transportation
Development Impact Fee Nexus Study (“Fee Study’), which is attached as
Exhibit A to this Resolution.

2) In adopting this Resolution, the City Council is exercising its powers under
Chapter 3.24 of the Newark Municipal Code, as well as pursuant to Article XI,
Sections 5 and 7 of the California Constitution, Chapter 5 of Division 1 of the
Government Code (“Mitigation Fee Act”), commencing with Section 66000,
collectively and separately.

3) After considering the Fee Study, this Resolution, and the testimony received at a
public hearing, the City Council hereby makes the following findings:

a)

b)

d)

In accordance with Section 66001, subdivision a, paragraph 1 of the
Mitigation Fee Act, the purpose of the fees set forth in this Resolution,
as specified in Exhibit A, is to provide for an expansion in transportation
capital facilities in the City as new growth occurs;

In accordance with Section 66001, subdivision a, paragraph 2 of the
Mitigation Fee Act, the fees collected pursuant to this Resolution, as
specified in Exhibit A, shall be used for transportation related
improvements identified in Exhibit A and shall be used to fund any
administrative cost associated with the transportation impact fee
program;

In accordance with Section 66001, subdivision a, paragraph 3 of the
Mitigation Fee Act, there is a reasonable relationship between the fees
use (to pay for the acquisition and construction of transportation
facilities and imiprovements) and the type of development for which the
fees are imposed in that the fees will be applied to residential and
comercial development in the City, which will generate demands for
transportation facilities;

In accordance with Section 66001, subdivision a, paragraph 4 of the
Mitigation Fee Act, the Fee Study demonstrates that there is a reasonable
relationship between the amount of the Transportation Impact Fee and
the cost of transportation improvements attributable to the development
upon which the fee is proposed. Since the need for transportation
facilities is inherently travel driven associated transportation facility
costs are assessed based on transportation trips; and

In accordance with Section 66001, subdivision b of the Mitigation Fee
Act, there is a reasonable relationship between the amount of the fees
and cost of providing the public safety facilities attributable to the
development in the City upon which the fees are imposed in that the fees
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4)

5)

6)

7)

8)

9)

10)

1)

have been calculated by apportioning the cost of transportation facilities
acquisition and construction to the amount of transportation demand
created by residents and employees attracted by each type of
development.

The City finds pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”)
this action is not a “project” because the Resolution provides a mechanism for
funding of transportation facilities but does not involve a commitment to any
specific project for such purposes that may result in a potential significant
impact on the Environment (CEQA guidelines Section 15378, Pub. Res. Code
Section 21080(b)(8)(D)).

The cost estimates set forth in the Fee Study are reasonable estimates for
acquiring and constructing transportation facilities and improvements and the
fees expected to be generated by future development will not exceed the future
projected cost of acquiring and constructing transportation facilities.

The method of allocation of the fees to particular development bears a fair
relationship and is roughly proportional to each development’s burden on and
benefits from the transportation facilities to be funded by the fees, in that the
fees are calculated based on the amount of transportation demand created by
residents and employees attracted by each type of development.

The Fee Study is a detailed analysis of how transportation services will be
affected by development in the City and the transportation facilities necessary to
accommodate that development.

The fees are consistent with the General Plan and, pursuant to Government

Code Section 65913.2, the City Council has considered the effects of the fees
with respect to the City’s housing needs as established in the housing element of
the General Plan.

The fee amounts set forth in this Resolution include the fair and reasonable costs
of administration of the fee programs and are within the requirements of the
Mitigation Fee Act and other applicable law.

The fees are subject to adjustment, which approximate the fluctuation in market
costs, and shall be adjusted annually in accordance with the Engineering News
Record Construction Cost Index, San Francisco, California.

The City does hereby approve the following transportation impact fees on new
residential and commercial development for transportation facilities as follows:
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Residential Development

Type of Unit Fee per Unit
Single Family Unit $4,974
Townhome Unit $2,586
Multiple Family Units $3,084

Commercial Development

Type of Use Fee per Square Foot

Office/Commercial $4.41

Manufacturing/Research $2.41
and Development

Warehousing/Distribution | $4.82

(These fees shall be adjusted annually in accordance with the Engineering News Record
Construction Cost Index, San Francisco, California.)

12)  The city council may elect to waive the payment of the impact fee if a
residential or nonresidential development project provides community benefits
in excess of those required by the impacts of the project, and if the city council
finds that the expected benefits to the community exceed those that would be
provided by the payment of the Transportation Impact Fee. Such community
benefits may include the provision of senior housing, the generation of
significant taxes, or the elimination of nuisances.

13)  The Transportation Impact Fees shall not apply to approved projects that are
covered by a Development Agreement or Vesting Tentative Map unless the
provisions of the document allow the application of such fees.

14)  The Master Fee Schedule shall be amended to reflect the Transportation Impact
fees as set forth in this Resolution.
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15)  Effective Date: This resolution shall be effective upon date of adoption of this
Resolution. In accordance with Government Code Section 66017, the fees set
by this Resolution shall be effective 60 days from the effective date of this
Resolution.

16)  Severability. Each component of the fees and all portions of this Resolution are
severable. Should any individual component of the fees or other provisions of
this Resolution be adjusted to be invalid and unenforceable, the remaining
component or provisions shall be and continue to be fully effective, and the fees
shall be fully effective except as to that component which has been judged to be
invalid.

I HEREBY CERTIFY the foregoing resolution was introduced at a regular meeting of
the City Council of the City of Newark held on May 25, 2017, by Council Member Hannon, who
moved its adoption and passage, which motion was carried after being duly seconded, and passed
by the following vote:

AYES: Council Members Hannon, Freitas, Vice Mayor Bucci and Mayor Nagy
NOES: None
ABSENT: Council Member Collazo
SECONDED: Vice Mayor Bucci
APPROVED:

[ A /’%%ﬁ

s/ALAN L. NAGY
Mayor

Clty Att(\lkey
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RESOLUTION NO. 8802

RESOLUTION  ESTABLISHING AN INCLUSONARY
HOUSING IN-LIEU FEE SCHEDULE AND A
NONRESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT HOUSING IMPACT
FEE SCHEDULE IN ACCORDANCE WITH CHAPTER 17.18
OF THE NEWARK MUNICIPAL CODE

WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Newark has established an inclusionary
housing program which allows the payment of an in-lieu fee under certain circumstances; and

WHEREAS, the City Council has adopted a nonresidential development housing impact
fee; and

WHEREAS, the City of Newark hired Economic and Planning Systems to prepare an
Affordable Housing Fee Study, dated April 2004, which: (1) examined the amount of subsidy
needed to produce housing units affordable to moderate, low, and very low income households;
(2) found a clear nexus between the development of nonresidential land uses and the number of
housing units that will be needed to accommodate for very low, low, and moderate income
households as a result of the development; and (3) quantified this need; and

WHEREAS, for the nonresidential development impact fee, the City Council has
determined that the fee shall be set at a rate lower than the maximum allowable because of the
revenue generated by nonresidential uses, the subsidies that are provided by other sources, and
the need to remain competitive with other cities.

NOW, THEREFORE, the City Council resolves as follows:
1. Amount of Fee

a. To establish the inclusionary housing in-lieu fee at $6,704 per market rate unit, as
calculated in the Affordable Housing Fee Study; and

b. To establish the nonresidential development housing impact fee at $2.65 per
square foot for new commercial development, and $0.49 per square foot for new
industrial development, which are lower than the maximum allowable fee
calculated in the Affordable Housing Fee Study; and

c. To provide that these fees shall annually be revised effective July 1 of each year,
commencing on July 1, 2005, by the percentage change in the Engineering News-
Record’s Building Cost Index, or a similar index designated by the City Manager,
over the previous year.



2. Time of Payment

a. The inclusionary housing in-lieu fee shall be paid on a lump sum basis for the
total development before the first Certificate of Occupancy is issued for any
structure within the residential development project; and

b. The nonresidential development housing impact fee shall be paid prior to issuance
of a building permit for any swucture within the nonresidential development
project.

I HEREBY CERTIFY the foregoing resolution was introduced at a regular
meeting of the City Council of the City of Newark held on May 27, 2004, by Vice Mayor
Torrico who moved its adoption and passage, which motion was carried after being
duly seconded, and passed by the following vote:

YES: Council Members Freitas, Johnson, Nagy, Torrico, and Mayor Smith
NOES: None
ABSENT: None
SECONDED: Council Member Nagy
APPROVED:

s/DAVID W. SMITH
ATTEST: Mayor

Kol X, byt

s/KATHLEEN L. SLAFTER
Deputy City Clerk

City Attorney

RESOLUTION NO. 8802
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I. INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

This Newark Fee Study Report provides the City of Newark with the necessary technical
documentation for adoption and implementation of two development fe¢s'
(1) a Nonresidential Development Housing Impact Fee to fund the development of

- affordable housing within the City and (2) an Inclusionary Housing In-Lieu Fee, also
designed to fund affordable housing

Following this Introductory Chapter, Chapter II describes the methodology and
provides fee calculations for both the nonresidential housing impact fee and the
inclusionary housing in-lieu fee In Chapter III, the proposed fees, as well as other
existing fees, are compared with the total fee burden in other East Bay cities.

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

The key findings from this Draft Report are provided below with a more detailed
description of the analysis provided in subsequent chapters

1 Inclusionary Housing In-Lieu Fee. The subsidy requirements associated with
providing 337 affordable housing units, consistent with the City of Newark’s
proposed inclusionary housing program, corresponds to an estimated maximum in-
lteu fee of $6,704 per-market rate unit developed This estimate assumes that rental
projects will receive federal and state affordable housing tax credits equal to 35
percent of praduction costs for low- and very low- income units

2 Nonresidential Development Housing impact Fee. Assuming that nonresidenhal
development pays 100 percent of 1ts subsidy requirement, the estimated maximum
non-residential impact fees are $9.47 per square foot for new commercial
development and $1 76 per square foot for new industrial development This
estimate nssumes that rental projects will recetve federal and state affordable

housing tax credits equal to 35 percent of production costs for low- and very low-
income units

3. Reglonal Fee Comparison. EPS compared the total burden from all development
fees for various East Bay cities These compansons sndicate that if the two
development fees are adopted at the levels 1dentified in this Report, the total
residential fee in Newark will be lower than the average fees of comparable
jurisdictions The total fee charged to retail development would be roughly 2
percent lower than the average fee in comparable cities, However, the proposed fee
for commercial/office would be roughly 61 percent higher than the average fee in
comparable jurisdictions, while the fee charged to general industrial uses would be
approximately 17 percent higher than average fees in neatby cities

1 H \ 10322 Nwrk\ Report\REVISED FINAL 4 O\ 10203fIueR doc



Final Report
Newark Affordable Housing Fee Study
April 23, 2004

II. AFFORDABLE HOUSING FEE CALCULATIONS

Thus Chapter provides the City of Newark with estimates of the expected maximum
inclusionary housing in-lieu and nonresidential development housing impact fees. The
analysis assumes that the affordable housing subsidy will be generated by both
residentlal and nonresidential development.

INCLUSIONARY HOUSING IN-LIEU FEE

The first step in calculating an inclusionary housing in-lieu fee is to determine moderate-
income, low-income and very low-income households’ ability to pay for housing,.

Ability to pay is then compared wath actual housing production costs to determine the
affordability gap or difference between ability to pay and production cost The
affordability gap is equivalent to the subsidy necessary to develop viable affordable
housing The inclusionary in-lieu fee 13 calculated based on the affordability gap and
inclusionary housing program requirements.

ABILITY TOP HOUSING BY INCOME CATEGORY

California’s Housing and Community Development Department defines income
categories n relation to the County median income, depending upon household size
Based on Alameda County median income, the upper income limut for the very low-
income category 1s $34,475 for a 3-person household and $38,300 for a 4-person
household. A household 13 defined as low income if its income is greater than those of
very low-income familes, but less than or equal to $44,818 for 3-person households, or
$49,790 for 4-person households. A household 13 defined as moderate income if 1ts
income is greater than those of low-income households, but less than or equal to $68,950

for 3-person households, or $76,600 for 4-person households The income limits for each
ty pe of household are shown in Table 1

In Table 2, the income limuts for low- and very low-income households are translated
nto an estimate of the maximum home price that each type of household could pay. For
owner-occupied homes, the estimated annual income (see Table 1) for each group is
multiphed by the HUD guidehne of maximum mortgage-to-income ratio (0.25) to arrive
at the maximum affordable monthly payment Next, the owner-occupied home value is
calculated, assuming an annual interest rate of 7 percent, a 20 percent down payment,
and a 30-year term loan.! Using the assumptions outlined above, a moderate-income

! While many low-income famities are unhikely to have a 20 percent down payment, such a policy does
permit the City to allocate 1ts affordable housing funds more e fficiently than if a lower down payment s
assumed This also serves as an incentive for low-income families to save for a down payment Down
payment assistance programs are also avatlable

2 H\10222Nwrk \ Report \REVISED FINALG 04\ 10122f~ald doc



Table 1
Total Affordable Housing Need: Income Limits by Category

Newark Fae Studies; EPS #10222

Assumed Annual Income Limit
Unit Type Percent 3-Person 4-Person
of Medlan Household Household
(1) (2) (3)
Moderate Income 100% $68,950 $76,800
Low Income 65% $44,818 $49,790
Very Low Income 50% $34,475 $38,300

(1) The Calformia Department of Housing and Community Development defines
Moderate Income as 80-120% of median income, Low Income as 50-80% of median
income and Very Low Income as less than 50% of medlan income For this analysis,
the midpoint of the income range 18 used In calculations requinng a single Income limt.

(2) Based on HUD 2003, Alameda County medtan income for 3-person HH as $68950

(3) Based on HUD 2003, Alameda County median Income for 4-person HH as $76600 .

Sources, ABAG, Califomia Deptartment of Housing and Community Development, HUD;
Economic & Planning Systems, Inc.

Economic & Planning Systems, Inc  4/23/2004



Table 2

Total Affordable Housing Need: Calculation of Ability to Pay for Housing by Income Category

Newark Fee Studies; 3% #10222

AFFORDABILITY CALCULATION
3-Person Household 4-Person Household
Hem Monthly Affordable Monthly Affordable Notes
Payment Home Value Payment Home Value

Moderate {ncome Category

Owmner-Occupied $1,436 $269,888 $1,596 $299,832 {1)-(5)

Rental Units $1,374 $188,123 $1,565 $214.313 {1)and (7)-(8)
Low Income Category

Owner-Occupied $934 $175,429 $1,037 $194,891 (1)-(5)

Rental Units $820 $112,353 $945 $129,375 (1). (6), (7). (9)
Very Low Income Category

Owner-Occupted $718 $134,944 $798 $149,916 (1)-(5)

Rental Units $587 $80,367 $683 $93,462 (1), (6). (7}, (10)

(1) See Table 1 for Income Assumpbons.

(2) Mortgage caiculated using annual interest rate of 7 percent

(3) Mortgage calculated on 360-month Joan

(4) Mortgage calculated assuming a 20 percent down payment.

(5) Assumes a mortgage-to-income ratic of 0 25 -
(6) Assumes a rentto-mome ratio of 0.3

(7) Assumes a capitalzation rate of 8 5 percent, and maragement expenses (taxes, insurance and mamntenance) of 3% of vaiue

{8) Assumes monthly operating expenses of $350 for Moderats Income category, based on comparable axpenses

for Bay Area rental units

(9) Assumes monthly operating costs of $300 for Low Income category

(10) Assumes monthly operating costs of $275 for Very Low Income category.

Nota: Due to rounding, some figures shown may differ slightly from actual calcutations.

Source* Economic and Planning Systems, Inc
Exroms & Planmng Systems, inc 4/23/2004
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famuly can afford to pay between $270,000 (3-person household) and $300,000 (4-person
household) for an owner-occupied home A low-income family can afford to pay
between $175,000 (3-person household) and $195,000 (4-person household) for an

owner-occupied home A very low-income household can afford to pay between
$135,000 and $150,000.

For rental uruts, the maximum monthly payment is calculated using HUD's maximum
housing expenses-to-income ratio of 0.3 and deducting estimated monthly operating
costs. A capitalization rate of 8 5 percent i3 used to calculate the home value, based on
projected net operating income (3 percent of home value to cover taxes, insurance and
maintenance) Maximum affordable rental home values range from $188,000 to $214,000
for moderate-income households, $112,000 to $129,000 for low-income households and
from $80,000 to $93,000 for very low-income households

HOUSING PRODUCTION COSTS

Table 3 compares the production costs of owner-occupied and rental uruts with the
maximum home values that moderate-, low- and very low-income famulies are able to

pay The affordability gap represents the subsidy that would be required to bridge the
difference

The first column in Table 3 shows estimated home production prices for four types of
housing unuts. 2- and 3-bedroom owner-occupied units, and 2- and 3-bedroom rental
units  As shown, the cost to build a 2-bedroom owner-occupied home 1s roughly

$263,000 Production cost includes land cost, building costs, marketing/sales cost and
developer profit or fec The $263,000 estimate is lower than actual prices in the
competitive market for several reasons. First, this analysis assumes that the City of
Newark will hure a not-for-profit development firm to construct its affordable housing
projects Given this assumption, marketing/sales costs and profit are lower than would
be experienced with private (for-profit) development. Conversations with affordable
housing developers active i the California market suggest that marketing/sales cost
equal to one percent of new home sale proceeds and a developer fee equal to five
percent of new home sale proceeds 1s realistic  Private developers generally require a
five percent marketing/sales cost and 20 percent developer fee

Second, 1t 1s important to point out that the net production costs shown for very low-
and low-income rental units account for other potential funding sources For example, it
is assumed that low- and very-low mncome rental umts will qualify for Low Income
Housing Tax Credits (LIHTC) sufficient to fund 35 percent of production costs. The
federal LIHTC program makes tax credits available for rental projects that set aside units
for low- and very low-income households The State of California operates a simular
program A limited amount of tax credits valued at 9 percent of qualified project costs
are made available each year and sold to project investors. In return for project equity
that typically equals between 70 and 80 percent of production costs, the investor receives
the tax credits for a period of ten years. Although the “9 percent” tax credits are highly
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Table 3
Total Affordable _.g.n Need" Calculstion of Subsidy Required

Nowk Fae Sardies, 55 #10222
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Y B A} -E)=(C) o
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competitive, the “4 percent” credits are more widely available, and carry fewer
restrictions. This type of tax credit typically attracts investment equal to between 30 and

40 percent of total development costs, according to the California Tax Credit Allocation
Committee.

AFFORDABILITY GAP

The “affordabihity gap” refers to the difference between the amount that a low-income
household is able to pay for housing and the cost of producing that housing. For
example, as presented in Table 3, a low-income family of three can afford a maximum of
approximately $175,000 for a 2-bedroom owner-occupied home. Given the $263,000 cost

of produaing the housing, the shortfall for the 3-person low-income famuly is about
$88,000.

HOUSING SUPPLY BY INCOME CATEGORY

The City has asked that EPS evaluate an inclusionary housing program in whh 15
percent of new units are affordable? Of the 15 percent, it is assumed that affordable
housing will be evenly distributed across owner-occupied housing and rental housing
~ based on zoning of residential land identified in the City of Newark Housing Element.
Of the affordable owner-occupied housing, 15 percent must be affordable to households
with low incomes. Furthermore, 1t is assumed that the remaining 85 percent of
affordable owner-occupied housing will be made affordable for households with
‘moderate incomes as developers will likely prefer to construct moderate-income uruts
over very-low income units, Of the affordable rental units, 40 percent must be
affordable to households with very-low tncome, 40 percent must be affordable to

houscholds with low income, and 20 percent must be affordable to households with
_moderate income

SUBSIDY REQUIRED TO ADDRESS AFFORDABLE HOUSING NEED

Given the distribution of affordable housing supply by income category established by
the City’s proposed inclusionary housing program, the weighted average shortfall per
affordable unit 1s calculated to be $36,883 (Table 3) Multiplying the number of
projected affordable units by the estimated shortfall per unit will calculate the total
subsidy needed. This can then be divided by the projected number of market rate uruts
to determine the fee per market rate umit. This 13 the same as multiplying the $36,883
shortfall by 17 6 percent (or 15/85) to account for the 15 percent affordable housing
requirement Thus produces an in-leu fee of $6,509 per market-rate urut. This fee is
discussed in the context of forecasted development later in this chapter.

1 The Clty’s proposed inclusionary housing program applies to smgle family and multifamily developments
with five or more unuts.
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NONRESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT HOUSING IMPACT FEE

As new nonresidential development occurs in the City of Newark, thousands of new
jobs will be created in the City. Because some of these jobs will be low-paying positions,
the influx of new employees will create an increage tn demand for affordable housing
units. The purpose of the nonresidential development housing impact fee is to charge

new development its fair share of costs to provide affordable housing as needed to new
residents and employees.

EMPLOYMENT GROWTH BY INDUSTRY

The first step in calculating the non-residential impact fee 15 to eshmate the number of
new jobs that are likely to be created by new development before the City is completely
built out Based on City Planning Department estimates of development capacity in the
City, EPS projectsthat 807 new commercial and 6,570 new industrial jobs will be created
(see Table 4)?

PROIECTED INCOME BY INDUSTRY AND OCCUPATION

As shown in Table 4, the average salary in Alameda County 18 $27,954 for commercial
workers and $49,984 for industnal workers4 Within both of these industries is a vanety
of occupations ranging from executives and managers to clencal staff and machine
operators Table 4 shows the distribution of occupations for these industries in

.. Alameda County, and allocates the forecasted new jobs to each occupation

To account for the income differential betiveen these occupations, a salary factor was
calculated using data obtained from the U.S Bureau of Labor Statistics For example, a
dencal worker typically makes 72 percent of the average commeraial or industnial
income. Using the salary factor, estimated incomes are calculated for each industry by
occupation, As shown inTable 4, an admirustrative/clerical worker has an estimated
income of $20,161 in the commercial sector and $36,049 in the industrial sector.

HOUSEHOLD DEMAND GENERATED BY EMPLOYMENT GROWTH

In Table 5, the 807 new commeraial jobs are translated into the number of housing uruts
that will be demanded in the City of Newark. The first column in Table 5 shows the
occupational distribution that was presented in Table 4 To adjust for youth workers,

) These estimates are based upon the availability of developable land that 15 zoned for commercial and
ndustnal uses, respectively These esimates do not correspond to ABAG projections

1 Average salanes for these industries were obtaned from the 1997 Economic Census, and updated
according to the consumer price index published by the Bureau of Labor Statistics
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Table 4

Non-Residential Development Housing Impact Fee: Detailed Employment information

Nowark Fee Studies; #4% #10222

Haro Satary COMMERCIAL INDUSTRIAL
Factor Occupationa) Jobs by Salary Occupational Jobs by Salary
Datribution Occupation Distrdution Occupstion
) (2) 3) (4} (2) 3 (4)
AA Occupationg (5) 8070 $27.954 6.569 8 $49,984
Distnbution of Jobs by Cecupation
Whita Colar Employment
ExanmveMaragenal 166 13 5% 109 1 $46,316 158% 10355 $82,815
Prolessonal/Speaalty 1.50 20 5% 1688 $41,985 230% 1,5102 $75,089
Techasctans and Related Support a7 45% 367 $19,737 48% 3148 $35,290
Sales 069 159% 1280 $19,312 52% 3423 $34,531
AdmnstrativelQaeal 072 120% 969 $20,161 172% 1.1290 $36,049
Sovice Ccapatons 062 189% 1522 $17.247 96% 6301 $30,838
Blue Collar Employment
Precsan Productan/CrafRepair 099 4 8% 389 $27,825 81% 5307 $49,395
Machme Oparatacs/Assembiars 0SS 25% 201 $16.499 87% 5726 $29,501
TransportatxsyMatenal Moving 0.75 30% 244 $20,833 4 9% 3248 $37.250
Handiers/Helpers 054 40% 319 $15,105 27% 1801 $27.008
Total Jobs 100% 8069 100% 6,569.9

(1) O=patons are assigned a satary factor to reflect varyswg wages for drfferem axaspabors withn the same industry These factors were cajadated usag Census data

for the San Franzsco Metropoitan Arsa, and were abtamed from the Bureau of Labor Statrsbes
(2) New jobs are dsitxted by ocaupation using Cernsus data for Alameda County  Simdar infarmaton for emplgyment in Alameda County 13 not avadable
(3) The numbar of new jobs are allocated to different acamatxas using the "Ocaspgbanal Disthbubon® parcadtages
(4) Satanes are estimated {or each occupaton by muttiplying the *Salary Factor” by the "Average Salary”
(5) Number of yobs eshmated in Newark Development Impact Fee Study, Final Report  Averags salary obtamed from 1997 Economac Census Summary Statstcs for Alameda
County Ststs numbers substituted as naceaxary Adarsind for 2003 CP!
Note: Due $o roundmng, come figures shown oay differ alightly from actiql calcutatrare

Souce US Camrs, US Bursau of Labor Statstos, Assoaafion of Bay Area Govertimerts, Eanam & Plameng Systerms, Inc

Exreun & Phweéng Systers, I VZI2004




Table 5
Non-Rexidantiat Devolopment Housing impact Fea: Households Requinng Assixtance for Camrrmrdis] Sector

Newark Fos Studies; U555 #10222
Two-Earrer Ore-Exmnar
Commerdal Sector Jobs and Heaalvalds Households Houssholds
tem New Parcent Houssholds:
Jobs Adalt Aduft Jobs c Numbsr (ncoos Numnber income
(£)) @ (3} ) (5) @ (5)
Assumptons
Number of Employans par Hausahald 170
Percent of Housahai to Live in Newark %
Percot of 2-Eamer Howsseholds 2% 28%
Ccaupstiona] Dixtrrbustaon (1)
Whts Collar Empiloyment
Exacutve/Managsnal 109 1 86% 104 7 101 73 $82,632 28 $46.316
Protacsonal/Spap alty 1688 5% 1620 157 112 383,930 44 341995
Tecdvmans and Related Suppart 387 96% 352 34 24 $39.473 10 $19,737
Ssies 1280 63% 8086 78 56 S38,624 22 $19.312
Admonstratva/Qencel %9 63% 811 59 42 $40322 17 $20,161
Service Ocupshons 1822 96% 1481 141 101 $34,453 40 $17.247
Biua Collar Empioymem
Precsaun Produchon/Qrei/Remay 389 96% 374 38 26 $55,250 10 $27,625
Mactme 201 96% 193 19 13 $32,898 05 $16.499
Trexprar st Moving 244 296% 234 23 18 $41,665 086 $20,833
ROt/ Hetpes 218 96% 306 30 21 $30,210 28 515108
TOTAL 8089 7004 877 488 191
(1) See Table 4 for detased caladubon

(2) Oats obtemed from the Bureau of Labar Stetmtcs, Report on Youth Employmant and 1887 Ecenonic Censius for State of Calfarrea

{3) The number of new b3 s dmded by a factor of 1 70 to adpsst for 18 numMbear of eampioyees per hausetwkd, 33 extstead by the Assorzon of Bay Area
. Governnwnts The reauttmg number of new hauzehaids 13 muttpkad by 16% to adjust for tha number of househoids tocatarg in Newark (Cansus)

4) TheaTberof new Newark hoausahokts are aocutnd o sngie-aamar fambes (28%) and daubie aamear famives (72%)

(S)Thommmm(m Tabbd)uﬂnmby2hramtnm

Source US Cauu:.US mdwmmummmm&mmmm

Exxumsdc & Muvarng Syxhm box  YZWXDA
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j== T
] 00
Teachocmrs and fsinisd Support (E
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Sutwdy Regparedt per Urst o] 07 SV $M4TR WIWT ST MR WSR2 85,648 81,75
Gross Subexly Cupared 2 SHOTA 318,018 88777 218232 TR0 SI24 143 3NS5 251 $EXI379 $1030 485 R T
(1) Acczraing 10 Ge Satary extyomind lor sech coagston In Tabis 4 doapdyirs ars plicad Mio OXIDE CRag s 28 Cafinad by HUD 3 ruxrpe bk far 2000
s?gniauog!gglgt!cls-igg}
(S) Orapmmrewd dx demcyted 11 Tudle 4
Yede Dom 4 remwuing, soww fgire choun mey dfier elighsy fram scftiad careriationy
Sowee US Camm U S Burseu of Lubor Saihcy Acsrrmton of Bey Aces & & < Sy tnc
B & Py Sy, 8. VNN P PP




Final Report
Newark Affordable Housing Fee Study
April 23, 2004

who will not require housing units and are particularly common in the commerdial

sector, youth employment data from the Bureau of Labor Statishics is used to estimate
the number of new jobs that will be held by adults

According to ABAG Projections (2000), there 1s an average of 1.7 workers per household
in the area immediately surrounding Newark 5 So, the estimated 700 adult jobs expected
in the commercial sector were divided by the 1 7 employee-per-household factor to
arrive at an estimate of 412 new households expected to be formed by new employees.
Of this total, only 16 percent are Likely to be demanded within the City, based upon
journey-to-work data for the City of Newark obtained from the 2000 Census The result
of these calculations 1s an estimated 68 households that will require housing in the City
of Newark. The remaining 344 households are expected to locate in other junisdictions.

AFFORDABLE HOUSING D D GENERATED BY NEW EMPLOYMENT

As indicated earlier, ABAG estimates that the average household has 1.7 employees.

The next get of calculations in Table 5 13 designed to allocate the number of new
households demanded to one- and two-earmer households. It is assumed that 72 percent
of new households will be composed of two wage earners, and the eshmated salary for
each occupation 18 multiplied by two to yield an estimated household income The
remaining 28 percent of households are assumed to be comprised of one earner, and the

total household income 1s eshmated to equal the salary for each occupation, as shown in
Table5 ¢

On the second page of Table 5, these households are categonized by income category
according to the income himuts described 1n the first section of this Chapter. As shown, it
18 estimated that approximately 5 moderate-income households, 18 low-income
households and 25 very low-income households will be created within the City of
Newark. Inthe next three sets of columns, the number of new affordable housing units
was distributed by urut type and size.? At the bottom of each column 1s the total subsidy
required for that type of urut, using the same per unit subsidy that was calculated in
Table3d The final column of Table5 shows the total number of affordable urts
required for the commercial sector, as well as the total subsidy required

As shown, new commercial development generates the need for $2.97 million 1n
affordable housing subsidies for the 49 affordable housing uruts required. A similar
analysis is conducted for the industrial sector in Table 6. Industnal developmentis
responsible for an estimated $9 21 million 1n affordable housing subsidies for 350 units.
Thus, the total nonresidential subsidy requirement is approximately $12 18 mullion

3 Area includes the cilies of Newark, Union City, Fremont, Hayward, San Leandro, Dublin and Pleasanton

¢ The number of households are allocated to single -earner families (28%) and double -earner families (72%)
based on Census 2000 data from Newark

? Affordable housing unit distnbution 13 consistent with the requirements of the proposed inclusionary
housing policy
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Table 6
NonRezldarisl Davelopmant Housing impact Fee: Householkds Requring Assistance for Industrial Sector
Newark Fee Studiss, 4540 #10222

Teo-Exner One-Earres
bhrdustral Sector Jobs and Households Han-h!_d: Houxahoids
ftacn New Puscent Aduit Hoimaholds Nums - =L .
Jobs Adult Jobs Crexted
(1) 2 3} (4) ) (0] &)
AsRITER o
Numbder of Emplyess por Bausehaid 170
Percent of Housshalds 1 Live in Newark 16%
Percent of 2-€amer Households 2% 28%
Qcammional Dixtnbuton (1)
White Collar Eaipioymem
Exmative/Maragera) 1,0355 100% 1,0355 100 4 719 $165630 282 $82.815
Prafexsxyal/Spacsity 15102 100% 1510 2 1459 1048 $150,378 411 $75,089
Techrroars and Ralated Suppont 3146 100% 3146 304 218 570,580 86 $35,290
Szlas 3423 100% 3423 331 238  $69.062 83 $34,531
Adrorayatve/Qarcal 11290 100% 11290 1091 784 $72,098 307 $356,049
Earvice O pabons 630 1 8% 604 8 584 420 381.875 18S $30,838
Biue Cola Emgpioymant
Precmon PraturmevCrafyRegax S307 100% 5307 513 368 $88,789 144 $49395
Mactene Operntuoy/Assembiers 5726 100% 5728 53 397  $59,002 158 $29.501
Transpa tatton/Matenal Movag 3248 100% 3248 314 25 $74,500 88 $37.250
MardiaxHalpers 180 1 100% 1804 174 125  $54,017 49 $27,008
TOTAL 6,569 9 65487 6323 4543 1781

(1) See Tadbie 4 for dotaded calutatxn

2} Data obtaned fram the Sureau of Labar Swunstrs, Repart an Youth Employmem and 1957 Ecormro Cansiss for Stala of Californa

{3) The number of new yat5 i dsvided by 2 factoe of 1 70 to adjust for ths mumber of enmibyess per househnid, a3 asturutad by the Asaocsten of Bay Are
Govenrments The resulting nisndes of new Mouastolds s mtphad by 16% to adpst for the number of hausehaids ibcatig i Newark (Cermrs)

(4) The T Of new Newwrk haoehukis are aliocated to sngle-eamer fardms (25%) and double-aamer faeles (72%)

(S)mmmbym(ne'ﬁuo C)unnphd wzhmw
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ProtescrelSpmaly 0o ] oo oo 00 00 :]) ¢ 00 oo Qo Q [.]:]
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To calculate the nonresidential housing impact fee, the total subsidy needs must be
divided among the number of developable commerctal and industrial square feet to
arrive at the per square foot fee for each type of development. The $2.97 millionn
subsidy requirements attributed to commercial growth was divided by nearly 323,000
square feet of anticipated development to arrive at a fee of $9 20 Likewse, the
industrial subsidy requirement of $9.21 milhon was divided by 5.4 million developable

square feet to arrive at a per square foot fee of $1.71. These calculations are shown in
Table 7.

AFFORDABLE HOUSING AND ASSOCIATED FEE REVENUE

The proposed inclusionary housing program is projected to produce a total of 337
housing units that are affordable to households with moderate incomes or less. This
figure is based on the inclusionary housing program requirement that 15 percent of new
uruts be affordable, and City of Newark Housing Element projected construction of
2,249 units subject to the inclusionary housing program through buildout® Whule the
City’s proposed inclusionary housing program 1s aimed at producing units, an in-heu
fee Is allowed as an alternative under certain circumstances This fee, calculated at
$6,509 per market rate umt, 13 sufficient to cover the affordability gap between the
amount very low, low and moderate income households can pay and the cost to
construct the unt. If all new market rate restdential development (1,912 uruts) were to

pay the in-lieu fee, revenue would come to $12,4 mullion This 1s the subsidy needed to
provide 337 affordable uruts

New nonresidential development in Newark is expected to generate demand for 399
affordable housing units The subsidy needed for 399 units s $12.2 million. If all
projected new nonresidential development were to pay the maximum possible fee,

whuch 15 described in Table 11, the revenue generated would match the needed subsidy
of $12 2 mullion

In sum, the City of Newark inclusionary housing program and non-residential
development housing impact fee are anticipated to provide a maximum of 736
affordable units. Table 8 details this forecast of affordable housing supply. The
estimated maxamum total subsidy that could be provided by the in-lieu fee and the
impact fee combined would be approximately $24 6 mullion

EPS recommends that the fee program include an additional amount equal to 3 percent
of the total affordable housing fee revenue to cover City adminstrative costs.
Specifically, thus “admirustrative fee” would be included to cover City program costs

1 The City expects 2,249 housing units within developments of five or more umits, with 54 additional uruts in
smaller developments
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Table 7
Calculation of Non-Residential Development Housing (mpact Fees

Newark Fee Studies; 254 #10222
SUBSIDY TO BE FUNDED BY NOR-RESDENTIAL LINKAGE FEES
Subsidy Total Sutrsidy Farecast of Square Feet SumMySq A Notes
Non-Resdama) Sutmdy Requements Atnbud to Commeaa) Growth $2.968,727 322780 SqFt $920 0@
Non-Rexxbrtia) Subsdy Requisrents Attnbuted to (nduxtnal Growth $8.210362 5,400,400 Sq Ft $t71 3), {4)

(1) Seo Tabie 3 for aladstn of subndy raqaremeTs

{2) Comraraal fee is equal to the commeraal growth submidy requaremerTs divided by the foecastad ruomber of naw commeraal sqeare feet
(3) Sea Tabie 3 for caicuiaton of subsxdly equemens

(4) tndustral fee 1s aqual to the ndustral growth sutsady requiramants dvadsd by the famcastad number of new st square feet

Note: Due to rowurxding, some figures shown may difier shghtly fram actisl calcubstiors
Sources City of Newark, ABAG, Ecxwomee & Planning Systers, Inc

Com & Pieyey Systesy, . QY2004
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such as additional staff time, consultant fees, and land carrying costs (e.g. the cost of

buying land with City funds and holding it unh} an affordable housing developer 1s
located).

The additional admirustrative fee brings the in-lieu fee to $6,704 per market rate urut and
the impact fee to $9 47 and $1.76 per square foot for commercial and industmal
development, respectively Including the additional three percent admurustrative fee,

the estimated maximum total subsidy provided by both the in-lieu fee and the impact
fee combined 18 approximately $25 4 million

AFFORDABLE HOUSING DEMAND

According to ABAG's Regional Housing Needs Determination (RHND), there 1s a need
in the City for 28 percent of new housing units to be affordable to moderate income
households. Similarly, low income households will need 9 percent of new uruts and
very low income households will require 16 percent Given the total number of uruts
that the city can accommodate (2,303) as calculated 1n the Housing Element and updated
by the Planning Department, the RHND distnbution suggests demand for 645 moderate
mcome units, 207 low income untits, and 369 very low income units

The proposed inclusionary houssng program is projected to produce a total of 337
housing units that are affordable to households with moderate incomes or less. f the
non-residential development housing impact fee were funded at the maximum level
possible, that fee would generate sufficient funds to subsidize an addihonal 399 uruts
The total of 736 affordable units 18 less than the 1,221 units of affordable housing needed,
according to the Newark Housing Element projechons and the RHND distnbution,

Table 8 compares the number of housing uruts that will be needed 1n the city and the
number of housing units that could be provided by the inclusionary housing program
and the non-residential development housing impact fee by income level For each
income category, the RHND forecasts a mgher number of affordable uruts needed than
the inclusionary housing program and maximum impact fee could subsidize, There are
no income categories for whach the proposed inclusionary housing program and impact
fee would oversupply affordable umts.
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1II. REGIONAL FEE COMPARISON

The purpose of this Chapter is to guide the City's policy decision making by comparing
the proposed fees with the total fee burden charged by several jurisdictions in the Bast
Bay that are adjacent to or within close proximity of the City of Newark * EPS reviewed
the development fees of seven cities, including Fremont, Union City, Milpitas, Hayward,
Pleasantan, Livermore, and Dublin The fee comparisons are summarized in Table 9.

The comparisons indicate that if the fee levels for the two fees described in this Report
are adopted at the maximum levels, then the total residential fee in Newark will be less
than the average fees of comparable jurisdictions. Likewise, the retail fee will be
roughly 2 percent lower than the average fee in nearby cities On the other hand, the
proposed commercial fee would be roughly 61 percent higher than the average fee
found in comparable munzcipalities, and the industrial fee would be approximately 17

percent higher than average fees found in nearby cities (please note that the City may
adopt a lower fee).

METHODOQLOQGY

As shown in Tables 10 through 14, the fee comparisons evaluate five land uses
including single-family, multifamily, reta1l, commercial/office, and general industrial.
The residential comparison analyzes the average fees per unit for the following two
prototypes* a 2,200-square-foot home,with a 450-square foot garage, at 6 6 units per
acre, and a 1,000-square-foot unit in a 100-unit complex on 3 8 acres The prototypes for
the nonrestdential comparison include a 20,000-square-foot convenience retail project on
1 84 acres, a 50,000-square-foot commercial/office project on 2.67 acres, and a 50,000-
square-foot industrial project on 2.3 acres.

The data used in the fee comparisons are based on mnterviews and other information
obtained from each City since August 2003 It is often difficult to compare fees for
generic projects because much development occurs 1n areas that have special project fees
and/or assessments The prototype projects and fees included 1n this analysis are

assumed to occur in areas where the majority of development capacity 1s located 1n each
junisdiction. In some cases this means that an assessment is applicable

Newark retail fees, including the maximum non-residential development housing

impact fee, would total $17.49 per square foot, which is about 2 percent lower than the
East Bay cities studied The commercial/office fee, including the maximum impact fee,
would be approximately 61 percent higher than average The industnal fee, including

the maximum 1mpact fee, would total $5 72 per square foot, which 1s roughly 17 percent
higher than the average fee charged in symilar East Bay cities

? City fees in this analysis include only development smpact fees, the compansons do not include building
permut/plan check fees because these are not used to fund facilities, but rather to pay for staff time.
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Table 9
Regional Comparison of Total Development Fees

City of Newark Fee Studies;

Land Use Existing Proposed Average of

Type Newark  Newark Fremont Union City Milpitas Hayward Pleasanton Livermore Dublin Comparison
Cities

Single Family Unit $23,552 §33,254 $45,416 $53,619 $15,398 $20,490 354,651 $66,180 $67,968 $48,246

Mult-Famity Unit $17,011  $25,993 $32,509 $42397 $12,778 $14,153 336,063 $60,175 $47,145 $35,031

Retail $8.02 $17.49 $1258 $4 02 $994  $636 $28.99 $20 91 $4193 $17.82
Commercial/Office $8 02 $17.49 $9 66 $2 80 $342 $4 58 $16 93 $20 51 $18 22 $10.88
General Industrial $3.96 $5.72 $4.62 $274 $2.29 $302 $1530 $4 37 $1.89 $4.89

Sources: Respective Planning Departments, Economic & Planning Systems, inc

Exromme Pannarg Sysams, Inc 4/23/2004 HA102Z22Nwrk\Madabs\andcoom3 (versan 1)




Table 10
Singte Fxruly

Dyvelogmoent Fees Per Unri

Bxxud on 2 2,200 3q unit, 450 2q.it garage and an average of 6 6 units per acre.

Neowark (1) Fremort Unon City _Mipitas (3) Hayward Plenxarnon (2) L rvemmore Dubhn

Development knpsct Fees Per Urnut
Oraruge Fees $153 (4) $1,126 $1,785 (5 $1,149 ()
Sewer Corvathon Feo $2.618 $2846 (9) $2846 (8) | .S1.121 $3.391 $10,400 $8,850 $9,900
Water Camiechon Fes $8.3680 $10,360 (10}| $10.380 (10} $506 $s.22 (11)] $11,820 (12)] $1332 (®) | $I15785 (7)
Yransparatan $378 $2254 $83 (13) $500 $5007 (15)] $5969 (15)| $5843
Park Faaltos Fee $7.219
Park Dediaatonn-Ueu Fee $2,938 $13,529 $18,000 (14) $8.625 $3,000 $4.911 $9,413 $14.040 (18)
Fire-Puirce Impad Fee/Publc Safsty Fee $1,515 $278 a2
Affordable HamngAow neome housing $8,704 $3.203 $13,585 (18)| $3.988 (17)
Pubkc Facirmas/Captel Facliibes Fee $1,508 $2,578 $8,508 $3312 $3,885 (18)
Othor Ganeral FeaxOne-Time Taxss $770 $1.644 (21)| $3084 (2} $1.950 (20) $47 (19)
Schogt Dstnct Fees (23), (24) $8,404 $4,708 $9,328 $4,246 $6.874 $14.872 $12.248 $12,893

Total Owvalopmmunt irpact Fess Per Unit $33,254 $45,418 $53,619 $15,398 $20480 $54,651 $68,180 $67,968

Water Meter Assumpiioss  One 5/8° metar

(1) includes astynates of the new affardabie housng fee as wed as exstng fess

(2) Asmmes davelopmaat 1 not n Ruby Hil erea

(3) Mdpers fees are based by locsbon and prmyect type  Fees in this analyss are estimatss based on prowous calaistioro by Gty staff

(4) A fat fee for dranege includes systam and appurtanance for 100 tnear feet, te-in to exxtyrg and standard sthurhoss - marholes, vaults, sic Addrbarm) costs
apply to each addihonal 100 LF and monstsndard sthacture

(5) \nchudes City fee and County (Zoaa 7) foe, tha Caurdy fee charge per ssure foot of snparvaxs swfsce

(8) Basad on SO S22 per sqimne foot of LPBMVOLS s »

(7) Includes OSRSD water connacion fees, assembly fee and Zone 7 fee for General Sarvis Area, sciudas S8 water metes

(8) tnchuxias 5/8” water meter

(S) Provided by Uroon Sanitary Do, thes updated fee s to be effechve as of Septenber, 2003 Based on the mwTaon ZnArd charged  AMoTt vanas by project

(10) Servce provadod by Alamada County Water Dstndt. and inchrdas S38° meter and sarvics ine msialiadon as wefl as facites cxecinn chage

{11) Servrs growded by ity of Hayward

(12) Inchudas Zane 7 Detnct fea, winch apphes to &l caw develapmaat o the City

(13) Based on $517 per acre

(14) Gty of Urion Cdy catcubstes park dexication s-sau fees on a case by case bass

(19) Inchides the Traflic imgact Fee and the Tn-Valley Trarsportiion Qavalopmant Fee

{16) MaxzTum amount that can be charged

(17) Based on the fee of $79,754 per unit for each mxxiental unit requed but not buk (1 @ , 5% of the total number of unds) m a project of 20 units or moe

(18) Az=numes feos for Eaxtam Outin, which ts shghtly tughar than that of Western Dubln

(13) Nowse Mitgaton Fee for Eastem Dubkn projacts ordy

(20) tnchrdas Suppismert Buking Carsthucton and Ingprovesnent Tax and Buddmg Construchan and [maxoerneat Tax

(21) Tha City of Framont charpes a Consurhon Guxaness Tax

(22) Uroon Gty chewges etfrastnscture snps rt fee for romdantal devalopmant n Dekoto Industal Park Study Area {(DIPSA), reprexerntmg about 1410 of the Cy  The fee mchudes
DIPSA fee of $2783 plus $300 of Ms=ion Bivd paverg fee

(23) Provded by Unified Schoaf Oadnct

(24) Fees persquars foat are $2 05 for Fromont and Alamada, $3 85 for Urson Gity, $1 83 for Oakiand and Mikxtas, $1 34 for Hayward, and $6 S0 for Pleaxanion

Soute Rexpecdve Plammg Departmenty, Ecoore & Pawoy Systamnx, Inc

st jtesrrs for 31l areas gre cltvent &3 of today Same fass may have hasn tmdutad since sxtimatus shenen 1 tab re.rreac
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Table 11

Mutth-Famnily

Develonmant Fees Per Unit

Basad on a 1,000 =q R, unit, 100 unit compiex on 3 8 acTes, with an averags of 26 t units par scre.

Newarn (1) Fremant Union City Miiodss (2) Mayward Psasanton (3) Lvamze Dubtn

Development lmpact Fees Per Unit
Starm Orainage $153 (4) $542 $834 (9 $s52 (6)
Sewer Connecton Fee $2,618 $2848 (9)| $2846 (9) $318 $3,018 $8,854 $9,850 $7.425
Watsr Conrection Fee $7.3%0 $8390 (8} | 3$9.3%0 (8) $506 $5022 (10)] $11,820 (10) } $13322 (7) $15,765 (8)
Trarsportammn $503 $1,748 $7t (1) $900 $as05 (12) | $3.642 (12) $4,470 (13)
Park Fackbes Fee $4,805
Park Dedcsun-n-Lev Fee ] $2278 $5,008 $17.000 (12)] $8.625 $2.300 $3.524 $8.413 $8,776 (16)
Foe-Pols Impact Fee/Pubiic Safety Fee $1,737 $185 $513
Affordadie Mgl ow Noame housng $6.704 $1,088 $13585 (14) $3.388 (15)
Pubbc FeckmmeCagtal Frakbes Foe $1.373 31,716 $6.282 $2.020 $2,477 (18)
Other Ganarzl Feez/One-Tome Taxes $270 $1.122 (19)| $2568 (20) $1,410 (18) N9 (17)
School Destoct Fees (21), (22) $3,120 $1,880 $4,240 $1,930 $2250 $6.760 $8,525 $3.206

Total Develapnent impact Fees Per Unit $25,933 $32,509 $42,397 $12,7 $14,153 $38,063 $60,175 $47,145

(1) Includes esttmatas of tha new affordabie housyg fee 83 well as exystng fees
() Mdxtas foes ars based by locaton and project type Mnmmmmmmmmmhimaabymm

(3) Az=utrers devetaqpmant i3 not :n Ruby Hik area

{4) A fiat fes for dransge mciudes systam and GpprtsnaTe for 100 binsar feet. ta-n o exstng and standard structures - manhales, vaults, aic  Addrbona! costs
apply 10 each adddaral 100 LF and mon-<tancayd struchsre

(5) includes City fee and County (Zane 7) fees, the Caunty fee charge per squara foot of crpeTvELS SIface

{6) Bused on $0 522 per square foot of impevaus surface

@) inctsdes 5/8° meter

(8) incudes DSRSD wator crmectx fees, asserably fes and Zone 7 fee for Genaral Service Arer, nchudes 5/8° watsr matar

(9) Prowded by Union Samitary Distrct, s updatpd fee (s to be eflective as of Septambder, 2003 Based on the mmemum smount charped  Amowd vanes by project

(10) Sevias provdad by City of Hayward

(11) Bassd an $1,853 per acre

(12) Duptex rate s asmmmad  For s:ngle fot projects of kess than two unis, 3 bedroom tax fee s somatunes charged mrstaad of park m-im faes at a rats of $260 per bedrnom

(13) indudas the Trafhc impact Fee and the Tn-Valley ITanmpotaton Oevelopment Fee

(14) Manmuan amount that can be chagad
(35) Based on tha fee of $79.754 per unit for aach resxiental und requred but not buit (i € , 5% of the total number of units) in a proact of 20 urds or more

{16) Azssumes fees for Eastean Oubin, where most of new daveiaparridx take place

{17) Noisa Miigaon Fee for Eastem Dubln projects only

(18) Inchmes Stppiamental Buking Caxstrurton and improvemant Tax and Buidng Camsauctam and irmprovement Tax

(19) The Cay of Fremant charges a2 Cormtinahan Bussess Tax

(20} Unson Gity chargas irfrasinselise urprovemaent fes for resmantad deveiaoment in Dekoto Industal Park Study Area (DIPSA), mpmeantng about 1140 of the City  The fae mciudes DiP
$2268 plus $300 of Mzzxon Bivd paving fee

(21) Provasad by Urufied School Distnct

(22) Foes per 3quare foot are $2 05 for Fremont and Alameda, $3 85 for Uruan City, $1 93 for Qakdand and Mipias, $1 84 for Hayward, and $6 50 for Pleromton

Sawte Razpactve Ptannag Departments, Econonee & Pamuny Systams, Inc
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Table
Retay)

12

Devsiopmant Fees Per Sq Ft
Basad on a 20,000 Sq Ft. Project, an sstirmted 1 84 atres, witha0.25 FAR.
Newark (1) Framont UmonCiy | Mipec (3) | Haywad | Peasanen (2)] Uvenaore Dubimn
Development Fees Per Sq.Ft
Storm Drainage $001 (4) $0 51 $062 (5 $052
Sower Cannecton Foo 237 $134 (8) | $134 (6)| $063 $17 @) 378 $0438 (8) $251
Water Connecbon Fee $122 $217 9) | s217 (9| s012 $189 $1303 (12)] $6868 (10)] $1503 (16)
Imnsportaton $129 $794 (11){ $017 (16)| $900 $1036 (13)| $1189 (13)]| S2182 (17)
Park Facites Fee
Pork Dedeoan-av-Lw Fee $129 (18)
Fire-Police impact Fee / Pubbc Safoty Fee $170 $0 10 $0 12
Affordable Hoursing / Low ncame housing $947 $055 $0 81
Pubic Faciihes! Caprtd Faakbex Feo SO $0 69 $041 $027 (18)
Other Genera) Foes/Ove-Time Taues $0 32 $386 (15) $002 (19)
Schoa) Dt Fees $031 $034 $034 $0 19 03K 034 $034 $034
Total Davelopment Fees Per Sq Ft $17.49 $1258 $4.02 $3.94 $636 2299 $2091 $41.53

Wster Meter Assumpgtions Two 1 S° metars, one for domesde uss and one for imgaton use Meter sze may be diferent promct by project
Inchudes exterates of the new affardatie houmng fee as well as exasting fees

1)
2
&
(%)
®
©)
m

@
3)
(10)

Assumess develaoprm is not m Ruby Hill area

Miprtas feas are based by bcaion and project type  Fees 1n thes analysss are estmatss hasad on proveas calndatars by Cry staff
Drainage fees vary depanding on amount of knear feet and kunds of stuctures required  Base fee £ $153 which indludes 100 hnear fest
inchades City fee and County (Zone 7) fee charged per squaro foot of smpervicus syfacs

Proveded by Union Santary Ostne?, this updatad fee 1s 1o be efechve as of Septamder, 2003
Based an a mmmum fee of $3.391 fees vary based on per gation of dally capacty, pounds per year of teochesmical axypen demand and pownds pér year of biochermical
oxygen demand ard suspanded sodds Asmount vanes by profect sae and type
Assumes a maumran of 8 futures Livenrors charges a $1,125 fee for sach fadwe  Fodwes wilt vary by project sze and type
Service provided by Alameda County Watar Oretnat, and mcudas 1 5™ meter and sarvice iine uxtafiation as wel as faclites axuecian charge

thiaaies 1 5 meter

(12) Ihrdas Zona 7 Distnct fos, winch appbes to 2 new dessfopiaent in the Gty
(13) tchades the Traffic Inpact Fea and the Tn-Valey Trasgatanon Development Fea

(14)

{15) (ncludes Supgieneantl Bwiding Canstruction mpovement Tax

Based on $1,853 per acrs

(16} Assumnes 1 5° turbo water meters, Includes DSRSD and Zone 7 watar camectan fee and assembly fee
(17) Indudes Regional Traffic Fea of $1 ﬂISqRaMTmlnmamemmdSﬂpampwbymm Asnunes fee rate for Exstemn Dubbin

and averags daiy ate of 40 trps per project

{18) Asusmes fees for Eastern Dubim, which 15 sightly tugher than Westermn Dubiin

(19)

dxtmles nose mibgation fee

Sourcs memm.m&mmmm

(11} Umpact fee for fast fa/nverence owrkats/ ges steons Ammmmbmwmwbiwdmwm,um to 750 sqaare feot

Soorxank Parvey Systns e YZVEDY

HATOZINwrk ot Cory et O (varaks: 1)




Table 13

CommarcalfOff

Development Fees Per Sq.FL

Based on a 50,000 Sq.Ft. Project, an estimated 2.67 acrus, witha 043 FAR.

Newark (1) | Frenom Uruon Crty_ | Mutotas (3) | Hayward | Plemmanton 2)] _Lvenrore Oubkn

Development Fees Por Sq.Ft.

Stoan Drainage $0003 (4) $051 $062 (S) $0 52

Sewer Connecton Fee $297 $134 (6) $134 $070 $ao7 () $236 $020 (8) $251

Watar Canrexction Fee $122 $102 (9) $102 (8) $008 $117 $701 (10) $426 (1) $329 (15)

Transportation $129 $570 $010 (13)| $234 $553 (12)] $1a57 (12) $328 (16)

Park Faalites Fee

Park Dedcatonvsdm Fee $251 (1)

Fre-Police Impact Fes / Publc Sefety Fee $170 $0 17 $024

Affordable Houxang / Low :ncome hausing $947 $055 $052

Publrc Factbew Caprtal Facilties Fee $0 22 $110 $0863 $05 (17)

Other General Fees/One-Time Taxas $032 $300 (14) $001 (18)

School Distnct Fees $031 $034 $034 $031 034 $034 $034 $034
Total Develogrnent Fess Per Sq.Ft $17 49 $9.68 $2.80 $3.42 $4 58 $16.83 $20.51 $18.22

Water Meter Assumptons Two 27 meters, one for domestic use and one for imgation use Mater aze may be diffarent project by moact
(1) bhchuces estmates of the new affurdable housmg fee 23 well as axsting fees
(2) Aszsumes devetopmert is not in Ruby HAl area
(3) Milpstas fees are based by location snd project type  Fees m this analysss are estmatas based on previous caluksbans by Gty stoff
(4) Dramage fees vary dependmg on amount of lmear feet and kmds of structures requred Beso fee 15 $153 wiuch ncludes 100 bnear feet
(5) tncdudes City fee and County (Zons 7) fee chasgsd per square foot of anpervinus surface
{6) Provided by Unson Sanstary Distnet, this updated fee s to be effecdve as of Septemmber, 2003  Based on the munsnum amount charged  Amourtt vanes by projact
(7) Baszad on a mmanum fee of $3.391 Fees vary based on per gaan of dady capeaty, pounds per year of biochemical
axygen darmand and pounds per year of bicchemmucal oxygen demand and suspended salids
(8) Asuusmes 3 mmumam of 8 fixtures Livesrare charges an $1.125 fee for each fixime  Fotuses will vary by project sze and type
(3) Semce provided by Alameda County Water Detnet, and exchudes 2° medar and sanvice bne mstaliation as well as facibes cannechon cha
(10) Inchudes Zone 7 Drstnct fee, whuch apphes to all new duveshuogman? o the Qity
(11) Includss 2° meter
(12) inchudes the Traffic Impact Fee and the Tn-Valley Trangpoytatmn Oevelapmarnt Fee
(13) Basnd on $1.853 per acre
(14) Indudss Supplerenta) Bulding Canstruchon Impoovement Ta
{15) Assumes 2" turbo watsr meters, inchudes DSRSD and Zone 7 water cxmechon foe and assembly foe
(18) Inckudes Regronat Traffic Fee of $3 07/SqFt and Traffic Impact and Fleasartton Interchange (e of $517 per tnp ganeastad by the project  Assumes fee rate
for Eastamn Dubkn and average daily rate of 20 tnps per praject
(17) Assumss fees for Eastermn Oublin, which s shghtly hegher than Westem Dublin
(18) Includes nosoe mdxgstion fee

Souwm Respective Plarrmg Departments, Econormuc & Plannmg Systems, Inc
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Table 14

Ganeral Indastnal
Davalopmnent Fees Per 5q FL.
Bxzad on 2 50,000 Sq F1 Prufect, an astmated 2 3 acres, witha 0 SO0 F AR
Newaok (1) Frasmond Umon City Mdpxtos (3) Hayeard Plagsarton (2) Liverrare Oubin
Development Foees Per Sq it
Starm Oransge $0 003 (4)] $0 51 3062 (5) 052
Sewer Cannection Fee $124 $134 (6) $t 34 $897 $007 (7) $236 (10) $0 20 (8) $251 (18)
Water Camecton Fee 094 $102 (11} St 02 ('l(fﬁ $007 $197 $7 01 {13) $426 (S} $323 (19)
Tanssportaten $75 $129 (124 $S004 (15) S04 $415 (14) 834 (149) 822 (20)
Park Facttmas Fee
Park Dedaton-m-Lieu Fee $111 (22)
Feo-Pakce ¥mpact Fee / Publc Safety Fea | $025 $008 (12) $0 10
Affordsbie Housmg ¢ Low mcame bousing $176 $055 $025 (16)
Pubbc Faaiies/ Capital Fecdtas Foo $0 16 055 (12) $038 $023 (22)
Other General FeasfOno-Time Taxas $031 $144 (17} $000 (21)
Schoa! D=tret Foes $0 31 $034 $034 $0 31 o3« S0 34 $034 $034
‘Total Development Fees Per Sg Ft 3572 $462 $2.74 229 $3.02 $15.30 $12.01 $19 32

Water Metor Asammpbars Two 2° rsters, one for domastic use and one for imgation usa Meter size may be different project by prosect
(1) Includas estmates of the new affordable hauang foa 25 walkl as exsstng fees

(2) Azumes development i3 not m Ruby Hil arsa
(3) Mipitas feus are basad by location and prosact type  Fees in this anatyss are extivstss besed on grevious caladahon by Cdy staff
(4) Ovaomags fees vary duparvdsy on amaumt of ihear feet and kinds of strucires eqoed  Sase ‘o8 15 $153 which ciudes 100 tnaar feet
(5) inchxdas Cay fes and County (Zone 7) fee charped per square 00t of enpervana swtacy
(8) Provrded by Umion Sarciry Dectnct, thes updatad fee 13 $0 be aflective as of Sagtembar, 2003 Basadmﬂmmmmdww Amoust vanes by prosect
(7) Based ona mumum fes of $3.381 Fees vary besad on per gallan of daty capacty, pounds per yeer of tanchanwcal
oxypen demand and paunds per year of brochemcal axygen damand and srpandad schds
{8) Asmgres a Mg of 8 fudsres Livarmores charges a $1,125 foe foc sach fuire  Fotires will vary by projact se and type
(2) Indaxdes 77 meter

(10) Based on genesa! offica fes
(11) Service growdad by Atamada Courdy Water Datict, and mchrdes 2° meter and sRIVES kne suallamon as wef as facikhes conoachon charge

(12) The City’s anpcat fee schochide has ¢wee diffarent ndustal cafegones varchoixe, kgt skl and mamdachsry, the warehaos foe s Usad for thes analysts
{13) Incbas Zone 7 Dot fee, wiuch apphess to all new devaloiment in the City

(14) Incdas the Traffic lnpact Fee and the Tn-Vallsy Imospotaton Devedopiment Fee

{15) Based on $327 per acre

(18) Bamed on lee for rwnutachory

(17) Inchudes Supplamental Buikimg Carainuchon improvament Tax
(18) Bazetne fea for warshouse (germral retad) Fees may vary @se by cass dependmg on the exact nature and scale of the busmess, jevel of water usege

and wasts gensratad, spacfic rformaton must be sutxrstiad to the sarvice distict In ocdar to get a fae estarts

(19) Asxxores 27 turbo watsr meaters, inchaiss DSRSD and Zone 7 waler connechon fee and assembly fee

(20) Inciuoex Regronal Traffic Fee of $2 G8/SqFt and Trafbic inpact and Ploaxanton Intarchangs fee of 3517 per tnp ganzsatad by the project  Amsumes fee rato
for Eastam Dubin and sverage daily rate of 8 thps per project

(21) inchxiss nose mudgabon fee

{22) Asures fees for Exxtarn Dublin, wiuch 13 abghtly hugher than Westam Dubhin

Source Rexpective Planfung Degartrnentx, Econama & Ptmnoy Systams, Inc
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Final Report
Newark Affordable Housing Fee Study
Apnl 23, 2004

Importance of the Comparisons

The imposition of development fees increases the cost of development. For those
developers who have already purchased land at current market prices, any imposition
of hugher fees in the short-term could have the result of making their developments less
feasible In the long-term, land prices could adjust in the market to reflect the hugher
cost of development Thus, if market prices reman flat, the value of undeveloped land
declines. If the total cost of development 38 much higher in one jurisdiction than other

competitive areas, the imposition of higher fees can cause demand to shuft to those other
lower-cost locations.

Nonresidential development, in general, 18 more “footloose” than residential uses
While employment opportunities create residential demand, residential development is
also dependent on the presence of other ameruties such as schools, parks, cultural
mstitutions, and other quality of life characternishics. Office and industrial development
is tied more to economic characteristics of a location, such as the cost of land, taxes, and
the cost of new development. Consequently, development impact fees may have a
greater affect on the type and amount of commercial and industnal development in the
City than on residential development

26 H \10222Nuek\ Report \REVISED FINALS 4\ 10223/ doe



APPENDIX J

RESOLUTION NO. 10,184



RESOLUTION NO. 10,184

RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF NEWARK
ESTABLISHING AFFORDABLE UNITS NEEDED TO FULLY MITIGATE
THE IMPACT OF RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT ON THE NEED FOR
AFFORDABLE HOUSING; AND HOUSING IMPACT FEES FOR
RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENTS

WHEREAS, on February 25, 2010, the City Council of the City of Newark adopted the
Housing Element of the General Plan in compliance with State law, which includes the goal of
encouraging the provision of a range of housing opportunities to meet the City's share of the
regional housing need and, to implement that goal, includes Program 8 to review the City's
affordable housing ordinance and consider amendments to respond to market conditions; and

WHEREAS, to implement the affordable housing goals and programs of the City's
Housing Element, including Program 8 in the City's 2007-2014 Housing Element, the City
Council has considered and introduced on this same date an ordinance to repeal the City's
existing affordable housing ordinance (Chapter 17.18 of the Newark Municipal Code) and add a
new Chapter 17.18 (the "Affordable Housing Ordinance") which, among other things: 1)
authorizes the imposition of housing impact fees on residential developments to mitigate the
impact of such developments on the need for affordable housing in the City; and 2) continues to
authorize the imposition of housing impact fees for nonresidential developments to mitigate the
impact of such projects on the need for affordable housing in the City; and

WHEREAS, land prices are a key factor preventing development of new affordable
housing. New housing construction in the City which does not include affordable units
aggravates the existing shortage of affordable housing by absorbing the supply of available
residential land. This reduces the supply of land for affordable housing and increases the price of
remaining residential land. At the same time, new market-rate housing contributes to the demand
for goods and services, increasing local employment at very low, low, and moderate-income
wage levels, which will increase the demand for and exacerbate the shortage of housing available
to persons at those income levels; and

WHEREAS, to further implement the affordable housing goals, objectives, policies, and
programs of the City's 2010 Housing Element and to ensure that the housing impact fees adopted
by this resolution do not exceed the actual affordable housing impacts attributable to the
development projects on which the fees are imposed, the City Council has considered the
"Residential Nexus Analysis, Newark, California" dated March 2014 and prepared by Keyser-
Marston Associates, Inc. (the "Nexus Study"), which study demonstrates that, to fully mitigate
the burdens created by new market-rate units in residential projects on the need for very low,
low, and moderate-income housing, a housing impact fee of $23.80 to $35.60 per square foot of
new market rate development would be needed, or from 12 percent to 21 percent of units in each
residential development would need to be affordable to very low, low, and moderate-income
households; and

WHEREAS, the City Council now desires to repeal the Inclusionary Housing In-Lieu Fee
and to adopt housing impact fees for residential developments as authorized by Section
17.18.030(B) of the Affordable Housing Ordinance, which housing impact fees do not exceed



the justified fees needed to mitigate the actual affordable housing impacts attributable to the
developments on which the fees are imposed, and which fees are lower than the amount found by
the Nexus Study to be needed to fully mitigate the burdens created by new market-rate units in
residential projects on the need for affordable housing to ensure that residential projects remain
economically feasible; and

WHEREAS, the City Council also desires to adopt the percentage of affordable units
needed to fully mitigate the impact of residential developments on the need for affordable
housing, as authorized by Section 17.18.060(A) of the Affordable Housing Ordinance; and

WHEREAS, in compliance with the Affordable Housing Ordinance, all housing impact
fees collected shall be deposited into the City's affordable housing fund to be used solely to
increase and preserve the supply of housing affordable to households of very low, low, and
moderate incomes (including necessary administrative costs); and

WHEREAS, at least ten days prior to the date this resolution is being heard, data was
made available to the public indicating the amount of cost, or estimated cost, required to provide
the service for which the fee or service charge is levied and the revenue sources anticipated to
provide the service, including general fund revenues in accordance with Government Code
Section 66019; and

WHEREAS, at least fourteen days prior to the date this resolution is being heard, notice
was provided to those persons or organizations who had requested notice of these fees, in
accordance with Government Code Section 66019; and

WHEREAS, notice of the hearing on the proposed fees was published twice in the
manner set forth in section 6062a as required by Government Code Section 66018; and

WHEREAS, a duly and properly noticed public hearing was conducted by the City
Council on April 10, 2014.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of Newark,
California, as follows:

1. Recitals. The foregoing recitals are true and correct and incorporated by this
reference.

2. Repeal of Inclusionary Housing In-Lieu Fees. The City Council hereby repeals
and removes the Inclusionary Housing In-Lieu Fee established by Resolution No.
8802 and amended by Resolution No. 9398.

3. Adoption of Residential Housing Impact Fees. The City Council hereby adopts
housing impact fees for residential development as shown on Exhibit A, attached
hereto and incorporated by this reference.

Resolution No. 10,184 2



4.

Annual Adjustment to Housing Impact Fees. The City Council may review
housing impact fees from time to time. For any annual period during which the
City Council does not review the housing impact fee, fee amounts shall be
adjusted once by the community development director based on the percentage
increase in the Engineering News-Record Construction Cost Index for San
Francisco, California.

Percentage of Affordable Units Needed to Fully Mitigate Impacts of
Residential Development. The City Council hereby determines that the
following percentages of affordable units will fully mitigate the impacts of
residential development on the need for affordable housing:

Required Affordable
Units*

Single
Family
Large Lot

Single
Family
Small Lot

Townhome

Condo

Apartment

Very Low Income

11%

10%

8%

9%

6%

Low Income

5%

5%

4%

4%

3%

Moderate Income

5%

4%

4%

4%

3%

TOTAL

21%

19%

16 %

17%

12%

*Definitions of project types and affordability categories are contained in the Nexus Study.

Notwithstanding the above, for a specific residential development, the City
Council may determine that an alternative distribution of affordable units will
fully mitigate the impacts of that development on the need for affordable housing,
based on community needs and the characteristics of the development.

California_Environmental Quality Act. The City Council hereby finds that
adoption of this resolution is exempt from the California Environmental Quality
Act because it can be seen with certainty that there is no possibility that the fees
may have a significant effect on the environment, in that this resolution contains
no provisions modifying the physical design, development, or construction of
residences or nonresidential structures (CEQA Guidelines Section 15061(b)(3)).

Effective Date. This Resolution shall go into full force and effect on June 9,
2014, [60 days after adoption] but only if Ordinance No. 473 to add the new
Affordable Housing Ordinance is effective prior to that date.

Resolution No. 10,184 3



[ HEREBY CERTIFY the foregoing resolution was introduced at a regular meeting of the
City Council of the City of Newark held on April 10, 2014, by Council Member Freitas, who
moved its adoption and passage, which motion was carried after being duly seconded, and passed
by the following vote:

AYES: Council Members Freitas, Marshall, Vice Mayor Apodaca and Mayor
Nagy
NOES: None
ABSENT: Council Member Collazo
SECONDED: Council Member Marshall
APPROVED:

m/ﬂw

s/ALAN L. NAG

Ti g —— Mayor
gﬂ%(/ }K‘ ‘ /
ILA HA

RRINGTON

City Clerk

Resolution No. 10,184 4



EXHIBIT A

Enterprise Fund
— Cost Center

Account
No.

Description Eee
(in dollars)

A. DEVELOPMENT, Continued

401-0000

3860
ILF

4. Housing

a. Residential Housing Impact Fee* (revised
annually)

First 1,000 sq. ft. floor $20/square foot
area/unit**

All sq. ft. over 1,000 sq. floor | $8/square foot
area/unit

*Established by Resolution No. 10,184, Floor area
for a residential development equals the sum of the
horizontal floor areas of a building measured from
the exterior face of exterior walls or from the center
line of a wall separating two buildings, excluding
garages, carports, and common areas.

**No housing impact fee is charged for the first 200
sq. ft. of floor area for additions to existing
dwellings.

b. Non-Residential Housing Impact Fee*** (revised
annually)

(1) Commercial $3.51/square foot

(2) Industrial $0.65/square foot

*#*Established by Resolution No. 8802. Floor area
for a commercial development equals the sum of
the horizontal floor areas of a building measured
from the exterior face of exterior walls or from the
center line of a wall separating two buildings.
Where no walls exist, the floor area is the area
covered by the roof excluding two feet on each side

Resolution No. 10,184




of the structure. Outside areas used for sales or
display (such as nurseries, building materials, auto
sales, etc.) may be considered part of floor area
when the community development director
determines that the use of the outside area
significantly contributes to the employee density of
the building.

NOTE: This resolution does not modify the non-residential housing impact fee nor the
method of calculating the non-residential housing impact fee. The method for calculating
the fee is identical to that previously contained in Section 17.18.020(G).

Resolution No. 10,184
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Keyser Marston Associates (KMA) prepared this residential nexus analysis for the City of
Newark pursuant to a contractual agreement. The report will form one of the bases for
recommendations for the adoption of a housing impact fee consistent with the applicable
requirements of the Mitigation Fee Act. This Executive Summary contains a concise overview of
the residential nexus analysis; full documentation of the analysis is contained in the body of the
Report and its Appendices.

A. Residential Nexus Analysis

A residential nexus analysis demonstrates and quantifies the impact of new market rate housing
development on the demand for affordable housing. The underlying nexus concept is that the
newly constructed market rate units represent net new households in Newark. These
households represent new income in Newark that will consume goods and services, either
through purchases of goods and services or ‘consumption’ of government services. New
consumption translates to jobs; a portion of the jobs are at lower compensation levels; low
compensation jobs relate to lower income households that cannot afford market rate units in
Newark and therefore need affordable housing.

1. Impact Methodology and Models Used

The analysis is performed using two models. The IMPLAN model is an industry accepted,
commercially available model developed over 30 years ago to quantify the impacts of changes
in a local economy, including the employment impacts of changes in personal income. The input
into the IMPLAN model is net new personal income in Newark available for expenditures; the
IMPLAN model then estimates a distribution of expenditures and ultimately produces a
quantification of jobs generated by industry. The KMA Jobs Housing Nexus model, which was
initially developed over 25 years ago to analyze the income structure of job growth, is used to
determine the household income of new employee households and identify how many are in
three housing affordability tiers including Very Low-, Low-, and Moderate-Income.

2. Market Survey and Residential Prototypes

The first step of the nexus analysis is to identify residential prototypes that are representative of
what is generally being built by the private marketplace in Newark. KMA developed
programmatic assumptions in consultation with the City of Newark for five residential prototypes
— four ownership prototypes and one rental prototype. KMA then undertook a market survey of
projects covering these prototypes to estimate sales prices and rent levels for the prototype
units. The prototypes are summarized in the following table.
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Prototypical Residential Units

Single Family  Single Family .

/Large Lot /Small Lot Cangal ACrumeht

Avg. Unit Size 2,500 SF 2,000 SF 1,500 SF 1,300 SF 850 SF
Avg. No. of Bedrooms 4 BR 3 BR 3 BR 2BR 2BR
Avg. Sales Price / Rent $787,500 $700,000 $562,500  $580,000 $2,000 /mo.

From the sales prices and rent levels, household income is determined using assumptions with
respect to a share of income spent on housing and housing purchase terms. For ownership
units, 35% of income is spent on housing (including mortgage payments, property taxes, home
owner association dues, and insurance). Renters are assumed to spend 30% of theirincome on
rent. These relationships are grounded in state housing policy and reflective of the current
averages for Alameda County.

Gross household income is adjusted to a net amount available for expenditures after deducting
the portion of income dedicated to income taxes, contributions to Social Security and Medicare,
savings, and repayment of household debt. Housing costs are not deducted as part of this
adjustment step because they are addressed separately as expenditures within the IMPLAN
model. The adjusted household income available for expenditures becomes the input into the
IMPLAN model. As a result, household income associated with each of the prototypes is as
follows:

Household Income

Single Family  Single Family
/ Large Lot / Small Lot liownhome

Gross Household Income $159,000 $142,000 $116,000 $124,000 $80,000

Condo Apartment

Percent Income Available
for Expenditures

Household Income
Available for Expenditures $107,000 $95,000 $78,000 $83,000 $57,000
[Input to IMPLAN model]

67% 67% 67% 67% 71%

The nexus analysis is conducted on 100-unit project modules (i.e., 100 new households) for
ease of presentation and to avoid awkward fractions.

3. IMPLAN Model Results

The IMPLAN model was applied to link household income to job growth occurring in Alameda
County. The IMPLAN model distributes spending among various types of goods and services
(industry sectors) based on data from the Consumer Expenditure Survey and the Bureau of
Economic Analysis Benchmark input-output study, to estimate employment generated. Job
creation, driven by increased demand for products and services, is projected for each of the
industries that will serve the new households. The employment generated by this new
household spending is summarized below.
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Jobs Generated Per 100 Units

Single Family  Single Family
/Large Lot  /SmallLot '°wnhome

Condo Apartment

Annual Household
Expenditures, 100 Units $10,650,000 $9,510,000 $7,770,000 $8,310,000 $5,680,000

Total Jobs Generated,
100 Units 73.1 64.8 53.0 56.6 375

The IMPLAN model quantifies jobs generated at establishments that serve new residents
directly (i.e. supermarkets, banks or schools), jobs generated by increased demand at firms
which service or supply these establishments (wholesalers, janitorial contractors, accounting
firms, or any jobs down the service/supply chain from direct jobs), and jobs generated when the
new employees spend their wages in the local economy and generate additional jobs.

Retail, restaurants, and health care represent the largest share of jobs generated by household
expenditures.

4. Compensation Levels of Jobs and Household Income

The output of the IMPLAN model —the numbers of jobs by industry — is then entered into the
Keyser Marston Associates jobs housing nexus analysis model to quantify the compensation
levels of new jobs and the income of the new worker households. The KMA model sorts the jobs
by industry into jobs by occupation, based on national data, and then attaches local wage
distribution data to the occupations, using recent Alameda County data from the California
Employment Development Department (EDD). The KMA model also converts the number of
employees to the number of employee households, recognizing that there is, on average, more
than one worker per household, and thus the number of housing units in demand for new
workers is reduced.

The output of the model is the number of new worker households by income level (expressed in
relation to the Area Median Income, or AMI) attributable to the new residential units and new
households in Newark. Three categories of addressed: Very Low (under 50% of AMI), Low
(50% to 80% of AMI) and Moderate (80% to 120% of AMI).

Following are the numbers of worker households by income level associated with the Newark
prototype units.
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New Worker Households by Income Level per 100 Market Rate Units
Single Family /  Single Family
Large Lot / Small Lot Townhome Condo Apartment

Very Low (Under 50% AMI) 13.2 11.7 9.5 10.2 6.7
Low (50%-80% AMI) 7.4 6.5 5.3 57 3.7
Moderate (80%-120% AMI) 7.2 6.3 5.2 55 3T
Total, Less than 120% AMI 27.8 245 20.0 214 141
Greater than 120% AMI 6.3 5.7 47 5.0 3.4
Total, New Households 341 30.2 247 26.4 17.5

5. Impact Fee Levels Supported by the Nexus Analysis

The last step in the analysis puts a dollar amount on the cost of mitigating the affordable
housing impacts. The conclusions of the nexus analysis, expressed as the number of worker
households by income affordability category, are linked to the cost of delivering housing to the
households in need. Each income or affordability tier is associated with a subsidy needed to
produce and deliver a unit at the specified affordability level; this subsidy is referred to as the
‘affordability gap.’

Affordability gaps are calculated for each of the three affordable tiers. The analysis assumes
households earning less than 80% of Area Median Income will be assisted in rental units, while
households earning between 80% and 120% of Area Median Income will be assisted in
ownership units.

The resulting affordability gaps are as follows:

= $240,000 for households in the under 50% AMI category;
= $214,000 for households in the 50% to 80% AMI category; and,
= $169,000 for households in the 80% to 120% AMI category.

When the affordability gap conclusions for each income tier are linked to the number of
affordable units required as a result of market rate development (as indicated in the inset table
on the next page) and divided by 100 units, the result is a Total Nexus Cost per new market rate
residential unit. The results per unit are:

Nexus Per Market Rate Unit or Maximum Supported Impact Fee per Unit

Single Single
Affordability | Family / Family /

Income Category Gap Large Lot Small Lot Townhome Condo Apartment

Very Low (30% - 50% AMI) | $240,000 $31,600  $28,000 $22,900 $24,500 $16,100

Low (50%-80% AMI) $214,000 $15,800 $13,900 $11,300 $12,100 $8,000

Moderate (80%-120% AMI) $169,000 $12,200 $10,700 $8,700 $9,300 $6,200

Total Nexus Costs $59,600 $52,600 $42,900 $45,900 $30,300
Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. Page 4
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The Total Nexus Costs, or Mitigation Costs, indicated above, may also be expressed on a per
square foot level. The results per square foot of building area (net rentable or sellable Sq.Ft.)

are as follows:

Total Nexus Cost or Maximum Supported Impact Fee Per Sq.Ft. of Building Area

Single Single
Affordability | Family / Family /
Income Category Gap Large Lot Small Lot Townhome Condo Apartment
Prototype Size 2,500 SF 2,000 SF 1,500 SF 1,300 SF 850 SF
Very Low (30% - 50% AMI) $240,000 $12.60 $14.00 $15.30 $18.80 $18.90
Low (50%-80% AMI) $214,000 $6.30 $7.00 $7.50 $9.30 $9.40
Moderate (80%-120% AMI) | $169,000 $4.90 $5.40 $5.80 $7.20 $7.30

These costs express the total linkage or nexus costs for the five prototype developments in
Newark. These total nexus costs represent the ceiling for any impact fee requirement placed on
market rate development. The totals are not recommended levels for fees; they represent
only the maximums established by this analysis, below which fees may be set.

Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
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INTRODUCTION AND OVERVIEW

The following report documents and quantifies the linkages between new market-rate residential
development in the City of Newark and the demand for additional affordable housing. The
analysis, which demonstrates support for a Housing Impact Fee, has been prepared by Keyser
Marston Associates (KMA) for the City of Newark in accordance with a contractual agreement.

The City of Newark has an Inclusionary Housing Ordinance adopted in 2004 requiring all
residential projects with five or more units to set-aside 15% of units as affordable. Payment of a
fee in-lieu of providing units is subject to approval by the Council. Due to limited housing
development since the time the Inclusionary Housing Ordinance was adopted, no inclusionary
units have been produced under the program.

Since the 2004 adoption of the City’s inclusionary housing program, there have been several
court cases affecting inclusionary housing programs. The Palmer case in particular precludes
cities from requiring the inclusion of affordable units in rental projects unless the developer
receives a density bonus or certain regulatory concessions and agrees by contract to restrict the
rents. Palmer and other recent and pending cases have encouraged cities to seek alternative
strategies to address the need for affordable housing.

At this time, the City is considering replacement of its inclusionary program with a Housing
Impact Fee applicable to new market rate residential development. Fee revenues would be
used to assist construction of new affordable units as mitigation for increased affordable
housing needs linked to new market rate residential construction. Advantages of housing impact
fees compared to inclusionary include the ability to apply requirements to rental projects and
greater flexibility to produce affordable units of the type and in the locations that best fit
community needs. The City already has a Housing Impact Fee that applies to non-residential
development.

Analyses of the impacts of new development are called linkage or nexus analyses. This nexus
analysis establishes maximum supportable Housing Impact Fee levels based on a quantification
of the impact that new market rate residential development has on the need for affordable
housing.

The Nexus Concept

At its most simplified level, the underlying nexus concept is that the newly constructed units
represent net new households in Newark. These households represent new income in Newark
that will consume goods and services, either through purchases of goods and services or
“consumption” of governmental services. New consumption translates to jobs; a portion of the
jobs are at lower compensation levels; low compensation jobs relate to lower income
households that cannot afford market rate units in Newark and therefore need affordable
housing.
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Use of This Study

The nexus study has been prepared for the limited purpose of determining nexus support for a
Housing Impact Fee in the City of Newark affecting new residential construction. We caution
against the use of this study, or any impact study for that matter, for purposes beyond the
intended use. All impact studies are limited and imperfect, but can be helpful for understanding
the externalities created by new development. The nexus analysis presented in this report is an
impact analysis only and the nexus amounts are not recommended fee levels.

Methodology and Models Used

The methodology or analysis procedure for this nexus analysis starts with the sales price or
rental rate of a new market rate residential unit, and moves through a series of linkages to the
gross income of the household that purchased or rented the unit, the income available for
expenditures on goods and services, the jobs associated with the purchases and delivery of
those services, the income of the workers doings those jobs, the household income of the
workers and, ultimately, the affordability level of the housing needed by the worker households.
The steps of the analysis from household income available for expenditures to jobs generated
were performed using the IMPLAN model, a model widely used for the past 35 years to quantify
the impacts of changes in a local economy, including employment impacts from changes in
personal income. From job generation by industry, KMA used its own jobs housing nexus model
to quantify the income of worker households by affordability level.

To illustrate the linkages by looking at a simplified example, we can take an average household
that buys a house at a certain price. From that price, we estimate the gross income of the
household (from mortgage rates and lending practices) and the portion of income available for
expenditures. Households will “purchase” or consume a range of goods and services, such as
purchases at the supermarket or services at the bank. Purchases in the local economy in turn
generate employment. The jobs generated are at different compensation levels. Some of the
jobs are low paying and as a result, even when there is more than one worker in the household,
there are some lower and middle-income households who cannot afford market rate housing in
Newark.

The IMPLAN model quantifies jobs generated at establishments that serve new residents
directly (e.g., supermarkets, banks or schools), jobs generated by increased demand at firms
which service or supply these establishments, and jobs generated when the new employees
spend their wages in the local economy and generate additional jobs. The IMPLAN model
estimates the total impact combined.

Net New Underlying Assumption

An underlying assumption of the analysis is that households that purchase or rent new units
represent net new households in Newark. If purchasers or renters have relocated from
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elsewhere in the city, vacancies have been created that will be filled. An adjustment to new
construction of units would be warranted if Newark were experiencing demolitions or loss of
existing housing inventory. However, the rate of housing unit removal is so low as to not warrant
an adjustment or offset.

On an individual project basis, if existing units are removed to redevelop a site to higher density,
then there could be a need for recognition of the existing households in that all new units might
not represent net new households, depending on the program design and number of units
removed relative to new units.

Since the analysis addresses net new households in Newark and the impacts generated by their
consumption expenditures, it quantifies net new demands for affordable units to accommodate
new worker households. As such, the impact results do not address nor in any way include
existing deficiencies in the supply of affordable housing.

Geographic Area of Impact

Housing impacts, like most types of impacts, occur irrespective of political boundaries. Like
other types of impact analyses, such as traffic, impacts beyond city boundaries are experienced,
are relevant, and are important. The City of Newark regulates land use within its boundaries and
is the only jurisdiction in a position to require mitigation of impacts from new residential
development occurring there, including mitigation of impacts extending beyond the City's
boundaries.

While much of the housing impacts documented in the nexus analysis will occur within the City
of Newark, some impacts will be experienced elsewhere in the County and beyond. The nexus
analysis focuses on impacts occurring within Alameda County but includes impacts outside the
County boundaries to the limited degree that households make some expenditures or seek
certain services in neighboring counties. The IMPLAN model uses a data set specific to
Alameda County that computes the jobs generated within the County. The input to the IMPLAN
model used in the analysis is household income available for expenditures, without adjusting to
alocal share. While it is expected that households will make most expenditures within Alameda
County, some expenditures on goods and services may occur in neighboring counties. Given
the precise share is difficult to quantify particularly as relates to services such as medical care,
and because expenditures occurring outside the County and the resulting impacts are still
appropriately included in the nexus analysis, no adjustment to a local share is made.

Market Rate Residential Project Types
Five prototypical residential project types were selected for analysis in this nexus study. The

prototypes were intended to represent the range of product types currently being built in Newark
or which are expected in the future including:
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= Single Family Detached (SFD) / Large Lot
= Single Family Detached / Small Lot

=  Townhomes

= Stacked Flat Condominiums

= Apartments

Affordability Tiers

The nexus analysis addresses the following three income or affordability tiers:

* Very Low Income (under 50% of Area Median Income or AMI)
* Low Income (50% to 80% AMI)
* Moderate Income (80% to 120% AMI)

Report Organization
The report is organized into four sections as follows:

= Section A. presents information regarding the prototypical new market rate residential
units and the estimated household income of purchases or renters of those units.

= Section B. describes the IMPLAN model which is used in the nexus analysis to translate
household income into the estimated number of jobs in retail, restaurants, healthcare,
and other sectors serving new residents.

= Section C. presents the linkage between employment growth associated with residential
development and the need for new lower income housing units required in each of three
income categories.

= Section D. quantifies the nexus or mitigation cost based on the cost of delivering
affordable units to new worker households in each of the three lower income categories.
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A. MARKET RATE UNITS AND HOUSEHOLD INCOME

This section describes the prototypical market rate residential units and the income of the
purchaser and renter households. Market rate prototypes are representative of new residential
units currently being built in Newark or that are likely to be built in Newark over the next several
years. Household income is estimated based on the amount necessary for the mortgage or rent
payments associated with the prototypical new market rate units and becomes the basis for the
input to the IMPLAN model described in Section B of this report. These are the starting points of
the chain of linkages that connect new market rate units to incremental demand for affordable
residential units.

This section provides a summary of the prototypes and household income. More description
and supporting tables are provided in Appendix 1.

Recent Housing Market Activity and Prototypical Units

KMA identified five residential prototypes in consultation with City staff; these prototypes are
representative of the types of development that the City of Newark expects to see over the
coming years. KMA then undertook a market survey of projects covering these prototypes. The
survey was conducted in December 2013 and January 2014 and included the City of Newark as
well as the neighboring cities of Fremont and Union City. At that time, there were no new
residential projects actively marketing in Newark; however, Fremont has one new single family
and two new townhome developments. KMA also obtained data on sales of existing homes in
Newark, Union City and Fremont built since 1990. Stacked flat condos have been absent from
the market in Newark but are included in the nexus analysis to address the potential for stacked
flat condos to be built in Newark at some point in the future. For stacked flat condos, the sales
price is based on an estimate of the price required for development of this prototype to become
feasible.

The results of the market survey and the selection of five prototypes are summarized in the
table on the following page. The main objective of the survey was to establish current sales
prices or rents per unit and per square foot for the various residential project types recently
developed, or expected to be developed in the future, in Newark. Table A-1 at the end of this
section provides a more detailed summary of the five market rate prototypes.

It is important to note that the prototypes analysis is intended to reflect average or typical
residential projects in the Newark market rather than any specific project. It would be expected
that specific projects would vary to some degree from the prototypes.

In summary, the prototypes tested in the nexus analysis are as follows:
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Prototypical Residential Units

Single Family  Single Family ..

/Large Lot / Small Lot Cotgdo Apartment

Avg. Unit Size 2,500 SF 2,000 SF 1,500 SF 1,300 SF 850 SF
Avg. No. of Bedrooms 4 BR 3BR 3BR 2BR 2BR
Avg. Sales Price / Rent $787,500 $700,000 $562,500  $580,000  $2,000 /mo.

Income of Housing Unit Purchaser or Renter

After the prototypes are established, the next step in the analysis is to determine the income of
the purchasing or renting households in the prototypical units.

Ownership Units

To make the determination for ownership units, terms for the purchase of residential units used in
the analysis are slightly less favorable than what can be achieved at the current time since current
terms are not likely to endure. The selected terms for the analysis are: 20% down payment, 30
year fixed rate mortgage, 5.25% interest rate. The assumption of a 20% down payment is based
on the median for purchase loans in Alameda County’. The interest rate at 5.25% reflects an
estimate of the longer term average based on the experience over the past ten years.? Current
rates as of February 2014 are about 1% lower. Tables A-2 through A-5 at the end of this section
provide the details.

All ownership product types include an estimate of homeowners’ insurance, homeowner
association dues, and property taxes which are included along with the mortgage payment as part
of housing expenses for purposes of determining mortgage eligibility®. The analysis estimates
gross household income based on the assumption that these housing costs represent, on
average, approximately 35% of gross income. The assumption that housing expenses represent
35% of gross income is reflective of the average for new purchase loans originated in Alameda
County” and is consistent with criteria used by lenders to determine mortgage eligibility®.

! Median down payment at 20% is based on Freddie Mac data on its portfolio of mortgages within zip codes
corresponding to Alameda County and is specific to principal residence purchase loans originated during g quarter
of 2012, the most recent period available at the time the data was accessed.

2 Based on Freddie Mac Primary Mortgage Market Survey weekly average rates for 30 year fixed rate mortgages
during the period from 2004 through 2013.

o Housing expenses are combined with other debt payments such as credit cards and auto loans to compute a Debt
To Income (DT]I) ratio which is a key criteria used for determining mortgage eligibility.
* New purchase loans in Alameda County have an average debt to income ratio of 34.96% based on data from Freddie

Mac on its portfolio of mortgages within zip codes corresponding to Alameda County and specific to principal residence
purchase loans originated during 2™ quarter of 2012, the most recent period available at the time the data was
accessed. Debt to income ratio includes other forms of debt such as student loans, credit cards, and auto loans which
suggests a ratio including only housing expenses would be less than 35%. Applying a ratio below 35% in the analysis
would have produced a higher estimate of gross household income and higher resulting nexus findings; therefore,
application of a 35% ratio represents a conservative assumption for purposes of the nexus analysis.
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Apartment Units

Household income for renter households is estimated based on the assumption that rent
represents, on average, 30% of gross household income, a percentage that is consistent with
the average for Newark reported by the Census of 28.9%.% While slightly above the average
from the Census, the 30% factor was selected for consistency with the California Health and
Safety Code standard for relating income to affordable rent levels’. Selection of 30% produces a
lower estimate of gross household income and lower resulting nexus conclusions than if the
exact average from the Census at 28.9% were used; therefore, this represents a conservative
approach for purposes of the nexus analysis. While leasing agents and landlords may permit
rental payments to represent a slightly higher share of total income, use of the 30% factor,
which is representative of the average, is appropriate. Further, many renters will choose to
spend less than 30% of their income on rent where possible, since, unlike an ownership
situation, the unit is not viewed as an investment with value enhancement potential. The
resulting relationship is that annual household income is 3.3 times annual rent.

The estimated gross household incomes of the purchasers or renters of the prototype units are
calculated in tables A-2 through A-6, and summarized below.

Household Income

Single Family  Single Family
/Large Lot /SmallLot ownhome

Gross Household Income $159,000 $142,000 $116,000 $124,000 $80,000

Condo Apartment

Income Available for Expenditures

The input into the IMPLAN model used in this analysis is the net income available for
expenditures. To arrive atincome available for expenditures, gross income must be adjusted for
Federal and State income taxes, contributions to Social Security and Medicare, savings, and
payments on household debt. Per KMA correspondence with the producers of the IMPLAN
model (IMPLAN Group LLC), other taxes including sales tax, gas tax, and property tax are
handled internally within the model as part of the analysis of expenditures. Housing costs are
addressed separately, as described below, and so are not deducted as part of this adjustment
step. Table A-7 at the end of this section shows the calculation of income available for
expenditures.

Income available for expenditures is estimated at approximately 67% of gross income in the
case of the ownership prototypes. The estimate is based on a review of data from the Internal

® Fannie Mae mortgage underwriting eligibility criteria establishes a debt to income threshold of 36% above which
tighter credit standards apply. A debt to income ratio of up to 45% is permitted for borrowers meeting specified credit
criteria; however, most households have other forms of debt such as credit cards, student loans, and auto loans that
would be considered as part of this ratio.

6 2010-2012 American Community Survey.

7 Health and Safety Code Section 50052.5 defines affordable rent levels based on 30% of income.
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Revenue Service and California Franchise Tax Board tax tables. Per the Internal Revenue
Service, households earning between $100,000 and $200,000 per year, or the residents of our
prototypical ownership units, will pay an average of 13% of gross income for federal taxes. State
taxes are estimated to average 5% of gross income based on tax rates per the California
Franchise Tax Board. The employee share of the FICA payroll taxes for Social Security and
Medicare is 7.65% of gross income (conservatively assumes all earners in the household are
within the $117,000 ceiling on income subject to Social Security taxes).

Savings and repayment of household debt represent another necessary adjustment to gross
income. Savings includes various IRA and 401 K type programs as well as non-retirement
household savings and investments. Debt repayment includes auto loans, credit cards, and all
other non-mortgage debt. Savings and repayment of debt are estimated to represent a
combined 8% of gross income based on the 20 year average derived from United States
Bureau of Economic Analysis data.

The percentage of income available for expenditure for input into the IMPLAN model is prior to
deducting housing costs. The reason is for consistency with the IMPLAN model which defines
housing costs as expenditures. The IMPLAN model addresses the fact that expenditures on
housing do not generate employment to the degree other expenditures such as retail or
restaurants do, but there is some limited maintenance and property management employment
generated.

After deducting income taxes, Social Security, Medicare, savings, and repayment of debt, for
purchasers of one of the new ownership prototypes, the estimated income available for
expenditures is 67%. This is the factor used to adjust from gross income to the income available
for expenditures for input into the IMPLAN model. As indicated above, other forms of taxation
such as property tax are handled internally within the IMPLAN model.

Income available for expenditures for the prototypical renter household is based on the same
evaluation, but a lower income tax bracket applies to the renter households. The result is that
the renter household would have an estimated 71% of income available for expenditures. The
rate of savings and debt repayment is assumed to be the same for the renter household as for
households in the ownership prototypes.

Estimates of household income available for expenditures are presented in the following table:
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Income Available for Expenditures
Single Family  Single Family
/ Large Lot / Small Lot

Gross Household Income $159,000 $142,000 $116,000 $124,000 $80,000

Townhome Condo  Apartment

Percent Income Available

5 67% 67% 67% 67% 71%
for Expenditures

Household Income
Available for Expenditures $107,000 $95,000 $78,000 $83,000 $57,000
[Input to IMPLAN model]

The nexus analysis is conducted on 100-unit building modules for ease of presentation, and to
avoid awkward fractions. Tables A-8 and A-9 summarize the conclusions of this section and
calculate the household income for the 100-unit building modules. This is the input into the
IMPLAN model.

Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. Page 15
\\Sf-fs2\wp\16\16090\001\001-001.docx



TABLE A-1

SUMMARY OF PROTOTYPES
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS
CITY OF NEWARK, CA

Large Lot Single Family SmaliLot Single Stacked Flat 2-3 Story
Detached Family Detached Jownhomes Condominiums Apartments
50

Density 8 du/acre 12 dul/acre 18 dul/acre 25 du/acre
Average Unit Size 2,500 sf 2,000 sf 1,500 sf 1,300 sf 850 sf

Avg. Number of Bedrooms 4 BR 3 BR 3 BR 2 BR 2 BR
Market Rate Price $315 $787,500 $350 $700,000 $375 $562,500 $446 $580,000 " $2.35 $2,000

) Stacked Flat Condomium based on feasible price.
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TABLE A-2

PROTOTYPE 1: SFD / LARGE LOT
SALES PRICE TO INCOME RATIO
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS
CITY OF NEWARK, CA

Prototype 1
SFD / Large Lot

Sales Price $315 /SF 2,500 SF $787,500

Mortgage Payment

Downpayment @ 20% 20% $157,500
Loan Amount $630,000
Interest Rate 5.25% 3
Term of Mortgage 30 years
Annual Mortgage Payment $41,700
Other Costs
Property Taxes 1.25% of sales price * $9,800
HOA Dues / Maintenance $200 per month ® $2,400
Homeowner Insurance 0.20% sale price ® $1,600
Total Annual Housing Cost $55,500
% of Income Spent on Hsg 35% '
Annual Household Income Required $159,000
Sales Price to Income Ratio 5.0
Notes

(1) Based on Market Survey.

(2) Median down payment at 20% is based on Freddie Mac data on its portfolio of mortgages within zip codes
corresponding to Alameda County and specific to principal residence purchase loans originated during 2nd quarter of 2012.
(3) Average mortgage interest rate for prior 10 years derived from Freddie Mac Primary Mortgage Market Survey and about
0.75% above current favorable rates. Based on weekly average rates for 30 year fixed rate mortgages during the period
from 2004 through 2013.

(4) 1.25% property tax rate is inclusive of ad valorem taxes plus estimated fixed charges and assessments.

(5) Based on HOA dues for new single family project currently selling in Fremont from the Market Survey.

(6) Estimated from quote obtained from Progressive Insurance.

(7) Based on Freddie Mac data on mortgages originated in Alameda County which reflect an average debt to income ratio
of 35% including both housing expenses and other debt like auto loans and credit cards. Were other debt excluded, the
ratio would likely be tower than 35%. Using a ratio less than 35% would have increased the supported maximum fee levels
from those reflected in the analysis; therefore, 35% represents a conservative estimate.
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\Sf-fs2\wp\16\16090\001\Copy of Newark Nexus model 3-14-14; 3/14/2014; dd

Page 17



TABLE A-3

PROTOTYPE 2: SFD / SMALL LOT
SALES PRICE TO INCOME RATIO
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS
CITY OF NEWARK, CA

Prototype 2
SFD / Small Lot

Sales Price $350 /SF 2,000 SF $700,000

Mortgage Payment

Downpayment @ 20% 20% 2 $140,000
Loan Amount $560,000
Interest Rate 5.25% 2
Term of Mortgage 30 years
Annual Mortgage Payment $37,100
Other Costs
Property Taxes 1.25% of sales price * $8,800
HOA Dues / Maintenance $200 per month $ $2,400
Homeowner Insurance 0.20% sale price ® $1,400
Total Annual Housing Cost $49,700
% of Income Spent on Hsg 35% '
Annual Household Income Required $142,000
Sales Price to Income Ratio 4.9

Notes

(1) Based on Market Survey.

(2) Median down payment at 20% is based on Freddie Mac data on its portfolio of mortgages within zip codes
corresponding to Alameda County and specific to principal residence purchase loans originated during 2nd quarter of 2012.
(3) Average mortgage interest rate for prior 10 years derived from Freddie Mac Primary Mortgage Market Survey and about
0.75% above current favorable rates. Based on weekly average rates for 30 year fixed rate mortgages during the period
from 2004 through 2013.

(4) 1.25% property tax rate is inclusive of ad valorem taxes plus estimated fixed charges and assessments.

(5) Based on HOA dues for new single family project currently selling in Fremont from the Market Survey.

(6) Estimated from quote obtained from Progressive Insurance.

(7) Based on Freddie Mac data on mortgages originated in Alameda County which reflect an average debt to income ratio
of 35% including both housing expenses and other debt like auto loans and credit cards. Were other debt excluded, the
ratio would likely be lower than 35%. Using a ratio less than 35% would have increased the supported maximum fee levels
from those reflected in the analysis; therefore, 35% represents a conservative estimate.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. Page 18
\Sf-fs2\wp\16\16090\001\Copy of Newark Nexus model 3-14-14; 3/14/2014; dd



TABLE A-4

PROTOTYPE 3: TOWNHOME
SALES PRICE TO INCOME RATIO
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS
CITY OF NEWARK, CA

Prototype 3
Townhome
Sales Price $375 /SF 1,500 SF $562,500 '
Mortgage Payment
Downpayment @ 20% 20% > $112,500
Loan Amount $450,000
Interest Rate 5.25% *
Term of Mortgage 30 years
Annual Mortgage Payment $29,800
Other Costs
Property Taxes 1.25% of sales price * $7,000
HOA Dues / Maintenance $235 per month ® $2,820
Homeowner Insurance 0.20% sale price © $1,100
Total Annual Housing Cost $40,720
% of Income Spent on Hsg 35% 7
Annual Household Income Required $116,000
Sales Price to Income Ratio 4.8
Notes

(1) Based on Market Survey.

(2) Median down payment at 20% is based on Freddie Mac data on its portfolio of mortgages within zip codes
corresponding to Alameda County and specific to principal residence purchase loans originated during 2nd quarter of 2012.
(3) Average mortgage interest rate for prior 10 years derived from Freddie Mac Primary Mortgage Market Survey and about
0.75% above current favorable rates. Based on weekly average rates for 30 year fixed rate mortgages during the period
from 2004 through 2013.

(4) 1.25% property tax rate is inclusive of ad valorem taxes plus estimated fixed charges and assessments.

(5) Based on average HOA dues for two townhome projects currently selling in Fremont identified in the market survey.

(6) Estimated from quote obtained from Progressive Insurance for HO-6 "walls in" policy covering interior of unit and
personal property. Exterior of structure and common area assumed to be covered by separate homeowners association
policy.

(7) Based on Freddie Mac data on mortgages originated in Alameda County which reflect an average debt to income ratio
of 35% including both housing expenses and other debt like auto loans and credit cards. Were other debt excluded, the
ratio would likely be lower than 35%. Using a ratio less than 35% would have increased the supported maximum fee levels
from those reflected in the analysis; therefore, 35% represents a conservative estimate.
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TABLE A-5

PROTOTYPE 4: CONDO

SALES PRICE TO INCOME RATIO
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS
CITY OF NEWARK, CA

Prototype 4
Condo

Sales Price $446 /SF 1,300 SF ' $580,000
Mortgage Payment

Downpayment @ 20% 20% 2 $116,000

Loan Amount $464,000

Interest Rate 5.25% 3

Term of Mortgage 30 years

Annual Mortgage Payment $30,700
Other Costs

Property Taxes 1.25% of sales price ¢ $7,300

HOA Dues / Maintenance $350 per month ° $4,200

Homeowner Insurance 0.20% sale price © $1,200
Total Annual Housing Cost $43,400
% of Income Spent on Hsg 35% 7
Annual Income Required $124,000
Sales Price to Income Ratio 4.7

Notes

(1) No new or newer stacked flat condos were identified in the market survey. Price represents an estimate of the sales
price required for development feasibility.

(2) Median down payment at 20% is based on Freddie Mac data on its portfolio of mortgages within zip codes
corresponding to Alameda County and specific to principal residence purchase loans originated during 2nd quarter of 2012.

(3) Average mortgage interest rate for prior 10 years derived from Freddie Mac Primary Mortgage Market Survey and about
0.75% above current favorable rates. Based on weekly average rates for 30 year fixed rate mortgages during the period
from 2004 through 2013.

(4) 1.25% property tax rate is inclusive of ad valorem taxes plus estimated fixed charges and assessments.

(5) Based on average HOA dues for a sampling of existing 2 bedroom condos in Newark as reported by MLS.

(6) Estimated from quote obtained from Progressive Insurance for HO-6 "walls in" policy covering interior of unit and
personal property. Exterior of structure and common area assumed to be covered by separate homeowners association
policy.

(7) Based on Freddie Mac data on mortgages originated in Alameda County which reflect an average debt to income ratio
of 35% including both housing expenses and other debt like auto loans and credit cards. Were other debt excluded, the
ratio would likely be lower than 35%. Using a ratio less than 35% would have increased the supported maximum fee levels
from those reflected in the analysis; therefore, 35% represents a conservative estimate.
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TABLE A-6

PROTOTYPE 5: RENTAL

RENT TO INCOME RATIO
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS
CITY OF NEWARK, CA

Prototype 5
Rental
Market Rent
Monthly $2.35 /SF 850 SF ' $2,000 2
Annual $24,000
% of Income Spent on Rent 30% *
(excludes utilities)
Annual Household Income Required $80,000
Annual Rent to Income Ratio 3.3

Notes

(1) No new or newer stacked flat condos were identified in the market survey. Price represents an estimate of the sales price
required for development feasibility.

(2) Based on the results of the market survey. Represents rent levels applicable to new units.
(3) Renter households are assumed to spend 30% of income on rent, or slightly more than the median for Newark renter
households at 29.1% and slightly less than the median for all of Alameda County at 31% per the 2008 - 2012 American

Community Survey. While landlords may permit rental payments to represent a slightly higher share of total income, 30%
represents an average.
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TABLE A-7

INCOME AVAILABLE FOR EXPENDITURES'
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS

CITY OF NEWARK, CA

Prototype 1: Prototype 2: Prototype 3: Prototype 4: Prototype 5:
SFD / Large Lot SFD/Small Lot Townhome Condo Rental

Gross Income 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
(Less) Federal Income Taxes (avg. rate) * 12.7% 12.7% 12.7% 12.7% 9.5%
(Less) Average State Income Tax Rate ’ 5% 5% 5% 5% 4%
(Less) FICA Tax Rate * 7.65% 7.65% 7.65% 7.65% 7.65%
(Less) Savings and other deductions ° 8% 8% 8% 8% 8%
Percent of Income Available for 67% 67% 67% 67% 71%

Expenditures" [Input to IMPLAN model]

Notes:

' Grossincome afterdeduction of taxes and savings. Income available for expenditures is the input to the IMPLAN model which is used to gstimaie
the resulting employment impacts. Housing costs are not deducted as part of this adjustment step because they are addressed separately as
expenditures within the IMPLAN model.

Reflects average tax rates (as opposed to marginal) based on U.S. Internal Revenue Services, Tax Statistics, Table 3.2 Returns with ¥otal Inconte
Tax: Total Income Tax as a Percentage of Adjusted Gross Income, by Selected Marital Status and Size of Adjusted Gross Income, Tax Year 2011
(2011 tax year is the most recent available). For Prototypes 1 - 4, the average tax rate for AG! of $100,000 to $200,000 of 12.7% is applied. For
Prototype 5, the average tax rate for AGI of $75,000 to $100,000 of 9.5% is applied.

Average tax rate estimated by KMA based on marginal rates per the California Franchise Tax Board and ratios of taxable income to gross income
estimated based on U.S. Internal Revenue Service data. The higher average tax rates applicable to single or married filing separately tax filers is
applied in the analysis so as to produce a conservative (likely understated) estimate.

For Social Security and Medicare. Conservatively assumes all income will be subject to Social Security taxes. The current ceiling on applicability
of Social Security taxes is $117,000 (ceiling applies per earner not per household).

v

Household savings including retirement accounts like 401k / IRA and other deductions such as interest costs on credit cards, auto loans, etc,
necessary to determine the amount of income available for expenditures. The 8% rate used in the analysis is based on the average over the past
20 years computed from U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis data, specifically the National Income and Product Accounts, Table 2.1 "Personal
Income and It's Disposition.”

Deductions from gross income to arrive at the income available for expenditures are consistent with the way the IMPLAN model and National
Income and Product Accounts (NIPA) defines income available for personal consumption expenditures. Income taxes, contributions to Social
Security and Medicare, and savings are deducted; however, property taxes and sales taxes are not. Housing costs are not deducted as part of the
adjustment because they are addressed separately as expenditures within the IMPLAN model.
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TABLE A-8

FOR SALE PROTOTYPES: SALES PRICE TO INCOME SUMMARY

RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS
CITY OF NEWARK, CA

Page 1 of 2

PROTOTYPE 1: SFD / LARGE LOT
Units
Building Sq.Ft. (net salable area)
Sales Price

Sales Price to Income Ratio

Gross Household Income

Income Available for Expenditur  67% of gross

PROTOTYPE 2: SFD / SMALL LOT
Units
Building Sq.Ft. (net salable area)
Sales Price

Sales Price to Income Ratio

Gross Household Income

Income Available for Expenditur  67% of gross

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
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100 Unit
Per Unit Per Sq.Ft. Building Module
100 Units
2,500 250,000
$787,500 $315 $78,750,000
5.0 5.0
$159,000 $15,900,000
$107,000 $10,650,000
100 Units
2,000 200,000
$700,000 $350 $70,000,000
4.9 4.9
$142,000 $14,200,000
$95,000 $9,510,000
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TABLE A-8

FOR SALE PROTOTYPES: SALES PRICE TO INCOME SUMMARY

RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS
CITY OF NEWARK, CA

Page 2 of 2

PROTOTYPE 3: TOWNHOME
Units
Building Sq.Ft. (net salable area)
Sales Price

Sales Price to Income Ratio

Gross Household Income

Income Available for Expenditur

PROTOTYPE 4: CONDO
Units
Building Sq.Ft. (net salable area)
Sales Price

Sales Price to Income Ratio

Gross Household Income

Income Available for Expenditur

Notes:

100 Unit

Per Unit Per Sq.Ft. Building Module

100 Units

1,500 150,000

$562,500 $375 $56,250,000

4.8 4.8

$116,000 $11,600,000

67% of gross $78,000 $7,770,000
100 Units

1,300 130,000

$580,000 $446 $58,000,000

4.7 4.7

$124,000 $12,400,000

67% of gross $83,000 $8,310,000

(1) Represents net income available for expenditures after income tax, payroll taxes, and savings. See Table A-7 for derivation.

Source: See Tables A-2 to A-7.
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TABLE A-9

NEW MARKET RATE RESIDENTIAL HOUSEHOLD SUMMARY

RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS
CITY OF NEWARK, CA

PROTOTYPE 5: RENTAL
Units

Building Sq.Ft. (net rentable area)

Rent
Monthly
Annual

Rent to Income Ratio
Gross Household Income

Income Available for Expenditure" 71% of gross

Notes:

Per Unit Per Sq.Ft.

100 Unit
Building Module

850

$2,000 $2.35/SF
$24,000 $28.20 /SF

3.3
$80,000
$57,000

100 Units
85,000

$200,000
$2,400,000

33
$8,000,000
$5,680,000

(1) Represents net income available for expenditures after income tax, payroll taxes, and savings. See Table A-7 for

derivation.

Source: Table A-6 and A-7.
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B. THE IMPLAN MODEL

Consumer spending by residents of new housing units will create jobs, particularly in sectors
such as restaurants, health care, and retail, which are closely connected to the expenditures of
residents. The widely used economic analysis tool, IMPLAN (IMpact Analysis for PLANnNing),
was used to quantify these new jobs by industry sector.

IMPLAN Model Description

The IMPLAN model is an economic analysis software package now commercially available
through the IMPLAN Group, LLC. IMPLAN was originally developed by the U.S. Forest Service,
the Federal Emergency Management Agency, and the U.S. Department of the Interior Bureau of
Land Management and has been in use since 1979 and refined over time. It has become a
widely used tool for analyzing economic impacts for a broad range of applications from major
construction projects to natural resource programs.

IMPLAN is based on an input-output accounting of commodity flows within an economy from
producers to intermediate and final consumers. The model establishes a matrix of supply chain
relationships between industries and also between households and the producers of household
goods and services. Assumptions about the portion of inputs or supplies for a given industry
likely to be met by local suppliers, and the portion supplied from outside the region or study area
are derived internally within the model using data on the industrial structure of the region.

The output or result of the model is generated by tracking changes in purchases for final use
(final demand) as they filter through the supply chain. Industries that produce goods and
services for final demand or consumption must purchase inputs from other producers, which in
turn, purchase goods and services. The model tracks these relationships through the economy
to the point where leakages from the region stop the cycle. This allows the user to identify how a
change in demand for one industry will affect a list of over 400 other industry sectors. The
projected response of an economy to a change in final demand can be viewed in terms of
economic output, employment, or income.

Data sets are available for each county and state, so the model can be tailored to the specific
economic conditions of the region being analyzed. This analysis utilizes the data set for
Alameda County. As will be discussed, much of the employment impact is in local-serving
sectors, such as retail, eating and drinking establishments, and medical services. A significant
portion of these jobs will be located in Newark or nearby. In addition, the employment impacts
will extend throughout the County and beyond based on where jobs are located that serve
Newark residents. In fact, Newark is part of the larger Bay Area economy and impacts will
likewise extend throughout the region.
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Application of the IMPLAN Model to Estimate Job Growth

The IMPLAN model was applied to link income to household expenditures to job growth.
Employment generated by the household income of residents is analyzed in modules of 100
residential units to simplify communication of the results and avoid awkward fractions. The
IMPLAN model distributes spending among various types of goods and services (industry sectors)
based on data from the Consumer Expenditure Survey and the Bureau of Economic Analysis
Benchmark input-output study, to estimate employment generated.

Job creation, driven by increased demand for products and services, was projected for each of
the industries that will serve the new households. The employment generated by this new
household spending is summarized below.

Jobs Generated Per 100 Units

Single Family  Single Family
/ Large Lot / Small Lot Townhome Condo Apartment

Annual Household
Expenditures, 100 Units $10,650,000 $9,510,000 $7,770,000 $8,310,000 $5,680,000

Total Jobs Generated,
100 Units 73.1 64.8 53.0 56.6 37.5

Table B-1 provides a detailed summary of employment generated by industry. The table shows
industries sorted by projected employment. The Consumer Expenditure Survey published by the
Bureau of Labor Statistics tracks expenditure patterns by income level. IMPLAN utilizes this
data to reflect the pattern by income bracket. In the case of the Newark prototypes, the large lot
single family units are in the $150,000 and up income category, while the other ownership
prototypes are in the $100,000 to $150,000 category and the apartment prototype is in the
$75,000 to $100,000 category. Estimated employment is shown for each IMPLAN industry
sector representing 1% or more of total employment. The jobs that are generated are heavily
retail jobs, jobs in restaurants and other eating establishments, and in services that are provided
locally such as health care. The jobs counted in the IMPLAN model cover all jobs, full and part
time, similar to the U.S. Census and all reporting agencies (unless otherwise indicated).
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TABLE B-1

IMPLAN MODEL OUTPUT
EMPLOYMENT GENERATED
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS
CITY OF NEWARK, CA

Per 100 Market Rate Units

Prototype 1: Prototype 2: Prototype 3: Prototype 4: Prototype 5: % of
SFD/ Large Lot SFD/SmallLot  Townhome Condo Rental Jobs
Household Expenditures (100 Market Rate Unit:  $10,650,000 $9,510,000 $7,770,000  $8,310,000  $5,680,000
Jobs Generated by Industry 2
Retail Stores - Food and beverage 27 2.3 19 2.0 12 4%
Retail Stores - General merchandise 2.6 2.2 1.8 2.0 12 3%
Retail Stores - Motor vehicle and parts 1.6 1.4 1.1 1.2 0.7 2%
Retail Stores - Miscellaneous 1.6 1.4 11 1.2 0.7 2%
Retail Stores - Clothing and accessories 1.5 13 11 1.1 0.7 2%
Retail Stores - Health and personal care 1.1 0.9 0.8 0.8 0.5 1%
Retail Stores - Building and garden supply 0.9 0.7 0.6 0.6 0.4 1%
Retail Nonstores - Direct and electronic sales 0.8 0.7 0.6 0.6 0.4 1%
Subtotal Retail 129 11.0 9.0 9.6 5.8 17%
Offices of physicians and dentists 4.0 41 34 36 25 6%
Private hospitals 3.4 3.5 2.8 3.0 21 5%
Nursing and residential care facilities 24 25 2.0 2.2 1.5 4%
Medical and diagnostic labs and outpatient care 1.0 1.0 0.8 0.9 0.6 2%
Subtotal Health Care 10.8 11.1 9.1 9.7 6.8 17%
Food services and drinking places 9.5 9.0 74 7.9 53 14%
Real estate including property management 23 24 1.9 21 1.8 4%
Private household operations 2.6 21 1.8 19 1.2 3%
Wholesale trade businesses 1.6 1.8 15 1.6 14 3%
Individual and family services 1.9 1.6 1.3 1.4 0.8 2%
Civic, social, professional organizations 1.3 11 09 1.0 0.6 2%
Other private educational services 1.8 11 0.9 1.0 0.5 2%
Elementary and secondary schools 1.7 1.1 0.9 1.0 0.5 2%
Personal care services 1.1 1.0 0.8 0.9 0.6 2%
Employment services 1.1 1.0 0.8 0.9 0.6 2%
Banking and depository credit 1.0 0.9 0.7 0.8 0.5 1%
Home health care services 0.8 0.8 0.7 0.7 0.5 1%
Securities, investments, and related 0.9 0.7 0.6 0.7 0.4 1%
Automotive repair and maintenance 0.8 0.7 0.6 0.6 0.4 1%
Services to buildings and dwellings 0.8 0.7 0.6 0.6 0.4 1%
Child day care services 1.2 0.7 0.6 0.6 0.3 1%
Grantmaking and social advocacy organizations 0.8 0.6 0.5 0.5 0.3 1%
Colleges, universities, and professional schools 0.9 0.5 0.4 0.4 0.2 1%
All Other 17.2 14.7 12.0 12.8 83 23%
Total Number of Jobs Generated 731 64.8 53.0 56.6 37.5 100%

-

Estimated employment generated by expenditures of households within 100 prototypical market rate units. Employment estimates are based on the IMPLAN
Group's economic model, IMPLAN, for Alameda County.

2 For Industries representing more than 1% of total employment.
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C. THE KMA JOBS HOUSING NEXUS MODEL

This section presents a summary of the analysis linking the employment growth associated with
residential development, or the output of the IMPLAN model (see Section B), to the estimated
number of lower income housing units required in each of three income categories, for each of
the five residential prototype units.

Analysis Approach and Framework

The analysis approach is to examine the employment growth for industries related to consumer
spending by residents in the 100-unit modules. Then, through a series of linkage steps, the
number of employees is converted to households and housing units by affordability level. The
findings are expressed in terms of numbers of affordable units per 100 market rate units.

The analysis addresses the affordable unit demand associated with single family detached,
townhomes, condos, and rental units in Alameda County. The table below shows the 2014
Alameda County Area Median Income (AMI), as well as the income limits for the three
categories that were evaluated: Very Low (50% of AMI), Low (80% of AMI), and Moderate
(120% of AMI). The income definitions used in the analysis are those published by the California
Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD).

2014 Income Limits for Alameda County

Household Size (Persons)
1 2 3 4 5 6+

Very Low (30% - 50% AMI)  $32,750 $37,400 $42,100 $46,750 $50,500  $54,250
Low (50%-80% AMI) $47,350 $54,100 $60,850 $67,600 $73,050 $78,450
Moderate (80%-120% AMI) $78,550 $89,750 $101,000 $112,200 $121,200 $130,150

Median (100% of Median) $65,450 $74,800 $84,150 $93,500 $101,000 $108,450

The analysis is conducted using a model that KMA developed and has applied to similar
evaluations in many other jurisdictions. The model inputs are all local data to the extent
possible, and are fully documented in the following description.

Analysis Steps

The tables at the end of this section present a summary of the nexus analysis steps for the
prototype units. Following is a description of each step of the analysis.
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Step 1 - Estimate of Total New Employees

Table C-1 commences with the total number of employees associated with the new market rate
units. The employees were estimated based on household expenditures of new residents using
the IMPLAN model (see Section B).

Step 2 —Changing Industries Adjustment and Net New Jobs

The local economy, like that of the U.S. as a whole, is constantly evolving. In the Oakland,
Fremont, Hayward Metropolitan Division (defined as Alameda and Contra Costa Counties), over
the past twenty years, employment in manufacturing sectors of the economy has continued to
decline along with employment in State and Federal government, telecommunications, and
banking. Defense related employment has also declined from around 12,000 jobs twenty years
ago to near zero today. Jobs lost over the last decade in these declining sectors were replaced
by job growth in other industry sectors.

Step 2 makes an adjustment to take these declines, changes and shifts within all sectors of the
economy into account recognizing that jobs added are not 100% net new in all cases. A 25%
adjustment is utilized based on the long term shifts in employment that have occurred in some
sectors of the local economy and the likelihood of continuing changes in the future. Long term
declines in employment experienced in some sectors of the economy mean that some of the
new jobs are being filled by workers that have been displaced from another industry and who
are presumed to already have housing locally. Existing workers downsized from declining
industries are assumed to be available to fill a portion of the new retail, restaurant, health care,
and other jobs associated with services to residents. This is a conservative assumption given
some displaced workers may exit the workforce entirely by retiring rather than seek a new job in
one of the industries serving new residents.

The 25% downward adjustment used for purposes of the analysis was derived from California
Employment Development Department data on employment by industry in Alameda and Contra
Costa County over the twenty year period from 2012 to 1992. The 2012 data set reflects a
higher unemployment rate at 9% than the 6.6% unemployment rate in 1992 which will tend to
overstate any long term declines since the 2012 data also reflects some cyclical or short term
declines relative to the 1992 employment data. Over this period, approximately 38,000 jobs
were lost in declining industry sectors. Over the same period, growing and stable industries
added a total of 158,000 jobs. Figures are adjusted to exclude losses in department of defense
employment given there are almost no defense jobs left in the area and so continuing declines
in this sector is not expected to be a factor in the in the future. The figures are used to establish
a ratio between jobs lost in declining industries to jobs gained in growing and stable industries at
25%®. The 25% factor is applied as an adjustment in the analysis, effectively assuming one in

8 The 25% ratio is calculated as 38,000 jobs lost in declining sectors excluding defense divided by 158,000 jobs
gained in growing and stable sectors = 23.9% (rounded to 25%).
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every four new jobs is filled by a worker down-sized from a declining industry and who already
lives locally.

Step 3 - Adjustment from Employees to Employee Households

This step (Table C-1) converts the number of employees to the number of employee
households, recognizing that there is, on average, more than one worker per household, and
thus the number of housing units in demand for new workers is reduced. The workers-per-
worker-household ratio eliminates from the equation all non-working households, such as retired
persons, students, and those on public assistance. The County average of 1.61 workers per
worker household (from the U. S. Census Bureau 2010-2012 American Community Survey) is
used for this step in the analysis. The number of jobs is divided by 1.61 to determine the
number of worker households. This ratio is distinguished from the overall number of workers per
household in that the denominator includes only households with at least one worker. If the
average number of workers in all households were used, it would have produced a greater
demand for housing units. The 1.61 ratio covers all workers, full and part time.

Step 4 — Occupational Distribution of Employees

The occupational breakdown of employees is the first step to arrive at income level. The output
from the IMPLAN model provides the number of employees by industry sector, shown in Table
B-1. The IMPLAN output is paired with data from the Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor
Statistics May 2012 Occupational Employment Survey (OES) to estimate the occupational
composition of employees for each industry sector.

Step 4a - Translation from IMPLAN Industry Codes to NAICS Industry Codes

The output of the IMPLAN model is jobs by industry sector using IMPLAN's own industry
classification system which consists of 440 industry sectors. The OES occupation data uses the
North American Industry Classification System (NAICS). Estimates of jobs by IMPLAN sector
must be translated into estimates by NAICS code for consistency with the OES data.

The NAICS system is organized into industry codes ranging from two- to six-digits. Two-digit
codes are the broadest industry categories and six-digit codes are the most specific. Within a
two-digit NAICS code, there may be several three-digit codes and within each three digit code,
several four-digit codes, etc. A chart published by IMPLAN relates each IMPLAN industry sector
with one or more NAICS codes, with matching NAICS codes ranging from the two-digit level to
the five-digit level. For purposes of the nexus analysis, all employment estimates must be
aggregated to the four digit NAICS code level to align with OES data which is organized by four-
digit NAICS code. For some industry sectors, an allocation is necessary between more than one
four-digit NAICS code. Where required, allocations are made proportionate to total employment
at the national level from the OES.
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The table below illustrates analysis Step 4a in which employment estimates by IMPLAN Code
are translated to NAICS codes and then aggregated at the four digit NAICS code level. The
examples used are Child Day Care Centers and Food and Drinking Places. The process is
applied to all the industry sectors.

lllustration of Model Step 4a.

A. IMPLAN Output by B. Link to Corresponding -
IMPLAN Industry Sector NAICS Code C. Aggregate at 4-Digit NAICS Code Level
% Total
Jobs IMPLAN Sector Jobs NAICS Code Jobs Employment 4-Digit NAICS
1.2 399 - Child day 1.2 6244 Child day 1.2 100% 6244 Child day care
care services care services services
9.5 413 - Food and 9.5 722 Food and 8.60 90% 7225 Restaurants
Drinking Places Drinking Places and Other Eating
Places
0.57 6% 7223 Special Food
Services
0.34 4% 7224 Drinking
Places (Alcoholic
Beverages)

Step 4b — Apply OES Data to Estimate Occupational Distribution

Employment estimates by four-digit NAICS code from step 4a are paired with data on
occupational composition within each industry from the OES to generate an estimate of
employment by detailed occupational category. As shown on Table C-1, new jobs will be
distributed across a variety of occupational categories. The three largest occupational
categories are office and administrative support (16%), sales (15%), and food preparation and
serving (14%-15%). Step 4 of Table C-1 indicates the percentage and number of employee
households by occupation associated with 100 market rate units.

Step 6 — Estimates of Employee Households Meeting the Lower Income Definitions

In this step, occupations are translated to employee incomes based on recent Alameda County
wage and salary information from the California Employment Development Department (EDD).
The wage and salary information summarized in Appendix 2 Tables 2, 4, and 6 provided the
income inputs to the model.

For each occupational category shown in Table C-1, the OES data provides a distribution of
specific occupations within the category. For example, within the Food Preparation and Serving
Category, there are Supervisors, Cooks, Bartenders, Waiters and Waitresses, Dishwashers,
etc. In total there are over 100 detailed occupation categories included in the analysis as shown
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in Appendix 2, Tables 2, 4, and 6. Each of these over 100 occupation categories has a different
distribution of wages which was obtained from EDD and is specific to workers in Alameda
County as of 2013.

For each detailed occupational category, the model uses the distribution of wages to calculate
the percent of worker households that would fall into each income category. The calculation is
performed for each possible combination of household size and number of workers in the
household. For households with more than one worker, individual employee income data was
used to calculate the household income by assuming multiple earner households are, on
average, formed of individuals with similar incomes.

The table below illustrates Step 5 as applied to food preparation and serving workers. Annual
compensation for food preparation and serving workers in Alameda County as of 2013 is
distributed® around a mean of $21,500. For households with one worker, 100% are estimated to
qualify as Very Low. For households with two or more workers between 37% and 100% are
estimated to qualify as Very Low depending on the household size. For households with three
or more workers, only larger households with than six or more people are estimated to qualify
as Very Low.

Step S lllustration for Food Preparation and Serving Worker Households
Percent Qualifying as Very Low for Each Possible Household Size / No. of Workers Combination

Percent of Worker Households That Would Qualify as Very Low
For Each Possible Combination of Household Size and No. of Workers
Applying 2014 Income Limits for Alameda County

HH Size 1 Person 2 Person 3 Person 4 Person 5 Person 6 Person
Limit $32,750 $37,400 $42,100 $46,750 $50,500 $54,250

No. Workers
in Household
1 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
2 N/A 37% 61% 77% 100% 100%
3 or more'° N/A N/A 0% 0% 0% 21%

The step illustrated above is repeated around 300 times for each of the over 100 detailed
occupations and at each of the three affordable income tiers. At the end of Step 5, the nexus
model has established a matrix indicating the percentages of households that would qualify in
the affordable income tiers for every detailed occupational category and every potential
combination of household size and number of workers in the household.

® In addition to the mean compensation, EDD reported 25™, 50", and 75" percentile compensations are utilized.
'% Census data aggregates households with three or more workers; therefore, a corresponding aggregation is
necessary for purposes of the analysis.
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Step 6 — Distribution of Household Size and Number of Workers

In this step, the model examines the demographics of Alameda County in order to develop
probability factors for each potential combination of household size and number of workers.

The table below presents the probability factors used in the model. The factors represent the
probability that a worker is a member of a household of a given size and number of workers.

Step 6: Probability Factors for Combinations of Number of Workers and Household Size

Household Size (Persons)

1 2 3 4 5 6+
No. Workers in Household
1 0.190781 0.148746 0.084114 0.060346 0.027678 0.023864
2 N/A 0.147885 0.095065 0.071567 0.032824 0.028302
3 or more N/A N/A 0.024071 0.034927 0.016019 0.013812

Note: probability factors sum to 1.00000

Probability factors are specific to Alameda County and are derived from the 2010 — 2012
American Community Survey. Application of these probability factors accounts for the following:

= Households have a range in size and a range in the number of workers.
» Large households generally have more workers than smaller households.

The result of Step 6 is a distribution of Alameda County working households by number of
workers and household size.

Step 7 — Estimate of Number of Households that Meet Size and Income Criteria

Step 7 is the final step to calculate the number of worker households meeting the size and
income criteria for the three affordability tiers. The calculation combines the matrix of results
from Step 5 on percentage of worker households that would meet the income criteria at each
potential household size / no. of workers combination, with Step 6, the probability of a worker
household having a given household size / number of workers combination. The result is the
percentage of households that fall into each affordability tier. The percentages are then
multiplied by the number of households from Step 3 to arrive at number of households in each
affordability tier.

Table C-2 shows the result after completing Steps 5, 6, and 7. The results shown are for the
under 50% of AMI category. The methodology is repeated for each of the three income tiers,
resulting in a total count of worker households per 100 units.
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Summary Findings

Table C-3 indicates the results of the analysis for each of the residential prototypes. The table
presents the number of households generated in each affordability category and the total
number over 120% of Area Median Income.

The findings in Table C-3 are presented below. The table shows the total demand for affordable
housing units associated with 100 market rate units.

New Worker Households by Income Level per 100 Market Rate Units

Single Family/ Single Family

Large Lot / Small Lot Townhome Condo Apartment
Very Low (Under 50% AMI) 13.2 11.7 9.5 10.2 6.7
Low (50%-80% AMI) 7.4 6.5 53 5.7 3.7
Moderate (80%-120% AMI) 7.2 6.3 5,2 55 3.7
Total, Less than 120% AMI 27.8 245 20.0 21.4 14.1
Greater than 120% AMI 6.3 5.7 47 5.0 34
Total, New Households 341 30.2 24.7 26.4 17.5

Housing demand for new worker households earning less than 120% of AMI ranges from 27.8
units per 100 market rate units for large lot Single Family units, to 14.1 units per 100 market rate
units for apartments. Housing demand is distributed across the lower income tiers with the
greatest number of households in the under 50% of AMI tier. The finding that the jobs
associated with consumer spending tend to be low-paying jobs where the workers will require
housing affordable at the lower income levels is not surprising. As noted above, direct consumer
spending results in employment that is concentrated in lower paid occupations including food
preparation, administrative, and retail sales.

Inclusionary Percentages Supported

The analysis findings identify how many lower income households are generated for every 100
market rate units. These findings are adjusted to a supported inclusionary percentage which
represents the percentage of units provided on-site within a project that would fully mitigate the
affordable housing impacts as documented in this nexus analysis. While the City is considering
elimination of its existing inclusionary program in favor housing impact fees, these percentages
are never-the-less provided for additional information which may potentially be useful; for
example, in making required findings if affordable units are proposed to be included within a
project as an alternative to payment of the Housing Impact Fee.

The percentages are calculated including both market rate and affordable units (for example, 25
affordable units per 100 market rate units translates to a project of 125 units; 25 affordable units
out of 125 units equals 20%).
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The inset table below presents the results of the analysis, drawn from Table C-4. Each tier is
cumulative, or inclusive of the tiers above. The analysis supports maximum inclusionary

percentages between 12.4% and 21.7%, depending on the prototype.

Cumulative Inclusionary Percentage Supported by Nexus Analysis
Single Family  Single Family
/Large Lot /Small Lot  Townhome Condo  Apartment
Very Low (Under 50% AMI) 11.6% 10.5% 8.7% 9.3% 6.3%
Low (50%-80% AMI) 17.0% 15.4% 12.9% 13.7% 9.4%
Moderate (80%-120% AMI) 21.7% 19.7% 16.7% 17.6% 12.4%

The percentages shown above are not recommended inclusionary percentages. They are
included for purposes of additional information relative to the alternative means of compliance
provisions of the proposed Housing Impact Fee Ordinance which requires certain findings in

connection with approval of a proposed alternative means of compliance.
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TABLE C-1

NET NEW HOUSEHOLDS AND OCCUPATION DISTRIBUTION

EMPLOYEE HOUSEHOLDS GENERATED
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS
CITY OF NEWARK, CA

Step 1 - Employees '

Step 2 - Adjustment for Changing Industries (25%)

Step 3 - Adjustment for Number of Households (1.61)

Step 4 - Occupation Distribution ®
Management Occupations
Business and Financial Operations
Computer and Mathematical
Architecture and Engineering
Life, Physical, and Social Science
Community and Social Services
Legal
Education, Training, and Library
Arts, Design, Entertainment, Sports, and Media
Healthcare Practitioners and Technical
Healthcare Support
Protective Service
Food Preparation and Serving Related
Building and Grounds Cleaning and Maint.
Personal Care and Service
Sales and Related
Office and Administrative Support
Farming, Fishing, and Forestry
Construction and Extraction
Installation, Maintenance, and Repair
Production
Transportation and Material Moving
Totals

Management Occupations

Business and Financial Operations
Computer and Mathematical
Architecture and Engineering

Life, Physical, and Social Science
Community and Social Services

Legal

Education, Training, and Library

Arts, Design, Entertainment, Sports, and Media
Healthcare Practitioners and Technical
Healthcare Support

Protective Service

Food Preparation and Serving Related
Building and Grounds Cleaning and Maint.
Personal Care and Service

Sales and Related

Office and Administrative Support
Farming, Fishing, and Forestry
Construction and Extraction
Installation, Maintenance, and Repair
Production

Transportation and Material Moving
Totals

Notes:

Prototype 1: Prototype 2: Prototype 3: Prototype 4: Prototype 5:
SFD / Large Lot SFD / Small Lot Townhome Condo Rental
731 64.8 53.0 56.6 375
54.8 48.6 39.7 425 28.1
34.1 30.2 247 26.4 1745
4.1% 4.0% 4.0% 4.0% 4.1%
3.6% 3.5% 3.5% 3.5% 3.5%
1.2% 1.2% 1.2% 1.2% 1.2%
0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3%
0.4% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3% 0.3%
2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 2.0% 1.9%
0.6% 0.6% 0.6% 0.6% 0.6%
4.6% 3.3% 3.3% 3.3% 2.8%
1.8% 1.6% 1.6% 1.6% 1.6%
7.4% 8.3% 8.3% 8.3% 8.7%
4.3% 4.8% 4.8% 4.8% 5.0%
1.3% 1.3% 1.3% 1.3% 1.3%
14.4% 15.1% 15.1% 15.1% 15.2%
6.0% 5.8% 5.8% 5.8% 5.8%
5.7% 5.5% 5.5% 5.5% 5.3%
15.3% 15.1% 15.1% 15.1% 14.6%
15.5% 15.6% 15.6% 15.6% 15.8%
0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1% 0.1%
0.8% 0.8% 0.8% 0.8% 0.8%
3.5% 3.6% 3.6% 3.6% 3.8%
1.7% 1.7% 1.7% 1.7% 1.7%
55% 54% 54% 54% 5.4%
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
1.4 1.2 1.0 1.1 0.7
1.2 1.1 0.9 0.9 0.6
0.4 04 0.3 0.3 0.2
0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1
0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1
0.7 0.6 0.5 0.5 0.3
0.2 0.2 0.1 0.2 0.1
16 1.0 0.8 0.9 0.5
0.6 0.5 0.4 04 0.3
25 25 21 22 1.5
1.4 1.5 1.2 1.3 0.9
0.4 04 0.3 0.3 0.2
4.9 46 37 4.0 27
2.0 1.7 14 1.5 1.0
2.0 17 14 1.5 0.9
5.2 46 37 4.0 26
5:3 4.7 3.9 4.1 28
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.3 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.1
1.2 1.1 0.9 0.9 0.7
0.6 0.5 0.4 04 0.3
19 16 13 14 0.9
341 30.2 247 26.4 17.5

' Estimated employment generated by expenditures of households within 100 prototypical market rate units. Employment estimates based on economic model,

IMPLAN.

“ Adjustment from number of workers to households using average of 1.61 workers per worker household derived from the U.S. Census American Community

3 See Appendix 2, Tables 1 through 6 for additional information on Major Occupation Categories.
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TABLE C-2
VERY LOW-INCOME EMPLOYEE HOUSEHOLDS' GENERATED

RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS
CITY OF NEWARK, CA

Per 100 Market Rate Units

Prototype 1: Prototype 2: Prototype 3: Prototype 4: Prototype 5:
SFD /Large Lot SFD/Small Lot Townhome Condo Rental

Step 5 & 6 - Very Low Income Households (under 50% AMI) within Major Occupation Categories *

Management 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00
Business and Financial Operations 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00
Computer and Mathematical " " - - -
Architecture and Engineering - - - = =
Life, Physical and Social Science - - - . -
Community and Social Services s - = - :

Legal - - - - -

Education Training and Library 0.27 0.17 0.14 0.15 0.09
Arts, Design, Entertainment, Sports, & Medi: - - - - -

Healthcare Practitioners and Technical 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.01
Healthcare Support 0.56 0.56 0.45 0.49 0.33
Protective Service - - - - -

Food Preparation and Serving Related 3.57 3.33 2.72 2.91 1.94
Building Grounds and Maintenance 0.88 0.77 0.63 0.68 0.45
Personal Care and Service 1.18 1.00 0.82 0.87 0.57
Sales and Related 2.68 2.32 1.90 2.03 1.29
Office and Admin 1.37 1.23 1.00 1.07 0.71

Farm, Fishing, and Forestry - - - = =
Construction and Extraction - - - - =

Installation Maintenance and Repair 0.17 0.16 0.13 0.14 0.09

Production - - - - -

Transportation and Material Moving 0.81 0.70 0.57 0.61 0.40
Very Low Income Households - Major Occupatior 11.53 10.27 8.39 8.97 5.88
Very Low Inc. Households” - all other occupation: 1.64 1.42 1.16 1.24 0.81
Total Very Low Income Households’ 13.17 11.69 9.55 10.21 6.69

! Includes households earning from zero through 50% of Alameda County Area Median Income.

2See Appendix 2 Tables 1 through 6 for additional information on Major Occupation Categories. Note that the model places individual employees
into households. Many households have multiple income sources and therefore household income is higher than the wages shown in Appendix 2
tables 2, 4, and 6. The distribution of the number of workers per worker household and the distribution of household size are based on American
Community Survey data.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
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TABLE C-3

IMPACT ANALYSIS SUMMARY
EMPLOYEE HOUSEHOLDS GENERATED
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS

CITY OF NEWARK, CA

RESIDENTIAL UNIT DEMAND IMPACTS
PER 100 MARKET RATE UNITS

Prototype 1: Prototype 2: Prototype 3:  Prototype 4: Prototype 5:
Number of New Households' SFD/ Large Lot SFD/SmallLot Townhome Condo Rental
Under 50% Area Median Income 13.2 11.7 9.5 10.2 6.7
50% to 80% Area Median Income 74 6.5 5.3 5.7 3.7
80% to 120% Area Median Income 7.2 6.3 5.2 5.5 3.7
Subtotal through 120% of Median 27.8 24.5 20.0 214 141
Over 120% Area Median Income 6.3 57 47 5.0 34
Total Employee Households 341 30.2 247 264 17.5
Percent of New Households '
Under 50% Area Median Income 39% 39% 39% 39% 38%
50% to 80% Area Median Income 22% 21% 21% 21% 21%
80% to 120% Area Median Income 21% 21% 21% 21% 21%
Subtotal through 120% of Median 81% 81% 81% 81% 81%
Over 120% Area Median Income 19% 19% 19% 19% 19%
Total Employee Households 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%
Notes
" Households of retail, education, healthcare and other workers that serve residents of new market rate units.
Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
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TABLE C-4

INCLUSIONARY REQUIREMENT SUPPORTED
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS

CITY OF NEWARK, CA

Prototype 2:

Prototype 1: SFD/ Small Prototype 3: Prototype 4: Prototype 5:
SFD / Large Lot Lot Townhome Condo Rental
Supported Inclusionary Requirement
Per 100 Market Rate Units - Cumulative Through
50% OF MEDIAN INCOME 13.2 Units 11.7 Units 9.5 Units 10.2 Units 6.7 Units
80% OF MEDIAN INCOME 20.5 Units 18.2 Units 14.8 Units 15.9 Units 10.4 Units
120% OF MEDIAN INCOME 27.8 Units 24.5 Units 20.0 Units 21.4 Units 14.1 Units
Supported Inclusionary Percentage - Cumulative Through !
50% OF MEDIAN INCOME 11.6% 10.5% 8.7% 9.3% 6.3%
80% OF MEDIAN INCOME 17.0% 15.4% 12.9% 13.7% 9.4%
120% OF MEDIAN INCOME 21.7% 19.7% 16.7% 17.6% 12.4%

Notes:

! calculated by dividing the supported number of affordable units by the total number of units {supported affordable units + 100 market

rate units).

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.

\Sf-fs2\wp\16\16090\001\Copy of Newark Nexus model 3-14-14; 3/14/2014; dd

Page 42



D. MITIGATION COSTS

This section takes the conclusions of the previous section on the number of households in the
lower income categories associated with the market rate units and identifies the total cost of
assistance required to make housing affordable. This section puts a cost on the units for each
income level to produce the “total nexus cost.” This is done for each of the prototype units.

A key component of the analysis is the size of the gap between what households can afford and
the cost of producing new housing in Newark, known as the ‘affordability gap.” Affordability gaps
are calculated for each of the three categories of area median income: Very Low (under 50% of
median), Low (50% to 80%), and Moderate (80% to 120%). The following summarizes the
analysis of mitigation cost which is based on the affordability gap or net cost to deliver units that
are affordable to worker households in the lower income tiers. Detailed affordability gap
calculations are presented in Tables D-1 through D-3 at the end of this section.

City Assisted Affordable Unit Prototypes

For estimating the affordability gap, there is a need to match a household of each income level
with a unit type and size according to governmental regulations and City practices and policies.
The analysis assumes that the City will assist households earning between 80% and 120% of
Area Median Income with ownership units. The prototype affordable unit should reflect a modest
unit consistent with what the City is likely to assist and appropriate for housing the average
moderate income worker household, which in the case of Newark is assumed to be a three
person household in a two-bedroom townhome unit (for reference, the average household size
in Newark is 3.3 persons and for Alameda County the average is 2.8 based on the 2010-2012
American Community Survey). The analysis assumes households earning less than 80% of
Area Median Income will be assisted in rental units. The analysis uses a two bedroom
affordable rental prototype.

For the purposes of estimating the affordability gaps, we do not assume additional sources of
affordable housing financing such as the federal and state low income housing tax credit
program. While many affordable housing developments use a wide array of funding sources
including tax credits, it is not assured that these sources will be available in the future.
Accessing these sources is also highly competitive due to the limited supply and the amount of
funding that tax credits can generate can fluctuate widely.

Development Costs

KMA prepared an estimate of total development cost for a typical two bedroom affordable rental
unit (inclusive of land, all fees and permits, financing and other indirect costs) based on a review
of development pro formas for recent affordable and market rate rental developments,
comparable land sale data, and construction cost data sources such as RS Means. It is noted
that the construction costs assume payment of prevailing wages, which would typically be
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required in publicly subsidized affordable housing projects. On this basis, KMA concluded that
on average, the new affordable rental units would have a total development cost per unit of
$310,000.

For ownership units, total development costs (including profit) under normal market conditions,
is equal to the market rate sales price. Since there are no new or recent townhome projects
selling in Newark, KMA estimated the market sales price for a typical two bedroom, 1,300
square foot townhome to be $500,500 unit ($385 per square foot) based on data developed in
the market survey.

Development Costs

Income Group Unit Tenure / Type Development Cost

Under 50% AMI Rental $310,000

50% to 80% AMI Rental $310,000

80% to 120% AMI Ownership $500,500
Unit Values

For affordable ownership units, unit values are the affordable purchase prices. Affordable
purchase prices for ownership units are calculated based on the purchase price affordable to a
household earning 110% of the Alameda County area median income. For a two bedroom unit,
KMA calculated the affordable sales price as $331,500. Details of the calculation are presented
in Table D-2.

For rental units, unit values are based upon the Net Operating Income (NOI) generated by the
units at the restricted rents and the resulting investment supported. For Low-Income
households, affordable rents are based on households earning 60% of the Alameda County
median, and for Very Low Income households, rents are based on households earning 50% of
median per the California Health and Safety Code standards. The NOI is computed based on
the affordable rents less vacancy and operating and maintenance expenses. The NOIl is then
capitalized at a target return on investment of 7.5% to estimate the supported investment for the
project. It is noted that the 7.5% return is higher than would be expected for a typical market
rate apartment project because rent growth in affordable housing projects is significantly
constrained by increases in median incomes, which do not tend to keep pace with market rent
growth. On this basis, KMA estimated the value of the Low Income rental unit at $96,000 and
the Very Low Income rental unit at $70,000.
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Maximum Affordable Sales Prices and Rent Levels

Unit Tenure / Household Maximum Month{y Unit Values /
Income Group Type Size Housing Costs’ Sales Price
Under 50% AMI Rental 3 persons $1,052 / Month $70,000
50% to 80% AMI Rental 3 persons $1,262 / Month $96,000
80% to 120% AMI Ownership 3 persons $2,700 / Month $331,500

Affordability Gap

The affordability gap is the difference between the cost of developing a residential unit and the
unit values at the affordable rents or sales prices.

The resulting affordability gaps are as follows:

Affordability Gap Calculation
Unit Value Development | Affordability

/ Sales Price Cost Gap
Affordable Rental Units
Very Low (Under 50% AMI) $70,000 $310,000 $240,000
Low (50% to 80% AMI) $96,000 $310,000 $214,000
Affordable Ownership Units
Moderate (80% to 120% AMI) $331,500 $500,500 $169,000

Tables D-1 to D-3 present the detailed affordability gap calculations.
Total Linkage Costs

The last step in the linkage fee analysis marries the findings on the numbers of households in
each of the lower income ranges associated with the five prototypes to the affordability gaps, or
the costs of delivering housing to them in Newark.

Table D-4 summarizes the analysis. The Affordability Gaps are drawn from the prior discussion.
The “Total Nexus Cost per Market Rate Unit” shows the results of the following calculation: the
affordability gap times the number of affordable units demanded per market rate unit. (Demand
for affordable units for each of the income ranges is drawn from Table C-3 in the previous
section and is adjusted to a per-unit basis from the 100 unit building module.)

" For rental units, maximum housing costs are the affordable rents. For the moderate-income ownership unit,
maximum monthly housing costs includes all housing expenses such as mortgage, insurance, property taxes , HOA
dues, and utilities.
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The total nexus costs for each of the prototypes are as follows:

Nexus Per Market Rate Unit

Single Single
Affordability | Family / Family /
Income Category Gap Large Lot SmallLot Townhome Condo Apartment
Very Low (30% - 50% AMI) $240,000 $31,600 $28,000 $22,900 $24,500 $16,100
Low (50%-80% AMI) $214,000 $15,800  $13,900 $11,300 $12,100  $8,000
Moderate (80%-120% AMI) | $169,000 $12,200  $10,700 $8,700 $9,300 $6,200
Total Nexus Costs $59,600 $52,600 $42,900 $45,900 $30,300

The Total Nexus Costs, or Mitigation Costs, indicated above, may also be expressed on a per
square foot level. The square foot area of the prototype unit used throughout the analysis

becomes the basis for the calculation. Again, see Appendix 1 for more discussion of the

prototypes. The results per square foot of building area are as follows:

Total Nexus Cost or Maximum Supported Impact Fee Per Sq.Ft. of Building Area’”

Single Single
Affordability | Family / Family /

Income Category Gap Large Lot Small Lot Townhome Condo  Apartment
Prototype Size 2,500 SF 2,000 SF 1,500 SF 1,300 SF 850 SF
Very Low (30% - 50% AMI) $240,000 $12.60 $14.00 $15.30 $18.80 $18.90
Low (50%-80% AMI) $214,000 $6.30 $7.00 $7.50 $9.30 $9.40
Moderate (80%-120% AMI) | $169,000 $4.90 $5.40 $5.80 $7.20 $7.30
Total Nexus Costs $23.80 526.40 528.60 $35.30 $35.80

These costs express the total linkage or nexus costs for the five prototype developments in the
City of Newark. These total nexus costs represent the ceiling for any requirement placed on
market rate development. The totals are not recommended levels for fees; they represent
only the maximums established by this analysis, below which fees or other requirements

may be set.

2 Findings are presented based on net rentable or sellable square footage

Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
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TABLE D-1

AFFORDABILITY GAP CALCULATION FOR MODERATE INCOME

RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS
CITY OF NEWARK, CA

I. City-Assisted Affordable For-Sale Prototype
Building Type
Density

Number of Bedrooms
Unit Size

Market Rate Sale Price

Il. Affordable Sales Price

Household Size
110% of Median Income

Maximum Affordable Sales Price "

lll. Affordability Gap

Market Rate Sale Price
(Less) Affordable Price
Affordability Gap

) See Table D-2 for KMA estimate.

2-BR Townhome
25 du/ac

2-BR
1,300 SF

$500,500

3 person HH
$84,150

$331,500

$500,500
($331,500)

$169,000

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates
Filename: \Sf-fs2\wp\16\16090\001\Newark Affordability Gaps
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TABLE D-2

ESTIMATED AFFORDABLE HOUSING PRICES - MODERATE INCOME

RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS
CITY OF NEWARK, CA

Unit Size _2-Bedroom Unit
Household Size 3-person HH
100% AMI Alameda County 2013 $84,150
Annual tncome @ 110% $92,565
% of AMI 110.0%
% for Housing Costs 35%
Available for Housing Costs $32,398
(Less) Property Taxes ($4,150)
(Less) HOA ($2,700)
(Less) Utilities ($1,068)
(Less) Insurance ($1,080)
(Less) Mortgage Insurance ($4,253)
Income Available for Mortgage $19,147
Mortgage Amount $314,900
Down Payment (homebuyer cash) $16,600
Supported Home Price $331,500
Key Assumptions

- Mortgage Interest Rate 4.50%
- Down Payment 5.0%
- Property Taxes (% of sales price) 1.25%
- HOA (per month) $225
- Utilities (per month) $89
- Mortgage Insurance (% of loan amount) 1.35%

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates
Filename: \\Sf-fs2\wp\16\16090\001\Newark Affordability Gaps
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TABLE D-3

AFFORDABILITY GAPS FOR VERY LOW AND LOW INCOME HOUSEHOLDS
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS

CITY OF NEWARK, CA

_ 50%AMI

I. Affordable Rent

Average Number of Bedrooms 2 Bedrooms 2 Bedrooms
Average Household Size 3 Persons per HH 3 Persons per HH
Household Income $42,075 $50,490
Income Allocation to Housing 30% 30%
Monthly Housing Cost $1,052 $1,262
(Less) Utility Allowance ($44) ($44)
Maximum Monthly Rent $1,008 $1,218
Il. Net Operating Income (NOI) Per Unit Per Unit

Gross Scheduled Income (GS!)

Monthly $1,008 $1,218

Annual $12,095 $14,619
Other Income $250 $250
(Less) Vacancy 5% ($617) ($743)
Effective Gross Income (EGI) $11,727 $14,126
(Less) Operating Expenses® ($5,500) ($5,500)
(Less) Property Taxes 1.25% ($1,000) ($1,390)
Net Operating Income (NOI) $5,227 $7.236

Hl. Capitalized Value and Affordability Gap

Net Operating Income (NOI) $5,227 $7,236
Target Return on Investment 7.50% 7.50%
Total Capitalized Value $70,000 $96,000
(Less) Total Development Costs® ($310,000) ($310,000)
Affordability Gap ($240,000) ($214,000)

W Utility allowances from Alameda County Housing Authority.
@ |ncludes replacement reserves.
@) Development costs estimated by KMA based on project comps (includes prevailing wages).

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates
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TABLE D-4

SUPPORTED FEE / NEXUS SUMMARY PER UNIT
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS

CITY OF NEWARK, CA

TOTAL NEXUS COST PER MARKET RATE UNIT

Nexus Cost Per Market Rate Unit *

Affordability Prototype 1: Prototype 2: Prototype 3: Prototype 4: Prototype 5:
Gap' SFD/Large Lot SFD/SmallLot Townhome Condo Rental
Household Income Level
Under 50% Area Median Income $240,000 ' $31,600 $28,000 $22,900 $24,500 $16,100
50% to 80% Area Median Income  $214,000 ' $15,800 $13,900 $11,300 $12,100 $8,000
80% to 120% Area Median Income  $169,000 2 $12,200 $10,700 $8,700 $9,300 $6,200
Total Supported Fee / Nexus $59,600 $52 600 $42 900 $45 900 $30,300

TOTAL NEXUS COST PER SQUARE FOOT OF BUILDING AREA *

Nexus Cost Per Square Foot (Net Rentable / Sellable) *

Prototype 1: Prototype 2: Prototype 3: Prototype 4: Prototype 5:
SFD /Large Lot SFD/SmallLot Townhome Condo Rental
Unit Size (SF) 2,500 SF 2,000 SF 1,500 SF 1.300 SF 850 SF

Household Income Level

Under 50% Area Median Income $12.60 $14.00 $15.30 $18.80 $18.90
50% to 80% Area Median Income $6.30 $7.00 $7.50 $9.30 $9.40
80% to 120% Area Median Income $4.90 $5.40 $5.80 $7.20 $7.30
Total Supported Fee / Nexus $2380 $26 40 $28.60 $3530 $35.60

Notes:
' Assumes affordable rental units (2-3 story apartment). See Table D-3.

¢ Affordability gap for moderate income households based on ownership unit (townhome) priced at 110% AMI. See Table D-1.

3 Nexus cost per unit computed by multiplying affordable unit demand per 100 units from Table C-3 by the affordability gap and dividing by 100 units.
* Computed by dividing the nexus cost per unit by the square footage of the unit.

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
\\Sf-fs2\wp\16\16090\001\Copy of Newark Nexus model 3-14-14; 3/14/2014; dd Page 50



ADDENDUM: ADDITIONAL BACKGROUND AND NOTES ON SPECIFIC ASSUMPTIONS
No Excess Supply of Affordable Housing

An assumption of this residential nexus analysis is that there is no excess supply of affordable
housing available to absorb or offset new demand; therefore, new affordable units are needed
to mitigate the new affordable housing demand generated by development of new market rate
residential units. Based on a review of the City’s current Housing Element, conditions in Newark
are consistent with this underlying assumption. According to the Housing Element for the 2007
to 2014 period, approximately one third of all households in the City were paying more than
thirty percent of their income on housing. Current Census data (2010 to 2012 ACS) indicates
that this percentage has now climbed to over 40% of households that are spending more than
30% of their income on housing. Vacancy rates in Newark are around 2% according to Census
data.

Affordability Gap

The use of the affordability gap for establishing a maximum fee supported from the nexus
analysis is grounded in the concept that a jurisdiction will be responsible for delivering
affordable units to mitigate impacts. The nexus analysis has established that units will be
needed at one or more different affordability levels and the type of unit to be delivered depends
on the income/affordability level. In Newark, the City is anticipated to assist in the development
of rental units for household incomes less than 80% of median and for moderate income
households, ownership units are assumed to be assisted.

The units assisted by the public sector for affordable households are usually small in square
foot area (for the number of bedrooms) and modest in finishes and amenities. As a result, in
some communities these units are similar in physical configuration to what the market is
delivering at market rate; in other communities (particularly very high income communities), they
may be smaller and more modest than what the market is delivering. Parking, for example, is
usually the minimum permitted by the code. In some communities where there is a wide range
in land cost per acre or per unit, it may be assumed that affordable units are built on land
parcels in the lower portion of the cost range. KMA tries to develop a total development cost
summary that represents the lower half of the average range, but not so low as to be unrealistic.

If the affordability gap is the difference between total development cost and the affordable sales
price, the question sometimes arises as to how total development cost is defined. KMA defines
total development costs as including land costs, construction costs, site improvements,
architectural and engineering, financing and all other indirect costs, and an allowance for an
industry profit (non-profit developers receive a development fee instead).

In a healthy and stable economy, when projects are feasible, the sales price is therefore the
same as the total development cost inclusive of profit. In some economic cycles sales prices
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might enable larger than standard profits, as was the case in the 2002 to 2004 period, for
example, when sales prices escalated ahead of construction and land costs, and sales prices
were achieved that enabled higher than standard profit margins. In other market cycles, such as
the recent housing downturn, sales prices were depressed such that they were not high enough
to cover total development costs and there is no profit. Projects are not feasible during these
periods.

Excess Capacity of Labor Force

In the context of economic downturns such as the recent severe recession, the questien is
sometimes raised as to whether there is excess capacity in the labor force to the extent that
consumption impacts generated by new households will be in part, absorbed by existing jobs
and workers, thus resulting in fewer net new jobs. In response, an impact analysis of this nature
is a one-time impact requirement to address impacts generated over the life of the project.
Recessions are temporary conditions; a healthy economy will return and the impacts will be
experienced. The economic cycle also self-adjusts. Development of new residential units is not
likely to occur until conditions improve or there is confidence that improved conditions are
imminent. When this occurs, the improved economic condition of the households in the local
area will absorb the current underutilized capacity of existing workers, employed and
unemployed. By the time new units become occupied, economic conditions will have likely
improved.

The Burden of Paying for Affordable Housing

Newark’s impact fee program will not place all burden for the creation of affordable housing on
new residential construction. Newark currently has a Housing Impact Fee that applies to
commercial development. The burden of affordable housing is also borne by many sectors of
the economy and society. A most important source in recent years of funding for affordable
housing development comes from the federal government in the form of tax credits (which result
in reduced income tax payment by tax credit investors in exchange for equity funding).
Additionally there are other federal grant and loan programs administered by the Department of
Housing and Urban Development and other federal agencies. The State of California also plays
a major role with a number of special financing and funding programs. Much of the state money
is funded by voter approved bond measures paid for by all Californians.

Local governments play a large role in affordable housing. In addition, private sector lenders
play an important role, some voluntarily and others less so with the requirements of the
Community Reinvestment Act. Then there is the non-profit sector, both sponsors and
developers that build much of the affordable housing.

In summary, all levels of government and many private parties, for profit and non-profit
contribute to supplying affordable housing. Residential developers are not being asked to bear
the burden alone any more than they are assumed to be the only source of demand or cause for

Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. Page 52
\\Sf-fs2\wp\16\16090\001\001-001.docx



needing affordable housing in our communities. Based on past experience, the impact fee
program will fund only a small percentage of the affordable housing needed in the City of
Newark.

Disclaimers

This report has been prepared using the best and most recent data available at the time of the
analysis. Local data and sources were used wherever possible. Major sources include the U.S.
Census Bureau: 2010-2012 American Community Survey, California Employment Development
Department and the IMPLAN model. While we believe all sources utilized are sufficiently sound
and accurate for the purposes of this analysis, we cannot guarantee their accuracy. Keyser
Marston Associates, Inc. assumes no liability for information from these and other sources.
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I. INTRODUCTION

One of the underlying components of the Residential Nexus Study is the identification of
residential building prototypes that are expected to be developed in the City of Newark, both
today and in the future, and what the market prices for those prototypes will be. These market
prices are then used to estimate the incomes of new households that will live in those units and
a quantification of the number and types of new jobs that will be created as a result of those
households. In this section, Keyser Marston Associates (KMA) describes the residential building
prototypes utilized for the analysis, summarizes the residential market data researched, and
describes the market price point conclusions drawn therefrom.

Il. RESIDENTIAL PROTOTYPES

In collaboration with City staff, a total of five market rate residential prototypes were selected for
market pricing — four for-sale prototypes and one rental prototype. The intent of the selected
prototypes is to identify representative development prototypes that are envisioned to be
developed in Newark in the future. It is noted that one prototype, the stacked flat condominiums,
is not commonly being developed outside of San Francisco and select high-value Peninsula and
South Bay locales. However, stacked flat condos may become possible in Newark as the
market continues to mature.

Residential Prototypes Density Avg. Unit Size
For-Sale Prototypes
1) Larger Lot Single Family Detached Homes 8 du/acre 2,500 sq. ft.
2) Small Lot Single Family Detached 12 du/acre 2,000 sq. ft.
3) Townhomes 18 du/acre 1,500 sq. ft.
4) Stacked Flat Condominiums 50 du/acre 1,300 sq. ft.

Rental Prototype
5) 2-3 Story Apartments 25 du/acre 850 sq. ft.

Source: KMA in collaboration with City of Newark

. MARKET SURVEY & PRICE ESTIMATES
a) Residential Building Activity

The City of Newark has not had significant new home construction in the last ten years, A
limited amount of developable land in Newark in combination with the downturn in the real
estate market resulting from the recession has kept construction to a minimum. However,
Newark is anticipating additional residential development in the coming years and has several
large residential developments in the planning stages.
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b) Overview of For-Sale Market

The median home price in Newark declined nearly half during the recession — from a high of
$614,000 in 2006 to $325,000 in 2011 (there was a slight uptick in pricing in 2010 resulting from
a temporary federal homebuyer tax credit). The median price rebounded significantly, about
30%, between 2012 and 2013.

Since Newark has experienced almost no new residential construction in recent years, market
pricing for this analysis has also been based on a review of market comps in the neighboring
cities of Fremont and Union City. The median home price chart below also includes Union City
and Fremont (zip code 94538). As shown, the median home price trend for Union City and
Fremont zip code 94538 is similar to that of Newark.

Median Home Price Trends
$700,000
$650,000
$600,000 —
$550,000
$500,000
$450,000
$400,000
$350,000
$300,000

2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013
Q1-Q3

——o—Newark ~&~Union City ==Fremont 94538

Source: Bataquick, city-data.com. Note: The median home prices for Fremont zip
code 94538 (Irvington/South Fremont area) are the lowest of the four Fremont zip
codes and the closest to the Newark medians.

The recent rebound in median home prices can be attributed to improvement in the broader
economy as well as to continued favorable mortgage interest rates and low home inventories. It
would be expected that the pace of home price escalation will moderate as home inventories
increase to more typical levels, and as federal policy makers continue to allow mortgage interest
rates to rise gradually from the historic lows experienced over the course of the last couple of
years.

c) New For-Sale Home Projects and Pricing

In order to estimate market pricing of the four for-sale residential prototypes, KMA first
researched asking prices of newly constructed homes currently on the market. Market research
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firm Real Estate Economics identified just one single family home development and two
attached townhome developments currently being marketed for sale in the City of Fremont.
There were no new projects identified in Newark or Union City.

Newly Built Residential

Projects

Single Family Detached
1) Centrai Park Terraces

Attached Townhomes
1) Lunare Townhomes

2) Tavenna

Location Unit Sizes

Union St & Railroad 1,644 sf
Ave, Fremont (94538) 1,712 sf

2,094 sf
Blacow & Fremont 1,198 sf

Bivd, Fremont (94538) 1,425 sf

Ardenwood Blivd & 1,246 sf
Paseo Padre, Fremont 1,617 sf
(94555) 1,701 sf

1,969 sf

Price

$677,990
$706,990
$761,990

$495,000
$575,000

$578,490
$693.490
$720,490
$753,490

Price PSF

$412
$413
$364

$413
$404

$464
$429
$424
$383

Source: Real Estate Economics (December 2013).

d) Re-Sale Home Prices

Given the limited number of newly built homes currently on the market, KMA also analyzed re-
sale prices of existing homes as an additional source of data to estimate the prototype home
prices. These prices are shown in the chart below.

$1,000,000

Newark & Union City

2013 Sales of Newer Single Family Homes*

$900,000

$800,000
$700,000

$600,000
$500,000

Sale Price

$400,000
$300,000

$200,000
$100,000

1,000

T T

1,500 2,000 2,500 3,000 3,500

Square Feet

*Homes built since 1990
Source: Dataquick
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e) For-Sale Prototype Price Estimates

The pricing of new home developments currently on the market combined with the re-sale data
noted above formed the basis for KMA's prototype price estimates. The prototype pricing
estimates took into consideration the following factors:

e Based on the median home prices in Newark as compared to Union City and Fremont
(zip code 94538), the prototype pricing assumes somewhat lower pricing in Newark than
in these neighboring locales;

e In general, larger homes sell for a higher total price but a lower price per square foot
than smaller homes; and

e In general, newly built homes sell for a premium over re-sales, all else being equal.

Consistent with these factors, the prices of the Newark residential prototypes have been
conservatively estimated lower than the three new developments currently being marketed in
Fremont but are higher than the trend line average of re-sale homes.

Far-Sale Prototype Price Estimates Size Price Price PSF
Prototype 1: Larger Lot Single Family Detached Homes 2,500 sf $787,500 $315
Prototype 2: Small Lot Single Family Detached 2,000 sf $700,000 $350
Prototype 3: Townhomes 1,500 sf $562,500 $375
Prototype 4: Stacked Flat Condominiums 1,300 sf $580,000* $446*

*Price required for feasibility

It is noted that the sale price for the stacked flat condominium prototype is based on a price
required for feasibility rather than a theoretical current market price. Historically, stacked flat
condominiums have not been built in Newark or in neighboring jurisdictions due to the fact that
the prices that these types of units can be sold for in this area are not sufficient to offset the
higher development cost. This study assumes that stacked flat condominiums will only be built if
market prices are sufficient to achieve financially feasibility.

f) Rental Housing Market

Average apartment rents in Newark are positioned at roughly the mid-point of other cities in
Alameda County and slightly above neighboring Fremont and Union City.
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Alameda County Average Apartment
Rents (Q4 2013)

1. Berkeley $2,502
2. Emeryville $2,294
3L Oakland $2,133
4. Dublin $2,035
5. Pleasanton $1,924
6. Newark $1.856
T Fremont $1,801
8. Union City $1,798
9. Alameda $1,757
10. Livermore $1,615
11.  Hayward $1,465
12.  Castro Valley $1.430
13.  San Leandro $1,305

Source: RealFacts

In general, the apartment market throughout the Bay Area has enjoyed increasingly healthy
conditions in the last few years, evidenced by rising rents and high occupancy rates.

In order to estimate apartment rents for newly built units in Newark, KMA conducted a survey of
eleven apartment developments in Newark, Union City, and Fremont. Of these properties, the
range of rents is roughly as follows (additional detail is contained in Appendix 1: Table 1):

Apartment Sarvey Average Average Rent Rent/Sq. Ft.
Sq. Ft.

1-Bedroom 744 sf $1,809 - $2,120 $2.43-3%2.85

2-Bedroom 982 sf $2,165 - $2,371 $2.20 - $2.41

All Unit Sizes 863 sf $1,989 - $2,239 $2.30- $2.59

Source: KMA Survey (December 2013)
g) Rental Prototype Rent Estimates

The following are KMA's rent estimates for the Newark rental prototype. While rent growth has
been significant over the course of the last several years in the Newark market, we have not
escalated current rents for purposes of this analysis. We anticipate the rate of rent growth to
slow in the balance of 2014.

Rental Prototype Rent Estimates Sq. Ft. Rent/Month  RentSq. Ft.
Prototype 5: 2-3 Story Apartments 850 sf $2,000 $2.35
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APPENDIX 1, TABLE 1

ASKING APARMENT RENTS - SELECT DEVELOPMENTS IN NEWARK, UNION CITY, FREMONT

RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS
CITY OF NEWARK, CA

Sq. Ft. Low Rent High Rent Low $/SF High $/SF
Newark Apartments
Sycamore Bay 37171 Sycamore Street, Newark (Built 1998)
1BD/ 1BA 665 $1,921 $2,111 $2.89 $3.17
1BD/1BA 709 $1,920 $2,041 $2.71 $2.88
2BD/2BA 958 $2,984 $3,110 $3.11 $3.25
2BD/2BA 963 $2,241 $2,241 $2.33 $2.33
2BD/2BA 977 $2,407 $2,407 $2.46 $2.46
2BD/2BA 1,008 $2,210 $2,437 $2.19 $2.42
Average 880 $2,281 $2,391 $2.59 $2.72
Bay Bridge Apartments 35655 Haley Street, Newark (Built 1981)
1BD/ 1 BA 487 $1,380 $1,380 $2.83 $2.83
2 BD/ 1 BA 749 $1,645 $1,645 $2.20 $2.20
Average 618 $1.513 $1,513 $2.45 $2.45
Alderwood Park 37057 Magnolia Street, Newark (Built 1986)
1BD/ 1 BA 685 $1,521 $1,636 $2.22 $2.39
2BD/ 1BA 850 $1,776 $1,939 $2.09 $2.28
2BD/2BA 909 $1,922 $1,922 $2.11 $2.11
Average 815 $1,740 $1,832 $2.14 $2.25
Union City Apartments
Avalon Union City 24 Union Square, Union City (Built 2009)
1BD/ 1 BA 683 $1,725 $2,800 $2.53 $4.10
1BD/ 1 BA 700 $1,755 $2,800 $2.51 $4.00
1BD/ 1 BA 732 $1,750 $2,840 $2.39 $3.88
1BD/ 1 BA 792 $1.830 $2,875 $2.31 $3.63
1BD/ 1 BA 919 $1,850 $2,895 $2.01 $3.15
2BD/ 1BA 1,146 $2,195 $3,505 $1.92 $3.06
2BD/2BA 12881 $2,305 $3,625 $1.73 $2.72
Average 900 $1,916 $3,049 $2.13 $3.39
Eaves Union City 2175 Decoto Road, Union City (Built 1973)
1BD/ 1 BA 650 $1,660 $1,795 $2.55 $2.76
1BD/ 1 BA 650 $1,500 $1,520 $2.31 $2.34
2BD/1BA 830 $1,885 $1,970 $2.27 $2.37
2BD/1BA 830 $1,795 $1,835 $2.16 $2.21
Average 740 $1.710 $1,780 $2.31 $2.41

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates

Filename: \Sf-fs2\wp\16\16090\001\Newark Apartment Rents 12 30 13; Apartment Rents; 2/27/2014
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Verandas
1BD/1BA
1BD/1BA
2BD/ 2 BA
Average

Skylark
1 BD/ 1 BA
2BD/ 1 BA
2 BD/ 2 BA
2BD/2BA
Average

Fremont Apartments

Paragon

1 BD/ 1 BA
1 BD/ 1 BA
1 BD/ 1 BA
1 BD/ 1 BA
2BD/ 2 BA
2BD/ 2BA
2BD/ 2 BA
2 BD/ 2 BA
Average

Archstone Fremont Center

1BD/ 1 BA
1BD/ 1 BA
1BD/1 BA
1BD/ 1 BA
2 BD/ 2 BA
2 BD/ 2 BA
3BD/ 2 BA
Average

Creekside Village
1BD/ 1BA
1 BD/ 1 BA
2BD/ 2 BA
2BD/2BA
Average

Avalon Fremont
1BD/ 1BA
1BD/ 1 BA
2BD/ 2 BA
Average

Source: Project websites; ApartmentGuide.com; Rent.com; RealFacts (December 2013)

Sq. Ft. Low Rent High Rent Low $/SF High $/SF

33 Union Square, Union City (Built 1989)

603 $1,630 $2,244 $2.70 $3.72
777 $1,735 $2,637 $2.23 $3.27
955 $1,998 $2,854 $2.09 $2.99
778 $1,788 $2,545 $2.30 $3.27
34655 Skylark Drive, Union City (Built 1986)
716 $1,575 $1,575 $2.20 $2.20
850 $1,620 $1,620 $1.91 $1.91
913 $1,775 $1,790 $1.94 $1.96
946 $1,795 $1,830 $1.90 $1.93
856 $1,691 $1,704 $1.98 $1.99
3700 Beacon Avenue, Fremont (Built 2013)
685 $1,865 $1,895 $2.72 $2.77
738 $1,960 $2,050 $2.66 $2.78
832 $2,115 $2,130 $2.54 $2.56
854 $2,190 $2,190 $2.56 $2.56
1,058 $2,430 $2,475 $2.30 $2.34
1,111 $2,650 $2,650 $2.39 $2.39
1,159 $2,575 $2,575 $2.22 $2.22
1,179 $2,500 $2,645 $2.12 $2.24
952 $2,286 $2,326 $2.40 $2.44
39410 Civic Drive, Fremont (Built 2001)
786 $1,940 $1,960 $2.47 $2.49
798 $2,005 $2,005 $2.51 $2.51
925 $2,060 $2,160 $2.23 $2.34
1,050 $2,090 $2,090 $1.99 $1.99
982 $2,415 $2,505 $2.46 $2.55
1,039 $2,410 $2,410 $2.32 $2.32
1,421 $3,235 $3,235 $2.28 $2.28
1,000 $2,308 $2,338 $2.31 $2.34
2999 Sequoia Avenue, Fremont (Built 1986)
640 $1,706 $1,994 $2.67 $3.12
720 $1,762 $1,968 $2.45 $2.73
870 $2,079 $2,260 $2.39 $2.60
910 $2,182 $2,442 $2.40 $2.68
785 $1,932 $2,166 $2.46 $2.76
39939 Stevenson Common, Fremont (Built 1992)
761 $1,760 $1,790 $2.31 $2.35
785 $1,820 $1,845 $2.32 $2.35
1,056 $2,165 $2,205 $2.05 $2.09
867 $1,915 $1,947 $2.21 $2.24

Prepared by: Keyser Marston Associates
Filename: \Sf-fs2\wp\16\16090\001\Newark Apartment Rents 12 30 13; Apartment Rents; 2/27/2014
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APPENDIX 2, TABLE 1
WORKER OCCUPATION DISTRIBUTION, 2012

SERVICES TO HOUSEHOLDS EARNING $75-$100,000, RESIDENT SERVICES

RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS
CITY OF NEWARK, CA

Major Occupations (2% or more)

Management Occupations

Business and Financial Operations Occupations
Education, Training, and Library Occupations
Healthcare Practitioners and Technical Occupations
Healthcare Support Occupations

Food Preparation and Serving Related Occupations
Building and Grounds Cleaning and Maintenance Occupations
Personal Care and Service Occupations

Sales and Related Occupations

Office and Administrative Support Occupations
Installation, Maintenance, and Repair Occupations
Transportation and Material Moving Occupations

All Other Worker Occupations - Services to Households Earning
$75-$100,000

INDUSTRY TOTAL

Worker Occupation Distribution’

Services to Households Earning
$75-$100,000

4.0%

3.4%

2.7%

8.4%

4.9%

14.8%

5.7%

5.2%

14.3%

156.4%

3.7%

5.3%

12.1%

100.0%

Distribution of employment by industry is per the IMPLAN model and the distribution of occupational employment within those

industries is based on the Bureau of Labor Statistics Occupational Employment Survey.

Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics, IMPLAN
Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
\\Sf-fs2\wp\16\16090\001\75-100k Newark 2-26-14; 2/27/2014; dd
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APPENDIX 2, TABLE 2

AVERAGE ANNUAL WORKER COMPENSATION, 2013
SERVICES TO HOUSEHOLDS EARNING $75-$100,000
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS

CITY OF NEWARK, CA

Occupation *

Page 10f 4
Management Occupations
Chief Executives
General and Operations Managers
Sales Managers
Administrative Services Managers
Financial Managers
Food Service Managers
Medical and Health Services Managers
Property, Real Estate, and Community Association Managers
Social and Community Service Managers
All other Management Occupations (Avg. All Categories)
Weighted Mean Annual Wage

Business and Financial Operations Occupations
Human Resources Specialists
Labor Relations Specialists
Management Analysts
Training and Development Specialists
Market Research Analysts and Marketing Specialists
Business Operations Specialists, All Other
Accountants and Auditors
Financial Analysts
Personal Financial Advisors
Loan Officers
All Other Business and Financial Operations Occupations (Avg. All Categories)
Weighted Mean Annual Wage

Education, Training, and Library Occupations
Vocational Education Teachers, Postsecondary
Preschool Teachers, Except Special Education
Elementary School Teachers, Except Special Education
Middle School Teachers, Except Special and Career/Technical Education
Secondary School Teachers, Except Special and Career/Technical Education
Self-Enrichment Education Teachers
Substitute Teachers
Teachers and instructors, All Other, Except Substitute Teachers
Teacher Assistants
All Other Education, Training, and Library Occupations (Avg. All Categories)
Weighted Mean Annual Wage

2013 Avg.

Compensation '

$199,700
$132,900
$141,700
$101,200
$144,800

$51,200
$113,500

$85,600

$74,600
$119,300
$119,300

$74,600
$81,200
$103,200
$86,500
$86,100
$89,300
$80,100
$98,300
$81,000
$83,100
$85,700
$85,700

$57,600
$33,900
$71,200
$71,000
$71,600
$51,100
$41,500
$60,400
$32,000
$50,200
$50,200

Sources: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, California Employment Development Department, IMPLAN

Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
\Sf-fs2\wp\16\16090\001\75-100k Newark 2-26-14; 2/27/2014; dd

% of Total % of Total
Occupation Resident Services
Group Workers
3.7% 0.2%
32.9% 1.3%
5.2% 0.2%
3.9% 0.2%
6.7% 0.3%
5.8% 0.2%
7.6% 0.3%
10.8% 0.4%
3.6% 0.1%
19.8% 0.8%
100.0% 4.0%
5.9% 0.2%
3.8% 0.1%
5.9% 0.2%
4.2% 0.1%
7.1% 0.2%
13.1% 0.4%
17.1% 0.6%
4.7% 0.2%
5.4% 0.2%
4.7% 0.2%
28.2% 1.0%
100.0% 3.4%
4.6% 0.1%
12.7% 0.3%
9.2% 0.2%
4.1% 0.1%
6.4% 0.2%
10.9% 0.3%
4.6% 0.1%
7.4% 0.2%
15.9% 0.4%
24.1% 0.7%
100.0% 2.7%
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APPENDIX 2, TABLE 2

AVERAGE ANNUAL WORKER COMPENSATION, 2013
SERVICES TO HOUSEHOLDS EARNING $75-$100,000
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS

CITY OF NEWARK, CA

Occupation *

Page 2 of 4

Healthcare Practitioners and Technical Occupations
Pharmacists
Physicians and Surgeons, All Other
Registered Nurses
Dental Hygienists
Pharmacy Technicians
Licensed Practical and Licensed Vocational Nurses
All Other Healthcare Practitioners and Technical Occupations (Avg. All Categories)
Weighted Mean Annual Wage

Healthcare Support Occupations
Home Health Aides
Nursing Assistants
Dental Assistants
Medical Assistants
All Other Healthcare Support Occupations (Avg. All Categories)
Weighted Mean Annual Wage

Food Preparation and Serving Related Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Food Preparation and Serving Workers
Cooks, Fast Food
Cooks, Restaurant
Food Preparation Workers
Bartenders
Combined Food Preparation and Serving Workers, Including Fast Food
Counter Attendants, Cafeteria, Food Concession, and Coffee Shop
Waiters and Waitresses
Dining Room and Cafeteria Attendants and Bartender Helpers
Dishwashers
Hosts and Hostesses, Restaurant, Lounge, and Coffee Shop
All Other Food Preparation and Serving Related Occupations (Avg. All Categories)
Weighted Mean Annual Wage

Building and Grounds Cleaning and Maintenance Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Housekeeping and Janitorial Workers
Janitors and Cleaners, Except Maids and Housekeeping Cleaners
Maids and Housekeeping Cleaners
Landscaping and Groundskeeping Workers
All Other Building and Grounds Cleaning and Maintenance Occupations (Avg. All Cat
Weighted Mean Annual Wage

2013 Avg.

Compensation '

$131,300
$190,500
$115,100
$98,900
$47,100
$60,400
$105,900
$105,900

$29,100
$35,300
$40,300
$37,700
$34,800
$34,800

$31,700
$19,900
$26,200
$22,800
$22,600
$21,500
$20,600
$21,600
$19,400
$21,600
$20,900
$22,700
$22,700

$47,200
$31,800
$29,600
$31,600
$32,000
$32,000

Sources: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, California Employment Development Department, IMPLAN

Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
\Sf-fs2\wp\16\16090\001\75-100k Newark 2-26-14; 2/27/2014; dd

% of Total % of Total
Occupation Resident Services
Group Workers
3.8% 0.3%
4.4% 0.4%
31.1% 2.6%
3.8% 0.3%
5.0% 0.4%
9.5% 0.8%
42.4% 3.6%
100.0% 8.4%
21.3% 1.0%
32.9% 1.6%
10.0% 0.5%
17.0% 0.8%
18.8% 0.9%
100.0% 4.9%
7.0% 1.0%
4.8% 0.7%
9.0% 1.3%
6.3% 0.9%
5.0% 0.7%
26.1% 3.9%
3.6% 0.5%
21.0% 3.1%
3.2% 0.5%
4.4% 0.7%
3.1% 0.5%
6.6% 1.0%
100.0% 14.8%
3.4% 0.2%
51.0% 2.9%
12.4% 0.7%
25.1% 1.4%
8.2% 0.5%
100.0% 5.7%
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APPENDIX 2, TABLE 2

AVERAGE ANNUAL WORKER COMPENSATION, 2013
SERVICES TO HOUSEHOLDS EARNING $75-$100,000
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS

CITY OF NEWARK, CA

Occupation *

Page 3 of 4

Personal Care and Service Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Personal Service Workers
Nonfarm Animal Caretakers
Ushers, Lobby Attendants, and Ticket Takers
Amusement and Recreation Attendants
Hairdressers, Hairstylists, and Cosmetologists
Manicurists and Pedicurists
Childcare Workers
Personal Care Aides
Fitness Trainers and Aerobics Instructors
Recreation Workers
All Other Personal Care and Service Occupations (Avg. All Categories)
Weighted Mean Annual Wage

Sales and Related Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Retail Sales Workers
Cashiers
Counter and Rental Clerks
Retail Salespersons
Sales Representatives, Services, All Other
Sales Representatives, Wholesale and Manufacturing, Except Technical and Scientif
Real Estate Sales Agents
All Other Sales and Related Occupations (Avg. All Categories)
Weighted Mean Annual Wage

Office and Administrative Support Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Office and Administrative Support Workers
Bookkeeping, Accounting, and Auditing Clerks
Customer Service Representatives
Receptionists and Information Clerks
Stock Clerks and Order Fillers
Executive Secretaries and Executive Administrative Assistants
Medical Secretaries
Secretaries and Administrative Assistants, Except Legal, Medical, and Executive
Office Clerks, General
All Other Office and Administrative Support Occupations (Avg. All Categories)
Weighted Mean Annual Wage

Installation, Maintenance, and Repair Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Mechanics, Installers, and Repairers
Automotive Body and Related Repairers
Automotive Service Technicians and Mechanics
Bus and Truck Mechanics and Diesel Engine Specialists
Maintenance and Repair Workers, General
All Other Installation, Maintenance, and Repair Occupations (Avg. All Categories)
Weighted Mean Annual Wage

2013 Avg.

Compensation '

$42,900
$25,500
$22,300
$22,700
$29,500
$18,900
$23,600
$22,600
$50,600
$28,200
$27.100
$27,100

$49,500
$26,400
$33,900
$28,700
$71,400
$73,800
$36,700
$35,100
835,100

$62,400
$45,900
$43,200
$34,600
$29,100
$60,100
$41,800
$43,500
$37,400
$41,800
$41,800

$80,500
$51,400
$50,300
$58,500
$45,800
$51.800
$51,800

Sources: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, California Employment Development Department, IMPLAN

Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
\Sf-fs2\wp\16\16090\001\75-100k Newark 2-26-14; 2/27/2014; dd

% of Total
Occupation
Group 2

3.6%
5.1%
3.7%
5.9%
16.8%
3.0%
11.8%
25.9%
5.6%
5.3%
13.1%
100.0%

9.8%
25.5%
4.6%
37.1%
3.1%
5.3%
3.4%
11.2%
100.0%

6.5%
7.5%
9.4%
7.9%
11.0%
3.4%
4.7%
10.2%
13.8%
25.6%
100.0%

7.8%
5.5%
20.0%
3.3%
35.4%
28.0%
100.0%

% of Total
Resident Services

Workers
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0.2%
0.3%
0.2%
0.3%
0.9%
0.2%
0.6%
1.4%
0.3%
0.3%
0.7%

5.2%

1.4%
3.6%
0.7%
5.3%
0.4%
0.8%
0.5%
16%
14.3%

1.0%
1.2%
1.4%
1.2%
1.7%
0.5%
0.7%
1.6%
2.1%
3.9%
15.4%

0.3%
0.2%
0.7%
0.1%
1.3%
1.0%
3.7%



APPENDIX 2, TABLE 2

AVERAGE ANNUAL WORKER COMPENSATION, 2013
SERVICES TO HOUSEHOLDS EARNING $75-$100,000
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS

CITY OF NEWARK, CA

2013 Ava.
Occupation * Compensation '
Page 4 of 4
Transportation and Material Moving Occupations
Bus Drivers, School or Special Client $35,600
Driver/Sales Workers $34,100
Heavy and Tractor-Trailer Truck Drivers $44,800
Light Truck or Delivery Services Drivers $37,300
Taxi Drivers and Chauffeurs $29,100
Parking Lot Attendants $27,400
Industrial Truck and Tractor Operators $43,400
Cleaners of Vehicles and Equipment $24,500
Laborers and Freight, Stock, and Material Movers, Hand $31,400
Packers and Packagers, Hand $23,700
All Other Transportation and Material Moving Occupations (Avg. All Categories) $33,800
Weighted Mean Annual Wage $33,800

' The methodology utilized by the California Employment Development Department (EDD) assumes that hourly paid employees are employed full-time. Annual

compensation is calculated by EDD by multiplying hourly wages by 40 hours per work week by 52 weeks.

% of Total
Occupation
Group 2

6.4%
7.9%
13.1%
11.4%
3.6%
4.1%
3.4%
6.3%
23.4%
7.0%
13.4%
100.0%

% of Total
Resident Services

Workers

0.3%
0.4%
0.7%
0.6%
0.2%
0.2%
0.2%
0.3%
1.2%
0.4%
0.7%
5.3%

87.9%

2 QOccupation percentages are based on the 2012 National Industry - Specific Occupational Employment survey compiled by the Bureau of Labor Statistics. Wages are
based on the 2012 Occupational Employment Survey data for Alameda County, updated by the California Employment Development Department to 2013 wage levels.

3 Including occupations representing 3% or more of the major occupation group

Sources: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, California Employment Development Department, IMPLAN

Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
\Sf-fs2\wp\16\16090\001\75-100k Newark 2-26-14; 2/27/2014; dd
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APPENDIX 2, TABLE 3

WORKER OCCUPATION DISTRIBUTION, 2012

SERVICES TO HOUSEHOLDS EARNING $100,000 TO $150,000
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS

CITY OF NEWARK, CA

Major Occupations (2% or more)

Management Occupations

Business and Financial Operations Occupations
Education, Training, and Library Occupations
Healthcare Practitioners and Technical Occupations
Healthcare Support Occupations

Food Preparation and Serving Related Occupations
Building and Grounds Cleaning and Maintenance Occupations
Personal Care and Service Occupations

Sales and Related Occupations

Office and Administrative Support Occupations
Installation, Maintenance, and Repair Occupations
Transportation and Material Moving Occupations

All Other Worker Occupations - Services to Households Earning
$100,000 to $150,000

INDUSTRY TOTAL

Worker Occupation Distribution’

Services to Households Earning
$100,000 to $150,000

3.9%

3.4%

3.2%

8.1%

4.7%

14.8%

5.6%

5.4%

14.7%

15.3%

3.5%

5.3%

12.1%

100.0%

! Distribution of employment by industry is per the IMPLAN model and the distribution of occupational employment within those
industries is based on the Bureau of Labor Statistics Occupational Employment Survey.

Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics, IMPLAN
Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
\Sf-fs2\wp\16\16090\001\100-150k Newark 2-26-14; 2/27/2014; dd
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APPENDIX 2, TABLE 4

AVERAGE ANNUAL WORKER COMPENSATION, 2013
SERVICES TO HOUSEHOLDS EARNING $100,000 TO $150,000
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS

CITY OF NEWARK, CA

Occupation 3

Page 1 of 4
Management Occupations
Chief Executives
General and Operations Managers
Sales Managers
Administrative Services Managers
Financial Managers
Food Service Managers
Medical and Health Services Managers
Property, Real Estate, and Community Association Managers
Social and Community Service Managers
Managers, All Other
All other Management Occupations (Avg. All Categories)
Weighted Mean Annual Wage

Business and Financial Operations Occupations
Human Resources Specialists
Labor Relations Specialists
Management Analysts
Training and Development Specialists
Market Research Analysts and Marketing Specialists
Business Operations Specialists, All Other
Accountants and Auditors
Financial Analysts
Personal Financial Advisors
Loan Officers
All Other Business and Financial Operations Occupations (Avg. All Categories)
Weighted Mean Annual Wage

Education, Training, and Library Occupations
Vocational Education Teachers, Postsecondary
Preschool Teachers, Except Special Education
Elementary School Teachers, Except Special Education
Middle School Teachers, Except Special and Career/Technical Education
Secondary School Teachers, Except Special and Career/Technical Education
Self-Enrichment Education Teachers
Substitute Teachers
Teachers and Instructors, All Other, Except Substitute Teachers
Teacher Assistants
All Other Education, Training, and Library Occupations (Avg. All Categories)
Weighted Mean Annual Wage

2013 Avg.
Compensation '

$199,700
$132,900
$141,700
$101,200
$144,800

$51,200
$113,500

$85,600

$74,600
$134,300
$120,700
$120,700

$74,600
$81,200
$103,200
$86,500
$86,100
$89,300
$80,100
$98,300
$81,000
$83,100
$85,700
$85,700

$57,600
$33,900
$71,200
$71,000
$71,600
$51,100
$41,500
$60,400
$32,000
$50,100
$50,100

Sources: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, California Employment Development Department, IMPLAN

Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
\Sf-fs2\wp\16\16090\001\100-150k Newark 2-26-14; 2/27/2014; dd

% of Total
Occupation
Group 2

3.8%
33.5%
5.2%
3.9%
6.8%
5.9%
7.3%
8.6%
4.0%
3.1%
17.8%
100.0%

5.9%
4.0%
5.8%
4.3%
6.9%
13.2%
16.6%
4.8%
5.8%
4.9%
27.9%
100.0%

4.7%
13.0%
9.1%
4.0%
6.2%
10.8%
4.4%
7.5%
15.8%
24.5%
100.0%

% of Total
Resident Services

Workers

0.1%
1.3%
0.2%
0.2%
0.3%
0.2%
0.3%
0.3%
0.2%
0.1%
0.7%
3.9%

0.2%
0.1%
0.2%
0.1%
0.2%
0.5%
0.6%
0.2%

0.2%
0.2%

1.0%
3.4%

0.1%
0.4%
0.3%
0.1%
0.2%
0.3%
0.1%
0.2%
0.5%
0.8%
3.2%
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APPENDIX 2, TABLE 4

AVERAGE ANNUAL WORKER COMPENSATION, 2013
SERVICES TO HOUSEHOLDS EARNING $100,000 TO $150,000
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS

CITY OF NEWARK, CA

Occupation 3

Page 2 of 4

Healthcare Practitioners and Technical Occupations
Pharmacists
Physicians and Surgeons, All Other
Registered Nurses
Dental Hygienists
Pharmacy Technicians
Licensed Practical and Licensed Vocational Nurses
All Other Healthcare Practitioners and Technical Occupations (Avg. All Categories)
Weighted Mean Annual Wage

Healthcare Support Occupations
Home Health Aides
Nursing Assistants
Dental Assistants
Medical Assistants
All Other Healthcare Support Occupations (Avg. All Categories)
Weighted Mean Annual Wage

Food Preparation and Serving Related Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Food Preparation and Serving Workers
Cooks, Fast Food
Cooks, Restaurant
Food Preparation Workers
Bartenders
Combined Food Preparation and Serving Workers, Including Fast Food
Counter Attendants, Cafeteria, Food Concession, and Coffee Shop
Waiters and Waitresses
Dining Room and Cafeteria Attendants and Bartender Helpers
Dishwashers
Hosts and Hostesses, Restaurant, Lounge, and Coffee Shop
All Other Food Preparation and Serving Related Occupations (Avg. All Categories)
Weighted Mean Annual Wage

Building and Grounds Cleaning and Maintenance Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Housekeeping and Janitorial Workers
Janitors and Cleaners, Except Maids and Housekeeping Cleaners
Maids and Housekeeping Cleaners
Landscaping and Groundskeeping Workers
All Other Building and Grounds Cleaning and Maintenance Occupations (Avg. All Cate
Weighted Mean Annual Wage

2013 Avg.
Compensation '

$131,300
$190,500
$115,100
$98,900
$47,100
$60,400
$105,500
$105,500

$29,100
$35,300
$40,300
$37,700
$34,700
$34,700

$31,700
$19,900
$26,200
$22,800
$22,600
$21,500
$20,600
$21,600
$19,400
$21,600
$20,900
$22,700
322,700

$47,200
$31,800
$29,600
$31,600
$32,000
$32,000

Sources: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, California Employment Development Department, IMPLAN

Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
\Sf-fs2\wp\16\16090\001\100-150k Newark 2-26-14; 2/27/2014; dd

% of Total
Occupation
Group 2

4.1%
4.3%
30.7%
3.7%
5.5%
9.4%
42.2%
100.0%

21.9%
32.6%
9.9%
16.7%
18.9%
100.0%

7.0%
4.8%
9.0%
6.4%
5.0%
26.2%
3.6%
20.9%
3.2%
4.4%
3.1%
6.6%
100.0%

3.4%
51.2%
11.9%
25.2%

8.3%

100.0%

% of Total
Resident Services

Workers

0.3%
0.4%
2.5%
0.3%
0.4%
0.8%
3.4%

8.1%

1.0%
1.5%
0.5%
0.8%
0.9%
4.7%

1.0%
0.7%
1.3%
0.9%
0.7%
3.9%
0.5%
3.1%
0.5%
0.6%
0.5%
1.0%
14.8%

0.2%
2.9%
0.7%
1.4%
0.5%
5.6%
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APPENDIX 2, TABLE 4

AVERAGE ANNUAL WORKER COMPENSATION, 2013
SERVICES TO HOUSEHOLDS EARNING $100,000 TO $150,000
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS

CITY OF NEWARK, CA

Occupation 3

Page 3 of 4

Personal Care and Service Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Personal Service Workers
Nonfarm Animal Caretakers
Ushers, Lobby Attendants, and Ticket Takers
Amusement and Recreation Attendants
Hairdressers, Hairstylists, and Cosmetologists
Childcare Workers
Personal Care Aides
Fitness Trainers and Aerobics Instructors
Recreation Workers
All Other Personal Care and Service Occupations (Avg. All Categories)
Weighted Mean Annual Wage

Sales and Related Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Retail Sales Workers
Cashiers
Counter and Rental Clerks
Retail Salespersons
Sales Representatives, Services, All Other
Sales Representatives, Wholesale and Manufacturing, Except Technical and Scientifi
All Other Sales and Related Occupations (Avg. All Categories)
Weighted Mean Annual Wage

Office and Administrative Support Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Office and Administrative Support Workers
Bookkeeping, Accounting, and Auditing Clerks
Customer Service Representatives
Receptionists and Information Clerks
Stock Clerks and Order Fillers
Executive Secretaries and Executive Administrative Assistants
Medical Secretaries
Secretaries and Administrative Assistants, Except Legal, Medical, and Executive
Office Clerks, General
All Other Office and Administrative Support Occupations (Avg. All Categories)
Weighted Mean Annual Wage

Installation, Maintenance, and Repair Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Mechanics, Installers, and Repairers
Automotive Body and Related Repairers
Automotive Service Technicians and Mechanics
Bus and Truck Mechanics and Diesel Engine Specialists
Tire Repairers and Changers
Maintenance and Repair Workers, General
All Other Installation, Maintenance, and Repair Occupations (Avg. All Categories)
Weighted Mean Annual Wage

2013 Avg.
Compensation '

$42,900
$25,500
$22,300
$22,700
$29,500
$23,600
$22,600
$50,600
$28,200
$27.300
$27,300

$49,500
$26,400
$33,900
$28,700
$71,400
$73,800
$34.300
$34,300

$62,400
$45,900
$43,200
$34,600
$29,100
$60,100
$41,800
$43,500
$37,400
$41,700
$41,700

$80,500
$51,400
$50,300
$58,500
$31,000
$45,800
$51.200
$51,200

Sources: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, California Employment Development Department, IMPLAN

Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
\Sf-fs2\wp\16\16090\001\100-150k Newark 2-26-14; 2/27/2014; dd

% of Total
Occupation
Group 2

3.6%
5.2%
3.6%
5.9%
15.9%
13.3%
25.9%
5.7%
5.3%
15.6%
100.0%

10.2%
26.5%
4.0%
39.1%
3.0%
4.2%
13.0%
100.0%

6.6%
7.4%
9.4%
7.7%
11.7%
3.3%
4.5%
10.0%
13.6%
25.8%
100.0%

7.9%
5.9%
21.8%
3.4%
3.3%
32.1%
25.7%
100.0%

% of Total
Resident Services

Workers

0.2%
0.3%
0.2%
0.3%
0.9%
0.7%
1.4%
0.3%
0.3%
0.8%
5.4%

1.5%
3.9%
0.6%
5.8%
0.4%
0.6%
1.9%

14.7%

1.0%
1.1%
1.4%
1.2%
1.8%
0.5%
0.7%
1.5%
21%
3.9%

15.3%
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APPENDIX 2, TABLE 4

AVERAGE ANNUAL WORKER COMPENSATION, 2013
SERVICES TO HOUSEHOLDS EARNING $100,000 TO $150,000
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS

CITY OF NEWARK, CA

Occupation 3

Page 4 of 4

Transportation and Material Moving Occupations
Bus Drivers, School or Special Client
Driver/Sales Workers
Heavy and Tractor-Trailer Truck Drivers
Light Truck or Delivery Services Drivers
Taxi Drivers and Chauffeurs
Parking Lot Attendants
Industrial Truck and Tractor Operators
Cleaners of Vehicles and Equipment
Laborers and Freight, Stock, and Material Movers, Hand
Packers and Packagers, Hand
All Other Transportation and Material Moving Occupations (Avg. All Categories)
Weighted Mean Annual Wage

2013 Avg.

Compensation '

$35,600
$34,100
$44,800
$37,300
$29,100
$27,400
$43,400
$24,500
$31,400
$23,700
$33,700
$33,700

% of Total
Occupation
Group 2

7.3%
7.7%
12.8%
11.2%
3.9%
4.2%
3.2%
6.4%
22.7%
7.1%

13.5%

100.0%

% of Total
Resident Services

Workers

0.4%
0.4%
0.7%
0.6%
0.2%
0.2%
0.2%
0.3%
1.2%
0.4%
0.7%
5.3%

' The methodology utilized by the California Employment Development Department (EDD) assumes that hourly paid employees are employed full-time. Annual

compensation is calculated by EDD by multiplying hourly wages by 40 hours per work week by 52 weeks.

87.9%

2 QOccupation percentages are based on the 2012 National Industry - Specific Occupational Employment survey compiled by the Bureau of Labor Statistics. Wages are
based on the 2012 Occupational EmploymentSurvey data for Alameda County, updated by the California Employment Development Department to 2013 wage levels.

3 Including occupations representing 3% or more of the major occupation group

Sources: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, California Employment Development Department, IMPLAN

Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
\Sf-fs2\wp\16\16090\001\100-150k Newark 2-26-14; 2/27/2014; dd
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APPENDIX 2, TABLE §

WORKER OCCUPATION DISTRIBUTION, 2012

SERVICES TO HOUSEHOLDS EARNING $150,000 AND OVER
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS

CITY OF NEWARK, CA

Major Occupations (2% or more)

Management Occupations

Business and Financial Operations Occupations
Education, Training, and Library Occupations
Healthcare Practitioners and Technical Occupations
Healthcare Support Occupations

Food Preparation and Serving Related Occupations
Building and Grounds Cleaning and Maintenance Occupations
Personal Care and Service Occupations

Sales and Related Occupations

Office and Administrative Support Occupations
Installation, Maintenance, and Repair Occupations
Transportation and Material Moving Occupations

All Other Worker Occupations - Services to Households Earning
$150,000 and over

INDUSTRY TOTAL

Worker Occupation Distribution’

Services to Households Earning
$150,000 and over

4.0%

3.5%

4.5%

7.2%

4.1%

14.0%

5.9%

5.6%

15.0%

15.1%

3.4%

5.4%

Distribution of employment by industry is per the IMPLAN model and the distribution of occupational employment within those

industries is based on the Bureau of Labor Statistics Occupational Employment Survey.

Source: Bureau of Labor Statistics, IMPLAN
Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
\Sf-fs2\wp\16\16090\001\150k plus Newark 2-26-14; 2/27/2014; dd
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APPENDIX 2, TABLE 6

AVERAGE ANNUAL WORKER COMPENSATION, 2013
SERVICES TO HOUSEHOLDS EARNING $150,000 AND OVER
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS

CITY OF NEWARK, CA

Occupation 3

Page 1 0of 4
Management Occupations
Chief Executives
General and Operations Managers
Sales Managers
Administrative Services Managers
Financial Managers
Food Service Managers
Medical and Health Services Managers
Property, Real Estate, and Community Association Managers
Social and Community Service Managers
Managers, All Other
All other Management Occupations (Avg. All Categories)
Weighted Mean Annual Wage

Business and Financial Operations Occupations
Human Resources Specialists
Labor Relations Specialists
Management Analysts
Training and Development Specialists
Market Research Analysts and Marketing Specialists
Business Operations Specialists, All Other
Accountants and Auditors
Financial Analysts
Personal Financial Advisors
Loan Officers

All Other Business and Financial Operations Occupations (Avg. All Categories)
Weighted Mean Annual Wage

Education, Training, and Library Occupations
Vocational Education Teachers, Postsecondary
Preschool Teachers, Except Special Education
Elementary School Teachers, Except Special Education
Middle School Teachers, Except Special and Career/Technical Education
Secondary School Teachers, Except Special and Career/Technical Education
Self-Enrichment Education Teachers
Substitute Teachers
Teachers and Instructors, All Other, Except Substitute Teachers
Teacher Assistants
All Other Education, Training, and Library Occupations (Avg. All Categories)
Weighted Mean Annual Wage

2013 Avg.

Compensation '

$199,700
$132,900
$141,700
$101,200
$144,800

$51,200
$113,500

$85,600

$74,600
$134,300
$121,600
$121,600

$74,600
$81,200
$103,200
$86,500
$86,100
$89,300
$80,100
$98,300
$81,000
$83,100
$85,800
$85,800

$57,600
$33,900
$71,200
$71,000
$71,600
$51,100
$41,500
$60,400
$32,000
$50.200
$50,200

Sources: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, California Employment Development Department, IMPLAN

Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
\Sf-fs2\wp\16\16090\001\150k plus Newark 2-26-14; 2/27/2014; dd

% of Total
Occupation
Group 2

3.9%
33.8%
5.1%
4.0%
6.8%
5.5%
6.4%
7.5%
4.2%
3.2%
19.8%
100.0%

5.7%
4.0%
5.8%
4.6%
6.7%
13.5%
16.2%
4.7%
5.8%
4.8%
28.1%
100.0%

5.0%
12.8%
8.9%
4.0%
6.2%
10.3%
4.3%
7.6%
15.5%
25.4%
100.0%

% of Total

Resident Services

Workers

0.2%
1.3%
0.2%
0.2%
0.3%
0.2%
0.3%
0.3%
0.2%
0.1%
0.8%
4.0%

0.2%
0.1%
0.2%
0.2%
0.2%
0.5%
0.6%
0.2%
0.2%
0.2%
1.0%
3.5%

0.2%
0.6%
0.4%
0.2%
0.3%
0.5%
0.2%
0.3%
0.7%
11%
4.5%
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APPENDIX 2, TABLE 6

AVERAGE ANNUAL WORKER COMPENSATION, 2013
SERVICES TO HOUSEHOLDS EARNING $150,000 AND OVER
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS

CITY OF NEWARK, CA

Occupation 3

Page 2 of 4

Healthcare Practitioners and Technical Occupations
Pharmacists
Physicians and Surgeons, All Other
Registered Nurses
Dental Hygienists
Pharmacy Technicians
Licensed Practical and Licensed Vocational Nurses
All Other Healthcare Practitioners and Technical Occupations (Avg. All Categories)
Weighted Mean Annual Wage

Healthcare Support Occupations
Home Health Aides
Nursing Assistants
Dental Assistants
Medical Assistants
All Other Healthcare Support Occupations (Avg. All Categories)
Weighted Mean Annual Wage

Food Preparation and Serving Related Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Food Preparation and Serving Workers
Cooks, Fast Food
Cooks, Restaurant
Food Preparation Workers
Bartenders
Combined Food Preparation and Serving Workers, Including Fast Food
Counter Attendants, Cafeteria, Food Concession, and Coffee Shop
Waiters and Waitresses
Dining Room and Cafeteria Attendants and Bartender Helpers
Dishwashers
Hosts and Hostesses, Restaurant, Lounge, and Coffee Shop
All Other Food Preparation and Serving Related Occupations (Avg. All Categories)
Weighted Mean Annual Wage

Building and Grounds Cleaning and Maintenance Occupations

First-Line Supervisors of Housekeeping and Janitorial Workers

First-Line Supervisors of Landscaping, Lawn Service, and Groundskeeping Workers

Janitors and Cleaners, Except Maids and Housekeeping Cleaners

Maids and Housekeeping Cleaners

Landscaping and Groundskeeping Workers

All Other Building and Grounds Cleaning and Maintenance Occupations (Avg. All Cate
Weighted Mean Annual Wage

2013 Avg.
Compensation '

$131,300
$190,500
$115,100
$98,900
$47,100
$60,400
$104,800
$104,800

$29,100
$35,300
$40,300
$37,700
$34,600
$34,600

$31,700
$19,900
$26,200
$22,800
$22,600
$21,500
$20,600
$21,600
$19,400
$21,600
$20,900
$22,700
$22,700

$47,200
$53,300
$31,800
$29,600
$31,600
$32,700
$32,700

Sources: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, California Employment Development Department, IMPLAN

Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
\\Sf-fs2\wp\16\16090\001\150k plus Newark 2-26-14; 2/27/2014; dd

% of Total
Occupation
Group 2

4.6%
4.2%
30.1%
3.6%
6.3%
9.3%
41.9%
100.0%

22.6%
32.1%
9.6%
16.4%
19.3%
100.0%

7.0%
4.7%
8.9%
6.5%
5.1%
26.1%
3.7%
20.8%
3.2%
4.3%
3.0%
6.6%
100.0%

3.4%
3.0%
51.6%
11.0%
25.5%
5.4%

100.0%

% of Total
Resident Services

Workers

0.3%
0.3%
2.2%
0.3%
0.5%
0.7%
3.0%

7.2%

0.9%
1.3%
0.4%
0.7%
0.8%
4.1%

1.0%
0.7%
1.2%
0.9%
0.7%
3.7%
0.5%
2.9%
0.4%
0.6%
0.4%
0.9%
14.0%

0.2%
0.2%
3.0%
0.6%
1.5%
0.3%
5.9%
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APPENDIX 2, TABLE 6

AVERAGE ANNUAL WORKER COMPENSATION, 2013
SERVICES TO HOUSEHOLDS EARNING $150,000 AND OVER
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS

CITY OF NEWARK, CA

Occupation 3

Page 3 of 4

Personal Care and Service Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Personal Service Workers
Nonfarm Animal Caretakers
Ushers, Lobby Attendants, and Ticket Takers
Amusement and Recreation Attendants
Hairdressers, Hairstylists, and Cosmetologists
Childcare Workers
Personal Care Aides
Fitness Trainers and Aerobics Instructors
Recreation Workers
All Other Personal Care and Service Occupations (Avg. All Categories)
Weighted Mean Annual Wage

Sales and Related Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Retail Sales Workers
Cashiers
Counter and Rental Clerks
Retail Salespersons
Sales Representatives, Services, All Other
Sales Representatives, Wholesale and Manufacturing, Except Technical and Scientifi
All Other Sales and Related Occupations (Avg. All Categories)
Weighted Mean Annual Wage

Office and Administrative Support Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Office and Administrative Support Workers
Bookkeeping, Accounting, and Auditing Clerks
Customer Service Representatives
Receptionists and Information Clerks
Stock Clerks and Order Fillers
Executive Secretaries and Executive Administrative Assistants
Medical Secretaries
Secretaries and Administrative Assistants, Except Legal, Medical, and Executive
Office Clerks, General
All Other Office and Administrative Support Occupations (Avg. All Categories)
Weighted Mean Annual Wage

Installation, Maintenance, and Repair Occupations
First-Line Supervisors of Mechanics, Installers, and Repairers
Automotive Body and Related Repairers
Automotive Service Technicians and Mechanics
Bus and Truck Mechanics and Diesel Engine Specialists
Tire Repairers and Changers
Maintenance and Repair Workers, General
All Other Installation, Maintenance, and Repair Occupations (Avg. All Categories)
Weighted Mean Annual Wage

2013 Avg.
Compensation '

$42,900
$25,500
$22,300
$22,700
$29,500
$23,600
$22,600
$50,600
$28,200
$27.300
$27,300

$49,500
$26,400
$33,900
$28,700
$71,400
$73,800
$34.,000
$34,000

$62,400
$45,900
$43,200
$34,600
$29,100
$60,100
$41,800
$43,500
$37,400
$41,700
$41,700

$80,500
$51,400
$50,300
$58,500
$31,000
$45,800
$51.200
$51,200

Sources: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, California Employment Development Department, IMPLAN

Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
\Sf-fs2\wp\16\16090\001\150k plus Newark 2-26-14; 2/27/2014; dd

% of Total
Occupation
Group 2

3.7%
5.5%
3.7%
6.2%
13.9%
16.8%
24.3%
6.0%
5.2%
14.8%
100.0%

10.5%
26.9%
3.83%
40.0%
2.0%
4%
158.5%

6.5%
7.4%
9.5%
7.3%
12.1%
3.4%
3.9%
10.3%
13.8%
25.8%
100.0%

7.9%
5.8%
22.3%
3.6%
3.5%
31.1%
25.8%
100.0%

% of Total
Resident Services

Workers

0.2%
0.3%
0.2%
0.3%
0.8%
0.9%
1.4%
0.3%
0.3%
0.8%
5.6%

1.6%
4.0%
0.6%
6.0%
0.5%
0.5%
19%

15.0%

1.0%
1.1%
1.4%
1.1%
1.8%
0.5%
0.6%
1.5%
2.1%
3.9%

15.1%
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APPENDIX 2, TABLE 6

AVERAGE ANNUAL WORKER COMPENSATION, 2013
SERVICES TO HOUSEHOLDS EARNING $150,000 AND OVER
RESIDENTIAL NEXUS ANALYSIS

CITY OF NEWARK, CA

Occupation 3

Page 4 of 4

Transportation and Material Moving Occupations
Bus Drivers, School or Special Client
Driver/Sales Workers
Heavy and Tractor-Trailer Truck Drivers
Light Truck or Delivery Services Drivers
Taxi Drivers and Chauffeurs
Parking Lot Attendants
Cleaners of Vehicles and Equipment
Laborers and Freight, Stock, and Material Movers, Hand
Packers and Packagers, Hand
All Other Transportation and Material Moving Occupations (Avg. All Categories)
Weighted Mean Annual Wage

2013 Avg.

Compensation '

$35,600
$34,100
$44,800
$37,300
$29,100
$27,400
$24,500
$31,400
$23,700
$33.400
$33,400

% of Total
Occupation
Group 2

9.2%
7.2%
12.5%
10.8%
4.5%
4.4%
6.1%
21.6%
6.9%
16.8%
100.0%

% of Total
Resident Services

Workers

0.5%
0.4%
0.7%
0.6%
0.2%
0.2%
0.3%
1.2%
0.4%
0.9%
5.4%

' The methodology utilized by the California Employment Development Department (EDD) assumes that hourly paid employees are employed full-time. Annual

compensation is calculated by EDD by multiplying hourly wages by 40 hours per work week by 52 weeks.

87.6%

2 QOccupation percentages are based on the 2012 National Industry - Specific Occupational Employment survey compiled by the Bureau of Labor Statistics. Wages are
based on the 2012 Occupational Employment Survey data for Alameda County, updated by the California Employment Development Department to 2013 wage levels.

% Including occupations representing 3% or more of the major occupation group

Sources: U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, California Employment Development Department, IMPLAN

Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
\Sf-fs2\wp\16\16090\001\150k plus Newark 2-26-14; 2/27/2014; dd
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RESOLUTION NO. 10,132

RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
NEWARK ESTABLISHING A PARKS IMPACT FEE OF $7,460
PER RESIDENTIAL UNIT UNDER GOVERNMENT CODE
SECTION 66001, REPEALING THE PARK-IN-LIEU FEE
(RESOLUTION NO. 5799) AND AMEND THE MASTER FEE
SCHEDULE (RESOLUTION NO. 10094) TO REFLECT THESE
CHANGES

WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Newark ("City") is authorized to prescribe and
establish fees in regard to services or functions performed by the City for the public in a
governmental and proprietary capacity; and

WHEREAS, California Government Code Section 66000 et seq. allows local governments
to impose impact fees on new development in order to recover the cost of improvements that are
needed to serve that new development; and

WHEREAS, the City of Newark adopted a Park-in-lieu fee by Resolution No. 5799 on
May 25, 1989 and established a Quimby Fee by Ordinance No. 264, introduced on March 22, 1990;
and

WHEREAS, both of these existing fees are outdated and need to be brought into
conformity with current conditions in the City; and

WHEREAS, the City desires to have a single, updated parks impact fee that will ensure
that new development pays the cost to continue the current parks standard; and

WHEREAS, the City has prepared the attached 2013 Newark Parks Impact Fee Study
which establishes a reasonable relationship between the parks fee and the purpose of the fee; and

WHEREAS, the City has duly noticed, advertised, scheduled, and held a Public Hearing on
September 26, 2013; and

WHEREAS, on September 26, 2013, the City Council reviewed material presented in the
staff report including the Newark Parks Impact Fee Study, concerning the purpose of the fee and
the relationship between the fee and its purpose; and

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of Newark which
hereby finds, declares, and resolves that:

1) The City herby receives and approves the Newark Parks Impact Fee Study.

2) After considering the Newark Parks Impact Fee Study, this Resolution, and the testimony
received at a public hearing, the City herby makes the following findings:

a) The Park Impact Fee approved pursuant to this Resolution shall be used to fund the
cost of parkland acquisition, park and recreation facility development, construction



3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

8)

9)

attributable to new residential development in the City, and any administrative cost
associated with the park impact fee program; and

b) The Newark Parks Impact Fee Study demonstrates that there is a reasonable
relationship between the amount of the Park Impact Fee and the cost of park facilities
attributable to the development upon which the fee is proposed. Since the need for park
and recreation facilities is inherently population-driven associated park facility costs
are assessed based on average household population.

The City finds pursuant to the California Environmental Quality ACT (“CEQA”) this
action is not a “project” because the Resolution provides a mechanism for funding the
acquisition and development of parks but does not involve a commitment to any specific
project for such purposes that may result in a potential significant impact on the
Environment (CEQA guidelines Section 15378)

The City does hereby approve the following park impact fee on new residential
development for park land acquisition and development of park and recreational facilities.

Park Impact Fee of $7,460 per residential dwelling unit.
The Park Impact Fee would not apply to approved projects that have a Development
Agreement or Vesting Tentative Map unless the provisions of the document allow the

application of such fees.

Residential Developers shall be given a credit against this fee for the actual cost of public
parks included in their developments.

The Park-in-Lieu fee established by Resolution 5799 is hereby rescinded.

The Master Fee Schedule is hereby amended to add a Park Impact Fee of $7,460 and to
delete the Park In Lieu Fee and the Quimby Fee, as outlined in Exhibit A.

Effective Date: This resolution shall be effective upon the effectiveness of the repeal of
Ordinance No. 264 (Quimby Fee).

Resolution No. 10,132 2



I HEREBY CERTIFY the foregoing resolution was introduced at a regular meeting of the
City Council of the City of Newark held on September 26, 2013, by Vice Mayor Apodaca, who
moved its adoption and passage, which motion was carried after being duly seconded, and passed
by the following vote:

AYES: Council Members Collazo, Freitas, Marshall, Vice Mayor Apodaca, and
Mayor Nagy
NOES: None
ABSENT: None
SECONDED: Council Member Collazo
APPROVED:

A/ 1 ltga
s/ALAN L. NAGY
Mayor

A ST
AZ/SHEILA HARRI 1o ON

City-Clerk

% TO FORM:

Resolution No. 10,132 3



Exhibit A

V. CAPITAL ASSETS - CONSTRUCTION ENTERPRISE FUND
A. DEVELOPMENT
104-0000 3740 |1. Street Trees
208-0000
a. City Planted (three year maintenance) 325/tree
104-0000 3850 |2. ParkImpact Fee 7.460/dwelling unit
2 Park-in-lien
& Subdivisions*
61} Single-family-home 2,998 /dwelling unic
23 Multi-family-heme 2,278/ dwellingunit-
b: Conditional-use permits**
{3 Twe-erlessbedrooms 1,800/dwelling unit
{2} Threebedrooms 2,000/ dwelling unit-
33 Eeur-er-mere-bedreoms 2;200/dwelling unit-
% Established by Ordinance-No-264-See Chapter16.30-NMC for-definitions-of-
single-and multi-family homes:
400-0000 3860 PSF | ** An-additionalfee;based on-actual-cost-forservices, may-be-charged-forrentals-
pacuivina additianal g nal ar maintananca
3. Capital Facilities *
a. Public Safety
(1) Single-family residential 1,989/ unit
(2) Multi-family residential 2,079/ unit
(3) Commercial 1.73/square foot

Resolution No. 10,132

City of Newark

37101 Newark Boulevard, Newark, CA 94560-3796

(510) 578-4000
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2013 Newark Parks Impact Fee Study

Summary

This study calculates the cost to maintain a standard ofthree acres of improved
parkland per 1,000 residents at $7,476.52. This amount has a reasonable relationship to
the purpose of the parks impact fee and would be the maximum parks impact fee
amount for the City of Newark.

Purpose of the Newark Parks Impact Fee

The City of Newark's parks impact fee is intended to ensure that the city has adequate
parks facilities to serve both new and existing residents, commensurate with the level of
parks facilities available to current residents of the city and the standard set forth in the
city's general plan.

The recreation element of Newark's general plan establishes a standard of three acres of
parkland for every 1,000 residents. This is compatible with the amount of parkland that
is currently available to Newark residents, as is shown through the data and
calculations below.

Park Acres
Community Park 16.54
Lakeshore Park 25.96
Musick Park 0.76
MacGregor School Park 10.3

Eucalyptus Grove North 1.64
Mayhews Landing Park 8.35
Mirabeau Park 6.02
Bridgepointe Park 3.53
Birch Grove Park 14.37
Ash Street Park 6.00
Civic Center Park 5.00
Eucalyptus Grove South 3.38
Byington Park 297
Silliman Recreation Center Park 24.23
TOTAL 129.05

According to the 2010 U.S. Census, the population of Newark is 42,573. This means that
Newark currently has a ratio of 3.03 park acres per 1,000 residents. Based on this

Resolution No. 10,132



information and the standard set in the Newark General Plan, the impact is calculated
based on 3 acres of parkland per 1,000 residents.

Calculation of the Newark Parks Impact Fee
The calculation to develop the impact fee is as shown below:

Cost per household = (Total cost of one acre of parkland) X
(Parks standard per person) X
(People per household)

Each of the three inputsto the calculation is explained below.

Total cost of one acre of parkland

The total cost of one acre of parkland includes both the land cost and the improvement
cost. The land cost is the average asking price per acre of vacant land over 0.75 acre in
size in the Tri-Cities area (Newark, Fremont and Union City) on one day during the
period this study was being prepared (April 26,2013). Smaller properties were
eliminated because of their higher price per acre and the fact that the smallest park in
Newark is 0.76 acres (Musick Park). This sample included 15 properties, which are
listed in the appendix to this study. To ensure that the average price is reasonable and
not unduly influenced by outliers, the two highest and two lowest costs per acre were
discarded for the calculation. The result was an average land cost of $345,792.67 per
acre.

The improvement cost includes the cost of park design and planning as well as the cost
ofthe improvements themselves. These costs would vary depending on the size of the
park and the level of improvements. Park design and planning could be accomplished
for approximately $25,000 to $75,000 per park, depending on the level of complexity
and the amount of work completed by city staff. For purposes of these calculation, an
average of $25,000 per acre of parkland is included for design and planning.

Industry standards for park improvements vary according to the level of improvements
needed, with passive use facilities and natural areas requiring less funds per acre and
active facilities such as playfields, playgrounds, and bathrooms requiring more. New
parks in Newark are expected to be primarily for active use, and therefore an average
cost of $200,000 per acre is anticipated.

Parks standard per person
The parks standard, as established by the Newark General Plan and the current

situation in the city, is 3 acres per 1,000 residents.

People per household
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The average number of people per household according to the 2010 U.S. Census is 3.28.

Fee Amount
Using the formula and data described above, the fee amount would be $7,462.52 per

household or dwelling unit.

Reasonable Relationship between the Purpose of the Fee and the Amount of the Fee
The fee per dwelling unit is a direct calculation of the cost to acquire and improve the
land needed to maintain the city's standard of three acres of parkland per 1,000

residents. Therefore, there is a reasonable relationship between the purpose of the fee
and the amount of the fee.
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Appendix: Data Used in Land Cost Calculations

Listings for Vacant Land in Newark, Fremont & Union City

on mls.com on April 26, 2013

Address City

0 VARGAS RD Fremont
42088 VARGAS RD Fremont
0 MILL CREEK RD Fremont
0 E WARREN AV Fremont
00 Warren Ave Fremont
501 CRYSTALLINE Fremont
OMAHA WAY Fremont
8100 MOWRY AVE W Newark
4897 ST FRANCIS TE Fremont
4700 HORNER ST Union City
467 RIVIERA DR Union City
71 MONTCLAIRE DR Fremont
36341 MISSION BLVD Fremont
0 UNION CITY BLVD Union City
37629 FREMONT BLVD Fremont

MLS #
81219469
40575230
40600478
81300462
40610199
21303973
40595845

40599644
81206823

40611674
40600791
40593157
40606221

40430173

40586326

Acres
20.03

20.03
54.08

2.27
2.27
18.29
6.77

34.36
6.19

1.7
1.25
2.67
0.79

2

0.92

Asking
Price
1,250,000

1,250,000
3,599,000
350,000
350,000
3,000,000
1,200,000
6,500,000
1,200,000
480,000
430,000
1,999,888
1,050,000

3,500,000
2,150,000

$$/acre
$62,406.39

$62,406.39
$66,549.56

$154,185.02
$154,185.02
$164,024.06
$177,252.58

$189,173.46
$193,861.07

$282,352.94
$344,000.00
$749,021.72
$1,329,113.92

$1,750,000.00

$2,336,956.52
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RESOLUTION NO. 10505

RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
NEWARK INCREASING THE PARKS IMPACT FEE UNDER
GOVERNMENT CODE SECTION 66001, REPEALING THE
FEE PREVIOUSLY ESTABLISHED IN RESOLUTION NO.
10132, AND AMENDING THE MASTER FEE SCHEDULE
TO REFLECT THESE CHANGES

WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Newark, a general law city (“City”), is
authorized to prescribe and establish fees in regard to services or functions performed by the
City for the public in a governmental and proprietary capacity; and

WHEREAS, California Govemment Code Section 66000 et seq. allows local
govermments to impose impact fees on new development in order to recover the cost of
improvements that are needed to serve that new development; and

WHEREAS, the existing Parks Impact Fee is insufficient, outdated, and needs to be
brought into conformity with current conditions in the City; and

WHEREAS, the City desires to have an updated Parks Impact Fee that will ensure that
all new development pays the cost to continue the current parks standard; and

WHEREAS, the City has retained Keyser Marston Associates to prepare the Parks and
Recreation Facility Development Impact Fee Study, dated May 2016, which establishes a
reasonable relationship between the parks fee and the purpose of the fee, which study is
incorporated herein and attached as Exhibit A; and

WHEREAS, the City has duly noticed, advertised, scheduled, and held a Public Hearing
on June 9, 2016; and

WHEREAS, on June 9, 2016, the City Council reviewed material presented in the staff
report including the Parks and Recreation Facility Development Impact Fee Study, concerning
the purpose of the fee and the relationship between the fee and its purpose; and

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of Newark
which hereby finds, declares, and resolves that:

1) The City herby receives and approves the Parks and Recreation Facility
Development Impact Fee Study (“Fee Study”), which is attached as Exhibit A to
this Resolution.

2) In adopting this Resolution, the City Council is exercising its powers under
Article XI, Sections 5 and 7 of the California Constitution, Chapter 5 of
Division 1 of the Government Code (“Mitigation Fee Act”), commencing with
Section 66000, collectively and separately.



3) After considering the Fee Study, this Resolution, and the testimony received at a
public hearing, the City Council hereby makes the following findings:

a)

b)

d)

In accordance with Section 66001, subdivision a, paragraph 1 of the
Mitigation Fee Act, the purpose of the fees set forth in this Resolution,
as specified in Exhibit A, is to provide for an expansion in parks and
recreation capital facilities in the City as new growth occurs;

In accordance with Section 66001, subdivision a, paragraph 2 of the
Mitigation Fee Act, the fees collected pursuant to this Resolution, as
specified in Exhibit A, shall be used to acquire land for parks and to
construct improvements, such as playing fields, a skate park, or dog
park, and other recreational uses and facilities for the City, and shall be
used to fund any administrative cost associated with the park impact fee
program;

In accordance with Section 66001, subdivision a, paragraph 3 of the
Mitigation Fee Act, there is a reasonable relationship between the fees
use (to pay for the acquisition of park and recreational facilities) and the
type of development for which the fees are imposed in that the fees will
be applied to residential development in the City, which will generate
demands for park and recreational facilities;

In accordance with Section 66001, subdivision a, paragraph 4 of the
Mitigation Fee Act, the Fee Study demonstrates that there is a reasonable
relationship between the amount of the Park Impact Fees and the cost of
park facilities attributable to the development upon which the fee is
proposed. Since the need for park and recreation facilities is inherently
population-driven associated park facility costs are assessed based on
average household population; and

In accordance with Section 66001, subdivision b of the Mitigation Fee
Act, there is a reasonable relationship between the amount of the fees
and cost of providing the parkland and park and recreational facilities
attributable to the development in the City upon which the fees are
imposed in that the fees have been calculated by apportioning the cost of
parkland acquisition and park facilities construction to the number of
residents attached by each type of new residential unit.

4) The City finds pursuant to the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”)
this action is not a “project” because the Resolution provides a mechanism for
funding the acquisition and development of parks but does not involve a
commitment to any specific project for such purposes that may result in a
potential significant impact on the Environment (CEQA guidelines Section
15378, Pub. Res. Code Section 21080(b)(8)(D)).
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5)

6)

7)

8)

9)

10)

11)

The cost estimates set forth in the Fee Study are reasonable estimates for
acquiring parkland and constructing park and recreational facilities and the fees
expected to be generated by future development will not exceed the future
projected cost of acquiring parkland and constructing park and recreational
facilities.

The method of allocation of the fees to particular development bears a fair
relationship and is roughly proportional to each development’s burden on and
benefits from the park and recreational facilities to be funded by the fees, in that
the fees are calculated based on the number of residents each particular
development will attract.

The Fee Study is a detailed analysis of how parks and recreational services will
be affected by development in the City and the parks and recreational facilities
necessary to accommodate that development.

The fees are consistent with the General Plan and, pursuant to Government
Code Section 65913.2, the City Council has considered the effects of the fees
with respect to the City’s housing needs as established in the housing element of
the General Plan.

The fee amounts set forth in this Resolution include the fair and reasonable costs
of administration of the fee programs and are within the requirements of the
Mitigation Fee Act and other applicable law.

The fees are subject to adjustment, which approximate the fluctuation in market
costs, and shall be adjusted annually in accordance with the Engineering News
Record Construction Cost Index, San Francisco, California. Additionally,
seeing that land acquisition costs are an important component of the fee, the
City shall review land acquisition costs every two years.

The City does hereby approve the following park impact fees on new residential
development for park land acquisition and development of park and recreational
facilities as follows:

Type of Unit Fees for Projects that Do Not | Fees for Projects that

Dedicate Adequate Land for | Dedicate Adequate Land for
Parks Parks

Single Family Unit $25,000 $7,500

Multiple Family Units | $18,000 $5,300

(The fees shall be adjusted annually in accordance with the Engineering
News Record Construction Cost Index, San Francisco, California.)
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12)

13)

14)

15)

16)

17)

The Park Impact Fees shall not apply to approved projects that have a
Development Agreement or Vesting Tentative Map unless the provisions of the
document allow the application of such fees.

Residential Developers shall be given a credit against this fee for the actual cost
of public parks included in their developments.

Resolution No. 10,132, which established the previous Park Impact Fee, is
hereby rescinded.

The Master Fee Schedule is hereby amended to reflect the Park Impact Fees as
set forth in this Resolution.

Effective Date: This resolution shall be effective upon date of adoption of this
Resolution. In accordance with Government Code Section 66017, the fees set
by this Resolution shall be effective 60 days from the effective date of this
Resolution.

Severability. Each component of the fees and all portions of this Resolution are
severable. Should any individual component of the fees or other provisions of
this Resolution be adjusted to be invalid and unenforceable, the remaining
component or provisions shall be and continue to be fully effective, and the fees
shall be fully effective except as to that component which has been judged to be
invalid.
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I HEREBY CERTIFY the foregoing resolution was introduced at a regular meeting of
the City Council of the City of Newark held on June 9, 2016, by Council Member Bucci, who
moved its adoption and passage, which motion was carried after being duly seconded, and

passed by the following vote:

AYES: Council Members Hannon, Collazo, Bucci, Vice Mayor Freitas, and
Mayor Nagy

NOES: None

ABSENT: None

SECONDED: Vice Mayor Freitas

A%

“S/SHEILA HARRIN
Cit}ZQerk
ROVED A; 70 FORM:

s/DAVID J. (ENOUN
City Attorne})\
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APPROVED:

Qe 2411
SIALAN L. NAG
Mayor
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. INTRODUCTION, SUMMARY OF CURRENT PROGRAM, RESULTS, AND
RECOMMENDATIONS

This Parks and Recreation Facility Development Impact Fee nexus analysis provides the City of
Newark (the City) with the necessary technical documentation to support updating its current Park
Impact Fee. This nexus analysis has been prepared by Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. (KMA).

A. Summary of Current Program and City Objectives for Impact Fee

The City currently levies a park impact fee of $7,460 per unit. The impact fees are used to
acquire land and construct parks to meet the City’s per capita parks service standard of 3 acres
of parks per 1,000 residents. The City’s per capita park standards and service park standards
are contained in the City’s General Plan.

The City’s park impact fee is an “all-inclusive” park fee that addresses the impacts of new
residential development on all types of recreational facilities including parks, playfields, aquatics
and recreation centers. Although some cities have fees that are targeted to particular uses, the
all-inclusive strategy is preferable because it provides the City with a greater degree of flexibility.

B. Report Background and Legal Context

The Mitigation Fee Act (AB 1600 et seq.) permits cities to adopt parks and recreation
development impact fees on new development to fund the associated, additional costs of
providing parks and recreation capital facilities. Unlike the City's current land dedication
requirement, which was established in conformance with the Quimby Act, the Mitigation Fee Act
allows for fees to be charged to all new development that increases the need for capital
facilities, including in-fill projects."

This Report provides the necessary technical analysis to support a schedule of fees to be
established by an Impact Fee Ordinance and Resolution. The Mitigation Fee Act allows the City
to adopt by Resolution a fee schedule consistent with the supporting technical analysis and
findings provided in this Report. The Resolution’s approach to setting the fee allows periodic
adjustments of the fee amount as may be necessary over time, without amending the enabling
Ordinance.

The technical analysis in this Report estimates the parks and recreation facility fee schedule
that will fund new development’s “fair share” contribution to future City investments in parks.
The key requirements of the Mitigation Fee Act that determine the structure, scope, and amount
of the proposed Fee Program are as follows:

1 Quimby Act fees under the Subdivision Map Act can only be charged on new, subdivided residential development.
Quimby Act fees would not apply to projects that do not require a subdivision map, such as infill projects.
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= Collected for Capital Facility and Infrastructure Improvements. Development impact
fee revenue can be collected and used to cover the cost of capital facilities and
infrastructure required to serve new development and growth in the City. However,
impact fee revenue cannot be used to cover the operation and maintenance costs of
these or any other facilities and infrastructure.

= Cannot Fund Existing Needs. Impact fee revenue cannot be collected or used to cover
deficiencies in existing City capital equipment and facilities. The portion of capital costs
required to meet the needs of the City's existing population must be funded through
other sources. Capital facility investments that increase service standards for existing
and new development must be split on a “fair share” basis according to the proportion
attributable to each.

= Must be Based on a Rational Nexus. An impact fee must be based on a reasonable
nexus, or connection, between new growth and development and the need for a new
facility or improvement. As such, an impact fee must be supported by specific findings
that explain or demonstrate this nexus. In addition, the impact fee amount must be
structured such that the revenue generated does not exceed the cost of providing the
facility or improvement for which the fee is imposed.

The City can choose to charge parks and recreation development impact fees below the
maximum, supportable fee schedule. Such downward adjustments in the fee schedule, if
selected, are typically based on policy considerations related to considerations of development
feasibility and fee levels in peer cities.

C. Facility Standards and Cost Allocation Approach

A facility standard is a policy that indicates the amount of facilities required to accommodate
service demand. Examples of facility standards include building square feet per capita and park
acres per capita. Standards may also be expressed in monetary terms such as the replacement
value of facilities per capita. The adopted facility standard is an important component in
determining development’s need for new facilities and the amount of the supported fee.
Standards determine new development’s fair share of planned facilities and ensure that new
development does not fund deficiencies associated with the existing city infrastructure.

The City has a long established a standard of 3 acres per 1,000 residents. This standard was
reaffirmed in the updated General Plan that was approved in 2013 after significant community
input. The parks and recreation facilities fees calculated in this report uses the City's stated
service standard and the cost of developing new parks to estimate the cost of maintaining the
existing level of service to new residents through the buildout of the General Plan. New
development will be required to fund the expansion of facilities at the same rate that existing
development has provided to date. Thus, new development will not be funding any existing
deficiency.
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Excluding school-owned parks, there is currently approximately 3.01 acres of parks per 1,000
residents, which is equivalent to the City’s stated per capita service standard.

The City has identified some, but not all of the planned new parks to potentially be funded by
the fee (and other sources, as necessary) through the 2035 planning horizon of the General
Plan.? The City is in the process of preparing a Park Master Plan, which will prioritize future park
development.

D. Maximum and Recommended Fee Schedules

Table 1 shows the City’s maximum supportable parks and recreation fee schedule as well as the
recommended fee schedule. The maximum fee schedule is based on the nexus findings and
technical analysis contained in this Report and represents the maximum parks and recreation
fees the city could charge consistent with the Mitigation Fee Act. The calculation of the fee is
presented in Section Il of this report. The recommended fee schedule reflects a downward
adjustment from the maximum supported fee. The recommendations are based on the fee levels
being charged by surrounding communities. While we have identified a recommended fee range,
the City has the discretion to adopt any fee amount up to the maximum amount supported by the
nexus analysis.

Consistent with the City's current fee structure, we are recommending that the impact fee remain
an “all-inclusive” park fee that addresses the impacts of new residential development on all types
of recreational facilities including parks, playfields, aquatics and recreation centers. Although
some cities have fees that are targeted to particular uses, the all-inclusive strategy is preferable
because it provides the City with a greater degree of flexibility.

The parks and recreation development impact fees will apply to new residential development to
fund a share of future parks and recreation capital facilities investments in the City. The fee
estimates include a 2 percent (2%) fee program administration fee, consistent with other
Mitigation Fee Act program administrative costs in many other California jurisdictions.?

2 Appendix Table A-3
3 The 2 percent administration cost allowance is designed to cover the costs of preparing the development impact fee

as well as the required reporting, auditing, collection and other annual administrative costs involved in overseeing the
program. Development impact fee programs throughout California have applied similar administrative charges.
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Table 1: Maximum and Recommended Park Fees

Maximum Supported Fees* Recommended Fees
Fee for Projects that Fee for Projects Fee for Projects that Fee for Projects
Do Not Dedicate that Dedicate Do Not Dedicate Land that Dedicate
Land for Parks Land for Parks for Parks Land for Parks
$6,500 to
Single Family Units $31,000 $7,700 $22,000 to $25,000 $7,500
$4,500 to
Multi Family Units $31,000 $7,700 $15,000 to $18,000 $5,300

As shown in Table 1, the estimated maximum parks and facilities impact fee to fund both land
acquisition and the construction of parks improvements that could be levied approximates
$31,000 per dwelling unit. For projects that dedicate land, a fee is only needed to fund facilities.
The maximum facility fee amount is $7,700 per dwelling unit.

Fee comparisons with surrounding cities indicate that at these maximum levels, the City would
be adopting parks and recreation fees that exceed the amounts being levied in surrounding
cities. Given this consideration as well as the consideration that the City levies other impact
fees, we are recommending that the adopted fees be less than the maximum fee levels. We are
also recommending reduced fee levels on multi-family construction because of the reduced
capacity of multi-family developments to absorb the same level of per unit costs as single family
developments. While we have identified a recommended fee range, the City has the discretion
to adopt any fee amount up to the maximum amount supported by the nexus analysis.

As shown in Table 1, the recommended fee to cover both land acquisition and facilities costs is
$22,000 to $25,000 per unit for single family units and $15,000 to $18,000 per unit for multi-
family units. For developments that dedicate sufficient land for park development the
recommended fee range would be $6,500 to $7,500 per unit for single family units and $4,500
to $5,300 per unit for multifamily units.

E. Fee Indexing

Since land and construction costs continue to rise, it is important that the cost be indexed to
inflation. The fee should be adjusted annually by a construction cost index, such as the
Engineering News Record. Furthermore, land acquisition costs, which are an important
component of the total fee and actual construction costs should be reviewed by the City at least
every two years.

*The calculation of the maximum fee levels is presented in Section Il of this report.

Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. Page 4
\\SF-FS2\wp\16\16090\002\001-001.docx



Il. MITIGATION FEE ACT NEXUS FINDINGS

This chapter describes the necessary "nexus" between new development in Newark and the
proposed capital facilities investments, as required under the Mitigation Fee Act — Government
Code Section 66000 (AB1600). The new parks and recreation development impact fees will
fund the investments in parks and recreation facilities, improvements, and land acquisitions
required to maintain existing levels of park facilities service in the City - the “fair share”
contribution of new development.

Nexus findings address: (1) the purpose of the fee and a related description of the facility for
which fee revenue will be used, (2) the specific use of fee revenue, 3) the relationship between
the facility and the type of development, (4) the relationship between the need for the facility
and the type of development, and (5) the relationship between the amount of the fee and the
proportionality of cost specifically attributable to new development. The subsections below
describe the nexus findings for the Parks and Recreation Facility Development Impact Fee.

A. Purpose

The fee will ensure an expansion in parks and recreation capital facilities in the City of Newark
as new growth occurs.

B. Use of Fee

Fee revenue will be used to acquire land for parks and to construct improvements, such as
playing fields, a skate park, or dog park, etc.

C. Relationship

New residential development in the City of Newark will increase the demand for and use of
parks and recreation facilities. Fee revenue will be used to help fund new parks and recreation
facilities in response to the increased demand.

D. Need

Each new residential project will bring new residents to the City and will generate incremental,
new demand and use of the City's parks and recreation facilities. New revenues to fund
investments in additional parks and recreation capital improvements are necessary to maintain
the City’s parks and recreation capital facilities service standards.
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E. Proportionality

The maximum, supportable parks and recreation fee schedule has been based on a parks and
recreation capital facilities cost estimate derived by applying the proportionate increase in
residential population associated with new development to the existing operative service
standard/value of parks and park improvements. As a result, the fee program cost estimates are
directly proportional to the relative increase in new development.

Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. Page 6
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lll. DEMAND FOR NEW PARK AND RECREATION FACILITIES AND SUPPORTED IMPACT
FEE AMOUNTS

A. Service Population

The City’s General Plan has established the City's standard for functional public parkland at 3.0
acres per 1,000 residents. Therefore, under the City’s policy, new residents are the determining
driver/service population for new park and recreation facilities. As shown in Table 2, the City’s
population totaled approximately 43,342 in 2013 at the time that the General Plan was
prepared. By 2035 the population is anticipated to reach 60,510, reflecting an increase of
17,168 people over roughly the next 20 years.

Table 2: Service Population

Residents Service Population
2013 Population 43,342 43,342
New Development (through-2035) 17,168 17,168
Total, 2035 60,510 60,510

Source: General Plan

B. Average Household Size

Since residential park impact fees are often levied per residential unit, the average household
size is needed to convert the demand of new residents into the demand of new residential units.
The residential occupant density factors for both single-family and multi-family units are derived
from data from the US Census’ American Community Survey. As shown below, the average
household size is 3.23 persons per household.

Table 3: Average Household Size Assumptions

[ All Residential Units 3.23 |
Source: American Community Survey 2010 - 2014.

C. Parks and Recreation Facility Inventory and Standards

As summarized in Table 4 and detailed in Appendix Table A-1, the City has a total inventory of
130.6 acres of existing parks. Of the existing acreage, approximately 44% are community parks,
45% are neighborhood parks, and 11% are specialized parks. There are currently no parks
under construction. The City is currently preparing a Parks Master Plan, which will detail the
City’s objectives for future park construction.
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Table 4: Existing and Under Construction City Park Acres

Existing Acres  Under Construction Total Acres
Community Parks 58.1 0 58.1
Neighborhood Parks 58.8 0 58.8
Specialized Recreation Areas 13.7 0 13.7
All City Park Acreage 130.6 0 130.6

Source: Newark General Plan. Park Inventory is detailed in Appendix Table A-1.

The City is currently providing a service level of 3.01 acres per 1,000 residents. The current
inventory of park acreage in Newark meets or exceeds the City's per capita service standard of
3.0 acres per 1,000 residents.

Table 5: Current Service Standard - Park Acres per 1,000 Residents

Existing Acres Under Construction Total Acres
City Park Acreage 130.6 0 130.6
Acres per 1,000 Residents 3.01 3.01
General Plan Standard - Acres per 1,000 Residents 3.00

D. Parkland Development Costs

Table 6 provides an estimate of the cost of developing new parks, including the cost of acquiring
land for park development. Land acquisition cost estimates are based on recent land sales for
residentially zoned property or commercial sites that are part of residential development, as
provided in Appendix Table A-2, Given that the City intends to provide parks in proximity to
residential neighborhoods, the cost of acquiring residential land is the appropriate indicator of
park acquisition costs. Residential land acquisition costs generally range from $43 to $75 per
square foot of land area. For purposes of this analysis, a land cost of $60 per square foot has
been used, which reflects the average cost of sites of less than 20 acres.

The cost of developing park facilities varies significantly, depending on the nature of the
facilities. Based on information provided by City staff, facility construction costs can range from
approximately $12 per square foot up to $45 per square foot. For purposes of updating the
City’s park fee, a cost of $18 per square foot or $784,000 per acre has been assumed. As
shown in Table 6, the cost to develop an acre of parkland is estimated to total $3,136,000
including land and park development costs or $784,000 excluding land acquisition costs.

Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. Page 8
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Table 6: Park Development Costs per Acre

Land Acquisition Costs per Acre’ $2,352,000
Park Improvement Costs per Acre? $784,000
Total Park Development Cost Per Acre $3,136,000

! Reflects average value of recent land sales in residential areas in Newark. Please see Appendix Table A-2.
2 Cost estimate reflects City staff's estimate of average park construction costs.

E. Park and Recreation Facilities Needed to Accommodate New Residential
Development

Table 7 provides the estimate of the park acreage needed to accommodate the demand
generated by new residents at the existing service level of 3.0 acres per 1,000 residents. As
shown, it is estimated that an additional 51.5 acres of improved parks will be needed to serve
the needs of new residents through the General Plan buildout period of 2035. The cost of
providing the needed parks is estimated to total approximately $164.7 million including the cost
of acquiring land ($9,596 per additional new resident) and $41.2 million, excluding the cost of
land ($2,399 per additional new resident).

Table 7: Park Land and Improvement Needs to Serve New Residents

New Residents (through 2035) 17,168
Current General Plan Parks Service Standard 3.00 acres per 1,000 residents
Additional Park Acres to Serve New Residents 51.504
Land + Improvements
Improvements Only
Cost per Acre (Table 6) $3,136,000 $784,000
Administration Cost Allowance 2.00% $62,720 $15,680
Total Cost per Acre $3,198,720 $799,680
Additional Park Acres to Serve New Residents 51.504 51.504
Total Park Investment Required to Serve New Residents $164,746,875 $41,186,719
Cost Per New Resident $9,596.16 $2,399.04

F. Maximum Impact Fees Supported by Nexus Analysis

As shown above, the cost to provide new facilities to serve the demand of new residents is
estimated at $2,399 per resident excluding land acquisition costs and $9,596 per resident
including land acquisition costs. By applying the average density of 3.23 residents per
residential unit, it is estimated that the maximum supported parks and recreation impact fees is
$7,700 per residential unit excluding land acquisition costs and $31,000 per residential unit
including land acquisition costs.

Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. Page
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Table 8: Maximum Parks Fees Supported by Nexus Analysis

Fee for Projects that

Fee for Projects that

do not Dedicate Land Dedicate Land (Fee

(Fee Funds Land + Funds Improvement

Improvement Costs) Costs)

Maximum Fee per New Resident (Table 7) $9,596.16 $2,399.04
Maximum Fee per New Household  3.23 persons per hhid. $30,996 $7,749
Rounded $31,000 $7,700

In the simplest mathematical form, the equation for calculating the maximum fee per household

is as follows:

(per capita park service standard) X (cost per acre) X (average household size per unit)

= maximum fee per household

Incorporating the information specific to this analysis for Newark, the formula is as follows:

(3 acres/1000 residents) X ($3,198,720/acre) X (3.23 residents/unit) = $30,996 per unit; and
(3 acres/1000 residents) X ($799,680/acre) X (3.23 residents/unit) = $7,749 per unit.

Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
\\SF-FS2\wp\16\16090\002\001-001.docx

Page 10



IV. USE OF FEE REVENUE

The City plans to use park impact fee revenue to acquire parkland and construct facilities to
add to the system of park and recreation facilities. The park facilities that are planned at this
time are listed in Appendix Table A-3.

The City is embarking on a comprehensive Citywide Park Master Plan to assess community
needs, provide greater project detail, and prioritize projects. The outcome of the Master Plan
should be used to review the fee and consider any appropriate modifications.

Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. Page 11
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V. IMPACT FEES IN NEIGHBORING CITIES, MAXIMUM SUPPORTED FEES, AND

RECOMMENDED FEES

A. Park and Recreation Fees in Neighboring Jurisdictions

KMA surveyed the impact fees levied by the nearby cities of Union City, Fremont, Hayward,
Dublin, Pleasanton and San Leandro. The park and recreation facility impact fees and total
impact fees for these cities are presented in Appendix Table A-4. They are summarized in

Table 9.

Table 9: Comparison of Fees'

Per Unit Park Fees Total Per Unit Impact Fees

Single Family Multi Family Single Family Multi Family

Newark $7,460 $7,460 $12,462 $12,045
Union City -Subdivision - Avg. $28,193 $28,193 $42,075 $38,138
$16,628 to $12,691to

Union City - Non-subdivision $2,746 t0 $3,096  $2,746 to $3,096 $16,978 $13,041
0 BR - $9,220 0 BR - $9,220 0BR - $12,363 0BR-$12,363

Fremont? 4 BR - $29,502 4 BR - $29,502 4 BR- $31,012 4 BR- $31,012
Hayward $11,953 $9,653 $11,953 $9,653
Dublin $19,227 $12,017 $30,197 $19,229
Pleasanton $9,709 $7,969 $22,206 $16,256
$17,416 to $15,891 to

San Leandro® $16,079 $14,054 $18,094 $16,069

! excludes affordable housing fees and fees charged on building permit valuations.
2 for units with more than 4 bedrooms, additional park fee is $5,531 per bedroom. Total additional fee is $6,210 per bedroom.

3 Pertains to non-senior units.

As shown, Newark’s existing parks fee at $7,460 per dwelling unit is the lowest among the
surveyed cities. The second lowest parks fee is levied by Pleasanton, with a fee of $9,709 per
unit. There is also a large disparity among the surveyed cities, ranging from $9,700 per unit in
Pleasanton to $29,500 per unit® in Fremont. Pleasanton and Hayward are at the lower end of
the range, Fremont and Union City (up to $28,193 per unit) are at the high end, and San
Leandro and Dublin are in the middle of the range.

B. Maximum and Recommended Impact Fees
We recommend that the adopted fees be set below the maximum in order to be consistent with

the fees of other cities in the market area and to not overly burden the cost of new development,
given that the City has other impact fees. Separate and reduced fee recommendations are

5 Fee amount varies by bedroom count. $29,502 is the fee for a four-bedroom unit.
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offered for multi-family units in recognition that multi-family units typically cannot bear the same
level of impact fees as single family developments.

Table 10: Maximum and Recommended Park Fees

Maximum Supported Fees Recommended Fees
Fee for Projects that Fee for Projects | Fee for Projects that  Fee for Projects that
Do Not Dedicate that Dedicate Do Not Dedicate Dedicate Land for
Land for Parks Land for Parks Land for Parks Parks
Single Family Units $31,000 $7.700 $22,000 to $25,000 $6,500 to $7,500
Multi Family Units $31,000 $7,700 $15,000 to $18,000 $4,500 to $5,300
Keyser Marston Associates, Inc. Page 13
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VI. FEE PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION AND ADMINISTRATION

The Mitigation Fee Act includes a series of reporting requirements designed to ensure that
developmentimpact fee revenues are properly accounted for, used appropriately, and that,
where funds are ultimately not used, are reimbursed. In addition, jurisdictions adopting fee
programs should determine their preferred approach to updating the fee schedule and whether
they intend to allow for exemptions, credits, and reimbursements (under any additional
circumstances). The following fee program implementation and administration parameters are
our standard recommendations. The City’s existing program may already include some or all of
these recommendations.

1. Credits, Reimbursement, and Exemptions

Under certain and limited circumstances, as determined by the City, the Impact Fee Resolution
could allow developers subject to the fee to obtain credits, reimbursements, or exemptions. In
cases of redevelopment, the demolition of space should provide a fee credit. In other words, the
gross fee obligation should be calculated based on the scale of the proposed new development,
with a fee credit to be applied for existing square footage to be removed (or retained) using the
applicable fee for the existing square footage (land uses). Residential units that are being
replaced due to a natural disaster are also exempt from the impact fees. And, units that are
subject to the existing land dedication requirements will only be subject to the parks facility
impact fee and not the entire fee that covers both land acquisition and park improvement costs.

All other fee credits and/or reimbursements should not be allowed by right but rather should be
subject to review by City staff and Council to ensure that such credits or reimbursements are
warranted and appropriate. Potential examples where fee credits and reimbursements might be
considered include: (1) cases where a Development Agreement specifically envisions
extraordinary, directinvestments in parks and recreation facilities of equal to or greater value to
the City than the applicable parks and recreation fees; and 2) exemptions where the City elects
not to impose fees for certain categories of development, such as affordable developments, are
also an option, though alternative funding sources to offset a loss in fee revenue would need to
be provided.

2. Securing Supplemental Funding

The maximum, supportable development impact fee is set to cover the parks and recreation
facilities investments that will maintain citywide capital facilities standards as new growth
occurs. To the extent that the adopted fee is less than the maximum and/or the City’s goals
envision an overall increase in parks and recreation facilities and parkland standards,
supplemental funding will be required to fund park facilities. In addition, to the extent that
exemptions are provided for particular types of development, supplemental funding will be
required to make up for this lost funding.
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\\SF-FS2\wp\16\16090\002\001-001.docx



3. Annual Review and Periodic Study Update

The Mitigation Fee Act/AB 1600 (at Gov. C. §§ 66001(c), 66006(b)(1)) stipulates that each local
agency that requires payment of a fee make specific information available to the public annually
within 180 days of the last day of the fiscal year. This information includes the following:

= A description of the type of fee in the account

= The amount of the fee

= The beginning and ending balance of the fund

= The amount of fees collected and interest earned
= |dentification of the improvements constructed

= The total cost of the improvements constructed

= The fees expended to construct the improvement
= The percentage of total costs funded by the fee

Because of the dynamic nature of growth and capital equipment requirements, the City should
monitor inventory activity, the need for improvements, and the adequacy of the fee revenues
and other available funding. To the extent particular issues are identified, adjustments to the fee
program may be required.
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APPENDIX A: Park Inventory, Residential Land Sales, Park Construction Costs, and
Impact Fees of Neighboring Cities




Appendix Table A-1
Newark City Park Inventory
Newark, CA

Park Name

Acres

Faciliites

Neighborhood Parks

Jerry Raber Ash Street Park

Susan Johnson Bridgepoint Park

Byington Park

Civic Center Park

Lakeshore Park

Mayhews Landing Park

Mirabeau Park

Musick Park
Total, Neighborhood Parks

|Birch Grove Park

Community Park

Sportsfield Park/Silliman Center

Total, Community Parks

6.1

35
3

5.1

26

8.3

play structures, softball fields, basketball
court, picnic, horseshoe pit

play structures, picnic facilities
play structures, picnic facilities

play structures, basketball court, par
course, picnic facilities

lawn, paths, par course. 16-acre water area
with fishing and boating

play structures, basketball court, picnic
facilities

play structures, paths, picnic facilities

play structures, picnic facilities

Community Parks

12.2

16.3

N
0
[e)}

58.1

play structures, lighted softball, basketball,
tennis, picnic, restrooms, water feature

play structures, warm-up wall, basketball,
handball, lawn, paths, tennis, picnic,
community center

softball fields, soccer fields, aquatic center,
gymnasium, showers, locker room, dance
studio, fitness center, teen room, children's
room, meeting room, childcare

Special Use Parks

Shirley Sisk Grove ) open space for summer concerts
MacGregor Fields 10.5 soccer and baseball practice fields
Total, Special Use Parks 13.7

Total, City Parks 130.6

Source: Newark General Plan

Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
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Appendix Table A-2
Recent Land Sales in Residential Areas
Newark, CA

Address Date Price Sq. Ft. Price per SF Proposed Use Current use Buyer
1 8400 Enterprise Drive 1/21/2016 $39,650,000 929,135 $42.67 Single family industrial land Trumark
2 37521 Willow Street 11/16/2015  $14,930,000 198,634 $75.16 Entitled for townhomes residential land Lennar Homes
Approved for 27 homes. It is part of
the Dumbarton Transit-Oriented Buyer is Honeywell
3 8375 Enterprise Drive  9/25/2015 $5,500,000 93,218 $59.00 Development. Other note indicates International, Inc. Seller
that site will be used to construct a is Trumark.
34,000 sf industrial bldg.
. . . . Newark school - .
4 36120 Ruschin Drive 5/15/2015 $19,250,000 442,134 $43.54 Single family bidg Classic Communities
C jal t idential
S 38945 Timber Street  1/29/2015  $7,360,000 100,188 $73.46 OMMErclal to Serve new resiaential - mercial land DR Horton
development or part of residential
5655 Mowry Avenue Investment - 147 townhomes, 93 vacant Mervyn's;
6 i 1/29/2015 44,032,000 673,220 65.41 DR Hort
(Mowry Crossings) 129/ ? > condos and 42 detached sf Motel 6 Bl
Average $130,722,000 2,436,529 $53.65
Average of sites less
than 20 acres $91,072,000 $1,507,394 $60.42

Keyser Marston Assaciates, Inc.
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Appendix Table A-3
Potential Additional Park Improvements

Newark, CA

Facility Location Origin/Status
Skate Park Undetermined clp

Dog Park Undetermined cIp
New Turf Fields Sportsfield Park City Staff
Cedar Blvd Linear Park Northwest Newark General Plan
Dumbarton TOD to Wildlife Refuge; Refuge Connection Trail RR Overcrossing  Dumbarton TOD Specific Plan

Sisk Grove Improvments: Ampitheater, Conncession Area & Bathrooms
Silliman Picnic Area

Aquatic Area Replacment

Birch Grove Undeveloped Area

New 6 acre park in the TOD

Bocce Ball Courts

Birch Grove Park Softball Field Night Lighting
Bridgepointe Park Path Completion

Byington Park Security Lighting

Civic Center Park Completion

Community Park Group Picnic Facility

Jerry Raber Ash St. Park - Remaining Phases
Mayhews Landing Park Completion

Mirabeau Park Security Lighting

Senior Center Community Garden

Silliman Complex - Remaining Phases

Silliman Complex - Maintenance/Restroom Facility

Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
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Shirley Sisk Grove

Adjacent to Silliman Center City Staff
Community Park City Staff
Birch Grove Park City Staff
Enterprise and Hickory Specific Plan
Undetermined clp
Birch Grove Park CIp
Bridgepointe Park cip
Byington Park cip
Civic Center CIp
Community Park Cip
Jerry Raber Ash St. Park Cip
Mayhews Landing Park clp
Mirabeau Park clp
Jerry Raber Ash St. Park clp
Silliman/Sportsfield cIp
Silliman/Sportsfield Cip

New Park Master Plan



APPENDIX TABLE A-4

COMPARISON OF RESIDENTIAL IMPACT FEES, EXCLUDING AFFORDABLE HOUSING FEES
NEWARK AND NEIGHBORING JURISDICTIONS

CITY OF NEWARK
Impact Fees /du’ Newark Dublin Fremont Hayward Milpitas Pleasanton San Leandro Union City
Arts Requirement $270 See Below None None None None None See Below
Fire Impact Fee None SF: $870, MF: $544 OBR: $143 None None None None See Below
1BR: $214
2BR: $300
3BR: $371
4BR: $457
+BR: +586/BR
Park Facilities / Parkland $7,460 SF/MF: $18,646 0BR: $9,220 SFD: $11,953 Varies by pop. density SF: $9,709, MF: $7,969 SF: $16,079; Subdivision:
Dedication Fee? 1BR: $13,830 SFA: $11,395 SFD: $44,673 MF: $14,054 Varies by pop. density
2BR: $19,362 MF: $9,653 SFA: $35,438 $28,193 (avg.)
3BR: $23,971 MF (2-4 du): $36,131 Non-Subdivision:
4BR: $29,502 MEF (5+ du): $29,089 $2,466 plus $280 (0-1BR),
+BR: +5,531/BR $455 (2BR), $630 (3+BR)
Public Facility Impact Fee® Public Safety MF: $2,079, SF/MF: $5,798 OBR: $988 None None SFD: $4,730 None SF:$12,231, MF: $8,624
SF:$1,989 1BR: $1,483 SFA: $3,532
Comm. Service MF: $1,596 2BR: $2,076 MF: $2,885
SF:$1,942 3BR: $2,569
Transportation MF: $460, 4BR: $3,163
SF: $801 +BR: +$593/BR
Total MF: $4,135,
SF: $4,732
Traffic Impact Fee Inciuded in None 0/1BR: $2,012 None None SF: $4,707 $1,337-$2,015; SF: $1,651; MF: $1,321°
Public Facility Fee 2/3BR:$2,247 MF: $3,294 senior: $667-$897 °
4+BR: $3.421
Tri-Valley Transportation None SF: $3,060 None None None SF: $3,060 None None
Development Fee® MF: $2,108 MF: $2,108
Total Fees / du SF: $12,462 SF:$28,374 0BR: $12,363 SFD: $11,953 Varies by pop. density SFD: $22,206 Non-Senior Subdivision
MF: $11,86S MF: $27,096 1BR: $17,539 SFA: $11,395 SFD: $44,673 SFA: $20,056 SF: $17,416-$18,094 SF: $42,075
2BR: $23,985 MEF: $9,653 SFA: $35,438 MF: $16,256 MF: $15,391-$16,069 MF: $38,138
3BR: $29,158 MF (2-4 du): $36,131 Senior: Non-Subdivision
4BR: $31,012 MF {5+ du): $29,089 SF: $16,746-$16,976 SF
+BR: $6,210/BR MF: $14,721-$14,951 0-1BR: $16,628
2BR: $16,803
3BR: $16,978
MF
0-1BR: $12,691
2BR: $12,866
3BR: $13,041
Fees as % of BPV
Arts Requirement See Above > 20 du: 0.5% BPV None None None None None 1% BPV
General Plan Cost Recovery .5% BPV None None None None None None None
Total % of BPV .5% BPV 0.5% BPV None None None None None 1% BPV
Fees PSF Building (Partial)
Fire Equipment Acquisition None See Above See Above None None None None $1.40 PSF occupiable space
above 2nd story
Fees as % of Building and Plan
General Plan Cost Recovery See Above None 15% of Building and Plan 12% of Building and Plan None None None None

Check Permits

Check Permits

Notes: This chart presents an overview and terms may be simplified. Consult code and City staff for more information.

1 Excludes on-site inclusionary requirements. See Table 2.

Abbreviations:  SF = Single Family
MF = Multi-Family

SFA = SF Attached
BPV = Building Permit Value

PSF = Per Square Foot
BR = bedroom

2 For Milpitas and Union City, fee is estimated based on population densities derived from Census and DOF data. in Milpitas, developer may submit alternative population estimate. 40% of Milpitas fee may be met through the provision of private open space.
3 Generally supports such facilities as libraries, parks and other community buildings. Newark fee includes transportation facilities.
*Regional fee collected on behalf of the Tri-Valley Transportation Development District.

S Fees vary by zone.
6 Traffic signalization fees.

SFD = SF Detached
du = Dwelling unit

Prepared by Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
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APPENDIX TABLE A-5

COMPARISON OF INCLUSIONARY HOUSING PROGRAMS
NEWARKAND NEIGHBORING JURISDICTIONS

CITY OF NEWARK

min. size

Newark Dublin Fremont Hayward Milpitas Pleasanton San Leandro Union City

Minimum Project Sizel

For In-lieu/impact Fee' FS/R: 1 unit FS/R: 20 units FS/R: 2 units FS/R: 20 units FS/R: 5 units FS/R: 15 units FS: 2 units n/a

For Build Requirement no build req. FS/R: 20 units (partial) no build req. no build req. no build req. no build req. FS: 7 units FS: 1 unit
Onsite Requirement

Percent of Total Units’ n/a 7.5%, plus fee Attached 3.5% plus $18.50/sf Attached: 7.5% 5.0% MF: 15% 15% 15%

(12.5% without fee) Detached 4.5% plus $17.50/sf Detached: 10% SF: 20%
Income Level (% AMI) n/a FS: 40% @ 80%, 60% at 120% 80-110% AMI 80-110% AMI Up to 80% AMI SF: 80% AMI 60% @ 80-120% AMI; 10% @ 50-80% AMI;
AMI (120% w/approval) MF: 120% AMI 40% @ 50-80% AMI 30% @ 80-100% AMI;
R:30% @ 50% AMI, 20% @ 60% @ 100-120% AMI
80% AMI, 50% @ 120% AMI.

Impact / In-Lieu Fee Levels

FeelLevel $20/sf first 1,000 SF/unit; | $130,276 per aff unit owed FS: FS: 5% building permit value® MF: $2,783/du; (Median Sale Price - <7 units: $160,000 /du owed;

$8/SF above 1,000 SF/unit (in addition to on-site) Attached $18.50 w/ aff units; Attached: $3.24/sf SF: Affordable Price) x units 7+ units: $180 /sf owed
$27.00 no units Detached: $4/sf <1,500 sq ft: $2,783/du owed®
Detached $17.50 w/ aff units;| R: $3.24/sf >1,500 sq ft: $11,228/du
$26.00 no units
R: $17.50 no map; $27.00 w/
map’

Alternatives to Onsite Provision®

Fee Option - for projects over n/a No yes (Developer) yes (Developer) yes (Developer) yes (Developer) yes (City) yes (City)

Note: This chart presents an overview and terms have been simplified. Consult code and City staff for more information.

Abbreviations:

R = Rental
du = Dwelling Unit

1. In Union City, single-unit, owner-occupied projects exempt.
2. In Dublin, 40% of the on-site requirement is covered through an impact fee.

3. All cities that do not allow fee payment by right allow developers to seek Council approval of fee payment instead of on-site units. Also, all cities with on-site reqs. provide options for off-site construction and land dedication.

FS = For Sale
Ac =Acre

4. Rental projects with a subdivision map allowing conversion to condominiums
5. In-lieu/impact fee introduced as temporary measure while City prepares formal nexus study. Fee has not yet been assessed. Average residential building permit value is reported to be $. 9
6. Fee calculated based on current median sales price for individual projects. No fees have been owed since 2008.

Prepared by Keyser Marston Associates, Inc.
Filename: C:\Users\kfeeney\Desktop\Newark A-4 A-5; A5 Incl Programs Desc; 4/18/2016;hgr
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Item D. 6.

NEWARK
DATE 12/12/2024
TO Honorable Mayor and City Council Members

FROM Sheila Harrington, City Clerk

SUBJECT Adopt resolutions establishing the City Council meeting calendar
for 2025 and authorizing the City Manager to take administrative
actions during the August Recess

Newark Municipal Code Section 2.08.010 requires the City Council to set the day and
time of regular City Council meetings via resolution. A resolution with the proposed
meeting dates and times for calendar year 2025 has been drafted for City Council
consideration. If approved, meetings will continue to be held on the second and fourth
Thursday of each month beginning at 7 p.m. The resolution authorizes the Annual
August Meeting Recess and cancels the second meeting in the months of November
and December due to holidays.

The City Council has continuously approved an August Recess (no regular meetings
during the month of August) since 1994. City staff also seeks authorization for the City
Manager, or designee, to approve administrative matters that might occur during the
August Meeting Recess that cannot be deferred until the September 11, 2025, City
Council meeting. The general types of administrative matters that might require action
are:

e Acceptance of completion of work on City Projects

¢ Approval of agreements as needed for budgeted projects and services

e Approval of plans and specifications

e Award of contracts for budgeted projects

¢ Denial of claims

The City Manager or designee will provide a staff report on all actions taken during the
August Recess at the September 11, 2025, City Council meeting.

Staff recommends that the City Council adopt resolutions to establish the dates and
times for regular City Council meetings for the calendar year 2025 and authorize the
City Manager, or designee, to act upon certain administrative matters on behalf of the
City of Newark during the City Council Summer Meeting Recess August 2025.



Attachments
Resolution 2025 Meetings
Resolution August Recess



RESOLUTION NO.

RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
NEWARK ESTABLISHING THE DATES AND TIMES FOR
REGULAR CITY COUNCIL MEETINGS FOR THE
CALENDAR YEAR 2025

WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Newark adopted Ordinance No. 523
amending the Newark Municipal Code to provide that the City Council shall establish dates and
times for regular City Council Meetings by resolution; and

WHEREAS, the City Council desires to adopt a resolution establishing dates and times
for regular City Council Meetings for Calendar Year 2025.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of Newark that
the regular City Council Meetings for Calendar Year 2025 shall be on the dates and times
specified in this Resolution.

2025 Regular meeting dates, start time 7:00 p.m. from January to December:

January 9, 2025 June 12, 2025
January 23, 2025 June 26, 2025
February 13, 2025 July 10, 2025
February 27, 2025 July 24, 2025
March 13, 2025 September 11, 2025
March 27, 2025 September 25, 2025
April 10, 2025 October 9, 2025
April 24, 2025 October 23, 2025
May 8, 2025 November 13, 2025
May 22, 2025 December 11, 2025

2025 meetings canceled

August Recess August 8 and 22, 2025
Thanksgiving Holiday November 27, 2025
Winter Furlough December 25, 2025



RESOLUTION NO.

RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
NEWARK AUTHORIZING THE CITY MANAGER, OR HIS
DESIGNEE, TO ACT UPON CERTAIN ADMINISTRATIVE
MATTERS ON BEHALF OF THE CITY OF NEWARK
DURING THE CITY COUNCIL SUMMER MEETING RECESS
AUGUST 2025

WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Newark will be in recess during the month of
August 2025; and

WHEREAS, during said City Council recess, certain administrative matters require
action.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the City Council of the City of Newark
hereby authorizes the City Manager, or his authorized designee, to act upon the following certain
administrative matters during the City Council’s meeting recess August 2025, which should not
be deferred until the next regularly scheduled meeting of the City Council on September 11,
2025:

Acceptance of completion of work on City projects

Approval of agreements as needed for budgeted projects and services
Approval of plans and specifications

Award of contracts for budgeted projects

Denial of claims

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that all actions taken by the City Manager, or his
authorized designee, pursuant to this resolution, shall be reported to the City Council after the
recess.



Item H. 1.

NEWARK
DATE 12/12/2024
TO Honorable Mayor and City Council Members

FROM Sheila Harrington, City Clerk

SUBJECT Motion appointing Vice Mayor and adoption of resolution
authorizing the execution of financial documents

During the latter part of the calendar year, the City Council reorganizes by appointing
one of its members to serve as Vice Mayor. The Vice Mayor performs the duties of the
Mayor during the Mayor's absence. Staff recommends that the City Council select a
member of the Council to serve as Vice Mayor for a one-year term and until a
successor is selected.

After the Vice Mayor has been selected, a resolution authorizing the Vice Mayor to sign
and endorse checks, warrants, and other instruments will need to be approved by the
City Council. Historically, the resolution has identified authorized signers by name and
position title. Staff has reviewed the process and is recommending that the resolution
identify titles only - Mayor, Vice Mayor, City Manager, Assistant City Manager, and
Treasurer. This will streamline the process by allowing staff to update the Vice Mayor's
name on an annual basis without returning to Council with a resolution to approve the
specific name authorization (Council would still appoint the Vice Mayor every year by
motion). Many cities use the by title authorization and the Finance Director has verified
that this is acceptable with the financial institutions listed in the resolution.

It is recommended that the City Council: (1) by motion, appoint one of its members as
Vice Mayor; and (2) by resolution, authorize the signing and endorsing of checks,
warrants, and other instruments.

Attachments
Resolution



RESOLUTION NO.

RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
NEWARK AUTHORIZING SIGNING AND ENDORSING
CHECKS, WARRANTS, AND OTHER INSTRUMENTS

WHEREAS, the City of Newark maintains checking accounts with U.S. Bank and
Fremont Bank as the depositories of the City’s funds; and

WHEREAS, checks or warrants withdrawing funds requires City signatories.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that checks or warrants withdrawing funds
from the financial institutions identified above must have signatures of any two of the following
positions: Mayor; Vice Mayor; City Manager; Treasurer; or Assistant City Manager. Each such
official shall be duly elected or appointed as stipulated in the Newark Municipal Code and a
record of such appointment or election shall be maintained in the office of the City Clerk.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that U.S. Bank and Fremont Bank are authorized to
honor and pay all the checks and warrants to the City of Newark, signed as provided herein,
whether or not payable to the person or persons signing them; and that checks, warrants, drafts,
bills of exchange and other evidence of indebtedness may be endorsed and deposited to the
account of the City of Newark, by and of the foregoing or any other employee or agent of the
City of Newark, and may be endorsed in writing or by stamp, with or without the designation of
the person so endorsing.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Check Writing Devices signature impression of
the above signatories shall be deemed their manual signatures for the purposes specified in this
resolution.

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that this Resolution supersedes all prior resolution
regarding this subject matter.



ltem H. 2.

NEWARK

DATE 12/12/2024

TO Honorable Mayor and City Council Members

FROM Sheila Harrington, City Clerk

SUBJECT Adopt a resolution confirming the Mayor's appointments to various

agencies, boards, commissions, and committees

On a yearly basis, the Mayor appoints City Council Members to various agencies,
boards, commissions, and committees. Staff is recommending the removal of three
assignments due to lack of meetings: Alameda-Contra Costa Transit District Policy
Advisory Committee, Dumbarton Rail Policy Advisory Committee, and Tri-City Waste
Facility Financing. Staff will return with a request for appointments should any of the
dormant committees reactivate in the future. Mayor Hannon is the City’s representative
on the Housing Commission of the Housing Authority of the County of Alameda
(Housing Authority). This is not listed because the Alameda County Board of
Supervisors is the appointing authority. The current appointments are listed for
reference in the table below.

Council Members Vacant and
Collazo — delegate and alternate

Alameda County Fire Advisory
Commission

Council Members Collazo and
Jorgens — delegate and alternate

Alameda County Library Advisory
Commission

Alameda County Transportation
Commission

Council Members Freitas and
Collazo — delegate and alternate

Alameda County Waste
Management Authority
Board/Stopwaste.org

Mayor Hannon and Council
Member Freitas - delegate and
alternate

Association of Bay Area
Governments (ABAG)

Council Member Vacant and
Mayor Hannon - delegate and
alternate

Ava Community Energy

Council Member Jorgens and
Mayor Hannon — delegate and
alternate

Community Development
Advisory Committee

Mayor Hannon and Council
Member Freitas — delegates

Newark City Council — Board of
Education Liaison Committee

Council Members Collazo and
Jorgens — delegates

Tri-City Elder Coalition

Mayor Hannon - delegate




Mayor Hannon delegate and

Senior Advisory Committee .
chairperson

Southern Alameda County Mayor Hannon and Council
Geographic Information System Member Jorgens - delegate and
Authority alternate

The Mayor will announce his appointments during the City Council meeting. It is
recommended that the City Council, by resolution, confirm the appointments to the
various agencies, boards, commissions, and committees.

Attachments
Resolution



RESOLUTION NO.

RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
NEWARK CONFIRMING THE MAYOR’S APPOINTMENTS
TO VARIOUS AGENCIES, BOARDS, COMMISSIONS, AND
COMMITTEES

WHEREAS, the Mayor of the City of Newark has appointed representatives to the
following agencies, boards, commissions, and committees:

Alameda County Fire Advisory | delegate and alternate

Commission
Alameda  County Library  Advisory | delegate and alternate
Commission
Alameda County Transportation | delegate and alternate
Commission

Alameda County Waste Management | delegate and alternate
Authority Board/Stopwaste.org

Association of Bay Area Governments | delegate and alternate
(ABAG)

Ava Community Energy Board of Directors | delegate and alternate

Community Development Advisory | delegates
Committee

Newark City Council —Board of Education | delegates
Liaison Committee

Tri-City Elder Coalition delegate

Senior Advisory Committee delegate and chairperson

Southern Alameda County Geographic | delegate and alternate
Information System Authority

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the City Council of the City of Newark
hereby approves the Mayor’s appointments.
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