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Pearson, Alene

From: Rob Wrenn <robwrenn@comcast.net>
Sent: Monday, April 29, 2019 8:14 AM
To: Pearson, Alene
Subject: Transportation Services Fee update item for PC
Attachments: 2013-05-21 Item 32 Parking In-Lieu Fee.pdf; 7_7_2016

__CLK_-_Report_(Public)__DISTRICT_4____SPECIAL__CREATION_OF_.pdf

Hi Alene,  

When you distribute the 2013 Parking in lieu Fee item which I sent yesterday, could you also include the attached item 
on the Transportation Services Fee? I’ve discovered that the Council in 2016  passed a recommendation to update the 
transportation services fee and to “Initiate a process to Establish a Transportation Impact Fee”. As such fees are 
mentioned in the staff report on the Green Affordable Housing Referral, it would be relevant to the discussion. I have 
attached both items to this e‐mail so you can disregard the e‐mail I sent yesterday. I’m working on a proposal related to 
parking requirements and will send it when it’s done so that commissioners could have a copy at the meeting.  

‐Rob 
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Office of the City Manager 

2180 Milvia Street, Berkeley, CA 94704 ● Tel: (510) 981-7000 ● TDD: (510) 981-6903 ● Fax: (510) 981-7099 
E-Mail: manager@CityofBerkeley.info  Website: http://www.CityofBerkeley.info/Manager 

PUBLIC HEARING 
May 21, 2013 

To: Honorable Mayor and Members of the City Council 

From: Christine Daniel, City Manager 

Submitted by:  Eric Angstadt, Director, Planning and Development 

Subject: Parking In-Lieu Fee 

RECOMMENDATION 
Conduct a public hearing and upon conclusion, adopt a Resolution setting the Parking 
In-Lieu Fee for the Downtown Plan Area in a graduated range from $15,000 to $30,000 
per space, with spaces 1-5 costing $15,000 per space, spaces 6-15 costing $20,000 per 
space, spaces 16-25 costing $25,000 per space and spaces 26 and up costing $30,000 
per space. 
 
FISCAL IMPACTS OF RECOMMENDATION 
The funds raised from the parking In-lieu fees will be deposited into a fund created for 
the purpose of maintaining them separate from all other funds as required by State 
Code. Total collections are unknown as this is a voluntary program which developers 
can choose to participate in, rather than a required fee.  Funds collected can be used to 
provide structured parking in the downtown or be used for a variety of enhanced transit 
and transportation demand management programs based on Downtown Area Plan 
Policy AC-1.3.  The appropriation of any funds collected will occur in future 
amendments to the Annual Appropriations Ordinance. 

CURRENT SITUATION AND ITS EFFECTS 
The City Council approved the Downtown Area Plan (DAP) on March 20, 2012.  Policy 
AC-1.3 states that in-lieu payments for parking should be encouraged.  The Council can 
continue to rely on the DAP EIR, also certified on March 20, 2012, for this decision.  The 
policy and the range of projects that would be funded by the in lieu fee were analyzed in 
the DAP EIR and there have been no changes since March, 2012 that would require 
new or subsequent CEQA analysis.  The Council adopted the C-DMU zoning district to 
implement the DAP and that zoning classification allows developers to pay an in-lieu fee 
to reduce or waive the parking requirements subject to the granting of a use permit.  As 
a reminder, an in-lieu fee is not an exaction.  The developer can choose to provide the 
required parking, or seek approval to provide less parking and pay a fee, at their option.  
This type of fee does not require a nexus study because of this; essentially the nexus 
analysis is done in the context of the permit review. 
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BACKGROUND 
The Council considered the parking in-lieu fee as part of an overall development and 
impact fee workshop on October 16, 2012.  The City Council recommended staff take 
the parking in-lieu fee to the Transportation Commission for discussion and 
recommendation.  Planning and Public Works staff presented the fee to the 
Transportation Commission on March 21, 2013. 

The Transportation Commission considered the recent, June, 2012, study (Attachment 
2) commissioned by the Metropolitan Transportation Commission (MTC) on the costs of
structured parking.  The commission discussed a variety of approaches, including a set
fee at various levels from $1 to $50,000, before recommending a graduated fee.  The
approved motion set the range of the fee between $15,000and $30,000 with staff
directed to determine the graduations within that range.

In addition, the Commission made a series of other recommendations for consideration 
by Council.  The language of the motion is as follows: 

It was moved/seconded ( Broaddus/Watson) that the TC advise Council that it 
discussed and supports an in-lieu parking fee set from $15,000 to $30,000 per space; 
recommends a tiered fee structure based on number of spaces required; that fees 
collected be used to implement capital projects in the Downtown for bicycle and 
pedestrian transit projects identified in SOSIP, Bicycle and Pedestrian Plans; that the 
TC have an advisory role in the project expenditure planning; and that the in-lieu 
parking fee resolution should be reconsidered by the TC and Council two years after it 
is adopted to ensure that the fee level creates incentives for developers install fewer 
parking spaces in downtown developments and to raise fees collected to the extent 
possible for transit services and amenities. 

The TC recommendations with staff’s response are as follows: 
a. that fees collected be used to implement capital projects in the Downtown for

bicycle and pedestrian transit projects identified in SOSIP, Bicycle and
Pedestrian Plans;
Staff response:  Staff does not concur with this recommendation.  This would be
more limiting than the uses called for in the General Plan and would prevent fees
from being used for other enhanced transit services.

b. that the TC have an advisory role in the project expenditure planning; and
Staff response:  It depends on the project.  Some projects or expenditures may
require opinion/recommendation from other commissions besides the TC.

c. that the in-lieu parking fee resolution should be reconsidered  by the TC and
Council two years after it is adopted to ensure that the fee level creates
incentives for developers install fewer parking spaces in downtown developments
and to raise fees collected to the extent possible for transit services and
amenities.
Staff response:  Staff concurs with this recommendation.
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RATIONALE FOR RECOMMENDATION 
The Parking In-Lieu Fee is consistent with and implements the DAP, policy AC-1.3, 
which was approved by the City Council on March 20, 2012. 

ALTERNATIVE ACTIONS CONSIDERED 
Setting the Parking In-Lieu fee at a set rate. 

CONTACT PERSON 
Eric Angstadt, Director, Planning and Development, 981-7401 

Attachments:  
1:  Resolution 
2:  MTC Parking Study 
3:  Public Hearing Notice 
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RESOLUTION NO. ##,###-N.S. 
 

DETERMINING THAT THE PREVIOUSLY CERTIFIED DOWNTOWN AREA PLAN 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT MAY BE RELIED UPON FOR APPROVAL OF 
THE PARKING IN-LIEU FEE AND SETTING THE PARKING IN-LIEU FEE BETWEEN 
$15,000 AND $30,000 PER SPACE BASED ON THE NUMBER OF PARKING 
SPACES WAIVED OR REDUCED 
 
WHEREAS, on March 20, 2012, the Council certified the environmental impact report 
prepared for the Downtown Area Plan (DAP), and adopted CEQA findings and a 
mitigation monitoring and reporting program; and 
 
WHEREAS, the DAP Policy AC-1.3 calls for the creation of a parking in-lieu fee and 
encourages reduction of on-site parking through the payment of such fees; and 
 
WHEREAS, the adopted C-DMU zoning district allows for the waiver or reduction of 
parking through the granting of a use permit and the payment of an in-lieu fee; and 
 
WHEREAS, the City Council considered the parking in-lieu fee as part of a workshop on 
October 16, 2012; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Transportation Commission considered a parking in-lieu fee on March 
21, 2013 and recommended City Council adopt a graduated fee between $15,000 and 
$30,000 per space waived or reduced. 
 
NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Council of the City of Berkeley that 
approval of the Parking In-Lieu Fee may be based on the Downtown Area Plan 
Environmental Impact Report as certified on March 20, 2012, and that none of the 
conditions set forth in Public Resources Code section 2116 California Code of 
Regulations 15162 or any other applicable regulation require an additional 
environmental review. 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Council of the City of Berkeley hereby sets the 
Parking In-Lieu fee at: 
 

$15,000 per space for spaces 1-5 waived or reduced, 
$20,000 per space for spaces 6-15 waived or reduced, 
$25,000 per space for spaces 16-25 waived or reduced, and 
$30,000 per space for spaces 26 and greater waived or reduced. 
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NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING  
 BERKELEY CITY COUNCIL  

PARKING IN-LIEU FEE 
 
Notice is hereby given that on May 21, 2013 at 7:00 p.m. in the City Council Chambers, 
2134 Martin Luther King, Jr. Way, the City Council of the City of Berkeley will conduct a 
public hearing addressing the following proposed fees:  
 

Parking In-Lieu Fee to support and implement policies adopted in the Downtown 
Area Plan (DAP) 
 
Proposed Fee  

$15,000 per space for spaces 1-5 waived or reduced, 
$20,000 per space for spaces 6-15 waived or reduced, 
$25,000 per space for spaces 16-25 waived or reduced, and 
$30,000 per space for spaces 26 and greater waived or reduced. 

 
For further information, please contact Eric Angstadt, Director, Planning and Development 
at (510) 981-7400. 
 
A copy of the agenda material for this hearing will be available on the City’s website at 
www.CityofBerkeley.info as of May 9, 2013. 
 
Written comments should be mailed or delivered directly to the City Clerk Department, 
2180 Milvia Street, Berkeley, CA 94704, in order to ensure delivery to all 
Councilmembers and inclusion in the agenda packet.  Comments received no later than 
Monday, May 6, 2013 will be included in Council agenda packets.  Comments received 
no later than Tuesday, May 14, 2013 will be distributed to Council in Supplemental 
Packet 1 five days before the meeting.  Communications received less than seven days 
before the Council meeting but prior to noon on the day of the meeting, will be 
distributed in Supplemental Packet 2 at the Council meeting.  Comments received 
thereafter will be submitted to Council at the meeting and compiled into Supplemental 
Packet 3 the day after the meeting.  .Please note: e-mail addresses, names, 
addresses, and other contact information are not required, but if included in any 
communication to the City Council, will become part of the public record.  If the 
communication includes maps or photos or any other material not reproducible on a 
copy machine, fifteen copies should be provided to the City Clerk. For further 
information, call Mark Numainville, City Clerk, 981-6900.  FAX: (510) 981-6901.  TDD: 
(510) 981-6903. 

If you challenge the above in court, you may be limited to raising only those issues 
you or someone else raised at the public hearing described in this notice, or in written 
correspondence delivered to the City of Berkeley at, or prior to, the public hearing.  
Background information concerning this proposal will be available at the City Clerk 
Department and posted on the City of Berkeley webpage at least 10 days prior to the 
public hearing. 

Published:   May 10 and May 17, 2013 – The Berkeley Voice 

Attachment 3 
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~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~ 
 
I hereby certify that the Notice for this Public Hearing of the Berkeley City Council was 
posted at the display case located near the walkway in front of Council Chambers, 2134 
Martin Luther King Jr. Way, as well as on the City’s website, on May 9, 2013.  

 
 
 
Mark Numainville, CMC, City Clerk 
 

COMMUNICATION ACCESS INFORMATION: 
To request a disability-related accommodation(s) to participate in the meeting, including auxiliary 
aids or services, please contact the Disability Services specialist at 981-6346(V) or 981-7075 
(TDD) at least three business days before the meeting date. Captioning services are provided at 
the meeting, on B-TV, and on the Internet.  In addition, assisted listening devices for the hearing 
impaired are available from the City Clerk prior to the meeting, and are to be returned before the 
end of the meeting. 
 
Attendees at public meetings are reminded that other attendees may be sensitive to various scents, 
whether natural or manufactured, in products and materials. Please help the City respect these needs. 
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Jesse Arreguín
City Councilmember, District 4

Martin Luther King Jr. Civic Center Building ● 2180 Milvia Street, 5th Floor, Berkeley, CA 94704 ● Tel: (510) 981-7140
Fax: (510) 981-7144 ● TDD: (510) 981-6903 ● E-Mail: jarreguin@cityofberkeley.info ● Web: www.jessearreguin.com

ACTION CALENDAR
July 7, 2016

(Continued from June 28, 2016)

To: Honorable Mayor and Members of the City Council

From: Councilmember Jesse Arreguín

Subject: Creation of Transportation Impact Fee

RECOMMENDATION
Refer to the City Manager to:

1. Update the November 2005 Nexus Study on the Transportation Impact Fee (also
known as the Transportation Services Fee); and

2. Initiate a Process to Establish a Transportation Impact Fee.

BACKGROUND
The concept of a Transportation Impact Fee has been floated throughout the City of 
Berkeley for over a decade. The 2001 Transportation Element of the General Plan 
states that in order to mitigate the impacts on transportation from new development, a 
nexus study should be created to create a Transportation Impact Fee. Such a nexus 
study was completed in 2005 (Attachment 1). The study summarized that:

“The purpose of the fee is to fund programs and projects that will mitigate the impacts of 
new motor vehicle trips generated by future development in the City of Berkeley by 
enabling the City to invest in alternative transportation modes. Reducing automobile 
reliance and vehicle miles traveled are Transportation Element Objectives, as are 
maintaining and improving public transportation and creating a model bicycle- and 
pedestrian-friendly city.”

The nexus study found that between 2005 and 2025, there would be an increase of 
2,153 vehicle trips within the City. This does not include an estimated 930 additional 
trips that end at UC Berkeley which would be exempted from the fee. Such an increase 
would reduce the efficiency of public transit as increased congestion would result in 
longer travel times. This would also have a detrimental effect on pedestrians and 
bicyclists, increase pollution and noise, and place more strain on parking demand. 

According to the study, the total cost of mitigation would be $23,444 per trip, totaling 
over $50 million. The study concluded that in order to prevent a financial burden on 
development, the development would pay 20% of the fee, or approximately $4,867. This 
would result in raised revenue of approximately $10.5 million. Several reductions were 
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Transportation Impact Fee ACTION CALENDAR
July 7, 2016

suggested, including for Accessory Dwelling Units, affordable housing, student housing, 
and mid to high-rise apartments that do not include density bonuses.

In 2006, the City Council held meetings to discuss the Transportation Impact Fee. Both 
the City Manager’s Office and the Transportation Commission provided reports in 
support of the fee, while the Planning Commission supported the concept, but wanted 
alternative options. The City Council voted not to take action on implementing the fee, 
but scheduled a worksession to further discuss this. Worksessions in 2011 and 2012 
were conducted to further elaborate this fee, among other fees. However, traction on 
moving forward with this proposal was lost.

In 2010, a West Berkeley Transportation Services Fee nexus study was completed 
covering the area within Berkeley city limits west of San Pablo Avenue and east of 
Interstate 80/580. This study concluded that there would be an additional 2,246 vehicle 
trips as a result of new development, and that the fee would be set at $2,748 per trip, 
totaling revenue of $6.17 million. However, the Planning Commission voted against 
pursuing the proposal at that time, stating that more information would be needed 
before further pursuing it.

Transportation Impact Fees have been introduced in multiple cities throughout the state. 
For example, in San Francisco the impact fee is based on the number of units in a 
residential development or the square footage in a commercial development. The fee, 
which is paid prior to issuance of building permits, is used for street and transportation 
improvements. Santa Monica, among other cities, follow a similar structure. On May 3rd, 
2016, the Oakland City Council adopted its transportation impact fee which follows 
similar guidelines. 

Over the past eleven years since the initial nexus study, multiple developments have 
gone forward that likely surpasses the predictions put forward in 2005. Other economic 
factors and variables have changed that may influence the outcome of the suggestions 
of the study. As a result, a new nexus study should be pursued to better understand the 
current dynamics of the many variables at play.  

FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS
Staff time. According to the 2005 Nexus Study, such a fee would raise $10.5 million 
over a 20 year period.  

ENVIRONMENTAL SUSTAINABILITY
Revenue from the fee can be used to mitigate impacts of additional motor vehicle trips 
and provide funding for alternative forms of transportation, in alignment with the City’s 
Climate Action Plan. 

CONTACT PERSON
Jesse Arreguin, Councilmember, District 4 510-981-7140
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Attachments: 
1: 2005 Transportation Services Fee Nexus Study
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April 25, 2019 

TO: Berkeley Planning Commission 

FROM: Rob Wrenn, commissioner 

Re: Parking‐Related City Council Referrals    May 1, 2019 PC Meeting 

Thanks to staff for the informative staff report and the maps. Here are a few comments on some 
of the issues raised: 

1) With regard to the Transportation Services Fee (TSF), I would add some additional
background. As the staff report notes, the General Plan has a policy supporting the
creation of a TSF. The EIR for the General Plan also includes a mitigation measure: “the
City will pursue adoption of a Transportation Impact Fee after General Plan adoption”.
Following adoption of the General Plan in 2002, transportation staff and the
Transportation Commission began work on developing a transportation services fee. In
October 2005, Nelson/Nygaard Consulting Associates released its City of Berkeley
Transportation Services Fee Final Draft Nexus Study:
https://www.cityofberkeley.info/uploadedFiles/Planning_(new_site_map_walk‐
through)/Level_3_‐_General/TSF%20Final%20Draft%20Nexus%20Study.pdf

The Transportation Commission supported creation of the fee and recommended it to the
City Council. The City Manager supported creation of the fee when it went to the City
Council in July 2006. On July 25 of that year, the City Council held a public hearing but
effectively tabled the issue and no further action was ever taken.

I have attached (could not find a link to it) a TSF Fact Sheet prepared by staff at that time.

The proposed TSF was to be levied on a per‐trip basis. Uses that generated more trips
would pay a higher fee. In addition, developers could reduce their fee by up to 30% by
implementing TDM measures. Imposing a TSF on developers who provide less parking
would go against the rationale of the TSF as proposed in 2006. Reduced parking means
fewer vehicle trips and fewer of the vehicle‐related impacts that the TSF was meant to
address. Under the rationale of the 2006 TSF, a developer providing reduced parking
would have presumably paid a smaller fee.  A different rationale would have to be used to
link a TSF to reduced parking while not requiring developers whose projects would
generate more vehicle trips to pay it. I suppose you could argue that people without cars
create the need for more spending on improving public transit, and for improving
conditions for bicycle‐riders and pedestrians. This is perhaps the rationale for the in‐lieu
fee in the Downtown (C‐DMU) zoning district, which includes the following language:

D. The vehicle parking space requirements of this Section may be reduced or waived through payment of an in-
lieu fee to be used to provide enhanced transit services, subject to securing a Use Permit subject to the finding in
section 23E.68.090.H or modified with an AUP subject to the findings in 23E.28.140.
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2) Supporting Affordable Housing: The original 2015 Green Affordable Housing Referral
(attachment 1 in the staff report) includes the following:

“Determine a process whereby the costs saved by parking reductions will be designated for
affordable units or the Affordable Housing Trust Fund.”

For the February PC discussion of the Green Affordable Housing Referral, I proposed
requiring additional inclusionary units or an additional payment of a fee to the Housing
Trust Fund in return for reduced parking. Such requirements would be waived for any
project with 50% or more units affordable to households at 80% of Area Median Income,
which typically are projects which received support from the Housing Trust Fund.  I still
think that if we can “determine a process” to do that, we should recommend it to the City
Council. The first sentence of the staff report says that a parking space costs between
$35,000 and $90,000. Out of the substantial savings that would result from a reduction in
spaces provided, developers could certainly contribute something to the City. It could be
voluntary. Developers would have then have the choice of providing required parking
instead if they prefer not to pay a fee.  On July 25, 2017, the City Council passed a
resolution establishing a land value recapture policy.  Whenever the city makes changes
that increase the value of property, which a parking requirement reduction would do, the
city should get a share of the increased value its actions created.  If the city does a TSF, I
think it would be preferable for it to apply it to all projects, as I believe is the norm in other
cities with such fees. I think it would be preferable if possible to designate value
“recaptured” from reduced parking for affordable housing, where the need is enormous.

3) Unbundled Parking. I was not aware of the April 26, 2016 Council referral to the PC on
City‐Wide Green Development Requirements. I am pleased to see that the Council has
endorsed the idea.  I would suggest that the PC should support unbundled parking
citywide and send zoning changes to the Council for adoption. People who choose not to
own cars have a smaller carbon footprint (at least with respect to transportation) and
should not have to pay for parking that they don’t use. I think this principle applies to all
parts of the city. Language similar to that for the C‐DMU should be applied at least to all
new development in all commercial districts, as well as to any new development with 5 or
more units in residential districts.

4) Amtrak Station as Transit Hub. Regardless of the definitions that state legislation may use,
I do not think we ought to include the Amtrak Station as “a transit hub” in any local
legislation we might recommend. There are 15 Capital Corridor trains a day in each
direction that stop at Berkeley’s Amtrak station. By contrast, there are 8 trains an hour in
each direction during most of the day serving Berkeley’s three BART stations. I don’t know
if staff has access to ridership numbers for BART and Amtrak, but, certainly, BART carries
far more local riders than Amtrak does. AC Transit’s busier bus routes also serve more
people than Amtrak. Living near the Amtrak station is great if you happen to commute to
Sacramento or Davis regularly, but it doesn’t get you to nearly as many places as BART
does and is simply not on a par with a BART station as far as being a transit hub.
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5) Parking reduction as a Density Bonus Concession. At locations near transit hubs, the City
could express a preference for parking reductions as a density bonus concession rather
than other changes in development standards (e.g. setback reductions). The Garden
Village Project at 2201 Dwight, as an example, got approval in 2013 for a reduction of
almost all the required parking as a concession under the state density bonus law.
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Pearson, Alene

From: Pearson, Alene
Sent: Friday, April 26, 2019 1:24 PM
To: Pearson, Alene
Cc: Karimzadegan, Niloufar; Kostohryz, Claire; Hansen, Gordon
Subject: Correction to Table 2 in Item 10 Staff Report

Commissioners: 
Table 2 of the Item 10 Staff Report incorrectly combined annual RPP permit counts from 2017, 2018 and 2019.  
See the corrected table below.  
This correction will be submitted as a Late Communication.  
Thanks, 
Alene 

Table 2: Average Number of RPP Permits Per Address Per Zoning District  

Zoning District 
Total Permits 
Issued (2018) 

Unique 
Addresses 

Average 
Number of 
Permits Per 
Address 

C‐1  1030  494  2 

C‐DMU Outer  555  306  2 

R‐1  167  132  1 

R‐2  4834  1930  3 

R‐2A  5747  2486  2 

R‐3H  463  269  2 

____________________ 
Alene Pearson, Principal Planner 
Land Use Planning Division 
City of Berkeley 
1947 Center Street 
Berkeley, CA 94704 
510‐981‐7489 
apearson@cityofberkeley.info 
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