
 

 

 

 
 
DATE:  Sept. 4, 2018  
 
TO:  Pleasanton Mayor Jerry Thorne, Vice Mayor Arne Olson and Councilmembers 
  Karla Brown, Kathy Narum and Jerry Pentin 
 
FROM:  BIA|Bay Area East Bay Executive Director for Governmental Affairs  

Lisa Vorderbrueggen 
 
RE: Item 9: “Presentation and Discussion on Recommended Capital Facility, Transportation 

and Affordable Housing Development Impact fees” 
 
As a membership organization that represents more than 400 companies dedicated to developing and 
constructing homes, BIA|Bay Area would like to express a number of concerns about your staff’s 
proposed development impact fee increases. Based on the staff report, the three fee increases add $7,300 
to the cost of a single-family unit and up to $9,000 for a multi-family and represent hikes of 15 percent to 
30 percent, respectively.  
 
However, the report appears to significantly understate the proposed increase in the affordable housing 
impact fee.  The city’s published fee schedule effective lists the current rate for a single-family unit of 
1,500 sq. ft. or larger at $11,939 while the rate for an apartment or condo is $2,959 per unit. These figures 
are substantially lower than the rates listed as the current fees in Table 12 of the staff report: $27,187 per 
single-family and $15,694 per multi-family. Comparing the proposed rates with those in the published fee 
schedule, the combined increases add up to $22,543 per single-family unit and $21,752 per multi-family, 
or 70 percent and 123 percent, respectively. The reason for the discrepancy is not explained in the staff 
report. 
 
Increasing the cost of building houses by such substantial amounts will drive up the price for the housing 
that is built and make it even more difficult for families to buy or rent in your community. Consider these 
statistics: 
 

• 90 percent of people who work in Pleasanton live outside the city, according to your nexus 
study. The presence of the large Hacienda Business Park no doubt contributes to this 
extraordinarily high percentage but the city’s high housing prices must be a major factor, as well. 
(Pleasanton Development Impact Fee Nexus Study, Page 7) The city’s own affordable housing 
nexus studies base the proposed fee on the premise that 100 percent of service employees needed 
to serve new housing occupants must live in Pleasanton.  Clearly, the affordability problem far 
exceeds the needs of service workers. The city should strive to reduce costs for all types of 
housing. In light of this goal, the proposed affordable housing impact fee is too high and will be 
counter-productive. 
 

• For every $1,000 increase in the price of house, another 15,328 California households are 
priced out of the market, according to the National Association of Home Builders. Developers 
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must be able to pass on the cost increases to buyers and renters or the project is economically 
infeasible and cannot be constructed. 

 
 

• Housing 
production has 
already slowed 
substantially in 
Pleasanton in the 
past year, as the 
chart on the right 
illustrates. Making 
housing more 
expensive to 
produce will lead to 
fewer homes being 
constructed and 
drive up housing 
prices and rents. It 
is a simple matter 
of supply and 
demand. 
Furthermore, the 
proposed increases 
target the more affordable multi-family units and the bulk of the housing that Pleasanton has seen 
in the past seven years. Of the 2,081 homes permitted between 2012 and May of this year, 1,720 
or 83 percent, were multi-family units.  

 
Within the specific fee recommendations, we applaud staff for adjusting project cost estimates, 
allocations of costs to new development and the fee-setting methodology based on public feedback, as 
identified on Page 3 of the staff report. However, we have a number of additional concerns as outlined 
below: 
 

• The capital facility projects funding list includes $135.9 million to relocate the city’s Civic 
Center. While the city may desire a new city hall, is new growth making its replacement a 
necessity?  If the answer is no, as we believe, then the city should pursue a communitywide 
source of funds rather than disproportionately burden future homebuyers and renters. Has the city 
even identified the source of the remaining funds? The California Mitigation Fee Act requires 
jurisdictions to identify the sources of funds. Without a realistic funding plan, it would be 
irresponsible to saddle new homebuyers and renters with payments toward a new City Hall that 
may not materialize for decades and for which funding has not been secured. 

 
• The capital facility projects funding list includes $83.9 million for the East Pleasanton Park. The 

city has shelved the East Pleasanton Specific Plan process with no scheduled resumption date. 
Furthermore, the study identifies $38 million for parkland acquisition costs when the city made it 
clear during the last planning process that it expected property owners to donate the land. At 
minimum, staff should eliminate the value of the parkland it has demanded be donated. 

 
• The capital facilities projects funding list includes $44.2 million for the Vineyard Corridor Park. 

However, the city has maintained for the past 15 years that methane gas deposits on the 20-acre 
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parcel make the site unsuitable for a park. The city should remove this park and the associated 
funding from the list until a suitable parcel is identified. 

 
• The park facility projects list includes $8.1 million for improvements to joint use school facilities. 

Has the city checked to ensure that the school district is not charging development for these same 
improvements through the payment of school impact fees? If the answer is yes, the projects 
should be eliminated from the list. (See Table 9 on Page 13 of the Pleasanton Development 
Impact Fee study.)  

 
• A 3 percent administrative fee to manage the capital facilities and transportation impact fee 

programs is excessive. A 1.5 percent fee is more than adequate. (Page 3, Pleasanton Development 
Impact Fee study.) 

 
Lastly, we would ask that the city mitigate the impacts of only absolutely necessary fee hikes by 
spreading out small adjustments over a minimum of two years. This will allow development applicants 
sufficient time to factor the added costs into their pro formas and financing plans. Applicants with 
projects already in the pipeline should be grandfathered under the existing fee structure, as they have been 
working on their developments for some time and cannot absorb the extra costs. Without such a 
provision, applicants may have to abandon or substantially postpone these projects.  
 
Thank you for your time and consideration. Feel free to call with any questions or comments. 
 
 
Sincerely yours, 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Lisa A. Vorderbrueggen 
BIA|Bay Area 
1350 Treat Blvd., Ste. 140 
Walnut Creek, CA 94597 
925-348-1956 (cell) 
lvorderbrueggen@biabayarea.org 
 
Attachment: Pleasanton Residential Permits: 1996-May 2018, per California Construction Industry 
Research Board 
 
cc: 
Pleasanton City Manager Nelson Fialho 
Pleasanton Assistant City Manager Brian Dolan  
Pleasanton Director of Community Development Gerry Beaudin 
Pleasanton Planning Manager Ellen Clark 
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