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Economic Development Subcommittee Special Meeting 

Wednesday, February 9, 2022, 8:15 a.m.  

Zoom Conference Call 

 

On September 16, 2021, Governor Newsom signed into law AB 361, which allows a local agency to 
meet remotely when: 
1.  The local agency holds a meeting during a declared state of emergency 
2.  State or local health officials have imposed or recommended measures to promote social 
distancing 
3.  Legislative bodies declare the need to meet remotely due to present imminent risks to the health 
or safety of attendees  
On January 18, 2022, the City Council adopted Resolution Number 07-2022 stating that the City 
Council and Commissions will continue to meet remotely for at least thirty days for the following 
reasons: 
1.  There is still a local state of emergency 
2.  County Health Orders require that all individuals in public spaces maintain social distancing and 
wear masks 
3.  The City can't maintain social distancing requirements for the public, staff, Councilmembers, and 
Commissioners in their meeting spaces.   
  
Pursuant to Resolution Number 07-2022, Conference Room A will not be open to the public for the 
February 9, 2022 Economic Development Subcommittee Meeting.  

 
Topic: Economic Development Subcommittee Meeting 
Time: Feb 9, 2022 08:15 AM Pacific Time (US and Canada) 
 
Join Zoom Meeting 
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/89181329134?pwd=WDlHanNKaW52dzg4Sm9qRzIw
elNQUT09 
 
Meeting ID: 891 8132 9134 
Passcode: 765962 
One tap mobile 
+16699006833,,89181329134#,,,,*765962# US (San Jose) 
+12532158782,,89181329134#,,,,*765962# US (Tacoma) 
 
Dial by your location 
        +1 669 900 6833 US (San Jose) 
        +1 253 215 8782 US (Tacoma) 
        +1 346 248 7799 US (Houston) 
        +1 929 436 2866 US (New York) 



 

 

        +1 301 715 8592 US (Washington DC) 
        +1 312 626 6799 US (Chicago) 
Meeting ID: 891 8132 9134 
Passcode: 765962 

Find your local number: 

https://us02web.zoom.us/u/ksTsM1JgnAgenda 

CALL TO ORDER – 8:15 a.m. 

READ AND APPROVE MINUTES FROM NOVEMBER 10, 2021, JANUARY 12, 2022, 

and SPECIAL JANUARY 12, 2022 MEETINGS 

DISCUSSION ITEMS 

1. Preliminary Review of Development Impact Fees 

 

2. Discussion of Subcommittee Work Plan for the Year 

 

Public Comments 
 

The next regular meeting of the City Council’s Economic Development 

Subcommittee will be held on March 9, 2022, via Zoom 
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 ATTENDANCE 
 

Members Present:   Councilmember Michael Brownrigg, Vice Mayor Ricardo Ortiz 
 
Members Absent: None 

 
Staff Present:   City Manager (CM) Lisa Goldman, Community Development Director (CDD) 

Kevin Gardiner, Parks & Recreation Director (PRD) Margaret Glomstad, Finance 
Director (FD) Helen Yu-Scott, Economic Development & Housing Specialist 
(EDS) Joseph Sanfilippo 

 
Members of the Public Present: John Kevranian (President of the Broadway Business Improvement 
District (BID)), Riyad Salma (Triterra Properties) 
 
READ AND APPROVE MINUTES FROM SEPTEMBER 8 and OCTOBER 13, 2021 MEETINGS 

● Approved. 

DISCUSSION ITEMS 
 
Continued Discussion of Parklet Rent and Fees 
 
EDS Sanfilippo introduced the topic, followed by CDD Gardiner continuing the presentation started at 
the September 8 meeting.  
 
At the August 16, 2021 City Council meeting, the City Council approved the continuation of the 
parklets program through Labor Day (September 5) 2022. There was interest in indemnification 
language, fees to cover cleaning costs, and a consensus to increase the number of days a parklet 
must be utilized to four days per week. 
 
CDD Gardiner offered an overview of the Mountain View Sidewalk Café program, which served as the 
basis for Burlingame’s proposed fee and rate framework. Mountain View’s program was chosen as it 
is one of the only long-term pre-pandemic parklet programs from nearby jurisdictions. 
 
Mountain View’s program includes the following fee framework:   

• New application: $769 

• Annual fee of $6.00/sf of sidewalk space for cleaning costs, in addition to $1200 per parking 

space utilized (as rent).  

• Permit renewal is $205.  

• Minimum 5-year license term and indemnity agreement 
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In potentially adapting this framework for Burlingame, the value (or rent) applicable to the parking space 

being occupied by the parklet would need to be determined. Presumably this would be a proportion of 

the market rent for fully-improved retail space. The square footage of a typical parklet space in Mountain 

View is 300 square feet, so at $1200 per parklet per year the rent would be $1200 / 300 square feet = 

$4.00 per square foot. Research by staff has indicated that the average retail rent in Mountain View is 

$42.71 per square foot per year. Therefore, the proportion of the parklet rent to the average retail rent 

would be $4.00 / $42.71 = 9%. In other words, the rent for the parklet space is 9% of the rent of a fully-

conditioned and enclosed retail space.  

 

Research by staff has indicated that the average retail rent in Downtown Burlingame is slightly higher 

than Mountain View, at $55.00 per square foot per year in Burlingame compared to $42.71 in Mountain 

View. If one uses the same 9% ratio of parklet rent to retail rent as used in Mountain View, the annual 

parklet rent in Burlingame would be 9% of $55.00, which equals $4.95 per square foot per year. The 

parkets in Burlingame, like Mountain View, are 300 square feet typically, so this would suggest an 

annual parklet rent of $4.95 per square foot x 300 square feet = $1485 per year.  

 

Using this methodology, CDD Gardiner suggested a sample framework to initiate discussion could be: 

• Application fees collected from Encroachment Permits and Building Review  

• Cleaning fees: Estimated to be about $200-300 per parklet per month.  

• Annual Rent: 300 square feet multiplied by $4.95/sf = $1,485 

 

 
Councilmember Brownrigg asked how much restaurants were charged for sidewalk encroachments 
prior to the pandemic. CDD Gardiner clarified that businesses weren’t charged beyond the initial 
encroachment permit fees, as the sidewalks had been designed with the expectation that they would 
be used for sidewalk dining. CM Goldman emphasized that the permit was an annual renewal with a 
minimal fee based on staff processing time.  
 
Councilmember Brownrigg supported rolling the fees per square foot to include sidewalk square 
footage. Vice Mayor Ortiz disagreed, saying that the sidewalk encroachment program was already 
established, and the new framework should only affect those businesses with parklets.  
 
Mr. Salma questioned if design standards had been considered for the parklets. CM Goldman noted 
that the current program was only authorized through Labor Day 2022, and Council had only 
emphasized covering the orange barricades and ensuring life safety and ADA compliance. 
 
Councilmember Brownrigg questioned whether the rent was too low to prevent a “sale” of public land, 
while Vice Mayor Ortiz stressed the importance of parklets being utilized at least four days per week. 
CM Goldman noted that both the fees and rent could be revisited. Councilmember Brownrigg 
advocated for the framework to be piloted as a one-year program throughout calendar year 2022 
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(extending beyond the previously approved deadline of Labor Day 2022).  Given that the potential end 
of the program would occur during the holidays if the full Council agreed with this extension, 
Councilmember Brownrigg suggested that businesses be granted 45-60 days to dismantle their 
parklet after either the cessation of the program or the owner’s decision to no longer have a parklet. 
 
Mr. Salma questioned how parklets extending beyond their space would function during tenant 
turnover. CDD Gardiner mentioned that existing agreements often have a term with a sunset date, 
and cited one current example where a previous business owner had authorized an extension, but a 
new business wanted to take the parklet back for its own use. As such, the parklet must be removed 
(or shared) from the new business’s frontage by the date specified in the original agreement between 
the two businesses. CM Goldman mentioned that there is no perfect solution, and many of the 
guidelines proposed may need to be revised at a later date. 
 
Shifting the discussion to parklet design, Mr. Salma suggested that parklets maintain visibility of the 
sidewalk via openness or transparent materials, along with a prohibition against raw wood ( must be 
either painted or stained). The Subcommittee supported this and agreed that parklet branding should 
not be permitted.  
 
There were differing views on whether height limits should be imposed or if the orange barricades 
should be entirely covered. As such, Councilmember Brownrigg proposed that staff bring two options 
to the full City Council when the parklet program fees and/or rents are reviewed.  
 
Mr. Salma noted that reflectors could be used if the orange barricades cannot be covered for liability 
concerns. 
 
Mr. Kevranian questioned if a parklet user wanted to build a structure how essential access to 
stormwater or PG&E lines would be maintained. CM Goldman mentioned that PG&E provided 
language to allow them access, holding harmless both PG&E and the City, should they need to uproot 
a parklet to maintain access. While it has not happened yet, it is a concern that parklet users should 
be aware of when making investments. To avoid this issue, CDD Gardiner proposed that designs 
include removable panels to allow access. 
 
Councilmember Brownrigg asked how long short-term pickup spaces would be supported, noting that 
the City could free up additional long-term parking spaces by disallowing pickup spaces. CM Goldman 
requested that EDS Sanfilippo forward the question to Senior Civil Engineer Andy Wong for 
consideration by the Traffic, Safety and Parking Commission (TSPC). 
 
Mr. Kevranian suggested that parklet permits and permissions from adjacent businesses be non-
transferrable, requiring a new application and written permissions from neighbors in the event of 
turnover. 
 
He also inquired how a parklet user that no longer wants their parklet but cannot afford its removal 
should proceed. Councilmember Brownrigg suggested an escrow account to fund the removal and 
repayment. CDD Gardiner will check with the City Attorney’s office for that process. 
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Action Items 

 

● CM Goldman, CDD Gardiner, and EDS Sanfilippo will prepare a staff report to discuss the 

proposed fee and rate framework with the City Council at the December 6 or January 3 meeting 

● CDD Gardiner will check with the City Attorney’s Office to determine if there are liability concerns 

with covering orange barricades; to discuss indemnification language for parklet permits; and to 

discuss the viability of an escrow program for parklet removal 

● EDS Sanfilippo will forward the short-term parking spaces inquiry to the TSPC 

 

FUTURE AGENDA TOPICS 
 
The Subcommittee will deliberate on Future Agenda Topics via email. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENTS 
 
There were no further public comments. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
Meeting adjourned at 9:15 a.m. 
 
       Respectfully submitted,  
 

Joseph Sanfilippo 
 
Economic Development & Housing 
Specialist  
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 ATTENDANCE 
 

Members Present:   Vice Mayor Michael Brownrigg 
 
Members Absent: Councilmember Donna Colson 
 

 
Staff Present:   City Manager (CM) Lisa Goldman, Community Development Director (CDD) 

Kevin Gardiner, Parks & Recreation Director (PRD) Margaret Glomstad, Finance 
Director (FD) Helen Yu-Scott, Economic Development & Housing Specialist 
(EDS) Joseph Sanfilippo 

 
Members of the Public Present: Riyad Salma (Triterra Properties), Georgette Naylor, Susan Baker 
(CEO of Burlingame/SFO Chamber of Commerce), Alisa Ferrari (Stella Alpina Osteria), Teresa 
Lindhartsen (Sixto’s/Alana’s Café), Geoff Swenson (Stacks), Dan, Jenny, Jenese Sieben (Pied Piper 
Players) 
 
READ AND APPROVE MINUTES FROM NOVEMBER 10 MEETING 

● Continued to next meeting due to lack of quorum. 

DISCUSSION ITEMS 
 
Preliminary Review of Development Impact Fees 
 
CDD Gardiner introduced the topic, providing some background about the current fee schedule for 
Public Facilities Impact Fees. These fees were adopted approximately ten years ago, and are 
assessed on all new commercial, residential, and industrial developments. They are assessed on a 
net basis, with a credit for any existing development on the land, to capture the impact to public 
services due to the increase in development. 
 
Various Councilmembers have requested an examination of the Public Facilities Impact fees as they 
currently do not have an escalator. There is particular interest with the various larger developments 
being planned. CDD Gardiner mentioned that the Mitigation Fee Act (SB-695) may also require the 
current per-unit assessment for residential developments be changed to a square footage basis. 
 
CDD Gardiner continued with an overview of the commercial linkage fees, which are intended to 
mitigate the impacts of new commercial development on the current housing supply. The City 
undertook a feasibility study to examine commercial linkage fees, but it was completed in the summer 
of 2020 and based on pre-pandemic data. (This report is included in the meeting’s packet as 
background information.) 
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CDD Gardiner noted that some commercial sectors have recovered from pandemic-induced impacts, 
and it may be worthwhile to reevaluate updating the report based on current data. In the summer of 
2020, data showed that commercial linkage fees could be increased for office developments without 
significant impacts on the feasibility of development, but an increase would not be viable for hotels. 
 
Vice Mayor Brownrigg reiterated that continued intense development on the Bayfront would warrant 
examining updated fees, particularly as previous developments in the area yielded few funds for 
impact mitigation. He also requested clarification on the affordable housing fee. 
 
CDD Gardiner explained that affordable housing funds are collected through the commercial linkage 
fees. Vice Mayor Brownrigg supported a new study but suggested it examine all fees in the City, 
including school impact fees, and verify whether the City should increase affordable housing fees to 
allow greater City involvement in increasing affordability. 
 
He also requested to determine if a Public Arts Fee or a parcel tax similar to East Palo Alto’s Measure 
HH on office developments would be supported by the market. He clarified that the Subcommittee 
could likely work on determining appropriate fees and how to utilize them throughout the year.  
 
Riyad Salma inquired about the logic of commercial impact fees. Vice Mayor Brownrigg noted that 
fees are collected to allow the City to provide continued service in areas with intensified use after 
development. CM Goldman expanded that the fees can also be used in negotiations for community 
benefits (transportation improvements, parks, etc.) if a developer would like additional concessions. 
 
Mr. Salma further inquired if impact fees could be lowered based on a development. CDD Gardiner 
noted that there is a process to waive or reduce fees based on the particulars of a project and the 
community impact (e.g. if a project contains a park, the Parks fee could likely be waived).  
 
Discussion of Subcommittee Work Plan for the Year 
 
This item was continued to the next meeting due to a lack of quorum. 
 

Action Items 

• CDD Gardiner and EDS Sanfilippo will work with the previous linkage fee consultant (Century 

Urban) to receive a proposal for evaluating increasing commercial linkage fees. 

 

 

FUTURE AGENDA TOPICS 
 
The February meeting will continue both items agendized for this January 12 meeting. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENTS 
 
Alisa Ferrari noted her support for the parklet and sidewalk dining fee structure. However, she raised 
concern with the Omicron variant impacts on staffing and consumer confidence and hoped that 
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restaurants could expediently modify tables and chairs layouts during the Public Works audit for 
compliant floor plans and insurance. CM Goldman clarified that the audit was being done, in part, to 
ensure Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) compliance, particularly as complainants file ADA violation 
lawsuits throughout the city. 
 
Teresa Lindhartsen and Geoff Swenson reiterated decreased consumer confidence and a desire to 
expediently review compliant sidewalk dining plans.  
 
CM Goldman requested that all speakers email her, particularly as all businesses are compliant with 
insurance requirements. Vice Mayor Brownrigg encouraged the speakers to attend future 
Subcommittee meetings to offer updates on the restaurant industry. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
Meeting adjourned at 9:00 a.m. 
 
       Respectfully submitted,  
 

Joseph Sanfilippo 
 
Economic Development & Housing 
Specialist  
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 ATTENDANCE 
 

Members Present:   Vice Mayor Michael Brownrigg 
 
Members Absent: Councilmember Donna Colson 

 
Staff Present:   City Manager (CM) Lisa Goldman, Community Development Director (CDD) 

Kevin Gardiner, Parks & Recreation Director (PRD) Margaret Glomstad, Finance 
Director (FD) Helen Yu-Scott, Economic Development & Housing Specialist 
(EDS) Joseph Sanfilippo 

 
Members of the Public Present: Riyad Salma (Triterra Properties), Jenese Sieben (Pied Piper 
Players) 
 
DISCUSSION ITEMS 
 
Discussion of North Rollins Road Theater Uses 
 
EDS Sanfilippo introduced the topic, explaining that this special meeting was called by Subcommittee 
request. While it will examine one company’s proposal and operations (Pied Piper Players), the 
discussion is meant to serve as a case study to potentially be implemented on a broader scope 
throughout the North Rollins Road plan area. 
 
CDD Gardiner emphasized that the North Rollins Road Specific Plan aims to include arts (including 
performing arts, fine arts, etc.) and wishes to incorporate them as a potential community benefit. The 
Subcommittee could examine if establishing an arts organization would be appropriate for the plan 
area to encourage arts uses.  
 
Jenese Sieben introduced Pied Piper Players, a community theater company looking to relocate due 
to pandemic-induced impacts. Their services range from rehearsals, classes, set-building, and ideally 
a black box theater. The company currently has a Conditional Use Permit application for 1855 Rollins 
Road prior to that space’s demolition. She mentioned that EDS Sanfilippo is helping them find a 
potential location, though the market rents are much higher than the company’s current revenues. 
 
Vice Mayor Brownrigg requested clarification if the company desired for the City to develop an arts 
building. Ms. Sieben responded that the company is looking at various funding sources to help 
subsidize the cost of the City running arts programming. Vice Mayor Brownrigg reiterated support for 
the arts but noted a lack of City resources (both staffing and funding).  
 
CDD Gardiner noted that the company’s space requirements sent by email would be useful when 
speaking with developers in the area, to potentially incorporate as a community benefit. Vice Mayor 
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Brownrigg mentioned that a more fleshed-out proposal would be easier to support, rather than the 
City creating its own program.  
 
Riyad Salma encouraged artists to create an advocacy group and explain how to support arts as a 
whole, rather than per organization. Ms. Sieben noted that the San Mateo Arts Council is looking into 
bringing Peninsula artists together, and concluded by thanking the City for its support. 
 
Action Items 

 

• EDS Sanfilippo will continue to search for a space for Pied Piper Players 

• Staff will advocate for arts uses to be incorporated into North Rollins Road developments 

 
PUBLIC COMMENTS 
 
There were no further public comments. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
Meeting adjourned at 9:20 a.m. 
 
       Respectfully submitted,  
 

Joseph Sanfilippo 
 
Economic Development & Housing 
Specialist  
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DATE: 
 

January 12, 2022 

TO: 
 

Economic Development Subcommittee 

FROM: 
 

Kevin Gardiner, Community Development Director 
Joe Sanfilippo, Economic Development & Housing Specialist 
 

SUBJECT: 
 

Commercial Linkage Fees Feasibility Study 

 
 

In 2019 seven cities in the 21 Elements collaborative, including Burlingame, engaged Century 

Urban, LLC to review potential Commercial Linkage Fee assessments for affordable housing 

associated with commercial real estate development. The purpose of the review was to study 

the feasibility of adjusting existing fees or assessing new fees based on the development 

environment at the time. As most cities had established commercial linkage fees several years 

earlier, the intention was to see if there was feasibility to adjust fees based on the robust 

commercial development activity being experienced at that time. The City of Burlingame 

adopted its commercial linkage fees in 2017, and had been experiencing increasing interest in 

commercial development since the fees were adopted.  

 

A draft of the report was completed in June 2020, at the height of the coronavirus pandemic. 

The draft report concluded that it was not likely to be feasible to increase linkage fees on hotel 

developments without diminishing return on cost (ROC) below acceptable levels, but it would be 

feasible to increase linkage fees on office developments. However the report included a 

disclaimer that its research was conducted primarily in the fourth quarter of 2019 and first 

quarter of 2020, but economic changes driven by the impact of the pandemic may have affected 

supply-demand elements that underpin key operating income and construction assumptions. 

The report was not finalized, given the uncertainty on both the demand and supply side of 

commercial development that was being experienced in mid-2020. 

 

Considering the strong commercial development environment experienced in 2021, staff is 

suggesting having Century Urban update the market research with current data, and provide an 

updated report. An updated report could be reviewed by the Economic Development 

Subcommittee, with consideration towards a presentation to the full council. Staff has been 

consulting with Century Urban to determine the cost of updating the data and report, and will 

provide that information to the EDS in the meeting.   

 

Attached: 

 

• Commercial Linkage Fee Analysis, Century Urban, June 2020 



 

 
  

Presented to: 

City of Burlingame 

June 15, 2020 

Century | Urban 

Commercial Linkage 

Fee Analysis 

235 Montgomery Street, Suite 1042  |  San Francisco, CA  94104  |  415.786.2875  |  www.centuryurban.com 
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COMMERCIAL LINKAGE FEE ANALYSIS 

TO: City of Burlingame 

FROM:  Century Urban, LLC 

SUBJECT: Commercial Linkage Fee Analysis 

DATE: June 15, 2020 

 

Century Urban, LLC (“Century | Urban”) has been engaged by Baird + Driskell Community 

Planning on behalf of 21 Elements and seven cities in the County of San Mateo to review potential 

Commercial Linkage Fee assessments for affordable housing associated with commercial real 

estate development. The purpose of this review is to study the feasibility of adjusting existing 

fees or assessing new fees based on the current development environment. The following is a 

summary of Century | Urban’s review of the Commercial Linkage Fee for the City of Burlingame 

(the “City”).    

Commercial Linkage Fee 

The Commercial Linkage Fee is a fee charged by municipalities on new commercial development 

projects to offset the costs of producing affordable housing to meet the need for affordable 

housing created by the commercial development. The fee is typically charged on a per square foot 

basis and paid by the developer in advance of project construction. The fee therefore represents 

an element of project development costs, which is analyzed as part of the project underwriting to 

establish the project’s economic feasibility. 

Disclaimer 

For this project analysis, Century | Urban relied upon data and information provided by the City 

as well as other reputable sources and market participants. However, while Century | Urban 

collected the most timely information available, its research was conducted primarily in the 

fourth quarter of 2019 and first quarter of 2020, and economic changes driven by the impact of 

coronavirus have affected supply-demand elements that underpin key operating income and 

construction assumptions. As of this writing, substantial uncertainty remains on both the demand 

and supply side of commercial development, which policy makers should consider before 

implementing new policy based on historic data.   

Methodology 
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To prepare the Commercial Linkage Fee analysis, based on feedback from the City, prototype 

projects for each type of development that the City wished to evaluate were defined. Century | 

Urban then researched pro-forma underwriting assumptions for each prototype including 

income and expense assumptions, typical land costs, “hard” construction costs, City fees, “soft” 

costs including architectural and engineering costs, and metrics required to establish project 

feasibility. Not surprisingly, the research revealed a range of rents, expenses, and feasibility 

metrics, even within a small geographic area and among similar projects. This range is due in 

part to the general sentiment about the comparable risk associated with development in different 

submarkets. Given these ranges, Century | Urban selected data that appeared most generally 

relevant to new commercial development. The results presented are based on project costs that 

do not reflect prevailing wage (project costs can be adjusted to reflect prevailing wage upon 

request). Generally, project costs based on prevailing wage would be expected to be greater, 

reducing the likelihood of project feasibility under a given set of income assumptions. Finally, 

while the generic parameters established for each project prototype are intended to be generally 

representative of commercial development projects in the City’s pipeline, any policy changes 

proposed by the City may need to be adjusted based on the parameters of actual City pipeline 

projects. 

To review the feasibility of prototype projects with respect to the Commercial Linkage Fee, 

Century | Urban modeled the project’s stabilized return on cost (“ROC”) based on a range for 

the assumed linkage fee assessment amount by estimating the project’s annual pro-forma net 

operating income and dividing it by the estimated total project development cost. The ROC is a 

metric commonly used to evaluate project feasibility. The appropriate target ROC is established 

based on the project’s perceived risks, which include the uncertainty of ultimate project costs, 

rents and economic conditions upon completion, and project development/construction 

duration. Typically, if a project’s projected ROC does not fall within the market threshold range 

required for the project’s risks, the project is considered infeasible and not pursued. While this 

decision is made primarily by a project developer, the project’s investors and lenders, often banks, 

typically also provide input to the developer with regard to feasibility and project status. 

With market research establishing target ROC metrics, Century | Urban compared the projected 

ROC for project prototypes with the target range. An ROC lower than the target range would 

suggest an infeasible project, while an ROC above the target range would suggest a feasible 

project, as well as the potential to adjust the Commercial Linkage Fee without affecting project 

feasibility. In principle, the Commercial Linkage Fee could be increased until the prototype’s 

projected ROC falls within the target range. These results are used to evaluate how a potential 

adjustment in the Commercial Linkage Fee would affect project feasibility. 

Prototype Results 
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Exhibit A: Prototype Results shows the linkage fee analysis for each of the City’s chosen project 

prototypes. Each prototype exhibit lists the size and type of the prototype, the estimated total 

development costs, the estimated net operating income, and the resulting projected returns based 

on a range of potential linkage fee assessment amounts. 

The City’s current linkage fee assessment is $25 per square foot for office projects similar to the 

prototype and $12 per square foot for hotel projects similar to the prototype.  

For the office prototype studied, the analysis indicates that the projected ROC of new projects 

with Commercial Linkage Fee assessment amounts ranging from $15 to $40 per square foot falls 

above the target ROC range. 

 

For the hotel prototype studied, the analysis indicates that the projected ROC of new projects 

with Commercial Linkage Fee assessment amounts ranging from $5 to $30 per square foot falls 

below the target ROC range.  

 

For the prototype underwriting, neither prototype project includes City costs for the Water Main 

and Sewer Main modification bonds, which are assumed to be refundable. 

Summary 

Fee Scenarios

Product Type: Office

Size Category, SF: 150,000

Construction Type: Type III

Target Return on Cost 6.25% to 6.75%

Fee Per Square Foot Return on Cost Feasibility

$15 PSF Linkage Fee 7.24% Above Target Range

$20 PSF Linkage Fee 7.18% Above Target Range

$25 PSF Linkage Fee 7.12% Above Target Range

$30 PSF Linkage Fee 7.06% Above Target Range

$35 PSF Linkage Fee 7.01% Above Target Range

$40 PSF Linkage Fee 6.95% Above Target Range

Fee Scenarios

Product Type: Hotel

Prototype: 175 Room Select Service Hotel

Construction Type: Type III

Target Return on Cost 7.75% to 8.25%

Fee Per Square Foot Return on Cost Feasibility

$5 PSF 5.60% Below Target Range

$10 PSF 5.56% Below Target Range

$15 PSF 5.53% Below Target Range

$20 PSF 5.50% Below Target Range

$25 PSF 5.47% Below Target Range

$30 PSF 5.43% Below Target Range



 

 
 

PAGE 5 

On behalf of the City, Century | Urban reviewed development project prototypes to estimate the 

degree to which potential adjustments in Commercial Linkage Fee assessment amounts may 

affect project feasibility.  

While hotel prototype analyses reflect that, based on the range of potential Commercial Linkage 

Fee assessment amounts, the projected ROC of the prototype falls below the target ROC range, 

the office prototype ROC falls above the target range, suggesting that the Commercial Linkage 

Fees modeled do not substantially affect project feasibility.  

The results of this analysis should be considered within the economic context of the City’s overall 

development goals, and the degree to which continually changing conditions are impacting local 

costs, rents, and business activity. 
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Exhibit A: Prototype Results 
 

Page 7: Office Prototype 
Page 8: Hotel Prototype 
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San Mateo County Cities Project - 21 Elements

City: Burlingame

Product Type: Office

Construction Type: Type III

Current Commercial Linkage Fee: $25.00

Item Amount

Building Gross SF 150,000

Building Net Rentable SF 135,000

Building Efficiency 90%

Construction Costs

Hard Costs

Building Hard Costs PSF 315$                                            

TIs/Contingency/Other PSF 106$                                            

Total Hard Costs Per GSF 421$                                            

Soft Costs

Total City Fees PSF 38$                                              

Other Soft Costs PSF 76$                                              

Financing Costs PSF 20$                                              

Leasing Commissions PSF 9$                                                

Soft Cost Contingency PSF 7$                                                

Total Soft Costs Per GSF 151$                                            

Soft Costs as % of Hard Costs 36%

Land Cost

Land Cost Per GSF/Building 100$                                            

Total Development Cost PSF 672$                                            

Total Development Cost 100,780,009$                               

Net Operating Income

Revenue

Office Annual Rent per NRSF 57.00$                                         

Office Rent Type For Underwriting NNN

Reimbursements 18.00$                                         

Parking Revenue Per NRSF -$                                             

Vacancy Rate 5%

Total Annual Rental Revenue 9,618,750$                                   

Operating Expenses

Average Operating Expense PSF 18.00$                                         

Capital Expense PSF 0.10$                                           

Total Annual Operating Expenses 2,443,500$                                   

TOTAL NET OPERATING INCOME 7,175,250$                                   

Linkage Fee Analysis

Target Return on Cost Range 6.25% to 6.75%

Underwritten Return on Cost

$15 PSF Linkage Fee 7.24%

$20 PSF Linkage Fee 7.18%

$25 PSF Linkage Fee 7.12%

$30 PSF Linkage Fee 7.06%

$35 PSF Linkage Fee 7.01%

$40 PSF Linkage Fee 6.95%
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San Mateo County Cities Project - 21 Elements

City: Burlingame

Product Type: Hotel

Prototype: 175 Room Select Service Hotel

Construction Type: Type III

Current Commercial Linkage Fee: $12.00

Item Amount

Building Gross SF 87,500$                                                 

Rooms 175

Avg GSF Per Room 500

Construction Costs

Hard Costs

Building Hard Costs PSF 465$                                                      

FF&E/Contingency/Other PSF 97$                                                       

Total Hard Costs Per GSF 562$                                                      

Soft Costs

Total City Fees PSF 20$                                                       

Other Soft Costs PSF 101$                                                      

Financing Costs PSF 27$                                                       

Soft Cost Contingency PSF 7$                                                         

Total Soft Costs Per GSF 155$                                                      

Land Cost

Land Cost Per GSF/Building 180$                                                      

Total Development Cost PSF 897$                                                      

Total Project Cost 78,169,159$                                          

Total Project Cost per Room 446,681$                                               

Pro-Forma - Daily Revenue Assumptions

Revenue

Average Daily Rate Per Room 200$                                                      

Average Occupancy 83%

Total Other Revenue (F&B, other) 39$                                                       

Total Revenue, incl F&B and Other 204$                                                      

Annual Total Gross Revenue 13,016,128$                                          

Operating Expenses

Property Taxes (% of value) 1.13%

Total Operating Expenses 136$                                                      

Total Annual Operating Expenses 8,656,382$                                            

Operating Margin 33%

Daily Net Operating Income Per Room 68$                                                       

Annual Net Operating Income Per Room 24,796$                                                 

Total Net Operating Income 4,339,346$                                            

Linkage Fee Analysis

Target Return on Cost Range 7.75% to 8.25%

$5 PSF Linkage Fee 5.60%

$10 PSF Linkage Fee 5.56%

$15 PSF Linkage Fee 5.53%

$20 PSF Linkage Fee 5.50%

$25 PSF Linkage Fee 5.47%

$30 PSF Linkage Fee 5.43%
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Table 1
Resident Equivalencies
Burlingame Parks Master Plan Fee Program and Nexus Study; EPS 171129

Park User Group

Population/
Employment 
(2016)

Resident 
Equivalency 
Factors

Estimated 
Service 
Population

Residents 29,724              1.00 29,724             

Employees 29,879              0.20 5,976               

Total Service Population 35,700             

Sources: Burlingame 2040 General Plan; EPS

DRAFT



Table 2
Existing Park Land
Burlingame Parks Master Plan Fee Program and Nexus Study; EPS 171129

Park Name
Acres (City 
Estimates)

Acres 
(General 

Plan Data)

Acres 
Calculated 

[1]
Included 

[2]
Developed Park Areas
Washington Park 18.90 16.50 16.50 Y
Ray Park 5.90 4.28 4.28 Y
Cuernavaca Park 5.00 4.90 4.90 Y
Bayside Park 36.00 N/A 36.00 Y
Village Park 1.90 1.90 1.90 Y
Victoria Park 0.90 0.90 0.90 Y
Laguna Park 0.50 0.50 0.50 Y
Heritage Park 0.40 0.20 0.20 Y
Pershing Park 1.10 1.17 1.17 Y
Alpine Playground 0.10 N/A 0.10 Y
Paloma Playground 0.10 0.08 0.08 Y
Trenton Playground 0.10 0.19 0.19 Y
"J" Lot Playground 0.05 N/A 0.05 Y
Murray Field 20.60 N/A 20.60 Y
Subtotal 91.55 30.62 87.37

State Park Lands
Robert E. Woolley State Park 1.76 1.77 1.77 N
Fisherman's Park 0.70 N/A 0.70 N
Subtotal 2.46 1.77 2.47

Undeveloped Park Areas
Mills Canyon Wildlife Area 34.50 27.00 27.00 Y
Shorebird Sanctuary 2.00 2.27 2.27 Y
Skyline Park 3.30 N/A 3.30 Y
Subtotal 39.80 29.27 32.57

Special Facilities
Burlingame Recreation Center N/A N
Burlingame Aquatic Center N/A N

TOTAL PARKLAND 133.81 61.66 119.94
TOTAL FOR SERVICE LEVEL [3] 91.55 30.62 87.37

(DEVELOPED PARKLAND ONLY)

[1] The acreage for each park facility is based on General Plan data, except in the cases where no 
acreage was calculated in General Plan. In those cases, the acreage is based on City estimates.

[2] State Parks and Special Facilities are excluded in the calculation of City parkland

Source: Burlingame Parks Master Plan; EPS

[3] Only Developed Parkland is used in the calculation of existing service level for fee calculation.DRAFT



Table 3
Existing Service Standard
Burlingame Parks Master Plan Fee Program and Nexus Study; EPS 171129

Item Description Amount Unit

Citywide Parkland Acres (Developed Only) 87.37 Acres

Baseline Demand for Parks 35,700        Resident-equivalents

Existing Parkland Standard (Developed Only) 2.45                    
Acres per 1,000 resident-
equivalents

Source: Burlingame 2040 General Plan; Burlingame Parks Master Plan; EPS

DRAFT



Table 4
Land Acquisition and Improvement Cost Estimates
Burlingame Parks Master Plan Fee Program and Nexus Study; EPS 171129

Item Description Amount

Land Cost Per Acre $5,000,000

Site Improvement Costs Per Acre $500,000

Total Cost Per Acre $5,500,000

Service Standard Per 1,000 Resident-Equivalents 2.45                       

Cost Per 1,000 Resident-Equivalents $13,460,440

Cost Per Resident-Equivalent $13,460

Source: EPS

DRAFT



Table 5
Maximum Fee by Land Use Type
Burlingame Parks Master Plan Fee Program and Nexus Study; EPS 171129

Land Use Category

Average 
Persons per 

Unit/Sq. Ft. per 
Employee

Resident-
Equivalent 

Factors
Maximum Fee 

Per Unit/Sq. Ft.
$13,460

Residential [1]
Single Family 2.92 1 $39,255

Multifamily 2.04 1 $27,484

Nonresidential
Office 275 0.2 $9.79

Commercial 400 0.2 $6.73

Industrial 1000 0.2 $2.69

Hotel 0.85 0.2 $2,288

Institutional 875 0.2 $3.08

Source: Burlingame 2040 General Plan; ACS 2017; EPS

[1] Average persons per unit is based on ACS data for number of units and population by 
unit type

DRAFT



Table 6
Potential Maximum Parks Fee at Buildout
Burlingame Parks Master Plan Fee Program and Nexus Study; EPS 171129

Land Use Category

Maximum 
Fee Per Unit/

Sq. Ft.
Net New Units/

Sq. Ft at Buildout

Potential 
Maximum 

Fees 
Collected 

Net New Resident 
Equivalents

New Acreage 
Required (Per 

1,000 Resid. 
Equiv.)

2.45                     

Residential
Single Family $39,255 48                        $1,884,244 140                      0.34

Multifamily $27,484 2,903                   $79,786,192 5,927                   14.51

Nonresidential
Office $9.79 867,000               $8,487,419 631                      1.54

Commercial $6.73 760,000               $5,114,967 380                      0.93

Industrial $2.69 570,000               $1,534,490 114                      0.28

Hotel $2,288 32                        $73,225 5                          0.01

Institutional $3.08 N/A [1] N/A [1] N/A [1] N/A [1]

TOTAL $96,880,537 7,197                   17.61

[1] The General Plan assumes a loss in Institutional space
Source: Burlingame 2040 General Plan Public Draft EIR; EPS

DRAFT



Table 7
Fee Comparison to Other San Mateo County Cities
Burlingame Parks Master Plan Fee Program and Nexus Study; EPS 171129

Item Description Redwood City San Mateo San Carlos Millbrae San Bruno [6]

Fee Type Potential Max Fee Existing Impact Fee Impact Fee In-Lieu Fee Impact Fee  Impact Fee  In-Lieu Fee Impact Fee Impact Fee Impact Fee In-Lieu Fee

Most Recent Update - Jul-16 FY 17-18 FY 17-18 Apr-19 Feb-17 Feb-19

Single Family Detached (Per Unit) $39,255 $590 $12,921 $25,535 $6,333 [3] $5,409 [5] $30,450 [5] - $12,339 $12,333 [8] $62,584

Multifamily (Per Unit) $27,484 $350 $11,292 [1] $17,435 [2] $3,167 [3] $4,042 $22,787 $21,516 $11,583 $8,073 $43,137

Office (Per Sq. Ft.) $9.79 $0.17 - - - $0.52 - $3.36 $6.90 $5.24 -

Retail (Per Sq. Ft.) $6.73 $0.12 - - - $0.36 - $2.10 $4.46 $5.24 -

Hotel (Per Room) $2,288 - - - - $0.36 - $672 $1,130 $1,184 [9] -
-

Industrial (Per Sq. Ft.) $2.69 $0.06 - - - $0.35 $0.84 $2.74 $5.24 -

[1] The City of Redwood's multifamily fee listed is per unit for apartment developments with 21+ units. City also has distinct fees for condo buildings with 8-20 units, condo buildings with 21+ units, and apartment buildings with 8-20 units.
[2] The fee listed here is for multifamily units in developments with five or more units. The City of San Mateo assesses distinct fees on multifamily units in developments with 2-4 units, and on mobile home units.
[3] The City of San Carlos' residential fee is assessed as $2,111 per bedroom. This table assumes 1.5 bedrooms for multifamily units and 3 bedrooms for single-family units.
[4] Residential subdivisions of over five parcels in the City of Belmont are required to dedicate land or make an in-lieu fee payment. However, the dedication or in-lieu fee are credited towards the assessed impact fees.
[5] The City of Belmont also has distinct impact fees for single-family attached unit and second dwelling units, and a distinct in-lieu fee for single-family attached units.
[6] The City of San Bruno has a single "community facilities" fee to cover parks, recreation, and library facilities. Approximately 80% of that fee can be attributed to parks facilities. The fee presented in this table is 80% of the total community fee adopted by the city.
[7] Residential subdivisions of 50 or fewer parcels in the City of Palo Alto are required to pay the in-lieu fee or dedicate parkland. Subdivisions of more than 50 parcels must dedicate parkland. When parkland is dedicated, impact fees are not assessed.
[8] The City of Palo Alto has a distinct fee for single family homes over 3,000 sq. ft. of $18,416. The fee presented here is for single family homes smaller than 3,000 sq. ft.
[9] The City of Palo Alto assesses a fee of $2.39 per square foot for hotel developments. The fee is presented here on a per room basis, assuming a 500 sq. ft. room.

Source: City of Burlingame; City of Redwood City; City of San Mateo; City of San Carlos; City of Belmont; City of Millbrae; City of San Bruno; City of Palo Alto; EPS

Burlingame Belmont [4] Palo Alto [7]

Oct-14 Aug-18
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