BELMONT CITY COUNCIL
and

BELMONT FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT BOARD

Belmont City Hall
One Twin Pines Lane, Belmont, CA

CITY OF BELMONT

AGENDA
Tuesday, November 27, 2012

6:45 P.M. SPECIAL MEETING/CLOSED SESSION
(Third Floor Conference Room)

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN of a Special Meeting called under Government Code Section 54956

1. CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL

2. PUBLIC COMMENTS
This is the public’s opportunity to address the City Council on an item that will be considered in Closed Session.
This agenda category is limited to 15 minutes, with a maximum of 3 minutes per speaker.

3. ADJOURN TO CLOSED SESSION

A. Conference regarding Public Employee Performance Evaluation Pursuant to
Government Code Section 54957: City Manager and City Attorney

7:30 P.M. REGULAR MEETING
(City Council Chambers)

1. ROLL CALL
2. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
3. REPORT FROM CLOSED SESSION

4. SPECIAL PRESENTATIONS
A. Proclamation Honoring Richard Napier of C/CAG on his Retirement
B. Presentation by Judith Greig, Notre Dame de Namur University

S. PUBLIC COMMENTS AND ANNOUNCEMENTS
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This agenda category is limited to 15 minutes, with a maximum of 3 minutes per speaker, and is for items of
interest not on the Agenda. If you wish to address the hearing body, please complete a Speaker's Card and give
it to the City Clerk. If you wish to express an opinion on a non-agenda item without addressing the
Council/Board, please fill out a "Comment Form™ and give to the City Clerk. The reading of the full text of
ordinances and resolutions will be waived unless a Councilmember requests otherwise.

COUNCIL MEMBER COMMENTS AND ANNOUNCEMENTS
AGENDA AMENDMENTS (if any)

CONSENT CALENDAR

Consent Calendar items are considered to be routine and will be enacted by one motion. There will be no
separate discussion on these items unless members of the Council/Board, staff or public request specific items
to be removed for separate action.

A Minutes of Special and Regular Meeting of October 23, 2012
B. Informational Report on City's Creek Stewardship and Maintenance Efforts

C. Resolution of the City Council Establishing 13 Feet of No Parking Zone on the South
Side of North Road at Beresford Street and Eliminating 13 Feet of No Parking Zone
at the Fire Hydrant on the South Side of 900 Block of North Road

D. Resolution of the City Council Confirming the Decorative Street Lighting Style for
Old County Road

E. Resolution of the City Council Accepting Work and Authorizing the Issuance of
Notice of Completion for the 2012 Cipriani Dog Park Improvement Project, City
Contract Number 513

F. Resolution of the City Council Approving an Amendment to a Professional Services
Agreement with the County of San Mateo to Finalize the Right-of-Way Documents
for an Amount not to Exceed $5,000 for the HWY 101/Pedestrian-Bicycle Bridge
Project, City Contract Number 433

G. Resolution of the City Council Authorizing Service Agreement with Maze &
Associates for Audit and Related Services for an Amount Not to Exceed $92,318 for
FY 2013

H. Resolution of the City Council Approving Purchase of 30 Replacement Computers
from Safari Micro Inc. in an amount not to exceed $23,642.

I Resolution of the City Council Awarding a Service Agreement to Vision Internet for
the Design and Implementation of the City Website

J. Resolution of the City Council Approving Amendments to the Compensation and
Benefits Program for the Unrepresented Management Group

K. Resolution of the City Council Approving Accepting a Conservation Easement for a
Portion of Vacant Property on Lower Lock Avenue (APN 043-042-430)
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10.

11.

12.

L.

Resolution of the City Council Approving a Service Agreement with Frank,
Rimerman Consulting for Financial Software Consulting Services

ACTION: 1) Motion to approve the Consent Calendar.

HEARINGS (None)

OTHER BUSINESS

A

Consideration of an Ordinance Regulating Single-Use Carryout Bags

ACTION:
1) Motion to Introduce Ordinance, Set Hearing for Adoption
on January 8, 2012
2) Provide direction regarding CEQA Resolution
3) Take other action

Resolution Authorizing Solicitation of Bids and Award of Contract for Renovation of
Fire Station 15

ACTION:
1) Motion to Approve/Deny Resolution
2) Take other action

Resolution of the City Council of the City of Belmont Approving Supplemental
Agreement VI of Joint Exercise of Powers Agreement - South Bayside System
Authority (SBSA) and Authorizing the City Manager to Execute the Agreement

ACTION:
1) Motion to Approve/Deny Resolution
2) Take other action

Ordinance Amending Contract Between the Board of Administration California
Public Employees' Retirement System and the City Council as required by
Government Code Section 20471

ACTION:
1) Motion to Adopt Ordinance
2) Take other action

COMMISSION, COMMITTEE, AND COUNCIL INTERGOVERNMENTAL
ASSIGNMENT UPDATES, AND STAFF ITEMS

A

B.

Verbal report from Councilmembers on Intergovernmental (IGR) and Subcommittee
Assignments

Verbal Report from City Manager

PUBLIC COMMENTS AND ANNOUNCEMENTS (if any)
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For comments longer than 3 minutes or comments that could not be covered in the initial comment period.

13. MATTERS OF COUNCIL INTEREST/CLARIFICATION
Items in this category are for discussion and direction to staff only. No final policy action will be taken by
Council/Board.

14. ADJOURNMENT

(-i:“ If you need assistance to participate in this meeting, please contact the City Clerk at 650/595-7413. The speech
and hearing-impaired may call 650/637-2999 for TDD services. Notification in advance of the meeting will enable the
City to make reasonable arrangements to ensure accessibility to this meeting.

Meeting information can also be accessed via the internet at: www.belmont.gov. All staff reports will be posted to the
web in advance of the meeting, and any writings or documents provided to a majority of the City Council/District Board
regarding any item on this agenda will be made available for public inspection in the City Clerk's Office, One Twin Pines
Lane, Suite 375, during normal business hours and at the Council Chambers at City Hall, Second Floor, during the
meeting.

Meeting televised on Comcast Channel 27, and webstreamed via City’s website at www.belmont.gov
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Figure 3. View of i;lterior of Coast live oak woodla d, with grassland and herbaceous understory. Photo date:
April 6, 2012,

1072 Geneva Ave. San Francisco CA 94112 — www.CRecology.com - Phone: 650-269-3894 — Email: CRecology@gmail.com
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Flgure 4 Vlew of trail w1thm Coast lwe oak woodland. Photo date. April 6,‘2012 -

1072 Geneva Ave, San Francisco CA 94112 — www.CRecology.com — Phone; 650-269-3894 — Email: CRecology@gmail.com
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Figure 5. View of trail and buckeye trees. Photo date: April 6, 2012.

1072 Geneva Ave. San Francisco CA 94112 — www.CRecology.com — Phone: 650-269-3894 — Email: CRecology@gmail.com




























“Being a consultant means being there for a client when they need me. My passion is to teach and
learn something new every day in life”.

Christopher Glick | Sr. Developer

Chris joined Frank, Rimerman Consulting in 1997. As a developer with FRC for more than 11
years, Chris has worked on dozens of development projects. Most of the projects were Dexterity
development (Dynamics GP language) and GP related customizations. Many of those
customizations include the use of eConnect. Chris has also developed a number of web
applications that integrated into GP. Chris also developed a web application to help the Tax
department track due dates here at Frank, Rimerman for 4 years now.

Specific Skills

1) Dexterity / eConnect

2) VB.NET / C#.NET Programming Languages
3) SQL Server Administration / Implementation
4) SQL Reporting Services

5) HTML and JavaScript / VBScript / XML

Certifications / Achievements

1) Microsoft Windows Certified Professional

2) Microsoft Business Solutions Certified Professional

3) Certificate of Achievement for Microsoft Business Portal

4) Certificate of Achievement for Microsoft SQL Reporting Services
5) Certificate of Achievement for Microsoft SQL Server

Frank, Rimerman Consulting e
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Frequently Asked Questions (FAQ)

1. How do you manage your relationship with your clients?

Each client is assigned a Sr. Project Manager. This resource will be your primary point of
contact and will be responsible for overseeing the successful completion of all tasks. Account
teams are created specifically for each client — the bench of resources at FRC is incredibly
deep which means our clients receive the most skilled resource for each task or project.

Service levels agreements are tailored for each client. Each project is tied to a Statement of
Work. Included in the SOW are detailed cost estimates, milestones, and timelines. The
Project Manager conducts regular status meetings.

It is our goal to empower our clients to support themselves. This is accomplished through our
training of the application and the support tools. Customer Source is leveraged as a first line
of support. If solution is unresolved, the Project Manager is your local point of contact. The
trend to support our clients remotely continues to grow, but with offices in San Jose, Palo Alto,
and San Francisco, we are readily available to be on-site to support any issues that escalate
with that requirement.

All client activities are managed through project plans, SharePoint assignments, and our CRM
application.

2. What training do you offer as part of the consulting agreement?

FRC represents over 150 clients on Dynamics GP. It has been and continues to be our goal to
empower our clients to be self-sufficient. As such, our standard consulting agreements are
quite simple and we provide support as needed.

Client training needs vary from client to client and recommendations for training are managed
on a case by case basis. Employee turnover is a common occurrence across our client base.
FRC assists clients with new employees in identifying the most appropriate path to support the
new employee:

e Leverage Microsoft on-line training resources

e Attend a local training hosted by FRC

e Custom “on the job” training provided by FRC’s experienced consultants

3. What type of expertise does your team bring to the account?
FRC has been a leading Dynamics Partner for nearly 20 years and has serviced all types of
business in the Valley:

e Not-For-Profit / Fund Accounting

e Biotech / Life Science

e Emerging “dot.com”

e Manufacturing

e Professional Services

e Software

Frank, Rimerman Consulting e
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In addition to the industry specific solutions, FRC has enhanced the Dynamics GP application
deployments by providing:

e Custom development

e Advanced integrations to proprietary systems

e Business Process Analysis and Improvements

e Custom training and scoping for all aspects of Dynamics including Business

Intelligence and Data Warehousing solutions

FRC's approach to projects, new engagements, upgrades, and special projects is standardized
across the organization.

FRC has provided dozens of upgrades to Dynamics GP version 2010 and will mirror this effort
with the upcoming release of version 2013.

4. How are projects defined and scope of work agreed to?

The scope of work for all projects for the City will be defined following a detailed requirements
assessment. A Statement of Work document will be generated which will define the
deliverables, milestones and services estimate for the project. Projects generally include the
following:

Frank, Rimerman Consulting e
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General Explanation of Services

Project Management — All projects include project management across all phases of the
project. FRC will assign a project manager to the City who will be responsible for all projects
undertaken. The project manager will work together with the project manager assigned by the
City to ensure that a project plan is developed which governs the project and identifies the
major project phases, tasks to be completed for each phase, and the order, timeframe, and
responsibility for the completion of each task. The City and FRC will conduct regular project
status meetings to discuss task completion status, task responsibility assignment, system
process design issues, and other relevant system implementation issues.

Analysis Phase — FRC will conduct interviews with business process owners to determine the
business process requirements and definitions which need to be enabled by the project.
These requirements will then be matched to the existing system functionality to determine
gaps and identify solution fits. Should infrastructure be impacted by the project, FRC can
assist the City in performing a review of its hardware, software, and operating system
components required to support the system.

Design Phase - FRC can assist with the installation and configuration of any software or
system module required as part of the project. This can include a test environment as
required.

Development Phase - FRC can develop data migration and test plans as appropriate. FRC
can develop data migration scripts as required FRC can establish a development
environment and assist the City staff in performing User Acceptance Testing of the application
or processes. Custom reports related to the system can be developed if required or existing
reports modified to meet specific reporting needs.

Deployment Phase — FRC can provide user training on the new system or processes and
final data migration in preparation for go live. If required, FRC can assist in the preparation of
user guide documentation.

Operations Phase - FRC will be available post go live, remotely or onsite, to provide guidance
to the City staff when preforming key processes for the first time. Additionally, FRC is
available to assist the City in troubleshooting issues that may arise during the day-to-day
operation of the system.

Frank, Rimerman Consulting e
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Exhibit A

Services Fee Estimates

FRC and The City will work together to define task based implementation plans and estimates
(Statements of Work) where roles, responsibilities, and timelines are clearly defined by project.

Fees for services provided by FRC on work performed to implement the recommended solution will
be billed as time is incurred at hourly rates for the personnel assigned to the project. FRC has
developed a 3-tier billing structure for The City; staff consultants are billed at $175 per hour, managers
are billed at $200 per hour and senior managers/project managers are hilled at $225 per hour. FRC
will clearly communicate the hourly rate for each individual working on the project.

Upon FRC’s determination the project fees will exceed any estimates provided, FRC will notify The
City and provide its revised estimate for fees. FRC reserves the rights to change its fees as described
above annually at October 31. FRC will provide at least 30 days written notice of any changes that
will not exceed 5% each year.

Frank, Rimerman Consulting e
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Meeting Date: November 27, 2012

STAFF REPO RT Agenda Item #

CITY OF BELMONT

Agency: City of Belmont

Staff Contact: Carlos de Melo, Community Development Department, (650) 595-7440
cdemelo@belmont.gov

Agenda Title: CONSIDERATION OF AN ORDINANCE REGULATING SINGLE USE
CARRY OUT BAGS

Agenda Action:  Introduce Ordinance, Set Public Hearing Date for Adoption, and Consider CEQA
Findings

Recommendation

Staff recommends that the City Council introduce an Ordinance adopting by reference the County of San
Mateo’s Resusable Bag Ordinance (See Attachment B) and making conforming changes to Belmont City
Code Chapter 31 “Waste Reduction”, and set a public hearing date of January 8, 2013 to consider
adoption of the ordinance. This public hearing procedure is required when adopting an ordinance by
reference.

Staff also recommends that the City Council review the enclosed draft resolution making findings
related to the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) and provide any comments. Staff will
present the draft resolution to the City Council for adoption on January 8, 2013 with the ordinance.

Background
In January 2012, San Mateo County proposed that all cities within the County adopt a model

ordinance regulating single use carryout bags. This regional approach would ensure uniform,
consistent regulations in a broad geographical area. A benefit of a consistent County-wide Ordinance
is that consumers and businesses would have clear expectations on the application of regulations
throughout the County. in addition, San Mateo County Health Department (SMHCD) offered to be
responsible for enforcement of the regulations.

The County also proposed to perform the environmental review necessary to study the effects of the
implementing the model ordinance in both the unincorporated areas of the County as well as within the
cities that agreed to consider adopting the model ordinance. Eighteen cities in San Mateo County and
six cities in Santa Clara County ultimately agreed to consider the adopting the ordinance and participate
in the environmental study, including the City of Belmont, which adopted a resolution agreeing to be a
participating agency on February 14, 2012.

The County prepared a Program Environmental Impact Report (EIR) to study the potential impacts of
adopting the model ordinance (“Reusable Bag Ordinance”) on a region-wide basis. The
eighteen cities in San Mateo County (Belmont, Brisbane, Burlingame, Colma, Daly City, East Palo
Alto, Foster City, Half Moon Bay, Menlo Park, Millbrae, Pacifica, Portola Valley, Redwood City, San
Bruno, San Carlos, San Mateo, South San Francisco, and Woodside) and the six cities in Santa Clara
County (Campbell, Cupertino, Los Altos, Los Gatos, Milpitas, and Mountain View), constituted the


mailto:cdemelo@belmont.gov

Final Program EIR "Study Area". These agencies participated with the County in preparing the
program-level environmental review that studied the region-wide environmental impacts of the
model reusable bag ordinance. The County EIR was guided by the following objectives:

1. Reducing the amount of single-use plastic bags in trash loads in conformance with the trash
load reduction requirements of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES)
Municipal Regional Permit;

2. Reducing the environmental impacts related to single-use plastic carryout bags, such as
impacts to biological resources, water quality and utilities;

3. Deterring the use of paper bags;

Promoting a shift toward the use of reusable bags; and,

5. Avoiding litter and associated adverse impacts to storm water systems, aesthetics and the
marine environment.

>

The San Mateo County (Draft and Final Program) EIR can be viewed online at the following website:
http://www.co.sanmateo.ca.us/portal/site/planning. A hard copy is also available for review in the
City Clerk’s Office at Belmont City Hall.

Tonight’s meeting will serve as a first reading of the proposed ordinance. Should the Council introduce
the ordinance, a public hearing for second reading and adoption would be scheduled for the January 8,
2013 City Council meeting. This project is one of the Council’s FY2011-2012 Priorities.

Analysis
The proposed Belmont Reusable Bag Ordinance is textually identical to the County's model

ordinance and is sufficiently described and within the scope of the County’s EIR. Belmont’s Ordinance
is consistent with the City’s General Plan.

The intent of the Ordinance is to reduce the environmental impacts related to single-use carryout bags
and to promote the use of reusable bags. The Ordinance would regulate the distribution of paper and
plastic single-use carryout bags by all retail establishments in Belmont, including those selling
clothing, food, and personal items directly to the customer. It would not apply to restaurants or non-
profit charitable reuse organizations, as defined by the Ordinance.

The Ordinance would: (1) prohibit the free distribution of single-use carryout paper and plastic bags;
and (2) require retail establishments to charge customers for recycled paper bags and reusable bags at
the point of sale. The minimum charge would be ten cents per paper bag until December 31, 2014
and twenty-five cents per paper bag beginning January 1, 2015.

A single-use plastic carryout bag is defined as a bag made from petroleum or bio-based plastic that is
less than 2.25 mils thick (0.00225 inches). The Ordinance would not prohibit the distribution of
product bags, which are bags without handles provided to the customer to transport food from a
department within a grocery store to the point of sale, to hold prescription medication dispensed from
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a pharmacy, or to segregate food or merchandise that could damage or contaminate other food or
merchandise. Regulated retail establishments would be required to keep a complete and accurate
record of the purchase and sale of any recycled paper or reusable bags for a minimum period of three
years from the date of purchase and sale.

The Ordinance would be effective in Belmont beginning on April 22, 2013 (Earth Day), giving stores
and consumers time to comply with the ordinance and locate reusable bags as alternatives to carry
purchases from stores. The Ordinance authorizes and directs the County Environmental Health
Services Division to enforce the Ordinance's requirements within the City of Belmont. The Ordinance
would be enforced by complaint response, as well as through random compliance visits by
Environmental Health Specialists. It is not expected that Belmont would require significant staffing
resources for enforcement of the ordinance. The County is planning on performing early outreach
regarding the ordinance and will educate businesses during their normal inspections.

Environmental Clearance (CEQA)/Environmental Impact Analysis

The Final Program EIR examined the potential environmental impacts associated with the adoption of
the Proposed Ordinance in the Program EIR Study Area. The Draft Program EIR was issued with a
45-day public review period, from June 22, 2012 to August 6, 2012. The Final Program EIR was
issued with a 10-day public review period, from August 31, 2012 to September 10, 2012.

The Final Program EIR estimated the volume of current plastic bag usage within the Study Area at
552 million bags per year. With the Proposed Ordinance's regulations in effect, it is anticipated that
95 percent of that volume would be replaced by a combination of paper (165,879,409) and reusable
(6,911,642) bags, leaving 27 million plastic bags still used each year. The Final Program EIR
identifies the potential environmental impacts of such a shift in bag usage as follows:

Air Quality: (1) A beneficial impact associated with a reduction in emissions due to a reduction in
the total number of plastic bags manufactured; and (2) A less than significant impact associated
with an increase in emissions resulting from increased truck trips to deliver recycled paper and
reusable carryout bags to local retailers.

Biological Resources: A beneficial impact associated with a reduction in the amount of single-use
plastic bags entering the coastal and bay habitat as litter.

Greenhouse Gas (GHG) Emissions: A less than significant impact associated with increased GHG
emissions due to an increase in the manufacturing of single-use paper bags.

Hydrology/Water Quality: (1) A beneficial impact associated with a reduction in the amount of

litter and waste entering storm drains; and (2) A less than significant impact due to an increase in
the use of chemicals associated with an increase in production of recyclable paper bags.
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Utilities and Service Systems: (1) A less than significant impact due to increased water usage
resulting from the washing of reusable bags; (2) A less than significant impact due to increased
wastewater generation resulting from the washing of reusable bags; and (3) A less than significant
impact due to an increase in solid waste generation resulting from increased usage of paper bags.

The Project EIR determined that no significant impacts to the environment would occur if the Project is
approved. The Project EIR does identify impacts that would be considered less than significant without
need for mitigation and impacts that would be considered beneficial to the environment (as noted
above). If adopted, Belmont’s Ordinance would be consistent with the project for which the County EIR
was prepared. Belmont’s Ordinance will not cause any project-specific effect which was not addressed
as a significant effect in the County EIR, nor require mitigation measures or alternatives.

Staff has included with this report a draft resolution which City Council will be asked to adopt on
January 8, 2013 making findings related to the California Environmental Quality Act (“CEQA”) and
determining under CEQA Guidelines Section 15168(c)(2) that the City Ordinance is within the scope of
the project covered by the County’s Final Program EIR for county-wide implementation of the ordinance
(State Clearinghouse # 2012042013) and that no further environmental documentation is required. Staff
requests that the Council review the draft resolution and provide comments.

County of San Mateo Actions

On September 12, 2012, the County Planning Commission voted to recommend that the County
Board of Supervisors certify the Final Program EIR and adopt the Reusable Bag Ordinance. They
also recommended that the Environmental Health Services Division furnish two reports for the
Board and Planning Commission's review: the first to be prepared 12 months after the ordinance
effective date that analyzes the performance of the ordinance in meeting the program'’s objectives;
the second to come 18 months after the ordinance's effective date, recommending any
modifications necessary to improve upon the ordinance's performance in meeting the program'’s
objectives.

The County Board of Supervisors conducted a public hearing and held a First Reading of the Model
Ordinance on October 23, 2012 and certified the Final Program EIR; The Board of Supervisors adopted the
Ordinance on November 6, 2012 (Second Reading). As noted earlier, the proposed effective date of
Belmont’s ordinance is April 22, 2013.

General Plan/Vision Statement

Review and Adoption of a Reusable Bag Ordinance for the City of Belmont furthers the City’s Vision
Statement as follows:

Natural Beauty - Our actions today preserve and enhance Belmont’s beauty to make it even lovelier for
our grandchildren.
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Conclusion

Staff recommends that the City Council:

1. Introduce the Belmont Municipal Code Amendments amending Chapter 31 — Waste Reduction, and
adopting the County of San Mateo’s Resusable Bag regulations (Chapter 4.114) by reference as

proposed.

2. Schedule a public hearing for the January 8, 2013 City Council meeting for second reading and
adoption of the Ordinance.

3. Provide comments on the draft resolution making CEQA findings.

Alternatives

1. Direct any questions to staff for additional research and response.

2. Direct staff to return to Council with an Amended Ordinance for Public Hearing review/adoption.
3. Disapprove the Municipal Code Amendments.
4.

Take no action.

Attachments

A. Draft Resolution Making CEQA Findings
B. Reusable Bag Ordinance

Fiscal Impact

XI No Impact/Not Applicable
X Funding Source Confirmed: Not Applicable

Source:

Council

Staff

Citizen Initiated
Other

O O0OKX
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[] Statutory/Contractual Requirement
X1  Council Vision/Priority
[X]  Discretionary Action
Plan Implementation
[]

Public Outreach:

[X] Posting of Agenda

IX] Other: Publication of Public
Hearing Notice will occur
two times before the
January 8, 2013 Public
Hearing.



ATTACHMENT A

Draft Resolution Making CEQA Findings



RESOLUTION NO.

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF
BELMONT FINDING ADOPTION OF AN ORDINANCE REGULATING
SINGLE USE CARRY OUT BAGS TO BE WITHIN THE SCOPE OF THE
COUNTY’S FINAL PROGRAM EIR FOR COUNTY-WIDE
IMPLEMENTATION OF THE ORDINANCE (STATE CLEARINGHOUSE
#2012042013) AND NO FURTHER ENVIRONMENTAL DOCUMENTION
IS REQUIRED UNDER CEQA GUIDELINE SECTION 15168

WHEREAS, in January 2012, San Mateo County proposed that cities within the County
adopt a model ordinance regulating single use carry bags and offered to enforce the model
ordinance in jurisdiction within the County that adopt the model ordinance;

WHEREAS, the regional approach proposed by San Mateo County will ensure uniform,
consistent regulations in a broad geographical area and provide consumers and businesses with
clear expectations on the implementation and application of the regulations throughout the
County.

WHEREAS, San Mateo County also proposed to perform the environment review
necessary to study the effects of the implementing the model ordinance in the unincorporated
areas of the County as well as the effects of implementing the model ordinance within the cities
that agreed to consider adopting the ordinance.

WHEREAS, the City Council adopted a resolution agreeing to be a participating agency
on February 14, 2012; and,

WHEREAS, seventeen other cities in San Mateo County and six cities in Santa Clara
County ultimately agreed to consider the adopting the ordinance and participate in the
environment study; and,

WHEREAS, the San Mateo County Board of Supervisors adopted an ordinance known
as the Reusable Bag Ordinance, codified in the San Mateo County Ordinance Code as Chapter
4.114 (*County Ordinance”), which prohibits retail establishments in the unincorporated areas of
the County from providing single-use carryout bags to customers and requiring those
establishments to charge customers a fee for reusable bags; and,

WHEREAS, the San Mateo County Board of Supervisors certified a Final Program
Environmental Impact Report (State Clearinghouse # 2012042013) (“EIR”) that analyzed the
possibility of the 24 participating cities, including the City of Belmont, adopting the County
Ordinance within their own jurisdictions; and,

WHEREAS, the City Council is considering an ordinance that would adopt the County
Ordinance by reference and regulate single use carry out bags in the City of Belmont (“City
Ordinance” or “activity”) in a manner that is substantively identically to the County Ordinance;
and,
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WHEREAS, the City Council intends that the City’s proposed ordinance remain within
the scope of the County’s EIR;

WHEREAS, city staff have presented information to the City Council as to whether the
City’s Ordinance was described in the County EIR and whether the City activity may cause any
additional significant effects on the environment which was not previously examined in the
County’s EIR;

NOW, THEREFORE, the City Council of the City of Belmont resolves as follows:

SECTION 1. Based on the County’s Initial Study, Notice of Preparation, EIR, and
public comment received by the County of San Mateo, which are hereby incorporated by
reference into the City record for this project, and based on the staff report, public comments,
and other materials and testimony in the record, the City Council finds in light of the whole
record as follows:

@) The City Council has independently reviewed the EIR prepared by the County for the
County’s Ordinance, and exercising its independent judgment the City Council finds the EIR to
be complete, correct, adequate, and prepared in accordance with the California Environmental
Quality Act, Public Resources Code section 21000 et seq. (“CEQA”) and the CEQA Guidelines,
California Code of Regulations, Title 14, Section 15000 et seq..

(b) The ordinance proposed by the City would adopt regulations effective in the City of
Belmont that are textually identical to the County Ordinance in all respects other than the name
of the jurisdiction, date of adoption, and other conforming changes (e.g., references to city
officials and departments).

(©) The City Ordinance is consistent with the project for which the County EIR was
prepared.

(d) The City Ordinance is sufficiently described by the County’s EIR.

(e) The City Ordinance if adopted would not substantial change the project for which the
County EIR was prepared.

()] The City Ordinance will not cause any project-specific effect which was not addressed as
a significant effect in the County EIR and will not substantially increase the severity of a
previously identified effect.

(9) The circumstances under which the City Ordinance is to be undertaken have not
substantially changed since the County EIR was prepared and will not substantially change with
the adoption of the City Ordinance.

(h) Adoption of the City Ordinance will not create any site-specific operations giving rise to
environmental effects different from those examined by the County EIR.
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() No new information of substantial importance which was not known and could have been
know with the exercise of reasonable diligence at the time the County EIR was certified as
complete shows the City Ordinance will have one or more significant effects not discussed in the
County EIR.

() There is no substantial evidence that the City Ordinance may have a significant effect on
the environment.

(k) The City Ordinance is consistent with the General Plan of the City.

SECTION 2. Based on the findings in Section 1, the City Council determines as
follows:

@ In accordance with CEQA Guideline Sections 15162, the City Council finds that no new
effects could occur and no mitigation measures or new alternatives are required by the City
Ordinance.

(b) Because the City Ordinance would not have effects that were not examined in the EIR, a
new initial study is not required.

(©) The City Ordinance is within the scope of the project covered by the EIR, and no further
environmental documentation is required.

SECTION 3. The City Manager is directed to file a Notice of Determination.

* * *

ADOPTED , 2012, by the City of Belmont City Council by the following vote:

Ayes:
Noes:
Absent:
Abstain:

ATTEST:

City Clerk Mayor

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

City Attorney
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ATTACHMENT B

Reusable Bag Ordinance



ORDINANCE NO.

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF BELMONT, CALIFORNIA, ADOPTING BY
REFERENCE SAN MATEO COUNTY ORDINANCE CODE CHAPTER 4.114
“REUSABLE BAGS” AND AMENDING THE BELMONT CITY CODE BY
REORGANIZING CHAPTER 31 “WASTE REDUCTION” INTO ARTICLE | “SINGLE-
USE CARRYOUT BAGS” AND ARTICLE Il “POLYSTYRENE FOOD SERVICE
WARE”

The City Council of the City of Belmont does ordain as follows:
SECTION 1. PURPOSE
(@) The City Council finds that:

(1) The use of single-use carryout bags by consumers at retail establishments is detrimental to
the environment, public health and welfare.

(2) The manufacture and distribution of single-use carryout bags requires utilization of natural
resources and results in the generation of greenhouse gas emissions.

(3) Single-use carryout bags contribute to environmental problems, including litter in storm
drains, creeks, the bay and the ocean.

(4) Single-use carryout bags provided by retail establishments impose unseen costs on
consumers, local governments, the state and taxpayers and constitute a public nuisance.

(5) the City has a substantial interest in protecting its residents and the environment from
negative impacts from plastic carryout bags.

(b) For the reasons set forth in subsection (a) City Council determines that the use of single use
carry-out bags should be restricted.

(c) The San Mateo County Board of Supervisors approved a Final Program Environmental
Impact Report (“EIR”) and adopted an ordinance banning single-use carryout bags from stores,
while requiring stores that provide reusable bags to charge customers ten cents ($.10) per bag.
County’s ordinance encouraged cities within and neighboring the County to adopt similar
ordinances and the County’s EIR specifically analyzed the possibility of 24 cities (18 cities
within San Mateo County and 6 cities in Santa Clara County) adopting the County’s ordinance
within their own jurisdictions. The City intends this Ordinance to fall within the scope of the
County’s EIR and has therefore modeled this Ordinance on the County’s ordinance.

SECTION 2. LEGISLATIVE FINDINGS
The City Council finds that:

(a) After the first reading of this ordinance, the City Council scheduled a public hearing on
January 8, 2013.

Page 1 of 4



(b) Notice of the public hearing stating the time and place of the hearing, stating that copies of
San Mateo County Ordinance Code Chapter 4.114 are on file with the City Clerk and open to
public inspection, and providing a description of this ordinance and its subject matter was
published one a week for two weeks in a newspaper of general circulation before the public
hearing as required by Government Code Section 6066.

(c) The description provided in the published public notice was sufficient to give notice to
interested parties of the purpose of the ordinance and its subject matter.

(d) The ordinance description adequately summarized the ordinance for purposes of
Government Code Section 36933(c)(1).

(e) Since before the publication of the public hearing notice, and for a period of at least 15
days before the public hearing, the City Clerk has continuously maintained at least one certified
copy of San Mateo County Ordinance Code Chapter 4.114 on file in the City Clerk’s Office for
public inspection.

(F) The City has complied with the requirements of Government Code Section 50022.2
through 50022.9 for adopting a County code by reference.

SECTION 3. BCC CHAPTER 31, ARTICLE | ADDED

Belmont City Code Chapter 31 (Waste Reduction) is amended and organized by the inclusion of
an Article I entitled “Single Use Carryout Bags”.

SECTION 4. BCC CHAPTER 31, ARTICLE I, SECTIONS 31-1 THROUGH 31-4 ADDED

Belmont City Code Chapter 31 (Waste Reduction), Article I (Single-Use Carryout Bags) is
amended by adding Sections 31-1, 31-2, 31-3, and 31-4 to read:

Sec. 31-1 Adoption of San Mateo County Ordinance Code Chapter 4.114
(Reusable Bags).

(@) San Mateo County Ordinance Code Title 4, Chapter 4.114 entitled “Reusable Bags” as
adopted by the San Mateo County Board of Supervisors on November xx, 2012, is hereby
adopted by reference under Government Code Section 50022.9. Amendments to Chapter
4.114 as may be adopted by the Board of Supervisors shall not be effective unless
subsequently adopted by the City Council in accordance with Government Code Section
50022.7.

(b) The City Clerk is directed to maintain at least one copy of Chapter 4.114 on file in the
City Clerk’s Office for public inspection.

(c) The regulations set forth in San Mateo County Ordinance Code Chapter 4.114 as
adopted by subsection (a) shall be effective and enforced in the City of Belmont beginning
April 22, 2013.

Page 2 of 4



Sec. 31-2 Administration and Enforcement by County of San Mateo.

(@) Subject to such terms and conditions as may be required by the City Manager, the
County of San Mateo Environmental Health Division is authorized to administer and enforce
San Mateo County Ordinance Code Title 4, Chapter 4.114, as adopted herein and when
effective as provided in Section 31-1(c), within the City of Belmont, including issuing of
administrative fines and holding hearings. The City Manager is authorized to execute
agreements with the County necessary to implement the authority provided by this section.

(b) The authority provided by this section supplements all other authority of the City and
shall not limit the authority of the City to enforce the regulations adopted by reference in
Section 31-1.

Sec. 31-3 References to Director of the Environmental Health Division.

For purposes of administration and enforcement by the City of Belmont, all references in
San Mateo County Ordinance Code Title 4, Chapter 4.114 to the Director of the
Environmental Health Department shall mean the City Manager or designee.

Sec. 31-4 Violation.

(@) Itis unlawful for a retail establishment, and any person who is an agent, employee or
owner of a retail establishment, to provide a single-use carry-out bag to a customer in
violation of the regulations adopted by Section 31-1.

(b) Violation of the regulations adopted by Section 31-1 is an offense that may be charged
as set forth in Section 1-8.

(c) Violation of the regulations adopted by Section 31-1 may be remedied by any means
available to remedy a violation of this Code. The remedies for violation of Section 31-1 are
cumulative.

(d) Administrative fines issued under Chapter 30 for violation of the regulations adopted
by Section 31-1 shall be as follows: $100 for a first violation, $200 for a second violation,
and $500 for a third and subsequent violations.

SECTION 5. BCC CHAPTER 31, ARTICLE 1l ADDED

Belmont City Code Chapter 31 (Waste Reduction) is amended and organized by the inclusion of
an Article 11 entitled “Polystyrene Food Service Ware” incorporating and to include Sections 31-
10 through 31-14 as previously adopted by Ordinance 1065.

SECTION 6. SEVERABILITY.

If any section, subsection, sentence, clause or phrase of this Ordinance is for any reason held by
a court of competent jurisdiction to be invalid, such a decision shall not affect the validity of the
remaining portions of this Ordinance. The City Council of the City of Belmont hereby declares
that it would have passed this Ordinance and each section or subsection, sentence, clause and
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phrase thereof, irrespective of the fact that any one or more sections, subsections, sentences,
clauses or phrases be declared invalid.

SECTION 7. EFFECTIVE DATE.
This Ordinance shall take effect and will be enforced thirty (30) days after its adoption.
SECTION 8. PUBLICATION AND POSTING

The City Clerk has caused to be published a summary of this ordinance, prepared by the City
Attorney under Government Code Section 36933, subdivision (c) of the, once, in a newspaper of
general circulation printed and published in San Mateo County and circulated in the City of
Belmont, at least five days before the date of adoption. A certified copy of the full text of the
ordinance was posted in the office of the City Clerk since at least five days before this date of
adoption. Within 15 days after adoption of this ordinance, the City Clerk shall cause the
summary of this ordinance to be published again with the names of those City Council members
voting for and against the ordinance; and the City Clerk shall post in the office of the City Clerk
a certified copy of the full text of this adopted ordinance with the names of those City Council
members voting for and against the ordinance.

* * *

The foregoing ordinance was introduced before the City Council of the City of Belmont, County
of San Mateo, State of California, at the regular meeting of the City Council, held on [insert
date], 2012 and finally adopted at a regular meeting of the City Council held on [insert date],
2012 by the following vote:

Ayes:
Noes:
Absent:
Abstain:

ATTEST:

City Clerk Mayor

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

City Attorney
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Meeting Date: November 27, 2012

STAFF REPORT Agenda Item #10C

CITY OF BELMONT

Agency: City of Belmont

Staff Contact: Afshin Oskoui, Public Works Director, 650-595-7459, or Leticia Alvarez, Asst.
Public Works Director/City Engineer, 650-595-7469, lalvarez@belmont.gov

Agenda Title: RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF BELMONT
APPROVING SUPPLEMENTAL AGREEMENT VI OF JOINT EXERCISE OF
POWERS AGREEMENT-SOUTH BAYSIDE SYSTEM AUTHORITY (SBSA)
AND AUTHORIZING THE CITY MANAGER TO EXECUTE THE
AGREEMENT

Agenda Action: RESOLUTION

Recommendation

Adopt a resolution approving Supplemental Agreement V1 of Joint Exercise of Powers Agreement with
South Bayside System Authority (SBSA) and authorize the City Manager to execute the agreement.

Background

The SBSA was established by Joint Exercise of Powers Agreement dated November 13, 1975, entitled
“Joint Exercise of Powers Agreement-South Bayside System Authority” (“Agreement”) and is
comprised of the City of Belmont, City of Redwood City, City of San Carlos and West Bay Sanitary
District. The Agreement has been amended by five Supplements dated June 8, 1977, June 1, 1983, April
26, 1984, September 18, 1985, and March 13, 2008. The City of Belmont owns and operates its sanitary
sewer collection system upstream of the pump station that discharges to SBSA conveyance and
treatment system. SBSA owns, operates and maintains five major pump stations on land provided by the
member agencies, and the associated wastewater force mains. SBSA also owns and operates the
regional wastewater treatment plant, and a treated effluent outfall into the San Francisco Bay. The
Supplemental Agreement VI will address
cost allocations for major renovation of the
plant facilities and the conveyance system
which includes the methodology for
s allocating costs associated with the expense
RSPS / of implementing capital improvement
program projects, purchase of new capital
equipment, and capital equipment repair and
replacement.

SBSA Conveyance System

SEGMENT &

SEGMENT4 | SEGMENT2 SEGMENT 2 SEGMENT 1 FEF

BPS & TED SBSA is currently implementing an extensive

5CPS RCPS long range Capital Improvement Program

ﬁ% I{] (CIP) for its conveyance system and

Collection i, WestBay treatment plant to meet each member
Systems || (ESmER \ 4 City St agencies needs and to continue to meet state
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and federal requirements. The existing JPA is vague in regards to the distribution of capital costs; in
fact, it does not discuss the distribution of capital cost for projects beyond Stage 1 and Stage 2 of the
Project. Stage 1 includes the original facilities constructed in early 1980s — a treatment plant with design
capacity of 24 million of gallons per day (mgd), forcemain, booster stations, pump station modifications
and subsequent improvements. Stage 2 includes the modification, additions, and improvement to Stage
1 facilities to increase treatment capacity to 29 mgd. Based on information taken from Stage 1, it
appears the distribution of costs was based on anticipated flow and loadings. However, data over the
past several years did not support the original distribution of costs, but more closely follows the
Maximum Capacity Rights. Three years ago, the SBSA Commission determined to change the way that
capital costs had historically been allocated for future work on the forcemain. This raised the question of
how costs were allocated for capital costs for other work to be performed in the SBSA Capital
Improvement Program. Based on the information in the JPA, a decision was made to adjust the
percentages used to determine the Member Entity share of costs to reflect actual historical flow and
loading as provided in the annual flow and loading report.

The Technical Advisory Committee (TAC), comprised of representatives from each member entity,
worked with the SBSA Manager to evaluate various cost allocation methods. After exploring the
different options, TAC supported the alternative based on total capacity rights (Stage 1 and Stage 2) of
each agency. On June 14, 2012, SBSA Commission supported and approved by a resolution the General
Manager’s recommendation and adopted Supplemental Agreement V1. For the resolution to have full
force and effect, each member agency must adopt a resolution amending the JPA for the method of
capital costs allocation as described in the attached Supplemental Agreement VI. The Commission also
amended the existing JPA with Supplemental Agreement VI to stipulate several other modifications to
the agreement.

Analysis

The estimated cost of the SBSA Capital Improvement Program is presently estimated at $390,443,000.
Given the long range schedule of the needed improvements, this estimate maybe subject to change based
on detailed design estimates, the bidding climate, and any necessary project changes. This includes the
work on the Treatment Plant, Headworks, Force Main, Flow Equalization Facility and the Pump
Stations.

Currently, Belmont’s share of costs for capital projects involving equipment replacement or repairs at
the treatment plant is 8.8%. For projects involving the force main from Belmont Pump Station (BPS) to
San Carlos and projects involving the BPS, Belmont would be responsible for 100% of those costs and
proportionate share of cost for the remainder of the force main as other agencies attach the line going to
the treatment plant and their in-line pump stations.

The costs using the new methodology, over the long-term, should result in overall savings to the City for
capital projects. However, using this method should provide a more stable rate of costs for each agency
and prevent the need for a huge spike in revenue requirement from any one agency at one time.

Belmont’s share of costs for SBSA capital projects would be 9.45% under the new methodology but
would reduce the contribution from Belmont for the force main at BPS and the pump station
reconstruction from 100% to the 9.45% in the upcoming capital projects.
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Current Cost Allocation

Under the current cost allocation method, the cost of the work at the treatment plant and headwork’s is
shared based on the percent ownership in the Joint Exercise of Powers Agreement (JPA) for Stage 1
which is as follows:

Redwood City 53.7%
West Bay Sanitary District 23.7%
City of San Carlos 13.8%
City of Belmont 8.8%

The current estimate for this work is $150,125,000, of which the City of Belmont is responsible for
$13,211,000 (8.8%). In addition, the current cost allocation method requires each agency to be
responsible for the cost of rehabilitating or replacing the section(s) of force main that their flows traverse
and the entire cost of the pump station their flow is pumped through. The cost for this Belmont specific
work is estimated at $32,251,616.

The total estimated cost of the SBSA Capital Improvement Plan that the City of Belmont is responsible
for under the current cost allocation method is estimated at $45,462,616 ($13,211,000 + $32,251,616),
excluding any land acquisition costs related to siting of the City’s pump station facility. This represents
11.64% of the total SBSA CIP Plan estimated cost of $390,443,000.

Proposed Cost Allocation
The cost allocation adopted by the SBSA Commission was based on Stage 1 and Stage 2 capacity rights.
Each agency pays for its own “built out’ capacity of SBSA assets as follows:

Redwood City 48.57%

West Bay Sanitary District 26.84%

City of San Carlos 15.14%

City of Belmont 9.45%
This proposed cost allocation methodology includes Edrrent AmenHed
the current shared costs and adds the cost the force Allocation Allocation
main and the pump stations as shared costs.  Under
the proposed cost allocation methodology, City of
Belmont would be responsible for $36,890,132. This i e 9.45%or $36.9m
represents 9.45% of the SBSA CIP Plan estimated
costs of $390,443,000. Belmontonly core

100%or $32.2p

The proposed cost allocation method seemed to best Land Site Cost P —
represent a “one for all and all for one organization” Savings
which the Agency and TAC believed was the \
philosophy of a Joint Power Authority. While some A
costs may be higher or lower for each agency in the

short run, it is expected that costs would even out in the long run. This method provides a stable rate of
costs for each member agency and prevents large spikes in revenue requirements for agency specific
work. It also has the benefit of being easy to understand by future agency representatives.
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Member Agency Approval

In order for proposed cost allocation method to take effect, each member agency must adopt a resolution
approving the attached Supplemental Agreement VI. As of the writing of this report, the West Bay
Sanitary District and the City of San Carlos have approved the amendment.

Alternatives
1. Refer back to staff
2. Provide staff with alternative direction

Attachments
A. Resolution
B. Joint Exercise Powers Agreement — South Bayside System Authority — Supplemental Agreement

VI
Fiscal Impact
[] No Impact/Not Applicable
DX Funding Source Confirmed: Potential for long term cost savings
Source: Purpose: Public Outreach:
] Council 1  Statutory/Contractual Requirement | [ Posting of Agenda
X Staff 0 Council Vision/Priority ] Other*
1 Citizen Initiated [1 Discretionary Action
X Other* [1 Plan Implementation*

* SBSA Commission Action with a recommendation for approval and execution of the Agreement.

Page 4 of 4



RESOLUTION NO.

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF BELMONT
APPROVING SUPPLEMENTAL AGREEMENT VI OF JOINT EXERCISE OF
POWERS AGREEMENT-SOUTH BAYSIDE SYSTEM AUTHORITY (SBSA) AND
AUTHORIZING THE CITY MANAGER TO EXECUTE THE AGREEMENT

WHEREAS, the South Bayside System Authority (SBSA) was established by Joint
Exercise of Powers Agreement dated November 13, 1975, entitled “Joint Exercise of Powers
Agreement-South Bayside System Authority” (“Agreement”) and is comprised of the City of
Belmont, City of Redwood City, City of San Carlos and West Bay Sanitary District; and

WHEREAS, the Agreement has heretofore been amended by five Supplemental
Agreements dated by convenience as of June 8, 1977, June 1, 1983, April 26, 1984, September
18, 1985 and March 13, 2008, respectively; and

WHEREAS, the SBSA has embarked upon an extensive long-range Capital
Improvement Program (CIP) for its conveyance system and treatment plant to continue to meet
state and federal requirements and was interested in ensuring a fair and appropriate cost sharing
program that would contain a clear rationale and be easily understood to future SBSA
Commissioners and staff; and

WHEREAS, Section 1.22, 1.29, 2.8, 5.6, 5.9 and 7.2 and Exhibit A of the Agreement
establishing the SBSA relating to definitions of joint facilities and project, certain approvals of
capital costs and contracts, financing and construction of Stage 2 of the project, allocation of
capital costs, maximum capacity rights and distribution of capital costs of Stages 1 and 2 for the
project, respectively; and

WHEREAS, the Commission has approved an amendment to Section 1.22, 1.29, 2.8,
5.6, 5.9 and 7.2 and Exhibit A of the Agreement by approving the Supplemental Agreement VI;
and

WHEREAS, the SBSA Commission adopted Supplemental Agreement V1 by resolution
on June 14, 201 which allocates capital costs based on the aforementioned total capacity rights of
each member agency, and

WHEREAS, For the resolution to have full force and effect, each member agency must
adopt a resolution amending the Agreement for the method of capital costs allocation as
described in the attached Supplemental Agreement V1.

NOW, THEREFORE, the City Council of the City of Belmont resolves as follows:

SECTION 1. Approves Supplemental Agreement VI to the Joint Exercise of Powers
Agreement-South Bayside System Authority.

SECTION 2. The City Manager is authorized to execute Supplemental Agreement VI
to the Joint Exercise of Powers Agreement-South Bayside System Authority.
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* k%

ADOPTED November 27, 2012, by the City of Belmont City Council by the following vote:

Ayes:
Noes:
Absent:
Abstain:

ATTEST:

City Clerk Mayor

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

City Attorney
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RESOLUTION NO. SBSA 12 - 15

RESOLUTION PROPOSING AMENDMENTS TO SECTIONS 1.22, 1.29, 2.8, 5.6,
5.9 AND 7.2 AND EXHIBIT A OF JOINT EXERCISE OF POWERS AGREEMENT
ESTABLISHING THE SOUTH BAYSIDE SYSTEM AUTHORITY RELATING TO
DEFINITIONS OF JOINT FACILITIES AND PROJECT, CERTAIN APPROVALS
OF CAPITAL COSTS AND CONTRACTS, FINANCING AND CONSTRUCTION
OF STAGE 2 OF THE PROJECT, ALLOCATION OF CAPITAL COSTS,
MAXIMUM CAPACITY RIGHTS AND DISTRIBUTION OF CAPITAL COSTS OF
STAGES 1 AND 2 OF THE PROJECT, RESPECTIVELY, AND RESCINDING
RESOLUTION SBSA NO. 12 - 07

WHEREAS, the South Bayside System Authority was established by Joint
exercise of Powers Agreement dated November 13, 1975, entitled "Joint Exercise
of Powers Agreement - South Bayside System Authority" ("Agreement"), and

WHEREAS, the Agreement has heretofore been amended by five
Supplemental Agreements dated for convenience as of June 8, 1877, June 1, 1983,
April 26, 1984, September 18, 1985 and March 13, 2008, respectively; and

WHEREAS, Supplemental Agreement V amended Section 3.5 of the
Agreement to authorize the Manager of the Authority to execute contracts for
specified purchases of not more than $50,000 and for consulting services of not
more than $75,000; and

WHEREAS, Section 2.8 of the Agreement relating to the Commission’s
corresponding contractual approval authority requires amendment to reflect the
foregoing amendment to Section 3.5: and

WHEREAS, the Authority has embarked upon an extensive long-range
capital improvement program (“CIP”) for the reconstruction, replacement,
rehabilitation, remodeling, relocation and repair of the existing Joint Facilities and
any additions thereto; and

WHEREAS, Sections 1.22 and 1.29 of the Agreement, defining Joint
Facilities and Project, respectively, require amendment to reflect the completed
construction of Stage I, the actual treatment capacity constructed under
Stage 2 and the improvements to Stages 1 and 2 constructed or to be

constructed pursuant to the CIP; and
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WHEREAS, Subdivision (b) of Section 5.6 of the Agreement provides for
the financing and construction of Stage 2 of the Project in four (4) substages, but
such construction has proceeded in varying increments corresponding to the
Agencies’ needs and funding availability, thereby requiring amendment of said
Section to conform to that procedure; and

WHEREAS, Section 5.9 and Exhibit A of the Agreement pertain to allocation
of the initial capital costs of the Joint Facilities, but do not expressly provide for the
allocation of such costs and the improvements constructed or to be constructed
pursuant to the CIP, thereby requiring said Section and Exhibit to be amended to
conform to the allocation of capital costs subsequent to construction of Stages 1
and 2, the inclusion of any additional capital facilities and the revised proportionate
ownership of the Member Agencies in the Joint Fagcilities so described; and

WHEREAS, Section 7.2 of the Agreement, establishing the capacity rights
of the Member Agencies, requires amendment to set forth the actual capacity
rights following completion of Stage 2 of the Project, such that their respective
capacity rights and ownership of the Joint Facilities conform to the combined
actual capacity established by Stages 1 and 2; and

WHEREAS, on March 8, 2012 this Commission adopted Resoiution No.
SBSA 12 - 07, proposing certain amendments to the Agreement which are
superseded by the amendments proposed pursuant to this resolution; and

WHEREAS, this Commission hereby recommends to the Member Agencies
of the Authority that the aforesaid amendments be enacted by the Supplemental
Agreement hereinafter referenced:;

NOW, THEREFORE;

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE COMMISSION OF SOUTH BAYSIDE
SYSTEM AUTHORITY, AS FOLLOWS:

1. That certain proposed agreement by and between the Cities of Belmont,
San Carlos and Redwood City, California and the West Bay Sanitary District
entitled, “Joint Exercise of Powers Agreement — South Bayside System Authority —
Supplemental Agreement V1,” in the form of Exhibit “A” hereof, attached hereto
and incorporated herein by reference is hereby approved and proposed for
approval and execution by the Member Agencies of the Authority.
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2. Resolution SBSA No. 12 — 07 entitled, “Resolution Proposing
Amendments to Sections 1.29, 2.8, 5.6, 5.9 and 7.2 and Exhibit A of Joint
Exercise of Powers Agreement Establishing the South Bayside System Authority
Relating to Definition of Stage 2 of the Project, Certain Approvals of Capital Costs
and Contracts, Financing and Construction of Stage 2 of the Project, Allocation of
Capital Costs, Maximum Capacity Rights and Distribution of Capital Costs of
Stages 1 and 2 of the Project, Respectively" adopted March 8, 2012 is hereby
rescinded.

3. The Secretary of the Authority is hereby authorized and directed to
transmit a certified copy of this Resolution to the governing bodies of the Member
Agencies with the recommendation of this Commission for favorable action
thereon.

Regularly passed and adopted by the Commission of South Bayside
System Authority at a Regular Meeting thereof held on the 14 day of June 2012
by the following vote:

AYES, and in favor of the passage and adoption of the foregoing resolution:
Ronald W. Shepherd, West Bay Sanitary District; Jeff Ira,
Redwood City; Robert Grassilli, San Carlos; Warren Lieberman, Belmont.

NOES, and against the passage and adoption of the foregoing resolution:

None

ABSENT: None

)
Attest: M

SECRETARY, South Bayside System Authority

CH h Bayside System Authority
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Exhibit A

JOINT EXERCISE OF POWERS AGREEMENT
SOUTH BAYSIDE SYSTEM AUTHORITY
Supplemental Agreement VI

THIS AGREEMENT, dated for convenience as of — 2012, by
and between the CITY OF BELMONT (*Belmont"), a general law City, the CITY
OF REDWOOD CITY ("Redwood City"), a chartered City, the CITY OF SAN
CARLOS ("San Carlos"), a general law City, and WEST BAY SANITARY
DISTRICT ("West Bay", formerly named the Menlo Park Sanitary District), a
sanitary district, each duly organized and existing in the County of San Mateo,
State of California, under the Constitution and laws of the State and collectively
called the "Agencies";

WITNESSETH:

WHEREAS, the South Bayside System Authority was established by Joint
exercise of Powers Agreement dated November 13, 1975, entitled "Joint Exercise
of Powers Agreement - South Bayside System Authority" ("Agreement"}, and

WHEREAS, the Agreement has heretofore been amended by five
Supplemental Agreements dated for convenience as of June 8, 1977, June 1,
1983, April 26, 1984, September 18, 1985 and March 13, 2008, respectively; and

WHEREAS, Supplemental Agreement V amended Section 3.5 of the
Agreement to authorize the Manager of the Authority to execute contracts for
specified purchases of not more than $50,000 and for consulting services of not
more than $75,000; and

WHEREAS, Section 2.8 of the Agreement relating to the Commission’s
corresponding contractual approval authority requires amendment to reflect the
foregoing amendment to Section 3.5; and

WHEREAS, the Authority has embarked upon an extensive long-range
capital improvement program (“CIP”) for the reconstruction, replacement,
rehabilitation, remodeling, relocation and repair of the existing Joint Facilities and
any additions thereto; and
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WHEREAS, Sections 1.22 and 1.29 of the Agreement, defining Joint
Facilities and Project, respectively, require amendment to reflect the completed
construction of Stage |, the actual treatment capacity constructed under
Stage 2 and the improvements to Stages 1 and 2 constructed or to be
constructed pursuant to the CIP; and

WHEREAS, Subdivision (b) of Section 5.6 of the Agreement provides for the
financing and construction of Stage 2 of the Project in four (4) substages, but such
construction has proceeded in varying increments corresponding to the Agencies’
needs and funding availability, thereby requiring amendment of said Section to
conform to that procedure; and

WHEREAS, Section 5.9 and Exhibit A of the Agreement pertain to allocation
of the initial capital costs of the Joint Facilities, but do not expressly provide for the
allocation of such costs and the improvements constructed or to be constructed
pursuant to the CIP, thereby requiring amendment of said Section and Exhibit to
conform to the allocation of capital costs subsequent to construction of Stages 1
and 2, the inclusion of any additional capital facilities and the revised proportionate
ownership of the Member Agencies in the Joint Facilities so described:; and

WHEREAS, Section 7.2 of the Agreement, establishing the capacity rights
of the Member Agencies, requires amendment to set forth the actual capacity
rights following completion of Stage 2 of the Project, such that their respective
capacity rights and ownership of the Joint Facilities conform to the combined
actual capacity established by Stages 1 and 2; and

WHEREAS, the Agencies desire to enact the foregoing amendments;

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the above premises, and pursuant
to Section 9.5 of the Agreement, the Agencies do hereby agree as follows:
1. Section 1.22 of the agreement is hereby amended to read as follows:

“Section 1.22 Joint Facilities. ‘Joint Facilities' means the 1969 Facilities, all
facilities conveyed to the Authority pursuant to Section 5.8 hereof, Stage 1 of the
Project, Stage 2 of the Project and improvements resuiting from the
reconstruction, replacement, rehabilitation, remodeling, relocation and repair by
the Authority of Stages 1 and 2 of the Project or any component thereof or
addition thereto.”

2. Section 1.29 of the Agreement is hereby amended to read as follows:

5
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“Section 1.29. Project ‘Project’ means Stage 1 of the Project, Stage 2
of the Project and improvements resulting from the reconstruction,
replacement, rehabilitation, remodeling, relocation and repair by the
Authority of Stages 1 and 2 of the Project or any component thereof or
addition thereto. ‘Stage 1 of the Project’ means Alternative SB-B as set forth
and described in the Project Report; provided, that the components of Stage
1 of the Project shall include the Facilities defined and listed in Note 1 of
Subdivision B of Exhibit A hereof except where expressly stated to the
contrary in this Agreement.

‘Stage 2 of the Project’ means the expansion of the Joint Facilities
from a designed wastewater treatment capacity volume of 24 mitlion galions
per day average daily dry weather flow to 29 million galions per day. Stage
2 of the Project shall be acquired and constructed in incremental substages
as needed to meet the needs of the Authority and when funds are provided
by the Agencies in accordance with Subdivision (b) of Section 5.6. Stage 2
of the Project is described generally in that certain report dated August 1983
entitled, “Report on Capacity Study and Long Range Pian for Wastewater
Treatment Plant Enlargements, South Bayside System Authority,” prepared
by Kennedy/Jenks Engineers, Consulting Sanitary and Civil Engineers of
Palo Alto, Califomia.”

3. Section 2.8 of the Agreement is hereby amended to read as follows:

“Section 2.8. Quorum, Required Votes, Approvals. Members of the

Commission holding a majority of the votes shall constitute a quorum for the
transaction of business, except that less than a quorum may adjourn from time to
time. The affirmative votes of members of the Commission holding at least three-
fourths of the votes shall be required to adopt or amend bylaws, rules or
regulations; to adopt or modify any budget; to approve any capital costs or any
contract providing for an expenditure of more than $50,000, excluding consulting
services contracts; to approve consulting services contracts which involve an
expenditure by the Authority of more than $75,000; to approve all appropriations
and transfers of funds, except expenditures under contract of $50,000 or less and
demands for payment of $50,000 or less, excluding expenditures under contract
for personal services included in the budget for the then current fiscal year, which
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shall require Commission approval for expenditures of more than $75,000; to
employ the Manager, the engineers and , except to the extent otherwise provided
in Subdivision (b) of Section 3.5, all other consultants to the Authority; to sell or
dispose of any property of the Authority (except personal property of a value of
less than $25,000); to grant any right, license, or permit to any person other than
another Agency to use any property of the Authority; to grant any right, license, or
permit to any Agency to use any property of the Authority otherwise than for the
purpose for which it was designed; or to approve or execute a grant agreement
between the Authority as grantee and the State or the United States of America.

Ali of the votes of all Agencies that are at the time parties to this Agreement
shall be required to terminate this Agreement.

The affirmative votes of members holding a majority of the votes shall be
required for any other action of the Commission.”

4. Section 5.6 of the Agreement is hereby amended to read as follows:
“Section 5.6. Financing and Construction of the Project.

(a) Einancing and Construction of Stage 1. Each of the Agencies accepted

the recommendations of the Project Report to proceed with the construction of

Stage 1 of the Project (“Stage 1 of the Project” as used in this Subdivision (a) of
§5.6 means only those facilities listed in Subdivision A of Exhibit A hereof). The
Authority has constructed all components of Stage 1 of the Project, including
those components that are used by iess than all of the Agencies. Each Agency
took the necessary steps to obtain funds to bear its share of the Capital Costs and
costs of Special Services of Stage 1 of the Project, all determined as provided in
Subdivision (a) of Section 5.9.

(b) Financing and Construction of Stage 2. Financing of Stage 2 of the

Project shall be provided by wastewater system connection fees collected from
new users of the wastewater treatment capacity to be constructed and established
by Stage 2 of the Project or any increment thereof. The first increment of Stage 2
of the Project has been financed from reserve capital funds of the Authority,
subject to reimbursement by each of the Agencies from receipts of wastewater
connection fees as aforesaid. Subsequent increments have been or shall be
constructed in sequence; provided, however, that no such increment shall be
constructed unless and until sufficient funds therefor have been received by the
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Authority. Reimbursement for the costs of construction of the first increment and
advance payments for such costs for each subsequent increment shall be made
by each of the Agencies in their respective allocated shares corresponding to their
respective maximum treatment capacity rights determined as provided in
Subdivisions (b) of Sections 5.9 and 7.2. Funds remaining after completion of
construction of the final increment of Stage 2 of the Project shall be returned to the
Agencies in proportion to their respective contributions.

The Commission shall determine the connection fee to be charged by the
Agencies for financing the construction of Stage 2 of the Project based upon a
cost-pricing method under which the users of the treatment capacity constructed
and established by Stage 2 of the Project shall be assessed the cost of
construction thereof. The fee as established by the Commission shall be based
upon the estimated total cost of construction (including provision for cash flow
requirements and fees and costs of related necessary services) of the entire
Stage 2 of the Project, notwithstanding that said Stage 2 shall be constructed in
increments. Said fee shall be expressed in dollars per gallon per day volume of
wastewater treatment capacity.

The Authority shall notify each Agency of the amount of said fee, and each
such agency shall, and does hereby agree to, implement and charge such fee in
its wastewater connection fee system such that that portion of the wastewater
connection fee (howsoever designated by the Agencies, respectively) charged,
assessed or otherwise collected by said Agencies which provide for the cost of
construction of Stage 2 of the Project shall be uniform amongst all of said
Agencies. Not less than annually the Commission shall review said fee and make
such adjustments thereto as are necessary or appropriate to reflect current and
projected estimates of the cost of construction of Stage 2 of the Project.
Thereupon, the Authority shall advise each Agency of the adjusted fee, and each
such Agency shall, and does hereby agree to, implement and charge such
adjusted fee in its wastewater connection fee system as aforesaid. The Agencies
shall implement the initial fee or any adjustments thereto within three (3) months
of notice thereof from the Authority. Nothing herein contained shall preclude any
Agency from charging its users a composite connection fee which includes as one
component the uniform amount established by the Authority for construction of
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Stage 2 of the Project hereunder.

Monies collected by the Agencies as connection fees for construction of
Stage 2 of the Project shall be paid over to the Authority periodically, but not less
than quarterly. Said monies shall be deposited in the Stage 2 Construction Fund
of the Authority and held in trust for construction of each increment next in
sequence to be constructed. When sufficient funds, based upon then current
estimated construction costs made or obtained by the Authority for construction of
said increments have been received, the Authority shall proceed with such
construction.

The provisions of this Subdivision (b) of this Section 5.6 are self-executing;
provided, however, that the Commission may establish and implement such
administrative procedures and practices consistent herewith as it deems
necessary or appropriate to accomplish the purposes hereof. Nothing herein
provided shall require the construction of any or all of the increments of Stage 2
except the first increment or to require construction of any subsequent increment
at any particular time unless sufficient funds therefor have been paid over to the
Authority as herein provided.”

5. Section 5.9 of the Agreement is hereby amended to read as follows:

“Section 5.9. Allocation of Capital Costs.

(a) Capital Costs of Stage 1 of the Project. The Capital Cost of each

component of Stage 1 of the Project shall be and have been allocated on the
basis of the percentages set forth in Subdivision A of Exhibit A hereto. All moneys
received by the Authority from State or Federal grants for Capital Costs or costs of
Special Services for any component of Stage 1 of the Project shall be and have
been allocated to the respective Agencies on the basis set forth in Exhibit A for the
purpose of determining the amounts thereof to be paid by the respective
Agencies. To the extent not otherwise provided in this Agreement, each Agency
shall receive and has received credits for portions of the Joint Facilities conveyed
by it and for prior contributions of Capital Costs and costs of Special Services for
the Joint Facilities paid by it, in determining the allocation of the costs of
construction of Stage 1 of the Project.

(b) Capital Costs of Stage 2 of the Project. The Capital Costs of Stage 2 of

the Project shall be and have been ailocated to the respective Agencies based
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upon each such Agency’s aggregate payments for the financing of each increment
thereof corresponding to the maximum capacity rights of each Agency as
determined pursuant to subdivision (b} of Section 7.2.

(c) Subsequent Capital Costs. Capital Costs for the reconstruction,
replacement, rehabilitation, remodeling, relocation and repair of Stage 1 and
Stage 2 of the Project or any component thereof or addition thereto, shall be
allocated among the Agencies based upon the percentage that the sum of their
respective Stage 1 and Stage 2 shares of capacity rights comprises of the total
capacity rights of Stages 1 and 2, expressed in gallons per day volume of Average
Daily Dry Weather Flow as set forth in Subdivision B of Exhibit A.”

6. Section 7.2 of the Agreement is hereby amended to read as follows:

“Section 7.2.Maximum Capacity Rights.

(a) Maximum Capacity Rights for Stage 1 of the Project. The maximum

respective capacity rights of the Agencies to the treatment capacity of Stage 1 of
the Project are:

Average
Peak Wet Daily Dry
Weather Weather Biochemical Suspended
Flow Flow  Oxygen Demand Solids
Agency (inmgd) (inmgd) (ibs. per day) (Ibs. per day)
Belmont 8.8 2.3 5,204 5,678
Redwood City 30.5* 114 38,727 36,510
San Carlos 14.3 3.7 6,982 9,954
West Bay 144 6.6 14,137 13,308
Total 68.0 24.0 65,050 65,450

*Peak Wet Weather Flow for Redwood City specified is for capacity rights in the treatment plant;
Redwood City's Peak Wet Weather Flow capacity includes capacity in the subregional conveyance
facilities of 25.9 mgd plus the additional flow of 4.6 mgd in the Redwood Shores force main.

(b) Maximum Capacity Rights for Stage 2 of the Project. The maximum

respective capacity rights allocated to the Agencies of Stage 2 of the Project are:

Average
Peak Wet Daily Dry
Weather Weather Biochemical Suspended
Flow Flow Oxygen Demand Solids
Agency (inmgd) (inmgd) (Ibs. per day) (Ibs. per day)
Belmont 1.06 0.44 1,193 1,193
Redwood City 6.44 2.685 7,278 7,278
10
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San Carlos 1.66 0.69 1,870 1,870

West Bay 2.84 1.185 3.212 3,212
Total 12.00 5.00 13,553 13,5583

(c) Total Allocated Maximum Capacity Rights of the Project. The total

respective maximum allocated capacity rights of the Agencies to the treatment
capacity of the Project comprised of Stages 1 and 2 of are:

Average
Peak Wet Daily Dry
Weather Weather  Biochemical Suspended
Flow Flow Oxygen Demand Solids
Agency (inmgd) (inmgd) (lbs. per day) (Ibs per day)
Belmont 9.86 2.74 6,397 6,871
Redwood City 36.94*  14.085 46,005 43,788
San Carlos 15.96 4.39 8,852 11,824
West Bay 17.24 7.785 17,349 16,520
Total  80.00 29.00 78,603 79,003

*Peak Wet Weather Flow for Redwood City specified is for capacity rights in the treatment piant;
Redwood City's Peak Wet Weather Flow capacity includes capacity in the subregional conveyance
facilities of 25.9 mgd plus the additional flow of 4.6 mgd in the Redwood Shores force main.

(d) Acquisition of Allocated Maximum Capacity Rights.

(i) Stage 1.The Agencies acquired their respective capacity rights in and to
Stage 1 of the Project upon completion of construction thereof.

(i) Stage 2. The Agencies shall acquire and have acquired their respective
capacity rights in Stage 2 of the Project as set forth in this Subdivision (d)(ii) of
Section 7.2. With the prior written approval of the Commission, any Agency may
relinquish to any other Agency any portion of its initial maximum potential capacity
rights in Stage 2 of the Project as agreed upon by said two Agencies prior to
commencement of construction of any increment of Stage 2. Thereupon the
Agency so obtaining such relinquished rights shall be entitled to obtain maximum
capacity rights equal to the sum of its initial rights plus its acquired rights.

With respect to the first increment of Stage 2, the respective capacity rights
of the Agencies accrued upon construction thereof; provided, however, that each
Agency reimbursed the Authority according to its respective allocated share of the
costs of construction thereof based upon its respective proportionate ownership of
capacity rights pursuant to Subdivision (b) of Section 5.6 prior to acquiring any
further capacity rights. With regard to subsequent increments, no such rights shall
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accrue until advance full payment therefor has been made, and the corresponding
increment has been constructed pursuant to Subdivision (b} of Section 5.6. In the
event any one, or more than one, increment is not so constructed, all potential
capacity rights pertaining thereto shall terminate, and any payments therefor shall
be disposed of in accordance with said Subdivision (b) of Section 5.6.

Wastewater system connection permits or other forms of entitlement to use
treatment capacity within the limits of the maximum capacity rights allocated to
each Agency shall conform to the financing requirements for each increment of
Stage 2 of the Project as provided in Subdivision (b) of Section 5.6. Such permits
or entitlements issued to wastewater system users shall not be transferable
except between owners of the land for which they were issued; provided,
however, that each Agency may require that such permits or entitiements and the
capacity rights pertaining thereto shall expire for non-use within a specified term
following the operative date of the increment to which they pertain and that upon
such expiration all treatment capacity rights thereunder shall revert, or be
relinquished to, or be acquired by, the Authority; provided further; that inter-
Agency transfers may be subject to Commission approval as hereinabove and in
Section 7.3 provided.

(e) Limitations Exceeded. If the Authority shall notify any Agency in writing

at any time that such Agency’s use of the Joint Facilities has exceeded its
maximum capacity rights, such Agency shall immediately take steps to reduce its
use of the Joint Facilities so as to be within its maximum capacity rights. If any
such Agency is unable to do so, it may, with written approval of the Authority
(i) purchase or lease capacity from any other Agency which has surplus or unused
capacity rights or (ii) at its own expense, provide for modifications to pumping,
conveyance or treatment facilities so as to accommodate its excess use of the
Joint Facilities. If any Agency fails to comply with the provisions of this
Subdivision, the Authority may take any necessary action under Section 7.4 or
Section 7.6."

7. Exhibit A of the Agreement is hereby amended to read as set forth in
Exhibit “A” of this Supplemental Agreement VI, which Exhibit is incorporated
herein by reference.
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8. Except as amended hereinabove and heretofore amended by

Supplemental Agreements | -V, all other terms, conditions, agreements and

provisions of the Agreement shall remain in fuil force and effect and are

unchanged.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have caused this agreement to
be executed and attested by their proper officers thereunto duly authorized and

their official seals to be hereto affixed, on the day and year set opposite the name of

each of the parties.

Dated: CITY OF BELMONT, a general
law city
By:
Mayor
ATTEST:
By:
City Clerk
(Seal)
Dated: CITY OF REDWOQOD CITY, a
chartered city,
By:
Mayor
ATTEST:
By:
City Clerk
(Seal)
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Dated: CITY OF SAN CARLOS, a
general law city,

By:
Mayor
ATTEST:
By:
City Clerk
(Seal)
Dated: WEST BAY SANITARY
DISTRICT, a sanitary district
By:
President
ATTEST:
By:
Secretary
(Seal)
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Exhibit A to Supplemental Agreement VI
SOUTH BAYSIDE SYSTEM AUTHORITY
EXHIBIT A

A. DISTRIBUTION OF CAPITAL COSTS F OR STAGE ONE OF THE PRO CT
Belmont  San Carlos Redwood City Menlo Park

1. Menlo Park Pumping Plant &

Force Main to Redwood City 0.0 0.0 0.0 100.0
2. San Carlos Outfall from Existing

Pumping Plant to New

Pumping Plant 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0

3. New FM Booster Station and
San Carlos Pumping Plant 0.0 40.0 0.0 60.0

4. Redwood City Meter &
Pumping Plant Modifications 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0

5. Harbor Industrial S.M.D.
Metering Facilities 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0

6. Belmont Standby Power, Pumping
Plant Modifications & Force Main

Connection 100.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
7. Subregional Treatment Plant

at Redwood Shores 8.8 13.8 537 23.7
Notes:

Capital costs above include readily identifiable costs of construction, including
engineering design, construction supervision and change orders during construction. Costs
of special services, including soils studies, surveys, rights-of-way, legal and administrative
expenses and preliminary engineering (including reports) are not included.

Costs of special services described in Note 1 above shall be distributed in accordance with
each Agency’s percentage of the total costs of constructing all of Stage 1 of the Project. In
equation form this would be as follows:

Agency percentage of special services costs = Agency Capital Costs
Total Costs of Stage 1 of Project

The percentages set forth above are based on actual costs, exclusive of any State and/or
Federal grants received. Should any such grants be received prior to, during, or after the
completion of construction, they shall be returned to each of the Agencies, in accordance
with the rules and regulations which govern at the time of receipt of such grants.

Capital costs above are based on the assignment of 40% to Flow and 30% to BOD and
30% to Suspended Solids and the Maximum Capacity Rights (Section 7.2).

15
SBSA_JPASuppVI_052212



B. DISTRIBUTION OF CAPITAL COSTS FOR CAPITAL EXPENDITURES
INCURRED AFTER COMPLETION OF STAGE 1 (EXCLUSIVE OF STAGE 2
CAPACITY EXPANSION CAPITAL COSTS)

Belmont San Carlos Redwood City West Bay
9.45% 15.14% 48.57% 26.84%

Notes:

L. For purposes of this Subdivision B, the Joint Facilities shall include the improvements to
the facilities itemized as 1-7 in Subdivision A (collectively, “Facilities™) resulting from the
reconstruction, replacement, rehabilitation, remodeling, relocation or repair of said
Facilities or any additions thereto under the Authority’s Capital Improvement Program
approved, amended revised or updated from time to time by the Commission of the
Authority.

2. Capital costs above include readily identifiable costs of construction, including
engineering, design, construction management and supervision, change orders during
construction, costs of special services, including soils studies, surveys, rights-of-way, legal
and administrative expenses, preliminary engineering (including reports) and any and all
other costs related to capital improvements of the Facilities.

3. Capital costs also include all costs meeting the definition of a capital expense as defined in
the Authority’s Capital Expense Policy as adopted and modified from time to time by
resolution of the Commission of the Authority.

4. The percentages set forth above are based on actual costs, exclusive of any State and/or
Federal grants received. Should any such grants be received prior to, during, or after the
completion of construction, they shall be returned to each of the Agencies, in accordance
with the rules and regulations which govern at the time of receipt of such grants.

5. The above distribution of Capital costs is based on each member entity’s percentage of
ownership of the Stage 1 Facilities plus each member entity’s percentage of allocated or
owned Stage 2 Average Dry Weather Flow (ADWF) capacity of the total capacity as set
forth in Subdivision (c) of Section 7.2 of the Agreement.

6.  Stage 2 expansion costs are distributed in accordance with Subdivision (d)(ii) of Section
7.2 of the Agreement.

7. The above distribution of Capital costs pertains to costs for the reconstruction,
replacement, rehabilitation, remodeling, relocation and repair of Stages land 2 of the
Project, any component thereof or addition thereto, in accordance with Subdivision (c) of
Section 5.9 of the Agreement. Adjustments to the proportionate ownership of capacity
rights and corresponding distribution of capital costs shall be made to correspond to
transfers of capacity rights, if any, between the Agencies pursuant to Section 7.3 of the
Agreement.
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