Pinal County
Finance Department

Offer and Acceptance ey
PINAL+*COUNTY P.O. Box 1348
wide open opportunily Florence, AZ 85132

OFFER AND ACCEPTANCE FORM
TO PINAL COUNTY:

The undersigned hereby offers and agrees to furnish the material, service, or construction in compliance with all terms,
conditions, specifications, and amendments in the Solicitation.

7@/7 L.

Authorized Signature Title
L-Casson Bise S22/
Printed Name Date'
T1SChierise, InC. (30)) 320- 0900
Company Name Telephone
470l Sanaamore T, Suike 3740 Rethedda, Mayvland Z0§ib
Address City, State, Zip

For clarification of this offer, contact:

Name:_(arion B13¢ Phone:(30V) 320 - €900 Fax: (30\)320 -480pO
Email: (ACYONE 1 SCYer by $e. Conn

ACCEPTANCE OF OFFER
(For Pinal County Use Only)

The offer is hereby accepted and the Responder is now bound to sell or provide the materials, services, or construction
as indicated by the Purchase Order or Notice of Award and based upon the solicitation, including all terms, conditions,
specifications, amendments, etc. and the Offer as accepted by Pinal County.

The contract is for:

This contract shall henceforth be referenced to as Contract No. PC-140119. The Offeror is cautioned not to commence
any billable work or to provide any material or service under this contract until Offeror receives an executed purchase

order or notice to proceed.
A . —
Awarded this D3 day of Ju e 2014.
)
O,hm.r ona o

Name (Print) Title Signature

Approved as to form: /
Pinal C mey s Ofﬁce

Available online at

ttp://pinalcountyaz.gov/Departments/Finance/Pages/BidsProposals.aspx Fagedietd

Solicitation No: PC-140119 L



Pinal County
Finance Department

Offer and Acceptance N Bdg A
PINAL+*COUNTY P.O. Box 1348
wide open opportunily Florence, AZ 85132

OFFER AND ACCEPTANCE FORM ~ Page 2

By signing the previous page of the Offer and Acceptance Form, Responder certifies:

A. The submission of the bid did not involve collusion or other anti-competitive practices.

B. The Responder shall not discriminate against any employee or applicant for employment in-violation of Federal
Executive Order 11246.

C. The Responder has not given, offered to give, nor intends to give at any time hereafter, any economic opportunity,
future employment, gift, loan, gratuity, special discount, trip, favor, or service to a public servant in connection with the
Submittal.

D. The Responder certifies that it complies with Executive Order 12549 related to Federal Government Debarment and
Suspension (see 4-7)

E. The Responder certifies that the individual signing the bid is an authorized agent for the Responder and has the

authority to bind them to the contract.

“YiSchier Bise, Tnc.

Firm

Authorized Signature

o . Available online at
Solicitation No: PC-140119 http://pinalcountyaz.gov/Departments/Finance/Pages/BidsProposals.aspx Page‘zf ‘Of 2
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Pinal Couhty_, AZ
Lorina Gillette, CPPB

PINAL+COUNTY
Fde ghen afforinnily

June 17, 2014

TischlerBise

Fiscal, Economic & Planning Consultants

L. Carson Bise, AICP, President
4701 Sangamore Road, Suite $240
Bethesda, MD 20816

(800) 424-4318
www.tischlerbise.com
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PINAL+COUNTY

wide open opportunity

Addendum
Acknowledgement

Form

Pinal County
Finance Department
31 N. Pinal St.
Bldg. A
P.O. Box 1348
Florence, AZ 85132
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ADDENDUM ACKNOWLEDGEMENT FORM

Solicitation Addendums are posted on the Pinal County website at the following address:

http://pinalcountyaz.gov/Departments/Finance/Pages/BidsProposals.aspx . lt is the responsibility of the Responder to periodically
check this website for any Solicitation Addendum. :

This page is used to acknowledge any and all addendums that might be issued. Any addendum issued within five days of the
solicitation due date, will include a new due date to allow for addressing the addendum issues. Your signature indicates that you took

the information provided in the addendums into consideration when providing your complete response.

Please sign and date:

ADDENDUM NO. 1 Acknowledgement

ADDENDUM NO. 2 Acknowledgement

ADDENDUM NO. 3 Acknowledgement

If no addendums were issued, indicate below, sign the form and return with your response.

-’r'\ S\,\\.\&V G'\ st Svsr_ .

Signature Date
Signature Date
Signature Date

Firm

Authorized Signature

Solicitation No: PC-140119

Available online at
http://pinalcountyaz.gov/Departments/Finance/Pages/BidsProposals.aspx

Page 24 of 29
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Form w-9

(Rev. August 2013)

Department of the Treasury
Internal Revenue Service

Request for Taxpayer
Identification Number and Certification

Give Form to the
requester. Do not
send to the IRS.

Name (as shown on your income tax return)

Tischlier®¥e, Inc.

Business name/disregarded entity name, if different from above

Check appropriate box for federal tax classification:

[ individual/sole proprietor [ ¢ corporation

Print or type

D - Other (see instructions) ™

M S Corporation

[] Limited liability company. Enter the tax classification (C=C corporation, S=S corporation, P=partnership) »

Exemptions (see instructions):
[ Partnership [ Trust/estate
Exempt payee code (if any)
Exemption from FATCA reporting
code (if any)

Address (number, street, and apt. or suite no.)

4701 Sangamore Rood, Sui¥ Sz4o

Requester’s name and address (optional)

City, state, and ZIP code

Berhedda, MD 20%\b

See Specific Instructions on page 2.

List account number(s) here (optional)

Taxpayer Identification Number (TIN)

Enter your TIN in the appropriate box. The TIN provided must match the name given on the “Name” line
to avoid backup withholding. For individuals, this is your social security number (SSN). However, for a

resident alien, sole proprietor, or disregarded entity, see the Part | instructions on page 3. For other - -
entities, it is your employer identification number (EIN). If you do not have a number, see How to get a

TIN on page 3.

Note, If the account is in more than one name, see the chart on page 4 for guidelines on whose

number to enter.

| Social security number

Employer identification number ]

S|Z|-|V|0[8]7|S]3%

Part il Certification

Under penalties of perjury, | certify that:

1. The number shown on this form is my correct taxpayer identification number (or | am waiting for a number to be issued to me), and

2. I am not subject to backup withholding because: (a) | am exempt from backup withholding, or (b) | have not been notified by the Internal Revenue
Service (IRS) that | am subject to backup withholding as a result of a failure to report all interest or dividends, or (c) the IRS has notified me that | am

no longer subject to backup withholding, and

3. | am a U.S. citizen or other U.S. person (defined below), and

4. The FATCA code(s) entered on this form (if any) indicating that | am exempt from FATCA reporting is correct.

Certification instructions. You must cross out item 2 above if you have been notified by the IRS that you are currently subject to backup withholding
because you have failed to report all interest and dividends on your tax return. For real estate transactions, item 2 does not apply. For mortgage
interest paid, acquisition or abandonment of secured property, canceliation of debt, contributions to an individual retirement arrangement (IRA), and
generally, payments other than interest and dividends, you are not required to sign the certification, but you must provide your correct TIN. See the

instructions on page 3.

/7N

Sign

Signature of
Here

U.S. person »

Date >

SYAYEK]

General Instructions

Section references are to the Internal Revenue Code unless otherwise noted.

Future developments. The IRS has created a page on I1RS.gov for information
about Form W-9, at www.irs.gov/w3. Information about any future developments
affecting Form W-9 (such as legislation enacted after we release it) will be posted
on that page.

Purpose of Form

A person who is required to file an information return with the IRS must obtain your
correct taxpayer identification number (TIN}) to report, for example, income paid to
you, payments made to you in settlement of payment card and third party network
transactions, real estate transactions, mortgage interest you paid, acquisition or
abandonment of secured property, cancellation of debt, or contributions you made
to an IRA.

Use Form W-9 only if you are a U.S. person {including a resident alien), to
provide your correct TIN to the person requesting it (the requester) and, when
applicable, to:

1. Certify that the TIN you are giving is correct {or you are waiting for a number
to be issued),

2. Certify that you are not subject to backup withholding, or

3. Claim exemption from backup withholding if you are a U.S. exempt payee. If
applicable, you are also certifying that as a U.S. person, your allocable share of
any partnership income from a U.S. trade or business is not subject to the

withholding tax on foreign partners’ share of effectively connected income, and

4. Certify that FATCA code(s) entered on this form (if any) indicating that you are
exempt from the FATCA reporting, is correct.

Note. If you are a U.S. person and a requester gives you a form other than Form
W-9 to request your TIN, you must use the requester’s form if it is substantially
similar to this Form W-8.

Definition of a U.S. person. For federal tax purposes, you are considered a U.S.
person if you are:

¢ An individual who is a U.S. citizen or U.S. resident alien,

* A partnership, corporation, company, or association created or organized in the
United States or under the laws of the United States,

¢ An estate (other than a foreign estate), or
¢ A domestic trust (as defined in Regulations section 301.7701-7).

Special rules for partnerships. Partnerships that conduct a trade or business in
the United States are generally required to pay a withholding tax under section
1446 on any foreign partners’ share of effectively connected taxable income from
such business. Further, in certain cases where a Form W-9 has not been received,
the rules under section 1446 require a partnership to presume that a partner is a
foreign person, and pay the section 1446 withholding tax. Therefore, if you are a
U.S. person that is a partner in a partnership conducting a trade or business in the
United States, provide Form W-9 to the partnership to establish your U.S. status
and avoid section 1446 withholding on your share of partnership income.

Cat. No. 10231X

Form W-9 (Rev. 8-2013)
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Pinal County
Finance Department
Responder’s Checklist A
PINAL+COUNTY P.O. Box 1348
wide open opportunity Florence, AZ 85132
RESPONDERS CHECKLIST
Yes/No
Did you sign your Offer sheet?
See Page 27 & 28 of this solicitation. NS
Did you acknowledge all addendums, if any?
See page 24. Any addendums would be posted on the Pinal County website on the Bids/Proposals page of ‘\h £

the Finance/Purchasing Department.

Did you complete all required Response Forms?

Any Response forms would be posted on the Pinal County website on the Bids/Proposals page of the
Finance/Purchasing Department.

\ES

Did you include your W-8 Form?
See page 25 of this solicitation.

Ve S

Did you include any necessary attachments? \‘e S

Is the outside of your sealed submittal marked with the Solicitation #, Due Date and Time?

See page 1 for this information. \]f )
Did you include one original and the required number of copies?

See page 1 for the quantity. \K S
Did you follow the order for submissions of documents?

See Section 3.4 — Offer format in the Special Instructions of this solicitation. \i( 3
Did you i}nclude proof of insurance(s) if requested? \‘(5
Solicitation No: PC-140119 Available oniine at Page 26 of 29

http://pinalcountyaz.gov/Departments/Finance/Pages/BidsProposals.aspx




17113333300 |

,_jeﬁ
]

3

RN

BERENEN

r
|

| Bm—
: ;

[
i

— - T
|

Response Form 1

Pinal County
RFP PC-140119 Fin;ncl\cla [F))epa}rtsment
. Pinal St.
PINALCOUNTY Methqdology Study and Bldg. A
wide open opportunity Analysis for Development P.O. Box 1348

Florence, AZ 85132

Services Fees

Responder Name: TischlerBise, Inc.

Responders shall complete the following Response Form, indicating their responses in the spaces provided. Additional pages may
be added so long as they are clearly referenced in the spaces provided.

Please note: Any exception and the total number of exceptions taken will negatively affect your evaluation score.
Compliance to Terms and Conditions has been identified as an evaluation criterion for this solicitation.

Any exception not contained within this section of the solicitation will be deemed invalid and will not be considered.

Acceptability of Responses

Offers that do not include fully completed copies of Response Forms 1 and 2 may cause the entire offer to be deemed unacceptable
and therefore non-responsive. Forms with incomplete or unacceptable responses will also be considered non-responsive.

1 Capacity of Responder

1.1 Responder shall describe their company history including company name and location. Also include areas
of expertise and resources available to deliver the requested service.
TischlerBise is a fiscal, economic, and planning consulting firm that specializes in fiscal/economic impact analysis, impact
fees, infrastructure financing studies, cost allocation plans, user fees, utility rate studies, and related revenue
strategies. Our firm has been providing consulting services to public agencies for over thirty years. In this time, we have
prepared over 700 fiscal/economic impact evaluations and over 800 development fee/infrastructure financing studies —
more than any other firm. Through our detailed approach, proven methodology, and comprehensive product, we have
established TischlerBise as the leading national expert on revenue enhancement and cost of growth strategies.

TischlerBise, Inc. was established in 1977 as Tischler, Marcou & Associates. The firm became Tischler & Associates in 1980
and TischlerBise in 2005. The firm is a Subchapter (S} Corporation, was incorporated in Washington, DC, and maintains
offices in Bethesda, Maryland and Juno Beach, Florida. The firm’s legal addresses are:

Principal Office: Florida Office:

L. Carson Bise, AICP, President Paul Tischler, Chairman

4701 Sangamore Road, 5240 700 Ocean Royale Way, Suite 805
Bethesda, MD 20816 Juno Beach, FL 33408
carson@tischlerbise.com paul@tischlerbise.com

(800) 424-4318 (800) 424-4318

(301) 320-4860

1.2 Responder will describe their experience providing these services to public entities or corporate entities of
similar size to Pinal County.

TischlerBise’s team of seven qualified professionals has provided consulting services to public agencies for over 36 years.

In this time, we have prepared over 800 development fee evaluations—more than any other firm. We have also

prepared numerous infrastructure financing strategies.



PINALCOUNTY
wide open opportunity

Response Form 1
RFP PC-140119
Methodology Study and

Analysis for Development

Services Fees

Pinal County
Finance Department
31 N. Pinal St.
Bidg. A
P.O. Box 1348
Florence, AZ 85132
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An important factor to consider related to this work effort is our relevant experience working in the State of Arizona,
which makes us intimately familiar with local government revenue structures and the planning and growth management
issues facing Arizona jurisdictions, as well as our previous development experience with Pinal County. The table below

summarizes our vast Arizona development fee consulting experience.

State of Arizona Development Fee Experiénce

he Cuty ewy - Humboldt Navajo County “ShowLow
Apache Junction E! Mirage Peoria Sierra Vista
Avondale Eloy Phoenix Somerton
Buckeye Flagstaff Pinal County Springerville
Bullhead City Gilbert Pinetop-Lakeside Surprise
Camp Verde Glendale Prescott Tempe
Carefree Goodyear Queen Creek Taylor
Casa Grande Holbrook Safford Tolleson
Cave Creek Lake Havasu City San Luis Tucson
Cochise County Maricopa Scottsdale Wellton
Coolidge Maricopa County Sedona Yuma

NATIONAL EXPERIENCE

Our widespread national experience has enabled us to stay ahead of the latest approaches and development fee trends.
TischlerBise staff members are frequently called upon to speak on development fees for various national groups and
organizations including the American Planning Association, the National Association of Homebuilders, National
Development Fee Roundtable, the Urban Land Institute and the Government Finance Officers Association. While every

community is unigue, this national experience provides invaluable perspective for our clients.

A full listing of our national development fee clients other than Arizona over the last five years is provided below.

CLIENT

Feasibility Analysis

o
2
=
T
=
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o
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=
©
-
=
=
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el
©
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2+

Stormwater

Solid Waste
Law Enforcement

Fire/EMS

Parks and Recreation
Trails/Open Space
Libraries
General Government

AL Baldwin * | L 2
AL Daphne * * 2 4
AL Fairhope * * 2 * *
AL Foley L 2 4 * *
AL Gulf Shores L 2 L 4 4 4
AL Orange Beach L 2 2 * L 2 2
AR Bentonville * L 4 * 2 L 4 *
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Response Form 1

Pinal County
< RFP PC-140119 Fing;xcl\cla Ilja_epe}rfsr?ent
. Pinal St.
PINAL*COUNTY Methodology Study and Bldg. A
wide open opportunity Ana|YS|S for Development P.O. Box 1348

Florence, AZ 85132

Services Fees
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CLIENT

Feasibility Analysis
' Stormwater
Solid Waste
Law Enforcement
Fire/EMS
Parks and Recreation
Trails/Open Space
General Government

c
o
=

©
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o

w

fod
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AR | siloam Springs L 2 | * * L 2 ! L 4 2 »

CA Avenal * * L 4 * 4 * 4 L 4

CA Banning L 2 L 2 * L 2 *
CA Butte Co. * A 4 * * L 2
CA Chino Hills L 4 4 L 4 *

CA Clovis 4

CA Corcoran L 4 * 4 L 4 *
CA El Centro L 4 2 L 4 L 4 L 4
CA Grass Valley L 4 L 4 L 4 2 ¢ 2 2 *
CA Half Moon Bay 2 2 2 2 *

CA Hemet * 4 4 * 4 4 4 L 4
CA Imperial County L 2

CA Maywood *

CA National City : L 2 4 * 2

o | .

cA Suisun City * * *
CA Temecula * * 4 L 4 L 4 L 4 L 4 L 4
CA Tulare * * L 4 L 4 L 4 2 L 4 L 4 L 4 L 4
CA Visalia L 4 L 4 2
co Arapahoe County L 2

co Boulder * 2 L 4 4 * L 4

co Castle Rock * 4 L 4 L 4 4 4 L 4
co Colorado Springs L 4

co Eaton L 4 L 4 L 4 * * L 4
co Erie * 2 L 4 4 L 4
co Evans L 4

co Greeley * L 2 L g 2 g

co Johnstown * 4 * 4 L 4 * 4
co Louisville 2 2 2 4 L 2 L 4 *
co (h:/(l:’(ijr:]t;zuma .

co Pitkin Co. *

co Pueblo 4
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PINALCOUNTY
wide open opportunity

Response Form 1
RFP PC-140119

Methodology Study and

Analysis for Development

Services Fees

P.O. Box 1348
Florence, AZ 85132

Pinal County
Finance Department
31 N. Pinal St.

Bldg. A

co

CLIENT

boat

Feasibility Analysis

Roads/Transportation
Stormwater

Solid Waste

Law Enforcement

Parks and Recreation

Trails/Open Space

Libraries

General Government

Springs
co Vail *
| e .
DE New Castle Co. L 4 L 4 * L 4 L 4
% | Domre + M *
FL Coral Gables 4 * * L 4 * *
FL Deerfield Beach 2 *
FL DeSoto County 2 2 2 J L g  J L 2
5 S ¢
FL Key Biscayne *
FL Lake Wales 4 g < * L 4
FL Manatee Co. * * L 2 L 4 L 4
| .
FL Miami L 4 * 4 * * L 2 A 2
FL Naples L 4
FL North Miami * * L 4 L 4 4 * * *
FL Parkland * L 4
fL );zzcrcdy Co. School V'S
FL Plant City
FL Polk County L 4 L 2
FL Port St. Lucie L 4 4
FL Punta Gorda * L 2 2 2 *
fL zigzlzle County ¢
FL Stuart * * 2 L 4 L 4
| o T .
FL West Miami * * L 4 L 4
GA Atlanta 2 L 4 L 4 4
GA Calhoun <
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Response Form 1

Pinal County
RFP PC-140119 Fing?c’\zle ggpe:rg?ent
. Pinal St.
PINAL*COUNTY Methodology Study and Bldg. A
wide open opportunity AnaIyS|S for Development P.O. Box 1348

Florence, AZ 85132

Services Fees
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CLIENT

Feasibility Analysis
Roads/Transportation
Stormwater
Solid Waste
Law Enforcement
Fire/EMS
Parks and Recreation
Trails/Open Space
Libraries
General Government

GA Douglas County L 4 L 2 4 *

L 4 4
GA Douglasville L 2 2 L 4 *
oA e o o o . . .
GA Gordon County L 4 L 4 L 2 L 4
GA Henry County L 2
s .
ID Caldwell *
ID Canyon Co. L
D Hailey 2 2 * 2 4 4 4 L 4 L 2
ID Hayden L g L 4 *
ID Kellogg L 4 2 4
D ;o:::j‘;CoA Fire *
D Nampa ¢ L 2 * * L 4 * * L 2
ID Post Falls L 2 * * *
ID Sandpoint 2 L 4 L 4 4
o | .
ID Victor 2 L 4 * *
IL Evanston 2 * * L 4 *
MD éz'ne Arundel * L 4
MD Brunswick L g 4 L 4
MD Calvert Co. L 4 L 4 2 *
MD Caroline Co. L 2
MD Carroll Co. L 2 * 4 L 4 2 L 4
MD Charles Co. L 2 ¢ *
MD Cecil Co. 2 4 * *
MD Dorchester Co. * 4 *
MD Easton * * * L 4 * L 2
MD Frederick *
MD Frederick Co. * L 4 * 4 L 4 L 4 *
MD Hagerstown L 2 L 2 * *
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PINALCOUNTY
wide open opportunity

Response Form 1
RFP PC-140119

Methodology Study and

Analysis for Development

Services Fees

Pinal County
Finance Department
31 N. Pinal St.
Bldg. A
P.O. Box 1348
Florence, AZ 85132

CLIENT

Feasibility Analysis

Roads/Transportation
Stormwater

Solid Waste

Law Enforcement

Fire/EMS

Parks and Recreation
Trails/Open Space
Libraries
General Government

MD ampstea

MD Harford Co. *

MD Ocean City L 4

MD Queen Anne’ S ol ¢ o o o o
MD Salisbury L 2 2 L 2 L g L 2 L 4 4 *

MD Snow Hill 2 * * L 4

MD Talbot Co. * L 4 L 4 L 4 * L 4
MD Washington Co. 4
MD Westminster * L 4 L 4 L 4 L 4
MD Wicomico Co. * *
MD Worcester Co. * L 4 L 4 L 4 *
MN Woodbury * L 2 *

MO Nixa 2 4 * L 2

MO ::)o(;:e[::iin Dist. M

MS Madison * * *

MT Belgrade * L 2 L 4 L g * *

MT Bozeman 2 2 L 4 2

MT E?S?:?C”tls School *
MT Flathead County L g L 4

MT l;ii:;z::e School *
MT Gallatin Co. L 4 *

o | e .

MT Great Falls *

MT Madison L3

MT Manhattan L 4 L 4

MmT Missoula * * * L 4

MT Missoula Co. 2 L 4

MT Polson 4 4 *

MT Ravalli L 2

NC Cabarrus Co. <
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L] Response Form 1 Pinal County
) - RFP PC-140119 Finance Department
| PINAL-COUNTY Methodology Study and o A
{—} wide open opportunity Analysis for Development FIoF;.eaé:EO/)\(; 22?32
. Services Fees ’
S
L 2 g 2 S g 5
i = £ T |8 g n § 3 g
Lo £ 2 ] 3 8 p= g e 3 g
CLIENT z g E 0z g 5 £ & & &
L g 5 g8 § /f g2 7%
§ 3 k] R &
ﬂ u- 2 ‘ & - ] |
NC Camden Co. <
. m NC Catawba Co. L 4
ﬂ NC Chatham Co. L 4
NC Creedmoor L 4 *
m NC Currituck Co. L 4
r‘*i NC Durham L 4
Lo NC Greenville * * 4
r] NC Jacksonville * L 4 L 4
— NC Nags Head * L 4 L 4
Lol NC Orange Co. * * L 4
!’"‘" l NC Pasquotank ¢
- ND Minot ¢ o
u NE Lincoin * 4 L 4 2
- NM Albuquerque L 2 L 2 ¢ 4
Lo NM Las Cruces L 4 4
,: ; NV North Las Vegas 2 2 *
o NV Nye County * L 4 * * *
L J MY Washoe County *
1 OH Delaware * * ¢ A 4
Lo OH Lebanon 4 L 2
E } OH Pickerington ¢ * <+ 4 4
OH Sunbury L 2 L 4
L l OK Edmond 4 4
r J' RI E. Greenwich * L 4 L 4 L 4 *
- RI Middletown * * 2 2 L 4 2
L sc Aiken . o o] o o
. [ Nel Anderson County 2
T . . .
L J sC Horry County L 2 2 * * 2 *
gL ] o Richland County *
- sC Summerville ¢ 2 L 4
‘L J ut American Fork * 4 L 4 *
Lo
L]
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PINALCOUNTY
wide open opportunity

Response Form 1
RFP PC-140119

Methodology Study and

Analysis for Development

Services Fees

Pinal County
Finance Department
31 N. Pinal St.
Bldg. A
P.O. Box 1348
Florence, AZ 85132

CLIENT

Feasibility Analysis

Roads/Transportation
Stormwater

Solid Waste

Law Enforcement

Fire/EMS

Parks and Recreation
Trails/Open Space
Libraries
General Government

uT Brigham iy o 7 L 2

uT Clearfield L 2 4 L 4 * L 4

uT Clinton City L 2 L 2 L 2 2 2 L g

uT Draper L 2 L 2 L g L 2 4

uT Farmington L 2 L J L g * 2 L 2

uT Hyde Park * * 4 L 4

uT Kaysville 2 2 g 4

uT Logan * L 2 L 2 2 2 * 2

uT Mapleton < * L 4 L 4 L 4

uT North Logan L 2 4 L 2 L 2 4 <

uT Pleasant Grove * * <+ 2 2

urt Salt Lake Co. L 4 L 4

uT Sandy City ¢ * *

U | e * *

uT Spanish Fork ¢ L 2 L g 2

uT Springville L g

uT Wellsville * * L 4 A g

ut West Jordan L 2 L 4 L 4 4 *

uT Woods Cross * 2 4 L 2

VA Chesterfield Co. 2 L 4 L 4 *
VA Goochland Co. L 4

VA Henrico Co. L 2 L 4 4 *
VA Isle of Wright Co. 2 *
VA (P:roirxce George * * ¢ P
VA ZZE::YWIHIam *

" | .

VA Stafford County *

VA Suffolk * L 2

VA Sussex Co. L 2

wi Eau Claire * * * * L 4
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Pinal County
£ RFP PC-140119 Fing?cl\tla Il?,gpa;rtsr?ent
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Services Fees

CLIENT

Feasibility Analysis
Roads/Transportation
Stormwater
Solid Waste
Law Enforcement
Fire/EMS
Parks and Recreation
General Government

wv jefferson Co. N I | [ l | * 2 0 | L 4

wy Casper L 2 L 2 L 4 *
wy Pinedale L 2 * L 4 L 4 * 2 L 4
WY Teton County L 2
1.3 Responder will describe the experience and qualifications of the staff that will be assigned to the County’s

contract. Include resumes with education, training, certifications or special qualification as they relate to the

Statement of Work.
To successfully navigate through the County’s methodology study and analysis for development service fees, the
successful consultant must possess specific, detailed, and customized knowledge, not only of the technical analysis, but
also of the context of the fee structure in achieving the County’s land use, financial, and economic development policy
goals. Our project team for this assignment includes our most senior and experienced development fee professionals.
The role of each team member and their qualifications are briefly discussed below, with detailed résumés provided
afterwards.

Carson Bise, AICP, President of TischlerBise, will serve as Principal-In-Charge and will coordinate our project team’s
interaction with the County to ensure that all work is completed properly, on time, and within budget. He will work
closely with Dwayne Guthrie, developing and reviewing all aspects of the project and providing overall quality assurance
for the project. Mr. Bise is a leading national figure in the calculation of development fees, having completed over 250
development fees for the following categories: parks and recreation, open space, police, fire, schools, water, sewer,
roads, municipal power, and general government facilities. In Arizona, Mr. Bise has completed development fee studies
throughout the State of Arizona for almost twenty-years. Recent Arizona assignments include Avondale, Flagstaff,

Sedona, Coolidge, Eloy, Apache Junction and Maricopa County. Mr. Bise was also heavily involved in our previous
assignments with Pinal County.

Dwayne Guthrie, Ph.D., AICP, Principal at TischlerBise, has been selected as Project Manager for this assignment because
of his substantial experience preparing development fees and financing strategies in the State of Arizona, as well as his
strong project management skills. Most importantly, Dr. Guthrie, in conjunction with Mr. Bise, will ensure constant
collaboration and communication between County staff and our team through frequent progress memorandums,
conference calls, and in-person meetings. At TischlerBise, Dr. Guthrie is the development fee team leader, with over 380
studies completed for approximately 120 jurisdictions in twenty-five states/provinces. Dr. Guthrie has also served as an
expert witness on the topic of development fees. Mr. Guthrie’s recent development fee studies include Maricopa,
Glendale, Buckeye, Queen Creek, Tempe, Gilbert and Goodyear.
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Florence, AZ 85132

Services Fees

Meredith Hill, Senior Fiscal/Economic Analyst at TischlerBise, will provide project support for this assighment including
demographic analysis and data visualization. Ms. Hill will ensure all available demographic and building data is collected,
reviewed and discussed with staff to create the best possible estimates and projections. At TischlerBise, Ms. Hill is the
senior data visualization analyst, using ArcGIS to synthesize available data to enhance development fee calculations. Ms.
Hill's recent Arizona development fee studies include Apache Junction, Apache Junction Water District, Avondale,
Flagstaff, Payson and Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community.

CARSON BISE, AICP, PRESIDENT

EXPERIENCE

Carson Bise has twenty-four years of fiscal, economic, and planning experience and has conducted fiscal and
infrastructure finance evaluations in over 37 states. Mr. Bise has developed and implemented more fiscal impact
models than any consultant in the country. The applications Mr. Bise has developed have been used for evaluating
multiple land use scenarios, specific development projects, annexations, urban service provision, tax-increment financing,
and concurrency/adequate public facilities monitoring. Mr. Bise is also a leading national figure in the calculation of
development fees, having completed over 250 development fees for the following categories: parks and recreation, open
space, police, fire, schools, water, sewer, roads, municipal power, and general government facilities. In his seven years as
a planner at the local government level, he coordinated capital improvement plans, conducted market analyses and
business development strategies, and developed comprehensive plans. Mr. Bise has also written and lectured extensively
on fiscal impact analysis and infrastructure financing. His most recent publications are Fiscal Impact Analysis:
Methodologies for Planners, published by the American Planning Association, a chapter on fiscal impact analysis in the
book Planning and Urban Design Standards, also published by the American Planning Association, and the ICMA 1Q
Report, Fiscal Impact Analysis: How Today’s Decisions Affect Tomorrow’s Budgets. Mr. Bise was also the principal author
of the fiscal impact analysis component for the Atlanta Regional Commission’s Smart Growth Toolkit and is featured in
the recently released AICP CD-ROM Training Package entitled The Economics of Density. Mr. Bise is currently on the Board
of Directors of the Growth and Infrastructure Finance Consortium and recently Chaired the American Planning
Association’s Paying for Growth Task Force. He was also recently named an Affiliate of the National Center for Smart
Growth Research & Education.

SELECTED DEVELOPMENT FEE AND INFRASTRUCTURE FUNDING STRATEGY EXPERIENCE

= (City of Daphne, Alabama - Impact Fee Study

= (City of Gulf Shores, Alabama — Impact Fee Study

= (City of Orange Beach, Alabama — Impact Fee Study

= City of Apache Junction, Arizona — Development Fee Study
=  City of Avondale, Arizona — Development Fee Study

= Town of Camp Verde, Arizona — Development Fee Study

=  (City of Cave Creek, Arizona — Development Fee Study

=  City of Coolidge, Arizona — Development Fee Study

= City of Eloy, Arizona — Development Fee Study

=  City of Flagstaff, Arizona — Development Fee Study

10



]

RN RSN

[

~ ]

NN

o i

"

[

|

1

r»—a — o e
! !
(U SV

[ —

Response Form 1

i RFP PC-140119

PINAL+COUNTY Methqdology Study and
wide open opportunity Analysis for Development

Services Fees

Pinal County
Finance Department
31 N. Pinal St.
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Florence, AZ 85132

= City of Maricopa, Arizona — Development Fee Study

= Maricopa County, Arizona — Development Fee Study

*=  Town of Oro Valley, Arizona — Development Fee Study
= Town of Payson, Arizona — Development Fee Study

= (City of Peoria, Arizona — Development Fee Study

= Pinal County, Arizona — Development Fee Study

= City of San Luis, Arizona — Development Fee Study

= City of Sedona, Arizona — Development Fee Study

=  City of Show Low, Arizona — Development Fee Study

= City of Sierra Vista, Arizona — Development Fee Study
= City of Wellton, Arizona — Development Fee Study

= City of Yuma, Arizona — Development Fee Study

= City of Siloam Springs, Arkansas — Impact Fee Study

= (City of National City, California — Impact Fee Study

= City of Avenal, California — Impact Fee Study

= City of Banning, California — Impact Fee Study

= City of Temecula, California — Impact Fee Study

=  City of Tulare, California — Impact Fee Study

=  City of Boulder, Colorado — Impact Fee/Excise Tax Study
=  Town of Castle Rock, Colorado — Impact Fee Study

»  City of Greeley, Colorado — Impact Fee Study

=  City of Steamboat Springs, Colorado — /Impact Fee Study
*  Town of Vail, Colorado — Impact Fee Study

= City of North Miami, Florida— Impact Fee Study

= (City of Punta Gorda, Florida— Impact Fee Study

= DeSoto County, Florida—Impact Fee Study

»  Manatee County, Florida— Impact Fee Study

= Pasco County, Florida — School Impact Fee Study

»  Ppolk County, Florida —Impact Fee Study

= Seminole County, Florida - School Impact Fee and Infrastructure Financing Study
= Effingham County, Georgia — Impact Fee Study

= City of Garden City, Georgia — Impact Fee Study

»  Anne Arundel County, Maryland — Revenue Strategies
= Calvert County, Maryland — Impact Fee Study

= Caroline County, Maryland — Schools Excise Tax Study
= Carroll County, Maryland ~ Impact Fee Study

»  Charles County, Maryland — Impact Fee Study

= Dorchester County, Maryland ~ Impact Fee Study

=  Hagerstown, Maryland — Impact Fee Study

= (City of Salisbury, Maryland - Impact Fee Study

= Town of Easton, Maryland — Impact Fee Study

11
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Services Fees

»  Town of Hampstead, Maryland — Impact Fee Study

»  Talbot County, Maryland — Impact Fee Study

*  Washington County, Maryland — Impact Fee Study

= Wicomico County, Maryland — Impact Fee Study

= Worcester County, Maryland — Impact Fee Study

»  Broadwater County, Montana — Impact Fee Feasibility Study

= Flathead County, Montana — Impact Fee Feasibility Study and Impact Fee Study
= (City of Missoula/Missoula County, Montana — /Impact Fee Study and Capital Facility Plan
= (City of Laurel, Montana — Impact Fee Feasibility Study

x  City of Great Falls, Montana — Impact Fee Feasibility Study

=  Florence-Carlton School District, Montana — Impact Fee Study

= Gallatin Canyon/Big Sky, Montana — Capital Improvement and Funding Plan

= City of North Las Vegas, Nevada — Impact Fee Study

*=  Nye County/Town of Pahrump, Nevada — Impact Fee Study

= (City of Las Cruces, New Mexico — Water and Sewer Impact Fee Study

= Cabarrus County, North Carolina — Voluntary Mitigation Payment Studies (Two School Districts)
= City of Greenville, North Carolina — Impact Fee Study

= Abbeville County, South Carolina — Infrastructure Funding Strategy

= Beaufort County, South Carolina — Infrastructure Funding Strategy

»  Clinton City, Utah — Impact Fee Study

= Draper City, Utah ~ Impact Fee Study

= Logan City, Utah — Impact Fee Study

= Goochland County, Virginia — Cash Proffer Study

= Henrico County, Virginia — Impact Fee Study; Cash Proffer Study

= Prince George County, Virginia — Cash Proffer Study

®=  Prince William County, Virginia — Impact Fee Study

=  Spotsylvania County, Virginia — Impact Fee Study

»  Stafford County, Virginia — Impact Fee Study

»  Sussex County, Virginia — Cash Proffer Study

EDUCATION

M.B.A., Economics, Shenandoah University
B.S. Geography/Urban Planning, East Tennessee State University
B.S. Political Science/Urban Studies, East Tennessee State University

SPEAKING ENGAGEMENTS

»  Fiscal Impact Assessment, AICP Training Workshop, American Planning Association National Planning Conference

= Dealing with the Cost of Growth: From Soup to Nuts, International City/County Management Association National
Conference

=  Demand Numbers for Impact Analysis, National Impact Fee Roundtable

12
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Services Fees

= (Calculating Infrastructure Needs with Fiscal Impact Models, Florida Chapter of the American Planning Association
Conference

= Economic Impact of Home Building, National Impact Fee Roundtable

= Annexation and Economic Development, American Planning Association National Conference

= Economics of Density, American Planning Association National Conference

= The Cost/Benefit of Compact Development Patterns, American Planning Association National Conference

= Fiscal Impact Modeling: A Tool for -Local Government Decision Making, International City/County Management
Association National Conference

=  Fiscal Assessments, American Planning Association National Conference

®»  From Soup to Nuts: Paying for Growth, American Planning Association National Conference

= Growing Pains, International City/County Management Association National Conference

= Mitigating the impacts of Development in Urban Areas, Florida Chapter of the American Planning Association

= |mpact Fee Basics, National Impact Fee Roundtable

»  Fiscal Impact Analysis and Impact Fees, National Impact Fee Roundtable

= Are Subsidies Worth It?, American Planning Association National Conference

DWAYNE GUTHRIE, PH.D., AICP, PRINCIPAL

EXPERIENCE

Dr. Guthrie has thirty-two years of experience as a professional planner, working primarily in the areas of impact fees,
demographic analysis, infrastructure funding, fiscal evaluations, and transportation planning. His career includes twenty-
three years of work as a planning consultant and eight years of public sector experience. At TischlerBise, Dr. Guthrie is the
impact fee team leader, with over 380 studies completed for approximately 120 jurisdictions in twenty-five
states/provinces. Dr. Guthrie has also served as an expert witness on the topic of impact fees.

As a planning practitioner, Dr. Guthrie promotes smart growth through revenue strategies and pricing policies. By helping
communities implement development impact fees, local governments create a nexus between private sector development
and the demand for public facilities. Rather than subsidize growth with general tax revenues, Dr. Guthrie works to ensure
designated funding for infrastructure that also helps to minimize externalities like traffic congestion. He has pioneered
innovative methods for tabulating census data to support higher fees for larger housing units and reducing fees for infill
development located in urban centers.

Dr. Guthrie also teaches graduate planning courses at local universities, including Growth Management at the Alexandria
campus of Virginia Tech and Planning Techniques at Catholic University of America. His doctoral dissertation, titled
“Understanding Urban, Mefropo//‘tan, and Megaregion Development to Improve Transportation Governance” documents
the expected geographic extent of commuter sheds in 2030 for large metropolitan areas within the continental United
States. Commuter sheds provide a viable refinement to current statistical area designations and solve problems due to ‘
inconsistent and fragmented MPO boundaries. Nine transportation megaregions are proposed based on specific criteria,
including global gateways that facilitate movement of people and goods, contiguous commuter sheds with urban centers
spaced a suitable distance for high-speed rail service, and end-point commuter sheds projected to add at least one million

13
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Services Fees

persons and jobs from 2000 to 2030. The dissertation recommends a new paradigm for transportation governance with
scale-dependent decision-making and funding strategies.

SELECTED DEVELOPMENT FEE AND INFRASTRUCTURE FUNDING STRATEGY EXPERIENCE

=  City of Foley, Alabama - Development Impact Fees

= Baldwin County, Alabama - Development Impact Fees

= Apache Junction Water Company, Arizona - Water System Connection Fees
= (City of Avondale, Arizona - Development Impact Fees

= Town of Buckeye, Arizona — Development Fee Study

= (City of Casa Grande, Arizona - Development Impact Fees

= (City of Gilbert, Arizona — Development Fee Study

= (ity of Glendale, Arizona - Development Impact Fees

= City of Goodyear, Arizona - Development Impact Fees

= (City of Goodyear, Arizona - Water Resources Fee

= (City of Peoria, Arizona - Development Impact Fees

= (City of Prescott, Arizona - Feasibility of Development Impact Fees for Roads
=  Town of Queen Creek, Arizona - Development Impact Fees ‘

= City of Scottsdale, Arizona - Development Impact Fees

= City of Show Low, Arizona - Development Impact Fees

= (City of Surprise, Arizona - Development Impact Fees

= (City of Tempe, Arizona — Development Fee Study

=  (City of Tolleson, Arizona - Development Impact Fees

= City of Bentonville, Arkansas - Development Impact Fees

= City of Chino Hills, California - Development Impact Fees

= ity of Clovis, California - Sewer Impact Fee

= (City of Temecula, California - Development Impact Fee

= (City of Tulare, California - Development Impact Fee

= Pitkin County, Colorado - Funding Strategy & Impact Fee

»  (City of Boulder, Colorado - Development Excise Taxes

*  Town of Castle Rock, Colorado - Development Impact Fees and Evaluation of Douglas County School Fees
=  Montezuma County, Colorado - Development Impact Fee

= Town of Erie, Colorado - Development Impact Fees

=  City of Evans, Colorado - Development Impact Fees

»  Town of Johnstown, Colorado - Drainage Financing Alternatives, Development Impact Fees, and Water Rate Study
= Arapahoe County, Colorado - Rural Road Funding Strategy

= (City of Louisville, Colorado - Development Impact Fees

= (City of Pueblo, Colorado - Development Impact Fee

=  Town of Vail, Colorado - Development Impact Fee

»  State of Delaware — Transportation Impact Fee

= New Castle County, Delaware - Development Impact Fees, Sewer Policies and Capacity Fees
= DeSoto County, Florida - Development Impact Fees

14
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m Services Fees

j
7 = DeSoto School District, Florida - Schoo!l Impact Fees

*»  Manatee County, Florida - Development Impact Fees

i

d
L3

City of Lake Wales, Florida - Development Impact Fees

= Polk County School District, Florida - Capital Needs Assessment

Pasco County School District, Florida  School Impact Fees

=  City of Miami, Florida - Development Impact Fees and Evaluation of Miami-Dade County Impact Fees for Roads and
Schools

~

-
1
=

1

City of Naples, Florida - Development Impact Fees

e

= Coral Ridge Properties - Capital Improvements Element for Parkland, Florida
City of Punta Gorda, Florida - Development Impact Fees
»  City of Sunny Isles Beach, Florida - Development Impact Fees

-
el »“__J
=

L = Gordon County, Georgia - CIE and Development Impact Fees

r‘“] = City of Douglasville, Georgia - CIE and Development Impact Fees

- *  Douglas County, Georgia - CIE and Development Impact Fees

[— = City of Garden City, Georgia - C/E and Development Impact Fees

. = Henry County, Georgia — CIE and Transportation Impact Fee

L I = Effingham County, Georgia - CIE and Development Impact Fees

[l = Town of Hailey, Idaho - Annexation Study and Development Impact Fees
- x

City of Nampa, Idaho - Development Impact Fees
{*’1 »  City of Post Falls, Idaho - Development Impact Fees
- = City of Baltimore, Maryland - Transportation Funding Strategy

-
P % = Home Builders Association of Carroll County, Maryland - Evaluation of Development Impact Fees
- = Cecil County, Maryland - Development Excise Tax

Lo x  Frederick County, Maryland - Development Impact Fees

] =  Town of Hampstead, Maryland - Development Impact Fees
x  Charles County, Maryland - School Impact Fees
r } = Worcester County, Maryland - Development Impact Fees

=

= Queen Anne's County, Maryland - Development Impact Fees
»  Carroll County, Maryland - Development Impact Fees

— r—

‘ = City of Westminster, Maryland - Capital Improvements Plan

»  (City of Madison, Mississippi - Development Impact Fees
f »  City of Nixa, Missouri - Development Impact Fees

= City of Belgrade, Montana - Development Impact Fees
,,_J »  Gallatin County, Montana — Roads and Fire District Impact Fees
= Florence-Carlton School District, Montana - School Impact Fees
City of Great Falls, Montana - Evaluation of Capacity Fees

—

J = Town of Manhattan, Montana - Development Impact Fees
= (City and County of Missoula, Montana - Development Impact Fees
J =  Frenchtown Fire District, Montana - Development Impact Fees

—

e

= (City of Polson, Montana - Development Impact Fees
1 ®»  Douglas County, Nevada - Road Impact Fees
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= NAOIP & HBA of Albuquerque, New Mexico - Evaluation of Impact Fees
»  City of Las Cruces, New Mexico - Development Fees

= Currituck County, North Carolina - School Impact Fee

= Qrange County, North Carolina - School Impact Fee

=  City of Jacksonville, North Carolina — Water and Sewer Facilities Charges
=  Home Builders Association of Beavercreek, Ohio - Review of Transportation Fees
= City of Delaware, Ohio - Development Impact Fees

= City of Green, Ohio - Development Impact Fees

= Village of Sunbury, Ohio - Development Impact Fees

= City of Edmond, Oklahoma — Water and Sewer Impact Fees

= City of Cambridge, Ontario - Development Charges

= Hydro Electric Commission of Cambridge, Ontario - Development Charges
=  City of Sarnia-Clearwater, Ontario - Development Charges

= Township of Wellesley, Ontario - Development Charges

= Aiken County, South Carolina - Development Impact Fees

»  Anderson County, South Carolina - Development Impact Fees

= Georgetown County, South Carolina - Development Impact Fees

= City of Sherman, Texas - Development Impact Fees

»  City of American Fork, Utah - Development Impact Fees

= City of Clearfield, Utah - Development Impact Fees

»  City of Clinton, Utah - Development Impact Fees

= City of Draper, Utah - Development Impact Fees

= City of Farmington, Utah - Development Impact Fees

= City of Hooper, Utah - Sewer Impact Fee

= City of Hyde Park, Utah - Development Impact Fees

= City of Kaysville, Utah - Development Impact Fees

»  City of North Logan, Utah - Development Impact Fees

= City of Pleasant Grove, Utah - Development Impact Fees

»  Salt Lake County, Utah — Stormwater and Park Impact Fees

= South Valley Sewer District, Utah - Sewer Impact Fees

®  City of Spanish Fork, Utah - Development Impact Fees

= City of Springville, Utah - Park Impact Fees

= City of Wellsville, Utah - Development Impact Fees

=  (City of West Jordan, Utah - Development Impact Fees

= City of Woods Cross, Utah - Development Impact Fees

=  Graham Companies (Loudoun County, Virginia) - Evaluation of Dulles Sewer District
= City of Suffolk, Virginia — Water and Sewer Availability Charges

= Jefferson County, West Virginia - Development Fees

= City of Eau Claire, Wisconsin - Public Facilities Needs Assessment

= City of Kenosha, Wisconsin - Evaluation of CIP Process

= City of Casper, Wyoming - Development Impact Fees
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Services Fees

= Teton County, Wyoming — Transit Impact Fee

EDUCATION

Ph.D., in Planning, Governance, and Globalization from Virginia Tech
M.A., in Urban and Regional Planning from University of Florida
B.A., in Education from University of Florida

SPEAKING ENGAGEMENTS

=  Preparing the Impact Fee Ordinance, Institute of Continuing Legal Education in Georgia, Land Use Law Program

»  Development Impact Fees, Association of Idaho Cities Conference

= Reasonable Impact Fees, National Association of Home Builders Conference

" |mpact Fees: The Good, The Bad and The Ugly, Continuing Legal Education International, Growth Management
Conference

»  Developing a Capital Improvements Program, Utah League of Cities & Towns Conference

MEREDITH HILL, SENIOR FISCAL/ECONOMIC ANALYST

EXPERIENCE

Meredith Hill is a Senior Fiscal and Economic Analyst with TischlerBise with specialties in comprehensive and economic
development planning. Prior to joining TisthlerBise, Ms. Hill worked for the Missouri State Department of Economic
Development, where she built over 150 project and industry economic impact analyses. Her work contributed to Missouri
earning a “Leading the Way” designation from the Pew Center on the States for evaluating the impacts of tax incentives.
Ms. Hill serves as project lead for both fiscal impact analysis and development impact fee studies. Additional experience for
Ms. Hill includes work with workforce development, regional tourism, entrepreneurship, form-based code development,
and community revitalization. Ms. Hill also has extensive experience with GIS data analysis and mapping, and with public
outreach and engagement, including her role as Charrette Facilitator for development of the Town of Ludiow
Massachusetts Master Plan: Current Conditions and Alternative Futures, the Simsbury Connecticut Town Center Form-Based
Code, and the South End Neighborhood Revitalization Plan: Vision and Implementation Strategies for Bridgeport
Connecticut.

SELECTED DEVELOPMENT FEE AND INFRASTRUCTURE FUNDING STRATEGY EXPERIENCE

®  Town of Payson, Arizona — Impact Fee Study

®»  Town of Easton, Maryland ~ Impact Fee Study

= City of Apache Junction, Arizona — Impact Fee Study

®  Apache Junction Water Utilities Community Facilities District — Water Resource Acquisition Fee
= City of Avondale, Arizona — Impact Fee Study

= (City of Flagstaff, Arizona — Public Safety Impact Fee Study

= Salt River Pima-Maricopa Indian Community — Impact Fee Study

®  City of South Miami, Florida — Impact Fee Study
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Services Fees

EDUCATION

Master of Regional Planning - University of Massachusetts Amherst, Amherst, MA
B.A., Anthropology - Trinity College, Hartford, CT

SPEAKING ENGAGEMENTS

®  Driving Decisions with Labor Market Information — 2012 Governor's Conference on Economic Development, St. Louis,
MO

®  labor Market Information for Strategic Workforce Planning — 2011 Governor’s Conference on Economic Development,
Springfield, MO

®  Crash Course in Labor Market Information — 2010 Governor’s Conference on Economic Development, Kansas City, MO

PUBLICATONS

®  Missouri Target Industry Analyses for Biosciences and Energy Solutions, Co-Author

® 2011 State of the St. Louis Workforce Report

®  Business Formations in Missouri

= Missouri Economic Impact Brief Wind Energy Industries

®  Missouri Economic Impact Brief Manufacturing Industries

®  Pgttern Industry Insight Information Technology Services

®  Renewable Energy Production Tax Credit

®  Examining Connecticut’s Inter-Municipal Economic Development Collaboration as Affected by the EDA’s Comprehensive
Economic Development Strategy (CEDS) Framework

1.4 Responder shall submit one (1) example of a study or evaluation that best illustrate their qualifications as
they relate to the Statement of Work.

We are enclosing a report from Sandpoint, Idaho for our work sample, located in the Work Sample tab.

1.5 Responder shall provide a minimum of three (3) references who can comment on the firm’s professional
work. References from public entities are preferred. Responder must include phone, fax, email and physical
address of each reference.

City of Avondale, Arizona — Development Fee Study

Project Contact: Kevin Artz, Finance and Budget Director

Address: 11465 West Civic Center Drive Suite 250 Avondale, AZ 85323
Phone: (623) 333-2011

Fax: (623) 333-0200

E-mail: kartz@avondale.org

Following the dismissal of the City’s original development fee consultant in October of 2013, two months prior to the
225-day SB1525 adoption process for cities, TischlerBise was retained by the City of Avondale to review, revise and
complete the required Land Use Assumptions document, infrastructure Improvements Plan and Development Fee
Study. This included updating land use assumptions and development fees for general government, library, parks and

18
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recreation, fire, police, streets, water, and wastewater. TischlerBise collected and analyzed local, regional, state and
national demographic data to establish base year estimates and 20-year projections of demand indicators (e.g.,
population, housing units by type of structure, jobs, nonresidential square footage, and vehicle trips). Non-utility
development fee categories except for streets utilized a functional population approach to measure “full-time
equivalent” people present at a development, in order to determine the impact of a particular development on the
need for capital facilities.

TischlerBise examined existing necessary public services to establish current levels of service, and determine the most
appropriate calculation methodology for each category, based on existing capacity to serve growth and planned
expansions of development fee eligible infrastructure. For example, street facilities impact fees were calculated using a
plan-based methodology and our own aggregate travel demand model that is in some ways more sophisticated than
the large-scale computer models used by state and regional agencies. For instance, while it is common for link-specific
computer models to lump together all housing types and only separate retail from all other types of nonresidential
development, TischlerBise used two types of housing units and three nonresidential development types in our travel
demand analysis for Avondale.

To ensure full compliance with the State of Arizona development fee enabling legislation, TischlerBise worked with City
staff to analyze the need for offsets and/or credits to be included in the development fee calculations. Most non-utility
development fees decreased, in large part because of a consideration of the appropriate development fee
methodology for each category, and based on existing infrastructure improvements plans.

City of Bozeman, Montana — Capital Improvement Plan and Impact Fees

Project Contact: Chris Saunders, Assistant Planning Director

Address: City Planning Department 20 East Olive Street P.O. Box 1230 Bozeman, MT 59771
Phone: (406) 582-2260

Fax: (406) 582-2263

E-mail: csaunders@bozeman.net

TischlerBise was retained by the City of Bozeman, Montana to update impact fees for the City’s fire, water, streets, and
sewer infrastructure. Most impact fees decreased for residential land uses, in large part because of access to more
detailed data and practical considerations in the impact fee methodology. For example, TischierBise calculated
Bozeman’s residential fees utilizing a tiered fee structure which accounted for the size of each housing unit. Persons
per housing unit were derived from a logarithmic trend line fitted to U.S. Census data. TischlerBise recommended a
minimum fee based on a unit size of 1,400 square feet and increasing in 200 square foot intervals to a maximum fee
based on a unit size of 3,100 square feet or larger. This tiered approach results in a more equitable fee, as smaller
housing units typically have fewer persons per household and generate fewer vehicle trips than larger units.

For the sewer fee, TischlerBise isolated and considered data for homes constructed within the past 20 years, which
were built with more efficient plumbing systems than older units. This enabled TischlerBise to calculate a significantly
lower residential sewer fee, hecause new home construction will feature these more efficient systems. For the streets
fee calculation, TischlerBise was able to more accurately reflect commuter patterns in the City and also accounted for
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decreased construction costs since the Great Recession. For the average 2,400 square foot home on a 6,000 square
foot lot, total impact fees decreased by $2,500.

City Commissioner Chris Mehl praised the study conducted by TischlerBise, saying that the proposed fees are better
targeted, taking into consideration new components such as the number of people who occupy a housing unit and
the size of the lot a home sits on. The Bozeman City Commission adopted all impact fees at 100% of the proposed fee
amounts in early 2013.

City of Sandpoint, Idaho — Capital Improvement Plan and Impact Fees

Project Contact: Jeremy Grimm, Planning Director

Address: City of Sandpoint 1123 Lake Street Sandpoint, ID 83664
Phone: (208) 263-3370

Fax: (208) 263-3678

E-mail: jgrimm@ci.sandpoint.id.us

TischlerBise conducted an impact fee study and capital improvement plan for the City of Sandpoint, Idaho. Five fee
categories were calculated: parks, police, fire, streets, and multi-use pathways. TischlerBise was hired to update the
City’s existing program that did not account for variations by land use type. In addition with this update, TischlerBise
included a progressive fee structure for residential units that varied the fee by size of housing unit. The fee schedule
also promotes downtown development with a reduced fee to account for other tax-supported improvements.
Finally, the fees include a new impact fee for multi-use pathways to support the City’s planning and mobility objectives.
The study included extensive public outreach with the City Council and Advisory Committee. Please find a copy of this
study included in the Work Sample section of this response.

City of Goodyear, Arizona — Infrastructure Improvement Plans & Development Fees

Project Contact: Tracy DeSomma, Budget & Research Analyst
Address: 190 N. Litchfield Road, Goodyear, AZ 85338

Phone: (623) 882-7067

Fax: (623) 932-3003

Email: tracy.desomma@goodyearaz.gov

The City of Goodyear has retained TischlerBise on two occasions for impact fee work. We were recently retained to
bring the City into compliance with SB1525, the State of Arizona’s new impact fee statute, which takes approximately
a year and half to complete the 225 day adoption process once the draft impact fee and Infrastructure
Improvements Plan are complete. To better meet the legal requirements of “rational nexus” and maximize the
fiscal benefits of the development fees, TischlerBise calculated two separate sets of IIP’s and development fees for
two areas of the City. The following categories of infrastructure were included in the analyses: water resources,
water development, wastewater, reclaimed water, libraries, parks and recreation, fire, police, general government,
public works, arterial streets, and regional transportation. For the Sonoran Valley area, the development fees
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reflected that solely new development created the demand for additional infrastructure capacity. The Sonoran
Valley fees also included the additional financing costs the City would incur to build infrastructure in this area.

City of West Jordan, Utah — Impact Fee Facilities Plan and Impact Fees

Project Contact: Tom Burdett, Planning Director

Address: City of West Jordan 8000 South Redwood Road West Jordan, UT 84088
Phone: (801) 569-5061

Fax: (801) 569-5099

E-mail: tomb@wijordan.com

TischlerBise has prepared impact fees for this community on three separate occasions. The fee categories include
water, sewer, roads, parks, municipal facilities and storm drainage. As part of our first assignment, TischlerBise
evaluated other revenue sources and developed a revenue strategy in which impact fees would pay for facilities
required to serve new growth and supplemental sources would pay for new capital facilities benefiting existing
development. There was no opposition at the public hearing and the fees passed unanimously.

Method of Approach

2.1 Responder will describe their plan for updating Ordinance Review, Population / Demographics, Impact Fee
Element Methodologies, Impact Fee Geographic Areas, Residential / Nonresidential Fees and Capital
Improvement Plan development.
The County last updated its development fees in 2009. Since then, the recent “Great Recession” has wrought significant changes
to both the development industry and local government finances. As a result of the recession, development projections used in
past development fees can be significantly outdated, which can have a significant impact on capital improvement assumptions
from which the fees are based. Many communities across the country are experiencing similar issues, which is an indication that
development fee assumptions should be revisited. Many communities are now expecting a much slower pace of development,
different housing products (e.g. increased multifamily) and fiscally constrained capital improvement plans. In this new
economic environment, the County has an opportunity to bring a new perspective to its development fee program.
TischlerBise offers the following observations and comments on the County’s current development fee program.

= Consider a progressive residential development fee schedule based on size of unit or number of bedrooms. The County’s
current impact fee schedule does not vary single-family detached units other than by location (e.g., Impact Fee Service
Area). For example, a 1,500 square foot single-family detached starter home in Impact Fee Area 2 pays the same
development fee as a 4,500 square foot single-family detached unit. However, in many communities, data indicates that
entry-level and/or affordable homes often have smaller household sizes compared to larger, more expensive homes. The
County’s current “one fee fits all” structure for single-family detached residential units may be constraining the County’s
ability to meet some of its policy objectives related to affordable housing and equity. This development fee update will
provide the opportunity to discuss trade-offs of a revised residential approach.

As part of this update, TischlerBise recommends the County give consideration to a fee structure that varies residential
development fees by size of unit or number of bedrooms. TischlerBise has been the national leader in this movement
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toward “progressive” fee structures. As part of our demographic analysis conducted as part of this assignment, we will
prepare data on factors that vary by housing unit size (i.e., persons per unit and vehicle trips) for the County’s consideration
prior to moving forward with the calculation of the development fees.

Craft development fee methodology to reflect County land use and economic development objectives. Many
communities forget that development fees are actually a land use regulation. With this in mind, the County may want to
consider alternative methods of calculating the development fees that take into consideration County land use and
economic development objectives. For example, TischlerBise pioneered the concept of tiered transportation development
fees, which vary the fees by vehicle miles of travel, which can have the effect of incentivizing development in areas with
existing infrastructure capacity (e.g., identified Mixed Use Activity Center in the County’s Comprehensive Plan) and
discouraging development on the fringe. Another consideration is exploring opportunities to include multi-modal credits
within the Streets development methodology to credit development that divert trips to alternative modes of
transportation (e.g., transit, pedestrian and bicycle).

Revisit number of Impact Fee Service Areas. We realize the number of Impact Fee Services Areas in the current County
development fee program can create administrative challenges. Related to the bullet point above, given innovations in our
approach to calculating development fees since our last engagement with the County, we suggest revisiting the number of
Service Areas in the program. An initial idea we have is to evaluate the feasibility of creating a three-tiered system of
urban, suburban and rural Service Areas.

Remove barriers for job creation. TischlerBise recommends that the County give consideration to implementing a
simplified development fee schedule for nonresidential development that reduces the number of nonresidential land use
categories in the development fee schedule, yet maintains the required proportionality between various nonresidential
land uses. This approach often has two benefits: (1) the fee schedule is more beneficial to small, “mom and pop” businesses
(since there is an inverse relationship between the size of nonresidential uses and the number of employees and trips
generated); and (2) the program is easier to administer. This approach can help support economic development efforts in
the County. There are several approaches that TischlerBise will discuss with the County relative to this objective.

TischlerBise considers the following discussion as proprietary and essential to our competitive advantage, and requests that it
be redacted from any Freedom of Information requests.

TischlerBise has been at the forefront of advancing the “state of the practice” as it relates to development fees. We have
provided several examples where TischlerBise’s recommended approach has “added value” to the community’s development
fee program, as well as other stated community objectives.

Evaluation of Alternatives. Designing the optimum development fee approach and methodology is what sets TischlerBise apart
from our competitors. Unlike most consultants, we routinely consider each of the three methodologies — plan-based, cost
recovery, and incremental expansion - within a fee category. The selection of the particular methodology for each component of
the impact fee category will be dependent on which is most beneficial for the County. In a number of cases, we will prepare the
fees using several methodologies and will discuss the various trade-offs with the County. There are likely to be policy and revenue
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tradeoffs depending on the capital facility and methodology. We recognize that “one size does not fit all” and create the optimum
format that best achieves the County’s goals.

]

For example, TischlerBise typically calibrates development fees to the specific jurisdiction’s road network and demographic
data, whether using an incremental expansion or plan-based method. Our firm is able to evaluate different methods because
we do not rely on state or regional transportation models to provide data inputs for the development fee calculations. In

]
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L I essence, we develop our own aggregate travel demand model that is in some ways more sophisticated than the large-scale
ﬂ computer models used by state and regional agencies. For instance, while it is common for link-specific computer models to
- lump together all housing types and only separate retail from all other types of nonresidential development, we routinely use at
m least two types of housing units and between three and five nonresidential development types in our travel demand analysis.

GIS Technology. TischlerBise routinely utilizes GIS technology to add value to the evaluation of infrastructure needs and
assessing financing alternatives. This includes assessing existing [and use and performing GIS-based land suitability analyses that
can be used to define service areas, project demands for facilities, and coordinate CIP investment for Pinal County. In addition
to the example discussed below for the State of Delaware, TischlerBise used GIS in our engagement with Missoula/Missoula
County, Montana, to establish a nexus for Fire/EMS development fees that increased with distance from the City center based
r——j on the ratio of capital cost to development units in three service areas (urban, suburban, and rural). Similar GIS evaluations
- were used in Glendale, AZ; Manatee County, FL; Greeley, CO; Pitkin County, CO; Vail, CO; and Sandpoint, ID.

|

]

J—

’ Improved Proportionality. One area where TischlerBise Bozeman, Montana Households (2) Vehicles per
. ,. . Vehicles Single Unit 2+ Units Total | Household
{ J: adds Value to a cllents |mpaCt fee program Is through Available (1) | per Structure | per Structure by Tenure
, improved proportionality for transportation development Owneroccupied 14,422 6,473 914) 7387 195
]’ I . . 3 X Renter-occupied 12,263 2,280 5,899 8,179 1.50
Lo fees. As an alternative to simply using the national average TOTAL 26,685 8,753 6813] 15566 171
. . . . Housing Units (6) => 9,726 7,642} 17,368
r} trip generation rate for residential development, the ing Units (6)
- Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) publishes Units per Persons Trip Vehiclesby  Trip | Average  Trip Ends per
- N A Structure {3) Ends (4] Type of Housing Ends (5} | Trip Ends  Housing Unit
i } regression curve formulas that may be used to derive single units 20,571 ] 53,251 16,056] 92,807 73,029 75
: - . . - 2+ Units 11,793 ‘ 40,857 10,629 42,172 41,514 5.4
- custom trip generation rates using local demographic data. TOTAL 2368 Sa 108 e Taos| 114503 P
L i In the example shown in the figure to the right from

) . X (1} Vehicles available by tenure from Table B25046, American Community Survey, 2008-2010.
1 Bozeman, Montana, TischlerBise used American (2} Households by tenure and units in structure from Table B25032, American Community Survey,
. . . 2008-2010.
: $ Commu nlty Su vey (2008-2010) data for the Clty to derive (3) Persons by units in structure from Table B25033, American Community Survey, 2008-2010.

_ . . (4) Vehicle trips ends based on persons using formulas from Trip Generation (ITE 2008). For single unit
{ ] custom average weekday trip generation rates by type of  housing (ITE 210), the ftted curve equation is EXP(0.91LN(persons)+1.52). To approximate the average

. h population of the ITE studies, persons were divided by 37 and the equation result multiplied by 37. For 2+
housmg. In the case of Bozeman, the ave rage weekd ay unit housing (ITE 220), the fitted curve equation is {3.47*persons)-64.48.

| B

. . . . . (S) Vehicle trip ends based on vehicles available using formulas from Trip Generation {ITE 2008). For single
{_ l vehicle trip generation rate for a single-family detached unit housing (ITE 210), the fitted curve equation is EXP(0.99*LN(vehicles)+1.81), To approximate the
H H . average number of vehicles in the ITE studies, vehicles available were divided by 62 and the equation result
5 unit was two vehicle tl"lpS less than the ITE Standard rate Of multiplied by 62. For 2+ unit housing (ITE 220), the fitted curve equation is {3.94*vehicles)+293.58.
L. I 9.52 {6) Housing units from Table 825024, American Community Survey, 2008-2010.
r . .
| E Lending a Sense of Market Reality to the Development
Projections. Projecting future residential and nonresidential development is more difficult now than in the past due to the
} ) ] g P
L [ recent economic downturn. This is compounded by shifting trends in the housing market as a result of changing demographics
| ‘ and lifestyle choices. Changes in the retail sector combined with existing surpluses of retail space in many communities are also
a concern. TischlerBise’s extensive national experience conducting market analyses and real estate feasibility analyses is
IL ] invaluable in determining appropriate development projections used in the development fee calculations. These projections
include both the amount of development and the geographic location. Depending on the methodology employed, overl
e geograp P
L
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optimistic development projections can increase the County’s financial exposure, if development fee revenue is less than
expected.

Promoting Housing Equity. TischlerBise adds value to our clients’ - - — o ..
Average square feet of Single
development fee programs through the implementation of | [Rmiyunitsincasteockirom

Douglas County Assessor.

Persons
1.8 2,000 1.7
Average number of persons per | tree 24 2,100 1.8

progressive fee structures that vary by size of housing unit or number | housingunitirom census | 31 2.200 20

Bureau data for CastleRack. 3.7 2,300 22

of bedrooms. These types of fee structures can assist communities lAveragePersonsper‘SingIeFaminHousingUnitl 2450 23
with their efforts to promote housing equity. This type of fee structure 40
accounts for the fact that there is a direct correlation between the size |, iZ SEEE SE
of the residential unit and the number of persons (as well as vehicles i iy YT 2
available, which influences vehicle trip generation rates). Determining i: : SEEE 32
the average number of persons by square feet of detached housing 05 3500 38

00

requires a combination of demographic data from the Census Bureau 1500 2000 2500 3000 3500 4000

Square Feet

and house size data from an Assessor’s parcel database, with number
of bedrooms as the common connection between the two databases. Using the trend line formula shown in the chart above,
TischlerBise derived the estimated average number of persons, by size of single-family housing unit, using 100 square foot
intervals. For the Town of Castle Rock, Colorado, TischlerBise recommended a minimum fee based on a unit size of 2,000 square
feet and a maximum fee based on a unit size of 3,700 square feet. These size thresholds vary by the characteristics of the
particular community.

Innovative Methodologies to implement Growth Policy. TischlerBise was selected to prepare impact fees to assist the State of
Delaware with implementation of the Livable Delaware policies. These policies were intended to address sprawl, congestion,
and other growth issues through legislation and policy changes to direct growth to planned development zones. Carson Bise and
Dwayne Guthrie of TischlerBise developed an innovative road impact fee methodology to allocate the cost of capital
improvements by Traffic Analysis Zone (TAZ) based on vehicle miles of travel (VMT). VMT is a superior indicator of travel
demand because it considers distance in the allocation of costs. Development in rural areas is typically associated with longer
trip lengths and greater reliance on single occupancy vehicles, due to a lack of alternative modes of travel. As density and mix of
development increase in urban areas, VMT decreases due to shorter trips and more walking, bicycling, and public transit use.
Developing this innovative methodology entailed the following steps:

1. Trip Generation Data and Analysis: Transportation impact fees by type of development were based on PM-Peak trip
generation rates and adjustment factors published by the Institute of Transportation Engineers {ITE);
2. Travel Demand Database Forecasting Modeling: Using VMT data available from DelDOT for over 500 traffic analysis zones,
TischlerBise derived an average cost per vehicle trip for each TAZ in the State based on maintaining DelDOT’s planned LOS
D;
3. Data Collection and Analysis for Transportation Infrastructure: TischlerBise used ArcGIS software to perform a union
overlay analysis whereby Strategy Areas were assigned to each TAZ. Average impact fees were derived for each of the
Strategy Areas identified in Livable Delaware growth strategy resulting in an impact fee program that was easier to
administer and met the requirements of Livable Delaware;

4. Impact Fee Benefit Area Analysis: The schedule of graduated impact fees prepared by TischlerBise is consistent with the
Environmentally Sensitive, Secondary Developing Areas and Rural Areas. As specified in the State legislation, impact fees
were not recommended for Communities and Developing Areas.
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Addressing Overall Infrastructure Financing Needs. TischlerBise recognizes there is no one “silver bullet” that will solve all the
County’s infrastructure funding needs. Therefore, the experience of the consultant in preparing overall infrastructure funding
strategies should be a key consideration in the selection process. In the example shown below from Beaufort County, South
Carolina, TischlerBise determined overall infrastructure needs and then estimated dedicated revenue from current sources for
each infrastructure category in order to determine the “funding gap.” Potential funding scenarios were then developed to
illustrate ways the County could “make itself whole.”

TYPE OF INFRASTRUCTURE

schooLs | _ Parks | FiRe | _EMs | LIBRARY |

GROSS FUNDING NEEDS

$253,924,000 | $135,090,000 $56,279,330 | $7,150,000 $600,000 | $21,002, 667 |

LESS CURRENT FUNDING SOURCES

Impact Fees $38,885,529 $0 $13,458,312 | $7,500,000 $0 | $25,262,221
Unspent STIP Funds $15,000,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
New STIP Funds $15,000,000 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Rural/Critical Lands $5,000,000

EQUALS ESTIMATE OF FUNDING GAP

NET FUNDING NEEDS | ($185,038,471)| ($135,090,000)] ($37,821,018)] $350,000 | ($600,000)] $4,259,554 |

POTENTIAL FUNDING OPTIONS TO MEET FUNDING NEEDS

Revision to Existing $45,000,000 $10,000,000 N/A

Impact Fees ($1,200 per du) ($840 per du)

Implementation of New N/A $600,000

Impact Fee ($20 per du)

Local Option Sales $140,038,471 $27,821,018 N/A $5,019,158
Tax (15 years) (15 years) (15 years)
Bond Issue (backed $135,090,000 N/A

by Property Tax) ($9.94 m/yr)

Community Outreach and Involvement. Strong consideration in this selection process should be the consultant’s experience
dealing with diverse groups of stakeholders. TischlerBise team members, Carson Bise and Dwayne Guthrie have substantial
experience developing and managing public outreach and community relations programs associated with development fees and
infrastructure finance. This experience is critical for the County to enhance the chances of success in establishing support for
updated development fees. In a recent example, Carson Bise was retained by an exiSting client, the Pasco County School Board,
to assist the School Board in a series of public workshops with the public and Pasco County Commission to make the case as to
why the Commission should not entertain the motion of reducing the school impact fee as a way to boost the building industry.

Mr. Bise’s role preparing the data and acting as the spokesperson for the School Board was integral in maintaining the
current development fee amounts.

2.2 Responder will describe their ability to provide financial analysis services as described in section 2.2 of the
Statement of Work.

The following scope of work provides detailed steps to ensure this project is completed successfully and meets the legal
requirements of A.R.S. 11-1102 and national case law.
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Task 1: Project Initiation/Data Collection

Description:

Meetings:

Deliverables:

The purpose of this task is to develop a complete understanding of the County’s land use planning issues as well as
begin to identify policy issues related to the County’s development fee program, given the length of time since the
last update. In addition, this task will serve as an opportunity for TischlerBise to make contact with County staff
and conduct project “kick-off” activities. During this task, we will meet with County staff to establish lines of
communication, review and discuss project goals and County policies related to the project, review the project
schedule (and revise if necessary), and request additional data and documentation related to the project. The
specifics of this initial discussion are outlined below:

= Review and refine work plan and schedule, if appropriate.

= Assess information needs and required staff support.

=  Discuss any internal issues with the administration of the County’s current development fee program.
= Discuss the County’s current infrastructure needs.

= Discuss overall capital facility financing issues.

»  |dentify and discuss trade-offs with different development fee approaches including: residential fees by house
size; trip reductions for mixed use development due to internal capture rates; and geographic services areas.

= |dentify and collect data and documents relevant to the analysis.
= Become familiar with the County’s economic development goals.
= |dentify any major relevant policy issues.

One (1) meeting with County staff.

1) Data request memorandum, and 2) Revised project schedule.

Task 2: Recommend Land Use Assumptions and Development Projections

Description:

Meetings:

The purpose of this task is to review and understand the current demographics of the County as they relate to
growth and development and determine the likely development future for the County in terms of new population,
housing units, employment and nonresidential building area over the next 10-20 years.

There will be two calculations in preparing the land use assumptions. One is the cumulative total of population,
housing, and employment located within the unincorproated and incorporated areas. The second will be the
population, housing, and employment in the unincorporated County currently and over a future span of up to 20
years. The specific number of housing categories for the unincorporated County is dependent on the types of new
housing expected to be built in the unincorporated County. At a minimum, single family and all other types of
housing will be two categories. For nonresidential development, it is likely there will be three categories among
which this employment will be distributed. These will be retail, office and industrial flex.

Discussions with the Planning Department will be held as part of Task 1, as well as conference calls as needed.
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Deliverables:

Our Team will prepare a draft technical memorandum discussing the recommended land use factors and
projections. After review and sign-off by the County, a final memorandum will be issued, which will become part
of the final Development Fee Study.

Task 3: Preparation of Capital Improvement Plan

Description:

A.R.S. 11-1102 requires that the County have an adopted Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) prior to adopting
development fees. The development of the CIP will be an iterative process. Since the development fees cannot be
approved for four months after the initial development fee report is released, and cannot be implemented for
three months after that, there will be ample time for the County to refine the CIP that is initially presented and
upon which the development fees are based. This task, as well as tasks 4-6, may vary somewhat depending on the
methodology applied to a particular development fee category. The development fee analysis for each facility
type will be presented in a separate chapter in the Development Fee Study.

Identify Facilities/Costs Eligible for Development Fee Funding. As an essential part of the nexus analysis,
TischlerBise will evaluate the impact of development on the need for additional facilities, by type, and identify
costs eligible for development fee funding. Elements of the analysis include:

= Review facility plans, fixed asset inventories, and other documents establishing the relationship between
development and facility needs by type.

= |dentify planned facilities, vehicles, equipment, and other capital components eligible for development fee
funding.

»  Prepare forecasts of relevant capital facility needs.

»  Adjust costs as needed to reflect other funding sources such as grants, State/Federal funding, and dedicated
revenue streams (e.g., sales tax).

As part of calculating the fee, the County may include the construction contract price; the cost of acquiring land,
improvements, materials and fixtures; the cost for planning, surveying, and engineering fees for services
provided for and directly related to the construction system improvement; and debt service charges, if the
County might use development fees as a revenue stream to pay the principal and interest on bonds, notes or
other obligations issued to finance the cost of system improvements. All of these components will be
considered in developing an equitable allocation of costs.

ldentify Appropriate Level-of-Service Standards. We will review needs analyses and levels-of-service for each
facility type. Activities related to this task include:

=  Apply defined service standards to data on future development to identify the impacts of development on
facility and other capital needs. This will include discussions with staff of existing versus adopted levels-of-
service, as appropriate.

»  Ascertain and evaluate the actual demand factors (measures of impact) that generate the need for each type
of facility to be addressed in the study.
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Meetings:

Deliverables:

= |dentify actual existing service levels for each facility type. This is typically expressed in the number of demand
units served. This will include an analysis of excess capacity.

= Define service standards to be used in the development fee analysis.

Development Fee Service Areas. This subtask will evaluate the need to establish specific “benefit” areas within the
County in order to ensure that a substantial nexus exists between growth-related facilities and the development
being served. TischlerBise routinely utilizes GIS technology to define service areas, project demands for facilities,
and coordinate CIP investment.

Three (3) meetings with County staff to discuss capital facility needs, levels-of-service and geographic service
areas.

Draft Capital Improvement Plan for review.

Task 4: Evaluate Different Allocation Methodologies

Description:

Meetings:

Deliverables:

The purpose of this task is to determine the methodology most appropriate for each development fee component.
It is imperative that the methodology take into account the County’s funding needs as well as land use and other
policy objectives. As noted in our previous section, the three basic methodologies that can be applied in the
calculation of development fees are the plan-based, incremental expansion, and cost-recovery approaches.
Selection of the particular methodology for each component of the development fee category will depend on
which is most beneficial for the County. In a number of cases, we will prepare the development fees for a
particular infrastructure category using several methodologies and will discuss the trade-offs with the County. This
allows us to use a combination of methodologies within one fee category. For instance, a plan-based approach
may be appropriate for a new park land purchases while an incremental expansion approach may be appropriate
for park improvements. By testing all possible methodologies, the County is assured that the maximum
supportable development fee will be developed. Policy discussions will then be held at the staff level regarding
the trade-offs associated with each allocation method prior to proceeding to the next task.

One (1) meeting with County staff to discuss issues related to allocation methodologies and County fiscal and land
use/economic development policy.

Memoranda as appropriate; See Task 8.

Task 5: Determine Need for and Calculate “Credits” to be Applied Against Capital Costs

Description:

A consideration of “credits” is integral to the development of a legally valid development fee methodology. There
is considerable confusion among those who are not immersed in development fee law about the definition of a
credit and why it may be required.

There are two types of “credits” each with specific, distinct characteristics, but both included in the calculation of
development fees. The first is a credit due to possible double payment situations. This could occur when a
property owner will make future contributions toward the capital costs of a public facility covered by a
development fee. The second is a credit toward the payment of a development fee for the required dedication of
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public sites and improvements provided by the developer and for which the development fee is imposed. Both
types of credits will be considered and addressed in the development fee analysis.

Deliverables: Memoranda as appropriate; See Task 8.

Task 6: Conduct Funding and Cash Flow Analysis
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Description: In order to prepare a meaningful Capital Improvement Plan, it is important to not only understand the gross
revenues, but also the capital facility costs and any deficits. In this case some consideration should be given to
anticipated funding sources. This calculation will allow the County to better understand the various revenue
sources possible and the amount that would be needed if the development fees were discounted.

Evaluation of Dedicated Capital Revenue. in this subtask, TischlerBise will prepare short-term (5-year) and long-
term (10-20 year) forecasts of the County’s dedicated infrastructure financing revenue sources. This is likely to
include taxes and development-related fees. The initial cash flow analysis will indicate whether additional funds
might be needed or if the capital improvement plan might need to be changed to have new growth pay its fair
share of new capital facilities. This could also affect the total credits calculated in the previous task. Therefore, it
is likely that a number of iterations will be conducted in order to refine the cash flow analysis reflecting capital
improvement.

Deliverables: Technical Memorandum discussing Cash Flow Analysis.

Task 7: Analysis and Assessment of Potential Infrastructure Finance Revenue Enhancement Options
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Description: TischlerBise will consider the adequacy of funding options to ensure a reasonable match between infrastructure
needs and potential revenues. It is likely that several additional revenue sources will be required. Our funding
evaluation will consider long-term sustainability, trying to anticipate how possible scenarios might influence the
recommended funding options. Equity concerns will be addressed by identifying who is likely to pay
(proportionality). Administrative ease and practicality is always an important consideration when selecting funding
mechanisms. The objective is to produce a “matrix” of financing options, the pros and cons of which can be viewed
according to several factors, including:

Description of Financing Options. TischlerBise will provide a detailed narrative describing each potential
financing option.

Financial Requirements and Limitations of Financing Options. In this subtask our team will evaluate how the
various financing options fit into the County’s overall fiscal structure. This subtask also involves our team
evaluating the revenue alternatives using a variety of fiscal measures in the categories of yield, volatility,
predictability, and equity.

“Appropriateness” and Applicability of Financing Options. Based on our own fiscal impact evaluation and
national/state experience, we will evaluate the revenue alternatives based on non-legal, non-financial factors
such as public acceptance, administrative feasibility, cost of implementation, and technical ease.

Deliverables: Draft and Final Technical Memorandum on Infrastructure Finance Revenue Enhancement Options.
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Task 8: Prepare Draft Development Fee Report

Description:

Meetings:

Deliverables:

TischlerBise will prepare a draft Development Fee Report. The report will summarize the need for development
fees for the appropriate public facility categories and the relevant methodologies employed as well as document
all assumptions and cost factors. The report will include at a minimum the following information:

In addition to an Executive Summary, there will be separate chapters for each infrastructure category that will
include:

» A detailed description of thé methodologies used during the study

= A detailed description of all level-of-service standards and cost factors used and accompanying rationale
» Adetailed schedule of all proposed fees listed by land use type and activity

»  Other information which adequately explains and justifies the resulting recommended fee schedule

= Cash flow analysis

TischlerBise’s Development Fee Report will have flow diagrams clearly indicating the methodology and
approach, a series of tables for each component showing all of the data assumptions and figures, and a narrative
The report will be a stand-alone
document clearly understood by interested parties. Because of the firm’s extensive experience in calculating

explaining all of the data assumptions, sources and the methodologies.

development fees and preparing such reports, we have developed a very succinct written product that leaves a
well-understood paper trail.

Analysis of Peer Communities’ Fee Structure. In this task, TischlerBise will prepare a comparative analysis of peer
communities’ fee structures. The analysis will compare how current and propbsed development fees compare to
peer communities, including noting any differences in fee schedules, methodologies and identifying any fees that
the County does not currently collect that others may.

One (1) meeting with staff to discuss the draft report.

Draft Development Fee Report and Technical Memorandum on Peer Community Fee Structures.

Task 9: Presentations and Meetings

Description:

Meetings:

Deliverables:

TischlerBise will attend/present at three (3) open houses throughout the County, or can attend/present at three
(3) stakeholder meetings with the development community. Another option for the the County would be a
combination of the two. In addition, TischlerBise will attend/present at two Board of Supervisor

meetings/worksessions.

Three (3) open house meetings and two (2) meetings with the Board of Supervisors to draft the Capital
Improvement Plan and Development Fee reports.

Presentation materials as appropriate.
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Task 10: Prepare Final Capital Improvement Plan and Development Fee Report

Description: Following the public presentations and open houses, TischlerBise will make mutually agreed upon changes to the
Capital Improvement Plan and Development Fee Report and issue the final documents.

Deliverables: Final Capital Improvement Plan; Draft and Final Development Fee Report.

Task 11: Five-Year Consulting Arrangement (Optional)

Description:  The County’s RFP includes a requirement to provide a five-year consultant services contract. TischlerBise does
not charge it’s clients for routine on-going support, such as calculating specific development fees for unique land
uses (e.g., go cart track) that aren’t addressed in a typical development fee schedule. However, there may be
occasions where TischlerBise will be asked to review alternative development fee calculations or appeals (e.g.,
Rancho Sierra) and prepare correspondence related to these reviews. Based on our past experiences with the
County regarding techical support, TischlerBise proposes an arrangement which will entitle the County to eight
hours of consulting services annually at no charge for a five year period. Anything above and beyond the eight
hours annually will be billed at an hourly rate of $200, with a not to exceed amount of $3,000 without
permission from Pinal County.

2.3 Responder will describe their timeline and critical path leading to a timely conclusion of the project.

The following project schedule assumes a project award in late July and a start date in the month of August 2014. TischlerBise will
devote the time and resources required to meet this schedule.
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Florence, AZ 85132

Pinal County, Arizona - Development Fee Study

Task Schedule and Deliverables

Task Timeframe Meetings Deliverable/Milestone
Task 1: |Project Initiation/Data Collection August, 2014 1 Data Request Memorandum
Task 2: |Recommend Land US§ As?umptions August - September, 2014 L Land Use Assumptions and Development Projections
and Development Projections Memorandum
Task 3: |Preparation of Capital Improvement
Plan Sept. - December, 2014 3 Draft Capital Improvement Plan
Task 4: |Evaluate Different Allocation
Methodologies January, 2015 1 Memoranda as Appropriate
Task 5: |Determine Need for Credits January, 2015 0 See Task 8
Task 6: |Conduct Funding S d Cash
a onduc n ng >ource andt.as February, 2015 0 Technica Memorandum discussing Cash Flow Analysis
Flow Analysis
Task 7:  |Analysis and Assessment of Potential Draft and Final Technical M g
Infrastructure Finance Revenue Dec. 2014 - February, 2015 0 rattand Final Technical iVlemorandum on .
. Infrastructure Finance Revenue Enhancement Options
Enhancement Options
Task 8. [Prepare Draft Development Fee Draft Development Fee Report, Peer Community Fee
February - March, 2015 1 VEIop port, yre
Report Analaysis
Task 9: |Presentations and Meetings March - July, 2015 5 Presentation Materials as Appropriate
Task 10: [Prepare Final Capital Improvement Aol 2015 0 Final Capital Improvement Plan and Development Fee
Plan and Development Fee Report pril, Report
Task 11: |Five-Year Consulting Arrangement Ongoing TBD Materials as Appropriate
11

*Meeting takes place as part of a previous Task.

Cost

Responder shall complete Response Form 2 Pricing Sheet RFP PC-140149 Methodology Study and Analysis for
Development Services Fees. Any response that does not include this completed Pricing Sheet or includes an incomplete
Pricing Sheet may cause the entire offer to be deemed unacceptable and therefore non-responsive.

Conformance to Terms and Conditions and Scope of Services

Response Form Responses

TischlerBise, Inc. have read, understand, and shall comply with all Terms and Conditions. Responders that accept the
County’s Terms and Conditions shall check YES to clearly indicate their acceptance. Responders who take exception to the
County’s Terms and Conditions shall check NO and clearly indicate their exception(s) and provide Responder’s suggested

language.

v __YES, | acknowledge that | have read and understand all Terms and Conditions and will comply in any resultant

contract.

___NO, [ acknowledge that | have read, understand all Terms and Conditions and will comply in any resultant contract

with the exceptions listed below.
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Exceptions (If checked NO)

Responders that take exception to any Terms and Conditions shall justify their exception as well as proposing any changes
to the County’s language with the Responder’s suggested changes clearly indicated. Additional pages may be added so
long as they are clearly referenced in the spaces provided. Please note that taking exception to any Terms and
Conditions may affect your evaluation score. Both the number of exceptions and the severity of the exceptions can
affect your score and may have you deemed non-responsive for this solicitation.

Cite the specific Term and Condition for which an exception is taken:
Responder’s justification for the exception:

Responder’s suggested changes:

TischlerBise, Inc. have read, understand, and shall comply with the Scope of Services. Responders that accept
the Scope of Services shall check YES to clearly indicate their acceptance. Responders who take exception to any
item in the Scope of Services shall likewise check NO and clearly indicate their exception and provide Responder’s
suggested language.

v__YES, | acknowledge that | have read and understand the Scope of Services and will comply in any
resultant contract.

NO, | acknowledge that | have read, understand the Scope of Services and will comply in any resultant
contract with the exceptions listed below.

Cite the specific item in the Scope of Service for which an exception is taken:

Responder’s justification for the exception:

Responder’s suggested changes:

End of Response Form 1 for RFP PC-140119 Methodology Study and Analysis for Development Services Fees

33



DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEE STUDY
Sandpoint, Idaho

TischlerBise

TischlerBise

4701 Sangamore Road
Suite S240

Bethesda, Maryland 20816
800.424.4318

www.tischlerbise.com

September 2011

TischlerBise



DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEE STUDY
Sandpoint, Idaho

CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PLANS AND DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES
City of Sandpoint, Idaho

CONTENTS
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ..ccuueirienniimmnniinmenssisesnnsssressssenssssssssenssssssssssssesssnsnss Sasrecoe sissauaneass sessesisesaReTYe 1
OVETVIBW ooscssssssesssssssssisssssssisisnsnessssssasssssssssssansssassosss
Unique Requirements of the Idaho Impact Fee Act
Summary of Capital Improvement Plans and Impact FEes ........cccccviiiiiiiimiininniieinicnisninnieineessesseneenns 3
Figure 1. Summary of City of Sandpoint Impact Fee Methodologies............ccccccccuueercuveniunenann. 5
Maximum Allowable Development Impact Fees By Type of Land Use .......c..ccccuriicinnniieiininnnennsisnnens 5

Figure 2. Summary of Maximum Allowable Development Impact Fees by Land Use: Outside
Urban Renewal Areas
Credits and Geographic Area

Figure 3. Summary of Maximum Allowable Development Impact Fees by Land Use: Downtown

UrBan RENEWAI AF@Q..........eueeeeeeieiee ettt ettt ettt sttt neene Z
Figure 4. Summary of Maximum Allowable Development Impact Fees by Land Use: Northern
Urban RENEWAI AT@Q.......ccoueeeeniieeiiieeeie ettt ettt ettt ettt e e e ae e e e e aneaensnnaans 7
INTRODUCTION TO IMPACT FEES ..suuuesissusnssasusiiassaussssassussuseosussssasisssassusassanusnis sesseseissresen AR |
T {14114 o T 9
L Y T e e o e T T T T T T T e e e e 9
L s (T T o e e e eyt
Methodologies and Credits..........cuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiierr e s seer s sse e ssssss s ess s sasesssssssnans
Generic Impact Fee Calculation .........cccuueunee.

Figure 5. Generic Impact Fee Formula

CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS PLANS.......ccc0nuee SR RS R e SRR iiiessCEe RN eR IS 14
Demand for INfrastruCture.... ..ot s a e s sssssnnee
Figure 6. Summary of GrOWth INICALOrS........cccceevveecueeiiiriieiieieerie sttt
Figure 7. Projected Demand OF ServiCe UNILS......:cuvevsovisssvvivsussivsmmisssassssvesssssisssnssssvesvasonsyvesess
Proposed Means to Meet the Demand for Public Facilities........ccccceeeriiiiiiiiiiiniinneneennnnnensccnscenenanenne
Figure 8. Summary of Infrastructure Level of Service Standards
Capital IMProVeMent PIANS. .. suessssssissivsaissnsausssssusossvesssnsssssnsansossssssssssssnscssssnsssnsssssssssasiseisiissssissnsas
Parks:and RECIEAtION .. ovussunssssssvmsssessvssnvisusessnessusonssssnssssssssssnsisssisnss ssssssnsssvosssnsssssass sovsosngeousssonvaissss
Figure 9. Parks and Recreation Capital Improvement Plan ....

Figure: 11. Fire ClIP wccvvivacvssmvsssussminsonsss sassssasssssvaoninsssasassvissssasnis svassvassosons s pismnssvonsssavamsasanann
TranSPOrtAtiONS:; siosimssmsim rumeins s ne s i T Ay S B T TF S TR AR e 8 SaR e B oA RE SR 05 SERA R FORAR § 0

Figure 12. Transportation (Streets) Capital Improvement Plan (Capacity Improvements)........ 23

TischlerBise !

ormic & Manning Consul



DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEE STUDY

Sandpoint, Idaho
FIGUre 13. PAtAWGAYS CIP ......cooueeuiiiiiieiieee ettt et ebe s 24
Funding Sources for Capital IMProvemMents ........ccccccceiriiiieiriiiicnieniinienssissesssessssessessssnsasessssasssssns 24
HISTOTICAl FUNTINE ..ttt ettt e e e eba e e saae e e st e e sabaaeesbeeessseansnaennneaansaeanns 24
Figure 14. General Fund Capital Outlays for Capacity Improvements...............cccccveeuvesrveeeene. 25

Potential Funding from Development IMPact FEES ....c.iiiiiieiiiiiiee ettt eane e

Figure 15. Projected Development Impact Fee Revenue

PARKS AND RECREATION DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES ....cuuiiueiiniienineniancrancaestsscrnsssssssssssssnssssssssssncssnss
Figure 16. Parks Impact Fee Methodology CRGIt ............ccccueeeiveeecuiriiieeiieeieeeee e es e

Parks & Recreation Infrastructure Standards and Cost FACtOrS.......cccccririinienirniinnneiesinsneneeesssnnsssnas
Parks Land and ImMprovements.........cccvveeeeiiireecciieeeesivneeesinnenen

Figure 17. Parks Level of Service Standards and Cost Factors

REGTBALION FACIHIITY ovevesesassssamusssasssunessrunssssassenssssanisvnnnossuotsssnssssansiosssssass sosuutsssonssshsessanssoasnsssnnsssssasns
Figure 18. Indoor Recreation Facility Level of Service Standards and Cost Factors................... 31
Cost for Development Impact Fee Study .......cccevvevneeiiiniiinivenienne
Figure 19. Development Fee Preparation Cost (Parks Portion)
Credit EVAlUATTON «:.seesssavissssssvmsssssssssine s isssassavissssimessasiessssssaissaussgotsiis o pessssisiessesssusaassssmisssassstonas
Parks and Recreation Input Variables and Development Impact FEes ......c.cccceviivriiriisnnissccssnenesaene 32
Figure 20. Parks and Recreation Input Variables and Maximum Allowable Impact Fees by Type
anNd SizeiOf HOUSING WINIL. ........rrecrmesissrmisnnemstinnsnnsinnss sinrsisssessnis ms unnbsomesdnssintonsinnsssans stsssahnsersinisn 33
SOIVICE AT csnsvisiussivsvseininsmasssssiasssie sersuueasiasasasissssasva nssssins sesssimuvassisns oasssErvevinstasRavRvsRRRTRIRS T RS RIToR 33
Cash FIOW Projections. viiss ssisswsissisissaisaeisissssis siissius s ssesasnesis sii e ississamanivs sias e esessunsnsssaness 33
Figure:21. Cash FIow Summary. fOr PAIKS ..cusisusisssisssssssssisins sisssnsssnosinsingsssisonsssssissisoissasummivnsss 34
POLICE DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES.....cccovvunneninnnns T T IT T T O T T O T T, 35
Figure 22. Police Fee Methodology CRAFL ......... v sussssisssussvsmsssmnssmsasvoiissnsnsssns ssas oxnss sssspsessssvas
Cost Allocation for Police Infrastructure . ......csavsssissssessisuivirsssnssusassssinsiaissssicesuavausasiisiasssvnssonses

Figure 23. City of Sandpoint Police Proportionate Share Factors
Figure 24. City of Sandpoint Police Cost Allocation and Levels of Service

Police Infrastructure Standards and Levels of Service.........ccccvviviiriiinneniiiinnnninninnneeeen,
Figure 25. Police Station Level of Service Standard and Cost FACLOrS............cccevveveecveescveesnnnnn
CommUNICATIONS: INFrASEIUCTUEE i:.iniaessianssinivinsosssantinisisssssioiarssssbansssirsssnsassislhsssiosstssrssssasshasssairiatose
Figure 26. Police Communications Infrastructure Level of Service Standards and Cost Factors39
Cost for Development IMPact FEE STUAY ...ooiuiiiiriiiiiciieceeiieieeie ettt st et s e 39
Figure 27. Development Fee Preparation Cost (Police POrtion)...............cceccuveevcemevreuenneneenns 40
Credit EValUation cssiscismsisisisiisiessisiisssmestsissssian sosarsiasssssisissssesesssssnsiinsissisiannssssassessessnsssssiosass 40
Police Input Variables and Development IMPact FEES .....ccccciiiriiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiienceeseessssssssssssnssssesens 40
Figure 28. Police Input Variables and Maximum Allowable Impact Fees by Land Use.............. 42
Y LV P T P e P e e e

CaSh FIOW PrOjECtIONS. ..o ceieeeettteeiiciernntnneeseeeeseeesnnssasaesessesessssssassssesaesesssssssssssssssssssssssssessnnnnas

Figure 29. Cash Flow Summary for Police

FIRE DEVELOPMENT INIPACT FEES ssessssssessussnissesssssivssassissossosvvosssssssasssissssonsessusssansssssnssonsisnsantasunsis 44
Figure 30. Fire Fee Methodology CRAIT ............ccecceveeeeeeeeeeeeiceeeeeeiee e eeaee e e e e e e e sae e eensssaaaens 45

Cost Allocation for Fire INfrastrUCtUre ........ccccciiiiissnsissssnisnsscssisessssansassssssssnsssssasaessssssssasssnsasssssansas 45
Figure 31. City of Sandpoint Fire Proportionate Share FACtOrS............cccccuevveieeiieeseesienreanans 46

TischlerBise

iii




DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEE STUDY

Sandpoint, Idaho
Fire Infrastructure Standards and Levels of SErvice ........cccccccviiiiiiininniniiii, 46
Figure 32. Fire Station Level of Service Standards and Cost FACtoOrs............cccccevvrievieiiiinnnennes 47
Apparatus and Major EQUIPIMENT . i:qussiesssisssesesssssssissssssssssiosee s suressssssassassssssssesasassonsssnssnssss inss 47
Figure 33. Fire Apparatus Level of Service Standards and Cost Factors .............ccccccevuervcniennns 48
Cost for Development IMpPact FEE STUAY .....ocviviiriiniiiieiicii it s sre b sane s
Figure 34. Development Fee Preparation Cost (Fire Portion)
Credit Evaluation .........cccceeeieiiiiiiinnnnniniinscccninnnnneeseeenn.

Fire Input Variables and Development Impact Fees
Figure 35. Fire Input Variables and Maximum Allowable Impact Fees by Land Use.................. 51
Service Area
Cash Flow Projections....
Figtire 36::Cash: FIOW SUMMOEVAOT FIT€:...cs.courosvassssssessmismesmsssssssssssssssssnssnssnssssssssssasssssssanesssusss 52

TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES .ecvurureererececreresssnsesacsssssessssssassssssasasassssasassnsnsns L
INEFOAUCTION ...eveeieiiiieiiieieetreicee e eereanaeeeeesassaseseesesanssssssssssnnssssssssssssnsssnssssnsnssnssssssnnnsans

Functional Classification
Figure 37. Current System Level (Arterials and Collectors) Lane Miles in the City of Sandpoint54
Overview of the City of Sandpoint Transportation Impact Fees 263409
Figure 38. Transportation Impact Fee Methodology Chart .............cccoeceeveueeveniencieeiieciiiesenee. 55
Projected Need for Road Capacity IMpProvements ........cccccccueireiiisnieneissseessssssnnssssssnssssssssssssssssnsenes 56
TEID G ENETrAION csuservassusinseusssnsssnsesonssvisisssssiansraTassHa3 HaE R TR a S SE (5 457 B TR TN RS EF oSSR SO n B SHAVHE TS 56
Figure 39. Adjustment for Journey-to Work COmmuting.............cccueevcueeeeeeesneesiieceiiesineeeneen 57

Figure 40. Commercial/Shopping Center Trip Rates and Pass-By Adjustments......................... 58
Figure 41. Average Weekday Vehicle Trip Ends by Housing Type in City of Sandpoint ............. 59
Figure 42. Average Persons and Trip Ends by Bedroom Range in City of Sandpoint
VENICIE MBS OF TFAVEI ..veiiiiiiciie ittt ettt e et e e aa e e esseeenneeenneens

LANE CAPACIHY ereoressversesissrasssessnennassansessassaassssssssesassnnssssonsnersssssrnmnsssnnsassasenssrssessenmpnssssnnssass sasnssnrs sonnd
Average Trip Length 0n RO SYSTEM.....cc.uiiiiiiiiieiieiie ettt sre et s e e aeeaneas
Trip Length Weighting Factor by Type of Land USe.........coovuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiecieeires e
DEVelOPM Nt PLOTORYDES: e s vesrunrastssumyensasrarses rasotunsenscansereanssantaasseasns sassusnsasmtesmraomniasss svsvasnsasssnsnsand
Figure 43. Road Impact Fee INPUt VaAriGbIES.............cc.ooeueeeiiieiiieiiiieeeieeee e

Travel Demandiin the City of SANAPOINT .cusessssessismssassvssissnssssesssssossssnsssessainsins
Figure 44. Travel Demand Calibration for Road IMpPact FEEs ............cccuevverciencvinireniieeieeieesians
Costof Growth-Related IMProvemMents ... .. cusssssesssssssssssssssssasssssssessuassassssassssssssssnasassansssssassssonss
Figure 45. Cost Per VMT of Capacity Road Improvements ...............cccccevcvevueeuvesceenvenivenvennens
COStTOr IMPACE FRB STUTY: «.:sisusisssusssssesnsssusssnssunsssissssvssesssisnsssssassiuonsassesssniosiseisvssavs esssabaessssindinsoss

Figure 46. Development Fee Preparation Cost (Streets POrtion)..........ccccecceevueeecevesiureesueennne.
Credit EValUAtION «cissusississsssiisassisssssmsines sosssnnssssssssssassssns ssassssoaessssnsassasassssssesisnsianebsnssssssisssseassssnsans
Impact Fee Service Area ..
Transportation Input Variables and Development Impact Fees
Figure 47. Transportation (Streets) Input Variables and Maximum Allowable Impact Fees by

Type:of Land Use:;:OUtSide URAS . swimasnssmmmsmsimissmmoimsv e m s aa s ss e s inied 68
Impact Fees within Sandpoint’s Urban Renewal Areas .........cccceccccirerininrirsincsecsscissseesssssssssssssssasanes 68
CrRAITS! i sums5ms suesssnussiansssveasssnsisansss ansnsssaems sues sives 4o 553 4545 SRR SR TR TRS SUNS HHR ST RINES SHURVIR STATSRR RS E oA RS T o SRRSO A PR ERBRE SRS 68
Figure 48. Urban Renewal Areas Growth Share Calculation ................ccccccceuveevencucnuencencnenncne. 69

TischlerBise



DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEE STUDY
Sandpoint, Idaho

Figure 49. Revenue Credit: Downtown Urban Renewal Area
Figure 50. Revenue Credit: Northern Urban Renewal Area ...

IMPACE FEES IN ThE URAS. ... eiiiiiiiiie ettt et e e be et e et eeetae e sbeesbeesabaeesssaesibaaans
Figure 51. Transportation (Streets) Input Variables and Maximum Allowable Impact Fees by
Type of Land Use: DOWNEOWN URA .........cocuiueiieeiesieeieeeesiesiteete st s s sie e sae st saaeneaseens 72
Figure 52. Transportation (Streets) Input Variables and Maximum Allowable Impact Fees by
Type of Land Use: NOItREInN URA ..........ccoceeiueeiieeieeeiecieesceeaseeeseeeaeeaesseaesessseesseesseessesnssnseseens 72
Cash FIOW ProjeCiONS.....c.uueiiiiceitiiiiennieiisnesssssenesessssnessessnnssssssssnsessssssesssesnssessssnsssssssssasessesnnsasann 73
Figure 53. Cash Flow Summary for Transportation (Streets)............cccccvceeeereeseesiresnesiersannnns 74
TRANSPORTATION: MULTI-USE PATHWAYS .....ccvvuiiiienncnsiennncsnennes saswasREsERRTS SsTERERISA TSRO RRRRORS AR OIRIAFS 75
Figure 54. Multi-use Pathway Fee Methodology CRGIt ..............ccccueeiiuieeieeiiiieiiiieeeiieesieeeiieaens 76
Cost Allocation for Multi-use Pathways INfrastructure ..........cccceueeeeeieeniiiiicnnneeeeeecccccrcnnneressneeseesnes
Figure 55. Proportionate Share CalCUlQtioN............cccveccveiieeeieeeeiieeeieeeeeeee e eeaeeeieeesaeeeieaens
Multi-use Pathways Infrastructure Standards and Levels of Service
Figure 56. City of Sandpoint Multi-use Pathway Inventory and Cost Estimate ......................... 78
Cost for Development IMPact FEE STUAY ....oeiiiiiiiiiiiiiicieecee et ebe s naeeanae s 78
Figure 57. Development Fee Preparation Cost (Pathways POrtion).............cceceeeeveevveesiuvesunns 78
Credit EValUatiON .usussisssessasssssassssssassvsnsssssassasasssssaassssassusns

Pathways Input Variables and Development Impact Fees
Figure 58. Multi-use Pathways Input Variables and Maximum Allowable Impact Fees by Land

Service Area
Cash Flow Projections

Figure 59. Cash Flow SUMMQary for PQtRWAYS..........ciccesemcvisssssnssnisssisssisssnssevassessmasmssonassasions 83
PROPORTIONATE SHARE ANALYSIS ...ccoieermnnnnnecseseennnssnnssssesesnnssssnnes Seesecesnssssssasssssasssesass Sacseseescasscss 84
IMPLEMENTATION AND ADMINISTRATION .ceeturuunnnsieeeernnamnnsesessesnenssssssssesesssssssssssssssassssssssssssssssassnnss 86

Nonresidential Development Cat@OTIES ......c.ccccuriiiiiireiiireeirisscteesseseesaessssssasesssssesssssssssssssnsssssnns 88
APPENDIX: LAND USE ASSUMPTIONS & DEMOGRAPHICS..c.ceeueerennieencerennceesenssncsssessrsssssseesassssanessnne A-1

TischlerBise




I - 4701 SANGAMORE ROAD | SUITE $240 | BETHESDA, MD 20816
ISChIe Ise T: 800.424.4318 | F: 301.320.4860

Fiscal, Economic & Planning Consultants 80 ANNANDALE ROAD | PASADENA, CA 91105-1404

T: 818.790.6170 | F: 818.790.6235

WWW.TISCHLERBISE.COM

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

OVERVIEW

TischlerBise was retained by the City of Sandpoint, Idaho, to analyze potential impact fee funding to
meet the demands for public facilities generated by new development in the City. Capital improvements
due to growth were identified for four types of public capital improvements: (1) Parks and Recreation,
(2) Police, (3) Fire, and (3) Transportation. TischlerBise is also calculating development impact fees for
road improvements in the City’s Area of City Impact (ACl), which will need to be implemented by Bonner
County.

TischlerBise has calculated impact fees for each category of capital improvements. Methodologies and
calculations are presented in this report as supporting documentation for updating the current impact
fees in Sandpoint.

The purpose of this study is to meet the requirements of the Idaho Development Impact Fee Act.
Consistent with this enabling legislation, it is the intent of the City of Sandpoint to:

1. Ensure that adequate public facilities are available to serve new growth and
development; and

2. Promote orderly growth and development by establishing uniform standards by which
the City may require a payment of money imposed as a condition of development
approval to pay for a proportionate share of the cost of system improvements needed
to serve development.

Impact fees are one-time payments used to construct system improvements needed to accommodate
new development. An impact fee represents new growth’s fair share of capital facility needs. By law,
impact fees can only be used for capital improvements, not operating or maintenance costs. Impact fees
are subject to legal standards, which require fulfillment of three key elements: need, benefit and
proportionality.
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e First, to justify a fee for public facilities, it must be demonstrated that new development will
create a need for capital improvements.

e Second, new development must derive a benefit from the payment of the fees (i.e., in the
form of public facilities constructed within a reasonable timeframe).

e Third, the fee paid by a particular type of development should not exceed its proportional
share of the capital cost for system improvements.

TischlerBise documented appropriate demand indicators by type of development for the capital
improvement plans and fees. Specific capital costs have been identified using local data and costs.
This report includes summary tables indicating the specific factors used to derive the impact fees.
These factors are referred to as level of service standards. The geographic area for the CIPs and
implementation of the fees is the City of Sandpoint for all categories.

UNIQUE REQUIREMENTS OF THE IDAHO IMPACT FEE ACT

All requirements of the Idaho Development Impact Fee Act have been met in the supporting
documentation prepared by TischlerBise. There are four requirements of the Idaho Act that are not
common in the impact fee enabling legislation of other states. This overview offers further
clarification of these unique requirements.

First, as specified in 67-8204(2) of the Idaho Act, “development impact fees shall be calculated on the
basis of levels of service for public facilities . . . applicable to existing development as well as new
growth and development.”

Second, Idaho requires a Capital Improvements Plan (CIP) [see 67-8208]. The CIP requirements are
summarized in this report, with detailed documentation provided in the discussion on infrastructure.

Third, the Idaho Act also requires documentation of any existing deficiencies in the types of
infrastructure to be funded by impact fees [see 67-8208(1)(a)]. The intent of this requirement is to
prevent charging new development to cure existing deficiencies. In the context of impact fees for
the City of Sandpoint, the term “deficiencies” means a shortage or inadequacy of current system
improvements when measured against the levels of service to be applied to new development. It
does not mean a shortage or inadequacy when measured against some “hoped for” level of service.

TischlerBise used the current infrastructure cost per service unit (i.e., existing standards), or future
levels of service where appropriate, multiplied by the projected increase in service units over an
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appropriate planning timeframe, to yield the cost of growth-related system improvements. The
relationship between these three variables can be reduced to a mathematical formula, expressed as
A x B =C. In section 67-8204(16), the Idaho Act simply reorganizes this formula, stating the cost per
service unit (i.e., impact fee) may not exceed the cost of growth-related system improvements
divided by the number of projected service units attributable to new development (i.e., A = C + B).
By using existing infrastructure standards to determine the need for growth-related capital
improvements, the City of Sandpoint ensures the same level-of-service standards are applicable to
existing and new development. Using existing infrastructure standards also means there are no
existing deficiencies in the current system that must be corrected from non-impact fee funding.

Fourth, ldaho requires a proportionate share determination [see 67-8207]. Basically local
government must consider various types of applicable credits and/or other revenues that may
reduce the capital costs attributable to new development. The impact fee methodologies and the
cash flow analysis have addressed the need for credits to avoid potential double payment for
growth-related infrastructure.

SUMMARY OF CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PLANS AND IMPACT FEES

The impact fees calculated for the City of Sandpoint represent the highest amount feasible for each
type of applicable land use, or maximum allowable amounts, which represents new growth’s fair
share of the cost for the appropriate capital facilities. The City may adopt fees that are less than the
amounts shown. However, a reduction in impact fee revenue will necessitate an increase in other
revenues, a decrease in planned capital expenditures, and/or a decrease in levels of service.

The Parks and Recreation impact fee is based on the Parks and Recreation capital improvement plan,
which is derived from the City of Sandpoint’s adopted level of service for Park facilities, which is
lower than current levels of service, and the current level of service for City Recreation Facility space.
Components include both land and improvements, and the fee is only calculated for residential
development. Based on infrastructure needs for Park land and improvements, Indoor Recreation
Facility space, and average household size by type of unit in Sandpoint, the maximum allowable Parks
and Recreation impact fee for an average-size single family detached unit is $2,510 and $2,437 for
multifamily/other unit. Also provided is Park impact fees by size of single family unit (by bedroom
count). This allows for a more “progressive” schedule where smaller units with fewer persons per
unit would be assessed a lower fee than larger units with more occupants. (See Figure 2.)

The Police impact fee is based on Police facilities and communications infrastructure serving the City
of Sandpoint. Police impact fees are calculated for both residential and nonresidential development
using proportionate share factors to allocate capital costs to residential or nonresidential land uses.

TischlerBise |

Fiscal, comormic & Planming Co



DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEE STUDY
Sandpoint, Idaho

Police impact fees are based on an incremental approach using current levels of service for police
facility space serving the City. Based on demand and infrastructure standards, the maximum
allowable Police impact fees by type of land use are: $220 per average-size single family detached
unit and $214 per multifamily/other unit. Residential fees are provided by size of single family
housing unit (by bedroom). As noted above, this allows for a more “progressive” schedule where
smaller units with fewer persons per unit would be assessed a lower fee than larger units with more
occupants. (See Figure 2.) For nonresidential land uses, impact fee amounts vary by use and size of
establishment. Examples of maximum allowable amounts are: $0.13 per square foot for retail; $0.04
per square foot for office; and $0.01 per square foot for manufacturing uses. (See Figure 2.)

The Fire impact fee is based on Fire facilities and apparatus/equipment serving the City of Sandpoint.
Fire impact fees are calculated for both residential and nonresidential development using calls for
service proportionate share factors to allocate capital costs to residential or nonresidential land uses.
Fire impact fees are based on an incremental approach using current levels of service for fire facility
space and apparatus serving the City. Based on demand and infrastructure standards, the maximum
allowable Fire impact fees by type of land use are: $567 per average-size single family detached unit
and $550 per multifamily/other unit. Residential fees are provided by size of single family housing
unit (by bedroom). As noted above, this allows for a more “progressive” schedule where smaller
units with fewer persons per unit would be assessed a lower fee than larger units with more
occupants. (See Figure 2.) For nonresidential land uses, impact fee amounts vary by use and size of
establishment. Examples of maximum allowable amounts are: $0.94 per square foot for retail; $0.32
per square foot for office; and $0.11 per square foot for manufacturing uses. (See Figure 2.)

The Transportation impact fee includes two main components (1) Streets and Intersection
Improvements and (2) Multi-purpose Pathways. Both components are calculated for residential and
nonresidential land uses. The City of Sandpoint development impact fee for Streets infrastructure
addresses the need for circulation improvements as identified in the Urban Area Transportation Plan.
Improvements are on arterials and collectors and include widenings, adding lanes, realignments,
intersection improvements, and installation of traffic signals and roundabouts. All improvements will
provide additional capacity and are needed to serve new development. For development outside
Urban Renewal Areas (URA), maximum allowable impact fees by type of land use for the Streets
component are: $3,382 per unit for an average-size single family detached unit and $2,872 per unit
for multifamily/other unit. (Separate fee schedules are provided for each URA to account for
property tax funding; see the end of this chapter.) Residential fees are provided by size of single
family housing unit (by bedroom). As noted above, this allows for a more “progressive” schedule
where smaller units that generate fewer vehicle trips per unit are assessed a lower fee than larger
units with more vehicle trips. For nonresidential land uses, impact fee amounts vary by use and size
of establishment. Examples of maximum allowable amounts are: $7.14 per square foot for retail;
$2.65 per square foot for office; and $0.92 per square foot for manufacturing uses. (See Figure 2.)
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The Multi-use Pathways fee component is derived using an incremental approach and is based on
the current linear miles of multi-use pathways in the City of Sandpoint. The maximum allowable
impact fees by type of land use for Pathways are: $369 per unit for an average-size single family
detached unit and $358 per unit for multifamily/other unit. Residential fees are provided by size of
single family housing unit (by bedroom). For nonresidential land uses, impact fee amounts vary by
use and size of establishment. Examples of maximum allowable amounts are: $0.21 per square foot
for retail; $0.07 per square foot for office; and $0.03 per square foot for manufacturing uses. (See
Figure 2.)

A summary of methodologies used in the analysis is provided below in Figure 1.

Figure 1. Summary of City of Sandpoint Impact Fee Methodologies

Parks and Recreation o  Park land acquisition Incremental Expansion
. nprovements ‘ e

. facility space .
Police e  Police Station Incremental Expansion
Communications Infrastructure
Fire i Incremental Expansion
Transportation Plan-Based
e  Multi-use Pathways Incremental Expansion

MAXIMUM ALLOWABLE DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES BY TYPE OF LAND USE

Figure 2 provides a schedule of the maximum allowable development impact fees by type of land use
for the City of Sandpoint. The fees represent the highest amount allowable for each type of
applicable land use, which represents new growth’s fair share of the cost for capital facilities. The
City may adopt fees that are less than the amounts shown. However, a reduction in impact fee
revenue will necessitate an increase in other revenues, a decrease in planned capital expenditures,
and/or a decrease in levels of service.

The fees for residential development are to be assessed per housing unit with the option of assessing
by size of unit (based on bedroom count) and should be collected when building permits are issued.
For nonresidential development, the fees are assessed per square feet of floor area, and also should
be collected when building permits are issued. Nonresidential development categories are consistent
with the terminology and definitions contained in the reference book, Trip Generation, published by
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the Institute of Transportation Engineers. These definitions can be found in the Implementation and
Administration section at the back of this report.

Figure 2. Summary of Maximum Allowable Development Impact Fees by Land Use: Outside Urban Renewal
Areas

Parks & Transportation: | Transportation: TOTAL "~ Total | Increase
Recreation | Police Fire Streets * Pathways Impact Fee Current Fee (Decrease)
Number of
Residential Bedrooms i Per Housing Unit ~~~~tmamnmmnnmmn
Multifamily/Other  All Sizes $2,437 $214 $550 $2,872 $358] 56,431 $3,668 $2,763
Single Family 0-3 $2,256 $198 $509 $3,138 $332 56,433 $3,882 $2,551
Single Family 4+ $3,378 $297 $763 $4,219 $497 59,154 $3,882 $5,272
Single Family Avg $2,510 $220 5567 53,382 5369 57,048 53,882 53,166
Nonresidential Per Square Foot of Floor Area
820 Commercial / Shpg Ctr Average n/a $0.13 $0.94 $7.14 $0.21 $8.43 $2.34 $6.09
710 Office n/a $0.04 $0.32 $2.65 $0.07 53.08 $0.90 $2.18
151 Mini-Warehouse n/a $0.01 $0.07 $0.60 $0.02 50.70 $0.52 $0.18
150 |Warehousing n/a $0.01 $0.10 $0.85 $0.02 50.99 $0.57 $0.42
140 Manufacturing n/a $0.01 $0.11 $0.92 $0.03 $1.07 $0.58 $0.49
110 Light Industrial n/a $0.03 $0.20 $1.68 $0.05 $1.95 $0.72 $1.23

* See other fee schedules for Urban Renewal Areas

CREDITS AND GEOGRAPHIC AREA

A general requirement common to impact fee methodologies is the evaluation of credits. Two types
of credits should be considered, future revenue credits and site-specific credits. Revenue credits
may be necessary to avoid potential double payment situations arising from a one-time impact fee
plus the payment of other revenues (e.g., property taxes) that may also fund growth-related capital
improvements. Because new development may provide front-end funding of infrastructure, there is
a potential for double payment of capital costs due to future payments on debt for public facilities.
No credits for existing or future principal and interest payments are necessary for the City of
Sandpoint fees because there is no outstanding debt for the infrastructure categories in the fee
program.

Credits are calculated and included for Transportation fees to account for tax increment financing in
the City’s Urban Renewal Areas. Also considered is a credit to account for General Fund contributions
for appropriate capital improvements. This reduction is included to account for the extent to which
new development may have already contributed to the cost of existing facilities where appropriate.
This is shown throughout as: “Reduction for Prior General Fund Contribution.”

The second type of credit is a site-specific credit for system improvements that have been included
in the impact fee calculations. Policies and procedures related to site-specific credits for system
improvements should be addressed in the ordinance that establishes the development fees.
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However, the general concept is that developers may be eligible for site-specific credits only if they
provide system improvements that have been included in the impact fee calculations. Project
improvements normally required as part of the development approval process are not eligible for
credits against impact fees.

Due to the credits mentioned above, reduced fee schedules are provided below that integrate the
credit necessary to account for property tax funding of future road projects. All other fees stay the
same except the Transportation (Streets) fee.

Figure 3. Summary of Maximum Allowable Development Impact Fees by Land Use: Downtown Urban Renewal
Area

Parks & Transportation: | Transportation: TOTAL
Recreation | Police Fire Streets * Pathways Impact Fee
Number of

Residential Bedrooms Per Housing Unit ~7>romnmssnvmmss

1Mu|tifami|y/0ther All Sizes $2,437 $214 $550 $2,435 $358| 55,994 $3,668 $2,326

Single Family 0-3 $2,256 $198 $509 $2,661! $332 55,956 $3,882 $2,074

Single Family 4+ $3,378 $297 $763 $3,577" $497 58,512 $3,882 $4,630

Single Family Avg 52,510 $220 5567 52,867 5369 56,533 53,882 52,651
Nonresidential Caoem Per Square Foot of Floor Areq " rmomnmee
820 Commercial / Shpg Ctr Average n/a $0.13 $0.94 $6.05 $0.21 57.34 $2.34 $5.00
710 Office n/a $0.04 $0.32 $2.25 $0.07, $2.68 $0.90 $1.78
151 | Mini-Warehouse n/a $0.01 $0.07 $0.51 $0.02 50.61 $0.52 $0.09
150 Warehousing n/a $0.01 $0.10 $0.72 $0.02 50.86 $0.57 $0.29
140 Manufacturing n/a $0.01 $0.11 $0.78 $0.03 50.93 $0.58 $0.35
110 LightIndustrial n/a $0.03 $0.20 $1.42 $0.05 51.69 $0.72 $0.97

*Reduced due to credit in Urban Renewal Areas

Figure 4. Summary of Maximum Allowable Development Impact Fees by Land Use: Northern Urban Renewal
Area

Parks & I lTranspoltation: ITransportation: TOTAL
Recreation | Police Fire Streets * Pathways Impact Fee
Number of

Residential Bedrooms Per Ho g

|Multifamily/Other Al Sizes $2,437 $214 $550 $2,488 $358 36,047 $3,668  $2,379

ngle Family 0-3 $2,256 $198 $509 $2,718 $332 56,013 $3,882 $2,131

i1 ngle Family 4+ $3,378 $297 3753” $3,654 $497 58,589 $3,882 $4,707

\Single Family Avg $2,510 s220 5567 52,929 5369 56,595 53,882 $2,713
Nonresidential e Per Square Foot of Floor Area ™~
820 Commercial / Shpg Ctr Average n/a $0.13 $0.94 $6.18 $0.21 $7.47 $2.34 $5.13
710 Office n/a $0.04 $0.32 $2.30' $0.07] $2.73 $0.90 $1.83
151  Mini-Warehouse n/a $0.01 $0.07 $0.52 $0.02 50.62 $0.52 $0.10
150 Warehousing n/a $0.01 $0.10 $0.74 $0.02 50.88 $0.57 $0.31
140 | Manufacturing n/a $0.01 $0.11 $0.79 $0.03 $0.94 $0.58 $0.36
110 LightIndustrial n/a $0.03 $0.20 $1.45 $0.05 $51.72 $0.72 $1.00

*Reduced due to credit in Urban Renewal Areas
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Please note, calculations throughout this report are based on an analysis conducted using Excel
software. Results are discussed in the memo using one-and two-digit places (in most cases). Figures
are typically either truncated or rounded. In some instances, the analysis itself uses figures carried to
their ultimate decimal places; therefore the sums and products generated in the analysis may not
equal the sum or product if the reader replicates the calculation with the factors shown in the report
(due to the rounding of figures shown, not in the analysis).
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INTRODUCTION TO IMPACT FEES

DEFINITION

Development impact fees, also known as impact fees or development fees, are one-time payments
used to fund capital improvements necessitated by new growth. Development impact fees have
been utilized by local governments in various forms for at least fifty years. Impact fees do have
limitations, and should not be regarded as the total solution for infrastructure financing needs.
Rather, they should be considered one component of a comprehensive portfolio to ensure adequate
provision of public facilities with the goal of maintaining current levels of service in a community.
Any community considering development impact fees should note the following limitations:

= Development impact fees can only be used to finance capital infrastructure and cannot be
used to finance ongoing operations and/or maintenance and rehabilitation costs;

= Development impact fees cannot be deposited in the local government’s General Fund. The
funds must be accounted for separately in individual accounts and earmarked for the capital
expenses for which they were collected; and

= Development impact fees cannot be used to correct existing infrastructure deficiencies
unless there is a funding plan in place to correct the deficiency for all current residents and
businesses in the community.

LEGAL FRAMEWORK

U.S. Constitution. Like all land use regulations, development exactions—including development
impact fees—are subject to the Fifth Amendment prohibition on taking of private property for public
use without just compensation. Both state and federal courts have recognized the imposition of
impact fees on development as a legitimate form of land use regulation, provided the fees meet
standards intended to protect against regulatory takings. To comply with the Fifth Amendment,
development regulations must be shown to substantially advance a legitimate governmental
interest. In the case of impact fees, that interest is in the protection of public health, safety, and
welfare by ensuring that development is not detrimental to the quality of essential public services.

There is little federal case law specifically dealing with impact fees, although other rulings on other
types of exactions (e.g., land dedication requirements) are relevant. In one of the most important
exaction cases, the U. S. Supreme Court found that a government agency imposing exactions on
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development must demonstrate an “essential nexus” between the exaction and the interest being
protected. (See Nollan v. California Coastal Commission, 1987.) In a more recent case (Dolan v. City of
Tigard, OR, 1994), the Court ruled that an exaction also must be “roughly proportional” to the
burden created by development. However, the Dolan decision appeared to set a higher standard of
review for mandatory dedications of land than for monetary exactions such as development impact
fees.

REQUIRED FINDINGS

There are three reasonable relationship requirements for development impact fees that are closely
related to “rational nexus” or “reasonable relationship” requirements enunciated by a number of
state courts. Although the term “dual rational nexus” is often used to characterize the standard by
which courts evaluate the validity of development impact fees under the U.S. Constitution, we prefer
a more rigorous formulation that recognizes three elements: “impact or need,” “benefit,” and
“proportionality.” The dual rational nexus test explicitly addresses only the first two, although
proportionality is reasonably implied, and was specifically mentioned by the U.S. Supreme Court in
the Dolan case. The reasonable relationship language of the statute is considered less strict than the
rational nexus standard used by many courts. Individual elements of the nexus standard are
discussed further in the following paragraphs.

Demonstrating an Impact. All new development in a community creates additional demands on
some, or all, public facilities provided by local government. If the supply of facilities is not increased
to satisfy that additional demand, the quality or availability of public services for the entire
community will deteriorate. Impact/development impact fees may be used to recover the cost of
development-related facilities, but only to the extent that the need for facilities is a consequence of
development that is subject to the fees. The Nollan decision reinforced the principle that
development exactions may be used only to mitigate conditions created by the developments upon
which they are imposed. That principle clearly applies to impact fees. In this study, the impact of
development on improvement needs is analyzed in terms of quantifiable relationships between
various types of development and the demand for specific facilities, based on applicable level-of-
service standards.

Demonstrating a Benefit. A sufficient benefit relationship requires that facility fee revenues be
segregated from other funds and expended only on the facilities for which the fees were charged.
Fees must be expended in a timely manner and the facilities funded by the fees must serve the
development paying the fees. However, nothing in the U.S. Constitution or the State enabling Act
requires that facilities funded with fee revenues be available exclusively to development paying the
fees. In other words, existing development may benefit from these improvements as well.

TischlerBise .
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Procedures for the earmarking and expenditure of fee revenues are typically mandated by the State
enabling act, as are procedures to ensure that the fees are expended expeditiously or refunded. All
of these requirements are intended to ensure that developments benefit from the fees they are
required to pay. Thus, an adequate showing of benefit must address procedural as well as
substantive issues.

Demonstrating Proportionality. The requirement that exactions be proportional to the impacts of
development was clearly stated by the U.S. Supreme Court in the Dolan case (although the relevance
of that decision to impact fees has been debated) and is logically necessary to establish a proper
nexus. Proportionality is established through the procedures used to identify development-related
facility costs, and in the methods used to calculate impact fees for various types of facilities and
categories of development. The demand for facilities is measured in terms of relevant and
measurable attributes of development. For example, the need for school improvements is measured
by the number of public school-age children generated by development.

METHODOLOGIES AND CREDITS

Any one of several legitimate methods may be used to calculate development impact fees. The
choice of a particular method depends primarily on the service characteristics and planning
requirements for the facility type being addressed. Each method has advantages and disadvantages
in a particular situation, and to some extent can be interchangeable, because each allocates facility
costs in proportion to the needs created by development.

Reduced to its simplest terms, the process of calculating development impact fees involves two main
steps: (1) determining the cost of development-related capital improvements and (2) allocating those
costs equitably to various types of development. In practice, though, the calculation of impact fees
can become quite complicated because of the many variables involved in defining the relationship
between development and the need for facilities. The following paragraphs discuss three basic
methods for calculating development impact fees and how those methods can be applied.

Plan-Based Fee Calculation. The plan-based method allocates costs for a specified set of
improvements to a specified amount of development. The improvements are identified by a facility
plan and development is identified by a land use plan. In this method, the total cost of relevant
facilities is divided by total demand to calculate a cost per unit of demand. Then, the cost per unit of
demand is multiplied by the amount of demand per unit of development (e.g., housing units or
square feet of building area) in each category to arrive at a cost per specific unit of development
(e.g., single family detached unit).
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Cost Recovery or Buy-In Fee Calculation. The rationale for the cost recovery approach is that new
development is paying for its share of the useful life and remaining capacity of facilities already built
or land already purchased from which new growth will benefit. This methodology is often used for
systems that were oversized such as sewer and water facilities.

Incremental Expansion Fee Calculation. The incremental expansion method documents the current
level of service (LOS) for each type of public facility in both quantitative and qualitative measures,
based on an existing service standard (such as square feet per student). This approach ensures that
there are no existing infrastructure deficiencies or surplus capacity in infrastructure. New
development is only paying its proportionate share for growth-related infrastructure. The level of
service standards are determined in a manner similar to the current replacement cost approach used
by property insurance companies. However, in contrast to insurance practices, the fee revenues
would not be for renewal and/or replacement of existing facilities. Rather, revenue will be used to
expand or provide additional facilities, as needed, to accommodate new development. An
incremental expansion cost method is best suited for public facilities that will be expanded in regular
increments, with LOS standards based on current conditions in the community.

Credits. Regardless of the methodology, a consideration of “credits” is integral to the development of
a legally valid impact fee methodology. There are two types of “credits” each with specific, distinct
characteristics, but both of which should be addressed in the development of development impact
fees. The first is a credit due to possible double payment situations. This could occur when
contributions are made by the property owner toward the capital costs of the public facility covered
by the impact fee. This type of credit is integrated into the impact fee calculation. The second is a
credit toward the payment of a fee for dedication of public sites or improvements provided by the
developer and for which the facility fee is imposed. This type of credit is addressed in the
administration and implementation of a facility fee program.

GENERIC IMPACT FEE CALCULATION

In contrast to development exactions, which are typically referred to as project-level improvements,
impact fees fund growth-related infrastructure that will benefit multiple development projects, or
the entire jurisdiction (often referred to as “system-level” improvements). The basic steps in a
generic impact fee formula are illustrated in Figure 5. The first step (see the left box) is to determine
an appropriate demand indicator, or service unit, for the particular type of infrastructure. The
demand/service indicator measures the number of demand or service units for each unit of
development. For example, an appropriate indicator of the demand for parks is population growth
and the increase in population can be estimated from the average number of persons per occupied

TischlerBise 8
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housing unit. The second step in the generic impact fee formula is shown in the middle box below.
Infrastructure units per demand unit are typically called Level-Of-Service (LOS) standards. In keeping
with the park example, a common LOS standard is park acreage per thousand people. The third step
in the generic impact fee formula, as illustrated in the right box, is the cost of various infrastructure
units. To complete the park example, this part of the formula would establish the cost per acre for
land acquisition and/or development.

Figure 5. Generic Impact Fee Formula

Demand Infrastructure Dollars

Units Units pEr

er e

P X per X Infrastructure

Development Demand Unit

Unit Unit

| | | |

n | |

n | |

v

Level of Service
{e.g., acres per
1,000 persons}

Persons per

housing unit




DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEE STUDY
Sandpoint, Idaho

CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS PLANS

The Idaho Development Impact Fee Act requires Capital Improvements Plans (CIP) that identifies
infrastructure demands by new development activity and proposes public facilities to meet those
demands. The growth-related capital improvements discussed below are based on the infrastructure
standards and cost factors documented in the impact fee section of this report. As part of its annual
budget process, the City of Sandpoint will provide more detailed data on specific projects consistent
with this planning-level CIP, which is required by Idaho Code 67-8208.

DEMAND FOR INFRASTRUCTURE

TischlerBise calculated the demand for facilities using local infrastructure levels of service standards
or capital improvement plans from the City of Sandpoint. Growth indicators for the development fee
study are summarized in Figure 6. Residential growth is projected at 1.5 percent annual growth, and
nonresidential growth (employment) is projected at a 1.45 percent growth in employment over the
projection period. These projections were used to estimate potential revenue generated from the
development fees and calculate future levels of service as required by Idaho Impact Fee law. Further
detail on growth projections is provided in the Appendix to this report.

TischlerBise ’



DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEE STUDY

Sandpoint, Idaho

Figure 6. Summary of Growth Indicators
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TischlerBise identified appropriate demand indicators or “service units,” as defined by the Idaho
Development Impact Fee Act. Projected service units over the next ten years are listed in Figure 7.
For Parks infrastructure, service units are persons; for Police and Fire, service units are persons for
residential development and nonresidential vehicle trips for nonresidential development; and for
Transportation Streets improvements, service units are vehicle miles of travel for both residential
and nonresidential development, and for Multi-use Pathways, service units are persons for
residential development and nonresidential vehicle trips for nonresidential development. The
Transportation chapter provides vehicle miles of travel (VMT) calculations/conversions and the

Appendix

provides greater detail on all service unit assumptions.

TischlerBise
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Figure 7. Projected Demand or Service Units

Five-Year Increments =4 Cumulative | Avg. Ann.
Base Yr ZaTns 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 g2 Ay i 20 | Increase | Increase
Year=> 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 20 2031 |2011-2031 011-2031
SUMMARY OF DEMAND PROJECTIONS (City Limits)
TOTAL POPULATION 8,737 8,868 9,001 9,136 9,273 9,412 9,553 9,697 9,842 9,990 10,140 10,292 10,446 10,603 10,762 10,923 11,767 3,030 152
TOTAL HOUSING UNITS 4,034 4,094 4,155 4,218 4,281 4,345 4,410 4,477 4,544 4,612 4,681 4,751 4,823 4,895 4968 5,043 5,433 1,399 70
TOTAL JOBS 6,016 6,103 6,192 6,282 6,373 6,465 6,559 6,654 6,751 6,848 6,948 7,048 7,151 7,254 7,359 7,466 8,023 2,007 100
TOTAL POPULATION AND JOBS 14,753 14971 15,193 15418 15646 15877 16,112 16,351 16,593 16,838 17,087 17,340 17,597 17,857 18121 18,390 19,791 5,038 252
Jobs to Population Ratio 0.69 0.69 0.69 0.69 0.69 0.69 0.69 0.69 0.69 0.69 0.69 0.68 0.68 0.68 0.68 0.68 0.68
RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT
Population 8,737 8,868 9,001 9,136 9,273 9,412 9,553 9,697 9,842 9,990 10,140 10,292 10,446 10,603 10,762 10,923 11,767 3,030 152
Housing Units Unit Mix
Single Family Detached 66% 2,655 2,695 2,735 2,776 2,818 2,860 2,903 2947 2991 3036 3,081 3127 3174 3222 3270 3319 3576| 921 46
Multifamily 34% 1379 1399 1,420 1,442 1,463 1,485 1,507 1,530 1,553 1576 1,600 1624 1,648 1673 1698 1,723 1,857 478 24
TOTAL 4,034 4,094 4,155 4,218 4,281 4,345 4,410 4,477 4544 4,612 4,681 4,751 4,823 4,895 4968 5,043 5,433 1,399 70
NONRESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT
Nonres Floor Area (1,000 SF) % of ttl
Commercial (1,000 SF) 16% 863 876 889 902 915 928 941 955 969 983 997 1,012 1,026 1,041 1,056 1,072 1,152 288 14
Office/Instit (1,000 SF) 43% 2,348 2,382 2,417 2,452 2,487 2,523 2,560 2,597 2,635 2,673 2,712 2,751 2,791 2,831 2872 2,914 3,131 783 39
Industrial/Flex (1,000 SF) 41% 2,259 2,292 2,325 2,359 2,393 2,427 2463 2,498 2,535 2,571 2,609 2,646 2,685 2,724 2,763 2,803 3,013 754 38
TOTAL 5470 5,550 5,630 5,712 5,795 5,879 5,964 6,050 6,138 6,227 6,317 6,409 6,502 6,596 6,692 6,789 7,296 1,825 91
Employment By Type
Commercial/Retail 21% 1,275 1,293 1312 1,331 1,350 1,370 1,390 1,410 1,430 1,451 1,472 1,493 1,515 1537 1,559 1,582 1,700 425 21
Office/Institutional 58% 3,467 3,517 3568 3620 3672 3725 3779 3834 33890 3946 4,003 4061 4,120 4,180 4,241 4,302 4623 1,157 58
Industrial/Flex 21% 1,275 1,293 1312 1331 1350 1,370 1,390 1410 1430 1451 1472 1493 1515 1537 1559 1,582 1,700 425 21
TOTAL 6,016 6,103 6,192 6,282 6,373 6,465 6,559 6,654 6,751 6,848 6,948 7,048 7,151 7,254 7,359 7,466 8,023 2,007 100
VEHICLE TRIPS
Residential Trips Trip Rates  Adj. %
Single Family Detached 730 59% 11,435 11,607 11,781 11958 12,137 12319 12,504 12,691 12,882 13,075 13271 13470 13,672 13,877 14,085 14,297 15,402 3,966 198
Multifamily 6.20 59% 5,043 5118 5,195 5273 5,352 5432 5514 5,597 5,681 5,766 5,852 5940 6,029 6,120 6,211 6,305 6,792 1,749 87
TOTAL Residential Trips 16,478 16,725 16,976 17,231 17,489 17,751 18,018 18,288 18562 18,841 19,123 19,410 19,701 19,997 20,297 20,601 22,193 5,715 286
Nonresidential Trips
Commercial (1,000 SF) 4294 38% 14,089 14,293 14,500 14,711 14924 15,140 15360 15583 15809 16,038 16,270 16,506 16,746 16,988 17,235 17,485 18,790 4,701 235
Office/Instit (1,000 SF) 11.01 50% 12,926 13,113 13,304 13,496 13,692 13,891 14,092 14,296 14504 14,714 14927 15,144 15363 15,586 15812 16,041 17,239 4313 216
Industrial /Flex (1,000 SF)  3.82 50% 4314 4377 4440 4505 4570 4636 4704 4772 4841 4911 4982 5055 5128 5202 5278 5,354 5,754 1,440 72
TOTAL Nonresidential Trips 31,329 31,784 32,244 32,712 33,186 33,667 34,156 34651 35,153 35663 36,180 36,705 37,237 37,777 38,325 38,880 41,782| 10,453 523
GRAND TOTAL Trips 47,807 48509 49,220 49,943 50,675 51419 52173 52939 53716 54504 55_303 56,115 56,938 57,774 5-3 621 59,482 63976] 48,241 2,412
Five-Year Increments =
ANNUAL INCREASES (City Limits) 10-11 11-12  12-13 13-14 14-15 15-16 16-17 17-18 18-19 19-20 20-21 21-22  22-23 23-24  24-25 25-26 30-31
Population 131 133 135 137 139 141 143 145 148 150 152 154 157 159 161 174 152
Housing Units 61 61 62 63 64 65 66 67 68 69 70 71 72 73 75 80, 70
Jobs 87 88 90 91 92 94 95 96 98 99 101 102 104 105 107 115 100
Nonres Floor Area (1,000 SF) 79 80 82 83 84 85 86 88 89 90 92 93 94 96 97 104 91
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PROPOSED MEANS TO MEET THE DEMAND FOR PUBLIC FACILITIES

The demand for public facilities is a function of the projected demand/service units shown above and
the infrastructure standards described in this report. For each type of capital improvement
addressed in this report, a relationship is established between infrastructure units and
demand/service units. Documentation of specific system improvements is contained in the
discussion in the text of this report. For example, the City of Sandpoint currently has an adopted level
of service of 8 acres of Parks per 1,000 persons (further discussion is in the Parks chapter). The cost
of various infrastructure items have been summarized as cost factors per service unit.
Documentation on specific system improvements is contained in the discussion of each type of
infrastructure.

The State of Idaho requires impact fees to be calculated using levels of service “applicable to existing
development as well as new growth and development.” [See Idaho Statutes 67-8204(2).] Figure 8
provides detail on levels of service (or level of usage) and cost factors for each infrastructure
category. Further detail for each category is provided in the respective chapter.

Figure 8. Summary of Infrastructure Level of Service Standards

Type of Public LEVELS OF SERVICE Infrastructure Per Service Unit
Facility Infrastructure Service Cost Factor Cost Factor
PARKS and RECREATION Current Adopted* Unit Unit Current Adopted*
Developed Parks iy 8.0|Acres of Parks per 1,000 persons $133,973 per acre per person
Undeveloped Parks o 0.0]Acres of Parks per 1,000 persons $30,000 per acre per person
Public Recreation Facilities na|Sq. Ft. of Indoor Rec Fac. per person $98 per sq. ft. na|per person
POLICE
Police Station 0.48 na|sq. ft. of Police Station space per person $145 persq. ft. $70 na|per person
Police Station 0.04 na|sq. ft. of Police Station space per nonres. vehicle trip $145 per sq. ft. $5 na|per nonres. trip
Communications Infrastructure See ==> $914,226 total cost (resid) $21 na|per person
Communications Infrastructure See ==> $254,436 total cost (nonresid) $2 na|per nonres. trip
FIRE
Fire Station 0.64 na|sq. ft. of Fire Station space per person $134 persq. ft. $86 na|per person
Fire Station 0.14 na|sq. ft. of Fire Station space per nonres. vehicle trip $134 persq. ft. $19 na|per nonres. trip
Fire Apparatus/Major Equipment 0.38 na |units of Fire Apparatus per 1,000 persons $434,167 avg per unit $166 na|per person
Fire Apparatus/Major Equipment 0.09 naunits of Fire Apparatus per 1,000 nonres vehicletrip | $434,167 avg per unit $37 na|per nonres. trip
TRANSPORTATION
Streets/Intersection Improvements | See ==> $4,304,243 growth-related costs $95 na|per vehicle mile of travel
Multi-use Pathways l.Oll na|lin. mi. of Pathways per 1,000 persons $160,000 per lin. mi. $162 na|per person
Multi-use Pathways 0.08 nallin. mi. of Pathways per 1,000 nonres vehicle trip $160,000 per lin. mi. $13 na|per nonres. trip

* Used in the Parks impact fee calculations.

TischlerBise o
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CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PLANS

The following section provides a summary of the Capital Improvement Plans depicting growth-
related capital demands and costs on which the fees are based. Each infrastructure category is
discussed in turn.

Parks and Recreation

The City’s Park system includes a total of 93.2 acres of developed and undeveloped parks. This results
in a current level of service of 10.7 acres per 1,000 persons (9.6 acres of developed parks per 1,000
persons and 1.1 acres of undeveloped acres per 1,000 persons). Based on discussion and direction
from the City, the impact fees herein are calculated based on the City’s adopted level of service of 8
acres per 1,000 persons (lower than what is provided currently). The City plans to continue to
maintain this adopted level of service. An incremental approach is used to derive the impact fee to
ensure this level of service is maintained to serve new development.

In addition to Parks, the City has an Indoor Recreation facility, which is used to establish a current
level of service that the City plans to maintain in the future. The use of existing standards means
there are no existing infrastructure deficiencies. New development is only paying its proportionate
share for growth-related infrastructure.

A summary of the Parks and Recreation CIP is included below in Figure 9. As shown, the following
additional infrastructure is needed to maintain adopted levels of service over the next five years: 5.4
acres of developed parks; and 417 square feet of indoor recreation center space. Total projected
Parks and Recreation capital improvement costs in current dollars are $759,902.

TischlerBise °
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Figure 9. Parks and Recreation Capital Improvement Plan

Base Yr

Year => | 2011

DEMAND PROJECTIONS (cumulative)
Population 8,737 8,868 9,001 9,136 9,273 9,412
Single Family Housing Units 2,655 2,695 2,735 2,776 2,818 2,860
Multifamily Housing Units

CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT NEEDS DUE TO GROWTH

PARKS & RECREATION

Park Facilities: Acres Needed to Serve Growth

1 2 3 4 5 5-Year
Adopted LOS 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 Total
Developed Parkland (Acres Needed) [ Acres per Person] 0.008 |
Annual Acres [ 1.0] 1.1] 1.1] 1.1] 1.1
Cumulative Acres 10 2.1 32 43 54
Cost/Acre
Land Costs: Developed Parkland Acq ion Cost| $30,000 $31,453 $31,925 $32,404 $32,890 $33,383] $162,056
Improvement Costs: Developed Park Imp Cost| $103,073 $108,066) $109,687| $111,332 $113,002| $114,697] $556,785|
TOTAL ANNUAL COSTS $139,519 5141,612 $143,736 5145892 $148,081| $718,841
TOTAL CUMULATIVE COSTS $139,519 $281,131 $424,868 $570,760 5718841

Recreation Facilities

CURRENT LEVELS OF SERVICE o § i 2 3 4 S 5-Year

2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 Total

Recreation Facility (SF Needed) [ Sq. Ft. perPersonl 0.62 I
Annual Square Feet [ 81.0[ 82.2] 83.4] 84.7] 86.0)
Cumulative Square Feet 81.0 163.2 246.6 331.3 417.3
Cost/5q. Ft.
Recreation Facility Costs I Rec Ctr Cos(sl $98 l [ S7,970I $8,089I $8,210| 58,334I $8,459| $41,061
TOTAL ANNUAL COSTS $7,970 $8,089 $8,210 58,334 $8459|  $41,061
TOTAL CUMULATIVE COSTS $7,970 $16,059 524,269 $32,603 541,061

PARKS AND RECREATION TOTAL

GRAND TOTAL ANNUAL COSTS $147,489 $149,701 $151,947 $154,226 $156,539| $759,902

GRAND TOTAL CUMULATIVE COSTS $147,489  $297,190  $449,137  $603,363 _ $759,902

Police

The Sandpoint Police Department has two components impacted by growth: Police facility space and
Communications Infrastructure. The City currently has a Police Station with 5,394 square feet. The
current facility is at capacity per the City Police Department. To maintain current levels of service,
new development in the City will require additional capacity to accommodate increased Police
demand. The Police Department has indicated a need for additional space for evidence and records
storage.

The City of Sandpoint Police Department is developing a mobile data computer system with the
required wireless infrastructure throughout the City to allow for effective service by officers in the
field. The City has developed the backbone of the system and is currently building out the remainder
of the system.
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The Police CIP is shown in Figure 10. Service units for residential development are persons and
nonresidential vehicle trips for nonresidential development. The CIP depicts annual capital needs
required by new development. The costs shown ($78,097 over 5 years) are those that are
attributable to new development.

Figure 10. Police CIP

Base Yr 3 2 3 4 5
Year => 2011 2012 1

DEMAND PROJECTIONS (cumulative)

Population 8,737 8,868 9,001 9,136 9,273 9,412
Nonresidential Vehicle Trips 31,329 31,784 32,244 32,712 33,186 33,667
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT NEEDS DUE TO GROWTH
POLICE
Police Station 1 2 3 4 5 .
Police Station: Growth-Related Needs . 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 | Totals
SF Per Person| 0.48 63 64 65 66 67 326
SF Per Nonres Trip| 0.04 17 17 18 18 18} 88
Annual Square Footage Needed Due to Growth 80 82 83 84 85 414
Cost/SF
Annual Police Station Costs Police Station Costs l 5145 I 511,6471 511,820 | 511,996 | $12,175 I $12,356 $59,995

Communications Infrastructure
“
Communications Infrastructure: Growth-Related Needs

Costs Per Person | $21.13 $2,769 $2,811 $2,853 $2,896 $2,939 $14,ZGSJ

Costs Per Nonres Trip| $1.64 $745 $756 $767 $778 $789 $3,835

Annual Communications Infrastructure Costs Needed Due to Growth $3,514 $3,567 53,620 $3,674 53,728 $18,102
GRAND TOTAL POLICE (;QSTS (Annual Due to Growth) $15,161 $15,387 $15,616 $15,849 $16,085I $78,097I

Fire

The Sandpoint Fire Department has two components impacted by growth: Fire Station Space and
Apparatus/Major Equipment. The City currently has a Fire Station with 4,656 square feet and an
Apparatus Bay with 5,454 square feet. To maintain current levels of service, new development in the
City will require additional station and apparatus storage capacity to accommodate increased Fire
demand for services.

Future growth in the City will also require an expansion of the department’s fleet and
communications infrastructure to serve new development to maintain current levels of service. An
incremental expansion approach is used to determine current levels of service and the costs to serve
growth to maintain this level of service.

20
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The Fire CIP is shown in Figure 11. Service units for residential development are persons and
nonresidential vehicle trips for nonresidential development. The CIP depicts annual capital needs
required by new development. The costs shown ($301,622 over 5 years) are those that are
attributable to new development.

Figure 11. Fire CIP

Base Yr 2 2 3 Tl 5 5-¥r Net
Year => | 2011 2012 C

DEMAND PROJECTIONS (cumulative)

Population 8;737 8,868 9,001 9,136 9,273 9,412
Nonresidential Vehicle Trips 31,329 31,784 32,244 32,712 33,186 33,667
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT NEEDS DUE TO GROWTH
Eire
Fire Station 1 2 3 4 5 5-Year
Fire Station: Growth-Related Needs 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 Totals
SF Per Person 0.64 84 86 87 88 89 434
SF Per Nonres Trip 0.14 65 66 67 68 69 335
Annual Square Footage Needed Due to Growth 149 152 154 156 158) 769
Cost/SF
Annual Fire Station Costs Fire Station Costs ] $134 | I $20,071I $20,368| $20,669[ $20,974I $21,284 $103,366|

Fire Apparatus & Major Equipment
Fire Apparatus/Equipmer‘\t: Growth-Related Needs

Unit Per 1,000 Persons 0.38 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.26

Unit Per 1,000 Nonres Trips 0.09 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.04 0.20}

Annual Units Needed Due to Growth 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.09] 0.46/

Costs Per Person| $165.62 $21,705]  $22,031] $22,361] $22,697] $23,037] $111,832

Costs Per Nonres Trip 5$36.96 $16,791 $17,034 $17,281 $17,532 $17,786 $86,423|

Annual Communications Infrastructure Costs Needed Due to Growth $38,496 $39,065 $39,643 $40,229 $40,823| $198,255
GRANEIQTAI. Fire COSTS (Annual Due to Growth) $58,"567 $59,433 $§0,31]1 $61,203 $62,108] $301,622l

Transportation
Streets and Intersection Improvements

The City has identified a subset of road improvements from the City of Sandpoint’s portion of the
“Urban Area Transportation Plan (UATP)” needed due to growth, anticipated to be built within the
next 10 years, and funded either in part or wholly through local means. The Plan includes
identification of other funding sources along with City funding, a portion of which is growth-related.
Of the total cost, the City anticipates its share to be $13.8 million, with the remaining funding coming
from other sources. This growth-related Streets CIP is included below in Figure 9. The City has been
collecting and spending Street impact fees and currently has approximately $177,909 in the
Circulation (Transportation) impact fee account. This fund balance is subtracted from the City’s total
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cost to reflect new growth’s remaining share of the street improvement program. Further detail is
provided in the Transportation chapter.

22
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Figure 12. Transportation (Streets) Capital Improvement Plan (Capacity Improvements)
ary ary TOTAL CITY OTHER TOTAL PROJ. ary
Plan City COosT CosT cosT cosT COST COSTS
Timing  Proj. # Project Classification Description (Urb. Ren.)* Growth %**  Growth $
Years 1-5 | S-052 |Schweitzer Cutoff Rd Minor Arterial Upgrade Widen to arterial 3-B2 from N Boyer Ave to Sand Creek Bridge $243,200 $243,200 | $2,956,800 $3,200,000 19% 544,992
Years 1-5 |[S-1103 |Schweitzer Cutoff Rd @ Boyer Ave Minor Arterial Intersection Add 1-lane roundabout included above
Years 1-5 |S-1012|Pine Street@ Division Ave Minor Arterial Intersection Add traffic signal and left tumn bays to EB and WB approaches $400,000 $400,000 $400,000 83% $332,686
Years 6-10 | S-012 |Downtown Two-Way Operation (Downtown URA) |Principal Arterial Upgrade Convert Church, Cedar, Pine and 1st Streets to two-way operations $7,250,000 $7,250,000 $7,250,000 16%| $1,142,075
Years 6-10 | 5-045 |US-2 Extension (Curve Project) (Downtown URA) Principal Arterial New Construction Extend US-2 as Arterial 5 from Boyer ave to Cedar St $500,000 $500,000 | $5,000,000 $5,500,000 16% $78,764
Years 6-10 | S-050 |Baldy Mountain Rd (Northern URA) Minor Arterial Upgrade Widen to Arterial 3-B2-LD frin Boyer Ave to western City limit $3,200,000 $3,200,000 $3,200,000 39%| $1,256,000
Years 6-10 | S-065 |Woodland Drive Major Collector Reconstruction Expand to Collector 3 from Great Northern Rd to Boyer Ave $690,000 $690,000 $690,000 95% $654,733
Years 6-10 | S-026 |Larch street Major Collector Reconstruction Boyer avenue to Division Avenue $789,000 $789,000 $789,000 45% 356,177
Years 6-10 | 5-036 |Ontario Ave Major Collector New Construction Ontario at US-2; realign Ontario to perpendicular with US-2@Ridley Vi $432,500 $432,500 $432,500 93% $402,225
Years 6-10 |S-1024 |Cedar St @ Boyer Ave intersection Install roundabout with Boyer Ave @ Main Street $300,000 $300,000 $300,000 72% 214,500
TOTALS TOTALS (Years 1-10)[  $2,854,700 | $10,950,000 | $13,804,700 [ $7,956,800 $21,761,500 32%| $4,482,152
TOTAL Cost (City Growth Share)  $4,482,152
City of Sandpoint Circulation Impact Fee Fund Balance $177,909
Net Growth-Related Streets Cost (City Share)  $4,304,243
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Multi-use Pathway Improvements

The City of Sandpoint has a system of Multi-use Pathways that are used for alternative modes of
transportation. The City intends to build new miles of Pathways to maintain the current level of
service by implementing a Multi-use Pathway impact fee to be implemented on residential and
nonresidential development. Current levels of service are based on the current number of linear
miles of multi-use pathways in the City of Sandpoint (11.31 miles). The Pathways CIP is shown below.

Figure 13. Pathways CIP

Base Yr 1 2 3 4 5 5-Yr Net
Year => . 2011 2012 . 2013 . 2014 - 2015 2016 Increase
DEMAND PROJECTIONS (cumulative)
Population 8,737 . 8,868 9,001 9,136 9,273 9,412 675
Nonresidential Vehicle Trips 31,329 31,784 32,244 32,712 33,186 33,667 2,338
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT NEEDS DUE TO GROWTH
MULTI-USE PATHWAYS
Multi-use Pathways 1 2 e 5-Year
Multi-use Pathways: Growth-Related Needs 2012 2013 2014 015 2016 Totals
Lin. Mi. per 1,000 Persons | 1.01 | ( 0.13] 0.13] 0.14] 0.14] 0.14 0.68
[ Lin. Mile Per 1,000 Nonres Trips | _0.08 | [ 0.04] 0.04] 0.04] 0.04] 0.04] 0.18)
Annual Linear Miles Needed Due to Growth 0.17 0.17 0.17 0.18 0.18] 0.87]
Cumulative Linear Miles Needed Due to Growth 0.17 0.34 0.51 0.69 0.87
Cost/Lin. Ft.
Annual Pathways Costs Multi-use Pathway Costs [5160,000 I I $26,9SZI $27,353I 527,761[ $28,l74| $28,594 $138,834
CUMULATIVE COSTS 526,952 554,305 $82,066 $110,240 5138,834

FUNDING SOURCES FOR CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS

In determining the proportionate share of capital costs attributable to new development, the Idaho
Development Fee Act states that local governments must consider historical, available, and
alternative sources of funding for system improvements. This section provides a historical
perspective on capital outlays for infrastructure included in the development fee analysis.

Historical Funding

Figure 14 shows capital outlay for capacity improvements from the City’s General Fund for the
previous three fiscal years. As shown, the only expenditures for capacity improvements from the
General Fund over the past three fiscal years has been for street and intersection improvements and
police (for the mobile data project). Per the Idaho Code, the development fees include a credit to
account for these prior General Fund contributions for capacity improvements. This reduction is

TischlerBise *
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included to account for the extent to which new development may have already contributed to the
cost of existing facilities. Impact fee funding will provide a dedicated source of revenue for necessary
future capital expenditures to serve new growth.

Figure 14. General Fund Capital Outlays for Capacity Improvements

Fiscal Year => 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10
Total General Fund Expenditures [ $7,231,033]  $6,240,792 | $6,174,961 |
Reduction for Capital

General Fund Expenditures for Capital Improvements Improvements Funding

Circulation $0 S0 $116,032 0.6%

Parks S0 $0 $0 0.0%

Police $48,720 $3,966 $33,085 : 0.4%

Fire $0 $0 $0 0.0%

Total 548,720 53,966 $149,117

Source: City of Sandpoint

Potential Funding from Development Impact Fees

Potential development impact fee revenues are summarized in Figure 15, assuming implementation
of the fees at the maximum allowable level as indicated in this report. Because each type of impact
fee must be accounted for separately, TischlerBise has provided cash flow summaries in the impact
fee study for each type of public facility. Over the next five years, development fees are projected to
generate approximately $2.8 million based on the land use assumptions detailed in the Appendix to
fund growth-related capital improvements if implemented at the maximum allowable level. Average
annual development fee revenue is projected to be approximately $554,000 per year.

Figure 15. Projected Development Impact Fee Revenue

5-Year 5-Year
1 2 3 4 5 Average Cumulative
(Current S in thousands) 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 Annual Total
REVENUES
Subtotal Parks Fees $150 $153 $155 $157 $160 S$155 S775
Subtotal Police Fees $17 $17 $17 $18 $18 S17 S86
Subtotal Fire Fees $60 $61 $62 $63 $64 562 S$310
Subtotal Transportation (Streets) Fees $371 $377 $382 $388 $393 $382 $1,911
Subtotal Transportation (Pathways) Fees $28 $28 $29 $29 $30 529 S144
TOTAL FEE REVENUE $626 $636 $645 $655 $664 $554 $2,772
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The level of funding from development fees is a function of planned capital improvements, fee
methodology, projected service units, timing, and applicable credits. Each of these factors is
discussed in detail in the body of this report.

26
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PARKS AND RECREATION DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES

The Parks and Recreation impact fee is based on the cost per service unit method specified in Idaho
Code 67-8204(16), also referred to as the incremental method elsewhere in this report. Parks and
recreation capital improvements are allocated 100 percent to residential development. Per the Idaho
Act, a service unit is a person. Facilities included in the fee calculation are:

e Park land acquisition and improvements
e Recreation facility space

For Park land and improvements, the fees are based on adopted levels of service, which is lower than
the City’s current level of service. For the Recreation facility component, levels of service are based
on current levels of service. The fee includes costs for land acquisition and improvements for both
components of the fee. The Idaho Act restricts capital improvement to those with a useful life of at
least ten years, therefore parks and recreation vehicles and equipment are excluded.

Figure 16 diagrams the general methodology used to calculate the Parks Impact Fee. It is intended to
read like an outline, with lower levels providing a more detailed breakdown of the impact fee
components. The park impact fee is derived from the product of persons per housing unit (by type of
unit) multiplied by the net capital cost per person. The boxes in the next level down indicate detail
on the components included in the fee.
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Figure 16. Parks Impact Fee Methodology Chart .
PARKS DEVELOPMENT .
IMPACT FEE .
Residential
Development .
Eefains per Hogaine Unichy Multiplied By Net Capital .
Type of Uinit.and Number of Cost per Person (City Share)
Bedrooms
Parks Land -
Cost per Person
Plus Parks Improvement .
Cost per Person .
Plus Indoor Recreation
Facilities Cost per Person -
Minus Reduction for General .
Fund Contribution and/or -
Debt Service Costs
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PARKS & RECREATION INFRASTRUCTURE STANDARDS AND COST FACTORS
Parks Land and Improvements

Park impact fees are based on an inventory of existing citywide Parks and current values of park
improvements in the City of Sandpoint’s park system. As required by Idaho Code 67-8204(2), levels of
service are applicable to existing development as well as new growth and development. The use of
existing or lower adopted standards means there are no existing infrastructure deficiencies. New
development is only paying its proportionate share for growth-related infrastructure. Costs and
acreages have been provided by City staff. For the City of Sandpoint’s fees, levels of service are based
on the adopted level of service for parks. The adopted level of service is lower than the City’s current
level of service (8 acres of developed park land per 1,000 compared to 10.7 acres per 1,000 persons).

As shown in Figure 17, the City has a total of 93.2 total acres of park land with 83.6 acres of
developed acres and 9.6 acres of undeveloped parks in its system. This equates to a current level of
service of 9.6 acres per 1,000 persons of developed parks and 1.1 acres per 1,000 persons of
undeveloped acres. The City also has an adopted level of service as part of the City of Sandpoint
Parks Master Plan set at 8 acres per 1,000 persons. Based on direction from the City, the impact fees
take a conservative approach and are based on the adopted (lower) level of service. This level of
service is used to determine future needs and costs for park development, which results in a lower
level of infrastructure improvements needed thus accounting for excess capacity in the system and
ensuring that new growth pays its pro rata share.

Further, it is assumed that future undeveloped park land is likely to come from means other than
purchase such as developer contribution. Using the lower adopted level accounts for this likelihood.

Land and improvement costs reflect current replacement values. Amenity costs are from the City of
Sandpoint and TischlerBise (and confirmed by City staff). Land costs are from recent purchases of
property by the City of Sandpoint as well as an analysis by TischlerBise of County Assessor data for
vacant and agricultural parcels of 5 to 20 acres in the City of Sandpoint. The total current value of
land is approximately $2.8 million based on an estimated current purchase price of $30,000 per acre
citywide. The inventory of improvements represents an investment with a current cost of
approximately $8.6 million.

For the impact fee calculation, per person costs are as follows: adopted level of service is
approximately $1,065 per person. Further detail is provided at the bottom of the following figure.
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Figure 17. Parks Level of Service Standards and Cost Factors
Park Current Developed  Undeveloped Baseball Football Multiuse Basketball Boating/ Buildings Restrooms  Miscellaneous & Playground TOTAL Value
City Classification Acreage Acreage Acreage Softball Soccer Fields Tennis Fishing Infras* (dev acres) Equipment  Improvements
Fields Fields lleyball #of cts ___ #
1 City Beach Community Park 22.10 221 6.00 2.00| $250,000 | $175,000 22.10 1.00| $1,960,000
2 3RD Avenue Pier Neighborhood Park 0.26 03 0.26. $13,000
3 Hickory Street Park Neighborhood Park 2.29 23 $11,500 2.29 $126,000
4 lakeview Park Neighborhood Park 12.00 12.0 1.00| $172,000 $60,000 12.00 1.00 $892,000
5 Cedars Park Neighborhood Park 2.56 26 0.00 $0
6 Main Street Right of Way Neighborhood Park 5.00 5.0 0.00 S0
7 Centennial Park Special Use Area 7.3 73 2.00 $6,200 7.26 $619,200
8 Farmin Park Special Use Area 0.3 03 0.28 $14,000
9 Great Northern Park Special Use Area 72 72 2.00 $18,750 7.19 $628,250
10 Jeff Jones Town Square Special Use Area 0.3 03 $160,000 0.30 $175,000
11 Old 9th Grade Center Field Special Use Area 1.5 15 1.00 1.54 $107,000
12 Outdoor Shooting Range Special Use Area 6.0 6.0 $40,000 6.00 $340,000
13 Pine Street Park Special Use Area 1.9 19 1.00 193 $126,500
14 Travers Park |Special Use Area 17.8 17.8 4.00 1.00 4.00 $72,800 $93,000 17.80 1.00] $1,970,800
15 War Memorial Field '_S_gecial Use Area 4.6 4.6 1.00 1.00 $1,162,148 4.64 $1,644,148
16 Humbird Mill Park Trailhead 2.0 20 0.00 $0
Total Units 83.6 9.6 93.2
5.00 6.00 2.00 10.00 3.00 $1,714,648  $506,750 83.59 3.00
Current Value per Acre $30,000 $30,000 Unit Price $125,000 $125,000 $30,000 $60,000 $10,000 $50,000 $50,000
Subtotal Values $2,507,700 $286,800 Value (Units x Price) $625,000 $750,000 $60,000 $600,000 $30,000 $1,714,648 $506,750 $4,179,500 $150,000
TOTAL VALUES Land $2‘794,500 Improvements $8,615,898
* Miscellaneous site improvements includes such items as parking, rads, picnic tables, benches, drinking
fountains, signage and landscaping. Infrastructure includes such items as irrigation, electricity, water, Cost per Developed Acre $103,073
lighting, drainage and earthwork. Sports fields calculate irrigation cost into field cost.
Populationin 2011 8,737
Current Adopted
Developed Acres of Park Land Per 1,000 Residents H 8.0
Undeveloped Acres of Park Land Per 1,000 Residents | 1.1] 0.0|
Cost per Person
Developed Land Cost per Acrel $30,000 ] $30,000 ] [4V];;13' 04 e} 30 ADOPTED LOS
Undeveloped Land Cost per Acrel $30,000 ] $30,000 City Share City Share City Share
% $ $
Developed Park Land Cost Per Person]| $287.02 | $240.00 [ 100 $287.02 | $240.00
Undeveloped Park Land Cost Per Person| $32.82 | $0.00 $32.82 | $0.00
Average Improvement Cost Per Acre $103,073 $103,073
Developed Parks: Improvements Cost Per Person $986.13 $82458 [ 1 $986.13 | $824.58
Undeveloped Parks: Improvements Cost Per Person $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 l $0.00
TOTAL Cost Per Person (land + imps) $1,305.97 $1,064.58 $1,305.97 $1,064.58
Source: City of Sandpoint
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Recreation Facility

The recreation facility component of the Park and Recreation impact fee is based on the current and
planned square footage and replacement value of the indoor recreational facility serving the City. As
noted previously, Idaho Code 67-8204(2) requires that levels of service be applicable to existing
development as well as new growth and development. The use of existing standards means there are
neither existing infrastructure deficiencies nor surplus capacity in infrastructure. New development
is only paying its proportionate share for growth-related infrastructure.

As shown in Figure 18, indoor recreational facility square footage in the City of Sandpoint totals

5,400. The current level of service is .62 square feet per person. The total value of the facility
including land is estimated at $531,355, which results in a cost per capita of $60.81.

Figure 18. Indoor Recreation Facility Level of Service Standards and Cost Factors

Current Replacement Land
Facility Square Footage Cost/SF* Value Cost
Community Hall I 5,400] $93 | $31,355]  $531,355 |
TOTAL 5,400 $98 $531,355
Populationin 2011 8,737
Square Foot Per Capita 0.62
Cost per Capita $60.81

* Cost estimate for Class D, Average, Community Recreation Center; Marshall & Swift Valuation Service

Cost for Development Impact Fee Study

Included in the fee is the cost for preparation of the Parks and Recreation portion of the
development impact fees as allowed by the Idaho Act. This is calculated based on the projected
growth in Sandpoint population over the next five years, which represents the maximum period of
time when the CIP and fees should be updated to reflect changes in development and levels of
service. The cost per person of $21.63 is derived by dividing the consultant cost by the projected
increase in population over five years. See Figure 19.
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Figure 19. Development Fee Preparation Cost (Parks Portion)

Residential
Proportionate Share 100.0%
Parks Consultant Fee | $14,610 $14,610
Increase in Population 5years 675
Cost per Person $21.63

CREDIT EVALUATION

The City does not have any outstanding debt for parks or recreation that will be retired through
property taxes. In addition, the City plans to fund parks and recreation capacity improvements
serving growth with impact fees and other non-General Fund sources. Included in the fee calculation
is an examination of past funding for parks capacity improvements that were paid out of the General
Fund. Based on an analysis from the past three years, we found that 0 percent of the General Fund is
spent on parks and recreation capacity improvements. Therefore, no reduction to the gross capital
cost is included.

PARKS AND RECREATION INPUT VARIABLES AND DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES

Infrastructure standards used to calculate park impact fees are shown in the top portion of Figure 20.
For park impact fees, a “service unit” is a person. As specified in 67-8208(e), the variables shown in
the table below are used to convert service units to development units.

Figure 20 summarizes service units, conversion factors, and cost factors per service unit for Parks
development impact fees for the City of Sandpoint as detailed above. As indicated elsewhere, the
impact fees are based on the City’s adopted level of service for park land and improvements, which is
reflected in the figure. The total capital cost per person is the sum of the individual cost factors at the
top of the figure.

The Parks impact fee is the product of persons per housing unit multiplied by the total net capital
cost per person. Fees are presented by size of single family housing unit based on household size by
number of bedrooms (see Demographic analysis section of report for further detail). Each household
size is multiplied by the net capital cost per person to derive the impact fee per unit. Also shown is a
comparison with the City’s current fees.

An example of the calculation for an average size single family detached unit is: the net capital cost
per person ($1,147.02) multiplied by the persons per housing unit for that size unit (2.19) to arrive at

TischlerBise .
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the development impact fee per average single family unit of $2,510. This reflects a $451.53 increase
from the existing fee.

Figure 20. Parks and Recreation Input Variables and Maximum Allowable Impact Fees by Type and Size of
Housing Unit

Parks and Recreation Level Of Service and Infrastructure Costs per Person Per Person*

Developed Parks: Land Cost Per Person $240.00
Undeveloped Parks: Land Cost Per Person $0.00
Developed Parks: Improvements Cost Per Person $824.58
Undeveloped Parks: Improvements Cost Per Person $0.00
Recreation Facility Cost $60.81
Consultant Cost $21.63
GROSS COST PER PERSON $1,147.02
General Fund Reduction 0% S0
Debt Service Credit S0
INET caPITAL cOST $1,147.02 |

* Adopted level of service

Parks and Recreation Impact Fee Schedule

Residential Impact Fee per Housing Unit
Number of Persons per ; Increase
: . Current Fee
Unit Type Bedrooms Housing Unit (Decrease)
Multifamily/Other All Sizes 2:12 $2,058.47 $378.53
Single Family 0-3 1.97 | $2,058.47 $197.53
Single Family 4+ 2.95 RS S $2,058.47 $1,319.53
Single Family 43 e e e AV S = 219 $2,510.00 | $2,058.47  $451.53
SERVICE AREA

The development fees calculated are for the infrastructure needed by the City of Sandpoint.
Therefore, the service area is the City of Sandpoint. Fees should be collected from development in
Sandpoint and spent on parks and recreation improvements to serve this growth.

CASH FLow PROJECTIONS

This section summarizes the potential cash flow to the City of Sandpoint, if the Parks development
fee is implemented at the maximum allowable amounts. The cash flow projections are based on the
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assumptions detailed in this study and provide an indication of the impact fee revenue and capital

expenditures necessary to meet the demand for new parks and recreation facilities brought about by
new development. To the extent the rate of development either accelerates or slows down, there
will be a corresponding change in impact fee revenue and capital costs. The development projections
on which the cash flow summary is based can be found in the Appendix to this report.

Figure 21 provides a summary of the projected five-year cash flow from the Parks and Recreation
impact fee and associated capital costs. Impact fees are projected to generate an average of
$155,000 per year if the fee is implemented at the maximum allowable level, for a five-year total of
almost $775,000. Costs shown are incremental costs to serve new development. Projected fee
revenue is anticipated to cover 100 percent of the total estimated parks capital costs.

Figure 21. Cash Flow Summary for Parks

5-Year 5-Year
1 2 3 4 5 Average Cumulative
(Current S in thousands) 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 Annual Total
REVENUES
PARKS
1 Parks Fee-SFD $100 $101 $103 $105 $106 $103 $515
2 Parks Fee - Multifamily/Other Res $50 $51 $52 $53 $53 $52 $260
Subtotal Parks Fees $150 $153 $155 $157 $160 5155 S775
O
PARKS
Park Land $31 $32 $32 $33 $33 $32 $162
Park Improvements $108 $110 $111 $113 $115 $111 $557
Recreation Facilities $8 $8 $8 $8 $8 S8 $41
Consultant Cost $3 $3 $3 $3 $3 $3 $15
Subtotal Parks Costs $150 $153 $155 $157 $160 5155 S775
NET CAPITAL FACILITIES CASH FLOW - PARKS Current S in thousands
Annual Surplus (or Deficit) N N S0 S0 S0 S0
Cumulative Surplus (or Deficit) S0 S0 S0 S0 S0 S0
34
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POLICE DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES

The Police development impact fee includes two components: Police Station and Communications
Infrastructure. An incremental expansion approach is used for both components. Per the Idaho Act,
capital improvements are limited to those improvements that have useful lives of ten or more years,
therefore Police cars and other vehicles cannot be included.

Costs are allocated to both residential and nonresidential development using different demand
indicators for each type of development. Residential development impact fees are calculated on a
per capita basis and then converted to an appropriate amount for each type of housing based on
household size. For nonresidential development, TischlerBise recommends using nonresidential
vehicle trips as the best demand indicator for Police facilities. Trip generation rates are highest for
commercial developments, such as shopping centers, and lowest for industrial/warehouse
development. Office/institutional trip rates fall between the other two categories. This ranking of trip
rates is consistent with the relative demand for Police services from nonresidential development.

Figure 22 diagrams the general methodology used to calculate the Police impact fee. It is intended to
read like an outline, with lower levels providing a more detailed breakdown of the impact fee
components. The residential portion of the Police fee is derived from the product of persons per
housing unit (by type of unit) multiplied by the net capital cost per person. The nonresidential
portion is derived from the product of nonresidential vehicle trips per 1,000 square feet of
nonresidential space multiplied by the net capital cost per trip. The boxes in the next level down
indicate detail on the components included in the fee.
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Figure 22. Police Fee Methodology Chart
POLICE DEVELOPMENT
IMPACT FEE
Residential Nonresidential
Development Development
Nonresidential Vehicle
Persons per Housing Unit Trips per 1,000 Square
by Type and Size of Unit Feet by Type of
Development
Multiplied by Net Capital Maltiplied by NeF Cap{tal
Cabimerborns =l CoOst per Nonresidential
P Vehicle Trip
Cost per Person for Police Cost per Trip for Police
Stations Stations
Plus Cost per Person for Plus Cost per Trip for
Communications Communications
Infrastructure infrastructure
Minus Reduction for Minus Reduction for
and/or Debt and/or Debt
36
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COST ALLOCATION FOR POLICE INFRASTRUCTURE

Proportionate share factors are used to allocate demand for facilities to residential and
nonresidential development. To allocate costs, the City of Sandpoint Police Department provided
calls for service data by Police District in an effort to determine whether calls for service were to
residential or nonresidential development. However, because each geographic Police District has a
mix of land uses and the Police Department does not currently track addresses for each call for
service, TischlerBise recommends using a proportionate share allocation based on a functional
population approach. Figure 23 indicates that 78 percent of demand is from residential development
and 22 percent from nonresidential.

Figure 23. City of Sandpoint Police Proportionate Share Factors

Demand Person  Proportionate

Residential Demand Units in 2009 Hours/Day  Hours Share
Estimated Residents 8,615 '@
Residents Not Working 4,525 24 108,612
Workers Living in City 4,090 %
City Residents Working in City 1,772 16 28,352
City Residents Working outside of City 2,318 16 37,088

Residential Subtotal 174,052 78%

Nonresidential
Jobs Located in City 6,055 '1
City Residents Working in City 1,772 8 14,176
Non-Resident Workers 4,283 8 34,264

Nonresidential Subtotal 48,440 22%

TOTAL 222,492 100%

Source: US Census, OnTheMap Application and LEHD Origin-Destination Employment Statistics

The allocation to residential and nonresidential development can then be applied to calls for service
(CFS) data to derive CFS per capita and CFS per nonresidential trip. See Figure 24.
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Figure 24. City of Sandpoint Police Cost Allocation and Levels of Service

2010

Total Calls for Service* 6,083
Estimated
Proportionate Calls for Service CFS per

Share Service (CFS) Units Service Unit
Residential 78% 4,759 8,737 Population 0.54
Nonresidential 22% 1,324 31,329 Nonres Vehicle Trips 0.04

* Calendar year calls for service and felonies
Source: City of Sandpoint Police Department

POLICE INFRASTRUCTURE STANDARDS AND LEVELS OF SERVICE

The section below summarizes the methodologies and levels of service on which the development
impact fees are based.

The City currently has a Police Station with 5,394 square feet. The current facility is at capacity per
the City Police Department. To maintain current levels of service, new development in the City will
require additional capacity to accommodate increased Police demand. The Police Department has
indicated a need for additional space for evidence and records storage. Figure 25 details the City’s
current level of service and costs for Police station space.

Figure 25. Police Station Level of Service Standard and Cost Factors

Total
Facility Square Feet S/SF* Cost*
Police Station 5,394 $145 $782,130
Total 5,394 $145 $782,130
Proportionate 2011 Cost per
Share Demand Units Demand Unit
Residential 78% 8,737 Population $70.02
Nonresidential 22% 31,329 Nonres Vehicle Trips $5.43
SF per Person 0.48
SF per Nonres Trip 0.04

* Marshall & Swift Valuation Service (Class D, Good)
Source: City of Sandpoint
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Communications Infrastructure

Level of service standards and cost factors for Police Communications Infrastructure are shown in
Figure 26. The City of Sandpoint Police Department is developing a wireless communications
infrastructure system throughout the City, which includes voice (land mobile radio “LMR”), data, and
capabilities to allow for effective interoperable communications by officers in the field responding to
requests for service. The City has developed a portion of the backbone of the system and is currently
building out the remainder of the system. The Police Department estimates that the cost of building
out the complete wireless communications system (data and LMR) at $800,000 to $900,000. The
current value of the system (including LMR infrastructure and data) is estimated at almost $240,000,
reflecting recent expenditures from FY 2007-08 to FY 2011-12 as well as prior investments. The
current value of the system is used to derive the current level of service, which is $21.13 per person
and $1.64 per nonresidential vehicle trip. New growth will pay its pro rata share of the planned costs
according to the current levels of service as documented below. Figure 26 shows the costs and levels
of service for residential and nonresidential development.

Figure 26. Police Communications Infrastructure Level of Service Standards and Cost Factor

Current Value of

Facility System
Wireless Network Communications Infra. (includes data & voice (land mobile radio (LMR)‘ $239,538
-
Proportionate 2012 Cost per
Share Demand Units Demand Unit
Residential 78% 8,868 Population $21.13
Nonresidential 22% 31,784 Nonres Vehicle Trips $1.64

Source: City of Sandpoint

Cost for Development Impact Fee Study

Included in the fee is the cost for preparation of the Police portion of the development impact fees as
allowed by the Idaho Act. This is calculated based on the projected growth in Sandpoint population
and nonresidential development over the next five years, which represents the maximum period of
time when the CIP should be updated to reflect changes in development and levels of service. The
cost per person of $10.15 and the cost per nonresidential trip of $0.81 is derived by multiplying the
consultant cost for preparing the development impact fees by the respective proportionate share
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then dividing by either the projected increase in population or increase in nonresidential trips over
three years. See Figure 27.

Figure 27. Development Fee Preparation Cost (Police Portion)

Residential Nonresidential
Service Unit Person Vehicle Trip
Proportionate Share 78% 22%
Public Safety Consultant Fee | $8,766 $6,858 $1,908
Increase in Service Units Syears | 675 2,338
Cost per Service Unit $10.15 $0.81

CREDIT EVALUATION

The City does not have any current outstanding debt for Police capital improvements that will be
retired through property taxes. Included in the fee calculation is an examination of past funding for
police capacity improvements that were paid out of the General Fund as required by Idaho impact
few law. Based on an analysis from the past three years, we found that 0.4 percent of the General
Fund has been spent on police capacity improvements. Therefore, a credit is included.

POLICE INPUT VARIABLES AND DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES

For Police infrastructure, a “service unit” for residential development is a person and for
nonresidential development, it is a vehicle trip. As specified in 67-8208(e), the variables shown in the
table below are used to convert service units to development units.

Level of service standards for the Police development impact fees are shown in Figure 28.
Development impact fees are based on persons per housing unit by type and size for the residential
fee and vehicle trip ends per 1,000 square feet for nonresidential development. Average weekday
vehicle trip ends are from the reference book, Trip Generation (Seventh Edition, 2008), published by
the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE). A vehicle trip end represents a vehicle either entering
or exiting a development (as if a traffic counter were placed across a driveway). To calculate impact
fees, trip generation rates are adjusted to avoid double counting each trip at both the origin and
destination points—thereby allocating the trip to the appropriate land use.

The basic trip adjustment factor is 50 percent for all nonresidential development except commercial.
For commercial/shopping center development, the trip adjustment factor is less than 50 percent
because retail uses attract vehicles as they pass by on arterial and collector roads. For example, when
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someone stops at a convenience store on the way home from work, the convenience store is not the
primary destination. For an average size shopping center, the ITE manual indicates that on average
25 percent of the vehicles that enter are passing by on their way to some other primary destination.
The remaining 75 percent of attraction trips have the shopping center as their primary destination.
Because attraction trips are half of all trips, the trip adjustment factor is 75 percent multiplied by 50
percent, or approximately 38 percent of the trip ends. (See the Appendix for further discussion.)

Figure 28 summarizes service units, conversion factors, and cost factors per service unit for the Police
development impact fees as detailed above.

Maximum allowable Police development impact fees by land use type are also shown below in Figure
28. Residential fees are per housing unit and nonresidential fees are per gross square foot of floor
area. The fees are calculated by multiplying the service units per land use type by the net capital cost
per service unit.

An example of the calculation for an average size single family detached unit is: the net capital cost
per person ($100.86) multiplied by the persons per housing unit for that size unit (2.19) to arrive at
the development impact fee per average single family unit of $220. This reflects a $62.92 decrease
from the existing fee. For nonresidential land uses, the trip rate for the respective type of use is
multiplied by the trip adjustment factor and then multiplied by the impact fee per trip. For example,
the impact fee for a shopping center is calculated as follows: 42.94 x 38% x $7.85 to yield an impact
fee amount of $.13 per square foot.
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Figure 28. Police Input Variables and Maximum Allowable Impact Fees by Land Use

Residential
Per Person
Police Facilities Capital Cost $70.02
Communications Infrastructure $21.13
Consultant Cost $10.15
GROSS CAPITAL COST $101.30
General Fund Reduction 0.4% (50.44)
Debt Service Credit $0.00
|NET capiTAL cosT $100.86 |
Residential Impact Fees per Housing Unit Impact Fee per Housing Unit
Number of Persons pe:: Farrars Fow Increase
Unit Type Bedrooms Housing Unit By (Decrease)
Multifamily/Other All Sizes 942 ~ $214.00 | $282.92 ($68.92)
Single Family 0-3 1.97 ~ $198.00 $282.92 ($84.92)
Single Family 4+ 2.95 ~ $297.00 | $282.92 $14.08
Single Family Avg 2.19 5$220.00 $282.92 (562.92)
Nonresidential
Per Nonres Trip
Police Facilities Capital Cost $5.43
Communications Infrastructure $1.64
Consultant Cost $0.81
GROSS CAPITAL COST 57.88
General Fund Reduction 0.4% (50.03)
Debt Service Credit $0.00
INET caPITAL cosT $7.85 |
Impact Fee per Square Foot of Floor Area
Weekqay Vehicle Tr.lp Rate Current Fee Increase
Trip Ends Adj. Factors | (Decrease)
Nonresidential Development Fee 000 sq e Foot of Floor Area
820 Commercial / Shpg Ctr Average 42.94 38%| $0.08 $0.05
710 Office 11.01 50%| $0.08 (50.04)
151 Mini-Warehouse 2.50 50% $0.08 (50.07)
150 Warehousing 3.56 50% $0.08 (50.07)
140 Manufacturing 3.82 50% $0.08 (50.07)
110 Light Industrial 6.97 50%)f $0.08 (50.05)
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SERVICE AREA

Given the nature of Police services and the existence of one station with future capacity expansions
serving the entire City, it is recommended that one impact fee service area be used for the Police
impact fee.

CASH FLow PROJECTIONS

This section summarizes the potential cash flow to the City of Sandpoint, if the Police development
fees are implemented at the maximum allowable amounts. The cash flow projections are based on
the assumptions detailed in this study and provide an indication of the impact fee revenue and
capital expenditures necessary to meet the demand for police facilities brought about by new
development. To the extent the rate of development either accelerates or slows down, there will be
a corresponding change in impact fee revenue and capital costs. The development projections on
which the cash flow summary is based can be found in the Appendix to this report.

Figure 29 provides a summary of the projected five-year cash flow from the Police impact fee and
associated capital costs. Impact fee revenues are projected to generate an average of $17,000 per
year if the fee is implemented at the maximum allowable level, for a five-year total of approximately
$86,000. Five-year Police capital costs to serve growth are projected at approximately $87,000.
Projected fee revenue covers approximately 99 percent of the capital costs.

Figure 29. Cash Flow Summary for Police

5-Year 5-Year
1 2 3 4 5 Average Cumulative
(Current $ in thousands) 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 Annual Total
REVENUES
POLICE
3 Police Fee - SFD $9 $9 $9 $9 $9 $9 $45
4 Police Fee - Multifamily/Other Res $4 sS4 $5 $5 $5 $5 $23
5 Police Fee - Commercial $2 $2 $2 $2 $2 $2 $8
6 Police Fee - Office/Instit $1 $1 $2 $2 $2 $2 $8
7 Police Fee - Industrial $0 $0 $1 $1 $1 $1 $3
Subtotal Police Fees $17 $17 $17 $18 $18 S17 586
POLICE
Police Facilities $12 $12 $12 $12 $12 $12 $60
Communications Infrastructure $4 $4 $4 $4 $4 $4 $18
Consultant Cost $2 $2 $2 $2 $2 $2 $9
Subtotal Police Costs $17 $17 $17 $18 $18 S17 587
NET CAPITAL FACILITIES CASH FLOW- POLICE Current $ in thousands
Annual Surplus (or Deficit) (50) (50) ($0) (50) ($0) ($0)
Cumulative Surplus (or Deficit) ($0) (50) ($0) (50) ($1) (81)
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FIRE DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES

The Fire development impact fee includes two components: Fire Stations and Apparatus/Major
Equipment. An incremental expansion methodology is used for both components. Per the Idaho Act,
capital improvements are limited to those improvements that have useful lives of ten or more years,
therefore major apparatus is included but cars and other vehicles are not.

Costs are allocated to both residential and nonresidential development using different demand
indicators for each type of development. Residential development impact fees are calculated on a
per capita basis and then converted to an appropriate amount for each type of housing based on
household size. For nonresidential development, TischlerBise recommends using nonresidential
vehicle trips as the best demand indicator for Fire facilities. Trip generation rates are highest for
commercial developments, such as shopping centers, and lowest for industrial/warehouse
development. Office/institutional trip rates fall between the other two categories. This ranking of trip
rates is consistent with the relative demand for Fire services from nonresidential development.

Figure 22 diagrams the general methodology used to calculate the Fire impact fee. It is intended to
read like an outline, with lower levels providing a more detailed breakdown of the impact fee
components. The residential portion of the Fire fee is derived from the product of persons per
housing unit (by type of unit) multiplied by the net capital cost per person. The nonresidential
portion is derived from the product of nonresidential vehicle trips per 1,000 square feet of
nonresidential space multiplied by the net capital cost per trip. The boxes in the next level down
indicate detail on the components included in the fee.
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Figure 30. Fire Fee Methodology Chart

FIRE DEVELOPMENT
IMPACT FEE

Residential Nonresidential
Development Development

Nonresidential Vehicle
Persons per Housing Unit Trips per 1,000 Square
by Type and Size of Unit Feet by Type of
Development

Multiplied by Net Capital
Cost per Nonresidential
Vehicle Trip

Multiplied by Net Capital
Cost per Person

Cost per Person for Fire Cost per Trip for Fire
Stations Stations

Plus Cost per Person for Plus Cost per Trip for
Apparatus /Major Apparatus/Major
Equipment Equipment

Minus Reduction for Minus Reduction for

and/or Debt and/or Debt

COST ALLOCATION FOR FIRE INFRASTRUCTURE

Proportionate share factors are used to allocate demand for facilities to residential and
nonresidential development. To allocate costs, the City of Sandpoint Fire Department provided calls

TischlerBise ®

Fiseal, kconomic & Panmng Consultants



DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEE STUDY
Sandpoint, Idaho

for service data by type of land use. The calls for service data were from three years 2008, 2009, and
2010 and reflect Fire/EMS calls since the Fire Department is a first responder to EMS calls. As shown
in Figure 31, of a 3-year total of 1,319 calls for service to known types of development, 56 percent
were to residential development and 44 percent were to nonresidential development.

Outside/street incidents were allocated according to the estimated number of vehicle trips
associated with development within the City of Sandpoint. (A detailed discussion of trip generation
rates and vehicle trip calculations is provided in the Transportation chapter and Appendix of this

report.)

Figure 31. City of Sandpoint Fire Proportionate Share Factors

2008-2010 Fire/EMS

City of Sandpoint

Calls for Service
Residential 712
Outside/Streets 35% 21

Residential Subtotal 733 56%
Nonresidential 547
Outside/Streets 65% 39
Nonresidential Subtotal 586 44%
Development Total 1,319 100%

Unknown/Not Reported 61
Grand Total 1,380

Source: City of Sandpoint Fire Department

FIRE INFRASTRUCTURE STANDARDS AND LEVELS OF SERVICE

The section below summarizes the methodologies and levels of service on which the development
impact fees are based.

The City currently has a Fire Station with 4,656 square feet and an Apparatus Bay with 5,454 square
feet. To maintain current levels of service, new development in the City will require additional station
and apparatus storage capacity to accommodate increased Fire demand for services. Additional
capacity is likely to be needed in the northern/airport area of the City, which will augment the
current system by alleviating pressure on the existing station and adding secondary response
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capabilities. Figure 32 details the City’s current level of service and costs for Fire station and
apparatus bay space. The total replacement cost of existing space totals $1.36 million, which is
allocated to residential and nonresidential development using proportionate share factors to derive a
per person and per trip cost. An example of the formula is: ($1,358,196 x 56%) / 8,737 = $86.35 per
person.

Figure 32. Fire Station Level of Service Standards and Cost Factors

Total
Facility Square Ft S/SF Cost
Fire Station Office and Dorm 4,656 $116 $540,096
Fire Station Apparatus Bay 5,454 $150 $818,100
Total 10,110 $134 $1,358,196
Proportionate 2011 Cost per
Share Demand Units Demand Unit
Residential 56% 8,737 Population $86.35
Nonresidential 44% 31,329 Nonres Vehicle Trip $19.27
SF per Person 0.64
SF per Nonres Trip 0.14

Source: City of Sandpoint

Apparatus and Major Equipment

Level of service standards and cost factors for Fire Apparatus and Major Equipment are shown in
Figure 33. Future growth in the City will require an expansion of the department’s fleet and
communications infrastructure to serve new development to maintain current levels of service. An
incremental expansion approach is used to determine current levels of service and the costs to serve
growth to maintain this level of service. The current value of Fire apparatus and major equipment is
$2.6 million, including the current communications system with a replacement value of $400,000.
This results in a per person cost of $165.62 and a per trip cost of $36.96.
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Figure 33. Fire Apparatus Level of Service Standards and Cost Factors

Type of Units in Unit Replacement

Vehicle/Equipment Service Price Cost
Engines 3 $400,000 $1,200,000
Aerial Truck 1 $720,000 $720,000
Rescues 1 $150,000 $150,000
SCBA Equipment 1 $135,000 $135,000
Communications System $400,000 $400,000

Total 6 $434,167 $2,605,000

Proportionate 2011 Cost per
Share Demand Units Demand Unit

Residential 56% 8,737 Population $165.62
Nonresidential 44% 31,329 Nonres Vehicle Trip $36.96

Units per 1,000 Persons 0.38

Units Per 1,000 Nonres Trips 0.09

Source: City of Sandpoint

Cost for Development Impact Fee Study

Included in the fee is the cost for preparation of the Fire portion of the development impact fees as
allowed by the Idaho Act. This is calculated based on the projected growth in Sandpoint population
and nonresidential development over the next five years, which represents the maximum period of
time when the CIP should be updated to reflect changes in development and levels of service. The
cost per person of $7.21 and the cost per nonresidential trip of $1.66 is derived by multiplying the
consultant cost for preparing the development impact fees by the respective proportionate share
then dividing by either the projected increase in population or increase in nonresidential trips over
three years. See Figure 27.

Figure 34. Development Fee Preparation Cost (Fire Portion)

Residential Nonresidential
Service Unit Person Vehicle Trip
Proportionate Share 56% 44%
Fire Consultant Fee [ s8766 $4,869 $3,897
Increase in Service Units 5yrs 675 2,338
Cost per Service Unit $7.21 $1.66

48

TischlerBi

vic & Manmng Consultant.



DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEE STUDY
Sandpoint, Idaho

CREDIT EVALUATION

The City does not have any current outstanding debt for Fire capital improvements that will be
retired through property taxes. Included in the fee calculation is an examination of past funding for
fire capacity improvements that were paid out of the General Fund as required by Idaho impact few
law. Based on an analysis from the past three years, we found that 0 percent of the General Fund has
been spent on fire capacity improvements. Therefore, no credit is necessary.

FIRE INPUT VARIABLES AND DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES

For Fire infrastructure, a “service unit” for residential development is a person and for nonresidential
development, it is a vehicle trip. As specified in 67-8208(e), the variables shown in the table below
are used to convert service units to development units.

Level of service standards for the Fire development impact fees are shown in Figure 28. Development
impact fees are based on persons per housing unit by type and size for the residential fee and vehicle
trip ends per 1,000 square feet for nonresidential development. Average weekday vehicle trip ends
are from the reference book, Trip Generation (Seventh Edition, 2008), published by the Institute of
Transportation Engineers (ITE). A vehicle trip end represents a vehicle either entering or exiting a
development (as if a traffic counter were placed across a driveway). To calculate impact fees, trip
generation rates are adjusted to avoid double counting each trip at both the origin and destination
points—thereby allocating the trip to the appropriate land use.

The basic trip adjustment factor is 50 percent for all nonresidential development except commercial.
For commercial/shopping center development, the trip adjustment factor is less than 50 percent
because retail uses attract vehicles as they pass by on arterial and collector roads. For example, when
someone stops at a convenience store on the way home from work, the convenience store is not the
primary destination. For an average size shopping center, the ITE manual indicates that on average
25 percent of the vehicles that enter are passing by on their way to some other primary destination.
The remaining 75 percent of attraction trips have the shopping center as their primary destination.
Because attraction trips are half of all trips, the trip adjustment factor is 75 percent multiplied by 50
percent, or approximately 38 percent of the trip ends. (See the Appendix for further discussion.)

Figure 28 summarizes service units, conversion factors, and cost factors per service unit for the Fire
development impact fees as detailed above.
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Maximum allowable Fire development impact fees by land use type are also shown below in Figure
28. Residential fees are per housing unit and nonresidential fees are per gross square foot of floor
area. The fees are calculated by multiplying the service units per land use type by the net capital cost
per service unit.

An example of the calculation for an average size single family detached unit is: the net capital cost
per person ($259.81) multiplied by the persons per housing unit for that size unit (2.19) to arrive at
the development impact fee per average single family unit of $567. This reflects a $93.46 increase
from the existing fee. For nonresidential land uses, the trip rate for the respective type of use is
multiplied by the trip adjustment factor and then multiplied by the impact fee per trip. For example,
the impact fee for a shopping center is calculated as follows: 42.94 x 38% x $57.89 to yield an impact
fee amount of $.94 per square foot.
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Figure 35. Fire Input Variables and Maximum Allowable Impact Fees by Land Use
Residential
Per Person
Fire & Rescue Facilities Capital Cost $86.35
Fire & Rescue Apparatus/Equipment Capital Cost $165.62
Consultant Cost $7.21
GROSS CAPITAL COST $259.18
General Fund Reduction $0.00
Debt Service Credit $0.00
|NET caPiTAL cosT $259.18 |
Residential Impact Fees per Housing Unit I Impact Fee per Housing Unit
Number of Persons per ; s ! Current Fee Increase
Unit Type Bedrooms Housing Unit (Decrease)
Multifamily/Other All Sizes 2112 $473.54 $76.46
Single Family 0-3 1.97 $473.54 $35.46
Single Family 4+ 2.95 $473.54 $289.46
Single Family _ __Avg 2.19 47354 |  $93.46

Nonresidential
Per Nonres Trip
Fire & Rescue Facilities Capital Cost $19.27
Fire & Rescue Apparatus/Equipment Capital Cost $36.96
Consultant Cost $1.66
GROSS CAPITAL COST 557.89

General Fund Reduction

$0.00

Debt Service Credit $0.00
|NET capTaL cosT $57.89 |
act Fee per Square Foot of Floor Area
Weekday Vehicle | Trip Rate Adij. Current Fee Increase
Trip Ends Factors (Decrease)
Nonresidential Development Fee (Per 1,000 (Per Square Foot of Floor Area)
820 Commercial / Shpg Ctr Average 4 $0.81
710 Office 11.01 $0.13 $0.18
151 Mini-Warehouse 2.50 $0.13 ($0.06)
150 Warehousing 3.56 $0.13 (50.03)
140 Manufacturing 3.82 $0.13 (50.02)
110 Light Industrial 6.97 $0.13 $0.07
51
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SERVICE AREA

Given the nature of Fire services with one station serving the City currently and future capacity
expansions also serving the entire City, it is recommended that one service area be used for the Fire
impact fee.

CASH FLow PROJECTIONS

This section summarizes the potential cash flow to the City of Sandpoint, if the Fire development fees
are implemented at the maximum allowable amounts. The cash flow projections are based on the
assumptions detailed in this study and provide an indication of the impact fee revenue and capital
expenditures necessary to meet the demand for fire and rescue facilities and apparatus brought
about by new development. To the extent the rate of development either accelerates or slows down,
there will be a corresponding change in impact fee revenue and capital costs. The development
projections on which the cash flow summary is based can be found in the Appendix to this report.

Figure 29 provides a summary of the projected five-year cash flow from the Fire impact fee and
associated capital costs. Impact fee revenues are projected to generate an average of $62,000 per
year if the fee is implemented at the maximum allowable level, for a five-year total of approximately
$310,000. Five-year Fire capital costs to serve growth are projected at approximately $310,000.
Projected fee revenue covers approximately 100 percent of the capital costs.

Figure 36. Cash Flow Summary for Fire

5-Year 5-Year
1 2 3 4 5 Average Cumulative
(Current $ in thousands) 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 Annual Total
REVENUES
FIRE
8 Fire Fee-SFD $23 $23 $23 $24 $24 $23 $116
9 Fire Fee - Multifamily/Other Res $11 $12 $12 $12 $12 $12 $59
10 Fire Fee - Commercial $12 $12 $12 $12 $13 $12 $61
11 Fire Fee - Office/Instit $11 $11 $11 $11 $11 $11 $56
12 Fire Fee - Industrial sS4 sS4 sS4 sS4 S4 $4 $19
Subtotal Fire Fees $60 $61 $62 $63 $64 S62 $310
CAPITAL COSTS
FIRE
Fire Stations $20 $20 $21 $21 $21 $21 $103
Fire Apparatus/Major Equipment $38 $39 $40 $40 $41 $40 $198
Consultant Cost $2 $2 $2 $2 $2 $2 $9
Subtotal Fire Costs $60 $61 $62 $63 $64 $62 $310
NET CAPITAL FACILITIES CASH FLOW- FIRE Current S in thousands
Annual Surplus (or Deficit) (S0) ($0) ($0) ($0) ($0) (S0)
Cumulative Surplus (or Deficit) (S0) (S0) (S0) ($0) ($0) ($0)
52

TischlerBise

mic & Manning Cor




DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEE STUDY
Sandpoint, Idaho

TRANSPORTATION DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES

INTRODUCTION

Reasonably allocating the cost of transportation system improvements requires consideration of
several transportation planning challenges. Because road networks are “open” systems, newly
expanded capacity can be readily absorbed by driver adaptations. For example, drivers may change
their route of travel, departure times and even mode (i.e., automobile, bicycle, walking, or transit) to
take advantage of road improvements.

Vehicular travel within a jurisdiction requires a system of controlled access roads, major and minor
arterials, collectors, major access roads, and local streets. However, road impact fees typically are
based on a subset of the system reflecting roads to be funded in whole or part by the locality as
opposed to other sources (e.g., federal, state, private) as well as other considerations discussed
below.

For local governments, one of the first steps in evaluating funding options for transportation
improvements is to determine the basic rules of the game established by the state constitution and
statutes. Some states are “home rule” states that grant localities all powers that are not precluded or
preempted by the state constitution or statutes. In contrast, other states have more conservative
legal parameters that basically restrict local government to specifically authorized actions.

The second step in evaluating funding options for transportation improvements is to consider the
rational nexus and proportionality tests established by court cases. To clarify the question of who
pays for what, it is useful to distinguish between project-level improvements and system
improvements (i.e., infrastructure that benefits multiple development projects and typically located
off-site). The need for project-level improvements may be addressed through development exactions
that remain roughly proportional to the specific project. Project-level improvements are typically
specified in a development agreement or similar instrument and should be distinguished from the
need for system improvements, determined by legislatively adopted standards. Because system
improvements are larger and more costly, they typically require funding from multiple development
projects and/or broad-based revenues.
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Functional Classification

Considering the functional classification of road improvements can provide guidance to local
government decision makers when wrestling with nexus and proportionality tests. In general, local
streets are regarded as project-level improvements and arterials are typically considered system
improvements. Local governments may determine collector streets to be either project or system
improvements. Common characteristics for different functional classifications of roads are discussed
below.

Local Streets

Local streets are the smallest and least expensive improvements, designed to accommodate slow-
moving traffic and providing access to adjacent properties. Most local governments require local
street construction by the private sector. Capital costs for project-level improvements are typically
passed along to homebuyers and renters that occupy new development.

Collectors

Collector streets are generally the “mid-range” improvements that fall between local and arterial
streets. If a local government defines collector streets to be “system improvements” they are eligible
for road impact fee funding. If collector streets are deemed to serve more limited service areas,
nexus considerations may lead to the establishment of zones to track collection and expenditure of
fees. In the City of Sandpoint, some collector streets are considered system improvements as they
provide alternative routes that provide relief to major arteries.

Arterials

Arterial streets are the largest and typically the most expensive improvements, designed to handle
fast-moving traffic making longer distance trips, thus requiring restricted access to adjacent
properties. Because arterials function as trunk lines, moving vehicles into, out of, and across urban
areas, they frequently have jurisdiction-wide funding sources including impact fees. Also, the major
expenditures for arterial road construction usually require funding from several revenue sources.

A summary of the existing lane miles in the City of Sandpoint street system is provided below.

Figure 37. Current System Level (Arterials and Collectors) Lane Miles in the City of Sandpoint

Principal Arterial 11.38
Minor Arterial 12.78
Collector 17.39

41.55

Source: David Evans and Associates
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OVERVIEW OF THE CITY OF SANDPOINT TRANSPORTATION IMPACT FEES

The City of Sandpoint development impact fee for transportation infrastructure addresses the need
for circulation improvements as identified in the Urban Area Transportation Plan.* Improvements are
on arterials and collectors and include widenings, adding lanes, realignments, intersection
improvements, and installation of traffic signals and roundabouts. All improvements will provide
additional capacity and are needed to serve new development. A second component for Multi-use
Pathways is included as well as part of the transportation fee and is discussed separately.

Transportation development impact fees are derived using a plan-based methodology. As shown in
Figure 38, Transportation impact fees are calculated for both residential and nonresidential
development by multiplying trip generation rates (demand factors) by the capital cost per trip. This is
calculated as a citywide fee herein.

Figure 38. Transportation Impact Fee Methodology Chart

Development in
City
(Residential and
Nonresidential)

Multiplied by Net Capacity

asaction Jups per Cost Per Average Length

Development Unit Vehicle Trip

Average Weekday Vehicle
Trip Ends per
Development unit

Average Trip Length Multiplied by Trip Length
(miles) Weighting Factor

S ; Multiplied by Capital Cost :
Multiplied by Trip Rate oer Vehicle Mile of Travel Less Credit for Other

Adjustment Factor (VMT) Applicable Revenues

' Urban Area Transportation Plan, November 2007. The Plan includes a complete inventory of the
transportation network in Sandpoint and its environs and by reference is incorporated into this document.
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PROJECTED NEED FOR ROAD CAPACITY IMPROVEMENTS

Calculation of impact fees requires projected development in the City to be converted into average
weekday vehicle trips and vehicle miles of travel as described in the following sections.

Trip Generation

Trip generation rates used in the City of Sandpoint impact fees are average daily weekday vehicle trip
ends from the reference book, Trip Generation, 8™ Edition, published by the Institute of
Transportation Engineers (ITE) in 2008. Vehicle trips are used to ensure proportionality by type of
land use. A vehicle trip end represents a vehicle either entering or exiting a development (as if a
traffic counter were placed across a driveway). To calculate impact fees, trip generation rates are
adjusted to avoid double counting each trip at both the origin and destination points—thereby
allocating the trip to the appropriate land use. The basic trip adjustment factor is 50 percent. Further
adjustments are made by type of land use to account for travel demand and development
characteristics. Each is discussed in turn below.

Trip Rate Adjustments

Trip generation rates are adjusted to avoid double counting each trip at both the origin and
destination points. Therefore, the basic trip adjustment factor is 50 percent. As discussed below,
additional adjustments are made to ensure the fees are proportionate to the infrastructure demand
for particular types of development.

Adjustment for Commuting Patterns

Residential development in the City of Sandpoint has a larger trip adjustment factor of 57 percent to
account for commuters leaving Sandpoint for work. According to the National Household Travel
Survey,” home-based work trips are typically 31 percent of “production” trips, in other words, out-
bound trips (which are 50 percent of all trip ends). Also, data from the US Census for 2009 indicates
that 57 percent of Sandpoint’s workers travel outside of the City for work (see Figure 39). In
combination, these factors (0.31 x 0.50 x 0.57 = 0.09) account for 9 percent of additional production
trips. The total adjustment factor for residential includes attraction trips (50 percent of trip ends)
plus the journey-to-work commuting adjustment (9 percent of production trips) for a total of 59
percent.

2us. Department of Transportation and Federal Highway Administration, Summary of Travel Trends: 2001
National Household Travel Survey, December 2004 (see Table 29).
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Figure 39. Adjustment for Journey-to Work Commuting

Sandpoint Workers (2009) 4,090
Sandpoint Residents Working in City (2009) 1,772
Sandpoint Residents Commuting Outside City for Work 2,318

Percent Commuting out of the City 57%
Additional Production Trips [ 9%|
Residential Trip Adjustment Factor I 59%|

Source: U.S. Census, OnTheMap Application (version 5)
Longitudinal-Employer Household Dynamics (LEHD) Program; ITE

Adjustment for Pass-By Trips

The basic trip adjustment factor of 50 percent is applied to the Office/Institutional and Industrial
categories. The Retail category has a trip factor of less than 50 percent because this type of
development attracts vehicles as they pass-by on arterial and collector roads. For an average size
shopping center, the ITE manual indicates that on average 25 percent of the vehicles that enter are
passing by on their way to some other primary destination. The remaining 75 percent of attraction
trips have the shopping center as their primary destination. Because attraction trips are half of all
trips, the trip adjustment factor is 75 percent multiplied by 50 percent, or approximately 38 percent
of the trip ends.
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Figure 40. Commercial/Shopping Center Trip Rates and Pass-By Adjustments

Floor Area Shopping Centers Commercial [ Commercial
in thousands (ITE 820 Weekday*) Pass-by Trip Adj
(KSF) Trip Ends Rate/KSF Trips** Factor***
25 2,758 110.32 45% 28%
50 4,328 86.56 39% 31%
100 6,791 67.91 34% 33%
200 10,656 53.28 29% 36%
328 Average Size 42.94 25% 38%

* Trip Generation, ITE, 2008.
** Based on data published by ITE in Trip Generation Handbook

(2004), the best trendlinecorrelation between pass-bytrips and
floor areais alogarithmic curve with the equation
((-7.6967*LN(KSF)) + 69.448).
*** To convert trip ends to vehicletrips, the standard adjustment
factoris 50%. Due to pass-bytrips,commercial trip adjustment
factors arelower, as derived from the followingformula
(0.50*(1-passby pct)).

Estimated Vehicle Trips in Sandpoint

As an alternative to simply using the national average trip generation rate for residential
development, the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) publishes regression curve formulas that
can be used to derive custom trip generation rates using local demographic data. Key independent
variables needed for the analysis (i.e., vehicles available, housing units, households and persons) are
available from the U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey (ACS) 2005-2009 data for
Sandpoint. This data was used to derive custom average weekday vehicle trip ends by type of
housing, as shown below.
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Figure 41. Average Weekday Vehicle Trip Ends by Housing Type in City of Sandpoint
City of Sandpoint, ID Households (2) Vehicles per
Vehicles |Single Family Multifamily Total Household
Available (1) Units Units by Tenure
Owner-occupied 3,028 1,501 54 1,555 1.95
Renter-occupied 1,904 589 765 1,354 1.41
TOTAL 4,932 2,090 819 2,909 1.70
Housing Units (6) => 2,410 978 3,388
Persons per Housing Unit => 2.19 2.12
Persons Trip Vehicles by Trip Average Trip Ends per pEnds D
(3) Ends (4) Type of Housing Ends (5) Trip Ends Housing Unit Pe 0
Single Family Units 5,274 13,588 3,751 21,690 17,639 7.30 9.57 -24%
Multifamily Units 2,078 7,146 1,181 4,946 6,046 6.20 6.65 -7%
TOTAL 7,352 20,734 4,932 26,636 23,685 7.00

(1) Vehides available bytenure from Table B25046, American Community Survey, 2005-2009.

(2) Households by tenure and units in structure from Table B25032, American Community Survey, 2005-2009.

(3) Persons byunitsinstructure fromTableB25033, American Community Survey, 2005-2009.

(4) Vehide trips ends based on persons using formulas from Trip Generation (ITE 2008). Forsingle family housing
(1TE 210), the fitted curve equation is EXP(0.91*LN(persons)+1.52). To a pproximate the average population of the
ITE studies, persons were divided by 9 and the equation result multiplied by9. For multifamily housing (ITE 220), the
fitted curve equationis (3.47*persons)-64.48.

(5) Vehicle trip ends based on vehiclesavailable using formulas from Trip Generation (ITE 2008). Forsingle family
housing(ITE210), the fitted curve equation is EXP(0.99*LN(vehides)+1.81). To a pproximate the average number of
vehicles in the ITE studies, ve hiclesavailable were divided by 15 and the equation result multiplied by 15. For
multifamily housing (ITE 220), the fitted curve equation is (3.94*ve hicles)+293.58.

(6) Housingunits from Table B25024, Ame rican Commu nity Survey, 2005-2009.

As shown, a single family detached unit has an average daily trip rate of 7.30 per unit (compared to
9.57 from ITE, or 24 percent lower) and a multifamily unit has an average daily trip rate of 6.20 trips
per unit (compared to 6.65 per unit from ITE, or 7 percent lower). Using this data, average daily trips
in the City can be derived.

We further analyzed demographic data in an effort to potentially refine the impact fee schedule to
be more progressive for residential development. This can be done by developing fees by size of
housing unit by bedroom count. Household size and vehicle trip rates can be derived using custom
tabulations of demographic data by bedroom range from survey responses provided by the U.S.
Census Bureau in files known as Public Use Micro-data Samples (PUMS). TischlerBise used American
Community Survey (ACS) 5-Year 2005-2009 data to derive persons per housing unit by number of
bedrooms as well as number of vehicle trips per unit by number of bedrooms.

As shown in Figure 42, TischlerBise derived trip generation rates and average persons, by bedroom
range, using the number of persons and vehicles available. As shown, as number of bedrooms
increases, trip ends and persons per unit increase as well.

TischlerBise >
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Figure 42. Average Persons and Trip Ends by Bedroom Range in City of Sandpoint

IRecommended Multipliers for Sandpoint (4)

Persons Trip Vehicles Trip Average Housing Trip Ends per Persons per

(1) Ends (2) | Available (1) Ends (3) Trip Ends Units (1) Housing Unit Housing Unit
Single Family 0-3 Bdrms 6,506 17,417 2,941 17,047 17,232 3,391 6.77 1.97
Single Family 4+ Bdrms 2,841 8,195 907 5,319 6,757 989 9.11 295
Single Family Subtotal 9,347 25,612 3,848 22,366 23,989 4,380 7.30 2.19
Multifamily Subtotal 757 2,562 425 1,968 2,265 481 6.20 2.12

GRAND TOTAL 10,104 28,174 4,273 24,334 26,254 4,861

(1) American Community Survey, Public Use Microdata Sample for ID PUMA 00100 (unweighted data for 2005-2009).

(2) Vehidetrips ends based onpersons using formulas from Trip Generation (ITE 2008). Forsingle family housing (ITE 210), the
fitted curve equationis EXP(0.91*LN(persons)}+1.52). To approximate the average populationinthe | TE studies, persons were
dividedby 17 and the equation result multiplied by 17.

(3) Vehicle trip ends based on vehicles available using formulas from Trip Generation (ITE 2008). Forsingle family housing (ITE
210), the fitted curve equationis EXP(0.99*LN(vehicles)+1.81). To approximate the average numberofvehidesinthe ITE
studies, ve hiclesavailable were divided by 15and the equation result multiplied by 15.

(4) Recommended multipliers are scaled to make the average value by type of housing for IDPUMA 00100 match the average
value for Sandpoint, derived from American Community Survey 2005-2009 data, with persons adjusted to the Citywide average
of 2.19 persons per housing unit.

Vehicle Miles of Travel

A Vehicle Mile of Travel (VMT) is a measurement unit equal to one vehicle traveling one mile. In the
aggregate, VMT is the product of vehicle trips multiplied by the average trip length.? A lane mile is a
rectangular area of pavement, one lane wide and one mile long. The average trip length to
development in the City is calibrated using data on City arterial and collector lane miles and a lane
capacity standard discussed below. VMT is the appropriate demand indicator or “service unit,” as
defined by the Idaho Impact Fee Act.

Lane Capacity

Road impact fees are based on a lane capacity standard of 6,950 vehicles per lane, which assumes a
generalized annual average daily volume for a two-lane, interrupted rural city roadway operating at a
Level of Service (LOS) “D”. This type of facility has an estimated capacity of 13,900 vehicles per day,
or 6,950 vehicles per lane.*

? Typical VMT calculations for development-specific traffic studies, along with most transportation models of an entire
urban area, are derived from traffic counts on particular road segments multiplied by the length of that road segment. For
the purpose of impact fees, VMT calculations for are based on attraction (inbound) trips to development located in the City,
with the trip length calibrated to the City’s current road network (arterials and collectors). This refinement eliminates pass-
through or external-external trips, travel to development within municipalities and travel on non-City arterials and
collectors (e.g. interstate highways and local streets).

* See Table 4-1, “Generalized Annual Average Daily Volumes for Florida’s Urbanized Areas,” in Quality/Level of Service
Handbook 2002, Florida Department of Transportation.
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Average Trip Length on Road System

Determining average trip length for the purpose of impact fees requires consideration of the
functional classification of roads and the community’s criteria for system improvements, as discussed
above. A typical vehicle trip, such as a person leaving their home and traveling to work, generally
begins on a local street that connects to a collector street, which connects to an arterial road and
eventually to a state or interstate highway. This progression of travel up and down the functional
classification chain limits the average trip length question to the following, “What is the average
vehicle trip length on the current City road system (i.e., City arterials and collectors)?”

Knowing the increase in vehicle trips, existing City arterial and collector lane miles, and lane capacity,
it is possible to derive the average trip length (expressed in miles) on the City system of 6.77.

Trip Length Weighting Factor by Type of Land Use

The transportation impact fee methodology includes a percentage adjustment, or weighting factor,
to account for trip length variation by type of land use. As documented in Table 6 of the 2001
National Household Travel Survey (published December 2004 by the Federal Highway
Administration), vehicle trips from residential development are approximately 122 percent of the
average trip length. The residential trip length adjustment factor includes data on home-based work
trips, social and recreational purposes.

Conversely, shopping trips associated with commercial development are roughly 68 percent of the
average trip length while other nonresidential development typically accounts for trips that are 75
percent of the average trip length. Note, the national travel survey is not the source of the trip length
used in the impact fee calculations. Rather, average trip length is based on the current City street
system in Sandpoint today.

Development Prototypes

The relationship between the amount of development in the City of Sandpoint and the projected
demand for infrastructure is documented below. Figure 43 summarizes the input variables used to
determine current and project trips and vehicle miles of travel from development.
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Figure 43. Road Impact Fee Input Variables

SFD Weekday VTE per Unit

Multifamily/Other Res Weekday VTE per Unit
Commercial Weekday VTE/KSF*

Office Weekday VTE/KSF**

Ind Weekday VTE/KSF***

Residential Trip Adj Factor

Commercial Trip Adj Factor

All Other Trips Adj

Avg Miles/Trip on City ARTERIALS & COLLECTORS
Residential Trip Length

Retail Trip Length

Other Nonresidential Trip Length

Capacity Per Lane

Travel Demand in the City of Sandpoint

Weekday

7.30
6.20
42.94
11.01
3.82
59%
38%
50%

6.77
122%
68%

75%
6950

Projected development in Sandpoint over the next 20 years, and the corresponding need for
additional lane miles is documented in Figure 44. (The demographic data shown at the top of Figure
44 is from the demographic projections provided in demographic memo and is included in Appendix
of the final report.) Trip generation rates and trip adjustment factors convert projected development
into average weekday vehicle trips, shown in the shaded portion of the figure. For example, in the
base year, single-family (SFD) detached housing units will produce 11,435 weekday trips (2,655 x 7.3
x 59% = 11,435). The same calculation is done for each land use type. As noted above, VMT is the

product of vehicle trips multiplied by the average trip length from Figure 43 above.

TischlerBise
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Figure 44. Travel Demand Calibration for Road Impact Fees
5-year increments -->
Year-> Base 1 2 3 4 5 10 15 20
2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2021 2026 2031

DEMAND DATA
SFD UNITS 2,655 2,695 2,735 2,776 2,818 2,860 3,081 3,319 3,576
MF/OTHER RES UNITS 1,379 1,399 1,420 1,442 1,463 1,485 1,600 1,123 1,857
COMMERCIAL KSF 863 876 889 902 915 928 997 1,072 1,152
OFFICE KSF 2,348 2,382 2,417 2,452 2,487 2,523 2752 2,914 3,131
INDUSTRIAL KSF 2,259 2,292 2,325 2,359 2,393 2,427 2,609 2,803 3,013
SFD TRIPS 11,435 11,607 11,781 11,958 12,137 12,319 13,271 14,297 15,402
MF/OTHER RES TRIPS 5,043 5,118 5,195 5273 5,352 5,432 5,852 6,305 6,792
RES TRIPS 16,478 16,725 16,976 17,231 17,489 17,751 19,123 20,601 22,193
COMMERCIAL TRIPS 14,089 14,293 14,500 14,711 14,924 15,140 16,270 17,485 18,790
OFFICE TRIPS 12,926 13,113 13,304 13,496 13,692 13,891 14,927 16,041 17,239
INDUSTRIAL TRIPS 4,314 4,377 4,440 4,505 4,570 4,636 4,982 5,354 5,754
NONRES TRIPS 31,329 31,784 32,244 32,712 33,186 33,667 36,180 38,880 41,782
TOTAL TRIPS 47,807 48,509 49,220 49,943 50,675 51,419 55,303 59,482 63,976

[ctyvmr 288495 0 301,438 305880 310387 333,941 359,283 386,548 |
City Lane Mile 415 421 42.7 434 440 447 48.0 51.7 55.6
ANL Lane Mile Increase 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.7 0.8 0.8
Cumulative Lane Miles I 3.1] 6.5[ 10.2[ 14ﬂ

CoSsT OF GROWTH-RELATED IMPROVEMENTS

The City has identified a subset of road improvements from the City of Sandpoint’s portion of the
“Urban Area Transportation Plan (UATP)” needed due to growth, anticipated to be built within the
next 10 years, and funded either in part or wholly through local means. TischlerBise obtained volume
and capacity information for each of these improvements from David Evans & Associates from the
Travel Demand Model developed and implemented for the UATP and subsequent concurrency
analyses. The impact fee road improvements plan is shown below in Figure 45 along with the
calculated growth share for each project and the total cost per Vehicle Mile of Travel (VMT) for the
plan. As shown, an additional 3.0 lane miles are projected to be built over the next 10 years along
with intersection improvements that will increase capacity. Growth share is calculated by
determining the amount of future capacity available to serve future growth (the capacity that is not
already being used by existing development). (The formula is: 1 - (existing volume / future capacity.)

“Other costs” in the figure reflect outside funding such as from the state (ldaho Transportation
Department). Urban Renewal funding is included as the planned improvements are both demanded

ischlerBi >
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from and will benefit future growth. Growth shares of the costs are calculated and applied
accordingly.

The existing balance from the City’s Circulation Impact Fee Fund is subtracted from the total plan
cost to account for revenues already collected by the City for capacity improvements not yet built.
The City’s share of the planned costs is shown below and used to calculate a cost per vehicle mile of
travel (VMT). Given a projected increase of 45,446 vehicle miles of travel over the next 10 years
within the City, the resulting cost per VMT for growth-related needs is $94.71 per VMT.
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Figure 45. Cost Per VMT of Capacity Road Improvements
ary cTy TOTAL CITY OTHER TOTAL PROJ. ary

Plan City Existing Future Length Current Planned Lane-Mile CoST COST COST COST COST COSTS

Timing  Proj. # Project Lanes  Lanes (miles) Lane Miles Lane Miles __Increase (Urb. Ren.)* Growth %** Growth $
Years 1-5 | S-052 [Schweitzer Cutoff Rd 2 3 0.28 0.56 0.84 0.28 $243,200 $243,200 | $2,956,800 $3,200,000 19% $44,992
Years 1-5 |S-1103 |Schweitzer Cutoff Rd @ Boyer Ave 1 1 0.00 0.00 0.00|included above
Years 1-5 [S-1012|Pine Street@ Division Ave 1 1 0.00 0.00 0.00 $400,000 $400,000 $400,000 83% $332,686
Years 6-10 | S-012 [Downtown Two-Way Operation (Downtown URA) 0.98 2.87 2.87 0.00 $7,250,000 $7,250,000 $7,250,000 16%| $1,142,075
Years 6-10 | S-045 |US-2 Extension (Curve Project) (Downtown URA| 0| 4 0.25 0.00 1.00 1.00 $500,000 $500,000 | $5,000,000 $5,500,000 16% $78,764
Years 6-10 | S-050 |Baldy Mountain Rd (Northern URA) 2 3 0.77 1.54 2.31 0.77 $3,200,000 $3,200,000 $3,200,000 39%| $1,256,000
Years 6-10 | S-065 |Woodland Drive 2 3 0.44 0.88 1.32 0.44 $690,000 $690,000 $690,000 95% $654,733
Years 6-10 | S-026 |Larch street 2 3 0.50 1.00 1.50 0.50 $789,000 $789,000 $789,000 45% $356,177
Years 6-10 | 5-036 [Ontario Ave 2 2 0.06 0.12 0.12 0.00 $432,500 $432,500 $432,500 93% $402,225
Years 6-10 |S-1024 |Cedar St @ Boyer Ave 1 q 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 $300,000 $300,000 $300,000 72% $214,500

TOTALS 33 | 7.0 | 10.0 3.0 | $2,854,700 | $10,950,000 | $13,804,700 | $7,956,800 | $21,761,500 | 32%| $4,482,152 |

TOTAL Cost (City Share)  $4,482,152
City of Sandpoint Circulation Impact Fee Fund Balance $177,909

Net Growth-Related Streets Cost (City Share)  $4,304,243

VMT Increase (10 Years) 45,446
Capital Cost per VMT $94.71
* Funding from tax increment in the respective Urban Renewal Area
** Reflects new growth's share of future capacity from UATP Travel Demand Mode!
Sources: City of Sandpoint, David Evans & Associates, TischlerBise.
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Cost for Impact Fee Study

Included in the development fee is the cost for preparation of the Transportation portion of the
development impact fees as allowed by the Idaho Act. This is calculated based on projected growth
in VMTs over the next five years, which represents the maximum period of time when the CIP and
fees should be updated to reflect changes in development and levels of service. The cost per VMT is
$.93. See Figure 46.

Figure 46. Development Fee Preparation Cost (Streets Portion)

Streets Consultant Fee $20,454
Increase in VMTs (5 yrs) 21,892
Cost pertrip $0.93
CREDIT EVALUATION

A general requirement that is common to impact fee methodologies is the evaluation of credits. A
revenue credit may be necessary to avoid potential double payment situations from one-time impact
fees plus on-going payments of other revenues that may also fund growth-related capital
improvements. Because the City’s share of the growth-related costs of street and intersection
improvements will be fully funded by the development impact fees, a credit for other revenues is not
applicable.

The City has two Urban Renewal Areas (URA)—Downtown URA and Northern URA. Both URA’s have
capital programs that include capacity road improvements (indicated as such on the above CIP).
These projects will be funded in part by tax increment financing. That is, the increase in property
taxes over the base year set by the Urban Renewal Authority will be used to fund the capital
program. Because property taxes will be used to pay for some of the projects included in the Impact
Fee CIP, a credit is recommended. This is to mitigate any potential double payment situations where
some of the taxes paid by new development in these areas are dedicated to infrastructure
improvements and therefore if development were to pay the full impact fee, the development would
be paying twice for the same improvements. Separate impact fee schedules are provided at the end
of this chapter for each URA.

In addition, the Idaho impact fee law requires an evaluation of funding from the General Fund for
improvements for which an impact fee will be collected. Therefore, included in the fee calculation is
a reduction to account for past funding for Transportation capacity improvements paid out of the
General Fund. Based on an analysis from the past three years, approximately 0.6 percent of the
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General Fund is spent on Transportation capacity improvements. Therefore, this amount is included
as a reduction to the gross capital cost per trip to derive the net capital cost per trip.

IMPACT FEE SERVICE AREA

Given the road network on which the fees are based—reflecting system-level roads (arterials and
major collectors), with improvements on one facility that will shift traffic to the improved roadway, it
is recommended that one service area be used for the Transportation impact fee.

TRANSPORTATION INPUT VARIABLES AND DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES

Infrastructure standards used to calculate Transportation impact fees are shown at the top of Figure
47. For Transportation impact fees, a “service unit” is a vehicle mile of travel (VMT = vehicle trips
(adjusted) x average trip length (adjusted). As specified in 67-8208(e), the variables shown in the
table below are used to convert service units to development units. Figure 47 summarizes service
units, conversion factors, and cost factors per service unit for Transportation development impact
fees as detailed above.

Maximum allowable Transportation development impact fees by land use type are also shown below
in Figure 47. Residential fees are per housing unit and nonresidential fees are per gross square foot
of floor area. The fees are calculated by multiplying the service units per land use type by the net
capital cost per service unit. For example, for an average single family detached unit, the trip rate of
7.3 weekday trips multiplied by 59 percent trip adjustment is multiplied by the average trip length
(6.77 miles x 122 percent) to determine VMT for this size housing unit (35.57). This is then multiplied
by the net capital cost per VMT of $95.08 to derive the Streets development impact fee per average
single family housing unit of $3,382 (truncated). The same approach is taken for nonresidential land
uses.

TischlerBise >
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Figure 47. Transportation (Streets) Input Variables and Maximum Allowable Impact Fees by Type of Land
Use: Outside URAs

Infrastructure Standards

Average Miles per Vehicle Trip 6.77
Capital Cost per VMT $94.71
Consultant Cost per VMT $0.93
GROSS COST PER VMT $95.65
General Fund Reduction 0.6% ($0.56)
Debt Service Credit $0
|Net capital Cost per vmT $95.08 |
VMT =
[A] (8] [C] [D] [A] x [B] x [C] x [D] pact Fee per Housing Unit
Weekday Trip Rate Avg Miles Trip Length z:
Adjustment | per Veh. Trip | Weighting Current Increase
idential Develop Number of Factors on System Factors ] Fee Decrease,
ITE Code Unit Type Bedrooms (Per Housing Unit)
220 Multifamily All Sizes 6.2 59% 6.77 122% 30.21} $853.45 $2,018.55
210 Single Family 0-3 6.8 59%) 6.77 122% 33.01} $1,066.81 $2,071.19
210 Single Family 4+ 9.1 59%) 6.77 122%| 44.3 $1,066.81 $3,152.19
210] Single Family Avg 7.3 59% 6.77 122% 35.57 $1,066.81 52,315.19

Nonresidential Development (Per 1,000 sq. ft.)
820 Commercial / Shpg Ctr Average 42.94 38%) 6.77 68%] 75.12

(Per Square Foot of Floor Area)
4 | $1.93 $5.21

710 Office 11.01 50%) 6.77 75%| $0.49 $2.16
151 Mini-Warehouse 2.50 S0%) 6.77 75%] $0.11 $0.49
150 Warehousing 3.56 50%| 6.77 75%} $0.16 $0.69
140 Manufacturing 3.82 50%) 6.77 75%| $0.17 $0.75
110 Light Industrial 6.97 50% 6.77 75%) $0.31 $1.37

IMPACT FEES WITHIN SANDPOINT’S URBAN RENEWAL AREAS

As noted above, the City has two Urban Renewal Areas (URA)—Downtown URA and Northern URA.
Both URA’s have capital programs that include capacity road improvements (indicated as such on the
above CIP). Because property taxes will be used to pay for some of the projects included in the
Impact Fee CIP, a credit is recommended that will be integrated into the impact fee calculation. This
is to mitigate any potential double payment situations where some of the taxes paid by new
development in these areas are dedicated to infrastructure improvements and therefore if
development were to pay the full impact fee, the development would be paying twice for the same
improvements. Impact fee schedules specific to each URA are provided below.

Credits

As described previously, a general requirement common to impact fee methodologies is the
evaluation of credits. A revenue credit may be necessary to avoid potential double payment
situations from one-time road impact fees plus on-going payments of other revenues that may also
fund growth-related road capital improvements.
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A credit for revenue generated by property taxes dedicated for capital improvements with each URA
is calculated. Information on the URA TIF revenue credits is provided below in the following figures.
Projected tax increment revenue for each source was provided by the City of Sandpoint from
Sandpoint Urban Renewal Agency cash flow projections for each URA. Because the impact fee road
improvement program reflect only a portion of the URA capital improvement plan and of those
projects, only a portion are growth-related, the projected revenues are adjusted to reflect the
projected amount to be used for growth-related impacts. The calculation for each URA is shown
below.

Figure 48. Urban Renewal Areas Growth Share Calculation

Downtown Urban Renewal Area Growth Share Calculation

Downtown URA Total Projected Capital Expenses (20-Yr)* $11,907,000
Downtown URA Road Projects in City Impact Fee CIP (City Costs)** $7,750,000
Impact Fee Project as % of Total Downtown URA Capital Plan 65.1%
Growth Share of Downtown URA Road Projects ** $1,220,838
Growth Share as % of Impact Fee CIP 15.8%
Percent of Downtown URA Plan that is Growth Related l 10.3%

* Downtown 2010 Plan Amendment, Sandpoint Urban Renewal Agency
** Development Impact Fee Study, 2011, TischlerBise

Northern Urban Renewal Area Growth Share Calculation

Northern URA Total Projected Capital Expenses (20-Yr)* $7,785,000
Northern URA Road Projects in City Impact Fee CIP (City Costs)** $3,200,000
Impact Fee Project as % of Total Northern URA Capital Plan 41.1%
Growth Share of Northern URA Road Projects ** $1,256,000
Growth Share as % of Impact Fee CIP 39.3%
Percent of Northern URA Plan that is Growth Related I 16.1%

* Northern 2010 Plan Amendment, Sandpoint Urban Renewal Agency
** Development Impact Fee Study, 2011, TischlerBise

Using annual projected future revenue from tax increments and adjusting for the growth-related
portion, a per VMT credit is derived. The adjusted projected revenue is divided by projected vehicle
miles of travel in the respective URA in each year to get a per VMT credit. For example, for the




DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEE STUDY

Sandpoint, Idaho

Downtown URA, the projected annual growth-related revenue of $50,437 in fiscal year 2012 is
divided by projected VMTs within the URA of 59,930 for a credit per VMT of $0.84. To account for the
time value of money, annual revenues per VMT are discounted using a net present value formula
based on an average interest rate of 4.0 percent. The total net present value of future revenue per
trip for the Downtown URA is $14.46; and for the Northern URA, the total net present value per VMT
is $12.72. This amount is subtracted from the gross capital cost per VMT to derive a net capital cost

per VMT within each URA to derive a separate fee schedule for each area.

Figure 49. Revenue Credit: Downtown Urban Renewal Area

Fiscal Projected Tax Projected Tax Increments for TOTAL Total Res & Nonres Credit
Year Increments [1] Growth Related Projects[1] to Credit VMT in Downtown URA [2] Per VMT
10.3%

2011 $489,680 $50,437 $50,437 59,930 $0.84
2012 $538,648 $55,481 $55,481 61,357 $0.90
2013 $565,581 $58,255 $58,255 62,783 $0.93
2014 $593,860 $61,168 $61,168 64,210 $0.95
2015 $623,553 $64,226 $64,226 65,637 $0.98
2016 $654,731 $67,437 $67,437 67,063 $1.01
2017 $687,467 $70,809 $70,809 68,490 $1.03
2018 $721,840 $74,350 $74,350 69,917 $1.06
2019 $757,932 $78,067 $78,067 71,344 $1.09
2020 $795,829 $81,970 $81,970 72,770 $1.13
2021 $835,621 $86,069 $86,069 81,330 $1.06
2022 $877,402 $90,372 $90,372 75,624 $1.20
2023 $921,272 $94,891 $94,891 77,050 $1.23
2024 $967,335 $99,636 $99,636 78,477 $1.27
2025 $1,015,702 $104,617 $104,617 79,904 $1.31
2026 $1,066,487 $109,848 $109,848 81,330 $1.35
2027 $1,119,811 $115,341 $115,341 82,783 $1.39
2028 $1,175,802 $121,108 $121,108 84,261 $1.44
2029 $1,234,592 $127,163 $127,163 85,765 $1.48
2030 $0 $0 $0 0

TOTAL $15,643,146 $1,611,244 $1,611,244 $21.66

L Discountk 4.0%
Net Present Value per VMT [3] $14.46

[1] Projected tax increments from Sandpoint Urban Renewal Agency; growth share calculated by TischlerBise

[2] See Report and Appendix for VMT projections

[3] To account for the time value of money, payment per trip is discounted using a net present value formula assuming

the average interest rate as shown.

Sources: City of Sandpoint; TischlerBise
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Figure 50. Revenue Credit: Northern Urban Renewal Area
Fiscal Projected Tax Projected Tax Increments for Total Res & Nonres Credit
Year Increments [1] Growth Related Projects[1] TOTAL VMT in North URA [2] Per VMT
16.1%

2011 $211,360 $34,029 $34,029 50,305 $0.68
2012 $280,495 $45,160 $45,160 52,178 $0.87
2013 $294,520 $47,418 $47,418 54,052 $0.88
2014 $309,246 $49,789 $49,789 55,926 $0.89
2015 $324,709 $52,278 $52,278 57,799 $0.90
2016 $340,944 $54,892 $54,892 59,673 $0.92
2017 $357,991 $57,637 $57,637 61,547 $0.94
2018 $375,891 $60,518 $60,518 63,420 $0.95
2019 $394,685 $63,544 $63,544 65,294 $0.97
2020 $414,420 $66,722 $66,722 67,168 $0.99
2021 $435,141 $70,058 $70,058 78,410 $0.89
2022 $456,898 $73,561 $73,561 70,915 $1.04
2023 $479,742 $77,239 $77,239 72,789 $1.06
2024 $503,730 $81,100 $81,100 74,663 $1.09
2025 $528,916 $85,155 $85,155 76,536 $1.11
2026 $555,362 $89,413 $89,413 78,410 $1.14
2027 $583,130 $93,884 $93,884 80,330 $1.17
2028 $612,286 $98,578 $98,578 82,296 $1.20
2029 $642,901 $103,507 $103,507 84,311 $1.23

2030 S0 S0 SO 0
TOTAL $8,102,365 $1,304,481 $1,304,481 $18.92
Discount Rate L 20%
Net Present Value per VMT [3] $12.72

[1] Projected tax increments from Sandpoint Urban Renewal Agency; growth share calculated by TischlerBise

[2] See Report and Appendix for VMT projections

[3] To account for the time value of money, payment per trip is discounted using a net present value formula assuming
the average interest rate as shown.

Sources: City of Sandpoint; TischlerBise

Impact Fees in the URAs

Given the above credits, separate fee schedules are provided for each URA below. As noted above,
the revenue credit is subtracted from the gross capital cost per VMT to derive a reduced net capital
cost per VMT, which is then used to calculate the fees.

TischlerBise 71

Fiseal, Econamic & Panning Co



DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEE STUDY

Sandpoint, Idaho

Figure 51. Transportation (Streets) Input Variables and Maximum Allowable Impact Fees by Type of Land

Use: Downtown URA

Infrastructure Standards: Downtown URA

Average Miles per Vehicle Trip 6.77

Capital Cost per VMT $94.71

Consultant Cost per VMT $0.93

GROSS COST PER VMT 595.65

General Fund Reduction 0.6% ($0.56)

TIF Credit per VMT ($14.46)

|Net capital Cost per vMT $80.62 |

VMT =
[A] (8] (C] (D] [A] x [B] x [C] x [D] Impact Fee per Housing Unit
Weekday Trip Rate Avg Miles Trip Length
Adjustment | per Veh. Trip | Weighting Current Increase
Residential Development Number of Factors on System Factors Decrease,
ITE Code Unit Type Bedrooms (Per Housing Unit)
220! Multifamily All Sizes $853.45 $1,581.55
210 Single Family 0-3 . $1,066.81 $1,594.19
210 Single Family 4+ 9.1 59%) 6.77 122 %) $1,066.81 $2,510.19
210, Single Family Avg 7.3 59% 6.77 122% $2,867.00 $1,066.81 $1,800.19
Impact Fee per Square Foot of Floor Area
Nonresidential Development Per 1,000 000 Per Square Foot of Floor Area

820 Commercial / Shpg Ctr Average 42.94 38%) 6.77 68%) 3 $1.93 $4.12
710 Office 11.01 S0%] 6.77 75%] > $0.49 $1.76
151 Mini-Warehouse 2.50 S0%) 6.77 75%) D &) $0.11 $0.40
150 Warehousing 3.56 50% 6.77 75%) ; $0.16 $0.56
140 Manufacturing 3.82 50%) 6.77 75% .78 $0.17 $0.61
110 Light Industrial 6.97 50%) 6.77 75%) 42 $0.31 $1.11

Figure 52. Transportation (Streets) Input Variables and Maximum

Use: Northern URA

Infrastructure Standards: Northern URA

Allowable Impact Fees by Type of Land

Average Miles per Vehicle Trip 6.77
Capital Cost per VMT $94.71
Consultant Cost per VMT $0.93
GROSS COST PER VMT $95.65
General Fund Reduction 0.6% (50.56)
TIF Credit per VMT (512.72)
|Net capital Cost per vMT $82.36 |
VMT =
[A] (8] (C] (D] [A] x [B] x [C] x [D] Impact Fee per Housing Unit
Weekday Trip Rate Avg Miles | Trip Length | Proposet
Vehicle Adjustment | per Veh. Trip | Weighting Current Increase
Residential Development Number of | Trip Ends Factors on System Factors VMT Fee Decrease,
ITE Code Unit Type Bedrooms ousing p ousing
220 Multifamily All Sizes 6.2 59 6.77 122%] 30.21 $853.45 $1,634.55
210 Single Family 0-3 6.8 59%] 6.77 122%) 33.01F $1,066.81 $1,651.19
210 Single Family 4+ 9.1 59%) 6.77 122%) 4438 )| $1,066.81 [ $2,587.19
210 Single Family Avg 7.3 59% 6.77 122% 35.57 $2,929.00 $1,066.81 $1,862.19

Nonresidential Development

{Per 1,000 sq. ft.)

per 1,000 sf

quare Foot of Floor Area

uare Foot of Floor Area)

820 Commercial / Shpg Ctr Average 42.94 38%] 6.77 $4.25
710 Office 11.01 50%] 6.77 $1.81
151 Mini-Warehouse 2.50 50%) 6.77 $0.41
150 Warehousing 3.56 50%| 6.77 $0.58
140 Manufacturing 3.82 50%] 6.77 $0.62
110 Light Industrial 6.97 50%) 6.77 $1.14
72
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The City has expressed an interest in further reducing the fees paid in the Downtown URA. As a
matter of policy, the City Council could implement a program where the Downtown URA impact fees
are paid through other sources of revenue. One such option is mentioned in the 2010 Amended
Urban Renewal Plan for the Downtown Area:

For development covered by an owner participation agreement or disposition and development
agreement, the SURA shall have the authority, but not the obligation to cooperate with the developer
to apply for a credit or reimbursement of any impact fee, or for any refund of said fee assessed by any
other governmental entity. The SURA shall also have the authority, but not the obligation, to
consider paying of all or part of such impact fees from revenue allocation proceeds to the extent
allowed by law. (Emphasis added.)

CASH FLow PROJECTIONS

This section summarizes the potential cash flow to the City of Sandpoint, if the Transportation
development impact fee is implemented at the maximum allowable amounts. The cash flow
projections are based on the assumptions detailed in this study and provide an indication of the
impact fee revenue and capital expenditures necessary to meet the demand for transportation
improvements brought about by new development. To the extent the rate of development either
accelerates or slows down, there will be a corresponding change in impact fee revenue and capital
costs. The development projections on which the cash flow summary is based can be found in the
Appendix to this report.

Figure 53 provides a summary of the projected ten-year cash flow from the Transportation impact
fee and associated capital costs. A longer period of time is used for Transportation impact fees than
other categories due to the long-term nature of road projects. Average annual fee revenue is
approximately $397,000, if the fee is implemented at the maximum allowable levels. Total projected
new fee revenue is projected at almost $4 million over 10 years. The bottom of the figure includes
other revenue sources, including the balance of the current streets impact fee fund, other sources of
funding identified in the CIP, and the remaining URA funds for projects including in the impact fee
program. Given the available projected revenue sources, total revenue is $20.6 million. Total
projected capital costs over the next ten years total approximately $21.8 million, resulting in a
shortfall of $1.2 million to be covered by other revenue sources.
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Figure 53. Cash Flow Summary for Transportation (Streets)

10-Year 10-Year
3 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Average Cumulative
|Curlent S in thousands) 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 Annual Total
TRANSPORTATION: Streets
8 Streets Fee - SFD $121 $123 $125 $127 $129 $131 $133 $135 $137 $139 $130 $1,300
9 Streets Fee - Multifamily/Other Res $55 $56 $57 $57 $58 $59 $60 $61 $62 $63 $59 $588
10 Streets Fee - Commercial $81 582 $84 $85 $86 $87 $89 $90 $91 $92 $87 $868
11 Streets Fee - Office/Instit $85 $86 $88 $89 $90 $92 $93 $94 $96 $97 $91 $910
12 Streets Fee - Industrial $28 $29 $29 $29 $30 $30 $31 $31 $32 $32 $30 $301
btotal Transportation (Streets) Fees $371 $377 $382 $388 $393 $399 $405 $411 $417 $423 $397 $3,966
CAPITAL COSTS
TRANSPORTATION: Streets
Streets and Intersection Improvements $2,176 $2,176 $2,176 $2,176 $2,176 $2,176 $2,176 $2,176 $2,176 $2,176 | $2,176 $21,762
Consultant Cost sS4 sS4 54 S4 S4 $4 $4 $4 S4 $5 $4 $42
Subtotal Streets Costs $2,180 $2,180 $2,180 $2,180 $2,180 $2,180 $2,180 $2,181 $2,181 $2,181 | $2,180 $21,804
NET CASH FLOW (Impact Fees)- TRANSPORTATION: Streets Current $ in thousands
Annual Surplus (or Deficit) (51,809) ($1,804) ($1,798) (51,793) ($1,787) ($1,781) ($1,775) ($1,769) ($1,763) ($1,757)] ($1,784)
Cumulative Surplus (or Deficit) ($1,809) ($3,613) ($5,411) ($7,204) ($8,990) ($10,772) ($12,547) ($14,317) (516,080) ($17,838) ($17,838)

Other Transportation (Streets) Fund __IF balance

Other Funding $177.91 $974 $796 $796 $796 $796 $796 $796 $796 $796 $796 $8,135
Remaining Urban Renewal Funding $847 $847 $847 $847 $847 $847 $847 $847 $847 $847 $8,473
Total Transportation Revenues $2,192 $2,020 $2,025 $2,031 $2,036 $2,042 $2,048 $2,054 $2,060 $2,066 $20,574
NET CAPITAL FACILITIES CASH FLOW (ALL FUNDING) _ $12  (5161) (5155) ($150) ($144)  ($138)  ($132)  ($126)  ($121)  ($114) ($1,230)

TischlerBise "
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TRANSPORTATION: MULTI-USE PATHWAYS

The City of Sandpoint has a system of Multi-use Pathways that are used for alternative modes of
transportation. The City intends to build new miles of Pathways to maintain the current level of
service by implementing a Multi-use Pathway impact fee to be implemented on residential and
nonresidential development. It is based on the current linear miles of multi-use pathways in the City
of Sandpoint.

Figure 54 diagrams the general methodology used to calculate the Multi-use Pathway impact fee. It is
intended to read like an outline, with lower levels providing a more detailed breakdown of the
impact fee components. The residential portion of the fee is derived from the product of persons per
housing unit (by type of unit) multiplied by the net capital cost per person. The nonresidential
portion is derived from the product of nonresidential vehicle trips per 1,000 square feet of
nonresidential space multiplied by the net capital cost per trip. The boxes in the next level down
indicate detail on the components included in the fee.




DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEE STUDY

Sandpoint, Idaho

Figure 54. Multi-use Pathway Fee Methodology Chart

MULTI-USE PATHWAY
DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEE

Residential
Development

Persons per Housing Unit by
Type and Size of Unit

Muiltiplied by Net Capital Cost
per Person

Nonresidential
Development

Nonresidential Vehicle Trips
= PEr 1,000 Square Feet by Type
of Development

Multiplied by Net Capital Cost

= per Nonresidential Vehicle
Trip

Cost per Person for Multi-use Cost per Trip for Multi-use
Pathway Linear Miles Pathway Linear Miles

Minus Reduction for General Minus Reduction for General
Fund Contribution and/or Debtj Fund Contribution and/or Deb

TischlerBise
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COST ALLOCATION FOR MULTI-USE PATHWAYS INFRASTRUCTURE

As pathways are used by both residents and employees in the City, costs are allocated to residential
and nonresidential development. Figure 55 provides the proportionate share calculation to allocate
costs between residential and nonresidential development.

Figure 55. Proportionate Share Calculation

Demand Person  Proportionate

Residential Demand Units in 2009 Hours/Day  Hours Share
Estimated Residents 8,615 '1
Residents Not Working 4,525 24 108,612
Workers Living in City 4,090 i
City Residents Working in City 1,772 16 28,352
City Residents Working outside of City 2,318 16 37,088

Residential Subtotal 174,052 78%

Nonresidential
Jobs Located in City 6,055 '1
City Residents Working in City 1,772 8 14,176
Non-Resident Workers 4,283 8 34,264

Nonresidential Subtotal 48,440 22%

TOTAL 222,492 100%

Source: US Census, OnTheMap Application and LEHD Origin-Destination Employment Statistics

MULTI-USE PATHWAYS INFRASTRUCTURE STANDARDS AND LEVELS OF SERVICE

The City currently has 11.31 miles of multi-use pathways. Allocating to residential and nonresidential
development results in a level of service of 1.01 miles per person and .08 miles per nonresidential
trip. Figure 56 provides the inventory of current pathways and values as well as costs per person and
nonresidential trip and levels of service.
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Figure 56. City of Sandpoint Multi-use Pathway Inventory and Cost Estimate
Length (lin. miles)
Sandpoint to Dover Community Trail 1.82
Travers, Centennial, Great Northern Pathway: 4.11
Lakeview Park Trail 0.40
City Beach Trail 0.50
Long Bridge Trail 0.25
Lincoln Avenue 0.49
Pine Street 0.53
Division Street 0.30
Boyer Avenue 0.62
N. Boyer to Popsicle Bridge 0.32 Average
West City limits to downtown to Larch & Boyz 1.97 Cost per Mile Total Value
TOTAL 11.31] $160,000] $1,809,933|
Proportionate 2011 Cost per
Share Demand Units Demand Unit
Residential 78% 8,737 Population $162.05
Nonresidential 22% 31,329 Nonresid Trips $12.57
Lin. Mi. per 1,000 Persons 1.01
Lin. Mi. per 1,000 Nonres Trips 0.08

Source: City of Sandpoint
Cost for Development Impact Fee Study

Included in the fee is the cost for preparation of the Pathways portion of the development impact
fees as allowed by the Idaho Act. This is calculated based on the projected growth in Sandpoint
population and nonresidential development over the next five years, which represents the maximum
period of time when the CIP should be updated to reflect changes in development and levels of
service. The cost per person of $6.77 and the cost per nonresidential trip of $0.54 is derived by
multiplying the consultant cost for preparing the development impact fees by the respective
proportionate share then dividing by either the projected increase in population or increase in
nonresidential trips over three years. See Figure 57.

Figure 57. Development Fee Preparation Cost (Pathways Portion)

Residential Nonresidential
Service Unit Person Vehicle Trip
Proportionate Share 78% 22%
Pathways ConsultantFee |  $5,844 $4,572 $1,272
Increase in Service Units 5yrs 675 2,338
Cost per Service Unit $6.77 $0.54
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CREDIT EVALUATION

The City does not have any current outstanding debt for Pathways capital improvements that will be
retired through property taxes. Included in the fee calculation is an examination of past funding for
Pathways capacity improvements that were paid out of the General Fund as required by Idaho
impact few law. Based on an analysis from the past three years, we found that 0 percent of the
General Fund has been spent on Pathways capacity improvements. Therefore, no credit is included.

PATHWAYS INPUT VARIABLES AND DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES

For Pathways infrastructure, a “service unit” for residential development is a person and for
nonresidential development, it is a vehicle trip. As specified in 67-8208(e), the variables shown in the
table below are used to convert service units to development units.

Level of service standards for the Pathways development impact fees are shown in Figure 28.
Development impact fees are based on persons per housing unit by type and size for the residential
fee and vehicle trip ends per 1,000 square feet for nonresidential development. Average weekday
vehicle trip ends are from the reference book, Trip Generation (Seventh Edition, 2008), published by
the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE). A vehicle trip end represents a vehicle either entering
or exiting a development (as if a traffic counter were placed across a driveway). To calculate impact
fees, trip generation rates are adjusted to avoid double counting each trip at both the origin and
destination points—thereby allocating the trip to the appropriate land use.

The basic trip adjustment factor is 50 percent for all nonresidential development except commercial.
For commercial/shopping center development, the trip adjustment factor is less than 50 percent
because retail uses attract vehicles as they pass by on arterial and collector roads. For example, when
someone stops at a convenience store on the way home from work, the convenience store is not the
primary destination. For an average size shopping center, the ITE manual indicates that on average
25 percent of the vehicles that enter are passing by on their way to some other primary destination.
The remaining 75 percent of attraction trips have the shopping center as their primary destination.
Because attraction trips are half of all trips, the trip adjustment factor is 75 percent multiplied by 50
percent, or approximately 38 percent of the trip ends. (See the Appendix for further discussion.)

Figure 28 summarizes service units, conversion factors, and cost factors per service unit for the
Pathways development impact fees as detailed above.
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Maximum allowable Pathways development impact fees by land use type are also shown below in
Figure 28. Residential fees are per housing unit and nonresidential fees are per gross square foot of
floor area. The fees are calculated by multiplying the service units per land use type by the net capital
cost per service unit.

An example of the calculation for an average size single family detached unit is: the net capital cost
per person ($168.82) multiplied by the persons per housing unit for that size unit (2.19) to arrive at
the development impact fee per average single family unit of $369. For nonresidential land uses, the
trip rate for the respective type of use is multiplied by the trip adjustment factor and then multiplied
by the impact fee per trip. For example, the impact fee for a shopping center is calculated as follows:
42.94 x 38% x $13.11 to yield an impact fee amount of $.21 per square foot.

80

TischlerBise



DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEE STUDY

Sandpoint, Idaho

Figure 58. Multi-use Pathways Input Variables and Maximum Allowable Impact Fees by Land Use

Residential
Per Person
Multi-use Pathway $162.05
Consultant Cost $6.77
GROSS COST 5168.82
General Fund Reduction 0% SO
Debt Service Credit S0
Per Person
|NET cAPITAL cOST $168.82 |
Residential Impact Fee Impact Fee per Housing Unit
Number of Persons per Increase
Unit Type Bedrooms Housing Unit Current bee (Decrease)
Multifamily/Other All Sizes 2.12 na $358.00
Single Family 0-3 1.97 | na $332.00
Single Family 4+ 2.95 7.00 na $497.00
Single Family Avg 2.19 $369.00 na $369.00
Nonresidential
Per Nonres. Trij
Multi-use Pathway $12.57
Consultant Cost $0.54
GROSS COST $13.11
General Fund Reduction S0
Debt Service Credit S0
r Trij
|NEeT capmaL cosT $13.11 |
Impact Fee per Square Foot of Floor Area
Weekday Vehicle | Trip Rate Adj. Increase

Nonresidential Development Fee

ITE Code
820
710
151
150
140
110

Commercial / Shpg Ctr

Office
Mini-Warehouse
Warehousing
Manufacturing
Light Industrial

Trip Ends

Factors

(Per 1,000 sq. ft.)

Current Fee

(Per Square Foot of Floor A

rea)

Decrease,

TischlerBise

a1, Econor
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SERVICE AREA

Given the nature of Pathways services and the existence of one station with future capacity
expansions serving the entire City, it is recommended that one impact fee service area be used for
the Pathways impact fee.

CASH FLow PROJECTIONS

This section summarizes the potential cash flow to the City of Sandpoint, if the Pathways
development fees are implemented at the maximum allowable amounts. The cash flow projections
are based on the assumptions detailed in this study and provide an indication of the impact fee
revenue and capital expenditures necessary to meet the demand for pathways brought about by new
development. To the extent the rate of development either accelerates or slows down, there will be
a corresponding change in impact fee revenue and capital costs. The development projections on
which the cash flow summary is based can be found in the Appendix to this report.

Figure 29 provides a summary of the projected five-year cash flow from the Pathways impact fee and
associated capital costs. Impact fee revenues are projected to generate an average of $29,000 per
year if the fee is implemented at the maximum allowable level, for a five-year total of approximately
$144,000. Five-year capital costs to serve growth are projected at approximately $145,000. Projected
fee revenue covers approximately 100 percent of the capital costs.
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Figure 59. Cash Flow Summary for Pathways
5-Year 5-Year
1 2 3 4 5 Average Cumulative

iCunentS in thousandsi 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 Annual Total

TRANSPORTATION: Multi-use Pathways
13 Pathways Fee - SFD

14 Pathways Fee - Multifamily/Other Res $7 $8 S8

15 Pathways Fee - Commercial
16 Pathways Fee - Office/Instit
17 Pathways Fee - Industrial

Subtotal Transportation (Pathways) Fees

CAPITAL COSTS

TRANSPORTATION: Multi-use Pathways
Multi-use Pathways
Consultant Cost

Subtotal Pathways Costs

NET CAPITAL FACILITIES CASH FLOW-
Annual Surplus (or Deficit)
Cumulative Surplus (or Deficit)

$15 $15 $15 $15 $16 $15 $76
$8 $8 S8 $38

$3 $3 $3 $3 $3 $3 $14
$2 $2 $3 $3 $3 $3 $13
$1 $1 $1 $1 $1 S1 $4
$28 $28 $29 $29 $30 $29 $144

$27 $27 $28 $28 $29 $28 $139
51 51 $1 $1 $1 $1 $6
$28 $29 $29 $29 $30 $29 $145

TRANSPORTATION: Multi-use Pathways

Current S in thousands

(50) (50) (50)

(50) (50) (s0)

($0) ($0) (50)

(s0) ($0) (50)

ischlerBise
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PROPORTIONATE SHARE ANALYSIS

Development impact fees for the City of Sandpoint are based on reasonable and fair formulas or
methods. The fees do not exceed a proportionate share of the costs incurred or to be incurred by
the City in the provision of system improvements to serve new development. The City will fund non-
growth related improvements with non-impact fee funds as it has in the past.

The Idaho Development Impact Fee Act includes the evaluation factors set forth in the Utah Supreme
Court decision known as Banberry Development Corp. v. South Jordan City. The analysis of these

seven factors is discussed below.

1)

2)

3)

4)

5)

The development impact fees for the City of Sandpoint are based on new growth’s share
of the costs of previously built projects along with planned public facilities as provided by
the City of Sandpoint. Projects are included in the City’s capital improvements plan and
will be included in annual capital budgets.

The impact fee analysis and CIPs have identified potential funding shortfalls to be
covered by non-development fee revenue sources. TischlerBise estimated impact fee
revenue based on the maximum allowable impact fees for each functional area; results
are shown in the cash flow analyses in this report. Impact fee revenue will almost
entirely fund growth-related improvements.

The extent to which new development may have already contributed to the cost of
existing public facilities has been considered. This credit is included based on amount of
General Fund spent on capacity improvements for each category.

The relative extent to which properties will make future contributions to the cost of
existing public facilities has also been evaluated in regards to existing debt. Outstanding
debt for growth’s portion of already constructed facilities will be paid from impact fee
revenue, therefore a future revenue credit is not necessary.

The City will evaluate the extent to which newly developed properties are entitled to a
credit for system improvements that have been provided by property owners or
developers. These “site-specific” credits will be available for system improvements
identified in the annual capital budget and long-term Capital Improvements Plans.
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Administrative procedures for site-specific credits should be addressed in the
development impact fee ordinance.

6) Extraordinary costs, if any, in servicing newly developed properties should be addressed
through administrative procedures that allow independent studies to be submitted to
the City. These procedures should be addressed in the development impact fee
ordinance. One service area represented by the City of Sandpoint is appropriate for the
fees herein.

7) The time-price differential inherent in fair comparisons of amounts paid at different
times has been addressed. All costs in the impact fee calculations are given in current
dollars with no assumed inflation rate over time. Necessary cost adjustments can be
made as part of the annual evaluation and update of development impact fees.
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IMPLEMENTATION AND ADMINISTRATION

The Idaho Development Impact Fee Act (hereafter referred to as the Idaho Act) requires jurisdictions
to form a Development Impact Fee Advisory Committee. The committee must have at least five
members with a minimum of two members active in the business of real estate, building, or
development. The committee acts in an advisory capacity and is tasked to do the following®:

e Assist the governmental entity in adopting land use assumptions;

e Review the capital improvements plan, and proposed amendments, and file written
comments;

e Monitor and evaluate implementation of the capital improvements plan;

e File periodic reports, at least annually, with respect to the capital improvements plan
and report to the governmental entity any perceived inequities in implementing the
plan or imposing the development impact fees; and

e Advise the governmental entity of the need to update or revise land use assumptions,
the capital improvements plan, and development impact fees.

Per the above, the City has formed a Development Impact Fee Advisory Committee (DIFAC).
TischlerBise and City Staff have met with the DIFAC and continue to do so throughout the process
and have provided information on land use assumptions, level of service and cost assumptions, and
draft impact fee schedules.

The City must develop and adopt a capital improvements plan (CIP) that includes those
improvements for which fees were developed. The Idaho Act defines a capital improvement as an
“improvement with a useful life of ten years or more, by new construction or other action, which
increases the service capacity of a public facility.”® Requirements for the CIP are outlined in Idaho
Code 67-8208. Certain procedural requirements must be followed for adoption of the CIP and the
development impact fee ordinance. Requirements are described in detail in Idaho Code 67-8206. For
those infrastructure categories where incremental needs are identified, the City will need to
incorporate those needs and costs in its ongoing CIP.

TischlerBise recommends that development impact fees be updated annually to reflect recent data.
One approach is to adjust for inflation in construction costs by means of an index like the Marshall

> |daho Code 67-8205.
® |daho Code 67-8203.

TischlerBise N



DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEE STUDY
Sandpoint, Idaho

Valuation Service or Engineering News Record (ENR). This index can be applied against the calculated
impact fee. If cost estimates change significantly the City should evaluate an adjustment to the CIP
and development impact fees. It has been the City’s practice to do this.

Idaho’s enabling legislation requires an annual development impact fees report that accounts for
fees collected and spent during the preceding year (Idaho Code 67-8210). Development impact fees
must be deposited in interest-bearing accounts earmarked for the associated capital facilities as
outlined in capital improvements plans. Also, fees must be spent within five years of when they are
collected unless the local governmental entity identifies in writing (a) a reasonable cause why the
fees should be held longer than five years; and (b) an anticipated date by which the fees will be
expended but in no event greater than eight years from the date they were collected.’

Credits must be provided for in accordance with Idaho Code Section 67-8209 regarding site-specific
credits or developer reimbursements for system improvements that have been included in the
impact fee calculations. Project improvements normally required as part of the development
approval process are not eligible for credits against development impact fees. Specific policies and
procedures related to site-specific credits or developer reimbursements for system improvements
should be addressed in the ordinance that establishes the City’s fees.

The general concept is that developers may be eligible for site-specific credits or reimbursements
only if they provide system improvements that have been included in CIP and impact fee
calculations. If a developer constructs a system improvement that was included in the fee
calculations, it is necessary to either reimburse the developer or provide a credit against the fees in
the area that benefits from the system improvement. The latter option is more difficult to administer
because it creates unique fees for specific geographic areas. Based on TischlerBise’s experience, it is
better for a reimbursement agreement to be established with the developer that constructs a system
improvement. For example, if a developer elects to construct a system improvement, then a
reimbursement agreement can be established to payback the developer from future impact fee
revenue. The reimbursement agreement should be based on the actual documented cost of the
system improvement, if less than the amount shown in the CIP. However, the reimbursement should
not exceed the CIP amount that has been used in the impact fee calculations.

7 See Idaho Code 67-8210 for further detail.
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NONRESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT CATEGORIES

Nonresidential development categories used throughout this study are based on land use
classifications from the book Trip Generation (ITE, 2008). A summary description of each
development category is provided below.

Shopping Center (820) — A shopping center is an integrated group of commercial
establishments that is planned, developed, owned and managed as a unit. A shopping center
provides on-site parking facilities sufficient to serve its own parking demands. Shopping
centers may contain non-merchandizing facilities, such as office buildings, movie theaters,
restaurants, post offices, banks, health clubs and recreational facilities. In addition to the
integrated unit of shops in one building or enclosed around a mall, many shopping centers
include out-parcels. For smaller centers without an enclosed mall or peripheral buildings, the
Gross Leasable Area (GLA) may be the same as the Gross Floor Area (GFA) of the building.

General Office (710) — A general office building houses multiple tenants including, but not
limited to, professional services, insurance companies, investment brokers and tenant
services such as banking, restaurants and service retail facilities. In the impact fees study,
this category is used as a proxy for institutional uses that may have more specific land use
codes.

Light Industrial (110) — Light industrial facilities usually employ fewer than 500 persons and
have an emphasis on activities other than manufacturing. Typical light industrial activities
include, but are not limited to printing plants, material-testing laboratories and assembling of
data processing equipment.

Warehousing (150) — Warehouses are primarily devoted to the storage of materials.
Manufacturing (140) — In manufacturing facilities, the primary activity is the conversion of

raw materials or parts into finished products. In addition to the actual production of goods,
manufacturing facilities may have office, warehouse, research, and associated functions.
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APPENDIX: LAND USE ASSUMPTIONS & DEMOGRAPHICS




IS 4701 SANGAMORE ROAD | SUITE $240 | BETHESDA, MD 20816
Isc e Ise T. 800.424.4318 | F: 301.320.4860

Fiscal, Economic & Planning Consultants 43460 RIDGE PARK DRIVE | SUITE 200W | TEMECULA, CA 92590
T: 951.719.8478 | F: 301.320.4860

WWW.TISCHLERBISE.COM

MEMORANDUM

TO: Jeremy Grimm, Planning Director
City of Sandpoint, Idaho

FROM: Julie Herlands
TischlerBise
DATE: May 20, 2011
SUBJECT: Demographic Data and Development Projections for Impact Fee Study

As part of our Work Scope, TischlerBise has prepared documentation on demographic data and
development projections that will be used in the Impact Fee Study. The demographic data estimates for
January 1, 2011, will be used in the study calculations. The development projections are used solely for
the purpose of having an understanding of the possible future pace of service demands, impact fee
revenues, and capital expenditures.

The data herein are for City of Sandpoint Parks, Law Enforcement, Fire Protection, and Transportation
impact fees.

Calculations throughout this technical memo are based on an analysis conducted using Excel software.
Results are discussed in the memo using one-and two-digit places (in most cases), which represent
rounded figures. However, the analysis itself uses figures carried to their ultimate decimal places;
therefore the sums and products generated in the analysis may not equal the sum or product if the
reader replicates the calculation with the factors shown in the report (due to the rounding of figures
shown, not in the analysis).

« Fiscal Impact Analysis - Impact Fees - Utility Rate Studies - Infrastructure Financing - User Fees - Cost Allocation Plans - Fiscal Software -
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CURRENT POPULATION AND HOUSING UNIT ESTIMATES

Development impact fees require an analysis of current levels of service. For residential development,
current levels of service are determined using current estimates of population and housing units. To
estimate current housing units in the City, TischlerBise obtained building permit information from the
City of Sandpoint. This information is then used to determine a current estimate of housing units as well
as to estimate current population. Residential building permit trends by type of housing unit are shown
below.

Figure Al. Residential Building Permits in City of Sandpoint, 2000-2010

70

60 T —@=Single Family

50 +— === Multifamily

w0 i, N e
T N PN

I i s e i

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010
Single Family | 16 34 18 46 47 28 20 34 26 23 17
Multifamily 3 11 4 8 46 14 43 11 62 15 1

Using the Comprehensive Plan base year (2006) City population of 8,206 and average household size, we
estimate number of housing units in 2006 at 3,782. Using building permit data, we can estimate the
growth in housing units over the last five years and the current number of housing units in the City by
type of unit. Population growth over the last five years as well as the current estimated population (for
2011) is derived using housing units and persons per housing unit. The current number of housing units
in the City is estimated at 4,034 with a current estimated population of 8,737. Figure A2 lists recent
residential growth and the current housing unit and population estimates for the City of Sandpoint.

Based on household characteristics, TischlerBise recommends using two housing unit categories for the
impact fee study: (1) Single Family Detached and (2) Multifamily. (Further discussion on housing

TischlerBise A



DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEE STUDY
Sandpoint, Idaho

characteristics by housing unit type and bedroom count is provided at the end of this memo.) Recent
residential growth trends in housing units and population are shown below. (See Figure A2.) The data

for year 2011 will be used as the base year estimate for the Impact Fees.

Figure A2. Recent Growth in Population and Housing Units in the City of Sandpoint

Issued during calendar year

Building Permits 2006* 2007 2008 2009 2010 average
Single Family 20 34 26 23 17 24
Multifamily 43 11 62 15 1 26
Total 63 45 88 38 18 50
50.4
Jan 1==> Base Year

Housing Units 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
Single Family 2,535 2,555 2,589 2,615 2,638 2,655 66%
Multifamily 1,247 1,290 1,301 1,363 1,378 1,379 34%
Total 3,782 3,845 3,890 3,978 4,016 4,034 100%
Population in Households PPHU
Single Family 2.19 5,552 5,596 5,670 5,727 5,777 5,815
Multifamily 2.12 2,643 2,734 2,757 2,889 2,920 2,922

2.17 8,206 8,329 8,427 8,615 8,698 8,737

* 2009 Comprehensive Plan base year population estimate
Source: City of Sandpoint; U.S. Census; TischlerBise

Household size by type of unit from the U.S. Census American Community Survey (2005-2009) is shown
in Figure A3. Household size (persons per housing unit (PPHU)) is an important demographic factor that
helps account for variations in service demand by type of housing. Persons per housing unit will be held
constant over the projection period since the impact fees represent a “snapshot approach” of current

levels of service and costs.

Fiseat, Beonom
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Figure A3. Household Size by Type of Housing Unit, 2005-2009 US Census American Community Survey

Units in
Structure Persons Units PPHU
Single Family* 5,274 2,410 2.19
Multifamily 2,078 978 2.12
TOTAL 7,352 3,388 2.17

* Includes Manufactured Homes

Source: US Census, American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates, 2009

POPULATION AND HOUSING UNIT PROJECTIONS

TischlerBise analyzed recent growth trends, reviewed the City of Sandpoint Comprehensive Plan, and
had discussions with staff. Over the past 10 years, the City has seen an average of 48 residential building
permits a year. Without year 2010, which had the lowest number of permits over the last 10 years, the
average number of units increases only slightly to 50 per year. However, in a number of recent years,
activity has surpassed 60 units per year. Based on these growth patterns and assuming the slow
economic recovery continues at a measured pace, residential growth is projected at a 1.5 percent
annual growth rate. At this pace of growth, the average annual projected increase is 70 housing units
and 152 persons, over the 20-year projection period. Given the recent economic downturn and slow
recovery, the projected growth is gradual in the initial years. It is assumed that the distribution between
single family and multifamily units is held constant with 66 percent of the housing stock single family
homes and the remainder multifamily.

Population and housing unit projections are used for the purpose of having an understanding of the
possible future pace of service demands, revenues, and expenditures. As these factors will vary to the
extent that future development varies, there will be virtually no effect on the actual amount of the
impact fee.

Figure A4. Population and Housing Unit Projections in City of Sandpoint, 2011-2031

Cumulative | Avg. Ann.
iRaseyr 1 i a2 ] a
Year=> 2011 2012 2013

SUMMARY OF DEMAND PROJECTIONS (City Limits)

026 2031 |2011.2031 jp011-2031

TOTAL POPULATION 8,737 8,868 9,001 9,136 9,273 9,412 10,140 10,923 11,767 3,030 152
TOTAL HOUSING UNITS 4,034 4,094 4,155 4,218 4,281 4,345 4,681 5,043 5,433 1,399 70
ANNUAL INCREASES (City Limits) 10-11  11-12  12-13  13-14  14-15 15-16  20-21 25-26 30-31_|Avg Annual
Population 131 133 135 137 139 150 161 174 152
Housing Units 61 61 62 63 64 69 75 80 70

Sources: City of Sandpoint; TischlerBise.
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NONRESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT ESTIMATES AND PROJECTIONS

In addition to data on residential development, the calculation of impact fees requires data on
nonresidential square footage and employment (number of jobs) in the City of Sandpoint.

TischlerBise analyzed recent employment trends in the City of Sandpoint and Bonner County. Over the
last 9 years, an average of 46 percent of the County’s jobs has been in the City of Sandpoint. We
estimate the current number of jobs in the City of Sandpoint is 6,016, assuming a modest employment
growth of .7 percent from 2010 to 2011. Results are shown below.

Figure A5. Employment Trends in Bonner County and City of Sandpoint

9-yr Avg  Last 5-yr

2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2011
Growth avg grwth
Bonner County Jobs 11,528 11,870 12,597 13,481 13,919 14,420 13,777 12,900 12,989
Annual growth 3.0% 6.1% 7.0% 3.2% 3.6% -4.5% -6.4% 0.7% 0.7%
Net Jobs Increase 342 727 884 438 501 (643) (877) 89 90
City of Sandpoint Jot 5,204 5,491 5,789 6,377 6,408 6,299 6,146 6,055I 5,975 l 6,016| Z.3%I -1.3%]
Annual growth 55% 5.4% 10.2% 0.5% -1.7% -2.4% -1.5% -1.3% 0.7%
Net Jobs Increase 287 298 588 31 (109) (153) (91) (80) 41
% City of County 45% 46% 46% 47% 46% 44% 45% 47% 46% 46%
average==> 46%
4273

Source: US Census, OnTheMap Application and LEHD Origin-Destination Employment Statistics; Idaho Department of Labor

To estimate current nonresidential floor area in the City, TischlerBise used the above job estimate along
with an average square foot per job derived from the 2005 estimate of City nonresidential floor area
(from the previous impact fee study) and number of jobs in 2005. It was estimated in 2005 that the City
had 5.8 million square feet of nonresidential space (occupied) and a total of 6,377 jobs. This equates to
909 square feet per job. Applying this figure to the current estimated number of jobs determines the
total amount of occupied nonresidential space. Further, this space is allocated to type of land use using
the distribution from the 2005 study. The estimated square footage in 2011 for each major category of
nonresidential development is shown below in Figure A6.

A-6
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Figure A6. Estimated Employment and Nonresidential Floor Area City of Sandpoint, 2011

2011 Total Estimated Jobs 6,016
Gross SF per Job* 909
2011 Nonresidential SF Estimate 5,470,348|

Percent by 2011 Nonres
Nonresidential ~ Floor Area

Land Use* Estimate
Commercial/Retail 16% 863,436
Office 43% 2,348,035
Industrial 41% 2,258,878
100% 5,470,348

* Based on 2005 Buildout Analysis and 2005 Sandpoint employment

Nonresidential Floor Area and Employment Projections

Future employment growth and nonresidential development in the City are projected based on
information provided by City staff, TischlerBise’s analysis of past trends, as well as examination of state
and regional projections from the Idaho Department of Labor and Woods & Poole Economics.® Idaho
Department of Labor projects a growth rate of 1.42 percent for the Northern Idaho Region and Woods &
Poole projects a growth rate of 1.5 percent for Bonner County. To be conservative, we average the two
growth rates and assume a 1.45 percent growth in employment over the projection period.

The projected increase in employment is then used to project growth in nonresidential square footage
using the employee per square foot data discussed above. Results are shown in Figure A7 below.

¥ Woods & Poole Economics, Inc. is an independent firm that specializes in long-term county economic and
demographic projections. Woods & Poole's database for every county in the U.S. contains projections through
2040 for more than 900 variables. Each year Woods & Poole updates the projections with new historical data.
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Figure A7. Nonresidential Floor Area and Employment Projections in City of Sandpoint, 2011-2031

Five-Year Increments ===> Cumulative| Avg. Ann.
BaseYr 1 2 3 4 5 10 15 20 | Increase | Increase
Year=> 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2021 2026 2031 |2011-2031[2011-2031
SUMMARY OF DEMAND PROJECTIONS (City Limits)
NONRESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT
Nonres Floor Area (1,000 SF) % of ttl

Commercial (1,000 SF) 16% 863 876 889 902 915 928 997 1,072 1,152 288 14
Office/Instit (1,000 SF) 43% 2,348 2,382 2,417 2,452 2,487 2,523 2,712 2914 3,131 783 39
Industrial /Flex (1,000 SF) 41% 2,259 2,292 2,325 2,359 2,393 2,427 2,609 2,803 3,013 754 38

TOTAL 5,470 5,550 5,630 5,712 5,795 5,879 6,317 6,789  7,296| 1,825 91

Employment By Type

Commercial/Retail 21% 1,275 1,293 1,312 1,331 1,350 1,370 1,472 1,582 1,700 425 21
Office/Institutional 58% 3,467 3,517 3,568 3,620 3,672 3,725 4,003 4,302 4,623 1,157 58
Industrial/Flex 21% 1,275 1,293 1,312 1,331 1,350 1,370 1,472 1,582 1,700 425 21
TOTAL 6,016 6,103 6,192 6,282 6,373 6,465 6,948 7,466 8,023 2,007 100
Five-Year Increment{2011-2031
ANNUAL INCREASES (City Limits) 10-11  11-12 12-13 13-14 14-15 15-16 20-21 25-26 30-31 |Avg Annual|
Jobs 87 88 90 91 92 99 107 115 100
Nonres Floor Area (1,000 SF) 79 80 82 83 84 90 97 104 91

AVERAGE DAILY VEHICLE TRIPS

Average Daily Vehicle Trips are used in several impact fee categories. Vehicle trips are estimated using
average weekday vehicle trip ends from the reference book, Trip Generation, 8" Edition, published by
the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) in 2008. A vehicle trip end represents a vehicle either
entering or exiting a development (as if a traffic counter were placed across a driveway).

Trip Rate Adjustments

Trip generation rates are adjusted to avoid double counting each trip at both the origin and destination
points. Therefore, the basic trip adjustment factor is 50 percent. As discussed below, additional
adjustments are made to ensure the fees are proportionate to the infrastructure demand for particular
types of development.

Adjustment for Journey-To-Work Commuting

Residential development in the City of Sandpoint has a larger trip adjustment factor of 61 percent to
account for commuters leaving Sandpoint for work. According to the National Household Travel Survey,’
home-based work trips are typically 31 percent of “production” trips, in other words, out-bound trips
(which are 50 percent of all trip ends). Also, data from the US Census for 2009 indicates that 57 percent

’us. Department of Transportation and Federal Highway Administration, Summary of Travel Trends: 2001
National Household Travel Survey, December 2004 (see Table 29).

TischlerBise i
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of Sandpoint’s workers travel outside the City for work (see Figure A8). In combination, these factors
(0.31 x 0.50 x 0.57 = 0.09) account for 9 percent of additional production trips. The total adjustment
factor for residential includes attraction trips (50 percent of trip ends) plus the journey-to-work
commuting adjustment (9 percent of production trips) for a total of 59 percent.

Figure A8. Adjustment for Journey-to Work Commuting

Sandpoint Workers (2009) 4,090
Sandpoint Residents Working in City (2009) 1,772
Sandpoint Residents Commuting Outside City for Work 2,318

Percent Commuting out of the City 57%
Additional Production Trips [ 9%|
Residential Trip Adjustment Factor I 59%|

Source: U.S. Census, OnTheMap Application (version 5)
Longitudinal-Employer Household Dynamics (LEHD) Program; ITE

Adjustment for Pass-By Trips

The basic trip adjustment factor of 50 percent is applied to the Office/Institutional and Industrial
categories. The Retail category has a trip factor of less than 50 percent because this type of
development attracts vehicles as they pass-by on arterial and collector roads. For an average size
shopping center, the ITE manual indicates that on average 25 percent of the vehicles that enter are
passing by on their way to some other primary destination. The remaining 75 percent of attraction trips
have the shopping center as their primary destination. Because attraction trips are half of all trips, the
trip adjustment factor is 75 percent multiplied by 50 percent, or approximately 38 percent of the trip
ends.

Estimated Vehicle Trips in Sandpoint

As an alternative to simply using the national average trip generation rate for residential development,
the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) publishes regression curve formulas that may be used to
derive custom trip generation rates using local demographic data. Key independent variables needed
for the analysis (i.e., vehicles available, housing units, households and persons) are available from the
U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey (ACS) 2005-2009 data for Sandpoint. This data was
used to derive custom average weekday vehicle trip ends by type of housing, as shown below.
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Figure A9. Average Weekday Vehicle Trip Ends by Housing Type in City of Sandpoint
City of Sandpoint, ID Households (2) Vehicles per
Vehicles |Single Family Multifamily Total Household
Available (1) Units Units by Tenure
Owner-occupied 3,028 1,501 54 1,555 1.95
Renter-occupied 1,904 589 765 1,354 141
TOTAL 4,932 2,090 819 2,909 1.70
Housing Units (6) => 2,410 978 3,388
Persons per Housing Unit => 2.19 2.12
Persons Trip Vehicles by Trip Average Trip Ends per p End
(3) Ends (4) Type of Housing Ends (5) Trip Ends | Housing Unit Pe 0
Single Family Units 5,274 13,588 3,751 21,690 17,639 7.30 9.57 -24%
Multifamily Units 2,078 7,146 1,181 4,946 6,046 6.20 6.65 -7%
TOTAL 7,352 20,734 4,932 26,636 23,685 7.00

(1) Vehidesavailable by tenure from Table B25046, Ame rican Community Survey, 2005-2009.

(2) Households by tenure and units in structure from Ta ble B25032, American Community Survey, 2005-2009.

(3) Persons byunitsinstructure fromTableB25033, American Community Survey, 2005-2009.

(4) Vehide trips ends based on persons using formulas from Trip Generation (ITE 2008). Forsingle family housing
(ITE 210), the fitted curve equation is EXP(0.91*LN(persons}i+1.52). To a pproximate the average population of the
ITEstudies, persons were divided by 9and the equation result multiplied by 9. For multifamily housing (ITE 220), the
fitted curve equationis (3.47*persons)-64.48.

(5) Vehicle trip ends based on ve hicles available using formulas fromTrip Generation (ITE 2008). Forsingle family
housing(ITE210), the fitted curve equation is EXP(0.99*LN(vehides)+1.81). To a pproximate the average number of
vehiclesin the ITE studies, ve hiclesavailable were divided by 15 and the equation result multiplied by 15. For
multifamily housing (1TE220), the fitted curve equation is (3.94*ve hicles)+293.58.

(6) Housingunits from Table B25024, Ame rican Commu nity Survey, 2005-2009.

As shown, a single family detached unit has an average daily trip rate of 7.30 per unit (compared to 9.57
from ITE) and a multifamily unit has an average daily trip rate of 6.20 trips per unit (compared to 6.65

per unit from ITE). Using this data, average daily trips in the City can be derived.

As shown in Figure A10 there is an average of 47,807 vehicle trips generated by existing development in
Sandpoint on an average weekday. As the table indicates, residential development is estimated to
generate 16,478 vehicle trips (34 percent) compared to 31,329 vehicle trips (65 percent) generated by
nonresidential development. An example of the calculation is as follows for single family detached units:
2,655 single family units x 7.30 vehicle trips per day per unit x 59% adjustment factor = 11,435 total
vehicle trips per day from single family units in the City. The same calculation is done for each land use

type.

TischlerBise
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Figure A10. Average Daily Trips from Existing Development in City of Sandpoint

Residential Vehicle Trips on an Average Weekday (2011)

Residential Units Assumptions

Single Family Detached 2,655

Multifamily 1,379

Average Weekday Vehicle Trip Ends per Unit* Trip Rate Trip Factor
Single Family Detached 7.30 59%
Multifamily 6.20 59%
Residential Vehicle Trip Ends of an Average Weekday

Single Family 11,435

Multifamily 5,043 % of total
Total Residential Trips 16,478 34%

Nonresidential Ve

hicle Trips on an Average Weekday (2011) S

Assumptions

Nonresidential Gross Floor Area (1,000 sq. ft.)

Commercial/Retail 863
Office/Institutional 2,348

Industrial /Flex 2,259

Average Weekday Vehicle Trips Ends per 1,000 Sq. Ft.** Trip Rate Trip Factor
Commercial 42.94 38%
Office/Institutional 11.01 50%
Industrial/Flex 3.82 50%
Nonresidential Vehicle Trips on an Average Weekday

Commercial 14,089
Office/Institutional 12,926

Industrial /Flex 4,314

Total Nonresidential Trips 31,329 66%
TOTAL TRIPS 47,807 100%

*Trip rates are customized for City of Sandpoint. See accompanying tables and discussion.

**Trip rates are from the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual (2008)

DEMAND INDICATORS BY SIZE OF DETACHED HOUSING

As part of the impact fee effort for the City of Sandpoint, we further analyzed demographic data in an
effort to potentially refine the impact fee schedule to be more progressive for residential development.
This can be done by developing fees by size of housing unit by bedroom count. Household size and
vehicle trip rates can be derived using custom tabulations of demographic data by bedroom range from
survey responses provided by the U.S. Census Bureau in files known as Public Use Micro-data Samples
(PUMS). TischlerBise used American Community Survey (ACS) 5-Year 2005-2009 data to derive persons
per housing unit by number of bedrooms as well as number of vehicle trips per unit by number of
bedrooms. Because PUMS data are only available for areas of roughly 100,000 persons, the City of
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Sandpoint is in Idaho Public Use Micro-data Area (PUMA) 00100, which covers the counties of Benewah,
Bonner, Boundary, Kootenai, and Shoshone. Data is first analyzed for the PUMA area and then
calibrated to conditions in the City of Sandpoint.

As shown in Figure Al1l, TischlerBise derived trip generation rates and average persons, by bedroom
range, using the number of persons and vehicles available. Recommended multipliers were scaled to
make the average value by type of housing for Idaho PUMA 00100 match the average value derived
from ACS data specific to Sandpoint. As shown, as number of bedrooms increases, trip ends and persons
per unit increase as well.

Figure A11. Average Persons and Trip Ends by Bedroom Range in City of Sandpoint

Recommended Multipliers for Sandpoint (4)
Persons Trip Vehicles Trip Average Housing Trip Ends per Persons per
(1) Ends (2) | Available (1) Ends (3) Trip Ends Units (1) Housing Unit Housing Unit
Single Family 0-2 Bdrms 2,093 6,205 1,130 6,613 6,409 1,416 5.83 1.52
Single Family 3 Bdrms 4,413 12,234 1,811 10,548 11,391 1,975 743 2.29)
Single Family 4 Bdrms 2,011 5,984 671 3,947, 4,965 735 8.71 2.81
Single Family 5+ Bdrms 830 2,674 236 1,403 2,039 254 10.35 3.35
Single Family Subtotal 9,347 27,098 3,848 22,511 24,804 4,380 7.30 2.19
Multifamily Subtotal 757 2,562 425 1,968 2,265 481 6.20 2.12
GRAND TOTAL 10,104 29,660 4,273 24,479 27,070 4,861

(1) American Community Survey, Public Use Microdata Sample for ID PUMA 00100 (unweighted data for 2005-2009).

(2) Vehicle trips ends based on persons using formulas from Trip Generation (ITE 2008). For single family housing (ITE 210), the
fitted curve equation is EXP(0.91*LN(persons)+1.52). To approximate the average population in the ITE studies, persons were
divided by 17 and the equation result multiplied by 17.

(3) Vehicle trip ends based on vehicles available using formulas from Irip Generation (ITE 2008). For single family housing (ITE
210), the fitted curve equation is EXP(0.99*LN(vehicles)+1.81). To approximate the average number of vehicles in the ITE
studies, vehicles available were divided by 15 and the equation result multiplied by 15.

(4) Recommended multipliers are scaled to make the average value by type of housing for ID PUMA 00100 match the average
value for Sandpoint, derived from American Community Survey 2005-2009 data, with persons adjusted to the Citywide average
of 2.19 persons per housing unit.

SUMMARY

Annual demographic and development projections for the study are summarized in Figure A12 below.
Demographic data estimates for 2011 are used in the impact fee calculations. The development
projections are used for the purpose of having an understanding of the future pace of service demands
and cash flows resulting from revenues and expenditures associated with those service demands.

As analysis continues on the impact fees, additional demographic analysis may need to occur particularly
for the Area of City Impact (ACI). This memo will be revised as such to reflect this additional information
if necessary and will be included in the final report as an Appendix.

A-12

Fiscal, Economit



DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEE STUDY
Sandpoint, Idaho

Figure A12. Annual Demand Projections, 2011-2031, City of Sandpoint

7 ot | g D

Year=> 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021

SUMMARY OF DEMAND PROJECTIONS (City Limits)
TOTAL POPULATION 8,737 8,868 9,001 9,136 9,273 9,412 9,553 9,697 9,842 9,990 10,140 10,292 10,446 10,603 10,762 10,923 11,767 3,030 152
TOTAL HOUSING UNITS 4,034 4,094 4,155 4,218 4,281 4,345 4,410 4477 4,544 4,612 4,681 4,751 4,823 4,895 4,968 5,043 5,433 1,399 70
TOTALJOBS 6,016 6,103 6,192 6,282 6,373 6,465 6,559 6,654 6,751 6,848 6,948 7,048 7,151 7,254 7,359 7,466 8,023 2,007 100
TOTAL POPULATION AND JOBS 14,753 14,971 15,193 15,418 15,646 15,877 16,112 16,351 16,593 16,838 17,087 17,340 17,597 17,857 18,121 18,390 19,791 5,038 252
Jobs to Population Ratio 0.69 0.69 0.69 0.69 0.69 0.69 0.69 0.69 0.69 0.69 0.69 0.68 0.68 0.68 0.68 0.68 0.68

RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

Population 8,737 8,868 9,001 9,136 9,273 9,412 9,553 9,697 9,842 9,990 10,140 10,292 10,446 10,603 10,762 10,923 11,767 3,030 152

Housing Units Unit Mix
Single Family Detached 66% 2,655 2,695 2,735 2,776 2,818 2,860 2,903 2,947 2,991 3,036 3,081 3,127 3,174 3,222 3,270 3,319 3,576 921 46
Multifamily 34% 1,379 1,399 1,420 1,442 1,463 1,485 1,507 1,530 1,553; 1,576 1,600 1,624 1,648 1,673 1,698 1,723 1,857 478 24

TOTAL 4,034 4,094 4,155 4,218 4,281 4,345 4,410 4,477 4,544 4,612 4,681 4,751 4,823 4,895 4,968 5,043 5,433 1,399 70

NONRESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT
Nonres Floor Area (1,000 SF) % of ttl

Commercial (1,000 SF) 16% 863 876 889 902 915 928 941 955 969 983 997 1,012 1,026 1,041 1,056 1,072 1,152 288 14
Office/Instit (1,000 SF) 43% 2,348 2,382 2,417 2,452 2,487 2,523 2,560 2,597 2,635 2,673 2,712 2,751 2,791 2,831 2872 2,914 3,131 783 39
Industrial/Flex (1,000 SF) 41% 2,259 2,292 2,325 2,359 2,393 2427 2,463 2,498 2,535 2,571 2,609 2,646 2,685 2,724 2,763 2,803 3,013 754 38

TOTAL 5470 5,550 5,630 5,712 5,795 5,879 5,964 6,050 6,138 6,227 6,317 6,409 6,502 6,596 6,692 6,789 7,296 1,825 91

Employment By Type

Commercial/Retail 21% 1,275 1,293 1,312 1,331 1,350 1,370 1,390 1,410 1,430 1,451 1,472 1,493 1,515 1,537 1,559 1,582 1,700 425 21
Office/Institutional 58% 3,467 3,517 3,568 3,620 3,672 3,725 3,779 3,834 3,890 3,946 4,003 4,061 4,120 4,180 4,241 4,302 4,623 1,157 58
Industrial/Flex 21% 1,275 1,293 1,312 1,331 1,350 1,370 1,390 1,410 1,430 1,451 1,472 1,493 1,515 1,537 1,559 1,582 1,700 425 21
TOTAL 6,016 6,103 6,192 6,282 6,373 6,465 6559 6654 6,751 6,848 6,948 7,048 7,151 7,254 7,359 7,466 8,023 2,007 100
VEHICLE TRIPS
Residential Trips Trip Rates Adj. %
Single Family Detached 7.30 59% 11,435 11,607 11,781 11,958 12,137 12,319 12,504 12,691 12,882 13,075 13,271 13,470 13,672 13,877 14,085 14,297 15,402 3,966 198
Multifamily 6.20 59% 5,043 5,118 5,195 5,273 5,352 5,432 5,514 5,597 5,681 5,766 5,852 5940 6,029 6,120 6,211 6,305 6,792 1,749 87
TOTAL Residential Trips 16,478 16,725 16,976 17,231 17,489 17,751 18,018 18,288 18562 18,841 19,123 19,410 19,701 19,997 20,297 20,601 22,193 5,715 286
Nonresidential Trips
Commercial (1,000 SF) 42.94 38% 14,089 14,293 14,500 14,711 14,924 15,140 15,360 15583 15809 16,038 16,270 16,506 16,746 16,988 17,235 17,485 18,790 4,701 235
Office/Instit (1,000 SF) 11.01 50% 12,926 13,113 13,304 13,496 13,692 13,891 14,092 14,296 14,504 14,714 14,927 15,144 15363 15,586 15,812 16,041 17,239 4,313 216
Industrial /Flex (1,000 SF) 382 50% 4314 4377 4440 4505 4570 4,636 4,704 4,772 4,841 4911 4,982 5,055 5,128 5,202 5278 5,354 5,754 1,440 72
TOTAL Nonresidential Trips 31,329 31,784 32,244 32,712 33,186 33,667 34,156 34,651 35,153 35663 36,180 36,705 37,237 37,777 38,325 38,880 41,782 10,453 523
GRAND TOTAL Trips 47,807 48,509 49,220 49,943 50,675 51,419 52,173 52,939 53,716 54,504 55,303 56,115 56,938 57,774 58,621 59,482 63,976| 48,241 2,412

Five-Year Increments =3

ANNUAL INCREASES (City Limits) 10-11  11-12  12-13 13-14  14-15 15-16  16-17  17-18  18-19  19-20  20-21 21-22  22-23  23-24 _ 24-25 25-26 30-31
Population 131 133 135 137 139 141 143 145 148 150 152 154 157 159 161 174
Housing Units 61 61 62 63 64 65 66 67 68 69 70 71 72 73 75 80
Jobs 87 88 90 91 92 94 95 96 98 99 101 102 104 105 107 115
Nonres Floor Area (1,000 SF) 79 80 82 83 84 85 86 88 89 90 92 93 94 96 97 104




DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEE STUDY
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Figure A13. Annual Demand Projections Chart, 2011-2031

Growth Projections 2011-2031
City of Sandpoint, Idaho
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