DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEE ADVISORY COMMITTEE
and HATLEY PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION
FINDINGS & RECOMMENDATIONS on .
2012 UPDATE TO HAILEY CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PLAN

TO: Hailey Mayor and City Council DATE: August 6,2012
FROM: Hailey Development Impact Fee Advisory Committee & Hailey P&Z
. Geoff Moore Geoff Moore
George Kirk ' Jay Cone
Rick Davis Janet Fugate
Stefanie Marvel , : Michael Pogue
Taylor Walker Owen Scanlon

Prepared by Heather Dawson, Hailey City Administrator

RE: Recommendations on Development Impact Fee Study Update 2012 conducted by
~ Richard Caplan & Associates — :
Recommendation to incorporate into Hailey Comprehensive Plan

DOCUMENTS :
The following documents are attached: :
e Resolution by which to incorporate the 2012 Update into the 2010 Comprehensive Plan
¢ Development Impact Fee 2012 Update, prepared by Richard Caplan & Associates; April
13, 2012. '
e Current Part Five of Hailey Comprehensive Plan, the 2007 TishlerBise Capital
- Improvement Plan .
e Capital Improvement Plan Tables, which are background to the Caplan 2012 Update,
- prepared by Heather Dawson, City Administrator and Tom Hellen, City Engineer;
pursuant to April 2, 2012 review and recommendations of the Hailey City Council.
e 2012 Citizen Survey Pages 9 and 10, Summary Tables comparing to 2009 Survey results

"BACKGROUND _
The Hailey Development Impact Fee Advisory Committee met two (2) times to review and .
discuss Rich Caplan and Associates’ Development Impact Fee 2012 Update, a study designed to
reassess Hailey’s Capital Improvement Plan and Development Impact Fees adopted in 2007.
May 3, 2007 —DIF Advisory Committee members Stephanie Marvel, George Kirk, Geoff Moore,
_Rick Davis, and Taylor Walker met with City Administrator Heather Dawson and City Engineer
Tom Hellen to discuss the Development Impact Fee 2012 Update (2012 Update), dated April 12,
2012. The DIF Update is based on the City of Hailey Capital Improvement Plan, reviewed and
" approved by the City Council on April 2, 2012. ‘

The committee had many questions about the assumptions and the math within the report. No
conclusion was reached. The matter was continued to a time when Rich Caplan could be present
by phone. Dawson and Hellen were instructed to request a revised report based on some of the
questions that arose. Caplan corrected minor errors, and released a revised report date April 13,
2012. '
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June 15, 2012 — DIF Advisory Committee members Stephanie Marvel, George Kirk, Geoff
Moore, and Rick Davis (Taylor Walker was absent) met with consultant Rich Caplan, City
Administrator Heather Dawson and City Engineer Tom Hellen to discuss the Development

Impact Fee 2012 Update (2012 Update), dated April 13, 2012.

During a one hour discussion, the DIF Adv1sory Committee made the following findings and
recommendations:

FINDINGS & RECOMMENDATIONS:

Demographics and Growth Projections

Population, housing, and job growth projections within the study are reasonable; no adjustments
are recommended. The committee expected growth to remain slow in the near future. If growth
needs change during the next five years, the committee can reconvene and reassess growth
projections before waiting until the end of the five-year capital planning period.

City Vacant Land Inventory and Infill Projections

Of particular concern to the committee is the number of vacant business units within Hailey.
Infill development of vacant business and residential units are expected to be the primary form of
growth over the next five years. The committee did not want infill business development to be
hampered by Development Impact Fees which cost more money when a business change-of-use
occurs. They recommended a fee structure that averages the different types of business use
within each business development district. Within'

“Table C of the DIF Update, a specific
recommendation was made to average seven of the fees as follows:

Commercial Zone Type Table CFee Recommended
' Average F

Business Park 2.08 2.08
Light Industrial ' 1.50 1.50
Warehousing ' .85 .85
Mini-Warehousing ' 30 . 30
Lodging (per room) - 654.00 654.00
Nursing Home (per bed) 325.00 325.00
Day Care (per student) 477.00 -0-

A recommendation was also made to eliminate the Day Care fee, to encourage vacant property
infill to develop quality day care. Often a minor remodel is required to insure safety, and when
that remodel permit is obtained, the committee does NOT want Development Impact Fees to be
applied on added square feet, nor on the entire structure on a per student basis.
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Funding Policy Framework

The committee discussed the idea of recommendmg lowered fees to stlmulate development.
Concern about future legislative caps, however, prevented them from making that
recommendation. They did not want Hailey to be capped at fee structures less than that allowed
by law through some future legislative action.

Citywide Park Improvements and Trails

Although the 2012 Update contains, as one of the capital plan elements, land and improvements
for a commercial area plaza, the committee did not recommend adding a parks fee to the
proposed commercial Development Impact Fees. The committee was concerned about the
commercial fee becoming too high, and, as previously in 2007 when Jimmy’s Garden was not a
tipping point to include park fee calculations within the commercial fee structure, the committee
recommended that park fees be applied only to the residential DIF calculation.

Transportation Impact Fees Effect on Commercial Development :

~ The cost of the transportation impact fee to commercial development was considered and put
into real terms by the committee with the concrete example that if the Village had developed
under the draft DIF scenario, that development would have been subject to an approximate

- $100,000 impact fee rather than the $76,000 impact fee it paid from the 2007 Fees. These fees
are based on trip generation rates produced by the Institute of Transportation Engineers Trip
Generation reference. Committee members expressed concern that the these calculations may
not be fully understood. They encouraged city staff and its consultants to become more familiar
with trip generation calculations in the future.

PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION:

The Hailey Planning and Zoning Commission considered the DIF Advisory Committee
recommendation on July 9, 2012 to consider recommending that the Comprehensive Plan be
updated with the 2012 Report. - The discussed that the 2012 Update Report is modeled after and
builds upon the 2007 Tischler/Bise Capital Improvement Plan of March 23, 2007, Wthh is
currently incorporated into the Hailey Comprehensive Plan in Part Five.

The TischlerBise 2007 Plan is necessary to fully un‘derstand Caplan’s 2012 Update. The Hailey
~ Planning and Zoning Commission therefore recommend that the 2012 Update be added to,
 rather than replace, the existing capital plan within the Hailey Comprehensive Plan.

CITY COUNCIL ACTION:

The Hailey City Council should consider whether to accept, amend, or deny the recommendation
" of the Hailey DIF Advisory Committee and the Hailey Planning and Zoning Commission, the
first being a fiscal recommendation and the second being a recommendation that the Update is in
conformance with the Hailey Comprehensive Plan.

Action to amend the Comprehensive Plan would result in approval of the attached Resolution
with the Caplan 2012 Update attached as revised to reflect council discussion.
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HAJLEY RESOLTUION 2012-

A RESOLTUION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF HAILEY, IDAHO, APPROVING AND
ADOPTING AN UPDATE OF THE HAILEY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN BY AMENDING
PART FIVE, CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PLAN, AS PREVIOUSLY ADOPTED WITH
HAILEY RESOLTUION 2010-18. '

- WHEREAS, Idaho Code 67-6508 requires the planning and zoning qommissiOn consider
and recommend amendments to a comprehensive plan;

WHEREAS, the Hailey Comprehensive Plan was fully revised and updated by
Resolution 2010-18, which incorporated the 2007 TishlerBise Capital Improvement Plan as Part
Five; and :

WHEREAS, a process to update Hailey Comprehensive Plan Part Five began was held
May through August, 2012 with public hearings conducted by the Hailey Development Impact
Fee Advisory Committee, the Hailey Planning and Zoning Commission, and the Hailey City
Council;

WHEREAS, Idaho Code 67-6509(c) states that no plan shall be effective unless, adopted
by resolution of the govermng board.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council and the Mayor of the City
of Hailey, in accordance with Idaho Code 67-6508, that the 2010 Hailey Comprehensive Plan
Part Five be amended by the addition of the Caplan Development Impact 2012 Update, attached
hereto, which is approved and adopted by the Hailey City Council.

PASSED AND ADOPTED BY THE HAILEY CITY COUNCIL AND APPROVED BY
THE MAYOR THIS ___ DAY OF AUGUST, 2012.

DIF Advisory Committee Findings ' 4
-194-



Development Impact Fee
- 2012 Update

Prepared by
RICHARD CAPLAN & ASSOCIATES




City of Hailey, Idaho
Development Impact Fee 2012 Update

.
V.

\%/

Table of Contents

Executive Summary and Impact Fee Requirements
Parks and Trails

Transportation

Fire and Emergency Medical Services

Police

C.1.P: Implementation and Administration

Appendix — 2007 D.I.F. Schedule, Projected Demand Figures

List of Tables

Table A - 2012 Development Impact Fee Updated Factors
Table B - Hailey Growth Indicators 2000 — 2032

Table C - Recommended Development Impact Fee Schedule
Table D - City of Hailey Current and Projected Data

Table E - Summary of C.I.P. Cost and Cost Allocation

Table F - Parks and Trails Capital Improvement Program

Table G - Parks and Trails Impact Fee Calculations and Fee Schedule
Table H - Streets, Traffic and Transportation C.1.P.

Table | - Transportation Impact Fee Calculations

Table J - Transportation Impact Fee Schedule

Table K - Fire & EMS C.1.P. Projects, Equipment & Proportionate Share
Table L - Fire / EMS Impact Fee Schedule

Table M - Police Proportionate Share Factors

Table N - Police C.I.P. Projects

Table O - Police Impact Fee Schedule

Table P - C.1.P. Cost Allocation per Development Unit

Page

11
14
17
20

~NOowN

(o]

10
1

12
13
15
16

17
18
19
20

RICHARD CAPLAN & ASSOCIATES

-196-

Page 1



City of Hailey, Idaho
Development Impact Fee 2012 Update

. Executive Summary and Impact Fee Requirements

A development impact fee is based on the premise that a new development creates a portion
of the demand for the public facilities the impact fee will help finance. The use of
development impact fees provides some assurance that the City will continue to be able to
provide a desirable level and quality of service benefiting both existing and new residents.
This study provides the City of Hailey with an update to the City of Hailey’s Development
impact Fee adopted by the Hailey City Council in 2007 (Ordinance no. 985).

The update utilizes the same methodology a the “Growth-Related Capital Improvements Plan
and Development Impact Fee” Study dated March 23, 2007, and reflects demographical
changes that have occurred in the City of Hailey since 2007 and incorporates the 2012
Capital Improvement Plan (C.I.P.). This updated C.l.P. considers and incorporates input
received from the 2012 Hailey Citizen Survey.

" Table A (“Summary of 2012 Impact Fee Updated Factors”) presents 2012’s primary changes
from the 2007 Impact Fee Study that resulted in the 2012 recommended impact fee schedule
(Table C - “Recommended Development Impact Fee Schedule”).

Table A :
Summary of 2012 Development ImLct Fee Updated Factors

Population Growth Rate ‘

4.50% per year

2.50% perb year

City of Hailey 2010
Comprehensive Plan

Persons per Housing
Unit (a)

Detached: 2.56
persons per unit;
Attached: 2.55
persons unit

Detached: 2.50
persons per unit;
Atftached: 2.69
persons unit

2010 U.S. Census

Employment Growth
Rate

4.75%; An
average of 156
new jobs per year

2.53%; An
average of 90
new jobs per year

U.S. Bureau of Economic
Affairs data 1999 -2009

v ITE Trip ITE Trip Institute of Transportation
Trip Generation Generation Generation Engineers 2008
Handbook 2003 Handbook 2008
Capital Improvements 2007 Five Year | 2012 C.L.P. As revised by City in March,
Plan Hailey C.1.P. through 2032 April 2012

(a) Detached housing is single family, owner-occupied units and attached housing is all other
housing types, multi-family and/or renter-occupied.

Since the 2010 Census, permits for 37 residential units (13 single family units and 24 multi-
family units) were issued in 2010 and 2011. Based on the average household size reported

RICHARD CAPLAN & ASSOCIATES
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City of Hailey, Idaho
Development Impact Fee 2012 Update

in the 2010 Census, it is estimated that these housing units have resulted in the city’s
population increasing by 97 residents in the last two years. The primary growth indicators for
the impact fee study as presented in Table B are summarized in Graph A. 2010 data was
_used where data for 2011 published was not available.

, Table B
Hailey Growth Indicators 2000 - 2032

] 2010: 7,960 | R .
Population 8000 | 2011: 8057) 13,635 260 2..504,
. . : 2010: 3,527 . )
Housing Units 2,257 (2011: 3,564) 5,661 97 2.47%
Jobs 2,516 3,264 5,244 90 2.53%
Nonresidential Sq. ' 0
foot (in 000S) 1,462 ” 1,896_ | .3,947'__ 52 2.53%
Average Weekday N/A 38,605 64,043 750 2.50%
Vehicle Trips :

Source U.S. Census; City of Hailey; U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis; Institute of Traffic Engineers.

Graph A
=== Population -
- 15,000
12,000
9,000
6,000
3,000 -
2000 2010 2021 2032
RICHARD CAPLAN & ASSOCIATES ) - Page 3
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City of Hailey, Idaho
Development Impact Fee 2012 Update

A summary of the use of these key factors incorporated into the impact fee calculations is
presented in the following Graph B.

Graph B

Development
~Impact Fee

Note: Adding the cost of preparing and updating the C.1.P. is specifically authorized in the Idaho Code.

The recommended schedule of development impact fees based on the City of Halley 2012
Capital Improvement Plan is presented in Table C (“Recommended Development Impact
Fee Schedule”). The 2012 recommended impact fee schedule is lower than the 2007 fee
schedule. This reduction reflects of the number, cost and funding sources of the 2012 C.I.P.
- projects. For reference purposes, Table C also includes the impact Fee Schedule adopted
by the City of Hailey in 2007 (Ordinance 985). -

RICHARD CAPLAN & ASSOCIATES v Page 4
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City of Hailey, Idaho -
Development impact Fee 2012 Update

Table C
Recommended Development Impact Fee Schedule
| 2012 | Trans- | 2012 -Fire & .| - C.L.P. | Proposed

Sl Parks portation -Police | EMS Cost : 2012
‘Residential: LT Perhousing unit e
Single Family Detached $120 $1,063 $248 $310 $69 $1,810
All Other Housing Types
(per uni) g yp $129 $651 | $267 | $334 $69 $1,450
‘Non-residential: " Per'square-foot of floorarea . =TI
Commercial (up to 25,000 SF) nfa $5.52 $0.20 | $0.89 | $0.05 $6.66
Commercial (25,001-100,000 SF) $4.01 $0.16 $0.77 | $0.05 $4.99
Commercial (100,001+ SF) $2.90 $0.14 $0.65 $0.05 $3.74
Office (up to 25,000 SF) $1.64 $0.06 $1.11 $0.05 $2.86
Office (25,001+ SF) $1.40 $0.05 $1.05 $0.05 $2.55
Medical-Dental Office $3.23 $0.12 $1.09 | $0.05 $4.49
Hospital $1.57 $0.04 $0.91 | $0.05 $2.57
Business Park $1.14 $0.04 $0.85 $0.05 $2.08
Light Industrial $0.62 $0.02 $0.81 $0.05 $1.50 -
Warehousing $0.44 $0.02 $0.34 $0.05 $0.85
Mini-Warehouse $0.23 $0.01 $0.01 $0.05 $0.30
‘Other:Non-residential: . “Per:square foot of floor area ;
Lodging (per room) n/a $529 $17 $118 | * $654
Day Care (per student) $420 $14 $43 * $477
Nursing Home (per bed) $222 $7 $96 * $325

*Other non-residential will also pay the cost of C.I.P. preparation.

Impact Fee Requirements in idaho

idaho requires impact fee expenditures to be tied to cities’ Capital Improvement Plans. Idaho
Statute 67-8202 authorized municipalities to enact development impact fees to:
o Ensure that adequate public facilities are available to serve new: growth and

development;

¢ Promote orderly growth and development by establishing uniform standards by
which local governments require that those who benefit from new growth and
development pay a proportionate share of the cost of new public facilities needed to

serve new growth; and

e Ensure that those who benefit from new growth and development are required to
pay no more than their proportionate share of the cost of public facilities needed to
serve new growth and to prevent duplicate and ad hoc development requirements.

. RICHARD CAPLAN & ASSOCIATES
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City of Hailey, ldaho
Development impact Fee 2012 Update

The State of Idaho requires that the city's capital improvements plan be updated in
conformance each time a governmental entity proposes an amendment, modification or
adoption of a development impact fee ordinance. The City of Hailey updated its Capital
Improvement Plan in 2012. Idaho law defines the type of public facilities which can be funded
with .impact fee revenues. Development impact fees may be Iewed only for the following
types of public improvements and facilities:

» Roads, streets and bridges, including rights-of-way, traffic signals, landscaping and
any local components of state or federal highways;

e Storm water collection, retention, detention, treatment and disposal facilities, flood
control facilities, and bank and shore protection and enhancement improvements;

e Parks, open space and recreation areas and related capital improvements;

« Public safety facilities, including law enforcement, fire, emergency medical and
rescue and street lighting facilities;

e Water supply production, treatment, storage and distribution faCIlltles and

-« Wastewater collection, treatment and disposal facilities.

The St'ate of Idaho statutes do not specifically provide for a development impact fee to
support the development of general government infrastructure such as a new city hall, library
. related needs, etc.

Basis for Update and Changes Influencing the Hailey Impact Fee Since 2007

State law requires the City of Hailey to revise the city’s development impact fee at least once
every five years. Important changes since the 2007 impact fee adoptlon include the following:

1. City Population and-Dwelling Unit Growth — The U.S. Census data report that the

. city's population in 2010 was 7,960. Hailey issued permits for 37 residential units in
2010 and 2011. Hailey has grown by 97 persons since 2010 based on the average
number of persons per housing unit as reported in the 2010 U.S. Census.

2. Comprehensive Plan Changes — The 2010 Comprehensive Plan population
projections require adjustment to the amount of future commercial square footage
that Hailey will accommodate. This factor influences the development impact fee
formula.

3. .Changes in Capital Improvement Plan Projects and Costs - The adopted list of street,
fire/EMS, police and parks and trails capital projects and capital equipment has
changed since 2007. Changes in supplemental revenue sources such as grants have
also been modified.

The foliowing Table D (“City of Hailey Current and Projected Data”) presents the basic data
for the current and future population, housing units and amount of development to be
completed in Hailey upon build-out.

RICHARD CAPLAN & ASSOCIATES - ' Page 6
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City of Hailey, Idaho
Development Impact Fee 2012 Update

The existing and projected population, employment and non-residential growth for the City of
Hailey represents the proportionate shares that can be allocated to future capital
improvement costs. :

Table D
City of Hailey Current and Projected Data

Populatlon 8,057 (2012) 13,635 59% 41%

Jobs , 3,264 (2010) 5,244 62% o 38%
Housing Units 3,574 (2012) 5,661 63% 37%
Non-residential Square
Feet (in 000's) 1,896 (2010) 3,047 62% 38%
Service Unite (population '11’321 18,879 60% 40%

.& jobs)

Based on the city's 2012 C.1.P., a total of approximately 26% of the C.I.P. is calculated to be
‘eligible for incorporating into the development impact fee funding formula. (See Table E -
“Summary of Capital Improvement Program Cost & Cost Allocation Data.”) While it might be
argued that these improvements are necessitated only by growth, the State standards limit
the ability of the City to levy 100% of the costs on new development. State law specifies that
the City must off-set development impact fee costs by the amount of anticipated and/or other
dedicated funding the city will receive for such purposes. Other C.I.P. revenues cons;dered in
determininig impact fee eligible funding allocation include:

» E. Elm SR2S Grant
E. Myrtle Street Reconstruction SR2S Grant
» River Street HUD/ICDBG Grant :
o River Street/EPA TCSP Grant
¢ URA River Street Financing and
¢ Broadford Road LHTAC Grant.

The net 2012 impact fee eligible cost for the City of Hailey is estimated at $8,128,151. (See
" Table E - “Summary of Capital Improvement Program Cost & Cost Allocation Data.”)

A detailed listing of the éligible projects for each service area is presented in the following
sections of this update. The development impact fee is calculated using the capital needs of
each of the four service areas separately. (See Table C - “Recommended Development

RICHARD CAPLAN & ASSOCIATES Page 7
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City of Hailey, Idaho .
Development Impact Fee 2012 Update

Impact Fee Schedule”). A summary of the eligible project costs are summarized in Table E
for each major service area and are also included in detail in the individual service. sections.

Table E :
Summary of Capital Improvement Program Cost and Cost Allocation

and Trail $1,696,503 23% $386,718
Transportation  $16,749,950 30% $4,951,433
Fire/[EMS $10,330,850 18% $1,860,000
Police ' $2,739,961 34% $930,000
TOTAL $31,517,264 26% $8,128,151

C.LP. Eligible Components of Impact Fee

Parks & Trails
$386,718

Police.
$930,000

RICHARD CAPLAN & ASSOCIATES Page 8
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City of Hailey, ldaho
Development Impact Fee 2012 Update

Il. Parks and Trails

The parks and trails element of the development impact fee is based on the cost per service
unit method specified in idaho law. For the park impact fee, a service unit is a person. The
project’'s cost components are allocated exclusively to residential development because it
has been assumed that park and recreation facilities do not benefit commercial or industrial
land users.

The impact fee is derived from the average number of persons per housing unit multiplied by
the parks and trails capital cost per person. Only those parks and trails with improvements
that have a citywide service area are eligible for impact fee funding.

Table F identifies the parks and trails within Ha-iley that draw residents from the entire city.
" Parks and trails improvement projects and each project's impact fee eligible costs are
presented in the following Table F (“Parks and Trails Capital improvement Program”).

Table F
Parks and Trails Capital Improvement Program

“Parks Projects: - :
Lions Park Restroom $59,800 30% 70% $17,940
Keefer Park Plaza/Public Art Project $53,900 " 30% - 70% $16,170
Downtown Plaza Land Acquisition $500,000 40% 100% $200,000
Downtown Strategy - Plaza $275,000 - 40% 100% $110,000 -
Interpretive Center Gallery $405,878 None 100% ~$0
Multi-use Arena Improvements $140,000 None 100% $0

_Foxmoor Park Restroom $62,400 None 100% $0
Trails Projects: ‘
Parks Trail B ’ $89,125 30% 70% $26,738
Founders Trail $52,900 30% 70% $15,870
Parks Winter Fox Trail $57,500 None 100% $0
Total Project Costs: $1,696,503 $386,718
2012 Population . ' 8,057
Total Parks Capital Cost Per Person . $48

RICHARD CAPLAN & ASSOCIATES v _ Page 9
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City of Hailey, Idaho

Development impact Fee 2012 Update

Based on the city’'s 2012 populatlon of 8,057, the improvement cost per person for parks is
$48 per person. This results in an impact fee of $120 per detached (single family) unit and
$129 for all other residential umts (See Table G.)

Table G
Parks and Trails Impact Fee Calculations and Fee Schedule

Single Family Detached 2.50 X $48 - $120 per unit
All Other Housing Types 269 X $48 $129 per unit
“RICHARD CAPLAN & ASSOCIATES Page 10
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City of Hailey, Idaho
Development Impact Fee 2012 Update

Ill. Transportation

For transportation infrastructure, a “service unit” is a weekday vehicle trip specified by ITE.
Hailey’s 2012 C.I.P. contains projects designed to ensure that circulation continues to meet
standards as growth occurs.

State law specifies that the City off-set development impact fee costs by the amount of
dedicated funding it will receive or anticipates for such purposes from State subventions,
state and federal grants, etc. Table H shows the $16,749,950 streets and related
improvements programmed in the 2012 C.I.P. and the amount eligible for impact fee funding.

Table H :
Streets, Traffic and Transportation CaJ.ltaI Improvement Progra

Snow Storage $2,717,000 $815,100
NE Woodside Streets $2,205,000 25% - 75% $551,250
Reconstruct Woodside Ind.Park St. $1,548,750 25% 75% _ $387,188
Second Ave Reconstruction $1,380,000 40% 60% - $552,000
Rolling stock (10+ years of life) $1,022,000 30% 70% $394,600
Woodside Drainage iImprovements $ 924,000 None 100% $0
5th Avenue Reconstruction $ 906,250 25% 75% $226,563
E Myrtle St Reconstruction $ 656,250 40% 60% $262,500
E Bullion St Reconstruction $ 750,000 40% 60% $300,000
‘Airport Way Reconstruction - $ 550,000 40% 60% $220,000
W. Bullion St Reconstruction . $ 495,000 40% 60% $198,000
River St & Cedar St Roundabout -$ 420,000 30% 70% $126,000
Silver Star Dr & Cedar St R'dabout $ 402,500 30% 70% $120,750
2nd & Myrtle Roundabout $ 367,500 30% 70% $110,250
4th & Elm Roundabout $ 385,000 30% 70% $115,500
4th Ave Reconstruction (Croy-Elm) $ 402,500 40% 60% $161,000 -
Croy Street - 2nd to Bike Path $ 335,500 40% 60% $134,200
E Elm St Reconstruction $ 306,900 40% 60% $122,760
Broadford Road $ 25,000 25% 75% . $6,250
3rd Ave Sidewalks (Eim - Hwy.75) $ 230,000 40% 60% $92,000
Croy St. Bike Path to Quigley Rd $ 206,800 40% 60% $82,720
Missing Sidewalk Connections $ 100,000 40% 60% $40,000
City Shop Cold Storage Building $ 101,200 None 100% $0
Install New Drywells $ 80,250 None 100% $0
Street Shop Fuel Storage $ 60,500 None 100% $0
1st Ave Shared-use path T $ 49,500 50% 50% $24,750
Pedestrian Crossing Lights $ 32,250 25% 75% $8,063
Portable Emergency Generator $ 33,000 None 100% $0.
Inside Storage for salt $ 30,000 None 100% 30
Street Shop Security $ 27,300 None 100% $0
TOTAL $16,749,950 30% 70% $4,951,433
RICHARD CAPLAN & ASSOCIATES Page 11
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City of Hailey, idaho
Development impact Fee 2012 Update

Within the total 20 year capital eligible project costs for streets, traffic and transportation
improvements, the total eligible cost attributable to growth is $4,951 ,433. Based on the city's
projected increase in"the average weekday vehicle trips, the improvement cost is $194 per
vehicle trip.

Table |
Transportation Impact Fee Calculations

iAverage Weekday
Vehicle Trips

Total

Average weekday vehicle trips are calculated based on the Institute of Traffic Engineers. trip
generation data. Transportation related impact fees for non-residential development are
based on floor area except for lodging, day care facilities and nursing homes.

The result is an impact fee of $1,063 per detached (single family) unit ahd $651 for all other
residential units. (See Table J - Transportation Impact Fee Schedule”.)

RICHARD CAPLAN & ASSOCIATES Page 12

-208~-



City of Hailey, Idaho
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Table J
Transportation Impact Fee Schedule

Single Family Detached 9.57 $1,083 per unit
All Other Housing Types 5.86 $651 per unit
Non-Residential: Fee Per Square Feet of
. — - y Floor Area
Commercial (up to 25,000 SF) 110.32 $5.52
Commercial (25,001-100,000 SF) 67.91 $4.01
Commercial (100,001+ SF) } 41.80 $2.90
Office (up to 25,000 SF) 18.35 $1.64
Office (25,001+ SF) 15.65 $1.40
Medical-Dental Office 36.13 $3.23
Hospital 17.57 $1.57
Business Park - 12.76 $1.14
Light Industrial 6.97 $0.62
Warehousing 4.96 $0.44
Mini-Warehouse . 2.50 $0.23
Other Non-Residential:
Lodging (per room) 5.63 $529 per room
Day Care (per student) » 448 $420 per student
Nursing Home (per bed) 2.37 $222 per bed

Note: Per ITE trip generation rates, trip adjustment factors are applied to avoid double counting each trip at both
the origin and destination points.

RICHARD CAPLAN & ASSOCIATES , Page 13
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~ City of Hailey, Idaho
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IV. Fire and Emergency Medical Services

The fire and EMS element of the development impact fee is based on the number of
residents for residential development and the number of jobs for commercial and industrial
development.

Proportional share factors were used to allocate capital costs to residential and non-
residential development. Proportionate share is based on the number of fire and EMS
incidents by property use category for 2010 as reported by the Hailey Fire Department.
There were a total of 389 fire and rescue call responses by the Hailey Fire Department in
2010. The Fire Department reported that 205 of these calls, or 53% of the total were for
residential development and 184 calls, or 47% of the total was for non-residentjal assistance.

Table K presents the fire and EMS capital projects: .and equipment requirements in the 2012
C.L.P., and the net amount eligible to be allocated to the impact fee. The table also allocates
the reSIdentlal and non-residential development impact fee using the proportionate share
factors allocated to the impact fee. (“Fire/EMS C.L.P. Projects, Equipment and Proportionate
Share”).

The total 20 year net eligible costs for the Fire Department is $1,860,000. Table K (*Fire &
EMS C.I.P Projects,- Equipment and Proportionate Share”) recommends the cost per
demand unit for the fire and EMS elements of the C.1.P. o

RICHARD CAPLAN & ASSOCIATES Page 14
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Table K
Fire & EMS C.L.P. Projects, Equipment and Proportionate Share

Fire Statlon South ‘ $3,133,750 25% 75% $783,438
Fire Station - North (Building) $1,906,250 25% 75% '$476,562
Fire Station — Land Acquisition $1,500,000 . 25% 75% $375,000
E;rcejd-eﬁi)eplace Eng. #1 (with Aerial $900,000 25% 75% $225,000
Fire - Replace Engine #3 $587,000 None 100% $0
Fire - Replace Engine #2 . $562,500 None 100% $0
Fire - Replace Engine #4 $467,500 | . None 100% $0
Fire - Vehicle Engine #3 $340,000 |. None 100% $0
Fire - SCBA Replacement  $336,050 None 100% $0
Fire - Structural Fire Clothing ' $289,800 None 100% . $0
Fire - Replace Vehicle #9 $170,750 None 100% $0
Fire - Replace EMS #6 $110,750 None, 100% $0
Fire - Replace EMS #6 . $110,750 None 100% $0
Fire - Replace Vehicle #5 - - $68,750 None 100% $0
TOTAL © .| $10,330,850 N/A N/A $1,860,000

“Residential | 53% $985,000 7.960 $124
Non-residential 47%. $874.200 3264 $268

Usmg the projected number of res:dentlal units through 2032, the impact fee is $124 per
residential service unit. The impact fee for non-residential development varies based on the
number of employees per 1,000 square feet. For non-residential development, a service unit
is a multiplier of $268 per employee based on the number of employees per 1,000 square
feet as published by the Institute of Traffic Engineers 2008 and the Urban Land Institute
Development Handbook. (See Table L — “Fire/EMS Impact Fee Schedule”).

The following Table L presents the recommended lmpact fee for Fire/EMS based on the
number of persons per. housing unit and the number of employees per square foot for
commercial and industrial development

'RICHARD CAPLAN & ASSOCIATES ’ Page 15
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Table L
Fire/EMS Impact Fee Schedule

Single Family Detached

250

$310 per unit

All Other Housing Types

269

x $124

$334 per unit

_,‘lNon-ReSIdentiaI (@ $268 per

Employees per 1,000 Square

Fee Per. Square Feet

-212-

| -employee) . i S " Feet - of Floor Area

Commercial (up to 25 OOO SF) 3.33 $0.89
*Commercial (25,001-100,000 SF) 2.86 - $0.77
Commercial (100,001+ SF) 2.50 $0.65

Office (up to 25,000 SF) 4.15 8111

Office (25,001+ SF) 3.91 $1.05
Medical-Dental Office . 405 $1.09

Hospital 7 3.38 $0.91 77
Business Park 3.16 - $0.85

Light Industrial 3.02 . $0.81
Warehousing 1.28 $0.34
Mini-Warehouse 0.04 $0.01

Other Non-Residential:

Lodging (per room) 0.44 $118 per room
Day Care (per student) 0.16 $43 per student
Nursing Home (per bed) 0.36 $96 per bed
RICHARD CAPLAN & ASSOCIATES Page 16




City of Hailey, Idaho

Development Impact Fee 2012 Update

V. Police

Hailey police services deal with service demands from the resident and employment

populations.

The major capital need for the Hailey Police Departmentv is an adequately sized and outfitted
police station. The development impact fee for police will be designed to ensure that new

development contributes a fair share to the costs of building the n

provide adequate services to the community.

Table M

Police Proportionate Share Factors .

ew station which will

Residential
Popuiation 7,960 |
.| Residents Not Working 3,266 X 24 hours 78,384
Residents Working 4,694 |
Residents Working in the City 1,820 x 16 hours 29,120.
Residents Working Outside City. 2,874 x_ 16 hours 45,984
. ] 163,488
Residential Sub-total = 85% of total
Non-Residential ’
Jobs Located in the City 3,264 |
Residents Working in the City 1,820 x 8 hours 14,560
Non-Resident Workers 1,444 x 8 hours 11,552
| Non-Residential Sub-total 26,112
, = 15% of total
TOTAL PERSON HOURS: 179,600

‘Table N presents the police capital projects and equipment requirements in the C.1.P. and
the net amount eligible to be allocated to the impact fee. The table also is-used to allocate
the residential and non-residential development impact fee using the proportionate share

factors as indicated in Table M.

RICHARD CAPLAN & ASSOCIATES
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City of Hailey, idaho
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Table N
Police C.l.P. Projects

New Police Headquarters 50% 50% $930,000
Police Vehicles $879.961 0% 100% $0
TOTAL $2,739,961  $930,000

Residential ’ x85% 7,960 persons $29.31
Non-residential x 15% 22,305 Non-rteris;:entlal vehicle $6.25

Table O (“Police Impact Fee Schedule”) recommends the supportable impact fee for the
police elements of the C.LP. Fees for the majority of the non-residential development
categories are on a per square foot of floor area basis. ’

The total 20 year capital costs for the Police Department is $2,739,961. A total of $930,000 is
projected to be subject to the impact fee. Based on the city’s projected population and the
increase in the average vehicle trips, the impact fee is $248 per detached (single family) unit
and $267 for all other residential units. (See Table O - Police Impact Fee Schedule".)

RICHARD CAPLAN & ASSOCIATES Page 18
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Table O
Police Impact Fee Schedule

@fm B %? )

Single Family Detached A 2.50 $99.31 - $248 per unit
All Other Housing Types 2.69 $99.31 $267 per unit
S IR v i ; . .. |- Fee PerSquare Feet
. .!ﬂqn-Res‘lde’nt l_'al:’ RS .iDgrlr‘:gzdp!ea’;lft .Fev_e Pgr T!"P_v - of Flogr’Area;. e )
Commercial (up to 25,000 SF) 110.32 $6.25 $0.20
Commercial (25,001-100,000 SF) 75.10 $6.25 $0.16
Commercial (100,001+ SF) 53.92 $6.25 $0.14
Office (up to 25,000 SF) 18.35 $6.25 $0.06
Office (25,001+ SF) ) 15.65 $6.25 $0.05
Medical-Dental Office - 36.13 $6.25 $0.12
Hospital 11.81 $6.25 $0.04
Business Park ) 12.76 - $6.25 | $0.04
Light Industrial 6.97 T $6.25 $0.02
Warehousing - 4.96 $6.25 $0.02
Mini-Warehouse . A 2.50 $6.25 - $0.01
Other Non-Residential: ’
| Lodging (per room) 5.63 . $6.25 $17 per room
Day Care (per student) 448 - $6.25 “$14 per student
Nursing Home (per bed) 2.37 $6.25 $7 per bed
RICHARD CAPLAN & ASSOCIATES ‘ Page 19
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Vi. C.I.P. Impiementation and Administration

The Idaho Development Impact Fee Act requires the impact fees to be periodically evaluated
and updated to reflect recent data. This requirement recognizes that the cost of impact fee
eligible improvements, equipment and land influence the C.I.P. and therefore the basis for
calculating the development impact fees.

Adding the cost of preparing and updating the C.I.P. is specifically authorized in the Idaho
Code. This update is the first update of the impact fee since adoption in 2007. Therefore, a
five year cost period was used since the city has used a five year time frame for updating the
Development Impact Fee. '

Based on the average proportionate share of the type of development determined in this
study, the cost is $69 per housing unit and $0.05 per square foot of non-residential
. development. (See Table P.)

Table P
.....C.L.P. Cost Allocation per Development Unit

o S 5
Consultant Study » : $17,500
City Staff Time (@ 3% for 2 persons per year for 5 years) $30,000
Total Cost: . $47,500

Parks ' 100% 0% -

Transportation 44% v 56%
Police ' 85% 15%
Fire & EMS 53% 47%
Combined Average: . 70% 30%
C.I.P. Cost Allocation: $33,250 $14,250

485 housing units 260,000 Square Feet

Projected Development Units (5 yrs.) (@ 97 units per year) (@ 52,000 sf per yean)

C.l.P. Cost Impact Fee $69 per housing unit | $0.05 per square foot

RICHARD CAPLAN & ASSOCIATES v Page 20
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Appendix
2007 Development Impact Fee Schedule (Adopted Ordinance 985) and Proposed 2012
R . 2007 Fee Schedule | 2007 | Proposed:
Use " @ .- — - - - 4 Total |...2012
e NI s o | Transpor- i | Fire& | "CLP. V ree | Total Fee
B : SF : ee . , :
cn SRR . _Park_s. - fation .POH.C_e EMS .| -Cost | . © TOt?“-I. Fee»_
Residential: ‘ Per housing unit
- -
Single Family Detached | $934 $903 $365 $350 $77 $2,629 $1,810
All Other Housing .
~Types (per unit) $782 sssé $305 $293 $77 $2,010 $1,450
Nonresidential: - Per square foot of floor area
Commercial (up to 25,000 SF) $4.94 $0.31 $1.33 $0.06 $6.64 $6.66
gg;n mercial (25,001 - 100,000 $3.58 $023 | $1.00 | $0.06 | $4.87 $4.99
Commercial (100,001+ SF) | $2.60 $0.16 $0.80 $0.06 $3.62 $3.74
Office (up to 25,000 SF) $1.46 $0.09 $1.66 $0.06 $3.27 $2.86
Office (25,001+ SF) ‘ $1.25 $0.08 $1.56 $0.06 $2.95 $2.55
Medical-Dental Office $2.89 $0.18 ' | $1.62 $0.06 $4.75 $4.49
Hospital ’ . $140 | $0.09 $1.35 $0.06 | $2.90 $2.57
Business Park $1.02 $0.06 | $1.26 | -$0.06 $2.40 $2.08
Light industrial ‘ $0.55 $0.03 '$0.92 $0.06 $1.56 $1.50
Warehousing $0.39 $0.02 $0.51 $0.06 $0.98 $0.85
Mini-Warehouse $1.20 $0.01 $0.01 | $0.06 $1.28 $0.30
Other Non-residential: . ‘
Lodging (per room) A $450 '$29 $176 * $655 $654
Day Care (per student) $358 $23 $ 64 * $445 $477
Nursing Home (per bed) "$189 $12 $144 * $345 $325

e Other nonrésidential will also pay the cost of C.I.P. preparation and administration at the rate of
$0.06 per square foot of floor area.

RICHARD CAPLAN & ASSOCIATES Page 21
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Percentage Applied for Projected Demand and/or Service Units

Jobs , 3,264

Population & Jobs o 11,234

Residential Units : 3,527 o

Single Family detached units 2,176 61.7% of units

(Al Other types of units 1,351 38.3% of units

Residential Avg. Day Vehicle Trips - 17,444 43.9% of total

Non-Residential ,

Non-residential Floor Area (in 000’s) 1,896

Non-Residential Avg. Day Vehicle Trips 22,305 56.1% of total

Total Average Day Vehicle Trips 39,749 100%
RICHARD CAPLAN & ASSOCIATES ) § ' Page 22
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TISChlerBlse 4701 SANGAMORE ROAD | SUITE S240 | BETHESDA, MD 20816

Fiscal, Economic & Planning Consultants  T: 800.424.4318 | F: 301.320.4860 | Website: tischlerbise.com

INFRASTRUCTURE FUNDING POLICY FRAMEWORK

TischlerBise is preparing an impact fee study for the City of Hailey. Prior to considering the
specifics of the impact fee study, this policy framework seeks to clarify the legislatively imposed
constraints on impact fees in Idaho and how this new revenue will dovetail with annexation fees
and water/sewer connection fees that are also imposed by the City. A brief explanation of each
revenue source is provided below.

Impact Fees

Impact fees are one-time payments by new development for growth-related infrastructure. In
contrast to project improvements, impact fees are intended to fund system improvements that
benefit the entire service area by increasing infrastructure capacity. In general terms, impact fees
must evaluate whether credits are necessary to avoid potential double payment for growth-
related infrastructure. The Idaho Impact Fee Act specifically requires a proportionate share
determination to consider the extent to which new development contributes to the cost of system
improvements through taxation, assessment or developer/landowner contributions.

Unfortunately, the Act does not include general government buildings and hbrarles in the list of
eligible public facilities for impact fee funding.

Annexation Fees

During the annexation process, the City negotiates with landowners for land, improvements
and/or a fee payment. Annexation fees are more open-ended than impact fees and may be used
for enhancing current infrastructure standards, replacing assets or even operational costs. To
limit impact fee credits, Hailey should establish infrastructure funding policies that prohibit the
use of annexation fees for impact fee system improvements. For example, if annexation fees
were used solely to relocate City Hall to another building and expand the library upstairs, there
would be no annexation fee credit in the impact fee determination.

Utility Connection Fees

Within the current water and sewer service areas, new connections pay a one-time cost recovery
fee for utility capacity already provided by the City. Although water and sewer facilities are
eligible for impact fee funding, the existing utility connection fees adequately address the cost of
-infrastructure within the existing service area. Because annexation of additional land expands
the service area and may require additional infrastructure capacity, annexation fees may also be
necessary for water and sewer infrastructure.

Recommendations

Based on the above discussion of infrastructure funding sources, TischlerBise recommends
impact fee funding for the following types of infrastructure: '

1. Citywide Park Improvements and Trails — The capital cost of these facilities will be
allocated solely to residential development.

1 TischlerBise
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2. Police Headquarters — In Idaho, capital improvements must have a useful life of at least
ten years to be eligible for impact fee funding. Therefore, the police impact fee will be
based on the cost of building space and exclude police cars. Within the next five years,
Hailey will relocate police headquarters to a new location. Both residential and
nonresidential development will pay police impact fees.

3. Fire/Emergency Medical/Rescue — Hailey has land for a new south-side fire station.
Within the next five years the City will construct the south-side station. The north station

"will be a cooperative venture with the rural fire district. Fire impact fees will be imposed
on residential and nonresidential development for fire station buildings and major
apparatus with a useful life of at least ten years.

4. Transportation — Impact fees will be used to improve intersections by providing -
additional vehicle capacity and facilities for pedestrians and cyclists. Hailey will recover
new development’s proportionate share of the new City Shop and expand the
vehicle/equipment fleet to maintain current infrastructure standards.

Hailey’s policy framework for infrastructure funding is summarized in the table below.

Utility Annexation Fees Impact Fees
Connection ‘
Fees
Geographic Existing Areas to be annexed Citywide
Extent service area (existing & annexations)
Water Costrecovery System expansion or -
enhancement
Sewer Cost recovery System expansion or
enhancement
Library Building and collection
General Buildings & vehicles
Government v :
Parks & . Open space and Citywide park improvements
Recreation neighborhood-scale parks and
. trails not within ROW
Police Vehicles Headquarters
Fire Land for north fire station Fire Stations
(buildings and apparatus)
Transportation Additional lane-miles and Intersection improvements;
vehicle capacity at road system support facilities
intersections and rolling stock
2 TischlerBise
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OVERVIEW OF UNIQUE IMPACT FEE REQUIREMENTS INIDAHO .

All requirements of the Idaho Development Impact Fee Act have been met in the supporting
documentation prepared by TischlerBise and in the City of Hailey impact fee ordinance. 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 the next section of this report,
with more detailed documentation provided in the discussion of each type of 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 new development from paying the costs of curing existing deficiencies. In the context
of impact fees for the City of Hailey, 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), multiplied by the projected increase in service units over the five-year
planning timeframe, to yield the cost of growth-related system improvements. The relationship
between these three variables can be reduced to a simple math formula, expressed as Ax 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 Hailey 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, Idaho requires a proportionate share determination [see 67-8207]. Basically local
government must consider various types of applicable credits that may reduce the capital costs
attributable to new development. The impact fee methodologies and the cash flow analysis for
each type of infrastructure have addressed the need for revenue credits to avoid potential double
payment for growth-related infrastructure. '

3 ‘ TischlerBise
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The Idaho Development Impact Fee Act requires a Capital Improvements Plan (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 Hailey 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 existing infrastructure standards or
obtained capital improvement projects from City of Hailey staff. Because infrastructure
standards were derived using existing infrastructure inventories and current service units in
Hailey, there are no existing deficiencies and no surplus capacity in system improvements.

Growth indicators for the impact fee study are summarized in Figure 1. Over the next five years, -
the projected increase in jobs (159 per year) is slightly lower than the projected increase in
housing units, at 168 units per year. Converting jobs to nonresidential floor area indicates a
projected average increase of 94,000 square feet per year. These projections were used to
calculate the need for capital improvements and to estimate the likely revenue generated by
impact fees. For a detailed discussion of demographic data and land use assumptions, please s6¢ ™
Appendix A at the back of this report.

2 TischilerBise

-226-



Figure 1 — Summary of Growth Indicators

Hailey, Idaho : 2007 t0 2012
) : Average Annual
2007 2012 2020 Increase | Growth Rate

Year-Round Population 8,553 10,561 14,812 402 4.70%

Housing Units 3,542 4,382 6,160 168 4.75% '
Jobs 3,359 4,156 5,843 159 4.75%)

NonRes Sq Ft x1000 1,940 2,410 3,380 %4 -4.85%

City of Hailey Growth Indicators

- Year-Round Population
—f@— NonRes Sq Ft x1000
"= A = Housing Units

4 Jobs

2006 2008 2010 2012 2014 2016 2018 2020 2022

TischlerBise
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For each type of public facility addresses in Hailey’s impact fee study, TischlerBise identified an
appropriate demand indicator or “service unit”, as defined by the Idaho Development Impact Fee
Act. Projected service units over the next five years are listed in Figure 2.

Figure 2 — Projected Demand or Service Units
Hailey, Idaho

NRVT NR Avg Day Veh Trips

POPULATION 858
HOUSEHOLDS 3309 3453

JOBS . .3359 3,505
POPULATION & JOBS 11,912 12,427
Total AvgDay Veh Trips =~ 40,341 |
Residential Units: 3542 3,69
Single Family Detached 2400 2,514
All Other Types

Res Avg Day Veh Trips

NRes Floor Area:

Goods Producing

Service Producing
"Public Sector
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2009

9,306
3,603
3,658
12,964

3,856
2,623
1,233
19,072
2,110
860
580

" 670
24,903

3
2010

9,707
3,760
3,817
13,524

4,024
2,737
1,287

19,903
2,210

900

610

700

26,146

4
2011

10,125

© 3,923

3,983
14,108

4,199
2,856
1,343
20,768
2,300
940
630
730

27,080

5
2012

10,561
4,004
4,156

14,718

4,381
2,980
1,401
21,669
2,410
980
660
770
28,396
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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 or service units shown
above and the infrastructure standards summarized in Figure 3. For each type of public facility
addressed in this report, a relationship is established between infrastructure units and
demand/service units.

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 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.

Fi igure 3 — Summary of Infrastructure Standards

Dype of Amount Infrastructure Per Demand Cost
Public Facility Units Indicator Factor
Parks 4.6 acres of citywide parks 1,000 persons $71,000 (improvements)
Parks ' 1.9 linear feet of trails person $24
Transportation 2.41 improved intersections avg weekday vehicle trip $314,286
Transportation City Shop avg weekday vehicle trip $16
Transportation Rolling Stock avg weekday vehicle trip $71
Police 0.59 square feet of buildings person $246
Police 0.04 square feet of buildings vehicle trip to nonres dev $246
Fire/EMS 0.22 major equipment 1,000 persons $287,500
Fire/EMS 0.63 major equipment 1,000 jobs $287,500
Fire/EMS 0.29 sq ft of fire station ' person $269
Fire/EMS 0.82 sq ft of fire station job $269
5 TischlerBise
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Figure 4 provides a summary of system improvements over the next five years. The City’s
actual expenditure pattern will likely be more “lumpy” than the annual increments shown below.
To accommodate new development over the next five years, Hailey plans to spend
approximately $3.08 million on growth-related capital improvements.

Figure 4 — Summary of System Improvements

Hailey, Idaho _ : Year=>. 1 2 3 4 5
' 2007 2008 2009 2010. 2011 2012

Cundative Facilities Needed

LF 15,972 16,660 17,377
40 41

Cl4 Intersection Improvements 10
C15 - Street Dept. Rolling Stock ~ count = .20 21 22 23 24 25

Additional Facilities Needed , o Curnulative

C2 - Trails = --LF oo 688 TY7- 0 749- - 781 - 816 . 3,751

itywi ‘ 2 - 10

1,184

234

C6  Fire/EMS Equip - Res count 0 0 0 0 0 0

C7 i i ‘ 0 0 0 1 0 1

: 574

654

Cl4 Intersection Improvements - count 0 1 0 1 0 2

CI5  Street Dept. Rolling Stock count - 1 1 1 1 1 5

Pay-Go Expenditures , 1000 's of dollars Cumulative

C2  Trails $17  $17 818 $19  $20 - $90

C3  Citywide Park $107 $142  $142  $142  §142 $675

' ¢ $291

$58

$0

$288

_$154

i 10 $176

Cl4 Intersection Improvements 50 $314 o  $314 $0 $629

ClI5  Street Dept. Rolling Stock $144  $144 $144 144 $144 $722

Total Pay-As-You-Go: $394  $745 $442 $1,046  $455 $3,081
6 ) TischlerBise
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Funding Sources for Capital Improvements

In determining the proportionate share of capital costs attributable to new development, the
Idaho Development Impact Fee Act states that local governments must consider historical,
available and alternative sources of revenue for funding system improvements. Because General
Fund capital expenditures have not kept pace with development activity, infrastructure standards
have been declining over time. Impact fee funding will provide a dedicated source of revenue
that will enable the City to maintain its current infrastructure standards.

Potential Funding from Development Impact Fees

Potential impact fee revenues are summarized in Figure 5, assuming implementation of the fees
at the maximum supportable level. Because each type of impact fee must be accounted for
separately, TischlerBise provided cash flow summaries in the impact fee analysis for each type
of infrastructure. Over the next five years, impact fees are expected to generate approximately .
$3 million for funding growth-related system improvements. -Average annual impact fee revenue
is projected to be approximately $601,000 per year.

Figure 5 — Projected Impact Fee Revenue

Hailey, Idaho _ 1 2 3 4 5 Cumulative Average Pct Fee
(Current § in thousands) 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 Total Annual Funding -
Subtotal Park Fee Revenue $161 - §$743 $149 9%
Subtotal Transportation Fee $282 $241 $297 $253 $308 $1,380 $276  100%
Subtotal Police Fee $63 $62 $68 $68 $73 $334 - $67 9%
Subtotal Fire Fee : $106 $100. $116 $105 $121 $548 $110 8%%
TOTAL FEE REVENUE $588 $545 $630 $580 $663 $3,005 $601  98%
7 - ' : TischierBise
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In contrast to development exactions, which are typically referred to as project-level
improvements, impagt fees fund growth-related infrastructure that will benefit multiple
development projects, or even the entire jurisdiction. Impact fees are one-time payments that
must be used solely to fund system improvements needed to accommodate new development.
As documented in this report, the City of Hailey has complied with all requirements of the Idaho
‘Development Impact Fees Act. Impact fees are proportionate and reasonably related to the
capital facility service demands of new development. Specific costs have been identified using
local data and current dollars. With input from City staff, TischlerBise determined demand
indicators for each type of public facility and calculated proportionate share factors to allocate
costs by type of development. The formulas used to calculate the impact fees are diagramed in a
flow chart for each type of public facility. This report documents the specific factors used to

- derive the impact fees. Impact fee methodologies also identify the extent to which newly
developed properties are entitled to various types of credits to avoid potential double payment of
capital costs.

Why Impact Fees?

In the City of Hailey, elected officials aré considering a policy decision to change the funding
. source for certain types of infrastructure. If the City implements impact fees, it represents a

policy decision to shift infrastructure funding from broad-based revenues (i.e., property and sales

taxes) to révenues that have a stronger nexus between the fee payers and the demand for public
facilities. As a dedicated revenue source, impact fees could provide significant funding for
growth-related system improvements in Hailey.

Infrastructure funding alternatives force decision-makers to wrestle with a dynamic tension
between two competing desires. As shown on the left side of Figure 6, various funding options
_ have a strong-to-weak connection between the source of funds and the demand for public
facilities. It is unfortunate that the funding options with the closest nexus to the demand for
public facilities also have the smallest revenue base to bear the cost of the public facilities (see
the right side of the diagram). '

8 . TischlerBise
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Figure 6 — Infrastructure Funding Alternatives

STRONGER . SMALLER
Area Specific
Assessments
Nexus with Sﬁecial Revenue Base Bearing
Demand for Public - Districts Cost
Facilities ‘ R of Public Facilities
| Uiy Raiss B
@ o] @
» 1 i. Sales Tax | gl
WEAKER o L ‘ LARGER

" Source: Paul Tischler, Dwayne Guthrie and Nadejda Mishkovsky. 1999. Introduction to Infrastructure Financing.
1Q Service Report, Vol. 31, No. 3. Washington, DC: International City/City Management Association.

City of Hailey Impact Fee Schedule

Figure 7 provides a schedule of the maximum supportable impact fees for the City of Hailey. If
elected officials adopt lower fees, it may be necessary to revise the corresponding capital plans
or provide additional non-impact fee funding. For residential development, impact fees will be
imposed per housing unit. For transportation and public safety infrastructure, impact fees for
nonresidential development are based on the square feet of floor area or unique demand
indicators, such as the number of rooms in a hotel. The fee schedule for nonresidential
development is designed to provide a reasonable impact fee determination for common types of
development. For unique development types, the City may allow or require an independent
impact fee assessment, consistent with the Idaho Development Impact Fee Act.

Adding the cost of preparing the Capital Improvements Plan (CIP) is specifically authorized in
the Idaho Code (see 67-8208). As shown in the implementation section of this report, the cost of
preparing the CIP, including consultants and 20% of a staff position over three years, was
allocated to the increase in development units from 2007 to 2010.

9 TischierBise
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Figure 7 — Maximum Supportable Impact Fees

ITE Parks  Trans-  Police Fire& CIP TOTAL
Code portation __EMS  Cost
Residential Peritionsing Wi &,,
210 Single Family Detached $934 $903 | $365| $350 $771 $2,629
230 All Other Housing Types $782 $553 1 $305| $293 $77| $2,010
Nonresidential , IPerSaALe HOOE ORI :
820 Commercial / Shop Cir 25,000 SF or less . $494| $031] $1.33| $0.06§ $6.64
820 Commercial / Shop Cir 25,001-100,000 SF $3.58] $0.23 ] $1.00} $0.06{ $4.87
820 Commercial / Shop Ctr 100,001 SF or more $2.60| $0.16| $0.80{ $0.06| $3.62
710 General Office 25,000 SFor less $1.461| $0.09} $1.66| $0.06} -$3.27
710 General Office 25,001 SF or more $1.25] $0.08| $1.56] $0.06[ $2.95
720 Medical-Dental Office $2.89] $0.18| $1.62| $0.06] $4.75
610 Hospital : $140| $0.09{ $1.35} $0.06] $2.90
770 Business Park $1.02| $006] $1.261 $0.06f $240
110 Light Industrial $0.55] $0.03] $0.92| $0.06| $1.56
150 Warehousing : $0.39| $0.02| $051] $0.06]| $0.98
151 Mini-Warehouse $0.20| $0.01] $0.01| $0.06| $028
Other Nonresidential
320 Lodging (per room) ]
520 Elementary School (per student) . $32f c* $141
" 530 Secondary School (per student) ~ Je $36.0 % $180‘
_ 620 Nursing Home (per’ bed) i $lad| - * | $345
* Other nonresidential will also pay the cost of CIP preparatlon
at the rate of $0.06 per square foot of floor area.
TischlerBise
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PARKS AND RECREATION

The park impact fee is based on the cost per service unit method specified in Idaho Code 67-
8204(16). For the park impact fee, a service unit is a person. As indicated in the park impact fee
methodology (see Figure 8), cost components were allocated 100% to residential development.
The diagram 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 average
number of persons per housing unit multiplied by the capital cost per person. The boxes in the
next level down, with light-green shading, indicate cost components for improvements to
citywide parks and for trails not located in the right of way of a road. In contrast to smaller,
neighborhood-scale parks, impact fees will be used for larger parks with improvements that have
a citywide service area. Small playgrounds, lacking unique features that draw patrons from
throughout the city, and all private recreation facilities are not eligible for impact fee funding or
credits. '

Figure 8 — Park Impact Fee Methodology Chart

Residential Development

Persons per Multiplied by Net Capital Cost

Housing Unit A per Person
]

I
Citywide Parks

- Trails -

Park Standards

Park impact fees are based on an inventory of existing citywide parks and actual expenditures on
park improvements by the City of Hailey. 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 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.

11 . TischlerBise
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Figure 9 identifies the larger parks within Hailey that have improvements or unique features that
drawn patrons from the entire city. For example, parks with athletic fields and courts used for
league play (soccer, football, baseball, basketball, etc.) will be used by residents from all -
geographic areas within Hailey. Unique facilities, such as the skate park, may also qualify a
park site for impact fee funding. System improvements with a citywide service area have a
current cost of approximately $2.79 million. Citywide park improvements cost an average of
$71,000 per acre, or $326 per person. With 39.5 acres of land for citywide parks, the current
standard is 4.6 acres per 1,000 residents. If the skate park site is excluded from the calculation,
the average land area of a citywide park is approxxmately 6.5 acres.

Figure 9 - Cost of Citywide Park Improvements .
Athletic TennisCY/  Picnic  Playground  Rest- Other TOTAL
Park Acreage  Field  Basketball Shelter Equipment rooms _Improvements*
Old Cutters 5.1 ' $20,000 | $40,000 $306,000 | $366,000
Heagle 8.0 $40,000 | $35,000 $20,000 | $40,000 $270,000 | $405,000
Hop Porter 4.3 B $35,000]  $150,000 | $70,000 - $258,000 | $513,000
Lions (3.6 ac developed) 10.6] $80,000 $35,000 $20,000 $216,000 | $351,000
McKercher 2.5 $80,000 . $150,000 [ $230,000
Skatepark : 0.4 ‘ . $325,000 | $325,000
Woodside Central 8.6} $160,000 | ~ $40,000 | $60,000 $20,000 | $80,000 $240,000 |  $600,000
TOTAL  39.5 $320,000  $80,000 $165000  $230,000 $230,000  $1,765000 $2,790,000
Existing Level of Service Standards g '
Total Improvements $2,790,000
Year-Round Population in 2007 8,553
Acres of Park Land per 1,000 Persons 4.6
" Average Improvements Cost Per Acre $71,000
Improvements Cost Per Person . 8326

* These costs include unique facilities like the skatepark and mzscellaneous items
such as parking lots, lighting; landscaping and irrigation.

12 ' TischlerBise
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Trails

Figure 10 provides an inventory of trails and their estimated cost. For edch resident in Hailey,
there is approximately 1.9 linear feet of off-road trail. According to the existing standard, for
each additional resident the City will need to spend $45 on trail infrastructure. Capital costs for
. bike lanes and sidewalks within road right-of-way are excluded from the park impact fee, but
typically included in the cost of transportation improvements.

Figure 10 — Cost of Trails

Name Description Linear 8 per Cost
Feet LF
Fox Acres Rd Trail asphalt 10 ft wide 3,300 $80 $264,000
Toe of the Hill Trail dirt single track 12,672]  $10  $126,700
TOTAL 15,972 $390,700
Population in 2007 8,553
Linear Feet per Person 1.9
Weighted Average Cost per LF $24
' Cost per Person $45

13 TischlerBise
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Park Fee Calculations

Infrastructure standards used to calculate park impact fees are shown in the boxed area of Figure
11. Credits are not applicable to the park impact fee because the City of Hailey has no debt
obligations for parks and plans to fund growth-related park improvements from impact fees.

For park impact fees, a “service unit” is a person. As specified in 67-8208(e), persons per

~ housing unit convert development units to service units. The park impact fee is equal to the
average number of persons per housing unit multiplied by the capital cost per person. For
example, the fee for detached housing is 2.52 x $371, or $934 per housing unit.

Figure 11 - Park Impact Fee Schedule

Standards:

Persons Per Housing Unit

Single Family Detached 2.52

All Other Housing Types 2.11
Level Of Service

Citywide Park Improvements Cost per Person $326

Trails Cost per Person $45

Total Capital Cost Per Person $371
Park Impact Fee per Housing Unit

Single Family Detached $934

All Other Housing Types $782

14 TischierBise
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Cash Flow Analysis of Growth-Related Park Improvements

As shown in the upper portion of Figure 12, the City of Hailey should receive approximately
$743,000 in park impact fee revenue over the next five years, if the maximum supportable fee is
imposed. A summary of capital costs for growth-related park improvements is shown in the
lower portion of Figure 12. The need for citywide park improvements is derived from the impact
fee infrastructure standards and the projected increase in population over the next five years. To
accommodate new residential development in Hailey over the next five years, the City will spend
approximately $675,000 on citywide park improvements. To accommodate new development
over the next five years, Hailey will also construct approx1mately 3,751 linear feet of trails at an
estimated cost of $90,000. :

To the extent the rate of development either accelerates or slows down, there will be a
corresponding change in the impact fee revenue and capital costs. See Appendix A for
discussion of the development projections that drive the cash flow analysis.

Fi'gure 12 — Projected Cash Flow for Parks .

Hailey, Idaho 1 2 3 4 5 Curnulative ~ Average
’ (erent$mthomands) 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 Total Annual
1 ParkFee Detached $98 $102

S S1I6 $533  $107

2 Park Fee - Other HU $38 $40 $44 $45 $210 $42
Subtotal Park Fee Revenue $136 $142 $149 $155 $161 $743 $149
S LCAPITALCOSTS. o v '
Citywide Park Improvements $107 $142 $142 $142 $142 $675 $135
Trails $17 $17 $18 $19 $20 $90 $18
~ Parks Subtotal ' $123 . 8159 $160  $161 $162 $765 $153
NET INFRASTRUCTURE CASH FLOW - Parks Current § in thousands
Annual Surplus (or Deficit) $13 ($18)  ($11) ($6) 80y (822) (34
Cumulative Surplus (or Deficit) $13 ($4) 315 820 822
15 o TischlerBise
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Hailey’s impact fee for transportation infrastructure addresses the need for intersection
improvements plus the growth-related need for road support facilities and equipment. As shown
in Figure 13, trip generation rates by type of development are multiplied by the capital cost per
vehicle trip to yield the impact fee.

All local streets, as well as travel lanes on arterial and collector streets that are needed to
“accommodate a particular development project, are considered to be project-level improvements.
Also, turning lanes and traffic signals necessary to provide access to an individual development

project are project-level improvements (i.e., not eligible for impact fee funding or credits).

Figure 13 - Impact Fee Methodology for Transportation

All Development
Types

Vehicle Trip Generation Rates

Trip generation rates used in the transportation impact fees are from the reference book Trip_
Generation (Institute of Transportation Engineers, 2003). 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 transportation impact fees, 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%. As discussed further below, the impact fee methodology includes additional
adjustments to make the fees proportionate the infrastructure demand for particular types of
development. .

16 TischlerBise
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Adjustment for Commuting Patterns

Residential development has a larger trip adjustment factor of 59% to account for commuters
leaving Hailey for work. According to the 2001 National Household Travel Survey (see Table
29, Federal Highway Administration, published 12/04) home-based weekday work trips are
typically 31% of production trips (i.e., all out-bound trips, which are 50% of all trip ends). Also,
Census 2000 data from Table P27 in Summary File 3 indicates that 61% of workers living in
Hailey travel outside the city for work. In combination, these factors (0.31 x 0.50 x 0.61 = 0.09)
support the higher allocation of trips to residential development.

Commercial Pass-by Adjustment

Data contained in Trip Generation Handbook (ITE, 2004) indicate an inverse relationship
between commercial building size and pass-by trips. Therefore, appropriate trip adjustment
factors have been calculated according to commercial building size (see Figure 14). For
commercial developments, the trip adjustment factor is less than 50% because retail development
and some services (like banks) 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 a small commercial building of 10,000
square feet of floor area, the ITE data indicate that on average 52% of the vehicles that enter are
passing by on their way to some other primary destination. The remaining 48% of attraction
trips have the commercial building as their primary destination. Because attraction trips are half
of all trips, the trip adjustment factor is 48% multiplied by 50%, or approximately 24% of the

trip ends.

Fi'gure 14 — Commercial Trip Rates and Pass-By Adjustment.é

17

Floor Area Shopping Centers Commercial | Commercial
in thousands (ITE 820 Weekday*) - Pass-by - Trip Adj
(KSF) Trip Ends Rate/KSF Trips™* Factor***
10 1,520 152.03 52% 24%
25 2,758} | 110.32 45% 28%
50 4,328 86.56 39% 31%
100 6,791 6791 34% 33%
200 10,656 53.28 29% 36%
400 16,722 41.80 23% 39%
800 26,239 32.80 18% 41%

* Trip Generation, ITE, 2003.
** Based on data published by ITE in Trip Generation Handbook (2004), the
best trendline correlation between pass-by trips and floor area is a logarithmic
curve with the equation
((-7.696T*LN(KSF)) + 69.448).
*¥* To convert trip ends to vehicle trips, the standard adjustment factor is
50%. Due to pass-by trips, commercial trip adjustment factors are lower, as
derived from the following foimula

(0.50%(1-passby pct)). .

-241-
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Infrastructure Standards for Intersection Improvements

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)]
The infrastiucture standards for intersection improvements include both quantitative and
qualitative measures. Figure 15 indicates the quantitative standards (i.e., ratio of infrastructure
units to demand units) and the qualitative standards, or cost factors. The seven additional
improved intersections needed to maintain the current infrastructure standard through the year
2020 have an estimated cost of $2.2 million in current dollars (i.€. not inflated over time). The
long-range Transportation Plan for the City of Hailey has identified 14 intersections that are
eligible for impact fee funding. TischlerBise recommends that the City of Hailey, with input
from the Development Impact Fee Advisory Committee, prioritize the top seven intersections
anticipated to need improvements due to new development. The prioritized list would guide the
scheduling of capital improvements and clearly identify the system improvements to be
constructed with impact fees.

Figure 15 — Business District Intersection Improvements

Base Yr | Additional | Yr13 | Average | Cost of Planned
2007 2020 | Unit Cost Improvemnis
Improved Intersections 10 7 17}  $314,286 $2,200,000
Average Weekday Vehicle Trips 40,341 30,068| - 70,409
Intersections per 1,000 Persons C248) 233 241
Average Cost per Additional Vehicle Trip $73
Average Annual Expenditure (rounded) $169,000

Infrastructure Standards for Road Support Facilities

Because city staff does not anticipate a need for additional expenditures on the new City Shop
over the next five years, the infrastructure standard is derived using projected vehicle trips in
2012. Transportation impact fees will also provide funding to maintain the current infrastructure
standard for rolling stock, as documented in Figure 16. All equipment items have a useful life of
- at least ten years as required by Idaho’s Impact Fee Act. Based on the inventory of rolling stock,
the weighted average cost is approximately $144,000 for a new equipment item.

418 TischlerBise
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Figure 16 - Cost of City Shop and Rolling Stock

Ciy Shop
Capital Cost of New City Shop $850,000
Average Weekday Vehicle Trips in 2012 50,065
Cost per Average Weekday Vehicle Trip $16
Rolling Stock for Streets (excludes utilities)
Dpe of Units in Avg Cost Total
Equipment Service per Unit Cost
1 |Track Hoe 1 $235,000 $235,000
2 |Bucket Truck 1 $98,000 $98,000
3 |Grader 1 $204,500 $204,500
4 |Loader 1 $263,500 $263,500
5 |Mini Loader 1 $94,400 $94,400
6 |Plow Truck 7 $87,100 $609,700
7 |Snow Blower / Loader 1 $550,000 $550,000
8 |Sweeper 1 $170,000 $170,000
9 |Tracker Trailer 6 $110,000 $660,000
Total 20 $144300  $2,885,100
Average Weekday Vehicle Trips in 2007 40,341
Cost per Average Weekday Vehicle Trip $71

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. The determination of credits is dependent upon the impact fee methodology used
in the cost analysis. Because the growth-related cost of transportation improvements will be
fully funded by the development impact fees, a credit for other revenues is not applicable.

Transportation Impact Fee Calculations

Factors used to derive the impact fees for transportation are shown in Figure 17. Impact fees for
nonresidential development are typically based on floor area. However, the impact fees for
several types of nonresidential development have unique demand units. For example, impact
fees for lodging are based on the number of rooms and fees for day care facilities are based on
the number of students. The fee categories listed below should cover common development
types. For unique development types not represented by any of the categories listed, the City of
Hailey may allow, or require, trip generation estimates to be provided by a licensed professional
traffic engineer or certified city planner. For transportation infrastructure, a “service unit” is a
weekday vehicle trip. As specified in 67-8208(e), the variables shown in the table below are
used to convert development units to service units.

19 TischlerBise
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Figure 17 — Transportation Fee Input Variables

ITE
Code
Weekday Vehicle Trip Ends
Residential (per Housing Unit)
210 Single Family Detached
230 All Other Housing Types
Nonresidential (per 1,000 Square Feet of Floor Area)
820 Commercial / Shop Cir 25,000 SF or less
820 Cormnercial / Shop Cir 25,001-100,000 SF
820 Commercial / Shop Cir 100,001 SF or more
710 General Office 25,000 SF or less -
710 General Office 25,001 SF or more
720 Medical-Dental Office
610 -Hospital
770 Business Park
110 Light Industrial

- 150 Warehousing

151 Mini-Warehouse
Other Nonresidential

620 Niising flome (p
Trip Adjustment Factors
Commercial / Shop Cir 25,000 SF or less
Commercial / Shop Ctr 25,001-100,000 SF
Commercial / Shop Ctr 100,001 SF or more
Level Of Service
Intersection Improvements Cost per Vehicle Trip
City Shop Cost Per Vehicle Trip
Rolling Stock Cost per Vehicle Trip
Net Capital Cost per Vehicle Trip
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9.57
5.86

. 6791

11032

41.80

1835
15.65
36.13
17.57
12.76
6.97
4.96
2.50

28%

33%)

39%
$73 $73 $73
$16 $16 $16
$71 $71 $71
$160 $160 $160
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Transportation Impact Fees by Type of Development

The input variables discussed above were used to derive the maximum supportable impact fees
shown in Figure 18. For example, the impact fee for a detached house is 9.57 x 0.59 x $160,
which equals approximately $903 per housing unit.

Figure 18 — Transportation Impact Fee Schedule

Maxinum Supportable Transportation Impact Fee Res:dentml x Commercial/ . Other.

Residential (per housing wnit, - Shopping Ctrs '~ Nonres. -
210 Single Family Detached
230 All Other Housing Types '

Nonresidential Per Square Foot of Floor Area
820 Commercial / Shop Ctr 25,000 SF or less _ $4.94
820 Commmercial / Shop Ctr 25,001-100,000 SF $3.58
820 Commercial / Shop Ctr 100,001 SF or more $2.60
710 General Office 25,000 SF or less : $1.46
710 General Office 25,001 SF or more $1.25
720 Medical-Dental Office $2.89
610 Hospital : $1.40
770 Business Park $1.02
110 Light Industrial $0.55
150 Warehousing $0.39
151 Mim-Warehouse $0.20

21 TischlerBise
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Projected Cash Flow for Transportatlon

The cash flow summary provides an indication of the impact fee revenue and expenditures
needed to meet the demand for growth-related transportation improvements. To the extent the
rate of development either accelerates or slows down, there will be a corresponding change in
the fee revenue and capital costs. See Appendix A for discussion of the development projections
that drive the cash flow analysis.

The annual impact fee revenue is derived by multiplying the annual increase in development
from Appendix A by the maximum supportable impact fees. Over the next five years, new
development will contribute approximately $1.38 million for growth-related transportation .
improvements. As shown in Figure 19, Hailey will improve two intersections plus expand the
Street Department fleet by five vehicles over the next five years.

Figure 19 — Cash Flow Summary for Transportation

Hailey, Idaho 1 2 3 4 5  Cumulative Average
GrrentSimthowndy 2008 20052010 2011 2012 Total - Annual

"3 Transp Fee- Detached 05 598 103 $107  S12 $516  $103

4 Transp Fee - Other HU $27 $28 $30 $31 $32 $148 $30
5 Transp Fee - Goods $12 $16 $16 $16 316 $74 $15
6 Transp Fee - Services $148 $99 - $148 $99 $148 $642  $128
Subtotal Transportation Fee $282 $241 $297 $253 $308 : ”$1,380 $276
CCAPITALCOSTS: -0 s e
" Intersection Improvements $0 $314  $0 $314 $0 $629 $126
Street Dept. Rolling Stock $144  $144  S144  $144  S144 O $72 $144
Transportation Subtotal ' $144 $459 $144 $459 $144 $1,350 $270
NET CAPITAL FACILITIES CASH FLOW - Transportation Current § in thousands
Annual Surplus (or Deficit) $138 {$218) $152 ($206) $164 $30 $6
Cumulative Surplus (or Deficit) - $138 ($80) $72 (3134) $30
22 TischierBise
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POLICE FACILITIES

The police impact fee addresses the need for facilities that provide citywide service. As shown
in Figure 20, police impact fees use different demand indicators for residential and
nonresidential development. Residential impact fees are calculated on a per capita basis and
then converted to an appropriate amount by type of housing based on the average number of
persons in a typical unit. To calculate nonresidential impact fees, TischlerBise recommends
using 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 and institutional trip rates fall between the other two
categories. This ranking of trip rates is consistent with the relative demand for law enforcement
from nonresidential development. Other possible nonresidential demand indicators, such as
employment or floor area, do not accurately reflect the demand for service. If employees per
thousand square feet were used as the demand indicator, police impact fees would be too high for
office and institutional development. If floor area were used as the demand indicator, police
impact fees would be too high for industrial development. Also, police officers respond to traffic
accidents, which are directly proportionate to trip generation rates.

Figure 20 — Police Impact Fee Methodology Chdrt

. Citywide
Development

Residential . Nonresidential
Development Development

Police Headquarters

23 TischlerBise
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Cost Allocation for Police Facilities

Functional population (see Figure 21) was used to allocate capital costs to residential and
nonresidential development. For residential development, the proportionate share factor is based
on estimated person hours of non-working residents, plus the non-working hours of resident
workers. Based on year 2000 census data, approximately 56% of Hailey’s population worked in
2000 and 44% did not work. For resident workers, two-thirds of a day (i.e., 16 hours) was
allocated to residential demand. Time spent at work (i.e., 8 hours) was allocated to
nonresidential development. In 2000, the U.S. Census Bureau estimated that 1,338 city residents
also worked in Hailey. Total jobs located in Hailey are from the Census Transportation Planning
Package (year 2000 place of work data). Based on estimated person hours, the cost allocation
for residential development is 84% while nonresidential development accounts for 16% of the
demarid for infrastructure. :

Figure 21 — Police Proportionate Share Factors

Demand Units in 2000 Demand Person
Hours/Day Hours

Residential '
Year-round Population 6,200 %

‘ Residents Not Working ‘ 2,749 " ’ 24 65,976
‘Workers Living in City* ] 3451 % '
Residents Working in City* 1,338 16 21,408
Residents Working Outside City* ’ 2,113 16 33,808

Residential Subtotal 121,192

84%

Nonresidential
Jobs Located in City** 2,878 %

Residents Working in City* 1,338 8 10,704
‘Non-Resident Workers in 2000 1,540 8 . . 12,320
Nonresidential Subtotal 23,024

: 16%
" * Table P27 from SF3, Census 2000. TOTAL 144,216

*%*. 2000 Census Transportation Planning Package, Part 2 (Place of Work).

Law Enforcement ‘Standards and Cost Factors

As required by Idaho Code 67-8204(2), levels of service are applicable to existing development
as well as new growth and development. Figure 22 provides data on the buildings used for law
enforcement services within the City of Hailey. A weighted average construction cost of $246
per square foot is based on the City’s estimated cost for relocated the existing police
headquarters to another location within the next five years. The total cost of police buildings
was allocated to residential and nonresidential development using the proportionate share factors
discussed above, then divided by current demand units in the City of Hailey. TischlerBise
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derived average weekday vehicle trips associated with nonresidential development within the
City of Hailey using estimated floor area, trip generation rates and trip adjustment factors.

Documentation of the demographic data used in the impact fee study may be found in Appendix
A.

Figure 22 — Police Infrastructure Standards

Site . Square Feet  $/SF Total Cost
1 Police Headquarters - 4,200 $287 $1,205,400
2 Police Maintenance 1,800 $150 $270,000
Total 6,000 $246 $1,475,400
Proportionate 2007 Cost per -
Share Demand Units Demand Unit
Residential 84% 8,553 persons $144.90
Nonresidential ' 16%| 22,823 nonres veh trips $10.34
: 0.59 sq ft per person .

0.04 sq ft per nonres veh trip

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. The determination of credits is dependent upon the impact fee methodology used
in the cost analysis. If Hailey bond finances a new police headquarters, a revenue credit for
future principal payments may be necessary, which will reduce the police impact fee.

Maximum Supportable Police Impact Fee

For police infrastructure, a “service unit” for residential development is a person. For
nonresidential development, a “service unit” is a weekday vehicle trip. As specified in 67-
8208(e), the variables shown in the table below are used to convert development units to service
units. LOS standards used to derive the police impact fees are shown in the boxed area at the top
of Figure 23. A "trip end" represents a vehicle either entering or exiting a development (as if a
traffic counter were placed across a driveway). Trip generation rates are from the reference book
Trip Generation, published by the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE, 7th edition, 2003).
Trip generation rates are adjusted to avoid double counting each trip at both the origin and
destination points. For all types of nonresidential development except commercial, the trip
adjustment factor is 50%. For commercial / shopping center development, the trip adjustment
factor ranges from 28-39% depending on the floor area of the development. The trip adjustment

factor is less than 50% because retail uses attract vehicles as they pass by on arterial and
collector roads.

25 ’ TischlerBise
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' Trip Adjustment

Figure 23 — Police Fee Input Variables

Persons Per Housing Unit
Single Family Detached
All Other Housing Types

Weekday Vehicle Trip Ends

Norresidential (ver 1,000 Square Feet of Floor Area)

820 Commercial / Shop Cir 25,000 SF or less
820 Commercial / Shop Cir 25,001-100,000 SF
820 Commercial / Shop Cir 100,001 SF or more
710 General Office 25,000 SF or less

710 General Office 25,001 SF or more

720 Medical-Dental Office

610 Hospital

770 Business Park

110 Light Industrial

150 Warehousing
151 Mini-Warehouse
Other N idential

620 Homel(r
Factors
820 Commercial / Shop Cir 25,000 SF or less

820 Commercial / Shop Ctr 25,001-100,000 SF

820 Commercial / Shop Cir 100,001 SF or more
All Other Nonresidential

Level of Service
Law Enforcement Buildings Cost

-250-

252
211

Per Person

$144.90

110.32
67.91
41.80

18.35
15.65
36.13
17.57
12.76
6.97
496
250

28%)
33%

39%

50%
Per Trip
$10.34

TischlerBise



Police Impact Fees by Type of Development

Figure 24 indicates the maximum supportable fees for police headquarters. Fees for the majority
of nonresidential development categories are given per square foot of floor area. The impact fee
is the product of the trip generation rate multiplied by the trip adjustment factor and the cost per
trip for police buildings. For example, the impact fee for a small commercial building, like a
restaurant, is 110.32 divided by 1,000 multiplied by 0.28 multiplied by $10.34, which yields a
fee of $0.31 per square foot of floor area. If the restaurant contained 3,000 square feet of gross
leasable floor area, the total police impact fee would be $930.

Figure 24 — Police Impact Fee Schedule
Mapcinum Supportable Police Impact Fee

Residential (per housing unit, Per Housing Unit

Single Family Detached ' $365

All Other Housing Types ‘ $305
Nonresidential Per Square Foot of Floor Area ' PerSqFt
820 Commercial / Shop Ctr 25,000 SF or less $0.31
820 Commercial / Shop Cir 25,001-100,000 SF $0.23
820 Commercial / Shop Cir 100,001 SF or more $0.16
710 General Office 25,000 SF or less $0.09
710 General Office 25,001 SF or more ’ $0.08
720 Medical-Dental Office $0.18'
610 Hospital $0.09
770 Business Park ’ $0.06
110 Light Industrial $0.03

* 150 Warehousing $0.02

151 Mini-Warehouse $0.01
QOther Nonresidential

27 “TischlerBise
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Projected Cash Flow for Police Facilities

As shown in Figure 25, new development over the next five years is expected to provide
$334,000 for expansion of the police headquarters. If the police impact fee is imposed at the
maximum supportable level, the expected revenue approximates the growth-related cost of
police improvements.

The cash flow summary provides an indication of the impact fee revenue and expenditures
necessary to meet the demand for police facilities. To the extent the rate of development either
accelerates or slows down, there will be a corresponding change in the impact fee revenue and

capital costs. See Appendix A for discussion of the development projections that drive the cash
flow analysis.

Figure 25 — Cash Flow Summary for Police Facilities

Hailey, Idaho 1 2 3 4 5 Curnulative ~ Average
(Caren$ i) 2008 2000 20102011 2012 Toul Al
7 PohceFee Detached

$208 $42
8 Police Fee - Attached $15 $16 $16 $17 . $18 $82 $16
9 Police Fee - Goods $1 $1 $1 $1 $1 -, $4 $1
10 Police Fee - Services $9 $6 %9 $6 $9 $40 $8
Subtotal Police Fee . $63 - $62 $68 $68 $73 $334 $67
CAPITAL COSTS » 0o i o0
Police Headquarters $66 $64 $71 $70 $77 $349 $70
NET INFRASTRUCTURE CASH FLOW - Police Current 8 in thousands
Annual Surplus (or Deficit) - ($3) ($2) ($3) ($3) (54) ($15) ($3)
Cumulative Surplus (or Deficit)- $3) $3) ($8) ($10 ($135) '
28 ' TischlerBise
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FIRE AND EMERGENCY MEDICAL FACI

Since emergency medical calls are more frequent than fire calls, the best demand indicator for
the fire and emergency medical service (EMS) impact fee is the number of residents and jobs
located in the service area. As shown in Figure 26, residential impact fees are calculated on a

per capita basis. Fees for nonresidential development are determined using capital cost factors
per employee.

Figure 26 — Fire/EMS Impact Fee Methodology Chart

Citywide
Development

Residential V Nonresidential

29 TischierBise
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Cost Allocation for Firé/EMS Infrastructure

Proportionate share factors (see Figure 27) were used to allocate capital costs to residential and
nonresidential development. Proportionate share factors are based on incidents by property use
category for 2003 through 2005. For residential development, the proportionate share is 47%
and for nonresidential development the proportionate share is 53%. '

30

Figure 27 — Proportionate Share Factors for Fire/EMS

Incidents by Property Use in 2003-2005

Residential 638
Residential Streets 25

Residential Subtotal 663
Nonresidential 670
Commercial Areas (e.g. Hwy 75) 76

Nonresidential Subtotal 746

TOTAL - 1,409
Source: Hailey Fire Department.
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Fire/EMS Infrastructure Standards and Cost Factors

As required by Idaho Code 67-8204(2), levels of service are applicable to existing development
as well as new growth and development. Figure 28 lists the capital cost of infrastructure
currently servicing existing development within the city limits. Hailey Fire Department ,
provided the apparatus inventory and current unit costs for each type of equipment with a useful .
life of at least ten years, as required by the Idaho Development Impact Fee Act. These costs
include all necessary add-ons to make the apparatus ready for service, such as lights, radios and
safety equipment. The cost per square foot of fire station was derived from the planned
construction of the new south-side fire station. Plans for the new station antlclpate 10,400

square feet of building at a estimated cost of $2.8 million.

31

Figure 28 — Infrastructure Standards for Fire/EMS

Major Equipment
Dpe Count Unit Cost  Total Cost
Fire Engine 2 $400,000 | $800,000
Brush Truck 1 $300,000 |  $300,000 .
Tactical Support Vehicle 1 $50,000 ] $50,000
TOTAL 4 $287,500  $1,150,000
Proportionate 2007 Cost per
Share Demand Units Demand Unit
Residential 47%| 8,553 persons $63
Nonresidential 53%, 3,359 jobs $181
0.22 equipment per 1,000 persons '
0.63. equipment per 1,000 jobs
Current Fire Station Infrastructure Standard
Site Square Feet $/SF City Cost
Downtown Station 5,200 $269 | $1,398,800
TOTAL 5,200 $269 $1,398,800
Proportionate | 2007 Cost per
Share Demand Units Demand Unit
Residential 47% 8,553 persons $76
Nonresidential 53% 3,359 jobs $220
. 029 sq ft per person
0.82-sq ft per job
TischlerBise

-255-




Credit Evaluation for Fire/EMS Infrastructure

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. The determination of credits is dependent upon the impact fee methodology used
in the cost analysis. If Hailey bond finances future fire stations or major equipment purchases, a
revenue credit for future principal payments may be necessary, which will reduce the fire impact
fee. -

Fire/EMS Impact Fee Calculations -

" For fire/EMS infrastructure, a “service unit” for residential development is a person. For
nonresidential development, a “service unit” is an employee. As specified in 67-8208(e), the
variables shown in the table below are used to convert development units to service units.
Standards used to derive the fire/EMS impact fees are shown in Figure 29. Documentation on
the number of employees per nonresidential development unit may be found in Appendix A. .

Figure 29 — Fire/EMS Fee Input Variables

ITE
Code R Standards:
Persons Per Housing Unit
Single Family Detached . 2.52
All Other Housing Types 2.1
Employees per 1,000 Sq Ft
820 Commercial / Shop Cir 25,000 SF or less 333
820 Commercial / Shop Ctr 25,001-100,000 SF 2.50
820 Commercial / Shop Cir 100,001 SF or more 2.00
710 General Office 25,000 SF or less 415
710 General Office 25,001 SF or more 391
720 Medical-Dental Office 4.05
610 Hospital ' 3.38
770 Business Park - 3.16
110 Light Industrial : ' 231
150 Warehousing 1.28
151 Mini-Warehouse ' 0.04
Employees per Demand Unit

620
Level of Service Per Person  Per Employee
Major Equipment $63.00 $181.00
Fire Stations $76.00 $220.00
Revenue Credit
Net Capital Cost Per Demand Unit $139.00 $401.00
32 TischlierBise
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Fire/EMS Impact Fees by Type of Development

Figure 30 provides the schedule of maximum supportable impact fees for fire and EMS
infrastructure. The fee for a single family detached house is derived by multiplying the number
of persons per housing unit by the net capital cost per person. For most types of nonresidential
development, the impact fee schedule is based on the floor area of the proposed development.
For example, the fire impact fee for a commercial building of 3,000 square feet is $1.33 per
square foot of floor area, or a total amount of $3,990.

33

Figure 30 — Fire/EMS Impact Fee Schedule

Maximum Supportable Fire/EMS Impact Fee
Residential (per housing unit,

Single Family Detached

Multifamily
Nonresidential Per Square Foot of Floor Area

. 820 Commercial / Shop Ctr 25,000 SF or less

820 Commercial / Shop Cir 25,001-100,000 SF
820 Commercial / Shop Ctr 100,001 SF or more
710 General Office 25,000 SF or less
710 General Office 25,001 SF or more
720 Medical-Dental Office
610 Hospital
770 Business Park
110 Light Industrial
150 Warehousing
151 Mini-Warehouse
Other Norwesidential .
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$293

$1.33
$1.00
$0.80
$1.66
$1.56
$1.62
$1.35
$1.26
$0.92
$0.51
$0.01

TischlerBise



Fire/EMS Cash Flow Analysis

Figure 31 indicates the Fire Department will need one additional equipment item over the next

~ five years to accommodate new development. Unfortunately, the existing fire station does not
have adequate space for another vehicle. To maintain the current infrastructure standard for fire
station floor area, Hailey will need approximately 1,200 square feet of additional space over the

next five years. .

The cash flow summary provides an indication of the impact fee revenue and expenditures
necessary to meet the demand for fire protection and emergency medical facilities. To the extent
the rate of development either accelerates or slows down, there will be a corresponding change
in the impact fee revenue and capital costs. See Appendix A for discussion of the development
projections that drive the cash flow analysis.

Figure 31— Cash Flow Summary for Fire/EMS Infrastructure

Hailey, Idaho 1 2 3 4 5 Cumulative  Average
(erent$zn thousands) _ 08 200 201 2011 201 Total Annual

BT Fire Fee- De'rached $37 $38 $40 $42 $43 $200  $40
12 Fire Fee - Attached $14 $15 $16 $16 $17 $79 $16
13 Fire Fee - Goods’ $15 $20  -$20 $20 $20 $97 $19
14 Fire - Services $40 $27 $40  $27 $40 $173 $35
Subtotal Fire Fee $106 $100 $116 $105 $121 $548 $110
oot CAPITAL COSTS.
Fire/EMS Equipment . - $0 $0 $0  $288  $0 $288 $58
Fire/EMS Stations $61 $63 $66 $69 $72 $330 $66
Fire/EMS Subtotal $61 $63 $66  $356 . $72 $618  $124
NET INFRASTRUCTURE CASH FLOW - Fire/EMS =~ Current § in thousands
Annual Surplus (or Deficit) $46 $37 $50  ($251)  $49 $70) (314
Cumulative Surplus (or Deficit) | $46 $83 $133 (3119  (§70)
34 TischlerBise

-258-



IMPLEMENTATION AND ADMINISTRATION

According to the Idaho Development Impact Fee Act, fee revenue must be deposited in a
separate interest bearing account. Fees should be spent within five years of when they are
collected, with the expenditures limited to growth-related system improvements.

Development impact fees should be periodically evaluated and updated to reflect recent data.
One approach is to adjust for inflation using the Engineering News Record (ENR) Construction
Cost Index published by The McGraw-Hill Companies. This index could be applied to the
adopted impact fee schedule. If cost estimates or demand indicators change significantly, the
City should redo the fee calculations.

As shown in Figure 32, the City of Hailey plans to update the impact fee study in three years.
The cost of preparing the capital improvements plan (i.e. consultant study and 20% of a staff
position over three years) was allocated to the increase in development units from 2007 to 2010.
Adding the cost of preparing the CIP is specifically authorized in the Idaho Code (see 67-8208).

Figure 32 — CIP Cost Allocation per Development Unit

CIP Cost Over Three Years
Consultant Study $18,300
Staff Time (@ 20%) $36,000

TOTAL  $54,300
Residential Nonresidential

Proportionate Share by Type of Fee
Parks 100% 0%
Transportation 43% 57%
Police . 84% 16%
Fire & EMS : 47% 53%
: AVERAGE . ‘ 68.5% 31.5%
CIP Cost Allocation $37,196 $17,105
Projected Development Units* - 482 270,000
Per Hsg Unit Per Sq Ft
Cost Per Development Unit $77 $0.06

* Net increase in housing units and nonresidential floor area
from 2007 to 2010 (from Figure A7).

Credits and Reimbursements

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 arising from

one-time impact fees plus on-going payment of other revenues that may also fund growth-related

capital improvements. The determination of credits is dependent upon the impact fee

methodology used in the cost analysis. There are three basic approaches used to calculate impact
~ fees and each is linked to different credit methodology.

35 ' . TischlerBise
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The first major type of impact fee method is a cost recovery approach. This method is used for
facilities that have adequate capacity to accommodate new development for at least a five-year
time frame. The rationale for the cost recovery is that new development is paying for its share of
the useful life or remaining capacity of the existing facility. When using a cost recovery method,
it is important to determine whether new development has already contributed toward the cost of
existing public facilities (i.e., a past revenue credit). Outstanding principal and interest payments
are typically subtracted from the value of the asset that was oversized for new development.

A second basic approach used to calculate impact fees is the cost per service unit method. This
method documents current factors and it is best suited for public facilities that will be expanded
incrementally in the future. Because new development will provide front-end funding of
infrastructure, there is a potential for double payment of capital costs due to future principal
payments on existing debt for public facilities. A credit is not necessary for interest payments if
interest costs were not included in the impact fees.

A third basic approach used to calculate impact fees is the plan-based method. This method is
based on future capital improvements needed to accommodate new development. The plan-
based method may be used for public facilities that have commonly accepted service delivery
factors to determine the need for future projects, or the jurisdiction plans to significantly increase
the current factors and it has a financially feasible strategy to cover the cost of existing
deficiencies. If a plan-based approach is used to derive impact fees, the credit evaluations
should focus on future bonds and revenues that will fund planned capital improvements.

Specific policies and procedures related to site-specific credits should be addressed in the
ordinance that establishes the impact fees. Project-level improvements (required as part of the
development approval process) are not eligible for credits against impact fees. If a developer
constructs a system improvement included in the fee calculations, it will be necessary to either
reimburse the developer or provide a credit against the fees in the area benefiting 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 the City to
establish a reimbursement agreement with the developer that constructs a system improvement.
The reimbursement agreement should be limited to a payback period of no more than ten years
and the City should not pay interest on the outstanding balance. The developer must provide
sufficient documentation of the actual cost incurred for the system improvement. The City
should only agree to pay the lesser of the actual construction cost or the estimated cost used in
the impact fee analysis. Ifthe City pays more than the cost used in the fee analysis, there will be
insufficient fee revenue. Reimbursement agreements should only obligate the City to reimburse
developers annually according to actual fee collections from the benefiting area.

The supporting documentation for each type of impact fee illustrates the types of infrastructure
considered to be system improvements. For example, the park impact fee provides standards for
larger citywide parks, but does not address the need for smaller neighborhood-scale park
improvements. Therefore, neighborhood-scale park improvements are not eligible for credits
against impact fees.

36 TischlerBise
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Citywide Service Area

To ensure a substantial benefit to new development paying impact fees, the City of Hailey has
evaluated collection and expenditure zones for public facilities that may have distinct benefit
areas. In the City of Hailey, impact fees for citywide parks, transportation and public safety
infrastructure (police and fire) will benefit new development throughout the entire City. Given
the dispersed location of both residential and nonresidential development and the relatively small
geographic area of Hailey, TischlerBise recommends citywide implementation of the
development impact fees with no variation in the fees by geographic area.

Nonresidential Development Categories

The nonresidential development categories in the impact fee schedule will apply to a majority of
‘the new construction anticipated within Hailey. Nonresidential development categories are
based on land use classifications from the book Trip Generation (ITE, 2003).

Even though churches are a common type of development, they do not have a specific impact fee
category due to a lack of sufficient data. The Institute of Transportation Engineers does not

~ publish trip rates per church employee and the weekday trip generation rate per 1,000 square feet
of floor area is not based on enough studies to be statistically valid. For churches and any other
atypical development, staff must establish a consistent administrative process to reasonably treat
similar developments in a similar way. When presented with a development type that does not
match one of the development categories in the published fee schedule, staff should first look in .
~ the ITE manual to see if there is land use category with valid trip rates that match the proposed

~ development. The second option is to determine the published category that is most like the
proposed development. Churches without daycare or schools are basically an office area (used
throughout the week) with a large auditorium and class space (used periodically during the
week). Some jurisdictions make a policy decision to impose impact fees on churches based on
the fee schedule for warehouses or mini-warehouses. The rationale for this policy is the finding.
that churches are large buildings that generate little weekday traffic and only have a few full time
employees. A third option is to impose impact fees on churches by breaking down the building
floor area into its primary use. For example, a church with 25,000 square feet of floor area may
have 2,000 square feet of office space used by employees throughout the week. At a minimum,
impact fees could be imposed on the office floor area, based on the published rate per square foot
for a small office. An additional impact fee amount could be imposed for the remainder of the
building based on the rate for a warehouse or mini-warehouse. The key consideration for these
administrative decisions is to be reasonable and consistent. If an applicant thinks the
administrative decision is not reasonable, it is appealed to the elected officials for their
consideration. . ’

37 " TischlerBise
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MEMORANDUM

TO: Kathy Grotto, City Planner
City of Hailey, Idaho

FROM: TischlerBise

DATE: January 16, 2007

SUBJECT: Demographic Data and Development Projections

In this memo, TischlerBise documents the demographic data and development projections that
will be used in the impact fee study for the City of Hailey, Idaho. Although long-range
projections are necessary for planning capital improvements, a shorter time frame of five to six
years is critical for the impact fees analysis. Infrastructure standards will be calibrated using
fiscal year 2006-2007 data and the first projection year for the cash flow model will be fiscal
year 2007-2008. Hailey’s fiscal year begins October 1%,

~ Persons per Housing Unit

As shown in Figure A1, Hailey had 2,557 housing units in 2000 (100% data from Summary File
1) with approximately 6.6% of the housing stock being vacant or seasonal units. TischlerBise
recommends using two residential categories in the impact fee calculations. Differentiating
impact fees by type of housing helps make the fees proportionate to the demand for public
facilities. Single family detachéd housing units average 2.52 personis per housing unit. Al other.
housing types average 2.11 persons per housing unit.

Figure Al — Average Number of Persons by Housing Typev

Units in - Renter & Owner Housing  Personsper = Vacancy
Structure Persons Hsehlds PPH| Units HsgUnit - Rate
1-Detached 4,527 1,710 2.65 1,799 C 252 4.9%
1-Attached (Townhouse) 326 158 2.06 174 1.87 9.2%
Two (Duplex) 53 48 1.10 48 1.10 0.0%
3 or more 1,056 406 2.60 452 234 10.2%
Mobile Homes 31 20 155 .20 1.55 0.0%
Other 0 0 0.0 0 0.00 0.0%
Total SF3 Sample Data] 5,993 2,342 2.56 2,493 240 6.1%
— s

100-Percent Datals s 2.39 6.6%

lousing ~ Persons per  Housing

Persons per Housing Unit in 2000

Persons Hsehids PPH  Uhits Hsg Unit Mix
Single Family Detached 4527 1,710 2.65 1,799 252 72%
All Other Residential 1,466 632 232 694 211 28%,
Group Quarters 8
Sample Différence 118 47
TOTAL 6,200 2,389

Source: 2000 US Census.

38 TischlerBise

-262-



Recent Residential Construction

Figure A2 indicates calendar year 2000 through 2005 residential building permit data for the
City of Hailey. Annual residential construction has averaged 140 housing units over the past six
years. In 2006, the housing stock is estimated to be 68% single-family detached units and 32%
other types of housing. The impact fee study assumes this ratio holds constant through 2020.
Based on the housing units permitted since the 2000 census, Hailey’s year-round population in
2006 is approximately 8,200 residents.

Figure A2 — Residential Building Permits

Total Housing Units in 2000
2000
2001 |
2002 3

Total Units in 2006 2322 1,072 3,3%
: 68% 32%
Estimated Year-Round Population in 2006* 8,200
** Assumes 2.39 persons per new housing unit added to the
Yyear-round population in 2000.

New Residential Units in Hailey, ID

250
200
150
100

50

Average = 140 housing units per year

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005

Source: Hailey Building Department Year-End Reports.
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Census data indicates additional housing units by decade of construction, as shown in Figure A3.
If the construction rate from the previous six years continues through the end of this decade,
Hailey will experience an increase of approximately 1,400 housing units during the current
decade. In comparison, Hailey added 1,068 housing units during the 1990s.

Fi igure A3 — Housing Units Added by Decade

Housing Units Added by Decade
Hailey, Idaho

1,200

before1950 1950s 1960s 1970s 1980s 1990s

Source: Table H34, SF3 Census 2000, U.S. Census Bureau.

Housing Unit Forecast

TischlerBise prepared alternative housing unit projections, as shown in Figure A4. The Hailey
Town Hall meeting on 8/11/05 indicated an average population projection of 14,801 for the year
2020. To yield a 2020 population projection of approximately 14,800 year-round residents will
require the housing stock to increase by a compounded growth rate of 4.35% per year, or an
average increase of 198 housing units per year (see the recommended “Exponential” alternative
below). In comparison, the actual rate of construction over the past six years averaged 140
‘housing units per year. Using an exponential projection yields lower average annual housing
increases in the short-run, which is more consistent with actual rate of construction over the past
six years.

40 TischlerBise
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Figure A4 — Alternative Housing Unit Projections

Hailey, Idaho

Method
Density Ceiling*
Linear Trend Extrap**
Moderate Linear***
Exponential ****
Annual Increase=>

2000 2005 2006

(x0)

2,557
2,557
2,557
2,557

estimates =>

3,303
3,303
3,303
3,303

3,394
3,394
3,394
3,394

204

91

148

2007

projection years (x) =>

1
3,531
3,566
3,592
3,542

154

2008 2009
2 3
3,666 3798
3,702 3,838
3,789 3,987
3,696 3,856
161 168

2010

4

3,927

3,974
4,184
4,024

175

Avg Anl
Wit2ll  Increase
2006-2020

5 9 14
4052 4,509 4971 113
4110 4,655 5336 139
4382 5172 6,159 198
4,199 4979 6,160 198

183 217

* Logistic curve based on actual increase from 2000 to 2006 and a housing capacity of 6,000 units.

** Linear trend based on annual data from 2000 through 2006.

kA simple annual growth rate of 5.82% will yield a 2020 population projection of approximately 14,800.
*#k* Recommended compounded growth yielding a 2020 population projection of approximately 14,800.

] I s

City of Hailey Housing Units

2020

Density Ceiling*

Y Moderate Linear***
/ Exponential****
Linear Trend Extrap**

Employees per Square Foot of Nonresidential Development

In addition to data on résidential development, the calculation of impact fees requires data on
nonresidential development in the City of Hailey. The impact fee study will convert projected
jobs to nonresidential floor area using square feet per employee multipliers. TischlerBise uses
the term “jobs™ to refer to employment by place of work (i.e., located within Hailey). The square
feet per employee multipliers shown below were derived from national data published by the
Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) and the Urban Land Institute (ULI). Impact fee
methodologies may also use the number of employees per thousand square feet (KSF) to
differentiate fees by type of nonresidential development. In Figure AS, gray shading indicates
three nonresidential development prototypes that will be used by TischlerBise to calculate

41
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vehicle trips and estimate potential impact fee revenue as part of the impact fee cash flow
analysis The prototype development for goods-producing jobs is warehousing. The prototype
for service jobs is a 25,000 square feet shopping center. The prototype for public sector JObS is
an elementary school.

Figure A5 — Employee and Building Area Ratios

ITE Land Use / Size Demand ~ Whdy Trip Ends Wy Trip Ends Emp Per Sq Ft
Code Unit Per Dmd Uwit*  Per Employee*  Dmd Unit**  Per Emp
Commercial / Shopping Center

820 |2SKIBroSIEAshpIEE RE000ISqE: 3005
820 |50K gross leasable area 1,000 Sq Ft 350
820 |100K gross leasable area 1,000 Sq Ft 400
820 |200K gross leasable area 1,000 Sq Ft 450 -
820 |400K gross leasable area 1,000 Sq Ft 500
General Office

710 {10K gross floor area 1,000 Sq Ft 2266 5.06 4.48 223
710 }25K gross floor area 1,000 Sq Ft 18.35 443 4.15 241
710 {S0K gross floor area 1,000 Sq Ft 15.65 i 4.00 3.91 256
710 100K gross floor area 1,000 Sq Ft 13.34 3.61 3.69 271
Industrial : ’

770 |Business Park*** 1,000 Sq Ft 12.76 4.04 3.16 317

151

Ivﬁm-Warehouse
150 [ Wan
140

1,000 SqFt

42

110 [Light Industrial 1,000 Sq Ft 6.97 2.31 433
Other Nonresidential ‘ '

720  |Medical-Dental Office 1,000 Sq Ft 8.91 4.05 247
620 |Nursing Home bed 6.55 0.36 na
610 |Hospital 1,000 Sq Ft 520 . 3.38 296
565 - |Day Care | student 28.13 0.16 na
550 |University/College student 9.13 0.26 na
530 {High School - student 19.74 0.09 na
520 na

* Trip Generation, Institute of Transportation Engineers, 2003.
** Employees per demand unit calculated from trip rates, except for Shopping Center
data, which are derived from Development Handbook and Dollars and Cents

of Shopping Centers, published by the Urban Land Institute.

#kk . According to ITE, a Business Park is a group of flex-type buildings
served by a common roadway system. The tenant space includes a variety of uses
with an average mix of 20-30% office/commercial and 70-80% industrial/warehousing,,

TischlerBise
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Jobs by 'I‘y};e of Nonresidential Development

Figure A6 indicates 2005 estimates of both private and public sector jobs located in the City of
Hailey, as reported by ESRI. The total floor area of nonresidential development in 2005 is
consistent with the estimate from Management Partners’ Annexation Fee study for the City of
Hailey.

Figure A6 — Jobs and Floor Area Estimates

2005 Square Feet 2005 Estimated
Private Sector Jobs* Per Employee  Floor Area
Goods Producing
Ag/Forestry/Mining 225
Construction 357

Public Sector
Education
Government

Total 3,133 581 1,820,000

* FSRI Business Summary for Hailey, ID.

Employment Projections

In 2005, Hailey had 0.95 jobs for each housing unit. The impact fee study assumes this jobs-to-
housing ratio will remain constant through 2020.

Detailed Development Projectibns

The demographic data shown in Figure A7 will be used as key inputs to the impact fee study.
Housing units were converted to households and population using the residential vacancy rate of
and household size from the 2000 census. Nonresidential floor area is expected to increase from
1.94 million square feet in 2007 to 3.38 million square feet by 2020, or an average increase of
approximately 111,000 square feet per year.

43 TischlerBise

-267-



Land Use Assuniptions

Figure A7 — Annual Demographic Data

Hailey, Idaho 2000 2006 2007 2008 2009 WRIINESTTEMMERIR
Curnuative BaseYr 1 2 3 8
Population in Hsehlds 6111 8111 8464 8832 9217 9618 11,899 14,723} 20,327
Pop in Group Quarters* 8 8 89 8 89 89 89 8l 89
Population 6,200 8200 8553 8921 9306 9,707 11,988  14,812] 20416
Jobs 2,878 3219 3359 3,505 3,658 3,817 4723  5843] 8067
Housing Units 2,557 3394 3542 3,696 3,856 4024 4979  6,160] 8505
Jobs to Housing Ratio LI13 095 095 095 095 095 095 095 095
Residential Vacancy Rate 66% 66% 66% 66% 66% 66% 66%  66% 66%
Households 2389 3,171 3309 3,453 3,603 3,760 4,652 5756 7,946
Persons Per Household 256 256 256 256 256 256 256 256 2356
Nonres Sq Ft (x 1.000)
Goods Producing 760 7% 820 860 900 1110 1370} 1,900
Servige Producing 510 530 560 580 610 750 930] 1,280
Public Sector 590 620 650 670 700 870 1,080f 1490
Total 1860 1940 2,030 2,110 2210 2,730 _ 3380 4670
2007-2020
Annual Increase 05-06 0607 07-08 08-09 09-10 14-15 Avgdnl
Population 217 353 368 384 401 4% 481
{Jobs 8 140 146 152 159 197 191
Housing Units 91 148 154 161 168 208 201
Goods Producing KSF** 20~ 30-- 30 40 - 40 50— 451
Service Producing KSF** 10 20 30 2 30 30 31
Public Sector KSF** 10 30 30 20 30 40 35

* The 2000 group quarters population is assumed to remain constant through 2020,

** KSF =square feet of floor area in thousands.

In Hailey, all types of infrastructure to be funded with impact fees have a bitywide service area.
Projections of residential and nonresidential development within the service area are shown

44
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above in Figure A7. A vacant land inventory based on the current city limits is shown in Figure
A8. .
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Figure A8 — Vacant Land Inventory
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City of Hailey Citizen Survey 2012 Results

Part 4: 2012 Citizen Survev Results Comparison to 2009 Hailev Citizen Survey.

There were 29 city service areas listed on both the 2009 and the 2012 Hailey Citizen Survey. The
average score for all services in 2012 improved to 3.66from an average score of 3.56 in 2009. This
higher average score in 2012 reflects a slight increase in satisfaction of the services provided by the

city.

Among the services listed on both citizen surveys, satisfaction was found to be “Much improved” in
10 services; “Improved” in 11 areas; six services scored around the same as in 2009; and the survey
found a “Declined” in two areas. These conclusions are based on the following numeric changes:

» Much improved ranking for projects = score was 0.21 or higherin 2012 than in 2008;

« improved ranking = score was from 0.10 up to 0.20 higher in 2012 from 2009;
« Unchanged ranking = score between 0.01 to 0.09 difference between 2012 from 2009; and
« Declined ranking = 2012’s score was below 2009's score.

‘ ;3:?:;£ | service 2012 | 2007 | 2012 Change from 2009
Library 1 | Location of library improved 0.13
Library 2 | Library staff courtesy & knowledge Much improved |. 0.28
City Hall 3 | Location of City Hall improved 0.18
Library 4 | Comfort of library Much improved 0.25
Library 5 | Library hours of operation improved 0.29
Utilities 10 | Quality of trash collection services Much improved 0.27
Library 12 | Selection of materials Much improved 0.27
Utilities 13 | Quality of tap water Much improved 0.31
Parks 14 | Maintenance of trails & paths improved 0.16
City Hall 16 | City newsietter ' Much improved 0.24
Palice 19 | HPD Professionalism of officers & staff Unchanged 0.09
City Hall 20 | City Hall hours of operation ' Unchanged 0.05
Fire | 22 | HFD prevention programs Much improved 0.39
Parks 23 | Maintenance of playground equipment improved 0.13
Library 24 | Kids programs 1 Unchanged 0.08
Parks 25 | Maintenance skate park Much improved 0.21
City Hall | 26 | City Hall Staff courtesy & knowledge 370 improved 0.13
Library 27 | Adult programs 3.65 Unchanged 0.01
Streets 30 | Snow Plowing 3.57 3.15 Much improved 0.42
Library 31 | Teen programs 3.55 S| DEching {0.08)
Streets 32 | Condition of streets 3.55 3.50 Unchanged | 0.05
Streets 34 | Street sign visibility & condition 3.48 3.20 Much improved 0.28
City Hall 35 | City website 3.47 3.55 Declingd {0.08)
Utilities 38 | Sewer rates 3.30 3.20 !mproVed 0.10
Streets 39 | Pedestrian Safety 3.27 3.12 improved 0.15
Utilities 40 | Water rates 3.27 3.20 Unchanged 0.07
Utilities 41 | Trash collection rates 3.25 3.15 improved 0.10
Streets 44 | Condition of sidewalks 3.11 3.00 improved 0.11
Streets 45 | Condition of alleys 3.08 2.77 Much improved 0.31
Average Score for All Projects 3.66 3.56 Average Score: 0.10

Iimproved
Note: Missing 2012 rankings did not have 3 comparable 2009 survey guestion.
Shaded =AboveAverage
RICHARD CAPLAN & ASSOCIATES Page 9
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City of Hailey Citizen Survey 2012 Results

Capital Improvement Priority Changes 2009 to 2012

There were 11 capital projects or related priorities- listed on both the 2009 and the 2012 citizen
survey. The average score for all capital projects in 2009 was 2.94 compared to 3.11 in 2012. This
slightly higher average score reflects a very small increase in support among the capital priorities
listed in 2009.

Among the 11 projects on both citizen surveys, three projects increased in their importance, five
projects declined in importance and three projects remained relatively comparable to their 2009
ranking. The three capital improvements whose priority reflected the highest increase in importance
are: )
e E. Myrtle Street from Main Street to the bike path;

e E. Elm Street from Main Street to the bike path; and
e Second Avenue from Elm Street to Myrtle Street.

Although the 2012 ranksand scorés for additional paths and trails and missing sidewalk connections
remained above average priorities, their scores declined from the 2009 survey. The 11 capital
improvement priorities in the 2009 and 2012 surveys, their ranking, scores and change in degree of
priority are presented in the following table.

| Capital improvement | 20125urvey o /2009 Survey Z?TJ‘% ggggge
T 3 . ‘Rank 3 Score ‘| Rank l Score from.2002 |
Additional paths and trails 8 | 2
E. Miyrtle St. Reconstruction 7 9 19 - increased
E. Elm St. Reconstruction 11 15 ‘2.85 1 increased
‘ Missing sidewalk connec’;ions 12 4
Woadside Bivd. Upgrade 15 7 Unchanged
River Street improvements 18 3.10 6
W. Bullion St. Reconstruction 20 2.05 13 9 Unchanged
Second Avenue Reconstruction 21 3.01 20 . 4 increased
Additional Neighborhood Parks 22 2.95 9
Additional Ptaying Fields" 26‘ 2.71 8
Airport Way Reconstruction 27 2.68 x‘ 22 2.65 Unchanged
o 29 Average 57 - | Average Increased: 31
Total/ Net Change projects Sgolrie: projects Sgogrgz Declined: 54
: : Unchanged: 3

Note: 2012 missing numerical rankings ‘did not have a comparable 2009 capital
# improvement project.
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