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Basic Options for Funding Infrastructure

O Funding from broad-based revenues (property, income,
sales taxes)

O Gas tax
O Special Assessment Districts
O Federal/State sources
O P3’s
O Tolls
O Pioneering agreements
O Exactions
* Obtained through development approval process (e.g., half
street improvements)

O Accept lower levels of service!
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Why Impact Fees?

O Infrastructure capacity is essential to accommodate new
development
* Quality of place is essential to attract/ retain millennials,

boomers, and innovators

O Minimizes externalities like traffic congestion that is
associated with “no-growth” sentiment

O Compared to negotiated agreements, streamlines
approval process with known costs (predictability)

O Integrates comprehensive planning, economic
development, and revenue strategies
* Balance funding needs against economic competitiveness

* Embrace multi-modal options and “willingness-to-pay” concept
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Conceptual Impact Fee Calculation

Demand Infrastructure Dollars
Units Units
per per per
Development Demand | Infrastructure
Unit Unit Unit

2.5 persons per SFD unit x 5 acres per 1,000 persons x $100,000 per acre =
0.0125 acres per SFD Unit @ $1,250 per SFD Unit

Impact Fee Fundamentals

O One-time payment for growth-related infrastructure,
usually collected at the time buildings permits are
issued

O Can’t be used for operations, maintenance, or
replacement

O Not a tax but more like a contractual arrangement to
build infrastructure, with three requirements
* Need (system improvements, not project-level improvements)
* Benefit

o Short range expenditures
o Geographic service areas and/or benefit districts

* Proportionate




Evaluate Need for Credits

O Site specific
* Developer constructs a capital facility included in fee
calculations
O Debt service
* Avoid double payment due to existing or future bonds

O Dedicated revenues
* Property tax, local option sales tax, gas tax
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Credits

o Credit for future local option sales tax

LOCAL OPTION SALES TAX
Revenue Per
Sales Tax Student Projections _ Studentper
21/22 $666,667 10634 $62.69
2/23 $666,667 10834 $61.53
23/24 $666,667 11034 $60.42
24/25 $666,667 11,234 $59.34
25/26 $666,667 11434 $58.31
26/27 $666,667 11634 $57.30
27/28 $666,667 11,834 $56.33
28/29 $666,667 12,034 $55.40
29/30 $666,667 12234 $54.49
$6,000,000 $525.82
Discount Rate 2.50%
Sales Tax Creditper Student:  $467

Impact Fees in South Carolina

o Code of Laws of South Carolina, Section 6-1-910 et seq.

o Impact fee revenue must be maintained in an interest-
bearing account

o Monies must be spent within 3 years of scheduled date for

construction in the CIP
o Must publish an Annual Monitoring Report
o Comprehensive review and update every 5 years

All maximum allowable fee changes require an updated
study

Requires an analysis that estimates the effect of imposing
updated impact fees on affordable housing in the District




Affordable Housing Analysis

Purchase Price

|Down Payment

Loan Amount $149,729
Loan Length (Years) 30
Loan Length (Months) 3;;0' 360,
Yearly Interest Rate 3.25% 325%
Monthly Interest Rate 0.27%| 0.27%
Monthly Payment 613 $652|
Property Tax - County (per month) SMEI $157
Property Tax - ity (per month) $66 570
Property Tax- School Debt (per month) sﬂl sa1.
Water, Sewer & Electric Utilties 5243 $243
Telephone, Cable & Interet Utilities Sllll $102
Solid Waste Fee $6| $6
Homeowners Insurance s61] S61
Monthly Cost $1,277] $1,332
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Fee Methodologies

O Buy-In Approach (past)
* New growth is “buying in” to the cost the community has
already incurred to provide growth-related capacity
¢ When applicable

* Near build-out
« Community has oversized facilities in anticipation of growth
¢ Other common names

* Recoupment
« Cost-recovery

Fee Methodologies (continued)

O Incremental Expansion Approach (present)
* Formula-based approach based on existing levels of service

« Park acres per capita
« Square feet per student station

* Fee is based on the current cost to replicate existing levels of
service (i.e., replacement cost)

* Provides flexibility

¢ Other Common Names

* Replacement cost
« Level of service approach




Fee Methodologies (continued)

O Plan-Based Approach (future)
e Usually reflects an adopted CIP or master plan
* May offer more “bang for the buck”
+ Growth-related costs are more refined

* Will be scrutinized more closely by development
community

Fee Methodology Considerations

O Available data to support the methodology
* No adopted facility plans or “iffy” CIP
« Incremental expansion
¢ Long-term capital improvement plan or adopted
facility master plans
* Plan-based approach
O LOS of service reflected in capital plan?
¢ Current LOS versus existing LOS

 lIsit financially feasible?

* How will existing deficiencies be funded?

New and Innovative Approaches

O Progressive residential fee schedules

O Impact fees that increase with distance from
urban areas

O Link fees to plans and a funding strategy for
infrastructure

O City/County cooperation to implement fees
O Mobility/Multimodal Fees
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Linking Fees to Overall Funding Strategy

SCENARIO ONE | SCENARIO TWO

SCENARIO THREE | SCENARIO FOUR

(Capital Facilities 5642,181,161 5642,181,161 642,181,161 $642,181,161
[Five Year Total Revenue 5422,020,19 5422,020,19 422,020,196 5422,020,19
[Estimated Shortiall 520,160,965 5220,160.965 220,160,965 520,160,965
Estimated Fund Balance (2006) 19,000,000 519,000,000 519,000,000 519,000,000
[implementation of New Impact Fees * SAL617,267 SAL617,267 535,706,628 32751927
$534215D) s5342/5¢0| $4808/5ED| $4541/5¥D|
100% of Max. Fee] _ @100% of Max.Fec] @90% of Max.Feel 85% of Max Fee|
[School Capital Outlay Surtax 170,000,000 170,000,000 $170,000,000
|Annual Surtax for Five Year Period @05 @ 05%) @ .05%)
Estimated Five Year Total New Funding Sources 5230,617,267 5225,633,225 224,706,628 521,751,927
[Estimated Ending Fund Balance 510,456,302 55,472,260 54,545,663 51,590,962
The esmates e only T ee SRl T

Progressive Residential Demand Factors

Average Weekday Vehicle Trip Ends per
Dwelling Unit in Garfield County, CO

“Actual Averages per Hsg Unit. Fitted-Curve Values
Bedrooms st Ends | _SqFtRange | Trip Ends
o1 2| 900 orless 260
2 744 4| 901 101400 528
3 115 1401 10 1900 712
o 283 1501 10 2400 854
2401 or more 9.68

Average weekday vehicle
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trip ends p g

are derived from 2013 ACS.

PUMS data (PUMA 200).

° £y US. Census Bureau s the
data source for average

square feet by bedroom
/ range. Unitsize for 0-1
becroom i the average of
multfamilyunits

constructed in the West
01

* y = 6.0517In(x) - 38.563 Unit size for 2, 3, and 4+
1 R? = 0.87669 bedrooms is from 2013

icodata o single
o %0 10m 1500 2000 2500 3000 3s0p | Celched nd atached unis
‘Square Feet of Living Area Census Division.

Trip Ends per Housing Unit
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Tiered Transportation Fee

O Greeley, CO
* Tiered road fee based on VMT

+ As density and mix of development decreases VMT
increases

* Fees should vary by Traffic Analysis Zone (TAZ) based
on Vehicle Miles of Travel

» Geographic service areas determined by $/trip




Tiered Transportation Fee

Next Generation Transportation Impact
Fees

O Higher density, mixed use development is
becoming increasingly popular

O Significant national demographic changes

O Shifting market preferences for walkable
urbanism

O Next generation transportation impact
fees/proffers are an important implementation
mechanism in the smart governance tool-box

Progression of Thought

O General paradigm shift from a revenue source
(based on suburban, vehicular travel) to a form of
land use regulation helping to shape development

patterns
Old School Fees [~ Next Generation Fees >
"pay to play" revenue source contractual arrangement to build improvements
driven by generic formulas driven by plans and policy
long range to buildout five to ten year planning horizon
one and done ongoing planning and budgeting process
suburban focus apply transect concept
uniform across jurisdiction vary geographically
moving vehicles moving people
vehicle trips inbound vehicle miles of travel
one size fits all residential by dwelling size
loose cost analysis and generous credits | specific improvements with a funding strategy
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Think Spatially About
Transportation & Land Use Interaction

| |

c
« Demographics (college students, young
professionals and aging boomers)

“D” variables

Transportation and Land Use
Land Use Characteristics Characteristics

«Density *Design (place making and
«Diversity (horizontal and complete streets)

vertical mixed use) «Destination Accessibility
«Development Scale (connectivity, urban grid, small
blocks)

*Distance to Transit

Source: TischlerBise graphic based on Reid Ewing, Michael Greenwald, Ming Zhang, Jerry Walters, Mark Feldman,
Robert Cervero, Lawrence Frank, and John Thomas. 2011. “Troffic Generated by Mixed-Use Developments: Six-
Region Study Using Consistent Built Environmental Measures.” Journal of Urban Planning and Development 137(3):
248-61.

Example of Service Area Results

O On average, urban residential

. N Service Al Urb: Suburb:
has fewer vehicles available - emce. rea roan | Suburban
and persons per unit, thus Veh'ﬂsz:‘f'ﬁ:;: per 1.05 1.70
lowering vehicular trip e
generation rates Persons per Housing Unit | 1.98 2.32

N N N Single Unit: 40% 76%

O Urban settings provide options _'"ge nits - il

for walking, biking, and transit 2+ Units per Structure 60% 24%

travel, thus lowering the Average Weekday Vehicle 702 8.4
vehicular mode share Trip Ends per Single Unit ) )

O Mixed land use, more compact AV?:?g:n\g/:ez(:az‘i\ﬁ:i'tde 451 5.70

development, and better jobs- P L

housing balance reduces Autos to Work 74% 90%

average trip length Walk/Bike/Busto Work | 26% 10%

Average Vehicle Trip Miles | 3.93 5.40

Source: Commission on Local Government

Trends Affecting Fiscal/Economic Sustainability
O How will new migration trends affect your
community?
* Smaller cities are gaining population
* Quality of life issues will become even more dominant

O When/how will retail/restaurant/entertainment
sector recover?

* Huge implications for sales tax dependent jurisdictions

O How will the need for office space change?

Top Inbound States in 2025 Top Outbound States in 2028
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What is a Fiscal Impact Analysis?

O Cash flow to the public sector

* Are the revenues generated by new
growth enough to cover service and
facility demands?

) Land Use
o Refllects operating expenses and
capital costs A

Demographics
O All Revenues BIETHENS Lo
O Revenues minus Costs = sl |l
Demand Factors Durmand fuctors

*  Net Surplus or Deficit

— Outputs
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How is FIA Different that EIA?

O Reflects overall economy of the community
O Residential impacts

* Primary factors are construction and consumer

spending
. - The Metro Area mpactof Home
O Nonresidential impacts uilding n Yok Couny,5C
Income, obe, a0t
* Primary factors are job creation and disposable o ———"
income
O Doesn’t follow jurisdictional lines; data wareh 018
limitations Housin Polcy Dspartment

* Large portion of economic output flows out of
jurisdiction, region, and possibly State m
O Resident spending for mortgages, car

payments, insurance are not typical sources
of sales tax for local governments

Fiscal Impact vs. Budget Forecasting

O Municipal budgeting is primarily
“revenue driven”

* Revenue forecast is used to established
spending target

O Fiscal impact analysis is not revenue
constrained

* Forecast expenses needed to maintain
current LOS ‘

* Revenues and expenditures are projected E
separately =




What Questions Can Be Answered?

O Land use policies and development patterns
*  What s the relationship between development
densities and infrastructure costs?
*  What is the optimum mix of land uses?
* What is the relationship between the geographic
location of new development and the cost?

O Leveraging public dollars for economic growth
(incentives)

* How toinvest limited funds to maximize return
* Redevelopment
¢ Taxincrement financing
O Timing on impacts
* Are we living off tomorrow’s growth?
O Annexation

What Questions Can Be Answered?

O Demographic and economic change
* Boomers aging in place

* Gen Xis largest group of homebuyers

+ Millennials are deferring home buying
O Impact of behavioral trends
* New patterns in consumption

* Traditional retail is dying
+  Shifting away from cars?

*  Walkable urbanism
O Impact of COVID 19
* Changes to retail market and spending

*  What will future office needs be?
*  Working from home?

* Movement to suburbs

Influencers to the Fiscal Equation

Revenue Structure

Flscal Infrastructure

Capacity /

Im p acts Lifecycle

Levels of Service
(Costs to Serve)
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Revenue Structure
O Locality with Point-of-Sale Sales Tax

General Fund Net Revenues - Per 1,000 Square Feet
City of Scottsdale, AZ

$2,083

514

Industrial

Revenue Structure
O Locality with Local Income Tax by Job Location

Annual Net Fiscal Results (per 1,000 Square Feet)
City of Dublin, OH - Prototype Analysis

53000

2 s2,621

$2,500

S s1.812

1,000

$s00

Retail Office Indus!

(5500)
151,000)

(s772)

Demographic Characteristics
O Influence of Singe-Family Unit Characteristics
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Infrastructure Lifecycle

O A Tale of Two Kansas Cities

‘Cumulative Net Fiscal Impacts - Operating vs. Capital
‘Scenario Comparisons
ity o Lenexa Fisca mpact Anahysis
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Cumulative Net Fiscal Impacts - Operating vs. Capital
Scenario Comparisons
ity of Lawrence Fiscal Impact Analyss
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Demographic Shifts

Average Annual Net Results-General Fund (millions)
Scenario Comparisons
Howard County Fiscal Analysis-Phase ||

s0 — o
o .
(55) |
(510) '
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(520)
(825)

(530)

(535)
Aging in Place High Mobility
mYrs.1-10 ®Yrs11-21 mYrs.1-21

Summary

O Fiscal impact analysis is both a science and an art

O A “one size fits all” approach leads to
generalizations

* Each jurisdiction is unique
* Results can indicate the opposite of reality
O Fiscal impacts are only one part of the equation
O Goal should be to educate
O Focusing on the fiscal impacts at the expense of
other impacts
* Environmental, social, economic, transportation

* Fiscal zoning
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Comments/Questions
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