
CITY OF BOULDER

CITY COUNCIL AGENDA ITEM

MEETING DATE:  ,lanuary 20,  2009

AGENDA TITLE:  Introduction, first reading and consideration of a motion to order

published by title three ordinances that amend Chapters 4-20,  11-1,  11-2, B.R.C.  1981,

changing certain development-related fees as follows:

1.   An ordinance amending sections 4-20-4,  "Building Contractor License and

Building Permit Fees," B.R.C.  1981.,  and setting forth related details.

2.   An ordinance amending section 4-20-43,  "Development Application Fees,"

B.R.C:.  1981,  and setting forth related details.

3.   An ordinance amending sections 4-20-26,  "Water Plant Investment Fees," 4-20-

29, "Wastewater Plant Investment Fecs," 4-20-46,  "Stormwater and Flood

Management Utility Plant Investment Fee,"  1 1-1-2, "Definitions,"  11-1-35,

Meter Size Requirements,"  I 1-1-52, "Water Plant Investment Fee," and 11-2-33,
Wastewater Plant Investment Fee,"  B.R.C.  1981,  and setting forth related details.

YRESk:NTER/S:  Jane S.  Brautigam, City Manager

Stephanie Grainger, Deputy City Manager
Bob Eichem, Finance Director

Ruth McHeyser, Executive Director of Community Planning
Maureen Rait, Executive Director of Public Works

Ned Williams, Director of Public Works for tltilities

Joanna Crean,  Public Works Administrator

Trish Jimenez,  Senior Financial Manager
Steve Buckbee,  Civil Engineer II

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

At the Uct.  14,  2008 study session,  staff presented City Council with a comprehensive
view of proposed development related fee changes. Council was given the opportunity to

provide feedback on the proposed fee changes.  As a result of the discussion, council:

1.   Generally supported moving forward with the proposed building permit, development
review and plant investment fee changes;

2.   Asked clarifying questions for which responses are provided in this memo;  and

3.   Generally supported a "hybrid" approach that would move from our cuiTent

Development Excise Taxes to a combination of impact fees and excise taxes and

asked that the changes be brought back for consideration in 2009 after additional

analysis and discussion is conducted.

The purpose of this item is to consider ordinances to change the following development
related fees:
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Building Plan Review,  Permit &  Inspection Fees -Building fees are established to

recover the full cost of services related to construction in the city. The current cost

recovery policy for building permit and inspection services is 100 percent (includes all

direct and indirect costs).  The proposed changes include an adjustment to the square foot

construction cost table to more accurately reflect construction costs (Attachment G) and

changes to B.R.C.  section 4-20-4 to reflect adjustments made to the building permit fee

table.  Although the service is currently 100 percent cost recovered, the revenue

generated from the residential and non-residential customer groups does not align with

the true cost of providing the service for that specific customer group.

Development Review Fees -Development Review is the process established by the city
that is used to evaluate proposed developments and land uses. The current cost recovery

policy for all Development Review services combined is 50 percent.  The proposed
changes to B.R.C.  section 4-20-43 reflect the changes made to some of the development
review fees. The 50 percent cost-recovery target for development review is currently
being met.  However,  minor adjustments need to be made to some of the fees to more

accurately reflect the true cost of providing that service.

Plant Investment Fees (PIFs) - PIFs are used to recapture initial capital improvement
investments in water,  wastewater and stormwater/flood management infrastructure. The

fees are charged to new and existing customers who need new or additional utility
service.  The proposed changes to B.R.C.  section 4-20 for the water and wastewater PIF

sections reflect the replacement of the current PIF methodology and fees with the new

PIF methodology that links to water budgets and updated asset values. The stormwater

PIF continues to use the current method (square feet of impervious area} but reflects

updated asset values.  The PIFs for the water,  wastewater and stormwater are reflective of

a three-year phase-in period beginning March 9, 2009. The phase-in implementation
responds to council concerns to soften the financial impact over athree-year period,
given the current and anticipated situation with the local and national economy.

Development Excises Taxes will he scheduled for consideration later in 2009.  Staff has

received a revised report from the consultant that includes additional analysis based on

council's feedback including:  afee/tax schedule based on residential unit size (square
footage) and calculating a park land and fleet excise tax for consideration as part of a

reallocation of the existing excise tax.  Staff will need to analyze the report and develop
options for council consideration later this year.

S'1'AF'1+ RI?COMMh;NI)A'1'ION:

Staff recommends introduction, first reading and consideration of a motion to order

published by title only ordinances (Attachments A, B  &  C), that amend Chapters 4-20,
11-1 and 11-2,  B.R.C.  19$1, changing certain development-related fees.  Alternatively,
the following options may also be considered for each of the three proposed ordinances:

Make a motion to introduce and order published by title only the proposed
ordinance.

Make a motion to amend the proposed ordinance in support of council direction.
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Make a motion to table the ordinance until such time as council would  ]ike to

reconsider the ordinance.

Motion:

Staff requests council consideration of this matter and action as follows:

1.   Motion to introduce and order published by title only an ordinance amending
sections 4-20-4,  "Building Contractor License and Building Permit Fees,"  B.R.C.

1981,  and setting forth related details.

2.   Motion to introduce and order published by title only an ordinance amending
section 4-20-43,  "Development Application Fees," B.R.C.  1981,  and setting forth

related details.

3.   Motion to introduce and order published by title only an ordinance amending
sections 4-20-26, "Water Plant Investment Fees," 4-20-29, "Wastewater Plant

Investment Fees," 4-20-46,  "Stormwater and Flood Management Utility Plant

Investment Fee,"  11-1-2,  "Definitions,"  11-1-35,  "Meter Size Requirements,"  11-

1-52,  "Water Plant Investment Fee," and 11-2-33,  "Wastewater Plant Investment

Fee," B.R.C.  1981,  and settin forth related details.

BA CKGROL7i\Tll:

Development related fee studies, identified as a 2008 key issue,  are intended to

implement the city's policy that growth will be expected to pay its own way,  with the

requirement that new development pay the cost of providing needed facilities and an

equitable share of services.

The commitment to council at the beginning of 2008 was that the associated processes for

each study would directly involve public stakeholder review and input and those efforts

would be coordinated,  given the potential cumulative impacts to customers.  At the Oct.

14,  2008 study session,  staff presented City Council with a comprehensive view of

proposed development related fee changes. The study session summary was accepted by
council at the Nov.  10,  2008 meeting.

Because proposed fee changes reflect current assessed system values and the true

estimated costs of development, significant increases have been projected for PIFs and

Development Excise Tax  (DET).  Proposed changes to the Development Review and

Building Petmit/Plan Review and Inspection Fees reflect more modest adjustments as

cost recovery objectives have been achieved, but corrections are needed to address equity
across customer groups.

Additional background information is provided as attachments including Community
Sustainability Assessment and Impacts  (Attachment D) and Board and Public Feedback

Attachment E),  which includes a response to a letter from the business community
dated Nov.  24, 2008.
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RF,SPO\`SLS TO QUESTIONS la'ROM CITY COUNCIL:

The questions/issues raised by council at the Oct.  14,  2008 study session related to P1Fs

and building permit fees are listed below along with responses.

1.   Unintended Landscaping; Consequences -Some council members were concerned

that allowing customers to select a smaller irrigable area would unintentionally create

incentives for more impervious (hard surface) areas and less landscaped areas and trees.

RESPONSE:  Cur7-ently,  the only landscape requirement for single-family residential

SFR) customers is one tree for every 40 feet of street frontage.  Implementing the new

PIF methodology would allow SFR customers to select a smaller irrigable area for water

budget purposes,  but not below a minimum of 2,000 square feet. The minimum area

equals an annual water budget of 30,000 gallons for irrigation, which can support several

trees.  Commercial/ multifamily developments have additional landscape requirements.
The greater the area requested by the applicant or the area shown as irrigated on the

approved landscape plans will be used to determine the water budget and irrigation PIF.

2.   Commercial, Industrial  &  Institutional (CII) Customers Potentially Linuting
Investment -  Some council members indicated that developers may choose the smallest

PIF and then pass the cost of water service enlargement onto subsequent tenants/owners.

The city needs to figure out how to prevent CII developers/users from taking advantage
of the system.

RESPONSE:  Some developers may tend to minimize their costs and pass the costs onto

future tenants or owners.  It is important for potential customers to understand what they
are buying when they purchase or rent a commercial space in terms of their PIF and

monthly water budget.  if a tenant or subsequent owmer finds that they arc consistently
using more water than their monthly water budget,  such that they are consistently in

blocks 4 or 5,  then they may choose to purchase an additional PIF in order to increase

their water budget and remain in the lower blocks. The city will track which customers

purchase an additional PIF in or-der• to increase their water budget.  If the city finds that

there is a pattern of new tenants needing to come in and purchase additional PIFs, then

the city can raise the minimum percent of the CII PIF.  Currently, the staff

recommendation offers the 2Sh̀,  SOh̀,  and 85h̀ percentile of water usage for a specific
meter size.

If a developer selects the largest PIF in order to maximize the marketability of a property,
it seems reasonable that the developer would attempt to pass along this added cost to

future tenants or owners.  All parties negotiating a sale or lease should be aware of the

utility service level  (water meter size,  PIF characteristics, annual water budget, etc)
associated with the property.  This is a standard "due diligence" process with the real

estate professionals.  City staff can distribute an informational letter on how the PIF's are

calculated to the real estate and business community and city staff is able to provide
information relatal to specific real estate transactions,  if contacted.
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3. Need Stronger Link Between PIFs and Actual Demand/Consumption -Some

council members were concerned that PIFs are based on water demand/consumption
projections, not actual water usage and that PIFs need to be matched to actual costs based

on actual usage, not just on forecasted consumption and demand.  PIFs have been based

on theoretical maximum water demands and class average usages.  A customer may have

paid for a class average of usage,  but they end up using a lot more water than the average
user and have impacts on the system that are greater than the PIF reflects.

RESPONSE: This concern has been addressed by the recommendation to link PIFs to

water budgets based on the assumption that water budgets are a reflection of water use.

The residential water budgets are developed based on an indoor average usage and

pervious area for outdoor use. The CI1 water budget provides several options, each of

which is based on some type of water use consumption.  In~igation-only water budgets are

based on irrigable area.  All water budgets use measurable characteristics within a

customer class to reasonably estimate future consumption/demand.  Awell-designed
block rate structure and water budget adjustment process can make corrections and bring
PIF payments and actual system impacts into alignment over time.  For example,
customers who use more and more water annually because of expanding business needs

will likely undertake work requiring a building permit,  at which time the PIF will be

reviewed and an increase to their water budget allocation will be made if they make an

additional PIF payment.

4.   Evaluating Blocks 3, 4,  &  S Water Rates -Some council members indicated that

linking the P1Fs to the monthly water budgets may change what the city is charging for

blocks 3, 4,  and S water rates. Therefore,  the water rates would need to be evaluated to

determine if blocks 3, 4 and S water rates adequately recover the cost of capital facilities.

KESPONSE:  Staff will continue to gather and evaluate data about water budgets and

rates. Staff will work with the Water Resources Advisory Board (WRAB) to evaluate

possible changes that may be warranted in order to adequately recover costs for capital
facilities. The earliest changes may be proposed would he for the 2010 or 2011 budget.

5.   Possibility of Financing or Waiving PIFs -Some council members indicated that

they want to understand the pros and cons of providing financing for PIFs when a

property is annexing to the city. Council also wanted to understand when the city has

waived PIFs in the past.

RESPONSE:  Normally,  at the time of annexation or connection to the utility, property
owners are required to pay the PIFs in full based on the existing condition of the property
with respect to the various PIF parameters.  Also, properties become subject to the

monthly fee for water,  wastewater and stormwater/flood upon annexation or connection

to the utility.

The city has financed PLFs or offered to do so through  "large user agreements"  when the

PIFs due are substantial.  The city has offered the Peloton,  Somatogen,  White Wave and

AMGEN financing although,  to date,  only AMGEN has financed PIFs. The only other
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time the city has been involved in financing a PIF was in 2008 for a residential property
at 1545 Chen-yvale. The owners had a failing septic system and claimed financial

hardship. The city financed approximately $13,000 at 8 percent interest with three annual

payments. The property was annexed without any new development potential.

The city processes 300-400 PTFs each year.  If the city were to finance 10 percent or more

of these,  additional administrative resources would be required to set up and process
these payment agreements.  Should there be interest in expanding the city's role in

financing PIFs, staff would need to more fully evaluate the benefits and risks associated

with financing PIFs and the value to ratepayers in order that the full cost of this service

can be recovered. The advantage to financing PIFs is enhanced customer service to

property owners and additional incentives to achieve a larger "city benefit"  through an

annexation or redevelopment opportunity.  Alternatively, financing PIFs puts the city in

the same financing business as the private sector and the management of risk associated
with non-payment or default (such as certifying unpaid PIFs to County Assessor for tax

collection).

PIFs have not been waived in the past.  In the case of the proposed annexation of

properties in the Gapter Road area,  the city extended an offer in 2008 to property owners

to credit the stormwater PIF for development that existed prior to the formation of the

city's Stormwater and Flood Management Utility in 1969.  'I~hc rationale for this proposal
is that stormwater facilities built prior to 1.969 were funded by city sales tax that was

likely paid by both city and county residents.  The proposal requires that water and
wastewater PIFs be paid in full at time of annexation. The city's annexation ofi•er was not

accepted by the Gapter Road area property owners.

When properties in the Crestview West area were annexed, the water PIF was not paid by
property owners but was paid by parties responsible for contaminating the groundwater.

6.   stormwater Valuation - A council member was concerned that the stormwater

valuation was too high and that this would unnecessarily increase the stormwater PIF.

RESPONSE:  The 2008 PIF Study incoz-horated a number of changes from the last PIF

Study  (2001) and resulted in an 88 percent increase in the PIF valuation. The significant
increase in asset value is primarily due to the following:

Updated estimates of the replacement cost of existing utility infrastructure.

Replacement costs have escalated dramatically since the last PIF study.  Although the

city has attempted to adjust these costs yearly based on the Engineering News Record

ENR) Cost Index for Denver, this index has not kept pace with actual cost increases

as reflected in recent construction cost information.

Significant facilities were added over the past seven years  (i.e.,  Goose Creek

Drainageway Improvements,  Bear Canyon Creek Improvements,  etc.).
City completed a comprehensive asset inventory to verify each utility's assets,

including those of the StozmwaterlFlood Management Utility. This inventory resulted

in a more complete and accurate list (inventory) of pipes,  facilities and

land/easements that more fully account for all of the city's assets.
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To help mitigate a significant increase in the asset values in the future,  staff will more

fully assess the asset inventory and valuation specific to Boulder each year during the

annual budget process and not depend on state or regional cost indices.

7.   Amortize PIFs Over LonT;er Time Period - A council member was concerned

about the issue of commercial tenant finishes and whether there is a way (as will be done

with Renewable Energy projects since County Referendum 1 A passed)  that the PIF could

be amorti-rcd over a longer period of time that would more nearly match the benefit, and

so the burden does not fall entirely on the first tenant.

RESPONSE: The tenant/business owner could pay a lower PIF to purchase a smaller

water bctdget anct,  if their monthly water use exceeds their budget,  pay for their usage at

block 3, 4 and 5 rates on the monthly water bill.  Once the business has established itself,

the owner could pay an incremental PIF to receive a higher water budget and stay within

blocks 1 and 2 on the monthly water bill.  In this manner, the first tenant could bear the

risk of financing the PIF themselves through the monthly water bill.  Tf the burden, or

risk,  of financing the PTF does not fall entirely on the first tenant, the risk would transfer-

to either subsequent tenants or other city ratepayers.

For the commercial tenant finish scenario used in the Oct.  14 study session packet,  the

water budget went from a 1 "  meter at 50 percent average winter consumption  (AWC;)

usage to a 2"  meter at 50 percent AWC usage.  This is a change in the annual water

budget from 108,000 gallons to 483,000 gallons.  An alternative would be for the business

owner to have chosen the 25 percent AWC usage for the 2"  meter,  in which case the

increase to the annual water budget would be from 108,000 gallons to 183,000 gallons.
The total 2009 cost for this commercial tenant finish example would be $2S,S72 at 25

percent AWC usage fora 2"  meter when compared to $69,732 fora 50 percent AWC

usage.

Alternatively,  the city could become more proactive in financing PIFs, which could have

a similar effect as amortising the PIF amount over a longer period of time.  This would

require that the Utility get more active in the financing business and would need to more

fully evaluate the benefit and risk of financing PIFs and the value to its ratepayers.

8.   Lower PIN for High Performance Buildings - A council member was interested in

knowing if the city has considered charging a lower PIF to high performance buildings
LEED certified,  for example),  since presumably they would put a smaller demand on

city infrastructure for new growth.  These buildings would use less water,  less energy,

produce less stormwater and wastewater and therefore should be assessed a lower PIF.

RESPONSE:  It is possible that a high performance commercial/industrial building would

be able to purchase a 25 percent capacity meter and pay a lower PIF than an average

performance building, which may need a 50 percent capacity meter. Therefore,  the

proposed PIF structure does provide an incentive to commercial/ industrial customers that
use very efficient water fixtures and practices.  In the future,  it may be possible to develop
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a PIF incentive for high performance residential buildings that also considers energy,

stormwater,  wastewater,  solid waste or other environmental considerations.

Incentives are currently provided through the building permit process.  When a permit is

issued for installing new plumbing fixtures, the 2006 International Plumbing Code (1PC)
requires maximum flow rafts of 2.2 gallons per minute (gpm)  for sinks, 2.5 gpm for

shower heads and 1.6 gallons per flush for toilets.  In addition,  the residential Green

Points program provides incentives for going further with high efficiency fixtures.  As

listed below,  a total of 12 points are available related to water saving fixtures and

appliances:
2 points when 25 percent of the fixtures meet Green Point t7ow limits

4 points when SO percent of the fixtures meet Green Point flow limits

6 points when 7S percent of the fixtures meet Green Point flow limits

The Green Points water conserving flow limits were picked based on the availability of

fixtures that are more efficient than the IPC requirements.  Whenever the city
considers adopting higher standards, we strive to get as much conservation as possible
without making the requirement so stringent that only a few manufacturers could comply.

Further experience with water budgets is expected to inform the evaluation of

additional mandatory water conservation measures and the 2009 evaluation of 20091PC

and changes to the Green Building and Green Points Program.

9. Change in Tenants and Water Use Related to P1Fs - A council member was

concerned about the situation in which the first tenant in a new building is a restaurant

and pays a high PIF consistent with a high demand for city utilities,  but that a business

failure after two years is followed by the space being taken over- by a book store.  Has the

city unfairly collected a high PIF from the first tenant?

ItE:SPONSE:  The city has appropriately collected a P1F when a restaurant is converted to

a bookstore because the city still provides the PIF value and corresponding water budget
of the restaurant-paid PiF to the property during the term that it's a bookstore. Thereafter,
when the bookstore becomes a medical office  (or some other use),  and water demand

increases,  there may not be any additional PIF payment required. The PTF credit is

retained on the property and that credit increases as the asset value increases over time.

Eventually, the value of the credit can be used at the time of redevelopment to offset any

additional PiF payments.

10.   Residential Construction Use Tax - A council member expressed concern

regarding the large variations in residential valuations given the types of materials used

and it was asked how the city can capture the appropriate construction use tax when an

average per square-foot cost is used to calculate valuation.

RI?SPONSE:  The cost to conduct plan review and inspections for a building permit does

not change based on the types of building materials a contractor uses.  However, the type
of building materials usccl can have an impact on the construction use.  tax calculation.
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The city does not typically conduct residential audits.  It is anticipated that if a new

square foot valuation system is implemented it will reduce the low valuations given by
contractors. Staff would like to examine the impacts this will have on the construction

use tax before any additional changes are made.  Additionally,  staff has committed to

contacting other home rule municipalities to see how they handle this issue.

ANALYSIS:

See Attachment F for analysis of proposed fee changes related to P1Fs, building permits
and development review and details on the potential customer impacts and a comparison
to other Front Range communities.

NEXT STEPS:
If City Council supports the staff recommended fee changes for building permit,
development review and plant investment fees,  the second reading of the ordinances to

implement the proposed fee changes will be scheduled for Feb.  3, 2009.  The building
permit, development review and plant investment fee changes would go into effect March

9,  2009, as reflected in the proposed ordinances. Development review and PIFs are based

on the fee schedule that is in effect at the time of application.  Building permit fees are

based on the fee schedule that is in effect when the building permit is issued.

As discussed at the Oct.  14 study session on all development-related fees,  the

Development and Education Excise Tax/Impact fee changes will be brought back for City
Council consideration in 2UU9 alter additional analysis and discussion is conducted.

Approved By:

u/"`~

Jane S.  Brautigam,
City Manager

ATTACII~ZENTS:

Attachment A -Ordinance amending sections 4-20-4,  "Building Contractor License

and Building Permit Fees,"  and 4-20-43,  "Development Application Fees," B.R.C.

1981,  and setting forth related details.

Attachment B -Ordinance amending section 4-2U-43,  "Development Application
bees,"  B.R.C.  1981,  and setting forth related details.

Attachment C -Ordinance amending sections 4-20-26, "Water Plant Investment

Fees," 4-20-29,  "Wastewater Plant Investment Fees," 4-20-4C,  "Stormwatcr and

Flood Management Utility Plant Investment Fcc,"  11-1-2, "Definitions,"  I 1-1-35,
Meter Sizc Requirements,"  11-1-52,  "Water Plant Investment Fce,"  and 11-2-33,

Wastewater Plant Investment Fee," B.R.C.  1981,  and setting forth related details.

Attachment D -Community Sustainability Assessments and Impacts
Attachment E -Board and Public Feedback

Attachment F -Analysis of Proposed Fee Changes
Attachment G  -  PII~  Phase;  in C)ver Three-Years
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Attachment H -Proposed Options for Development Related Fee Changes (Scenarios)

Attachment I - ? 008 Development Related Fee and Tax Comparison with Other Front

Range Communities

Attachment J  -Square Foot Construction Cost Table

Attachment K -Building Permit Fee'1'able
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ATTACIIMEN"I'  A

ORDINANCE NO.

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING SECTION 4-2U-4,  "BUILDING

CON"I'RAC"I'OR LICENSE;  AND BUILDING PERMIT Ffl',S,"

B.R.C.  1981,  AND SE'1"I'fNG FOR"III RF,LATI:DDETAILS.

BE IT ORDAINED BY  "f11E C1'1'Y COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF BOULDER,

COLORADO:

Section 1.  Section 4-20-4,  B.R.C.  1981,  is amended to read:

4-20-4 Building Contractor License and Building Permit Fees.

c) Building permit fees are as follows:

i Value Fee 1
I)  ~  ti(u.O(1 tir 1~tiS a~~?;.lifl

IO.l1? throughl$?~A-x25.00 for the first 500.00 plus 5 for cash

2,000.00 additional  $100.00 or fraction thereof,  to and including $2,000.00.

P1  -., 000.01 t.lu•ou h;$~~%-1.OU for the trst x;2000.00 lus  $+(~-E~-?14.)5 for each

S,000.UU iadditional 1,000.00 or fraction thercot;   to and including'
25,000.00.

4)  25,000.01 through  $~~N4_I8,UO for the first  $25,000.00 plus 1 0.75 for each '

50,000.00 additional 1,000.00 or fraction thereof,   to and including
50,000.00.

ti)  50,000.01 through ~ $~-4E)(~8(~.O(_?  for the first  $50,000.00 plus  $~N7.'1_5_  for each

100,000.00 additional 1,000.00 or fraction thereof,   to and including
100,000.00.

u).000.01 thr~~u~Th!51~~_-a>I_~~~~~~li)  for the Ilrst  $100,000.00 plus  $~i:€~85.95 forl

500,000.00 each additional  $1,000.00 or fraction thereof,  to and including
i SOU,000.OU.

7)  500,000.01 through  $',y3~47UU for the first  $500,000.00 plus  $~Fi85.05 for
I ,000,ODU.OU each additional  $1,000.00 or fraction thereof,  to and including

i $ i ,000,000.00.

1,000,000.01 and up  ~$~-€}?-1~»,~>7~~.(i(_?  for the first  $1,000,000.00 plus 8S for'
each additional  $1,000.00 or fraction thereof.
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Section Z.  "Phis ordinance is necessary to protect the public health,  safety,  and welfare of

the residents of the city, and covers matters of local concern.

Section 3.  The council deems it appropriate that this ordinance be published by title only

and orders that copies of this ordinance be made available in the office of the city clerk for public

inspection and acquisition.

INTRODUCED,  READ ON FIRST READING,  AND ORDERED PUBLISHED BY

T1TLL ONLY this 20h̀ day of January,  2009.

Mayor

Attest:

City Clerk on behalf of the

Director of Finance and Record

LEAD ON SECOND READING,    PASSED,    ADOPTED,    AND ORDERED

PUBLIS} [ED I3Y  "I'ITLr UNLY this day of_ 2009.

Mayor

Attest:

City Clerk on behall'of the

Director of Finance and Record
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ATTACHMENT B

ORDINANCE NO.

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING SECTION 4-20-43,
DEVELOPMENT APPLICATION FEES,"  B.R.C.  1981,
AND SETTING FORTH RELATED DETAILS.

B)?   IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF BOULDER,

COLORADO:

Section 1.   Section 4-20-43,  B.R.C.  1981, is amended to read:

4-20-43 Development Application Fees.

b) Land use regulation fees:

I) Applicant for a blue line amendment shall pay $131.00 per hour of staff time

required, with a minimum charge of one hour.

2) An applicant for coning of land to be annexed shall pay the following fees:

l~casibility study

Annexation feasibility study 2,100.00

Will apply as credit to initial annexation application fee if submitted within the same calendar

year. )

Simple SinLle-family Residential

i property within six  ?11C~1~t

c initialâl> >lication is, withdr_iwn or denial 2,~Q0.O(l

Standard

Initial application t1A15T000.00
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Reapplication far same type of revision

on same property within six months

if initial application is withdrawn or denied) 07,500.00

Initial application 2OQOO.OU

E~s~h additional annexation a  ~rcement 25000~

Reapplication for same type of revision

on same property within six months

if initial application is withdrawn or denied) .................._..,,,....~_..._......S10.OQ0,0(.)

4) An applicant for the concept plan review and comment process shall pay

E-~-~8.9IS.UO.  Applicant shall also pay the planning board/city council

administrative i'ec.

5) An applicant for approval of a site review or an amendment to a site review shall

pay the following fees:

Complex site review

Initial application 24.~~)5.00

Reapplication for same type of revision

un same property within six months

if initial application is withdrawn or denied)  ........................5-~~~~~1 ~,-E~1~.(tO

25)     An applicant for vacation of a public street or alley shall pay $9-?~A~OA4OO

liar cr varatiolt feasibility sriicly and  $5,?_~O.O0 li)r a va~;tlion processins,~  1i.•c.  An

applicant for vacation of a public casement shall pay 5505.00.
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c) Technical document review fees:  The util_it~ documents and fees listed in this section

may be required as part of a technical document review, but may also be requested for

any review process which would warrant a review type listed below:

1-A-n-at t~~n-=;~'.„~,.,.en~-~ "ter

cliv~ien--p~c~;s:
n ~  . s-;3~1~31;~)-~-1-~E)~V ~„tacc~iTif=ri

1{„i-}i~fi£c-  z„-ccnrn~~;--~~4L+i1+3  ,H~„~    
c t ~ i nntt,,.,,,•

C~5)  An applicant for a final plan review shall pay the following fees:

Final architecture, landscaping and site plan combined ..........................$1,050.00

this only applies to site review simple category

Revisions (if applicable) -  an hourly rate for staff

time required after issuance of the first set of comments 131.00/hour

Final architecture plan 840.00

Revisions (if applicable) -  an hourly rate for staff

time required after issuance of the first set of comments l 31.00/hour

Final landscaping plan 840.00

Revisions (if applicable)  -  an hourly rate for staff

time required after issuance of the f-~rst set of comments ..................$131.00/hour

Final site plan 840.00

Revisions (if applicable)  - an hourly rate for staff

time required after issuance of the first set of comments 131.00/hour

The above fees are applicable whether plans are submitted individually or as part of a

full construction plan set.

6)  An applicant far a miscellaneous plan review (additional plan review required by

changes,  additions or revisions to approved plans) shall pay $131.00 per hour or staff time

required with a minimum charge of one hour.

An application fee paid under this section maybe refunded, but only if an unambiguous
written request to withdraw the application and refund the fee is received in the city office

where the application was presented within five days of the date on which the application
was received at that office.
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Section 2.  'Phis ordinance is necessary to protect the public health,  safety,  anti welfare of

the residents of the city,  and covers matters of local concern.

Section 3.  The council deems it appropriate that this ordinance be published by title only

and orders that copies of this ordinance be made available in the office of the city clerk for public

inspection and acquisition.

INTRODUCED,  READ ON FIRST READING,  AND ORDERED PUBLISHED BY

I'1TLE ONLY this 2Uth day of January,  2009.

Mayor

Attest:

City Clerk on behalf of the

Director of Finance and Record

BEAU UN SI;CUND READING,    PASSED,    AUUP'I'I:D,    AND ORDL'RED

PUBLISHED BY TITLE ONLY this day of 2009.

Mayor

Attest:

City Clerk on behalf of the

Director of Finance and Record
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ATTACHMENT C

ORDINANCE NO.

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING SECTIONS 4-20-26,  "WATER

PLANT INVESTMENT FEES,"   4-20-29,    WASTEWATER

PLANT INVESTMENT FEES,"   4-20-46,   STORM WATER

AND FLOOD MANAGEMENT U"I'IL1TY PLANT

INVES"I'MENT FEE,"    11-1-2,    DEFINITIONS,"    11-1-35,
METER SITE REQUIREMENTS,"  II-1-52,  "WATER PLANT

INVESTMENT FEE,"  AND 11-2-33,  "WASTEWATER PLANT

INVESTMENT FEE,"   B.R.C 1981,   AND SE'IN'ING FORTH

RELATED DETAILS.

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF BOULDER,

COLORADO:

Section 1.  Section 4-20-26,  B.R.C.  1981, is deleted in its entirety and replaced with the

following:

4-20-26 Water Plant Investment Fees.
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a} Water utility customers shall pay the following plant investment fees:

I'he number of bedrooms, type of units, number of units,  irrigated area and AWC Usage**  are

used to determine water budgets as well as calculate the Plant Investment Fee.  Any changes to

these characteristics may require pa}~nent of an additional Plant Investment Fee before any water

budget adjustments are made.

Customer Description
P1F Amount

2009 2010 2011

1) Single Unit Dwelling:
Outdoor 1.78 2.13 2.47

per S.F.  of irrigated area (2,000 ST.  minimum)]
Indoor 7,947 9,282 10,602
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2) Multi Unit Dwelling:

Outdoor (Separate irrigation service under

subsection  (4) of this section

Indoor

l or 2 bedroom unit per unit)
3 bedroom unit per unit)
4 bedroom unit per unit) 4,542 5,304 6,060
5 or more bedroom unit  (per unit) 5,677 6,630 7,574

6,812 7,956 9,088
7,947 9,282 10,602

3) Nonresidential:

Outdoor (Separate irrigation service under subsection (4) of this section.

Indoor

AWC Usa c  (Gallons)**
Mctcr Size* 25% 50% 85%

N/A 30,000 165,000
1 " 42,000 1 U8,OOU 503,000

1  ''/ z" 99,000 228,000 924,000
2" 183,000 483,000 1,941,000

2009 PIF Amount

Meter Size* 25% SU% 85%

N/A 2,839 15,613
1 " 3,974 10,219 47,596

1  %z" 9,368 21,574 87,433
2" 7,316 45,704 183,666

2010 PIF Amount

Meter Size* 25% 50% 85%

N/A 3,315 18,233
1" 4,641 11,934 55,582

1  ''/ z" 10,940 25,194 102,102
2" 20,222 53,372 214,481

2011 PIF Amount

MCte1' Slze* 25% 50% 8S`%

N/A 3,787 20,826
1" 5,301 13,632 63,488

1  ''/ z" 12,496 28,778 116,627
2" 23,098 60,964 244,991
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Nonresidential meters larger than 2"  require a special agreement described under subsection (5)
of this section.  The efficiency standard option with a corresponding special agreement is

available to all nonresidential customers.

Average Winter Consumption Usage,  (AWC Usage)  is based on a usage distribution of all

nonresidential accounts with a given meter size.

N/A" means this option is not available far purchase.

4) Irrigation service:

PIF Amount

Per Square Foot of Irrigated Area 2009 2010 2011

2,000 S.F.  Minimum)) 1.78 2.13 2.47

5) The PIF for a customer whose total water demand exceeds the water use demand

described in subsection l 1-]-52(j), B.R.C.  1981,  is as follows:

A) Raw Water

AYWA/30,650 acre feet) x A plus

I3)  Water Delivery Infi•astructure

PDWD/53,000,000 gallons per day) x B  =Total PIF

Where:  AYWA  =customer's average year water demand in acre feet

30,650 acre feet =city's usable water rights capacity

A  =value of citv's raw water

PDWD  =  customer's peak day water demand in million gallons per day

53,000,000 gallons per day =city's current treated water delivery capacity

B value of city's water delivery infrastructure

Water Asset Valuations

2009 2010 2011

A 432,763.775 425,381,364 418,072,046
B 472,466,057 622,707,1 ~S6 771,460,779
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Section 2.    Section 4-20-29,  B.R.C.  1981 is deleted in its entirety and replaced with the

following:

4-20-29 Wastewater Plant investment Fees.
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The number of bedrooms,  type of units, number of units,  irrigated area and AWC Usage**  are

used to determine water budgets as well as calculate the Plant Investment Fee.  Any changes to

these characteristics may require payment of an additional Plant Investment Fec before any water

budget adjustments are made.

a)  Sanitary sewer utility customers shall pay the following plant investment fees:

Customer Description
PIF Amount

2009 2010 2011

1) Single Unit Dwelling:
2,561 3,356 4,136

2) Multi Unit Dwelling:

1 or 2 bedroom unit per unit) 1,463 1,919 2,363
3 bedroom unit per unit) 1,829 2,398 2,954
4 bedroom unit per unit) 2,195 2,877 3,545
5 or more bedroom unit  (per unit) 2,561 3,356 4,136

3) Nonresidential:

AWC Usage (Gallons)**
Meter Sirc* 251% 50% 85%

3/ ° A 30,000 165,000
1" 42,000 108,000 503,000

1 99,000 228,000 924,000
2" 183,000 483,000 1,941,000
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2009 PIF Amount

Mctcr Sizc* 25% 50% 85%

N/A 915 5,030

1" 1,280 3,292 15,334
1  %i:" 3,018 6,951 28,169
2" 5,579 14,725 59,173

2010 PIF Amount

Meter Sizc* 25% 50% 85%

N/A l , l 99 6,592
1 " 678 4,315 20,097

1  % i" 3,955 9,109 36,917
2" 7,311 19,297 77,549

2011 PIF Amount

Meter Si~e* 25% 50% 85%

N/A 1,477 8,123
l " 2,068 5,317 24,764

1  %i" 4,874 11,225 45,492
2" 9,010 23,780 95,562

Nonresidential meters larger than 2"  reduire a special agreement described under subsection (4)
of this section.  'The efficiency standard option with a corresponding special agreement is

available to all nonresidential customers.

Average Winter Consumption Usage,  (AWC Usage),  is based on a usage distribution of all

nonresidential accounts with a given meter size.

N!A" means this option is not  ,available for purchase.

4) The PIF for a customer who exceeds the wastewater discharge described in

subsection 1 1-2-33(j),  B.R.C.  1981,  is calculated as follows:

PDH/25,OOU,000 gallons per day)  x A]  plus

ABOD/36,ODU lbs.  per day) x B]  plus

ATSS/39,000 lbs.  per day) x C]  plus

ANH3/4060 lbs.  per day)  x D]  -Total PIF

Where:  PDH  =customer's peak day hydraulic loading in million gallons per day
25,000,000 gallons per day =city's current hydraulic and collection capacity

A  =value of~ city's hydraulic and collection capacity
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ABOD  =thirty-day average BODS loading removal in lbs.  per day where BUD; is

the anu~unt of dissul~~ec~_oxvgcil cc~nstimed in_.ti_ve__da~~s_hy hic~lc~aical p?_c~ceascs

breakins' down oganic matter.

36,000 lbs.  per day =city's current BODS removal capacity

B - value of city's BODS removal capacity

ATSS  =customer's thirty-day average total suspended solids  (TSS)  loading

requiring removal in ]bs.  per day

39,000 ]bs.  per day =city's current TSS removal capacity

C = value of city's TSS removal capacity

ANH3 =customer's thirty-day average ammonia nilrogcn as N  (NH3-N)  loading
requiring removal in lbs.  per day

4,060  ]bs.  per day =city's current NH3-N removal capacity

D =value of city's NH3-N removal capacity

Water Asset Valuations

2009 2010 2011

A 137,939,]28 188,276,648 237,617,385

B 19,522,752 22,878,731 26,168,255

C I1,602,191 8,069,404 4,606,573

D 5,051,733 7,830,983 10,555,199

Section 3.    Section 4-2U-46,  13.R.C.  1981 is deleted in its entirety and replaced with

the following:

4-20-46 Storm Water and Flood Management Utility Plant lnvestment  <{ee.

t arE.~+3<1-t+3-~l~eit.~    t,.,,.*t;,,   I„  :>,~•.3~ ~I:   t: I,  .II

tt~-~l-ltd-t1~}

Owners of all parcels of land in the city submitting building perlnit applications shall pay a storm

water and flood management plant investment fee based on the square feet of added impervious
area.
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PIF Amount

2009 2010 2011

Per Square Foot of lmpervious Area) 1.25 1.56 1.87

Section 4. Section 11-1-2,  B.R.C 1981 is amended to read:

11-1-2 Definitions.

For the purpose of this chapter and chapter 11-2,  "Wastewater Utility,"  B.R.G.  1981,  and the

related tees in chapter 4-2U,  "Fees,"  B.R.C.  1981,  the following words have the following

meanings,  unless the context clearly indicates otherwise:
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Average w~?Vintcr sConsumption"  means the average number of gallons of water use per month

reflected on a user's water bill for the period covering the most recent consecutive months of

December,  January,  February,  and March.  For accounts registering no water use in one or more

of the four monthly billing periods,  an average shall be established using those months in which

there was usage, historical use records, or other available data.
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Developer"  means any person who participates in any manner in the development of land.
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gpm"  means gallons per minute and reflects the instantaneous peak demand for a customer.  This

information is obtained by counting water supply fixture units and then converting to a water

demand in gallons per minute.  The gpm value is used in determining water meter size, ``-r=~

and PIF.
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Iulti-.i_~~+nitD~#welling"  means a residential- building used by two or more  ..
F''~~~  f~"~~~~°~~•'~

groups of persons living indepcn:Iently of each other in separate dwelling units but not including

motels,  hotels,  and resorts:  -Mobile home parks and residential water districts that arc not

individuall~~m~t_er~d h~ity water meters and'or have citv_mastcr water _meterti ijt'~_l,nc;IUCJcd

tinder this definition,
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Section 5. Section 11-1-35, B.R.C.  1981 is amended to read:

11-1-35 Meter Size Requirements.

a) I'hc meter provided shall he of a size so that the largest instantaneous demand required,

without regard to ditch or well water rights,  does not exceed eighty percent  Ê~~~~

of the rated capacity of the

water meter for continuous flows,  as set forth by the meter manutact~ircr andin the latest

vcrsiun_uf Suing Water Service Lines and Meters,  Manual M22 of the American Water

Works Association,

b) All irrigation connections,   except those forc"'i-1-'y--rer~r~~sint~le unit

dwc;llin~ shall be separately metered and shall be sired based on the maximum gallons

per minute demand at any one time.

c) The largest meter for a b'~sii~~le unit dwellii~  is one inch,

unless otherwise approved by the city manager.

Section 6. Section 1 1-1-52,  B.R.C.  1981 is amended to read:

11-1-52 Water Plant Investment Fee.

b) Residential Uses:  For purposes of this section, residential uses include,  without

limitation, single-unit and multi-unit dwellings,   

All other utility customers are  "

ide~~al--tt~es,"  "n nr i ential." including, without limitation, business,  commercial,

industrial,  and institutional connections; ~1:  ~ and

recreational facilities appurtenant to residential developments.

c) Combined Uscs:  Developments with combined residential and nonresidential uses in the

same structure shall pay a plant investment fee based on the individual uses within the

structure.  The-"tail}rt~''~~~^nonresidential" portion of the developments shall
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be assessed in accordance with the nonresidential" fee schedule.

The residential portion shall be assessed in accordance with the residential fee; schedule.

t~

Idyl

c

f~f) Landscape Irrigation Systems:  All utility customers (except owners of single-unit

dwellings and townhouse units) who desire to install landscape irrigation systems,

including the developer of a townhouse complex or an association of townhouse owners

desiring to install a landscape irrigation system on a ortion of the commonly owned

land,  shall install a separate meter and pay a water plant investment fee based on the

schedule of fees.

fie)     lnformation Required:  All applicants8~-~+~~I~`,c~m}~e:~iu~l
r° shall provide all pertinent information that the city

manager may require to determine the plant investment fee,  including,  without limitation,

a set of plans certifying the number and type of plumbing fixtures and the maximum

design and demand in gallons per minute of any desired landscape irrigation system,

alc~nS ~~'ith thc_<irc~i_.~~f sai41_irri~atcd I,intl.,'~ m~-fe~s+~a~}al-t~-gi~~-~e+=.

hfl Changes to Water Use:  No customer of the water utility or a water district obtaining

service under contract with the city shall make any changes or additions to the property

that would affect the use of water without first obtaining permission to make such

changes and a new permit for the use of the water under section 11-1-14,  "Permit to

Make Water Main Connections," B.R.C.  1981,  and paying the plant investment fee.  The

K:\WAAD\o-P1F I !  5 08-312.doc Agenda Item L
Page



city manager shall credit s~ich user an amount equal to theplant investment fee that

would have been charged before the change or addition, but if the credit is less than the

amount previously paid for a water plant investment fee,  the amount paid shall be

allowed as a credit.  The credit shall be based upon documented historic water use data or

other available,  relevant data.  But no credit shall be allowed for a plant investment fee

collected from out-of--city customers that exceeds that charged to in-city customers.  No

refund shall be paid to any water user who obtains permission to decrease the demand for

service.  No cash refunds shall be paid for allowable credit exceeding the new plant

investment fee.  The credit prescribed by this subsection applies to only the property

served by the existing water service line and to only water plant investment fees owed to

the city and not to other utility fees or charges.  Credit will not be allowed for service line

stubs or for services not in use for a continuous period of five years or more.  Prior to the

expiration of the five years, the applicant may request an extension of time to receive a

credit for water plant investment fees owed to the city.  The city manager may grant such

extensions based on a showing of good cause by the applicant.

tg)     Collection of Fee:  The city may look only to the owner and the owner's successors in

interest of each premises, building, lot, house, or dwelling unit desiring water service for

the payment of the assessed water plant investment fee.

h) Processing of Requests:  All building permit applications and other requests for water

service received by the water utility will be processed in compliance with the plant

investment fee schedule prescribed by section 4-20-2b,  "Water Plant Investment Fees,"

B.R.C.  1981 in effect as of the date of submission.

lFi) Access to Premises: The city manager may have access at reasonable times to all

premises of water utility users for purposes of counting and verifying existence of

fixtures to deternline plant investment fees.

1) Special Agreements and Contracts:  Any applicant desiring to use water from the water

utility,  if such water use demand is greater than the water use demand anticipated for the

property and use, based on land use coning and approved utility master planning,  shall

enter into a special a~eement with the city and shall pay a water plant investment fee

pursuant to section 4-20-26,  "Water Plant Investment Fees,"  B.R.C.  1981.  Such special

agreement shall contain the legal description of the property, the use to be served, and a
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description of the instantaneous peak,  daily peak,  and annual water demand for the

property and use, a description of the water use demand as anticipated by the city,  and

terms of the PII' payment.  In addition,  such special agreement may also contain

financing,  connection and monitoring provisions to accommodate equitably the needs of

the user,  and no statement contained in this chapter shall be construed as prohibiting such

provisions.  A copy of each proposed special agreement shall be placed on a city council

agenda prior to execution, so that the council has an opportunity to call the agreement up

for council review.

Section 7.    Appendix A is deleted in its entirety,  along with the table entitled P.LP

Computation Sheet which immediately follows Appendix A.

nn~:~

9emar~-€~ua#iera-~3e-Rre~er~i

r__...--------e~-~a-be~e~-----_---- -
n+t-s~et~v

k

e~-f»-~+ibs - f

i

Aerx+a~~a~+t~ex-F~e~em~a~el~r-~~sh-~ar~lc-~

ems-to-bye:

ar--f+xture~n+#~s-between-8-a+~c,}-eq~~ic~n-{-~ixtufe-units= X};

E-i~(~#-=(9-8009(~6~C~--{9:802-;
r---

e~-fixiu~e r~~    o-#c3Uc~v~inc7 ec~i~a~+on (~xt~r~? un}ts= X):

K:\wAAD\o-PIP I 1 5 08-312 due Agenda Item #  ~S~  Page 3~



P.LF. G4aiPUTATION SlIEET

p~: Cabula»on Dona by:

ApP~IranL• Esiating Meter Site:

ProPerLY IWt1.e95; Cunt Ylater Stub SIIe:

1.01:    Blr_k: SubGlv:alOn: qunnar eottlon:

Exlstinp Use: PrOp09eQ Uee:

CIRCtE CNE'. Single Fanly Altett47 R9&klartat CcrnrrercUl

Flxturo Untts NaRWtat Nutn7er of tY~N T7.91 of

Ja
Eststrng PropOStd P4'ndryT ldii 1VATER Tc1J SEWER

TyprafFcrtwa I Fi~'vres ixli;tee F»rturta fixlurcUnit:    FWivrrUrfL4

LValcr C:o.et lTplsl -Tank} I b Y 4
rVelerCoi~l,fTalat-F~<hVah~aS 8

Indi! 5 i

Q3'J1Ii.A LY dsmtl,G Shrh~ar C~'nto 2

yr̀nN,cr Staff
t 2-    I

h~wer Goa;; ;Per Hendl 2

LaaatJi9s (&alPrCO~t Slnk;} 1 7 2

SrM ;Kllrngn cr CnT Fa7-n~nt TvFcl I 1
rtictNarrsi+andType} 1 2

Srk (Saviae, txou, Jsrrtor hi>°i s

CbNOS155sPdlt'Br9athpa'rer'faaxlsS

leLlfdl'J-Z•dif. nr a--"-pir of 1•~rSS'~l

DnrJdng FounlJrn IEe~i Hae~'f 1

Hrzse!}bL~Si1000k 5

l
fiOCt'Ordit• P--- l'-1

fI~51nk 2
r.

Flt•.vara3c 1 t eciwP (P.p~:cYs~e:k'e7ea1 r I

tee Af:ztin~, I'rs alD3

rnleraa~ror lpreasartitu'Sd~is} J _

tnlar}t(tor {SanirAVA'rxacn} 8

tidal 2 ~    

t.

I
hater SnHCt T6TAt FrX'RJRF UNIrS

Geist»a !'uture U n t To! a I:

EilSUnq GF~d~ 1':hTER SE'A'Efl

NeKGPf.1

I o l.r. rulel

r-~ f c~>an

NET P t F I)t1E

Section 7.   Section 11-2-33, B.R.C 1981 is amended to read:
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11-2-33 Wastewater Plant Investment Fee.

b) For purposes of this section,  residential uses include, without limitation,  single-unit and

multi-unit dwellings.

For purposes of this section, "nonresidential" uses include, without

limitation,  business, commercial, industrial, and institutional connections and recreational

facilities appurtenant to residential developments.

c) Developments with combined residential and nonresidential uses in the same structure

shall pay a plant investment fee based on the individual uses within the structure.  The

nonresidential".portion of the development shall be assessed in

accordance with the  "•~''~°••'z,•,,,nonresidential"  fee schedule.  The residential

portion shall be assessed in accordance with the residential fee schedule.

d}

w,a-s--r~-v~it.. da~i#=-tl~+s

a.,.,~}.a~    t,  i-r~l~td~u;--si~#-iii-t-~

Nonresidential developments designed to be sold and occupied in a manner similar to

residential condominiums shall be assessed a plant investment fee based on the entire

building pursuant to the schedule of fees for other than residential uses. Any increase

resulting from the installation of additional plumbing fixtures in one of the privately

owned units may require,  an additional plant investment fee to be paid by the owner of

the individual unit.

fe) All applicants ~ fF, f: r ; a~t•„,"itle~t~H-al

dwe~li-r}g-tu-ri~-shall provide all pertinent information that the city manager may require to

determine the plant investment fee including without limitation, a set of plans certifying

the number and type of plumbing fixtures a

No customer of the wastewater utility or a sanitary sewer district obtaining service under

contract with the city shall make changes or additions to the property that would affect

demand on the sanitary sewer system without first obtaining permission to make such

changes and a new permit for the use of the sewer under section 11-2-9,  "Permit to Make
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Sanitary Sewer Connection,"  B.R.C.  1981, and paying the plant investment fee.  The city

manager shall credit such user an amount equal to the fee that would have been charged

before the change or addition, but if the credit is less than the amount previously paid for

a sanitary sewer plant invcstmcnt fee,  the amount paid shall be allowed as a credit.  The

credit shall be based upon documented historic water or sewage discharge data or other

available,  relevant data.  But no credit shall be allowed for a plant investment fee

collected from out-of--city customers that exceeds that charged to in-city customers.  No

refund shall be paid to any sanitary sewer customer who obtains permission to decrease

the demand for service.  No cash refunds shall be paid for allowable credit exceeding the

new sewer plant investment fee. The credit prescribed by this subsection applies only to

the pmpcriy served by the existing sanitary sewer service line and only to sanitary sewer

plant investment fees owed to the city and not to other utility fccs or charges.  Credit will

not be allowed for service line stubs or for services not in use for a continuous period of

five years or more.  Prior to the expiration of the five years,  the applicant may request an

extension of time to receive a credit for sanitary sewer plant invcstmcnt fccs owed to the

city.  The city manager may grant such extensions based on a showing of good cause by

the applicant.

g)     T'hc city may look only to the owner and the owner's successors in interest of each

premises, building,  lot,  house,  or dwelling unit desiring wastewater service I'or the

payment of the assessed sanitary sewer plant investment fee.

h) All building permit applications or requests for sanitary sewer service received by the

wastewater utility will be processed in compliance with the plant investment fee schedule

prescribed by section 4-20-29,  "Wastewater Plant Investment Fees,"  B.R.C.  1981 in

effect as of the date of submission.

I~he city manager may have access at reasonable times to all premises of water utility

users for purposes of counting and verifying the existence of fixtures to determine plant

investment fees.

lrj) Any applicant dcsi?-ing to discharge wastewater into the wastewater utility, if such

wastewater discharge (quantity or quality) is I,neater than that anticipated t:~~r the property

and use,  based upon land use zoning and approved utility master planning,  shall enter into
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a special agreement with the city and shall pay a wastewater plant investment fee

pursuant to section 4-20-29, "Wastewater Plant Investment Fees," B.R.C.  1981.

Section 8. This ordinance is necessary to protect the public health,  safety, and welfare of

the residents of the city, and covers matters of local concern.

Section 9.  The council deems it appropriate that this ordinance be published by title only

and orders that copies of this ordinance be made available in the office of the city clerk for public

inspection and acquisition.

INTRODUCED, KEAD ON FIRST READII~TG, AND ORDERED PUBLISHED BY

TITLE ONLY this 20th day of January, 2009.

Mayor
Attest:

City Clerk on behalf of the

Director of Finance and Record

READ ON SECOND READING,    PASSED,    ADOPTED,    AND ORDERED

PUBLISHED BY TITLE ONLY this _ day of 20

Mayor

Attest:

City Clerk on behalf of the

Director of Finance and Record
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ATTACHMENT D

COMMUNITY SUSTA[NABILITY ASSESSMENTS AND IMPACTS

COMMUNITY SUSTAINABILITY ASSESSMENTS AND IMPACTS

Economic:  It is anticipated that the proposed fee changes will have an economic impact on

residential and commercial builders by increasing construction costs.   if new PIFs are

adopted and phased in over three-years, then the customer impact in 2009 would depend on

whether or not it was an existing or new customer.  In general,  new commercial and

multifamily customers would sec a decrease in their water PIF and they may see an increase

or a decrease in their wastewater PIF.  New single-family customers will see an increase in

the water and wastewater PIF.  All new customers will see an increase in their stormwater

PIF.  In general,  existing customers who are remodelling, doing an addition or doing a tenant

finish will see a signiticant decrease in the water and wastewater  ['lF.  !fan existing
customer increases their impervious area, they will see an increase in their stormwater PIF.

If the proposed building permit fees are adopted,  generally the cost for residential

development will decrease while the cost for commercial development will increase.  On

average,  1,200 building permits are issued each year for small residential projects such as

replacing water heaters,  gas fireplaces,  furnaces and electrical service changes.  These types
of home improvement projects will not be affected by the proposed building permit fee

changes.  Additionally,  for a homeowner who adds a deck, porch, carport or completes a

small addition, the permit fees will decrease.

If the proposed development review fees are adopted, some review types will cost an

applicant more while other review types will cost less.

l;nvironmental:  The higher stormwater PIF will encourage developers to limit new

impervious area by using pervious hard scape materials like modular block paving, porous

pavement and green roofs as well as preserve existing landscape areas.  This has the side

benefit of lessening storm water detention and water quality requirements for a site.  If the

new water and wastewater PIF methodology is adopted then PIFs would be linked to the new

water budget rate structure, and thereby continue to promote the city's water conservation

goals and objectives. Customers would also be able to select a smaller irrigable area (and get
a smaller water budget)  but not below a minimum so that we don't unintentionally create

incentives for more impervious areas and less landscaped areas and trees.

No negative impacts on the environment are anticipated as a result of the proposed building
and development review fee changes.

Social:  Impacts to low and moderate income populations, along with middle income

populations, who are doing are addition or remodeling will be significantly decreased in

relation to PIFs.

On average,  1,200 building permits are issued each year for small residential projects such as

water heater, gas fireplace,  furnace and electrical service changes.  These types of home

improvement projects will not be affected by the proposed building permit fee changes.
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Additionally,  for a homeowner who adds a deck,  porch,  carport or completes a small

addition, the permit fees will decrease.

OTHER IMNACTS:

Fiscal:  No expenditure impacts are anticipated.  There will be no revenue impacts for building
permit and development review fee changes.   If the staff recommendation for PIFs is

approved and implemented using athree-year phase-in beginning in February 2009,  there

will be minimal revenue impact on the overall respective utility fund in 2009.  The details of

the revenue projections can be found in the analysis section  (Attachment F).
Staff Time:  Implementation of the proposed changes is included within the staff work

program.
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ATTACHMENT E

BOARD AND PUBLIC FEEDBACK

BOARD FEEDBACK

Water Resources Advisory Board (WRAB) Recommendation on PIFs
WRAB met on July 7, 2008 and voted 4 to 1 to support the staff recommendation of linking the

PIFs to water budgets for water and wastewater PIFs and continuing with the status quo for the
stormwater PIFs.  WRAB recommended using the updated asset values.  WRAB also

recommended conducting a Commercial,  Industrial,  &  Institutional (CII) study to gather specific
user characteristic information, and provided suggestions for how to use any additional PIF

revenue (reduce rate increases and use for capital expenses).

Planning Board

Planning Board met on June 26, 2008 and discussed the proposed development review fee

changes.  They supported the proposed changes and will continue to discuss the processes related
to concept plan and site review which will help inform future fee changes in these areas.

PUBLIC FEEDBACK

Planning and Developer:ent Services (PBcDS}Advisors' Feedback
The proposed fee changes have been discussed at the June 18, .July 30 and Oct.  22 Planning &
Development Services (P&DS) Advisors'  meetings. The final proposed building permit and

development review fee changes resulted from input received from this group.  The biggest
concern was related to PIFs and the increase in cost between the current asset values and the

updated asset values.  The discussion involved understanding cost recovery objectives and why
the city needs to collect more money and what is the city going to do with the additional revenue.

Staff indicated the objective of the PIF is to recoup the cost of capacity to serve new

development.  If more PIF revenue is collected, then the city would use the money for capital
expenditures,  increase fund reserves (to be used for future capital expenditures) or decrease the

revenue requirements needed from monthly utility charges (reducing the amount of capital
expenditures currently paid from this revenue source).  Conversely,  if the city collected less PIF

revenue,  then the city would decrease capital expenditures, decrease fund reserves or increase the
revenue requirements needed from monthly utility charges.

Stakeholder Advisory Group Recommendation on PIFs

A stakeholder advisory group was formed in September 2007 to provide feedback and assistance
in determining PIF options. The group met approximately monthly with staff and the consultant.
A majority of the stakeholder advisory group recommended linking the PIFs to water budgets for
the water and wastewater PIF. All stakeholder members agreed with continuing to use the status

quo method for calculating the stormwater PIF.
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In addition, the stakeholder members indicated that a comprehensive CII study to fiirther refine

water budgets for this customer class should be considered in the future.  The study would help to

disaggregate the CII customers beyond meter size groups and into homogenous sub-categories
within the utility billing system.

Chamber of Commerce Feedback on PIFs

Staff met with approximately a doyen members of the Chamber of Commerce on May 28, 2008.

Overall,  the feedback was that the city should consider using the current method for assessing
PIFs.  Several attendees felt that there was no reason to link PIFs and the monthly water budgets
since those are separate issues.  The PIFs focus on infrastructure costs and the monthly rates

focus on consumption and operating costs.  There was also concern regarding the administrative

challenges in linking water budgets and PIFs.  In addition, attendees felt that it is already
expensive to do business in Boulder and they would prefer that the PIFs not increase in price.
This group's advice was that if there is already enough money to maintain the existing system
through the combined monthly rates and PIF revenues, there may not be a need to collect more

money by increasing the price of PIFs.  Some meeting attendees understood that the increase in

PIF cost for new development (i.e., new customer) will be tempered by the increase in value of

the PIF credit related to redevelopment.

Letter from Chan:bey of Commerce,  Commercial Brokers ofBoulder,  Boulder Economic

Council, Downtown Boulder,  Inc., Boulder Area Realtors Association, Boulder Tomorrow

On November 24, 2008, a collective group of the Boulder business community sent a letter to

City Council requesting a delay in implementing an increase in development-related fees.  the
letter raised a number of issues such as the need for a more comprehensive review including the

completion of the Blue Ribbon Commission -Phase II report; the concern of an increase in
certain development fees,  some as high as 71 percent;  a decrease in redevelopment; and the

potential for Boulder to charge some of the highest fees when compared to neighboring
communities.

Development related fees are intended to implement the city's policy that growth pay its own

way by requiring that new development pay the full cost of providing needed facilities and an

equitable share of services.  On Oct.  14,  2008 a study session was held to provide City Council

with a comprehensive view of the proposed development related fee changes.  Phis

comprehensive approach provided a more complete understanding of the full costs of

development in Boulder.

Five scenarios were used to demonstrate the impact of the proposed fee changes. The percent
change ranges from a decrease of 42 percent to an increase of SS percent depending on the

specific scenario.  The possible increase of 71 percent that is referred to in the business

community letter is actually reflected in a two-year implementation example for PIFs.  However,
City Council indicated that they wanted to implement the PIF changes over athree-year period in

which case there is the potential for a SS percent increase in the first year.  The business

community letter referred to the commercial tenant finish scenario used in the Oct.  14 study
session packet.  Alternatively,  if the commercial customer had not changed meter sizes (meaning,
the customer had not substantially increased their water usage and water budget),  then the

customer would have paid $0 in PIFs under the proposed changes.

Agenda Item # Page  '   



A fee comparison was conducted with other Front Range communities to assess the relative cost

position of the city of Boulder's fees to other Front Range communities'  fees.  Three scenarios

including a new commercial, new multifamily and new single-family residential were used for

this comparison which was presented at the Oct.  14 study session.  Boulder's development related
fees and taxes are either near or at the top end of costs among Front Range communities.

However,  for asingle-family residential addition,  Boulder is on the lower end for PIFs.  In fact, in
some cases, other communities charge four times as much as Boulder would if the proposed PIFs

were implemented. Under the proposed plan,  the water and wastewater PIFs would be $0 and the
ston~nwater PIF would be $3,176.  In comparison, the highest community, Westminster, would

charge a total of $18,022 for PIFs ($8,342 for water PIF and $9,441 for wastewater PIF).

As a result of the study session discussion, council generally supported moving forward with its

final consideration of the proposed building permit,  development review and plant investment

fee changes. City council supported cost recovery policies that have been established for building
permit and development review fees. The cost recovery policies are being met and the proposed
fee changes are warranted to address equity across customer groups.  The proposed PIFs changes
are due to a change in methodology and valuation.  Linking PIFs to water budgets was one of the

main objectives of the PIF Study.  This improves equity among customers and within a customer

class by requiring new customers to pay for the water/water budget they will need. The objective
of the PII~  is to fully charge the cost to serve new development.  In order that the PIF be

considered a "full cost recovery" fee,  it should he based on the current asset value of the entire

sysfem.  The PIF Study included a full inventory of the all capital assets with a current asset value

assigned to that inventory.  Having the PIFs based on the current asset value helps ensure

intergenerational equity amongst customers and acknowledges that capital costs have increased

over time.

Administrative Hearing
An administrative hearing with limited attendance was conducted to acquire additional public
feedback on July 9, 2008 for all potential fee changes. The questions at the hearing focused on

clarifying and further understanding the development-related fee changes and potential impacts.

City Council Feedback

Council feedback was obtained at the July 15,  2008 PIF study sessivn on the PIF analysis and

direction was provided at the October 14,  2008 study session on the Development Related Fee

Studies which included PIFs, building permit and development review fees.  Please refer to the

study session summarx as accepted at the Nov.  10, 2008 meeting.
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ATTACHMENT F

ANALYSIS OF PROPOSED FEE CHANGES

Cotnnrehettsive Review

The details of the potential customer impacts and a comparison to other Front Range
communities arc included below.  The remaining analysis discussion is divided between the

proposed fee changes related to PIFs, building permits and development review.

Custumer Impact
Included below is a cumulative analysis of all the proposed fee changes and an individual

analysis of the PIF methodology changes with a phased implementation  (33 percent in 2009),
building permit and development review fee changes.

Table I.  Proposed Development Related Fee Changes demonstrates the cumulative impact of

the proposed development related fee changes currently under consideration for 2009 using
several selected scenarios.  Development review fees were not included as they are not part of

the building permit process.  Additionally, DET Option I and II demonstrate the range of options
that will be considered separately in 2009.  Attachment G shows the impact of the PIF phase-in
over three years.  The scenarios used to illustrate the impacts of the proposed fee changes are:

New Commercial -  7,430 sq,  ft.  building (50 percent retail / 50 percent warehouse)
Commercial 'tenant Remodel -  8,000 sq.  ft.  remodel within an existing 50,000 sq.  ft. building
New Single-Family Residential - 4,500 sq.  ft., 5 bedrooms, 4 baths

Single-Family Addition  - 3,200 sq.  ft,, 2-bedroom, 3-bath addition

New Multi-family -  15,478 sq.  ft.  building with 53-bedroom/4-bath &  14-bedroon>/6-bath units

The detail of the five scenarios can be found in Attachment H.

Table I.  Proposed Development Related Fee Changes

DET Option I DET Option 2

Impact Fees) Hybrid)

2009 2009

Development Scenario CFees
t

Proposed Chan a
Proposed Change

Fees g Fees

New Commercial

Buildin Permits 7,481 8,390 12% 8,390 12%

Sales and Use Taxes 6,523 9,315 43% 9,315 43%

Excise Taxes/Im act Fees 21,993 20,499 7% 25,596 16%

Education Excise Taxes 0 0 0% 0 0%

Water PIF 9,995 3,555 64% 3,555 64%

Wastewater PIF 1,910 1.389 27% 1,389 27%

Stormwater/Flood PIF 17,903 23,852 33% 23,852 33%

Irri ation PIF 6,660 10,228 54% 10,228 54%

Materials and Permit Fees 3,785 3,785 0% 3,785 0%

Total 76,249 581,014 6% 86,111 13%
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DET Option I DET Option 2

Impact Fees) Hybrid)

2009 2009

Development Scenario CFees
t

Proposed
Chan a

Proposed Change
Fees g Fees

Commercial Tenant Finish

Buildin Permits 2,934 5,124 75% 5,124 75%

Sales and Use Taxes 2,923 7,957 172% 7,957 172%

Excise Taxes/Im act Fees 0 0 0% 0 0%

Education Excise Taxes 0 0 0% 50 0%

Water PIF 26,640 35,858 35% 35,858 35%

Wastewater PIF 5,088 11,168 119% 11,168 119%

Stormwater/Flood PIF 0 0 0% 0 0%

Materials and Permit Fees 3,107 3,107 0% 3,107 0%

Total 40,692 63,214 55% 63,214 55%

New Sin le Famil

Buildin Permits 55,688 4,674 18% 4,674 18%

Sales and Use Taxes 10,180 8,761 14% 8,761 14%

Excise Taxes/Im act Fees 6,592 7,119 8% 10,687 62%

Education Excise Taxes 5.310 5,445 3% 5,445 3%

Water PIF 11,995 14,315 19% 14,315 19%

Wastewater PIF 2,290 2,900 27% 2,900 27%

Stormwater/Flood PIF 3,760 5,003 33% 5,003 33%

Materials and Permit Fees 1,413 1,413 0% 1,413 0%

Total 47,229 49,630 5% 53,198 13%

Sin le Famil Addition

Buildin Permits 4,082 53,352 18% 3,352 18%

Saies and Use Taxes 7,239 56,230 14% 6,230 14%

Excise Taxes/Im act Fees 50 0 0% 0 0%

Education Excise Taxes 50 0 0% 0 0%

Water PIF 56,995 0 0% 0 0%

Wastewater PIF 1.334 0 0% 0 0%

Stormwater/Flood PIF 1,692 2,251 33% S2,251 33%

Materials and Permit Fees 1,186 1,186 0% 1,186 0%

Total 22,528 13,020 42% 13,020 42%

New Multi-famil

Buildin Permits 18,361 16,783 9% 16,783 9%

Sales and Use Taxes 29,629 29,224 1% 29,224 1%

Excise Taxes/lm act Fees 25,035 28,355 13% 42,633 70%

Education Excise Taxes 18,264 518,728 3% 18,728 3%

Water PIF 67,950 68,918 1% 68,918 1%

Wastewater PIF 12,996 14,756 14% 14,756 14%

Stormwater/Flood PIF 17,788 23,666 33% 23,666 33%

Materials and Permit Fees 4,048 54,048 0% 4,048 0%

Total 194,071 204,479 5% 218,756 13%

Includes the development excise tax (fire,  human services, library, parks and recreation, police,  and transportation)
and the housing excise tax
2
Commercial/Industrial/Institutional (CII) with a 1 inch meter and 50 percent of average winter consumption (AWC)

The impacts of the proposed PIF and building permit changes are described in more detail in the

subsequent sections of this attachment.
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Boulder Fees Canrpared to other Front Range Communities A fee comparison was conducted

with other Front Range communitics to assess the relative cost position of the city of Boulder's

fees to other Front Range communities'  fees.  Three scenarios were used for this comparison.
Boulder's development related fees and taxes are either near or at the top end of costs among

Front Range communitics,  as noted in Attachment I.  Although it may be appropriate for

Boulder to charge more,  the overall cost of development in the city,  including economic vitality
and housing affordability cnay be factors for City Council consideration in determining increases

to the city's existing development related fees and taxes.   Implementation of Option 1 will place
Boulder at the top end of the costs for the commercial and single family scenarios and above all

costs for the multi-family scenario when compared to other Front Range communities.

Implementation of Option  [I will place Boulder above all costs, except in the single family
scenario.  In addition, it is important to note that the city's proposed fee changes in the table

above do not include potential future transportation and housing excise tax increases and only
includes the impact of the first year of the PIF phase-in.

Plant Investment Fees (P11~s)

Below are several topics used in the analysis:
1.   Methodology,
2.   Valuation,
3.   Phase-In Implementation,  and
4.   Revenue Impact.

Each focus area contains background information, options and a recommendation.  In summary,
the recommendation is to adopt the new PIF methodology that links to water budgets for the

water and wastewater PIF and to continue using the current method (square feet of impervious
area)  for the stonnwater PIF.  Linking PIFs to water budgets was one of the main objectives of
the P1F Study.  This improves the equity among customers and within a customer class by
requiring new customers to pay for the water that is predicted they will need.  The

recommendation is also to use the updated asset values and to implement the new fees  (with both
new methodology and new asset values)  over athree-year phase-in period beginning February 5,
2009.  Having the P1Fs based on the current value of the utility assets helps ensure

intergenerational equity amongst customers and acknowledges that capital costs have increased

over time as well as the time value of money. The phase-in implementation softens the financial

impact over a three year period, which is helpful given the situation with the local and national

economy.

1.   Metlradology
I'he city charges a separate PIF for water, wastewater and stormwater/flood to recapture initial

capital improvement investments.  PIFs are charged to new and existing customers who request
new or additional utility service from the city.  In the 2008 PIF Study,  the proposed PIF options
are based on a buy-in approach where customers connecting to the system are asked to pay a

one-time capital charge to compensate ct?rrent customers for past investments.

The PIF options that best address the study objectives were presented at the July 15 PIF study
session.   Included in the table below is the recommendation in comparison to the current

methodology.
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Water  &  Wastewater PIF O tions  (wastewater PIF only a lies to indoor art)
Customer 1~Lethodology
Class

Residential Option 1-Status Quo:  count units,  bathrooms,  type of plumbing fixtures; use

Single- equivalent residential unit (EQR)
family and Option 2 -Water Budgets (recommendation):  indoor -fixed amount;  outdoor -

Multifamily)    irri able area times a lication rate

Commercial/    Option 1  -Status Quo:  count number and type of plumbing fixtures;  theoretical

Industrial/ maximum gallon per minute demand

Institutional Option 2 -Water Budget Meter Size, AWC Account Usage Distributions

Cll) recommendativn):  usage distribution (sliding scale of 25%, 54%, or 85%)  of meter size

class or efficienc standard.

Irrigation- Option 1 -Status Quo:  gallon per minute demand of largest irrigated zone

Only O tion 2 -Water Bud ets  (recom~nendution):  irri able area times a lication rate

Large User Option 1  -Status Quo:  case-by-case basis;  separate agreement and individualized PIF

Option 2 -Meter Size Basis  (recommendation):  any commercial customer requesting
meter size 3 inches or lar ~cr would re uire lar e user a regiment

Stormwater PIF O tions

Customer Methodology
Class

Residential Option 1-Status Quo (reconrnrendation):  sq.  ft.  additional impervious area;  same fee for
and C1̀I all customers

Recommendativn

As presented at the .(uly l5 and Oct.  l 4 study session, the WRAB,  stakeholder advisory group,
Red Oak Consulting, and staff recommend applying the water budget-based PIF for all customer

classes including single-family residential, multifamily residential, and irrigation water PIFs. The

CII approach that is recommended is based on water budgets but uses a different "menu" of

options.  CII customers would choose between the average winter consumption (AWC) account

usage distribution budget for their meter size or an efficiency-standard budget.  By using the 25h̀,
54h̀ and $5t̀' percentiles of usage (AWC) to develop the customers water budget (and assess a

PIF),  it would encourage conservation rather than being based on historical monthly use (HMU)
or average monthly use (AMU).

Linking PIFs to water budgets was one of the main objectives of the PIF Study.  This improves
the equity among customers and within a customer class by requiring new customers to pay for

the water that is predicted they will need.  It also satisfies intergenerational equity by eliminating
subsidies among customers -new customers will pay for their anticipated water use just as

existing customers are required to pay for their current water use.

The recommendation is to apply the meter size basis for large user agreements. This would set a

clear threshold for implementing a large user agreement since currently it can be hard to

determine.
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For all customer classes, the recommendation is that the methodology used for the water PIF also

be used for the wastewater PIF.  For the stormwater PIF,  the recommendation is that the city
continue with the status quo which is based on square feet of impervious area for all customers.

As mentioned at the Oct.  14 study session, one addition to the original recommendation that was

presented at the July l 5 study session is to allow any customer,  including CII customers, to select
a smaller irrigable area.  The smaller irrigable area would be used in calculating the PIP when a

customer either connects to the system (i.e., new customer) or redevelops.l'he PIF and the

monthly water budget would be based on the smaller irrigable area.  If at a later date, a customer

decides to irrigate a larger portion of the property,  then the customer would either pay blocks 4

or 5 for the extra water consumption or the customer could purchase an additional PIF based nn

the larger irrigable area in order to increase their monthly water budget.

2.    Valuation

There are two options for calculating the valuation component of the PIF.  One is to use the
current values and the other option is to use the updated values.  The table below compares the

current and updated asset valuations for each of the utilities (water, wastewater and stormwater).

Comparing Current and Updated Asset Valuations

C~urrcnt Valuation U dated Valuation

Water 766 million S 1.1 billion

Wastewater 122 million 263 million

Stormwater 153 million 287 million

The objective of the PIF is to recoup the cost of capacity to serve new development.  In order that
the PIF be considered a "frill cost recovery" fee, it should be based on the current value of the

entire system; a full inventory of all capital assets with an accurate, present-day value assigned to

that inventory.  This is achieved by a routine (every 5-7 years), comprehensive evaluation by an

outside professional firm, as was done for the 2008 PiF Study.

As presented at the PIF study session on July 15 and Oct.  14,  the 2008 PIF Study incorporated a

number of changes from the last PIF Study (2001), which resulted in approximately 62 percent to

98 percent increases in the PII's when comparing the current fee to the updated version of the
current fee  (Option 1-Status Quo/New Values).  These significant increases in prices are

primarily due to the following:
Updated estimates of the replacement cost of existing utility infrastructure.  Replacement
costs have escalated dramatically since the last PIF study.  Although the city has

attempted to adjust these costs yearly based on the Engineering News Record

Construction Cost Index (ENRCCI)  for Denver, this index has not kepi pace with actual

cost increases as reflected in recent construction cost information.

Significant facilities were added over the past seven years  (i.e.,  Lakewood Pipeline
reconstruction, Lakewood Hydroelectric,  Betasso and Boulder Reservoir Water

Treatment Plant Improvements, Wastewater Treatment Plant improvements, etc.).
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City underwent comprehensive asset review since the 2001 study to verify each utility's
assets. This evaluation indicated that the list (inventory} of water and sewer pipes and

facilities needed to be updated to fully account for all of the city's assets.

The PIFs presented at the July 15 and Oct.  14 study session represent the maximum supportable
fee that can be assessed to new development based on the assumptions used to develop the fees.

These fees are designed to recover a new customer's proportionate share of the facilities required
to serve their needs.  This premise ensures that new customers have paid their share just as

previous customers have. The maximum supportable fee also ensures that the utilities are able to

maintain the same levei of service to existing and new customers.

Red Oak Consulting has indicated that many communities implement fees that are less than the

calculated maximum supportable fee for a number of reasons such as spurring economic growth
or maintaining a fee level consistent with community values or goals.  The City Council may

wish to adopt a valuation that is lower than its insurance value because of other community
values.  If so, staff would recommend that council connect it to specific community values that

support the lower PIF.

Recnmrner:dation

Staff recommends using the updated values as reflected in the PIF Study.  The buy-in
methodology for PIFs is based on the concept that existing customers,  through rates and other

revenues,  have developed a valuable utility system.  A new customer, or an existing customer

increasing demand,  should "buy-in"  to the system by making a contribution equal to the amount

of e ui a similar existing customer has in the system.  Having the PIFs based on the current

value of the utility assets helps ensure intergenerational equity amongst customers and

acknowledges that capital costs have increased over time as well as the time value of money.

Since the last PIF study in November 2001,  PiFs have been increased annually by the percent

change in the EI\ RCCI for the Denver area.  As mentioned previously, this index has not kept
pace with actual cost increases as reflected in recent construction cost information.  As a result,
there is a more dramatic increase in the PIFs. To help mitigate a significant increase in the future,
staff will try to keep fee increases current in a more realistic manner that applies directly to

Boulder.

3.   Phased Implementation
In order to lessen the financial impact to new customers,  any adopted PIFs could be implemented
or phased-in over atwo- or three-year period. The following table shows how the recommended

PIF option could be phased-in using the customer scenarios described in the subsequent section,
Customer Impacts.  For purposes of an example, the numbers shown for amulti-year
implementation have also been adjusted to reflect a three percent inflationary increase for each

year.  The numbers could be reviewed by staff each year during the implementation period and

adjusted based on an index tailored to the Boulder area as part of the annual budget process.
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Proposed Implementation of PIF Changes

OPTIONS

Full Two-Year Implementation Three-Year lmptementation
Development Scenario Current Implemen

2008 Fees tation in 2009 2010 2009 2010 2011

2009

New Commercial'
Water PIF 9,995 3,555 3,555 3,662 3,555 3,662 3,771
Wastewater PIF 1,910 1,389 1,389 1,431 1,389 1,431 1,474
Stormwater/Flood PIF 17,903 33,698 26,306 34,709 23,852 29,801 35,750
Irri ation PIF 6,660 16,367 11,759 16,858 10,228 13,796 17,364

Total 36,468 55,009 43,009 56,660 39,024 48,690 58,359

Commercial Tenant Finish'

Water PIF 26,640 51,178 39,677 52,713 35,858 45,076 54,294
Wastewater PIF 5,088 521,988 13,868 22,648 11,168 17,247 23,327
Stormwater/Flood PIF 0 0 0 0 0 0 0

Total 31,728 73,166 553,545 75,361 47,026 62,323 77,621

New Sin le Famil

Water PIF 11,995 17,868 15,200 18,404 14.315 16,636 18,956
Wastewater PIF 2.290 3,883 3.145 3,999 2,900 3,510 4,119
Stormwater/Flood PIF 3,760 7,058 5,515 7,270 5,003 6,245 7,488

Total 18,045 28,809 23,860 29,673 22,218 26,391 30,563
Sin le Famil Addition

Water PIF 6,995 0 0 0 0 0 0
Wastewater PIF 1,334 0 0 0 0 0 0
Stormwater/Flood PIF 1,692 3,176 2,482 3,271 2,251 2,810 3,369

Total 22,528 3,176 2,482 53,271 2,251 2,810 3,369
New Multi-famil

Water PIF 67,950 66,786 66,786 68,790 566,786 68,820 70,853
Wastewater PIF 12,996 17,228 15,370 17,744 514,756 16,515 18,277
Stormwater/Flood PIF 17,788 33,390 26,090 34,392 523,666 29,545 35,423

Total 598,734 117,404 109,830 120,926 105,208 114,880 124,553

Commercial/Industrial/Institutional  (CII) with a 1 inch meter and 50 percent of average winter consumption (AWC)

Recommendation

As illustrated by the table above, the phase-in option softens the financial impact over a two or

three year period,  but it is not a dramatic adjustment for most situations.  In light of the impact on

the commercial and business customers and the situation with the national economy, staff

recommends the three-year implementation option using the new methodologry and the updated
values.

4.   Revenue Impact
Revenue projections were developed to compare the estimated revenue from each

implementation option.  The purpose of the revenue analysis is to determine whether PIFs

received annually can meet each utility's capital project requirements.  Historical billing data and

permit data were reviewed by the city to estimate the number of new customers by class.
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Projected New Connections b Customer Class

Customer Class New Accounts Per Year

Sin 71e-Tamil Residential 70

Multifamil Residential 282 47 accounts  ~ 6 units each

CII 13

rri ation 9

The objective of the PIF is to recoup the cost of capacity to serve new development.  if more 1'IF

revenue is collected,  then the city would use the money for capital expenditures,  increase fulid

reserves (to be used for future capital expenditures) or decrease the revenue requirements needed

from monthly utility charges (reducing the amount of capital expenditures currently paid from

this revenue source).  Conversely,  if the city collected less PIF revenue, then the city would

decrease capital expenditures, decrease fund reserves or increase the revenue requirements
needed from monthly utility charges.

PIF Kevenue Im act

Additional Additional Annual Additional Annual Revenue with

Annual Revenue Revenue with Two-Year Three-Year Implementation
with Full Implementation StaffRecommendation)

Implementation 2009 2010 2009 2010 2011
in 2009

Water 400,000 20,000 530,000 200,000 200,000 600,000
Wastewater 450,000 220,000 480.000 100,000 300,000 500,000
Stormwater/ 500,000 300,000 600,000 200,000 400,000 600,000
Flood

Reconm:endatio~i

If the staff recommendation for PIFs is approved and implemented using athree-year phase-in
beginning in Febnlary 2009,  there will be minimal financial impact on the overall respective
utility fund in 2009.  With a three-year implementation plan and monthly utility rate increase as

outlined in the 2009 Budget, which is scheduled to be approved at the Nov.  10 City Council

meeting, the projected fund balances and reserve levels are satisfactory.  Please note that the

revenue projections assume that the city will get the average number of new units and

development coming into the city that we have seen over the past five years.  If construction

slows down,  the estimates above will lower proportionately.

Br~ildinQ Permit Fees

Building fees are established to recover the full cost of services related to construction in the

city.  Fees for building plan review,  permit issuance and building inspection services are

currently based upon building valuation.  Building valuation is calculated using a square foot

cost that is based on a national table (Attachment J)  and multiplying it by the square footage of

the project.  The valuation is then used to calculate the permit fees (Attachment K)  and sales

aIld L1SC taXCS.

The current building valuation system,  in place since 2003,  does not reflect current construction

costs.  The cost recovery policy for building permit and inspection services is 100 percent
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includes all direct and indirect costs)  and is currently being met.  However, corrections are

needed to address equity across customer groups.

Additionally, recent audits have demonstrated that some commercial projects have been

undervalued, further warranting adjustments to the square foot construction costs.  By
adjusting the square foot construction cost table to be more in line with true costs,  the

number of follow-up audits necessary by city's audit staff will be reduced.

Proposed Fee Chan~~es

Staff is proposing to adjust the square foot construction cost table to more accurately reflect

construction costs (Attachment J).  These square foot costs are used to generate project
valuations, which are utilized to calculate permit fees and sales and use taxes.  Generally, the per

square foot cost for residential development would decrease while the per square foot cost for

non-residential development would increase.  In order to help offset the changes made to the

square foot construction cost table and to keep the cost recovery from exceeding 100%, the

building permit fee table would be adjusted accordingly (Attachment .K).  The initial building
permit fee would now include resubmittals.

Currently,  Planning & Development Services also accepts the estimated project valuation

provided by the applicant to determine fees for alterations,  repairs, remodels and tenant

remodels.  Staff is proposing to utilize the square footage of a project and the square foot

construction cost table to calculate the project valuation, which is consistent with how project
valuation is estimated for new construction and increases equity among ail building permit
applicants.

As demonstrated by the table below, the impact of the proposed building permit fee changes will
affect customers differently.  Generally,  the cost for residential development will decrease while
the cost for non-residential development will increase.  Small home improvement projects such

as water heater replacements, gas fireplaces, furnaces, etc.  will not be affected by the proposed
fee changes.  Additionally,  for a homeowner who adds a deck, porch,  carport or completes a

small addition,  the permit fees will go down as demonstrated by the single family addition

below.
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Current
2009

Development Scenario
Fees

Proposed Change
Fees

New Commercial

Buildin Permits 7,481 8,390 12%

Sales and Use Taxes 6,523 59,315 43%

Total 14.003 17,706 26%

Commercial Tenant Finish

Buildin Permits 2,934 55,124 75%

Sales and Use Taxes 2,923 57,957 172%

Total 5,857 13,081 123%

New Sin le Famil

Buildin Permits S5,688 4,674 18%

Sales and Use Taxes 10,180 8,761 14%

Total 15,868 13,435 15%

Sin le Famil Addition

Buildin Permits 4,082 3,352 18%

Sales and Use Taxes 7,239 6,230 14%

Total 11,321 9,583 15%

New Multi-famil

Buildin Permits 18,361 16,783 9%

Sales and Use Taxes 29,629 S29,224 1%

Total 47,990 546,007 4%

Sales and Use Tax Implications
The city's code provides that contractors pay construction use tax on the materials portion of a

project at the time a building permit is issued,  a provision common among many Colorado

municipalities.  This constn':ction use tax is based on an estimate:  50 percent of the project
valuation is allocated to taxable building materials and SO percent is non-taxable labor and

services.

As demonstrated by the project scenarios (Attachment H), when project valuation changes, the

construction use tax amount also changes, and in some cases the difference can be substantial.

While the change can increase the cost of development,  it's important that the valuation used to

estimate taxes is as close to the true project cost as possible.  Projects can be audited up to three

years after a certificate of occupancy (CO} is issued.  If the audit findings show taxes are due to

the city, this can be a financial burden on the contractor because contracts have been closed out

and penalty and interest charges are typically incurred.

Development Review Fees

Annexation/Initial Zoning

Background:
The city currently has two flat fees associated with review of annexation applications.
Residential properties with no development potential pay a flat fee of $8,670 plus a Planning
Board administrative fee of $1,580.  Other properties pay a flat fee of $17,340 plus a Planning
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Board administrative fee of $1,580.  Due to the negotiated nature of annexations,  an hourly
billing component is not currently included in annexation processes.  Annexations applications
do not currently have an expiration or maximum number of revisions.

Issues Identi/ied:
Because petitions do not expire and no hourly fee is in place,  applications can continue

for multiple years and exceed application fees.

Limited number of fee options may not equitably distribute costs among applicants.
Application fees for existing properties seeking utility service may be prohibitively high.
No clear provision for multiple properties included in a single application.    Costs

associated with multiple agreements,  property owner coordination,  and mid-process
additions/subtractions are not accounted for.

Proposed Fee Strr~cture Change:
Simple Single-Family Residential Annexation -Review of annexation proposals for one single
family residential structure with no public improvements (other than utility service lines) or

dedication requirements and no further development potential.

Standard Annexation -Review of annexation proposals not meeting the criteria for simple or

complex annexation.

Complex Annexation -Review of annexations for properties with the potential to subdivide into

more than two single-family residential lots, requiring more than one annexation agreement,

requiring extension of any public improvement for more than 100-feet,  and/or including requests
to vary any land use regulation beyond what is allowed through a concurrent Site Review or

Subdivision process.

Type of Annexation Current Fee Proposed Fee

Simple Single-Family Residential
8,670 Planning 5,000 + Planning
Board Fee Board Fee

Standard Annexation
17,340  ~ Planning 15,000 +  Planning
Board Fee Board Fee

20,000  + Planning

Complex Annexation
17,340 + Planning Board Fee +  $2,500 for

Board Fee each additional

am~cxation a reement
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Right-ofWay/Basernent Dedication

Background:
The city currently charges a flat rate of $21 U plus an hourly fee for revisions for the review,

processing, and recording of rights-of--way and easements dedicated to the city.

Issues Identified:
Dedications are generally a requirement of another review process and provided to the city at no

cost.  Applicants have expressed concerns with being charged to give property interests to the

city.
Proposed Fee Structure Change:
Eliminate the separate application and fee for easement dedications and complete review as part
of the associated application.  Easement review would be subject to any resubmittal or hourly
fees associated with the corresponding application.

Review Type Current Fee Proposed Fee

Right-of--Way/Easement Dedication 210 0

Right-of-Way/~4ccess Easement Vacation

Background:
Vacation ofpublic rights-of--way and public access easements can only occur through an

ordinance passed by city council.  The current application fee is set at $9,230 to recover the costs

of the detailed analysis, legal support, memorandum preparation, ordinance and deed

preparation, meeting attendance, and public notification associated with this application type.

Applications to vacate easements not associated with public access (utility, drainage,  etc.)  are

reviewed at the staff level with a fee of $SOS.

Issrces Identified:
The significant cost of the application fee results in applicants wanting a high level of confidence

in the potential success of the vacation before applying.  As a result, a significant amount of staff

analysis tends to occur prior to application.  Most inquiries do not result in an application and
thus no cost recovery occurs.

Proposed Fee Structure Change:
Similar to the "Annexation Feasibility Study," divide the current fee into two parts to separate
review and analysis from the legal and administrative processes associated with city council

action.   Replace existing $9,230 fee with $4;000 vacation feasibility study and $5,230 vacation

processing fee.
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Review Type Current Fee Proposed Fee

Right-of--Way/Access Easement

Vacation Processin
9,230 5,230

Right-of--Way/Access Easement

Vacation Feasibili Stud
0 4,000

Concept Plan Review/Site Review

Background:
Staff time-tracking data indicates an increase in time spent on Concept Plan Reviews and a

decrease in time spent on Site Reviews.   During the past several years,  the level of detail of

Concept Plan submittals has increased considerably to address requests by the Planning Board.

Staff review time has increased to provide associated detailed review and comment.  Additional

detail has also resulted in greater demand for revisions,  which were not previously included in

the Concept Plan process.  Concept Plan does not include an hourly fee component as revisions

were not anticipated.  Greater resolution of issues at Concept Plan appears to have contributed to

a reduction in staff hours spent during Site Review.

Issues Identified:
Current fees may not be equitable based on existing procedures

Proposed Fee Structure Cltange Options:
Maintain existing fees and work with Planning Board and stakeholders to return to less

detailed Concept Plan review process.

Increase Concept Plan flat review fee and decrease Site Review fee based on available

case averages (Recommended option -  Planning Board will continue to discuss this

process which will help inform future fee changes in this area.)
Formalize revision process for Concept Plan and charge hourly revision fee.  Reduce Site
Review fee accordingly.
Adjust thresholds for Concept Plan to better reflect current development trends.

Develop athree-tiered Concept Plan fee structure with a  "Simple"  category for vacant

sites and a  "Complex" category for complex urban sites.

Review Type Current Fee Proposed Fee

Concept Plan 6,915 8,915

Complex Site Review 26,895 24,895

Agenda Item
C_  

Page FJ3



P!F Phase-in over Three Years
ATTACHMENT G

This chart demonstrates the full impact of the proposed three-year phase-in of the PIFs.  If does not include any other fee changes or CPI increases in 2010.

DET Option I DET Option 2

Impact Faes) Hybrid)

2009 2010 2011 1009 2010 2011

Change Change Change Change
Current Proposed Proposed Proposed Proposed Change Proposed Change Proposed

Development Scenario
Fees Fees

1008• Fees
1009

Fees
2010 Fees 2008- Fees 2009- Fees

1010•

PIF 33°6
1009)     

PIF 66%     
1010) PIF 100%

2011)     PIF 33'/0 2009 PIF 66%     2010 PIF 100%     
1011)

New Commerual

Selesand Usetlaxes 6,523 9,3~6i
12%

S8,39U~     
0% 58,390 0% 58,390 12% 8,390 U% 8,390 0%9

43% 9,315 0"/° 9,315 _    0% 59,315 43'% 9,315 0% 9,315 0°/a

Excise Taxesllmpact Fees' 21,993 20,499 7%     20,499]     0'% 20,499 0% 25,596 16% 25,596 0% 25,596_1 0%

Eduration Excise Taxos 0 0~    0% O 0% 0 0% SO 0% 0_    0% D 0%0

WaterPlF 9,995 3.555 64% 3,662 3% 3,771 3% 53,5551164% 3,662 3io 3,771 3%

Wastewater PIF 1,910 1,389 27% 1,430 3% 1,474 3% 51,389'   27% 3,662-_ 164% 1,474 60%
StormwaterlFlood PIF_ 17,903  _  $23,852 33% 29,8011 25% 35,750.    20% 23,852 33% 29,801 25% 35,7_5_0 T 20%

Irrigation PIF 6,660 10,228 54% 13,796 35% 17,3614 26% 10,228,   54% 13,796 35% 17,364 26%

Materials and Permit Fees 3,785 3,785;    0% 3,785 U°~ 3,785 0% 3,785 0% 3,785 D% 3,785 0%

total 76,249 81,014 6% 90,679 12% 5100,346 11 0 86,111 1  / o 98,008 14/0 105,446 8o/i

Commercial Tenant Finish

E3uildingPermlts 2,934  _   5,124 75% 55,124 0% 5,124 D% 5,124 75% 5,124,    0% 5,124 0°/u

Sales and Use Taxes 2,923 7,957 172% 57,957 0% 7,957 0% 7,957 172% 7,9.57 0% 7_,957 0%

Excise Taxesllmpact Fees' S0 0~    0% 0~    0% 0 0% Oi 0% OI 0% 0  _     0%
Education Excse Taxes SO 0~    0°!0 0 0%     0 0% OI 0% t)1 D% 0 0%

WaterPlF 26,640 35,858_   35% 45,0761 26% 54,294 20% 35,858 35% 45,076';    0%    54,294 1 20%

WastewaterPlF 5,_088  __$11_,1.68 119% 17,247 54~ 2.3,327 35%     11,1681 119% 17,24T 0°1a 23,327 35%

SlormwaterlFlood PIF SO 0~    0% D,     0% D 0"/0 0 0% S0~    0% 0 0%

Materials andPermilFees 3,107 3,107,     0'% 53,107.     0% 3,107 0% 3,107]    0% 3,107 0% 3,107 D%

Total 40,692 63,2141 55% 78,511;    24% 93,809 19/0 63,2141 55% 78,511'    24% 93,809 19"/0

New Single Family

OuildingPermits 5,688 4,674 18% 4,674 D% 4,674 0% 4,674 18% 4,674'    U°/u 4,679 D%

Sales and Use Taxes 10,180 8,761,    14% 8,761 0% 8,761 0% 8,761 14% 8,761 0% 8,761 0%

Excise Taxesllmpacl Fees' 6,592 7,119'     B%     7,110% 7,119 0% 10,682  _62% 10,687 D% 510,687 0%

Education Excise Taxes 5.310 5,445'    3% 5,4451 0°~° 5,445 0°/ 5,445',    3% 5,445 0% 5,445 0%

WaterPlF 11,995 14,315 19% 16.636 16°~~ 18,956 i 14°io 14,315 19% 16,636 16% 518,956 14°l0

Wastewater PIF 2.290 2,900 27% 3,5101 21°r° 4,119 17% 2,9001 27% 3,510.    21% X4,119 17%

SlormwatedFlood PIF 3,760 5,0031 33% 6,245 25% 7,488 20% 5,003_ 33% 6,245`   25% 7,488 I20%

Materials and Permit Fees 1,413 1,4131 0% 1,413 0% 1,413 0% 1,413'    0% 1,413 0% 1,413 0%

Total 47,22_9 49,630 5% 53,8D3~     8% 57,915 f 0 53.198;    13% 57,371 8°l0 61,54 7%

Single Famil Ayddition

Salon and Uses
4,082 3,352 18% 3,352 0% 3,362 0% 3,3521 18% 3,352'    0% 3,352 0%

9

Taxes 7,239 6,230 14% 6,23D 0%     6,230 0% 6,230 14% 6;230 0% 6,230 0°/~

Excise Taxesllmpact Fees' D 01 0% 0 0% 0 0% SO 0% S0;    0% 0 0%

Education Excise Taxes 0 O~i 0% 0 0% 0 0°/0 0 0% Ol 0% SO 0%

Water PlF 6,995 01 100% 0 0% 0 0% 0 100% 0 0% 0 0"/0

Wastewater PIF 1,334 Ol 100% 0 0% 0 0°k 0~  •100% 0 _ 0% SO 0%

StormwaterlFlood PIF 1,692 2,251]    33% 2,810 25°0 3,369 20% _ 52,251 33% 2.8101 0%    3_,369 20%

Materials and Permit Fees 1,186 1,1861 0% 1,186 0% 1,186 0% 51,186 0% 1,1861 0% 1,186 0%

Total 22,528_     13,020 42"/0 13,578'     4"/0 14,137 4% 13,020 42°10 13,_5781 4% 14,137.     4%

New Multifamily

nuilding Permits 18,361 16,7B3~    9% 16.783 0% 16,783 0% 16,783',    9% 16783'    D% 16,783 0%

Sales and Use Taxes 29,629 29,224 1% 529,224 0% 529,224 0% 29,224 1% 29,224 0°0 529,224 0%

Excise Taxesllmp~ct_Fees' 25,035 28,355 13% 28,355 0% 528,355 0°io 42,633 70% 42,633 0°I 42,633 0%

Education Excise Taxes 518.264 18,728 3% 18,728 0°l0 518,728 0% 518,728 3% 518728 D 18,128 1 0%

Walor PIF 567,950 66,7661 2% 68,820 3°/0 570,853 1 3% 566,786 2% 68,820 3°io 70,853 I 3%

WaslewaterPlF 512,996 14,756 14% S16,515~   12% 18,277 1 11% 514,756-   14% 16,515-  12°i0 18,277 1 11%

5tormwaterlFlood PIF 17,788 23,666 33% 529,545 25% 35,423 20% 23,666 33% 29,545 25°/° 35,423 20%

Materials and Permit Fees 54,048 4,048 0°/0 4,048'     0% 4,048 0% 54,048 0°/° 4,048 D% 4,048 0%

10181 194,071 202,3471 4% 212,0191 5% 221,692 J 5% 216,6241 12% 226,296)    4% 235,969 4%

Includes the development excise tax (fire, human services, library, parks and recreation, police, and transportation) and the housing excise lax

Commercialllndusirialllnsbtutional (CII) with a 1 inch meter and 50 percent of averayc winter consumption (AWC)

Agenda ltem #5~  Page



2009 Proposed Options for Development Related Fee Changes
New Commercial Scenario)

Proposed Building Proposed Building

Current 2008
Permit 8 PIF Fee Permit 8 PIF Fee

Changes Changes

Buildin Permit Fees S5,762 6.314 56,314

Plan Check Fee 51,718 E2.077 2,077

Sales and Use Taxes 56,523 E9.315 E9.315

Oevek~pment Excise Tax 85,097 50
518,426

Trans nation Excise Tax E13.329 513,329

Impact Fees EO 3,604 3,604

Housin Exase Tax 3,566 3.566 3,566

Education Excise Tax EO SO SO

Water Plant Investment Fees 9.995 3.555 E3,555

Wastewater Plant Investment Fees 81,910 1,389 E1,389

Siormwater/Flood Plant Investment Fees 17,903 23,852 823.852

In~ation PIF 6,660 810.228 10,228

Water Rights Fee n/a nla n/a

Permits, Ta s. Ins ctions and Meter Fees 53,785 3,785 53,785

Total E76,249 81,014 86,111

Assumptions for a New Commercial Building Scenario Budding Perini; Fees Include: Sprinklers (fire protection)    4'

7,430 sq. ft building (50°k retail/50% storege/warehouse) Buikfing Permits Water 1' (40gpm)
Electrical Permit Sewer 4'

Total Valuation (sq R costs) 321,310 Mechanical Permit Irrigation 314' (tOgpm)
Electrical 62,930 Plumbing Permit Flood (impervious surface)    19,097 sq R

Mechanical 28,230 Energy Check

Plumbing 19,800

Area (square feet)

Lot 25,124 D
Building 7,430

retail 3,715

rr~ warehouselstorage 3,715 D
Parking 11,667

T` Landscaping 6,027

y_ 1 ROW landscaping 1,000

l"~\
For building permit fees, the curent valuation ($321,310) is based on a per square tool cost of 554.86 (retail) and S31.63 (waruhousu). z
For Options 18 II, the valuation is $458,877 and is based on a per square foot cost of $74.67 (retail) and $48.85 (warehouse).



2009 Proposed Options for Development Related Fee Changes
Commercial Tenant Remodel Scenario)

Proposed Building Proposed Building

Current 2008
Permit 8 PIF Fee Permit &PIF Fee

Changes Changes
DE7 O lion I DET O lion {I

I

Building Permit Fees 1,979 3.306 53.306

Plan Check Fee 955 1.818 t,8'.8

Sales and Use Taxes 2,923 7,957 7,957

Development Excise Tax 0 0 0

Transportation Excise Tax 0 0 0

Impact Fees 0 0 0

Housing Excise Tax 0 0 0

Education Excise Tax 0 0 0

Water Plant Investment Fees 26.640 35.858 35.858

Wastewater Plant Investment Fees 5,088 11.168 11,168

Stormwater/Flood Plant Investment Fees SO 0 0

Permits, Ta s, Inspections and Meter fees 3,107 3,107 3.107

Total 40,692 63,214 563,214

Assumptions for a Commercial Tenant Remodel Scenario Build ny Perini; Fees InGude:
Existlna: 50,000 sq.ft. bldg/8,000 sq.ft. tenant remodel (commerciaUretail) Building Permits Resultant: 50,000 sq. ft one story building (100% CommerciaURetail)

Electrical Permit
Total Valuation (sq ft costs) 144,000 Mechanical Permit Total Valuation (sq ft cos 391,960

Electrical 6,000 Plumbing Permit Electrical 6,000
Mechanical 10,000 Energy Check Mechanical 10,000

Plumbing 1,000 Plumbing 1,000

Area (square feet) Area (square feet)
Lot 100,000 Lot 100,000

Building 50,000 Building 50,000
Building (remodel sq. ft) 8,000 Building 8,000

Parking 30,000 Parking 30,000

Landscaping 20,000 Landscaping 20,000

17 ROW landscaping 2,400 ROW landscaping 2,400
Impervious surface 80,000 impervious surface 80,000

UCH
CU

Sprinklers (fire protection) 4" Sprinklers (fire protection 4"

Water 1" (40gpm) Water 2" (88gpm)
Sewer 4" (40 gpm) Sewer 4" (88 gpm)
Irrigation 314" (tOgpm) Irrigation 3/4" (10gpm)

For twilding permit tees, the curceni valuation is based on a per square foot cost of $18.00 (average given by applicant) and the proposed per square toot cost (Options 1 & II)is $49.00.



2009 Proposed Options for Development Related Fee Changes
New Single-Family Scenario)

Proposed Building Proposed Building
Permit 8 PIF Fee Permit 8 PIF Fee

Current 2008
Changes Changes

DET Option I DET Option II

Building Permit Fees 4,727 3,915 3,915

Plan Check Fee 962 759 759

Sales and Use Taxes 10,180 8,761 8.76t

Development Exase Tax 3,536 0
5.630

Transportation Excse Tax 2,043 2,062

Impact Fees 0 4,022 4.022

Housing Excise Tax 1,013 1,035 1,035

Education Excise Tax 5.310 5,445 5,445

Water Plant Investment Fees 11.995 14,315 14,315

Wastewater Plant Investment Fees 2,290 2,900 2,900

Stormwater/Flood Plant Investment Fees 3,760 5,003 5,003

Permits, Taps, Inspections and Meter Fees 51.413 51,413 1,413

a~, Total 47,229 49,630 553,198

J

Assumptions for a New Single-Family Residential Scenario Buikfing Permit Fees Indude:

4,500 sq. ft building 5 bedrooms, 4 bathrooms Building Permits Water 3/4" (24gpm)
Units 1 Electrical Permit Sewer 4" (24gpm)

j Total Valuation ( 501,480 Mechanical Permit Flood (impervious surface) 4,000 sq ft

Electrical 4,500 Plumbing Permit

Mechanical 12,000 Energy Check

1 Plumbing 13,000

O Area (square feet)
Lot 7,000OC

Buildiny 4,500

Landscaping 3,000
ROW landscapir 400

For building permit fees, the current valuation ($501,480) is based on a per square foot cost of $111.44 and the proposed valuation for Options I & II is 5431,595 and

is based on a per square foot cost of $95-9 ~ .



2009 Proposed Options for Development Related Fee Changes
Single-Family Addition Scenario)

Proposed Building,    Proposed Building
Permit &PIF Fee Permit 8 PIF Fee

Current 2008
Changes Changes

DET Option I DET Option 11

Buildiny Permit Fees 3,364 52.780 52.780

Plan Check Fee 719 573 573

Sales and Use Taxes 7,239 6.230 6.230

Development Excise Tax 0 0 0

Transportation Excse Tax 0 0 0

Impact Fees 0 0 0

Housin Excise Tax 0 0 0

Education Excise Tax 0 0 0

Water Plant Investment Fees S6.995 0 0

Wastewater Plant Investment Fees 1.334 0 0

Stormwater/Flood Plant Investment Fees 51,692 2.251 52.251

Permits. Taps. Inspections and Meter Fees 51,186 1,186 1,186

Tota? 522,528 13,020 13,020

Ow

Assumptions for aSingle-Family Residential Addition Scenario

Existing: 1,800 sq ft building with 3 bedrooms, 2 bathrooms Building Permit Fees Include: Resultant:  5,000 sq ft building with 5 bedrooms, 5 bathrooms

Building Permits

Units 1 Electrical Permit Units 1

Total Valuation (sq ft costs) 356,608 Mechanical Permit Total Valuation (sq ft costs) 306,912

Electrical 3,200 Plumbing Permit Electrical 3,200

Mechanical 8,500 Mechanical 8,512

Plumbing 9,200 Plumbing 9,200

1 Area (square feet) Area (square feet)
Lot 7,000 Lot 7,000

O
Building 1,800 Building 5,000

Landscaping 4,400 Landscaping 2,600

ROW landscaping 400 R04V landscaping 400

Impervious surface 2,600 Flood (impervious surface) 4,400

Water 314" (18 gpm) Water 1" (27 gpm)
Sewer 4" (24 gpm) Sewer 4" (27 gpm)

For bulld(ng permit fees, the current valuation is based on a per square foot cost of 5111.44 antl for Options I & II the proposed per square foot cost is $95.91.



2009 Proposed Options for Development Related Fee Changes
New Mulfifamily Scenario)

Proposed Building Proposed Building
Permit 8 PIF Fee Permit &PIF Fee

Current 2008 Changes Changes
DET Option 1 DET Option II

Building Permit Fees S12,752 11,796 511.796

Plan Check Fee 5,609 4,987 4,987

Sales and Use Taxes 29,629 29,224 29,224

Development Excise Tax 14,151 0
21,745

Transportation Exclse Tax 7,401 7,467

Impact Fees 0 17,328 17,328

Housing Excise Tax 3.483 3,560 3,560

Education Excise Tax 18,264 18,728 18,728

Water Plant Investment Fees 67,950 66,786 66,786

Wastewater Plant Investment Fees 12,996 514.756 14,756

StormwaterlFlood Plant Investment Fees 17,788 23,666 523,666

0~^-. Permits, Taps, Inspections and Meter Fees 4,048 4,048 S4,048

Total 194,071 202,347 216,624

Assumptions for a New Multifamily Scenario Building Permit Fees Include: Sprinklers (fire protection)   4"

15,478 sq. ft building Five 3 bedrooml4 bath, One 4 bedrooml6 bath unit Building Permits Water 1.5" (54gpm)
Units 6 Electrical Permit Sewer 4"

Total Valuation (sq ft costs) 1,459,575 Mechanical Permit Irrigation 3/4" (8gpm)
Electrical 120,000 Plumbing Permit Flood (impervious surface)   18,923 sq ft

4  ' Mechanical 77,000 Energy Check

Plumbing 84,000

b
Area (square feet)

Lot 28,175

Building 15,478

Parking 0

Landscaping 9,252

ROW landscaping 500

For building permit fees, the current valuation ($1,459,575) is based on a per square foot cost of $94.30 and for Options I & II the valuation is $1,439,609 and is based on a per square foot

cost of $93.01.



2008 Development Related Fee and Tax Comparison
with Other Front Range Colorado Communities

Commercial Scenario)

Boulder Bouder O Non t Boulder O lion II Broomfield Ft.Collirta Lafa Nlo Lon ont Louisville Loveland Westminster

Ba•Idino Parrott Fees 55,762 a6a'~ _    l Ef.3t< 2.t7/ 57.334 E3.t65 52572 53,'32 59.726 E2.325

Pan Cnocx Feu 51.718 32.077 52,077 St.ctS 5642 StA15 37,672 S1.4Sa El.aSa 5t5t2

SaRS and Use Taxes 56,623 59.315 58.315 56.667 f6.t05 SB.001 56.306 56.a66 6.105 E6,t05

Develoomanf Excise Tax E5,097
S18A26

Ne Na nb nla Na Na Na

Transponatgn Exelsa Tax 313,329 313.329 Na Na nfa Na Na nh Na

Impxt Fees Na f3.60a 53,604 Na Na Na rJa Na Na Ne

Fousin Exbse Tax 33.566 53.566 53 Na Na rva Na Ne Na nta

Ecucation Exnsa Tax Ns f0 f0 Na Na Na Na Na rva rt'a

ectnc Certt IrneaartaM FM Na Na rva Na I Na Na 51.445 Na 5900 Na

SUx)d D seict Inpact Fees rva Ns Na n!a r;a Na Na Na Na nla

Se^.^ce Ezeansart Na nb Na Na Na fE92 Na Na Na Na

Go4al tavOaargltt Fete nfa ore Na Na 54,309 Na 52,601 5632 4.309 Na

StreetOwrstn bl aqn Fees nla nro Na Na SZ8.160 tVa 57,469 517,967 itp,578 Na

Pan:and Feea7Parks Devel meM Fasc Na nla Na Na n!a 52229 Na Na r/a nra

P~yhC Arts Fee Na Na da Na Ns 3188 ro'a n19 It/a rtra

1.anc Ued:cabon Fees n!a Na Na Na Ne 52,895 nfa Na n/a Na

Water Ptanl lnvesMent Fees 59,995 53,555 53,555 516,853 56.970 58.360 310.700 522.550 4.300 Et2.513

N'astewata Planl lnvesMenl Fees 51,910 51.389 31,389 E3528t 56206 58.380 54.300 517.275 52460 E6.898

Ssormwat4rlFlood Platy InvesVnenl Fqs 577,903 523.&52 523.652 nia E7.938 32.312 52,211 Na 5440 Na

ta. a7ian PIF E6.660 Et0228 370.228 514,489 E6.790 Na 516.500 rva Na 310.611

D Nlatet Rtohts Fee rv'a rra 5".700 f9R/1 Ec99t 522.550 55022 S19,a82

Pert̂its, T,os. Irsc.~ecnur~s a.~,a hhlor Faaa 33.785 53 785 33,785 51 232 i t X27 S;0 n;a 5609

r•,. Tetal 376249 561.014 386,111 379.911 275.781 546.575 562.179 586.039 349.122 360.294
S+7

C'J r a ..en C:~TCrc~a: ?v.  r~l Scenario e.n0 Pe~^ t e

7 - 3c sn 5 cu~4b^9 (50% rotw~.50': warerxx,se) S~~a^~ cQm is water

EKCU:CaI Permq Sewer 4'

cla •'.'a;uatnn (se R costs) 121,310 AHrYtsniC81 P4rm4 Irngsaon 3+4' (10ggn)
E~ectnpl 62,930 PWmbng Pemt4 Fbod (mpsrvipas sur'ace)   80,000 sR R

Merlynry 26.234 Energy QteUt

nt. 
P;umevg 19,600

1, Area (souan'set)
LDI Z5.72<

ButWtng 7 430

retail 3715

warttnousorstcrage 3.715

aarKing 11,661

antl5caoing 6 071

T~ONl
la nrscapinq t t'rCf:

V

o
x

z



2008 Development Related Fee and Tax Comparison
with Other Front Range Colorado Gommunities

Single Family Scenario)

Boulder Boulder O lion 1 Boulder O lion II Broomfield Ft.Gollins Lafa ette Lon moot Louisville Loveland Westminster

6u ld+'a 'emit .'aes 4--727 53.915 53,9.5 53205 51,941 53.3c3 53.729 54,541 53,767 2,6.2

Plar Check Fee 5962 5759 5759 S2.U83 935 2.108 57.865 52.108 52.108 St,7EO

Sa~.es and USe Taxes 510,180 58,761 8.761 570.406 9.528 512.487 510.420 57.630 59.528 9.c5G

Development Excse Taxllm uFoes 3.SJ6
55.630

ra nta Na 5983 54.902 nta nra_

T~a~snortatan Excse 7axn as Fees 2.043 2.062 Na n/a Na 5802 1.753 nra n'a

Irrvau Fecs 4.022 54,022 Na n/a n/a n/a Na nla r,+a

Hausir Excse Tax 1,013 1,035 57,035 Ma n!a Na nla Na n!a rra

Education Excise Tax 55.310 55.445 55.445 n/a nla Na Na Na nra r~a

Electric Communi Investment Fee Na Na n/a nia n!a Na 5462 Na 1,300 nta

School Distriu I Fees Na Na Na nla 1,800 n!a Na Na 51.382 nra

Sorvice Expansion Fees Na Na n/a 54,500 Na 5925 Na n!a Ma nra

Capital Ex nsion Fees Na Na n/a nia 3.547 Na Na n!a 56.361 n%a

Street Oversia Carnal nsbn Fees Ne Na Na n!a 52,792 Na Na n!a 52,045 rt'a

Parkland Fees/Parks Devel t Fees Na Na Na nra 7.969 S7 250 Na Na 53.032 81,654

Public Ans Fee Na Na Na Na Na 525 Na naJ Na Na

Lard Dedication Fees Na Na Na nra Na E1,680 Na n!a Na 87;:

Water Plant Investment Fees ft 1.995 514,315 74.315 22.454 53,250 39.360 57,200 522,850 54.300 512

Wastewater Plant Investment Feas 32.290 52.900 32,900 8.427 3.794 56,360 3.000 3.221 f2.480 S3,f_'_ _

StartnvalerlFlood Plant Investment Fees 53,760 55.003 55.003 rte S4o6 700 709 n:a 515

Water Riahts Fee va rra ra 56.653 516.623 56.502 nra 55.022 Sb,6t2

Pe-r~ Is T..-ws, .~soacliors aad Meter rècs 51 213 51,413 51 513 3647 5351 53311 8~ nra 694 299

Total 547,229 f49,630 153.198 51,716 31.366 555.211 535,860 541,004 S42,SSd 539.880

CD

Assumptions for Singe Family Residertia! 3uildiny Perrt~i: vees Irr..rde: Sprmkier> (fire protecuon)   4"

4.500 sq. ft twiWing k3udd!ng Permits Water 3!6" (24gp~nj
Units t Eloctriwl Permit Sewer 4"

Total Valuation (sq ft cos's> 501,480 Mechanical Permit Flood (impervrous surfaco)  d,000 sq h
Electrical 4,StH1 plumbing Permit

tJechan+ca~ 72,000 Energy Check

Plumbing 13,000

530,980

1
Area (squaro feet)

Lot 7.000

1 Building 4.500

WndscaPing 3.000

A3

D

V



2008 Development Related Fee and Tax Comparison
with Other Front Range Colorado Communities

Multi-Family Scenario)

Boulder Boulder O ion 1 Boulder O tbn II Broomfield FLCollins Lafa etle Lon moot Louisville Loveland Westminster

Buildin Permlt fees 12.752 5'1,796 1;.796 7f>7 54.19/ 54999 37,916 59.366 59,659 35.5+31

Pun Check Fee 55.609 E4,987 987 54726 52.309 4,471 3,955 54.324 54,471 5J.fi28

Saes and Use Texes 529,629 f29,224 529,224 530286 527,732 f38,343 528.644 f4,74a 527,732 526,097

Dcvelo nt Exdae TaxA Fees 514,151 SO
21745

Na Na Ne 55.898 577208 Na Ns

Trv~xportadon ExUas TsxA Fees E?401 S7A87 n'a rva Ns f2,393 SB.556 Na Ns

I
Im act Fees 517,328 517,328 Na Na Ns Ne Na Na Ns

I
Hwi,n Excke Tax 3,483 53,560 53,560 Na Na Na Na Na Na nls

Ecucatan Excise Tax 518.264 516.726 518.728 Na Na Na Na Na nia Ns

Elec;nc Camwn'  Irneavrlent Fee Na Ns Na r1a Na Na 41,820 c%a 57,000 Na

Sd+od Distrkt Fess Na Na Ne Na 55.400 nls Na Na 55,876 Na
1

Service lotion Fees Na nla Na 15.478 Na 53,900 nla Na Na Ns

Capdal Expsnvon Fees Na n/a Ne Na 321,262 Ns n/e Na 538,166 Na

Street Overslz G 'bl n Fees n!a Ns Ns Na 510,410 Na n!a Na 58.616 n!a

PurAlan4 Feea/Parks DevNO_Pmenl Fens n/a Na Ne Na 311.814 51,250 nla Na 578,192 8.084

PuÎI:. Arts Fee n!a Ns Na Na Na f25 n!a Na Na Ne

La~A Dndicatim Fwa Na Na Na n/a Na 56,782 Na n;a n/a 32,608

N/a:m Planl lnveatmont Fees 567,950 568.788 66,786 553.890 517337 535.100 533.500 5114,090 526,880 560.188

Wastewater Plant Investment Fees 412.996 514.758 14,756 550,562 512.414 23,580 58.140 19,326 513.740 523.650

SlormwaterlFlooa Plant Investment Fees 517.786 23.666 523,686 n+a 51,920 52,618 52.191 Na 32,072 ria

Wa!n•Riyhls Fee I rla Na ma n:a 523,165 549.869 526.171 a'a 3'[9.235 520636

Fcrrri;;, is s. In tbns and Meter Fees 54.048 54.048 54,0:6 5' % 5'.538 5585 I SB%4 nra 32.6'1 52928

Total 194,071 202.347 f218,f24 5163.904 f140.116 f171.707 5120.628 f177,610 f/94,970 f155.380

i~
7:'    sxumpuuns for MuttrFantity Scenario 3wlo~rg Pe:n-.t Fws Include Spnn filers (Irz p:otec~n,

5 476 sy R building Building Petm~ts Wa'.sr 1.S (54gpm)
Uinta 6 EbttMal Portn4 Sewer 4' (54 gpm)
Total VNweon (sQ h coats) 1,459,575 Mechanical Perth Irtigation 3/d' (8gpm)
Electncal 120.000 Pluftlbirlg Pertnx Fboe Cenpemous wrfaa 78.923 sV R

McManir~l 77.000 Energy Cneck

Wumoing 64.000

7$ Arse (sQuare ket)

l~,   
Lot 28,175

v `  Building 15,476

Parldng 0

i  >  Lanesr~ping 9,252

ry

CJ!7
r

CVy' )
r



City of Boulder
ATTACHMENT J

Planning and Development Services

1300 Canyon P. O. Box 791,  Boulder, CO 80306-0791

phone 303-441-1880 fax 303-441-4070 web www.ci.boulder.co.us/pwplan

Construction Permit Square Foot Valuation Rates
The International Code Council Building Valuation Data was used to establish the valuation rates for each building use and construction

type. The contractor's valuation will be used for alterations; repairs, remodels, tenant remodels and swimming pools. The rates are for

new construction. All other are a percentage of the new rate (except basement finish) as shown.

Scope NonResidenfia!    Residential Proposed
Addition 100% 100% Blue =New Rate

Core and Shell 75% 75%  (not R-3) Black =Current Rate

Tenant Finish 50% 50%
Basement Finish N/A 100%

Unfinished Basement NIA 15.00 per square foot

Group Building Use T pe of Construction

I-A 8 II-A II-B III-A I11-B IV V-A V-B

A-1 Assemby 177.62 171.29 166.88 159.10 148.75 143.82 153.43 134.10 128.49

Theater 126.27 126.27 92.00 87.63 92.00 87.63 92.00 86.60 81.88

A-2 Assemby 149.94 145.74 142.04 136.49 128.53 124.91 131.71 116.50 112.58

Nightclub 126.27 126.27 92.00 87.63 92.00 87.63 92.00 86.60 81.88

A-2 Assembly 148.94 144.74 140.04 135.49 126.53 123.91 130.71 114.50 111.58

Restaurant 116.15 116.15 112.01 95.91 112.01 108.22 112.01 102.58 98.56

A-3 Assembly 180.72 174.39 169.98 162.21 151.82 146.89 156.54 137.18 131.57

Religious 114.08 114.08 85.68 81.42 93.15 89.01 93.15 87.06 81.88

A-3 Assembly 152.81 146.48 141.07 134.30 122.33 118.97 128.63 108.26 103.65
Libra  , Museum, Communit Hatt 94.76 94.76 57.96 56.70 70.50 66.13 70.50 59.34 54.86

A-4 Assembly 176.62 170.29 164.88 158.10 146.75 142.82 152.43 132.10 127.49

Arena 126.27 126.27 92.00 87.63 92.00 87.63 92.00 86.60 81.88

A-5 Assembly 176.62 170.29 164.88 158.10 146.75 142.82 152.43 132.10 127.49

Amusement/Recreational -Indoor, 126.27 126.27 92.00 87.63 92.00 87.63 92.00 86.60 81.88
Amusement/Recreational -Outdoor

B Business 154.16 148.70 144.00 137.27 125.07 120.41 131.97 109.81 105.37

Financial Institution, Government 122.82 122.82 82.23 78.32 88.78 84.87 88.78 83.15 78.32

Uses, Medical and Denial Clinics,

Office (Administrative, Professional

and Technical), Personal Service,
Research & Development

E Educational 166.52 160.91 156.34 149.52 140.14 132.98 144.59 123.34 118.69

Schools/Educational 127.88 127.88 87.29 89.82 93.38 89.82 93.38 87.52 83.49

F-1 Factory and Industrial  (moderate hazard) 92.68 88.42 83.70 80.93 72.45 69.29 77.68 59.67 56.50

Manufacturing-Moderate Hazard, 65.44 65.44 45.54 41.86 50.14 47.27 50.14 47.27 43.24
Service Industrial-Moderate Hazard

F-2 Factory and Industrial (low hazard) 91.68 87.42 83.70 79.93 72.45 68.29 76.68 59.67 55.50

Manufacturing-Low Hazard, 65.44 65.44 45.54 41.86 50.14 47.27 50.14 47.27 43.24

Service industrial-Low Hazard,
Public Works/Utilities,

Telecommunications

H-1 High Hazard 86.84 82.58 78.86 75.09 67.79 63.63 71.84 55.02 N.P.

High Hazard (explosive) 65.44 65.44 45.54 41.86 50.14 47.27 50.14 47.27 43.24

H-2 High Hazard 86.84 82.58 78.86 75.09 67.79 63.63 71.84 55.02 50.85

High Hazard (highly flammable) 65.44 65.44 45.54 41.86 50.14 47.27 50.14 47.27 43.24

H-3 High Hazard 86.84 82.58 78.86 75.09 67.79 63.63 71.84 55.02 50.85

High Hazard (flammable) 65.44 65.44 45.54 41.86 50.14 47.27 50.14 47.27 43.24
H-4 High Hazard 86.84 82.58 78.86 75.09 67.79 63.63 71.84 55.02 50.85

High Hazard (corrosive and/or toxic) 65.44 65.44 45.54 41.86 50.14 47,27 50.14 47.27 43.24

H-5 HPM 154.16 148.70 144.00 137.27 125.07 120.41 131.97 109.81 105.37

Nigh Hazard (semiconductor type materials) 65.44 65.44 45.54 41.86 50.14 47.27 50.14 47.27 43.24
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Grou Buildin Use T e of Construction

I-A I-B II-A II-B III-A III-B IV V-A V-B

I-1 Institutional 152.30 147.08 143.14 137.34 128.24 124.73 138.61 116.09 111.54

Assisted living 187.68 187.68 155.37 155.37 155.37 155.37 155.37 148.24 148.24

I-2 Institutional 256.26 250.80 246.11 239.38 226.55 N.P.  234.08 211.31 N.P.

Hospital 187.68 187.68 155.37 155.37 155.37 155.37 155.37 148.24 148.24

I-3 Institutional 179.18 173.72 169.02 162.30 150.51 N.P.   157.00 135.27 N.P.

Nursing Home 187.68 187.68 155.37 155.37 155.37 155.37 155.37 148.24 148.24

I-3 Institutional 174.99 169.52 164.83 158.10 147.16 141.52 152.80 131.92 125.48

Prison 187.68 187.68 155.37 155.37 155.37 155.37 155.37 148.24 148.24
I-4 Institutional 152.30 147.08 143.14 137.34 128.24 124.73 138.61 116.09 111.54

Day Care 187.68 187.68 155.37 155.37 155.37 155.37 155.37 148.24 148.24

M Mercantile 111.44 107.24 102.53 97.99 89.62 87.00 93.21 77.59 74.67

Commercial/Retail,  Wholesale 94.76 94.76 57.96 56.70 70.50 66.13 70.50 59.34 54.86

R-1 Residential 154.24 149.02 145.08 139.28 129.95 126.44 140.32 117.80 113.25

Boarding House 116.15 116.15 100.63 95.91 100.63 95.91 100.63 87.63 85.91

R-2 Residential 129.33 124.11 120.17 114.37 105.16 101.65 115.53 93.01 88.46

Motel/Hotel/Bed 8 Breakfast, 125.58 125.58 102.01 83.26 102.01 83.26 102.01 94.30 73.37

Multifamily Dwellings

R-3 Residential N.P. N.P. N.P. N.P. N.P. N.P. N.P. N.P.    82.00

Manufactured/Mobile Home N.P. N.P. N.P. N.P. N.P. N.P. N.P.    82.00 82.00

R-3 Residential 122.11 118.76 115.86 112.68 108.62 105.77 110.77 101.74 95.91

Single Family Attached Dwelling, 111.44 111.44 111.44 111.44 111.44 111.44 111.44 111.44 111.44

Single Family Detached Dwelling,
Studio,  Townhomes

R-4 Residential 152.30 147.08 143.14 137.34 128.24 124.73 138.61 116.09 111.54

Residential Care 187.68 187.68 155.37 155.37 155.37 155.37 155.37 148.24 148.24

S-1 Storage (moderate hazard) 85.84 81.58 76.86 74.09 65.79 62.63 70.84 53.02 49.85
Service StationNehicular Repair, 131.56 131.56 86.60 77.28 80.62 77.28 80.62 68.66 54.86

Warehousin  -Moderate Hazard

S-2 Storage (low hazard) 84.84 80.58 76.86 73.09 65.79 61.63 69.84 53.02 48.85

Parking Garage,  Warehousin  -Low Hazard 56.24 56.24 42.21 32.20 42.55 37.84 42.55 38.76 27.95

U Utility (miscellaneous) N.P. N.P. N.P. N.P. N.P. N.P. N.P.    19.09 19.09

Carport-Attached,  Carport-Detached, N.P. N.P. N.P, N.P. N.P. N.P. N.P.    19.09 19.09

Deck, Patio Cover, Porch

U Utility (miscellaneous) N.P. N.P. N.P. N.P. N.P. N.P. N.P.    39.23 37.34

Garage -Attached,  Garage -Detached, N.P. N.P. N.P. N.P. N.P. N.P. N.P.    31.51 27.95

Shed, Shop
N.P. =not permitted
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ATTACHMENT K

Building Permit Fee Table

Valuation Fees

500.00 or less 2-3-85  $25.00

9a  $25.00 for the first  $500.00 plus 3.25
500.01 through $2,000.00 for each additional  $100.00 or fraction thereof,  up to

and including  $2,000.00

8~:~5  $74.00 for the first  $2,000.00 plus  $-16:~aA
2,000.01 through  $25,000.00 14.95 for each additional 1,000.00 or fraction

thereof,  up to and including  $25,000.00

4~4-59  $418.00 for the first  $25,000.00 plus $~1~5
25,000.01 through $50,000.00 10.75 for each additional 1,000.00 or fraction

thereof,  up to and including $50,000.00

7~3-48  $686.00 for the first  $50,000.00 plus  $8-~9
50,000.01 through  $100,000.00 7.45 for each additional 1,000.00 or fraction

thereof,  up to and including $100,000.00

145  $1,059.00 for the first  $100,000.00 plus
100,000.01 through  $500,000.00 6--68  $5.95 for each additional  $1,000.00 or fraction

thereof, up to and including  $500,000.00

3~5-88  $3,447.00 for the first  $500,000.00 plus
500,000.01 through $1,000,000.00 5-68 $5.05 for each additional  $1,000.00 or fraction

thereof,  up to and including  $1,000,000.00

6;65-:35  $5,979.00 for the first  $1,000,000.00 plus
1,000,000.01 or more 4.38  $3.85 for each additional  $1,000.00 or fraction

thereof
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