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3.   Does City Council have any guidance on the options for moving forward with

implementation of the study?

Plant Investment Fees (PIFs)
4.   Based on the Source Water Master Plan study session on Sept.  23 and the Sept.  4 WIP

with the responses to the outstanding questions from the July 15 PIF study session, does

council have any additional questions related to PIFs?

5.   What feedback does council have regarding the methodology, valuation,  and phase-in
options?

Building Permit Fees

6.   Does City Council have any questions or comments regarding the proposed building
permit fee changes?

Development Review Fees

7.   Does City Council have any questions or comments regarding the proposed development
review fee changes?

Education Excise Taxes (EET)
8.   Does City Council want to consider making any changes to the education excise tax?

Wrap-up/Next Steps
9.   Does City Council have any overall comments or questions on the proposed development

related fee changes?
14.    What feedback does City Council have regarding the proposed implementation steps?

III.     OVERVIEW

Back~rowid

Development related fee studies, identified as a 2448 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.  Five

fee structures are currently being evaluated:

Development Excise Taxes  (DETs) - DETs are collected on nonresidential and

residential development in the city to fund the costs of future capital improvements.  The

tax is an amalgamation of three revenue sources:  capital excise tax, transportation excise

tax, and the park land acquisition and development fee.  These taxes are calculated at

time ofbuilding permit application.  For new construction the taxes are paid prior to final

inspection and for all other types of construction they are paid when the building permit
is issued.  These excise taxes were last evaluated in 1996.

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.  Currently, the city uses a "buy in" approach where new customers connecting to
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the system are asked to pay aone-time charge to compensate current customers for past
investment.  PIFs are also charged to existing customers when they increase their

projected usage of water and wastewater infrastructure or when they increase their

impervious area (Stormwater and Flood Management PIF).  These fees are calculated at

time ofbuilding permit application.  For new construction these fees are paid prior to

final inspection and for all other types of construction they are paid when the building
permit is issued.  PIFs were last evaluated in 2441.

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 144 percent (includes all

direct and indirect costs).  The fees for building plan review, permit issuance and building
inspection services are based upon building valuation.  The existing valuation system,  in

place since 2443, warranted an update to reflect current construction costs.  These fees

are calculated at time of building permit application.  Plan check fees are paid at time of

building permit application and all other permit fees are paid when the building permit is

issued.

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 54 percent.  The development
review fees include a flat initial application fee which is paid at time of application and

an hourly billing rate for sen~ices following an initial city review which is paid on a

monthly basis.  These fees were implemented in 2444 to support cost-recovery

objectives.  The 2448 study has examined application fees for administrative review,  land

use review and technical document review.

Education Excise Tax (EETZ- The EET is a tax on new residential development.  It
became effective on April 4,  1995, at the rate of $4.95 per square foot offloor area,  up to

a cap of6,444 square feet and has been increased yearly based on the Consumer Price

Index.   It is available to pay for the general expenses of government.  However, the

legislative intent was for the tax revenues to be used only for educational related

purposes.  This tax is calculated at time of building permit application and is paid prior to

final inspection.

The commitment to council at the beginning of the year 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.  Information presented to date

has reflected the impact of projected fee changes and because proposed fee changes reflect

current assessed system values and the true estimated costs of development,  significant increases

have been projected for PIFs and DETs.  Proposed changes to the Development Review and

Building Permit/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.
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Council feedback was obtained at the July 15, 2008 PIF study session on the PIF analysis and

direction was provided at the July 22,  2008 meeting on the Impact Fee/ Development Excise Tax

Study.  An administrative hearing with limited attendance was conducted to acquire additional

public feedback on July 9,  2008 for all potential fee changes.  These potential fee changes have

also been discussed at the June 18 and July 30 Planning & Development Services (P&DS)
Advisors'  meetings (a stakeholder group).

Proposed Develoument Related Fee Chanties
The proposed development related fee changes, as described in subsequent sections of this

memo,  include PIF methodology changes with a phased implementation (50 percent in 2009),
building permit and development review fee changes and two options for DET/Impact fee

changes.

Table I.  Proposed Development Related Fee Changes on the next page 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.  Attachment A shows the impact of

the PIF phase-in over two 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 Adclitian - 3,200 sq. ft., 2-bedroom, 3-bath addition

Ne~v Multi-family - 15,478 sq. ft. building with 53-bedroom/4-bath & 14-bedroom/6-bath units

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

The difference between Option I and Option II is related to DET/Impact Fees.

Option I includes implementing the Impact Fee%Development Excise Tax Study by changing
fire, human services, libraries, municipal facilities, parks and recreation, and police to impact
fees,  and reducing the city's development excise tax proportionately.  Transportation would be

the only remaining component in the development excise tax (housing and education would

remain as separate excise taxes).

Option II would implement a "hybrid" approach, changing the same six components to impact
fees,  but would not reduce the current excise tax amount.  The existing development excise tax

would be reallocated to increase the transportation component and to recover the fleet costs and

other capital costs  (e.g. park land) not included in the impact fees.

It is important to note that the proposed fee and tax changes do not include proposed increases

for the transportation excise tax and the housing excise tax, which council has requested for

consideration as a potential ballot issue in the fall of 2009 following an appropriate public
process.
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Table I.  Proposed Development Related Fee Changes

DET Option I DET Option 2

Impact Fees) Hybrid)

2009 0 2009
o

Development Scenario CFeesnt Proposed
Change

Proposed
ChangeFees Fees

New Commercial

Building Permits 7,481 8,390 12°l0 8,390 12°l0

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

Excise Taxesllm act Fees' 21,993 20,499 7°l0 25,596 16%

Education Excise Taxes 0 0 0°l0 0 0°l0

PIFs
z

36,46$ 43,009 18% 43,009 18%

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

Total 76,249 84,999 11% 90,096 18%

Commercial Tenant Finish

Buildin Permits 2,934 5,124 75°l0 5,124 75%

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

Excise Taxesllm act Fees' 0 0 0% 0 0%

Education Excise Taxes 0 0 0% 0 0%

PIFs
z

31,728 53,544 69% 53,544 69°!0

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

Total 40,692 69,732 71% 69,732 71%

New Sin le Famil

Building Permits 5,688 4,674 18% 4,674 18%

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

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

Education Excise Taxes 5,310 5,445 3% 5,445 3%

PIFs 1$, 045 23, 859 32% 23, 859 32%

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

Total 47,229 51,271 9% 54,839 16%

Sin le Famil Addition

Building Permits 4,082 3,352 18°l0 3,352 18°l0

Sales and Use Taxes 7,239 6,230 14% 6,230 14%

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

Education Excise Taxes 0 0 0% 0 0%

PIFs 10,021 2,482 75°l0 2,482 75°l0

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

Total 22,528 13,250 41% 13,250 41%

New Multi-family

Building Permits 18,361 16,783 9°l0 16,783 9°l0

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

ExciseTaxesllmpactFees' 25,035 28,355 13°l0 42,633 70°l0

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

PIFs 98,734 109,830 11°!0 109,830 11%

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

Total 194, 071 206, 969 7% 221, 246 14%

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}
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Boulder Fees Compared to other Front Rance Co~nmuiuties

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

were used for this comparison.  This information was initially presented at the July PIF study
session and at the July 22 council meeting on development excise taxes.  At the July 22 City
Council meeting, a question was raised as to whether the chart included all development related

fees and taxes.   Staff followed up with all of the jurisdictions and verified the accuracy of the

information.  There were no changes made to the table.  However, it is important to note that in

addition to fees and taxes, some jurisdictions have required off-site infrastructure improvements
on a case-by-case basis.  This is most commonly done for transportation improvements,  and the

improvements are required in order to mitigate negative impacts to level of service based on

traffic impact reports.

Boulder's development related fees and taxes are either near or at the top end of costs among
Front Range communities,  as noted in Attachment C.  Although it may be appropriate for

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

to the city's existing development related fees and taxes.   Implementation of Option I 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 II 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.

IV. DEVELC1Pl~~IENT EXCISE TAXES/INTPACT FEES

Guiding Questions far City Council:

1.   Does City Council have any additional questions or comments on the Impact Fee/

Development Excise Tax Study?
2.   Is the study ready to be finalized or are additional changes needed?  Should any of the

options be removed from further consideration or additional options considered?

3.   Does City Council have any guidance or comments on the options for moving forward

with implementation of the study?

Background
At its March 18,  2008 meeting, City Council requested that staff move forward with the

consulting firm of TischlerBise to prepare an updated Development Excise Tax Study, and to

complete a report in time to provide the opportunity for a potential 2008 ballot item.  On May 20,

City Council supported the staff recommendation that the city move forward with a study that

includes the components currently included in the city's development and housing excise taxes

affordable housing, fire, human services,  libraries,  municipal facilities, parks, police,  recreation,
transportation) and a liaison committee.  During June and July, TischlerBise worked with city
departments to prepare the study and also held t«~o meetings with the liaison committee to solicit

public input on the study.
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family unit size of3,700 square feet offinished floor area.  See Attachment D for a response

to this question from Carson Bise.

4.   VVhy not abut'-in or plan-based approach foi• parks?  Is it possible to include a land

component for parks?

Response:  See Attachment D for a response to this question.  Ifthe city moves forward with

the  "hybrid" approach,  a land component could be included in the parks component of the

development excise tax.

5.   Please provide additional analysis and an opinion from the City Attorney on using a

hybrid approach that wauld combine impact fees with excise taxes.

Respanse:  See Attachment D for a response to this question from TischlerBise.  On Sept.  1,
1998, the City Council passed Ordinance 6019 (Attachment E), which submitted a ballot

question to the public asking for an increase in the city's Development and Housing Excise

Tax and also proposed a comprehensive restructuring of the city's development related

excise tax and impact fee system.  The voters approved the tax increase and restructuring on

Nov.  3,  1998.  The City Attorney's Office has reviewed Ordinance 6019 and determined that

it gives City Council the power to reallocate the existing development excise tax,  and that

there are no legal barriers to implementing a hybrid approach.

6.   Provide a "game plan"  for moving forward on housing and transportation excise

taxes, in order to bung something forward to the voters next fall.

Resz~onse:

Transportation
City Council requested staff solicit feedback from the advisory boards and come back with

an approach to a potential ballot issue next fall.  Based on this request,  staff briefed the

Transportation Advisory Board (TAB)  at their Sept.  8,  2008 meeting.  TAB provided the

following feedback:

Given that specifics are difficult in the short time frame, TAB believes

strongly that Transportation needs a significant new source or sources of

funding.  Funding that goes to Transportation enhances the quality of life in

Boulder. TAB believes that it is imperative that council should seek additional

funding from the voters.  TAB believes that a DET makes sense as part of a

package;  such that new development pays its fair share of the new

infrastructure and that the structure of the DET take into account re-

development of existing properties.  Council should look at phasing in any

DET revisions, the potential broadening of the types of development to which

it is applied reflect the impacts the associated transportation use has on the

em~ironment and quality of life in Boulder, and building in incentives to

reward travel behavior consistent with community goals and objectives. TAB

would also like to see other potential funding mechanisms such as a carbon

S



tax or transportation utility fees examined as additional sources of funding.
TAB is willing,  available and eager to work with council on this issue.

Based on TAB's advice, a potential ballot issue is critical to adequately fund the city's
transportation needs.  Transportation staff's recommended approach is to develop a

comprehensive funding package that would support infrastructure related investments

primary focus of DET) and adequately fund operation and maintenance of the transportation
system.  Qther potential funding elements suggested by the Blue Ribbon Commission'swork

included a Transportation Utility Fee.  The TAB suggested that they are ready and willing to

go to work on this issue.

Housing

Housing staff is recommending that potential increases to the Housing Excise Tax be

discussed during the first and second quarter of 2449, after the review of inclusionary zoning.
City housing staffwould engage the public in a discussion about the TischlerBise study, the

link between nonresidential development and demand for affordable housing,  and potential
increases in the nonresidential excise tax for affordable housing.   The process would include

public meetings with nonresidential developers, the Chamber of Commerce and other

business groups,  affordable housing providers,  and the community.

The public process will include a review ofthe demand for affordable housing created by
nonresidential development as well as the community benefits and impacts of increasing the

housing excise tax.  Housing staff would conclude this effort no later than June, providing
adequate time to place a measure on the ballot in 2449.

7.   Solicit input fiom city boards.

Response:  Staff has met with the Planning Board,  TAB, and the Parks and Recreation

Advisory Board to solicit board input on the study.  Input from the TAB is summarized

above.

The Planning Board discussed the study on Sept.  4 and identified the following issues:

Time at which fees are due -some board members expressed a desire to see fees

charged at the time of certificate of occupancy as opposed to building permit,  since

paying significant fees prior to construction is difficult for the building community.
In following up on this issue after the meeting, although fees are assessed at the time

of building permit,  excise taxes and plant investment fees are actually not due until

final inspection.  Building permit fees and cash-in-lieu for inclusionary zoning are

due at building permit.)
overall cost -Board members expressed a sensitivity to the overall cost burden of

development-related fees, both in terms of the city's relative competitive position
with other jurisdictions as well as the cumulative cost burden placed on development.

The Parks and Recreation Advisory Board discussed the report on Sept.  22.  The board

pointed out that Parks and Recreation comprises a small portion of the total amount of
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Options

Option I  (impact fees) -This option would implement the following six components ofthe

study as impact fees, using the amounts recommended in the TischlerBise study:  fire, human

services, libraries,  municipal facilities, parks and recreation,  and police.  The development
excise tax would be reduced by the amounts currently charged for these components,  leaving
only the transportation excise tax as a development excise tax.

Option II  (hybrid approach) -This option would implement the same six components as

impact fees consistent with Option I.  In addition, the overall amount currently charged for

the development excise tax would not be reduced and instead would be reallocated to

include:  capital costs not allowed to be included in impact fees per state statute  (fleet},  other

costs not currently included in the proposed impact fees (e. g.  land component for parks),  and

an increase to the transportation component of the tax,  since the amount currently charged for

transportation is significantly below both the recommended transportation excise tax in the

1996 Tischler study and the proposed maximum allowable development excise tax in the

2008 TischlerBise study.

The chart on page 5 shows the amounts that would be charged under Options I and II.  It is

important to note that Option I and II bracket the upper and lower end of costs,  depending on

the option chosen, and it would be possible for the result to be somewhere between the two

options if, for instance,  council decided to implement a hybrid approach, but not reallocate

the development excise tax up to the maximum allowed.

Transportation and Housing Excise Tax changes will be evaluated through separate processes

as noted above.

V. PLANT INVESTMENT FEES

Guiding Questions fot~ e'ity  ~'ouricil:

4.   Based on the Source Water Master Plan study session on Sept.  23 and the Sept.  4 WIP

with the responses to the outstanding questions from the July 15 PIF study session, does

council have any additional questions related to PIFs?

5.   What feedback does council have regarding the methodology, valuation,  and phase-in
options?

Back6round

PIFs are used to recapture initial capital improvement investments in water, wastewater and

stormwater/flood management infrastructures.  PIFs are charged to new and existing customers

who request new or additional utility service from the city.  Periodically, the city takes a

comprehensive review ofthe PIFs to evaluate the methodology and fees and to evaluate whether

the distribution of capital costs among customer classes is equitable.  The 2008 PIF study
presents an opportunity to review how PIFs are assessed and to make possible changes to

reinforce the goals and objectives of the new water budget rate structure.
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Water & Wastewater PIF O tions wastewater PIF onl a lies to indoor art o o tion

Customer Methodology
Class

Residential Option1-Status Quo: count units, bathrooms, type of plumbing fixtures; use

Single- e uivalent residential unit EQR

family and Option 2 -Indoor/Outdoor:  indoor-count units, beds, Uaths, bldg sq. ft.; outdoor-water

Multifamily)    bud et irri able area times a lication rate

Option 3 - ~~'ater Budgets (recommendation):  indoor -fixed amount;  outdoor -

irri able area times a lication rate

Commerciall Option1-Status Qua:  count number and type of plumbing fixtures; theoretical

Industrial/ maximum gallon per minute demand

Institutional Option 2:  - ~'~'ater Budgets:  menu of options (average monthly use-AMLJ, historical

CII) monthly use-HMU, indoor/outdoor,  efficiency standard budget)
Option 3 -1~Vater Budget Metei• Size, AWC Account Usage Distributions

recommendation): usage distribution (sliding scale of 25%,  5Q%,  or 85%) ofmeter size

class or efficiency standard.

Option 4 -Amortized Self Correcting PIF:  initial PIF payment then customers pay

additional PIF through monthly rates if exceed threshold

O tion 5 -Meter Size and Buildin S uare Feet onl a lies to wastewater PIF

Irrigation- Option1-Status Quo:  gallon per minute demand of largest irrigated zone

Onl O tion 2 -Water Budgets recommendation  :  irri able area times a lication rate

Large User O tion 1-Status Quo:  case-b  -case basis;  se grate agreement and individualized PIF

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

Stormwater PIF O tions

Customer Methodology
Class

Residential Option 1-Status Quo (recommendation):  sq.  ft.  additional impervious area; same fee for

and CII all customers

Option 2 -Basin-by-Basin: per square foot of additional impervious area; different fee

depending on drainage basin

Recommendation

As presented at the July 15 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 Uased on water Uudgets Uut 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 efficiency-standard budget.  By using the 25th, 54rT' and

85th 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).
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Linking PIFs to water budgets was one of the main objectives of the PIF Study.  This improj~es
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.

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.

One addition to the recommendation that was presented at the July 15 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 PIF when a customer either connects to the system (i.e.,
new customer} or redevelops.  The 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 ofthe

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 on the larger irrigable area in order to increase

their monthly water budget.

2.    Valuation

There are t~~~o options for calculating the valuation component ofthe 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

Current Valuation Updated ~~'aluation

Water 766 million l.l billion

Wastewater 122 million 263 million

Stormw•ater 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 "full 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, 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 PIFs when comparing the current fee to the updated version of the

current fee Option 1-  Status QuolNew Values).  These significant increases in prices are

primarily due to the following:
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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 kept 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.).
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 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 maximuYn supportable fee also ensures that the utilities are able to maintain

the same level 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.

Recommendation

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 equity 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 ofmoney
Since the last PIF study in November 2001,  PIFs have been increased annually by the percent
change in the ENRCCI 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 three following tables show how the

recommended PIF option could be phased-in.  For purposes of an example, the numbers shown

for amulti-year implementation have also been adjusted to reflect a three percent inflationary
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Concept Plan Review(Site Revie«~

Backgrounct•
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.  Cn•eater 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 p'ee Structure Change 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 `~~hich 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

VIII. EDLICATION EXCISE TAXES

Guiding Questions for City Council:

8.   Does City Council want to make any changes to the education excise tax (EET)?

Back6round

Council's EET ordinance allows the city to charge up to  $3.43 per square foot on new residential

development.  The current EET rate on residential development is  $1.18 per square foot of

residential development, up to a cap of6,000 square feet.  Since first implemented in 1995, the

city's policy has been to increase the rate each year by the Consumer Price Index  (CPI) and to

levy the charge only on the first 6,000 square feet.  There is no legal restriction, however,

precluding council from increasing the rate by an amount greater than the CPI so long as it stays
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ATTACHMENT A

PIF Phase-in over Two Years

This chart demonstrates the full impact of the proposed two-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 Fees) Hybrid}

2009 2010 2009 2010
I°  Chang

Current Proposed Proposed Change Proposed Change Proposed Change
Development Scenario

Fees Fees
2008

Fees 2009- Fees 2008- Fees 2009-

PIF 50%)     
2009)    

PIF 100%)    2010)    PIF 50%}    2009)    PIF 100%)    2010}

New Commercial

Building Permits 7,481 8,390 12% 8,390 0% 8,390 12°l0 8,390 0%

Sales and Use Taxes 6,523 9,315 43% 9,315 0% 9,315 43% 9,315 0%

Excise Taxesllm act Fees' 21,993 20,499 7% 20,499 0% 25,596 16% 25,596 0%

Education Excise Taxes 0 0 0% 0 0°l0 0 0% 0 0°l0

PIFs2 36,468 43,009 18% 56,659 32% 43,009 18°l0 56,659 32%

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

Total 76,249 84,999 11% 98,649 16% 90,096 18% 103,746 15°!0

Commercial Tenant Finish

Building Permits 2,934 5,124 75% 5,124 0% 5,124 75% 5,124 0%

Sales and Use Taxes 2,923 7,957 172% 7,957 0% 7,957 172% 7,957 0%

Excise Taxesllm act Fees' 0 0 0% 0 0% 0 0°l0 0 0%

Education Excise Taxes 0 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0°l0

PIFs2 31,728 53,544 69% 75,361 41% 53,544 69% 75,361 41%

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

Total 40,692 69,732 71 % 91,549 31 % 69,732 71 % 91,549 31

New Single Family

Building Permits 5,688 4,674 18% 4,674 0% 4,674 18% 4,674 0%

Sales and Use Taxes 10,180 8,761 14% 8,761 0% 8,761 14% 8,761 0%

Excise Taxesllmpact Fees' 6,592 7,119 8% 7,119 0°l0 10,687 62% 10,687 0%

Education Excise Taxes 5,310 5,445 3% 5,445 0°to 5,445 3°l0 5,445 0°10

PIFs 18,045 23,$59 32% 29,673 24% 23,859 32% 29,673 24%

Materials and Permit Fees 1,413 1,413 0°l0 1,413 0% 1,413 0% 1,413 0%

Total 47,229 51,271 9% 57,085 11% 54,839 16% 60,654 11°l0

Single Family Addition

Building Permits 4,082 3,352 18% 3,352 0% 3,352 18% 3,352 0%

Sales and Use Taxes 7,239 6,230 14% 6,230 0% 6,230 14°l0 6,230 0%

Excise Taxesllm act Fees' 0 0 0% 0 0°l0 0 0% 0 0%

Education Excise Taxes 0 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0%

PIFs 10,021 2,482 75% 3,271 32% 2,482 75% 3,271 32°l0

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

Total 22,528 13,250 41% 14,039 6% 13,250 41% 14,039 6%

New Multi-family
Building Permits 18,361 16,783 9°l0 16,783 0% 16,783 9% 16,783 0%

Sales and Use Taxes 29,629 29,224 1% 29,224 0% 29,224 1% 29,224 0%

Excise Taxesllm act Fees' 25,035 28,355 13°l0 28,355 0% 42,633 70°fo 42,633 0%

Education Excise Taxes 18,264 18,728 3% 18,728 0% 18,728 3% 18,728 0%

PIFs 98,734 109,830 11% 120,926 10% 109,830 11% 120,926 10%

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

Total 194,071 206,969 7°l0 218,065 5% 221,246 14% 232,342 5%

Includes the development excise tax (fire,  human services,  library,  parks and recreation,  police, and transportation} and the

housing excise tax
2

Commercialllndustrialllnstitutional (CII} with a 1 inch meter and 50 percent of average winter consumption (AWC}
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ATTACHMENT B

2009 Proposed Options for Development Related Fee Changes
New Gommercia! Scenario)

Proposed Building Proposed Building

Current 2008
Permit 8~ PIF Fee Permit &PIF Fee

Changes Changes

Building Permit Fees 5,762 6,314 6,314

Plan Check Fee 1,718 2,077 2,077

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

Development Excise Tax 5,097 0
18,426

Transportation Excise Tax 13,329 13,329

Impact Fees 0 3,604 3,604

Housing Excise Tax 3,566 3,566 3,566

Education Excise Tax 0 0 0

Water Plant Investment Fees 9,995 3,555 3,555

Wastewater Plant Invesiment Fees 1,910 1,389 1,389

Stormwater/Flood Plant Investment Fees 17,903 26,306 26,306

Irrigation PIF 6, 660 11,759 11,759

Water Rights Fee n/a nla nla

Permits, Ta s, Ins ections and Meter Fees 3,785 3,785 3,785

Total 76,249 84,999 90,096

Assumptions for a New Commercial Building Scenario Building Permit Fees Include: Sprinklers (fire protection)     4"

7,430 sq. ft building (5096 retaill50°h storagelwarehouse} Building Permits Water 1" (40gpm)
Electrical Permit Sewer 4"

Total Valuation (sq ft costs) 321,310 Mechanical Perm ii Irrigation 314" (10gpm)
Electrical 62,930 Plumbing Permit Flood (impervious surface)    19,097 sq ft

Mechanical 28,234 Energy Check

Plumbing 19.800

Area (square feet)
Lot 25,124

Building 7,430

retail 3,715

warehouse/storage 3,715

Parking 11,667

Landscaping 6,027
ROW landscaping 1,000

For building permit fees, the current valuation ($321,310) is based on a per square foot cost of $54.86 (retail) and $31.63 (warehouse).
For Options I & II, the valuation is $458,877 and is based on a per square foot cost of $74.67 (retail) and $48.85 (warehouse).

B-1



2009 Proposed Options for Development Related Fee Changes
Gommercla!  Tenant Remodel Scenario)

Proposed Building Proposed Building

Current 2008
Permit &PIF Fee Permit &PIF Fee

Changes Changes
DET Option I DET Option II

Building Permit Fees 1,979 3,306 3,306

Plan Check Fee 955 1,818 1,818

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 39,677 39,677

Wastewater Plant Investment Fees 5,088 13,868 13,868

Stormwater/Flood Plant Investment Fees 0 0 0

Permits, Taps, Inspections and Meier Fees 3,107 3,107 3,107

Total 40,692 69,732 69,732

Assumptions for a Commercial Tenant Remodel Scenario Building Permit Fees Include:

Existing: 50,000 sq.fl. bldg/8,000 sq.fl. tenant remodel (commercial/retail) Building Permits Resultant: 50,000 sq. ft one story building (100% Commercial/Retail)
Electrical Permit

Total Valuation (sq fl costs) 144,000 Mechanical Permit Total Valuation (sq ft cost 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 Loi 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

ROW landscaping 2,400 ROW landscaping 2,400

Impervious surtace 80,000 Impervious surtace 80,000

Sprinklers (fire protection) 4" Sprinklers (fire protection 4"

Water 1" (40gpm) Water 2" (88gpm)
Sewer 4" (40 gpm) Sewer 4" (88 gpm)
Irrigation 314" (10gpm) Irrigation 3/4" (10gpm)

For building permit fees, the current valuation is based on a per square foot cost of $18.00 (average given by applicant) and the proposed per square foot cost (Options 1 & II) is $49.00.
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2009 Proposed Options for Development Related Fee Changes
1VewSingie-Family Scenario)

Proposed Building Proposed Building
Permit & PIF Fee Permit & 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 8,761

Development Excise Tax 3,536 D
5,630

Transportation Excise Tax 2,D43 2,062

Impact Fees 0 4,022 4,D22

Housing Excise Tax 1,D13 1,035 1,D35

Education Excise Tax 5,310 5,445 5,445

Water Plant Investment Fees 11,995 15,200 15,2DD

Wastewater Plant Investment Fees 2,290 3,145 3,145

StormwaterlFlood Plant Investment Fees 3,760 5,515 5,515

Perrnits, Taps, Inspections and Meter Fees 1,413 1,413 1,413

Total 47,229 51,272 54,839

Assumptions far a New Single-Family Residential Scenario Building Permit Fees Include:

4,500 sq. ft building 5 bedrooms, 4 bathrooms Building Permits Water 3/4" (24gpm)
Units 1 Electrical Permit Sewer 4" (24gpm}
Total Valuation ( 501,48D Mechanical Permit Flood (impervious surFace) 4,000 sq ft

Electrical 4,500 Plumbing Permit

Mechanical 12,DD0 Energy Check

Plumbing 13,D00

Area (square feet)
Lot 7,000
Building 4,500

Landscaping 3,DDD

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 $431,595 and

is based on a per square foot cost of $95.91.

B-3



2009 Proposed Options for Development Related Fee Changes
Single=Family Addition 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 3,364 2,78D 2,780

Plan Check Fee 719 573 573

Sales and Use Taxes 7,239 6,230 6,230

Development Excise Tax 0 0 0

Transportation Excise Tax 0 0 D

Impact Fees 0 0 0

Housing Excise Tax 0 0 0

Education Excise Tax 0 D D

Water Plant Investment Fees 6,995 0 0

Wastewater Plant Investment Fees 1,334 0 0

StormwaterlFlood Plant Investment Fees 1,692 2,482 2,482

Permits, Taps, Inspections and Meter Fees 1,186 1,186 1,186

Total 22,528 13,250 13,250

Assumptions for aSingle-Family Residential Addition Scenario

Existing: 1,800 sq ft buildingwith 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 3,2D0 Plumbing Permit Electrical 3,200

Mechanical 8,500 Mechanical 8,512

Plumbing 9,200 Plumbing 9,20D

Area (square feet} Area (square feet}
Lot 7,OOD Lot 7,OOD

Building 1,600 Building 5,000
Landscaping 4,400 Landscaping 2,60D

ROW landscaping 400 ROW landscaping 40D

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 building permit fees, the current valuation is based on a per square foot cost of $111.44 and for Options I & II the proposed per square foot cost is $95.91.
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2009 Proposed Options for Development Related Fee Changes
New Multifamily Scenario)

Proposed Building Proposed Building
Permit &PIF Fee Permit & PIF Fee

Current 2008 Changes Changes
DET Option I DET Option II

Building Permit Fees 12,752 11,796 11,796

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 Excise 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 68,370 68,37D

Wastewater Plant Investment Fees 12,996 15,370 15,370

StormwaterlFlood Plant Investment Fees 17,788 26,D90 26,09D

Permits, Taps, Inspections and Meter Fees 4,D48 4,048 4,048

Total 194,071 206,969 221,246

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 bedroom/6 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 314" (8gpm)
Electrical 120,000 Plumbing Permit Flood (impervious surface)  18,923 sq ft

Mechanical 77,D00 Energy Check

Plumbing 84,OOD

Area (square feet)
Lat 28,175

Building 15,478

Parking D

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.
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ATTACHMENT C

2008 Development Related Fee and Tax Comparison
with Other Front Range Colorado Communities

Commercial Scenario}

Boulder Boulder (Option 1}    Boulder (Option II} Broomfield Ft.Collins Lafayette Longmont Louisville Loveland Westminster

Building Permit Fees 5,762 6,314 6,314 2,177 1,334 3,185 2,572 3,132 3,725 2,325

Plan Check Fee 1,718 2,077 2,077 1,415 642 1,415 1,fi72 1,454 1,454 1,512

Sales antl Use Taxes 6,523 9,315 9,315 6,667 6,105 8,001 6,306 6,466 fi,1 o5 6,185

Devel Opment Excise Tax 5,097 0
18,426

nfa nfa n!a Na nfa Na nfa

Transportation Excise Tar 13,329 13 329 n/a n!a n!a Na n/a Na n/a

Impact Fees nfa 3,604 3,fi04 n/a n/a n!a Na n/a Na n/a

Housing Excise Tax 3,566 3,566 3,566 nfa nfa n!a Na nla Na n/a

Etluca[ion Excise Tax nfa 0 0 n/a n/a nfa n!a n!a n!a n/a

Electric Community Investment Fee n!a n!a nfa n/a n/a nfa 1,445 n!a 900 n!a

School DisMCt lmpac[Fees n!a n1a nfa nfa nfa n!a n/a nfa n!a n1a

Service Expansion nfa n/a n!a n!a n!a 892 n/a n/a n!a n/a

Capital Expansion>G Ommunity Investment Fees nfa n/a n!a n/a 4309 n!a 2,601 632 4,309 n/a

Street Oversizing Capital Expansion Fees n!a n1a n!a n1a 28,160 n!a 7,469 17,981 19,578 nfa

Parklantl Fees/Parks Development Fees n!a n/a n!a n/a n/a 2,229 n/a n/a n!a n/a

Public Arts Fee n!a n!a n!a n/a n/a 186 n/a n!a n!a n!a

Land Dedication Fees nJa nfa nfa nfa nfa 2,895 nfa nfa n!a n1a

Water Plant Investment Fees 9,995 3,555 3,555 18,653 6,970 9,360 10,100 22,550 4,300 12,513

Wastewater Plant Investment Fees 1,910 1389 1,389 35,281 fi,206 fi,360 4300 11,275 2,480 fi,898

S[ormwaterlFlood Plant Investment Fees 17,903 26,306 26,306 n/a 1,938 2,512 2,211 nla 440 nfa

Irrigation PlF 6,660 11,759 11,759 14,489 6,790 n!a 16,500 n/a n!a 10,611

Water Rights Fee Na n!a n!a Na 11,700 9,211 6,901 22550 5,022 19,482

Permits, Taps, Inspections and Meter Fees 3,785 3,785 3,785 1,232 1,027 330 303 nfa 809 768

Total 76249 84,999 90,096 79,974 75,787 46,575 62,379 86,039 49,722 63,294

Assumptions fora New Commercial Building Scenario Building Permit Fees Include: Sprinklers (fire protection)   4"

7,430 sq.f[ building (50% retai1150% warehouse) Building Permits Water 1"(40gpm)
Electrical Permit Sewer 4"

Total Valuation (sq ft costs) 321,310 Mechanical Permit Irrigation 3!4" (10gpm)
Electrical 62,930 Plurnbing Permit Flootl (impervious surtace)   BO 000 sq ft

Mecnanical 28,234 Energy Check

Plumping 19,800

Area (square feet)
Lot 25,124

Building 7 430
retail 3,715

warehousefstorage 3,715

Parking 11,667

Lantlscaping 6,027

ROW lantlscaping 1,000
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2008 Development Related Fee and Tax Comparison
with Other Front Range Colorado Communities

Single Family Scenario)

Boulder Boulder (Option 1}    Boulder (Optionll} Broomfield Ft.Collins Lafayette Longmont Louisville Loveland Westminster

Building Permit Fees 4,727 3,915 3,915 3,295 1,941 3,363 3,729 4,541 3,787 2,692

Plan Check Fee 962 759 759 2,683 935 2,108 1,865 2,168 2,108 1,756

Sales and Use Taxes 19,189 8,761 8,761 10,496 9,528 12 487 16 429 1,630 9,528 9,653

Development Excise Tax/lmpac[Fees 3,536 0
5,630

n!a n!a nfa 983 4,962 n!a n!a

Transportation Exci se Taxllmpact Fees 2,943 2,962 n!a nfa nfa 802 1,753 nla nla

Impact Fees 4,622 4,622 n!a n!a n!a n!a n!a n!a n!a

Housing Excise Tax 1,913 1,935 1,935 n!a n!a n!a nfa n!a nfa nfa

Education Excise Tax 5,310 5,445 5445 n!a n!a n!a n!a n!a n!a n!a

Electric Community lnve stment Fee n!a nfa n!a n!a n!a n!a 462 n!a 1,309 nla

School Distri ctlmpact Fees nla nla nla nla 1,860 n!a n!a n!a 1,382 n!a

Service Expansion Fees n!a nla n!a 4,590 n!a 925 nla n!a nla nla

Capital Expansion Fees n!a nfa n!a n!a 3,547 nJa nJa nfa 6,361 n!a

Street Ove rsizing Capital Expansion Fees nla nfa nla n!a 2,792 nfa nfa n!a 2 045 nla

Parkland FeeslParks Development Fees n!a n!a n!a n!a 1,969 1,256 n!a n!a 3,032 1,654

Public Arts Fee nfa n!a nfa n!a n!a 25 nfa nai nfa nfa

Land Dedication Fees n!a n!a n!a n!a n!a 1 ,689 n!a n!a n!a 876

Water Plant Investment Fees 11,995 15,209 15,209 22,454 3,250 9,369 7,209 22,850 4,309 12,513

Wastewater Plant Investment Fees 2,290 3,145 3,145 8,427 3,194 6,360 3,000 3,221 2,486 3,631

Sto rmwate rlFlood Plant Investment Fees 3,760 5,515 5,515 n!a 496 709 709 n!a 515 nla

Water Rights Fee n!a nfa n!a n!a 4,653 16,623 6 892 nfa 5,022 6,812

Permits, Taps, Inspections and Meter Fees 1413 1,413 1413 641 351 330 187 nfa 694 299

Total 47,229 51,271 54,839 51,716 34,366 55,211 35,860 41,004 42,554 39.880

Assumptions for Single Family Residential Building Permit Fees Include: Sprinklers (fire protection)   4"

4,590 sq. ft building Building Permits Water 314" (24gpm)
Units 1 Electrical Permit Sewer 4"

Total Valuation (sq ft costs) 501,486 Mechanical Permit Flood (impervious surface)  4,006 sq ft

Electrical 4,506 Plumbing Permit

Mechanical 12,006 Energy Check

Plumbing 13,009

539,989
Area (square feet)

Lot 7,006

Building 4,506

Landscaping 3,006
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2008 Development Related Fee and Tax Comparison
with Other Front Range Colorado Communities

Multi-Family Scenario)

Boulder Boulder (Option 1 }    Boulder (Option II} Broomfield Pt.Collins Lafayette Longmont Louisville Loveland Westminster

Building Permit Fees 12,752 11,796 11,796 7,262 4,797 6,999 7,910 9,366 9,699 5,581

Plan Check Fee 5,609 4,987 4,987 4,720 2,309 4,471 3,955 4,324 4,471 3,628

Sales and Use Taxes 29,629 29,224 29,224 36,286 27,732 36,343 28,644 4,744 27,732 28,097

Development Excise Tax/lmpact Fees 14,151 t)
21745

nla nla nla 5,898 17,208 nla nla

Transportation Excise Tax/Impact Fees 7,401 7,467 nfa n!a n!a 2,393 8,556 n!a n!a

Impact Fees 17,328 17,328 nfa nla nfa n!a nfa n!a nla

Housing Excise Tax 3,483 3,560 3,566 nla n!a n!a nfa n!a nfa n!a

Education Excise Tax 18,264 18,728 18,728 n!a nla nla n!a n!a n!a nla

Electric Community lnve stment Fee n!a nfa nfa n.~a nfa nfa 1,620 n!a 7,860 nfa

School District Impact Fees nla nfa nfa nla 5,409 nla n!a n!a 5,676 nfa

Service Expansion Fees n!a n!a n!a 15,478 n!a 3,906 n!a n!a n!a n!a

Capital Expansion Fees nla n!a nla nla 21 ,282 nla n!a n!a 38,166 nla

Street Oversizing Capital Expansion Fees n!a nla n!a n!a 16,416 n!a n!a n!a 8,616 n!a

Parkland FeeslParks Development Fees nla n!a nla n!a 11 814 1 259 n!a nfa 18,192 8,064

Public Arts Fee n!a n!a n!a n!a n!a 25 nfa n!a nfa n!a

Land Dedication Fees nla nfa nla n!a nla 6,762 n!a n!a n!a 2,808

Water Plant lnve stment Fees 67,956 68,376 68,376 53,896 17,337 35,166 33,160 114,096 26,860 66,188

Wastewater Plant Investment Fees 12,996 15,370 15,379 59,562 12,414 23,589 8,140 19,326 13,740 23,659

Sto rmwate rlFlood Plant Investment Fees 17,788 26,696 26,096 n!a 1,926 2,818 2,191 n!a 2,672 n!a

Water Rights Fee nla nla nla nla 23,165 49,869 26,1 71 n!a 29,235 29,436

Permits, Taps, Inspections and Meter Fees 4,048 4,648 4,048 1,706 1,538 585 894 nla 2,611 2,928

ToSal 194,071 206,969 221,246 163,904 140,118 171,703 120,826 177,614 194,870 155,380

Assumptions for Multi-Family Scenario Building Permit Fees Include: Sprinklers (fire protection;
15,478 sq. ft building Building Permits Water 1.5" (54ypm)
Units 6 Electrical Permit Sewer 4" (54 ypm)
Total Valuation (sq ft costs} 1 , 459 575 Mechanical Permit Irrigation 314" (8gpm}
Electrical 129,090 Plumhing Permit Flaod ( impervious surface 18,923 sq ft

Mechanical 77 099 Energy Check

Plumbing 84,066

Area (square feet}
Lot 28,175

Building 15 478

Parking 0

Landscaping 9,252
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ATTACHMENT E

ORDINANCE NO.6019

AN ORDINANCE SUBMITTING A BALLOT ISSUE TO THE

CITY' S ELECTORS AT A SPECIAL MUNICIPAL ELECTION TO

BEHELD ON NOVEMBER 3,  1998, TO INCREASE THE CITY'S

DEVELOPMENT EXCISE TAX AND HOUSING EXCISE TAX

ON NEW AND ANNEXING RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT

AND ON NEW,   ANNEXING,   AND EXPANDED NON-

RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT;  REPEALING THE CITY'S

TRANSPORTATION EXCISE TAX AND PARK LAND

ACQUISITION AND DEVELOPMENT FEE; PERMITTING THE

CITY COUNCIL TO ESTABLISH AND TO CHANGE THE

PROCEDURES BY WHICH AND THE TIMES AT WHICH SUCH

TAXES ARE ASSESSED AND COLLECTED;    GIVING

APPROVAL FOR THE COLLECTION,   RETENTION,   AND

EXPENDITURE OF THE FULL DEVELOPMENT EXCISE TAX

AND HOUSING EXCISE TAX PROCEEDS AND ANY

EARNINGS RELATING THERETO NOTWITHSTANDING ANY

STATE REVENUE OR EXPENDITURE LIMITATION; SETTING

FORTH AN EFFECTNE DATE; SETTING FORTH THE BALLOT

TITLE; AND PROVIDING FURTHER DETAILS IN RELATION

TO THE FOREGOING.

WHEREAS,  the City of Boulder currently collects development-related impact fees and

excise taxes for a variety ofpublic facilities including parks and recreation, transportation, affordable

housing, municipal facilities, libraries, fire and police facilities,  and educational facilities,  through

a "Development Excise Tax," a "Transportation Excise Tax," a "Housing Excise Tax" a "Park Land

Acquisition and Development Fee," and an "Educational Excise Tax," pursuant to city policy that

new development should pay for growth-related impacts on public facilities; and

WHEREAS, the Educational Excise Tax was passed three years ago pursuant to Ordinance

No.  5689, adopted November 8,  1994;  and

WHEREAS, the Development Excise Tax was last updated six years ago (January,  1992),

pursuant to Ordinance No.  5216,  adopted August 1,  1989;  and

K:\ALPHA\BDWD\0-6019.CE!
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WHEREAS,  the city council intends thereby to consolidate all city excise taxes and

development fees within the development excise tax, with the sole exception of the education excise

tax and the housing excise tax; and

WHEREAS, the city council intends thereby to implement, in part, the recommendations of

the Development Excise Tax Study (1996), prepared by Tischler and Associates;  and

WHEREAS, the city council currently intends to use the existing methodology for allocating

the development excise tax, but such determination maybe changed at any time; and

WHEREAS,  in connection with such development excise tax election,  the city council

determines that repeal of the transportation excise tax,  the housing excise tax,  and the park land

acquisition and development fee, the establishment of a new excise tax collection procedure,  and

approval for the collection,  retention,  and expenditure of the full tax proceeds and any earnings

relating thereto are inextricably linked and must be included in the same ballot issue.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF

BOULDER, COLORADO:

Section 1. A special municipal election is hereby called to be held in the various

precincts and at the polling places of the City ofBoulder, County ofBoulder and State of Colorado,

on Tuesday, the 3rd day of November,  1998, between the hours of7:00 a.m.  and 7:00 p.m..

Section 2. At said election, there shall be submitted to the electors of the City ofBoulder

entitled by law to vote thereon the question set forth below.  The official ballot punch card and the

official absentee ballot shall contain the following ballot title, which shall also be the designation

and submission clause for the measure:
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QUESTION NO.

EXCISE TAX INCREASE ON NEW DEVELOPMENT

SHALL CITY OF BOULDER TAXES BE INCREASED BY UP TO

2,000,000 ANNUALLY IN ORDER TO PROVIDE ADDITIONAL

FINANCIAL RESOURCES FOR TRANSPORTATION, HOUSING,
PARKS AND RECREATION,   LIBRARIES,   FIRE,   POLICE,
HUMAN SERVICES,  AND OTHER MUNICIPAL FACILITIES

AND SERVICES BY:

1) REPEALING THE CITY'S TRANSPORTATION EXCISE

TAX AND PARK LAND ACQUISITION AND DEVELOPMENT

FEE AND CONSOLIDATING THEM IN THE DEVELOPMENT

EXCISE TAX; AND

2) PERMITTING THE CITY COUNCIL TO ESTABLISH,

AND, FROM TIME TO TIME, TO CHANGE, THE PROCEDURES

BY WHICH AND THE TIMES AT WHICH DEVELOPMENT

AND HOUSING EXCISE TAXES ARE ASSESSED AND

COLLECTED;  AND

3) WAIVING THE DEVELOPMENT EXCISE TAX AND THE

HOUSING EXCISE TAX ON PERMANENTLY AFFORDABLE

HOUSING, AS DEFINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL; AND

4) PERMITTING THE CITY COUNCIL TO WAIVE OR

REDUCE THE DEVELOPMENT EXCISE TAX AND THE

HOUSING EXCISE TAX FROM TIME TO TIME IN ORDER TO

ASSIST IN THE PROVISION OF AFFORDABLE HOUSING AND

FACILITIES SERVING THE GENERAL PUBLIC AND IN

ORDER TO PROMOTE DEVELOPMENT IN AN URBAN

RENEWAL AREA ESTABLISHED UNDER STATE LAW; AND

5) PERMITTING THE CITY COUNCIL TO INCREASE THE

CITY'S AGGREGATE DEVELOPMENT EXCISE TAX

ACCORDING TO THE FOLLOWING TABLE,    WITH

INCREASES FROM THE 1998 TAX LEVELS LIMITED BY THE

CUMULATIVE INCREASE IN THE CONSUMER PRICE INDEX

ALL ITEMS)  FOR THE DENVER METROPOLITAN AREA

FROM JANUARY 1,  1999 (HEREINAFTER, "CPI"):
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TYPF. OF DFVRLOPM  .NT CURRENT PROPOSED 1999 PROPOSED MAXIMUM

D~IMPFED RY CPII

NEW AND ANNEXING 3,667.05 4,331.06 5,630.38
DETACFIED DWELLING

UNIT

NEW AND ANNEXING 2,369.03 2,787.77 3,624.10
ATTACHED DWELLING

UNIT

NEW, ANNEXING AND 1.45 PER SQUARE POOT 1.91 PER SQUARE FOOT 2.48 PER SQUARE FOOT

EXPANDED NON-

RESIDENTIAL

DEVELOPMENT

6) PERMITTING THE CITY COUNCIL TO INCREASE THE

CITY'S HOUSING EXCISE TAX ACCORDING TO THE

FOLLOWING TABLE, WITH INCREASES FROM THE 1998 TAX

LEVELS LIMITED BY THE CUMULATIVE INCREASE IN THE

CPI:

TYPE OF DEVELOPMENT CURRENT PROPOSEp 1999 PROPOSED MAXIMUM

LIMITED BY CPD

NEW AND ANNEXMG 16 PER SQUARE FOOT 18 PERSQUARE FOOT 23 PER SQUARE FOOT

DWELLING UNIT

NEW, ANNEXING AND 34 PER SQUARE FOOT 39 PER SQUARE FOOT 51 PER SQUARE FOOT

EXPANDED NON-

RESIDENTIAL

DEVELOPMENT

and in connection therewith

SHALL THE FULL PROCEEDS OF SUCH TAXES AT SUCH

RATES AND ANY EARNINGS THEREFROM BE COLLECTED

AND SPENT WITHOUT LIMITATION OR CONDITION,  AND

WITHOUT LIMITING THE COLLECTION OR SPENDING OF

ANY OTHER REVENUES OR FUNDS BY THE CITY OF

BOULDER,   UNDER ARTICLE X,   SECTION 20 OF THE

COLORADO CONSTITUTION OR ANY OTHER LAW?

FOR THE MEASURE AGAINST THE MEASURE

ection 3. Ifa majority ofall the votes cast at the election on the measure submitted shall

be for the measure, the measure shall be deemed to have passed and shall be effective on January
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ATTACHMENT F

ADVANTAGES AND DISADVANTAGES OF PIF OPTIONS PRESENTED AT STUDY

SESSION ON JULY 15, 20Q8

The tables below compare the current methodology with the proposed options  (as discussed at the

study session on July I5,  2008) in each customer class for each PIF.  The tables only emphasize the

main advantages and disadvantages.

Water & Wastewater PIF O tions wastetivater PIF onl a lies to indoor art o a tion

Customer Methodology Advantages Disadvantages
Class

Residential Option 1-Status Quo: No change to existing Not linked to water budgets.
Single- count units,  bathrooms, type procedures. Fees use class average but

family and of plumbing fixtures; use outdoor use isn't included

Il~Iultifamily)    EQR avera e.

Option 2 - Indoor & outdoor Not linked to water budgets,
Indoor/Outdoor:  indoor- component. except for outdoor component.
count units,  beds, baths, bldg Recognizes relationship Not all bathrooms are

sq. ft.;  outdoor-water budget between smaller and larger equivalent.  Different water use.

irrigable area times dwellings. Difficult to define bedrooms.

application rate)
Option 3 -Water Budgets:     Links PIFs to water budgets.    Defining bedrooms may be

indoor -fixed amount; Indoor & outdoor difficult (only applies to

outdoor -irrigable area times component. multifamily budget
application rate Each budget recognizes a adjustments).

customer type and demand Ifbudgets overestimated then

patterns. over-recover PIFs  & vice versa.

CII Option1-Status Quo: No change to existing Not linked to grater budgets.
count number and type of procedures. Same number & type fixtures

plumbing fixtures; theoretical may have different

maximum gallon per minute usage/impacts depending on

demand customer operations.
Customer confusion.

Option 2:  - Vr̀'ater Budgets:    Links PIFs to water budgets.    Difficult to administer since

menu of options  (average Indoor & outdoor customers could select different

monthly use-AMU, historical component. water budget option each year.

monthly use-HMU, No conservation w/AMU &

indoor/outdoor, efficiency HMU.

standard budget) Ifbudgets overestimated then

over-recover PIFs  & vice versa.

Option 3 -Water Budget Conservation element (using Links to water budgets but use

Meter Size, A~'4~C Account percents) and PIF costs less different "menu"  of options.
Usage Distributions: usage at lower percentages. Differences among customers

distribution (sliding scale of Customer can choose to because of different percents

25%,  50%, or RS%)  of meter shape budget to reflect used in PIF calculation.

size class or efficiency business production. Ifwater budgets overestimated

standard. then over-recover PIFs and vice

versa.
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Customer Methodology Advantages Disadvantages
Class

CII Option 4 -Amortized Self Self correcting system Not linked to water budgets.
Correcting PIF:  initial PIF avoids situations where Changes current block rate

payment then customers pay customers use more than PIF structure to new three block

additional PIF through purchased. structure.

monthly rates if exceed Eliminates need to set Initially determining custom

threshold budgets for businesses whose threshold would be difficult.

usage changes over time.

Encourages conservation.

Option 5 -Meter Size and Is equitable assuming meter Meter size has same potential
Building Square Feet (only size is applied consistently. demand but water uses vary

applies to wastewater PIF) significantly.  Building size may

miti ate some discre anc  .

Irrigation- Option 1-Status Quo: No change to existing Not linked to water budgets.
Only gallon per minute demand of procedures. Two customers with same

largest irrigated zone irrigable area would be charged
different PIF depending on how

zones designed.
Option 2 -Water Budgets:     Links PIFs to water budgets.    Irrigable area can change over

irrigable area times PIF based on customer- time based on resident and

a lication rate s ecific irri able area. horticulture.

Large User Option 1-Status Quo: No change to existing Hard to determine which users

case-by-case basis;  separate procedures. meet threshold for large user

agreement and individualized agreement.
PIF

Option 2 -Meter Size Clear threshold for Staff has rarely developed a

Basis:  any commercial implementing an agreement.     large user agreement in past.
customer requesting meter Encourages conservation to Staff may need to generate 2 to

size 3 inches or larger would keep below large user 4 agreements per year.
re uire lar e user a reement threshold.

Storm~~ater PIF O tions

Customer Methodology Advantages Disadvantages
Class

Residential Option 1-Status Quo:  sq.     No change to existing Customers pay fees but may

and CII ft.  additional impervious procedures. not receive a benefit in their

area; same fee for all 1111 customers treated same & specific basin for many years.

customers have been since fee inception.
Option 2 -Basin-by- Money contributed by property Customers pay different fees.

Basin: per square foot of owners in specific basin would be Past, monies collected from all

additional impervious area;    used for improvements in that customers used to fund certain

different fee depending on basin. improvements.  Determining
drainage basin customer payments and credits

for improvement would be

difficult.
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