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Steering/Technical Committee Meeting 
Thursday, October 2, 2008, 10:00 A.M. to Noon  

COMPASS, Conference Room 
800 S. Industry Way, Suite 100 

Meridian, Idaho  
 

AGENDA 
 

I. Consent Agenda (10:05 AM – 10:10 AM)  
a. Approval of the September 18, 2008 Meeting Notes (pages 2-6) * 

 
II. Action Items 

None. 
 
III. Discussion Items 

a. Transportation and Land Use Integration (TLIP) update – ACHD (10:10 – 10:30 AM)  
ACHD will provide a status on ACHD’s TLIP project.  

 
b. Evaluation of Cumulative Demand – COMPASS (10:30 – 11:30 AM) (pages 7-10) * 

In the September meeting packet, members were provided an approach to assessing cumulative 
demand, one of the key components in both the TLIP and APFO processes. ACHD handed out 
other materials on evaluating demand. These are shown in Attachment 2. Staff will be seeking 
guidance and assistance from the Technical/Steering regarding land use information and other 
aspects. 

 
c. Blueprint for Good Growth Organizational Issues - COMPASS (11:30 – 11:40 AM) 

The Consortium elected to maintain a separate identify for Blueprint for Good Growth and its 
committee structure. The discussion at the Consortium recognized the overlap between BGG 
and other organizations but wanted to keep the BGG as is to focus on the AFPO process. 
 

d. Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance – Charles Trainor  (11:40 – 11:45 AM) (page 11) * 
This item was disseminated in the September 18, 2008 packet. The APFO is in a holding pattern 
pending a variety of technical products. Two of these are discussed above. Other issues were 
discussed (see minutes of the September 18, 2008 meeting). Some of these issues are 
summarized in Attachment 3. 

  
* Attachments 
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ITEM I 
 
 
 
 

Steering/Technical Committee Meeting 
Thursday, September 18, 2008, 10:00 A.M. to Noon  

COMPASS, Conference Room 
800 S. Industry Way, Suite 100 

Meridian, Idaho  
 

Meeting Minutes 
 
 

I. Consent Agenda (10:05 AM – 10:10 AM)  
a. Approval of the July 10, 2008 Meeting Notes (pages 2-4)* 

 
The minutes were approved without discussion. 
 

II. Action Items 
a. Adequate Public Facilities Ordinance – Charles Trainor  (10:10 – 11:00 AM) (pages 5-35)* 

 
 Charles Trainor presented Michael Lauer’s July 27, 2008 update of the draft Adequate Public Facilities 

Ordinance (APFO) and the draft “interlocal Agreement,” ), containing revisions based on discussion 
held at the July Steering Committee meeting. Also included was a letter from the Building Contractors 
Association (BCA) outlining their concerns on the draft APFO.   

 
 Bob Taunton stated that the ULI’s position is that the draft APFO has merit, but would prefer to have it 

put on hold as it is inappropriate today. 
 
 Pete Friedman said there has been discussion regarding some of the tools that we currently have that 

we may or may not be utilizing and asked for a briefing of what those are, i.e., impact fees and how 
much is currently being charged and how much could be accessed, without going back and adding a 
whole other process.   

 
 Sabrina Bowman responded that ACHD just did a limited update on impact fees.  She said there is a 

lot of mixed messages as increases to the impact fees have not been well accepted county wide.  She 
said that within the last year and a half they were hearing that APFOs are a way to get developers and 
new growth to pay for itself in coordination with an impact fee structure. She stated the ACHD 
Commissioner will talk with the BCA and other contractors regarding impact fees and what could be 
absorbed by the market, but that is a different structure than an APFO, a different way to manage 
growth. 

 
 Nichole Baird Spencer stated that based on her understanding from Michael Lauer the APFO was not 

ready for adoption and that we should hold off until TLIP took place and be able to determine level of 
service and to work through some sections of the document.  She stated the question on impact fees is 
how much of the impact fee is covering the actual impact of a development or improvement.  She 
noted that enabling legislation on impact fees from the state say we need to provide adequate public 
facilities. The term “adequate public facilities” is in the legislation.   
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 Sabrina said currently impact fees are not paying for sidewalks, bike lanes, or collectors.  She said at 

this time from ACHD’s perspective, the draft APFO is not ready for adoption.  There are a lot of 
technical issues that still need to be discussed.  It is really a process of how do you approve 
development and how to process that development.  It is a technical exercise not a policy exercise 
from ACHD’s perspective.   

 
 Pete suggested that Joe Kunz or someone from BCA be invited to speak to the Committee about BCA’s 

concerns. 
 
 Charles stated that there is no intent at this point in seeking any kind of endorsement of the draft.  He 

said that Michael Lauer and Karen Doherty said there has only been a cursory legal review by the 
local agencies.    

 
 Gary Allen stated at this time he does not support the AFPO.  It has been very important that this 

exercise has been done, but there are some things that are going on in parallel that do not depend on 
an APFO that are really important and critical. These include getting a more complete traffic analysis, 
getting all of the planned projects into the traffic analysis, and fixing the levels of service so they are 
more appropriate. All will help the local agencies make development decisions.  There is a 
fundamental problem with the ordinance that allows for an APFO decision to occur at zoning, at 
subdivision and at preliminary development plan.  It is too late at subdivision and preliminary 
development.  The adequate public facilities determination should happen at the time of zoning, 
typically at annexation and zoning. He stated that every city has the ability to determine whether the 
facilities are available to support a level of zoning. So what does the APFO add?  We should use what 
we have and create better tools to support it.  We get to the same place without a number of issues 
such as upsetting expectations once a developer gets too far into the process, or the complexities 
about whether there is an improper delegation of land use authority to ACHD, or if you are complying 
with the development impact fee act.  Everybody agrees that it is appropriate to address adequate 
public facilities at the time of development approval. The question is, is this the right tool.   

 
 Charles recapped that all of the technical work is important and should continue, all of the cumulative 

assessment, improved traffic impact studies, level of service, etc.  It is just when it is packaged under 
the ordinance it becomes a sticking point.  

 
  Gary concurred and added that the private sector perceives the APFO as a dangerous implementation 

mode. He said to take the adequate public facilities ordinance off the table, but keep working on how 
to ensure adequate public facilities are provided.      

 
 Sabrina said by the time that all of the technical details are worked out the ordinance might look very  
 different. We need to stay in the technical process mode now and not discount the fact that we may 

end up with an APFO if it is done in the correct way.  It is a development review tool, not just a 
planning tool.  We don’t want to send the wrong message because collectively we don’t know what 
the details are, what the options are. That is what people are getting nervous about. 

 
 After further discussion, Nichole Baird Spencer moved and Karen Gallaher seconded to recommend 

to the Consortium that the APFO is here but we are in a technical process at this point and want to 
look at all of the options for implementation and meeting the intent of the concerns that we have 
been working through for the last however many months.  And that the Consortium give the Steering 
Committee additional time, as the TLIP evolves and as ACHD works through this process, to come 
back to them with either this ordinance or augmentations to this ordinance that are actually 
achievable and implementable.    
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Discussion: 
 
Gary Allen stated that he could not support the motion as stated.  He feels that a stronger statement needs to 
be made that the APFO needs to be put on ice while the other issues are worked through.  He doesn’t 
disagree that an APFO may be the end result, but feels that it sends the wrong message that it is being actively 
considered for the time being.  The level of service and incorporation of the projects need to be figured out.  It 
will divert attention and resources if the message is sent that the APFO is going to be an active part of that for 
the time being.  He said it shouldn’t be completely killed, there could be a form of the draft that would work, 
but feels a stronger message needs to be sent that there are serious concerns about the way it is drafted and 
that the technical work should go forward until it is revisited. 
 
Mike Wardle stated he was not going to support the motion because the latest draft has a serious disconnect: 
it essentially puts all of the decision making on the ACHD work plan or CIP without putting the comp plan as 
adopted by a city on equal footing. ACHD may not have a capital plan that fits the adopted comp plan’s 
provisions and recommendations.  So a decision could be made purely on one issue without taking into 
consideration decisions made through a public involvement process on the comp plan elements.  Mike 
encouraged Gary Allen to make a substitute motion. 
 
Sabrina noted that from ACHD’s perspective they don’t think that they can separate the work and the effort 
put into APFO with what is going on with TLIP.  There are a lot of TLIP documents being produced that are 
not tied to the APFO and will go on regardless.  She said there is a big danger to the Valley to put the APFO 
“on ice.”   Whether the ordinance is the end result or not is not the issue. It is about the message to the 
Consortium and elected officials--the need to consider these options and the need for the technical reviews to 
go forward.  She said that she was comfortable with how Nichoel phrased her motion, we don’t know what 
the end result is going to be, but we need to be going forward to figure it out.   
 
Charles asked Nichole if her intent was that the APFO is on hold until the issues are resolved. 
 
Nichole said that the motion she intended was that the APFO remains as it is and we are not moving forward 
with it at this point in time.  We are going to do the technical research and background needed to determine 
what the next best step is.  It may be the APFO and it may not.  It may be tweaking of existing processes.  It 
may be a review of impact fees.  It may be a review of annexation and rezoning finds necessary within each 
jurisdiction.  We need to look at the tools that exist today and see whether they implement this or could 
implement them without having to adopt new legislation. 
 
Gary said that he agreed with Nichole’s last comments and asked that the discussion reflect also if this is the 
consensus of the group that there are significant concerns with the current draft.   
 
Nichole stated she would amend her motion to recognize there are significant concerns to the existing draft.  
Karen Gallaher agreed with the amended motion.   
 
Sabrina asked if what is being said is that the APFO is not moving forward, but we are supportive of the APFO 
process. 
 
Nichole replied that what should be said is that at this point in time we are not sure that implementing an 
ordinance is appropriate.  We think that adequate public facilities are important for all development, but we 
feel that existing legislation and processes may need to be researched to determine if they are better 
implementation tools than this ordinance.   
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Sabrina added that, in the mean time, we are working through the technical work to see how it all plays 
together. 
 
Final motion: 
 
APFO remains as it is, but we are not moving forward with it at this point in time.  There are significant 
concerns with the existing draft. We are going to do the technical research and background needed to 
determine what the next best step is.  It may be the APFO and it may not.  It may be tweaking of existing 
processes.  It may be a review of impact fees.  It may be a review of annexation and rezoning findings 
within each jurisdiction.  We need to look at the tools that exist today and see whether they implement this 
or could implement this without having to adopt new legislation.  Motion passed. 
  
III. Discussion Items 

a. Blueprint for Good Growth Organizational Issues - COMPASS (11:00 – 11:15 AM) 
 
Charles Trainor recapped organizational issues with housing Blueprint for Good Growth at COMPASS.   
 
The Committee discussed the following for Consortium consideration: 
 

• What is the benefit of Blueprint keeping its own identity as a 501 C 3? 
• Consider coordination with ongoing processes, i.e. the Alliance, to avoid redundancy in meeting 

agendas. 
• Consider more formal structure of the Steering Committee with bylaws and private sector 

representation. 
• What is the future function of the Steering Committee, i.e. technical and/or advisory. 

 
b. Transportation and Land Use Integration (TLIP) update – ACHD (11:15 – 11:30 AM)  

 
Sabrina Bowman provided a TLIP schedule update.  She stated the consultant met with the cities and 
forwarded the information to ACHD.  ACHD has sent the information back to the cities to verify that the 
information is correct and clear up any issues.  It is not ready for public review as of yet. She said the process 
of running test cases will be a significant undertaking and ACHD will need to work closely with both the 
public and private sectors.  She added TLIP is a development driven process not just a planning driven 
process.  
   

c. Evaluation of Cumulative Demand – COMPASS (11:30 – 11:45 AM) (pages 36-39) * 
 
Charles Trainor said no action is being sought at this time, but he would like to set the tone for some technical 
work.  He explained that in developing transportation evaluations for various purposes, including an APFO, 
there is a need to account for the cumulative effects of existing, approved un-built and other proposed 
developments when considering the effort of a specific proposal.  
 
He said to make the process work we need to look at regional demand. The next step is for ACHD and 
COMPASS to work together to test the existing year conditions in a sub-area using the COMPASS travel 
demand model to estimate the “as of April 2008” conditions.  COMPASS staff recommends an area bounded 
by Nampa Blvd., Eagle Road, I-84 and US 20/26.  This will allow for an in-depth discussion regarding the 
process, staff time, and advantages, disadvantages and potential options for adjustments. 
 
Sabrina handed out and reviewed a write up and flow chart developed by ACHD that provides another way 
to evaluation cumulative demand. She also noted that the test area should be within Ada County.
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d. Discuss future meeting dates – (11:45 AM) (page 40)* 

  
After discussion, it was agreed to move the Steering Committee meetings to the last Thursday of each month at 
COMPASS from 10:00 am - 12:00 pm. 

 
 
 
 

T:\FY08\700 Services\701 General Membership Services\Blueprint for Good Growth\Steering Committee\agenda091808.doc 
 

6



7



8



9



10



             ITEM III-d 
Issues Related to Adequate Public Facilities 

 
The items below were extracted from the lengthy discussion at the Technical/Steering Committee on September 
18, 2008. The list is intended to be a starting point for discussion. Many of these issues pertain to any adequate 
public facilities process, whether an APFO is pursued or not. 
 
1. Impact fees.  

a. How much is currently being charged? How could changes in fees or the means of calculating fees 
affect the ability to increase capacity? 

b. What is the position of the development community, in particular the Building Contractors 
Association, regarding increasing impact fees? 

c. To what extent are impact fees covering the costs of the roads needed for development? 
 
2. Legal reviews by local agencies. 

a. APFO has not been formally reviewed by city or county legal staff. The Consortium discussed this and 
concluded it is premature to seek such a review at this time. 

b. When would be the appropriate time? 
c. Are some of these issues relevant to legal review? Consider the timing of APFO, current authority, and 

delegation of authority. 
 

3. Levels of service. 
a. In the absence of a county-wide approach to APFO, if a development proposal would lead to 

“violating” a level of service on a street in another community, what is the authority to deny approval? 
This issue is noted in the “Transportation Concurrency Best Practices Guide”1 from Florida. It proposes 
interlocal agreements to establish procedures to address such impacts. 

 
4. Timing of APFO. 

a. Should APFO only apply at the time of zoning? Is it too late in the process at the subdivision stage? 
b. If so, is there sufficient detail to evaluate demand at the time zoning is established? 
c. Would current zoning would consume all programmed capacity? If so, would all rezone and 

annexation applications either be denied or required to provide mitigation? 
 
5. Application to comprehensive plans. 

a. Should an analysis of proposed land uses under a comprehensive plan be done to determine if 
adequate capacity exists? (Comment was made that the comprehensive plans should have “equal 
footing” with ACHD’s CIP.) 

b. How should the results of the analysis be used? One way would be to base impact fees on growth 
indicated by the comprehensive plan. Another would be to inform the community of deficiencies and 
seek to reduce growth or to include financial remedies in the comprehensive plan. 

 
6. Current authority of local governments. 

a. Do local governments have the ability to deny approvals based on inadequate roadway capacity now? 
b. On what basis can local governments deny approval? What level of technical analysis is needed? 
c. If the authority now exists and is not being exercised, why not? 

 
7. Delegation of authority to ACHD. 

a. Does APFO grant unwarranted authority to ACHD to approve or deny development? (This is a major 
component of the BCA position.) 
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1 Florida Department of Community Affairs. Transportation Concurrency Best Practices Guide.  
http://www.dca.state.fl.us/fdcp/dcp/publications/TCBP.pdf  
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