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(1) Redesign ingress and egress to the project to reduce traffic conflicts;

(2) Integrate multi-modal design components (e.d., pedestrian and bicycle paths or transit
improvements) to reduce trip generation, or

(3) Implement other transportation system improvements, operational improvements,

access management strategies, demand management strategies approved by ACHD
and other applicable Transportation Facility providers.
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{Formatted: Bullets and Numbering ]
Section 4.5 Alternative To Mitigation

As an alternative to mitigating an identified Transportation Facility Deficiency, an Applicant may
submit a notice of intent to wait until there is Available Capacity to serve Proposed Demand
pursuant to the Work Plan, but no longer than five (5) years from the date of submittal of a
complete application. If the Applicant chooses to wait for available capacity, the submittal of a
Development Proposal having no greater traffic impact than the one initially submitted shall
become an Exempt Development for purposes of transportation adequacy after the end of the five
(5) year waiting period. An Application that is subject to a notice of intent to wait shall not be

exempted from any other development regulations in effect at the time of the application is
resubmitted.
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Section 4.6 Capacity Improvements/Proportionate Fair-Share Provisions
(A) The proportionate fair-share provisions shall apply to all Mitigation Agreements.
(B)  Minimum Requirements for Mitigation.

(1) An Applicant may choose to satisfy the transportation level of service requirements set
forth in this Agreement by making a proportionate fair-share contribution, pursuant to
the following requirements:

(i) The proposed development is consistent with the comprehensive plan and
applicable land development regulations.

(i) The Work Plan includes transportation facilities or facility segments that upon
completion, will fully mitigate Proposed Demand.

(i) If ACHD determines that the Available Capacity of the transportation
improvements set forth in the Work Plan has already been consumed, or the
Work Plan does not reflect the transportation improvement needed to satisfy

(2) The City/County may choose, but is not obligated, to allow an Applicant to satisfy
transportation adequacy by contributing to an improvement that, upon completion, will

follows:

(i) The ACHD Board adopts, by resolution or ordinance, a commitment to add
applicable arterial street improvement to the Work Plan.

(ii) If the funds allocated for the Work Plan are insufficient to fully fund construction of
a Transportation Facility required to meet Proposed Demands, the City/County
may still enter into a binding Mitigation Agreement with the Applicant and ACHD.
The Mitigation Agreement shall authorize construction of that amount of
development on which the proportionate fair share is calculated if the funding
provided by the Mitigation Agreement is sufficient to pay for one or more
improvements which will, in the opinion ACHD, significantly benefit the impacted
transportation system. Proposed improvements not included in the Work Plan
may be allowed by the City/County as mitigation subject to ACHD approval if
they would significantly reduce access problems and increase mobility by
addressing congestion or trips on a major transportation corridor. Mitigation may
include but is not limited to new or improved roads, service roads, bicycle and
pedestrian facilities, improved network development and connectivity, transit
facilities and/or operations, ridesharing programs and trip reduction measures, or
a combination thereof. Arterial street improvements funded by the Applicant must

Mitigation Agreement.

(3) Any improvement project proposed to meet the Applicant’s obligation must meet
design standards of ACHD for locally maintained roadways and those of the Idaho
| Transportation Department (ITD) for improvements affecting the state highway system.

‘ DRAFT 12 6-30-08
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(C)  Mitigation Application Process.

| (1) Prior to submitting a Mitigation Application, a pre-application meeting shall be heldto - {Deleted: mitigation ]

discuss eligibility, application submittal requirements, potential mitigation options, and ™~ {Demed; application ]
related issues.

(2) Eligible Applicants shall submit a mitigation application to the City/County that
includes the following:

(i)Name, address and phone number of owner(s), developer and agent;

(i) Property location, including parcel identification numbers;

(iii) Legal description and survey of property;

(iv) Project description, including type, intensity and amount of development;
(v) Phasing schedule, if applicable;

(vi) Description of requested proportionate fair-share mitigation methods;

(vii) Estimated value of proposed fair-share mitigation pursuant to this Agreement.

(3) ACHD shall review the Mitigation Application and certify that the Application is - {Deleted: The City/County

sufficient and complete within sixty (60) calendar days. If an Application is determined \\?{; {Ddeted; mitigation

to be insufficient, incomplete, or inconsistent with the general requirements of this
Agreement, then the Applicant will be notified in writing of the reasons for such
deficiencies within sixty (60) calendar days of submittal of the Application. If mitigation

\ \ AN - -
N \\{ Deleted: application

\\\{ Deleted: application

N o A

application deficiencies are not remedied by the Applicant within sixty (60) calendar {De'etEdi a
days of receipt of the written natification, then the mitigation application will be deemed
abandoned. ACHD may grant an extension of time if requested in writing fromthe - {Deleted: The City/County

Applicant not to exceed sixty (60) calendar days to cure such deficiencies, provided
that the Applicant has shown good cause for the extension and has taken reasonable
steps to effect a cure.

(4) When an application is deemed sufficient, complete, and eligible, the Applicant shall be
advised in writing and a proposed Mitigation Agreement will be prepared by

City/County or the Applicant with direction from ACHD and delivered to the Comment [mjl12]: As an option,
appropriate parties for review no later than sixty (60) calendar days from the date at Arngr;}ﬁﬁ ﬁﬁiéh&i't?a;ig‘nme
which the Applicant received the notification of a sufficient. ,’f\grﬂ_emem 9
(5) The City/County shall notify the Applicant regarding the date of the Council/Board
meeting when the Mitigation Agreement will be considered for final approval. No
Mitigation Agreement will be effective until approved by the Council/Board, the ACHD
Board and other applicable Transportation Facility provider.
[ Deleted: 2122108 )
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(D) Methodology for Determining Proportionate Fair-Share.

(1) Proportionate fair-share mitigation for transportation adequacy impacts may include,
without limitation, separately or collectively, private funds, contributions of land,
construction and contribution of facilities, and funding of transit or rideshare vehicles
and/or operations in accordance with subsection (7) of this section, provided that the
ACHD Board determines that the proposed mitigation adequately addresses
transportation demands generated by the proposed development by maintaining or
achieving adopted levels of services for impacted roadways. In the case of land
contribution, the land value shall be based on Pre-development Value.

(2) A development's required proportionate fair-share shall be calculated pursuant to this
Section. A development shall not be required to pay more than its proportionate fair

share; however, to qualify under the provisions of §4.6(b)(2), an Applicant may agree - {Deleted: 2.20

to pay more than the proportionate fair-share amount calculated herein.

(3) The methodology used to calculate an Applicant’s proportionate fair-share obligation
shall be the cumulative number of trips from the proposed development expected to
reach applicable roadways and intersections during peak hours from the complete
build out of a stage or phase being approved, divided by the change in the peak hour
maximum service volume (MSV) of roadways and intersections resulting from
construction of an improvement necessary to maintain the adopted level of service,
multiplied by the construction cost of the improvement in the year the improvement
cost is projected to occur.

OR

Proportionate Fair Share = Z[[(Development Trips;) / (SV Increasej)] x Costi]
Where:

Development Tripsi- Those trips from the stage or phase of development under
review that are assigned to the Transportation Facility “i” and have triggered a
deficiency per the adequacy management system;

SV Increase; = Service volume increase provided by the eligible
improvement to the Transportation Facility “i";

Cost; = Adjusted cost of the Transportation Facility improvement “i". Cost
shall include all improvements and associated costs, such as design, right-of-way
acquisition, planning, engineering, inspection, and physical development costs
directly associated with construction at the anticipated cost in the year it will be
incurred.

Example:
Development trip generation = 1,000 peak hour trips

Service volume increase of improvement = 4,000 peak hour trips
Cost of Improvements = $1,000,000

/{ Deleted: 2/22/08
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Proportionate share = (1,000 trips/4,000 trips*$1,000,000)
Proportionate share = $250,000

(4) For the purposes of determining proportionate fair-share obligations, ACHD or the
applicable Transportation Facility provider shall determine improvement costs based
upon the best estimate of actual cost of the improvement. The cost used for the
proportionate fair-share calculation shall be today’s cost estimate of tomorrow’s cost.
Where such information is not available, improvement cost shall be determined using
the following method:

An analysis by ACHD of costs by cross-section type that incorporates data from recent
projects and is updated annually and approved by the ACHD Board. To
accommodate increases in construction material costs, projected improvement costs
shall be adjusted by the average annual rate of increase in the Construction Cost Index
over the three years preceding execution of the proportionate fair-share agreement as
follows:

Cost, = Costp X (1 + Cost_growthsy,)"

Where:

Cost, = The cost of the improvements in year n;

Costy = The cost of the improvement in the current year;

Cost_growths, = The growth rate of costs over the last 3 years; Comment [mjl13]: Should

n= The number of years until the improvement is constructed. alternative time periods be available if

there are extraordinary
circumstances?

The three-year growth rate is determined by the following formula:
Cost_growthsy, = [Cost_growth.; + Cost_growth., + Cost_growth.s]/3

Where:
Cost_growthsy, = The growth rate of costs over the last 3 years;
Cost_growth_; = The growth rate of costs in the previous year;
Cost_growth_, = The growth rate of costs two years prior;
Cost_growth_; = The growth rate of costs three years prior

Cost estimates for state road improvements not included in the adopted ITD Work Plan
shall be determined using this method in coordination with the ITD District.

(5) If ACHD has accepted an improvement proposed by the Applicant, then the value of
the improvement shall be determined using one of the methods provided in this
Section.

(6) If ACHD has accepted right-of-way dedication for the proportionate fair-share payment,
credit for the dedication of the off-site right-of-way shall be valued on the date of the
dedication at the value to be agreed to by the Applicant and ACHD, or by fair market
value established by an independent appraisal approved by ACHD and at no expense
to ACHD. The Applicant shall supply a drawing and legal description of the land and a
certificate of title or title search of the land to ACHD at no expense to ACHD and shall
deliver at closing clear title by warranty deed to ACHD. If the estimated value of the
right-of-way dedication proposed by the Applicant is less than ACHD estimated total

proportionate fair-share obligation for that development, then the Applicant must also {De|eted; 2/22/08
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pay the difference. ACHD is authorized to accept forms of proportionate share
mitigation that exceed the actual values calculated above. Under no circumstances
shall the City/County approve an Application that obligates ACHD or the City/County
to compensate an Applicant for proportionate fair-share mitigation that exceeds the
value calculated above.

(7) At the discretion of ACHD, the development's overall trips may be reduced by up to
5%, with a developer commitment to the implementation of trip reduction measures, to
and annual reporting by implementers of operational programs; and penalties for
failure to implement and maintain the measures for an agreed upon time period.
Appropriate capital and operational contributions towards trip reduction will be
identified and may include, but are not limited to, transit improvements, vanpool
vehicles, preferential parking and other facilities for carpools and vanpools, covered
and secure bicycle storage, shower & change facilities available to bicycle commuters,
office work-stations available for use by teleworkers, and support for and active
promotion of rideshare matching programs.

(E)  Impact Fee Credit for Proportionate Fair-Share Mitigation.

(1) Proportionate fair-share contributions shall be applied as a credit against impact fees

(2) Impact fee credits for the proportionate fair-share contribution will be applied for and
determined as provided by ACHD. If the Applicant’s proportionate fair-share obligation
is less than the development's anticipated transportation impact fee for the specific
stage or phase of development under review, then the Applicant or its successor must
pay the remaining transportation impact fee amount to ACHD pursuant to the
requirements of ACHD's transportation impact fee ordinance.

(F)  Appropriation of Revenues.

(1) Revenues shall be placed in the appropriate project account for funding of scheduled
improvements in the Works Program, or as otherwise established in the terms of the
Mitigation Agreement. At the discretion of ACHD, revenues may be used for
operational improvements prior to construction of the capacity project from which the
revenues were derived.

(2) In the event a scheduled facility improvement is removed from the Work Plan, then the
revenues collected for its construction may be applied toward the construction of
another improvement that ACHD determines would mitigate the impacts of
development.

(G) Reimbursement for Excess Contributions. The Mitigation Agreement may provide for
reimbursement from available funding sources when an Applicant chooses to provide more
than the proportionate fair-share cost of improvements. Available funding sources may
include impact fees, extraordinary impact fees or other development generated revenues

‘ DRAFT 16 6-30-08

54

- [ Formatted: Not Highlight

Comment [mjl14]: This provision
provides additional flexibility for non-
facility based mitigation. If kept in the
ordinance, these provisions should
have narrow applicability to situations
where there is adequate leverage to
ensure that operational contributions
are made for the life of the
agreement.

- {Deleted: the same

- ‘[Deleted: infrastructure

o ‘[ Deleted: s

(NI N

/{ Deleted: 2/22/08
/



55

that would not divert funding from other projects included in the Work Plan or transportation
system maintenance.

Section 4.7 Timing of Required Improvements

(A) Ifrequired improvements are to be constructed by the developer, no certificate of
occupancy shall be issued for the project until the improvements have been completed
unless otherwise specified in the Mitigation Agreement. If there is a reasonable
expectation for completion, required improvements may occur after certificate of occupancy
if plans have received approval by the City/County and the improvements have been
secured by a bond or other method meeting City/County requirements.

| (B)  Notwithstanding the above, if a portion of a development project can be accommodated at <, - Deleted: <#>If required
the specified LOS for the Study Area prior to the need for the improvement based upon the Improvements are to be made by the
- . . K , or the Idaho Transportation
TIS, certificates of occupancy may be issued for that portion of the development project ' Department (ITD), no certificate of

prior to the requirements of (A) above. ' | occupancy shall be issued for the
v, | project until final plans for the project

\\\\ have been approved.|
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Section 4.8 Mitigation Options

The Applicant may propose and ACHD staff may recommend approval of any combination of the
following Mitigation measures that will adequately address a Transportation Facility Deficiency:

(A) Reduce the size, scale, scope or density of the development to reduce traffic generation;

(B) Divide the project into phases and with only one phase at a time being authorized until
traffic capacity is adequate for the next phase of development;

© Dedicate right-of-way for street improvements;

(D) Construct or fund new street improvements;

(E) Expand the capacity of existing streets and/or intersections;

(F) Redesign ingress and egress to the project to reduce traffic conflicts;
(G) Alter the use and type of development to reduce Peak Hour traffic;

(H) Reduce background (existing) traffic;

0} Eliminate the potential for additional traffic generation from undeveloped properties in the
Impact Area;
) Integrate multi-modal design components (e.g., pedestrian and bicycle paths or transit

improvements) to reduce trip generation, or

(K) Implement other transportation system improvements, operational improvements, access
management strategies, or demand management strategies approved by ACHD to
minimize transportation costs

Section 5 Implementation and Amendments

It is understood that the ACHD Director and the County/City Administrator may, in the
implementation and administration of this agreement, act on behalf of their respective
Councils/Board in any manner that is customarily delegated. It is also understood that references
to the ACHD Chairman or County/City Administrator shall include their duly appointed
representatives.

This Agreement constitutes the entire agreement between the parties and no understanding or
agreement, oral or otherwise, exists with respect to the subject matter of this Agreement except as
expressly set out in this Agreement. This Agreement may be amended only by the written consent
of both the County/City and the ACHD.

Section 6 Termination

/{ Deleted: 2/22/08
/

‘ DRAFT 18 6-30-08 /



This Agreement is effective upon the date of its execution and shall continue in full force and
effect; provided however, that the Agreement shall automatically be renewed for one (1) year
periods unless the County/City or the ACHD signifies in writing to the other its intent to terminate
the Agreement at least one hundred twenty (120) days prior to the renewal date. It is further
provided that either of the two aforementioned parties may terminate this agreement by giving at
least one hundred twenty (120) days written notice of its intent. Pursuant to Section 4 herein this
Agreement shall be renewed annually.

Section 7 Resolution of Disputes

If the parties to this agreement are unable to resolve any issue(s) in which they may be in
disagreement that are covered in this agreement, such dispute will be resolved through non-
binding arbitration.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, this Interlocal Agreement has been executed by and on behalf of the
County/City by and the seal of the County/City affixed hereto and attested by the
and the Ada County Highway District by its Chairman and its corporate seal
affixed hereto and attested by the Executive Director on this day of
, 2008.

‘ DRAFT 19 6-30-08
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Overview

Local governments in Ada County are evaluating the adoption of adequate public
facilities ordinances (APFO) to address the adequacy of essential public facilities in
accordance with the Blueprint for Good Growth. Essential public facilities include
transportation, water, systems, wastewater systems, and fire protection.

This report describes:

e The concept of APF requirements;

e Minimum requirements for implementation of an APFO;

e The local context for establishing APF requirements, including the foundation
established in the Blueprint for Good Growth, local plans and local regulations;

e Essential public facility providers and the status of planning for needed facilities;
and

e A discussion of the key policy decisions that must be made prior to establishing
an APFO.

Adequate Public Facilities Overview

The requirement for adequate public facilities is a key element of effective growth
management. An APFO ensures that necessary public facilities and services to support
new development are available and adequate, based on adopted level of service (LOS)
standards, at the time that the impacts of new development occur. An APFO generally is
a local government exercise of regulatory authority, whether or not that unit of
government is the facility or service provider. It is intended to:

(1) Link the provision of key public facilities and services with the type,
amount, location, density, rate and timing of new development.

(2) Properly manage new growth and development so that it does not outpace
the ability of service providers to accommodate the development at
established level of service standards.

(3) Coordinate public facility and service capacity with the demands created
by new development.

(4) Discourage sprawl and leapfrog development patterns and to promote
more infill development consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.

(5) Ensure that the provision of public facilities and services to new
development does not cause an unacceptable reduction in the levels of
service provided to existing residents.

(6) Guarantee that new residents receive all necessary public facilities and
services.

Idaho’s Local Land Use Planning Act provides the basis for local governments to enact
adequate public facility requirements as a condition of subdivision approval or special

Synthesis Report June 30, 2008 1
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use permit approval. APF requirements as a condition of site plan approval are not
addressed. Section 67-6502 (b) establishes that the purpose of the act is “to ensure that
adequate public facilities and services are provided at a reasonable cost.” Section 67-
6512 (d) addresses adequate public facility requirements in conjunction with special use
permits, stating that:

“Upon the granting of a special use permit, conditions may be attached to

a special use permit including, but not limited to, those

(1) Minimizing adverse impact on other development;

(2) Controlling the sequence and timing of development;

(6) Requiring the provision for on-site or off-site public facilities or

services;

(8) Requiring mitigation of effects of the proposed development upon

service delivery by any political subdivision, including school districts,

providing services within the planning jurisdiction.”

Section 67-6513 addresses adequate public facility requirements in conjunction
with the subdivision process, stating that “Each such ordinance may provide for
mitigation of the effects of subdivision development on the ability of political
subdivisions of the state, including school districts, to deliver services without
compromising quality of service delivery to current residents or imposing
substantial additional costs upon current residents to accommodate the proposed
subdivision.”

An APFO establishes requirements for the coordination of development decisions with the
availability of adequate public facilities. The ordinance typically includes the following
elements:

e Findings relating to the need for the ordinance;

e Identification of the types of development subject to the APFO requirements;
e Listing of the facilities to be included within the APFO;

e Designation of the area(s) subject to the ordinance requirements;

e Establishment of minimum levels of services for applicable facilities;

e Designation of the point or points in the development process at which APFO tests are
established;

e Identification of alternative responses to a finding that facilities are not adequate (e.g.,
denial of development applications, phasing of development, mitigation of
deficiencies, etc); and

e Definition of APFO administration requirements, including the monitoring of
capacities and demands.

Synthesis Report June 30, 2008 2



Initial Determination of Applicable Facilities

Not all public facilities are appropriate for inclusion in the APFO. The following factors have
been considered when evaluating the suitability of a particular facility for inclusion in an
APFO:

e The necessity of maintaining facility adequacy to residents and businesses — this
factor considers whether the lack of capacity will pose a threat to the health, safety and
welfare of the community. When considering this factor, the authors of this report
have considered whether the lack of the adequate capacity in the facility should
preclude new development. For instance, adequate wastewater service is essential at
the time of development. Library services, while important, are seldom found to be an
essential precondition of development.

e The existence of a capital improvements program (CIP) to provide needed
capacity — this factor considers whether there is a plan in place to provide some
capacity for future development. Inherent in an APFO is the assumption that there is a
public commitment to provide some capacity to serve future growth and development.
Service provider capital improvement programs (CIPs) are the primary evidence of
this commitment. CIPs should include sufficient investment to resolve existing
deficiencies within a reasonable time period (e.g., five to ten years), and provide
additional capacity for new development within a given timeframe.

e The ability to establish measurable minimum levels of service — this factor is
necessary to provide a means of measuring whether facilities are adequate or not. The
minimum level of service must be measurable to enable local governments to
determine whether adequacy has been achieved.

e The extent of control local governments have over demands for the facility —
while some external demands are likely to occur for all facilities (e.g., non-resident
visitors to parks or traffic driving through the County), the more extensive the external
use, the less appropriate the facility will be for inclusion in the APFO.

e The extent of control local governments have over facility capacity — while local
government responsibility for providing capacity is not essential, when that
responsibility rests with another jurisdiction, the affected local governments should
establish agreements with that applicable service provider to address the schedule for
provision of those facilities.

Local Context

Blueprint for Good Growth

The Blueprint for Good Growth is a collaborative multi-jurisdictional effort intended to
coordinate land use and public facility decisions so that growth in Ada County will be an
asset to existing residents and future generations. The plan establishes an overall
framework for growth management in Ada County that includes policies and strategies
that ultimately will be incorporated into the plans, regulations and practices of Ada
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County, Boise, Eagle, Garden City, Kuna, Meridian, Star, Ada County Highway District
(ACHD) and Idaho Transportation Department (ITD).

This document identifies the main issues to be addressed by the Blueprint for Good
Growth, establishes goals, objectives and policies for the plan, and identifies strategies
that should be pursued by each of the participants in this process to achieve the mutually
beneficial goals established in this plan. While this plan does not prescribe specific land
use amendments, it establishes a growth tier map that establishes distinct growth policy
areas and the applicable policies. It also establishes an on-going process to sustain
effective interagency coordination required to effectively address the growth challenges
faced by Ada County residents, businesses and service providers.

This plan was developed in coordination the Community Planning Association’s program
to update the region’s Long Range Transportation Plan. This “Communities in Motion”
program established and evaluated numerous growth scenarios that are described in the
appendix of this Plan. The policy areas and policies established in the Blueprint for Good
Growth are consistent with and complementary to those included in the Long Range
Transportation Plan.

Existing Plans

Ada County

Ada County is in the process of reviewing and adopting a new Comprehensive Plan, with
adoption expected by the end of 2007. The draft Plan itself does not establish required
levels of service for public facilities. However, the goals and policies of the Plan do:
e Encourage growth where facilities and services exist or are planned,
e Call for coordination with regional planning efforts such as the Blueprint for
Good Growth, and
e Seek to coordinate development decisions with the availability of essential public
facilities.

The Plan also specifically incorporates the goals and policies of the Blueprint for Good
Growth through Goal 5.1, to encourage new urban growth within cities, Areas of City
Impact, Planned Communities and other areas designated for future growth on the
Blueprint for Good Growth “Growth Tiers Map” and as identified on the Comprehensive
Plan Future Land Use Map. Policies and actions related to this goal include:

e Policy 5.1-2: Encourage growth in areas where public investments have already
been made or planned for necessary facilities, services and utilities.

e Policy 5.1-3: Promote cooperation and coordination for land use decisions beyond
County limits that may have a significant effect on development in Ada County.
Recognize and coordinate with regional planning efforts such as Communities in
Motion and Blueprint for Good Growth.

e Policy 5.1-4: Help ensure that development decisions are coordinated with the
availability of essential public facilities so that needed public facilities will be
provided before or concurrent with the generation of demands for those facilities.
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o Implementation Action: Review, incorporate and adopt, as appropriate,
elements of the Blueprint for Good Growth Tier map into the County’s
Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map.

o Implementation Action: Develop and/or amend County Zoning ordinances
to ensure that public facility and other related costs of new development
are borne primarily by new residents and/or developers.

The County’s Plan establishes the use of adequate public facilities in determining the
extents of each city’s Area of Impact. Policy 5.2-2 states “Areas of Impact boundaries
will be based upon the following:

a.

Coordinated long range capital facility plans that reflect historical or
reasonable anticipated funding levels to facilitate the efficient provision of
adequate water, wastewater, stormwater and transportation facilities.

Recent growth trends and projected growth of the applicable city consistent
with population projections prepared and adopted by COMPASS.

The availability of adequate land supplies within the city and its Area of City
Impact to meet the amount and diversity of growth that may be reasonably
anticipated by the city.

The existence of short-term (five-year) capital improvement programs (CIP’s)
that are adequately funded to accommodate growth anticipated within at least
20 percent of the Area of City Impact.

The availability of essential public services.

Intergovernmental agreements between the County and subject city and
applicable service providers to coordinate land use and infrastructure decision
in accordance with the policies established in this Plan.

Additional factors as determined through continuing discussions between the
cities and county.”

The Plan contains strong language regarding the need for essential public facilities to
support development within Areas of City Impact, as well as for Planned Communities
(discussed further below). Policy 5.2-9 of the County’s Plan establishes that “Within an
Area of City Impact, where essential public facilities are not scheduled to be provided
within adopted five-year CIP’s, the County may take one of the following actions after
considering the following factors listed below:

a.

o o0o

Consistency of the concept plan for the portion to be developed and the entire
property with the applicable city’s comprehensive plan; or

System-wide benefits provided by proposed public facilities; or

Local and regional fiscal and economic benefits; or

Capital obligations generated by the development; or

Operations and maintenance obligations generated by the development; or
Other benefits consistent with the city’s adopted comprehensive plan goals.”

Actions that may be taken by the County where facilities are not schedule to be provided

include:

a.

With consultation from the affected city, approve the entire development
application subject to the provision or guarantee of adequate public facilities
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for the entire development, an agreement to annex the area in the future and

compliance with adopted city plans, regulations and infrastructure policies; or

With consultation from the affected city, approve development of up to 20

percent of the land area in the development subject to execution of a

development agreement assuring that:

i. The initial portion to be developed will be consistent with the applicable
city’s comprehensive plan, development regulations and infrastructure
policies; and

ii. The concept plan for all contiguous land holdings is consistent with the
applicable city’s comprehensive plan, development regulations and
infrastructure policies; and

iii. The applicant commits to future annexation and full funding of facilities,
including funding for future connection of the portion of the site that is
initially developed to centralized water and wastewater systems; or

Other mutually agreed upon process as detailed in an Area of City Impact
Agreement; or
Disapproval of the development application Implementation Action: Work
cooperatively with cities and other service providers (e.g., water and sewer
providers and ACHD) to define a consistent methodology for estimating
future land needs, determining the supply of buildable or developable land
within a given Area of City Impact, and preparing short and long-term capital
facility plans.

Planned Communities

The Plan recognizes that Planned Communities may continue to be developed within Ada
County and states:

“Planned Communities are required to include a mixture of compatible
land uses, provide for connectivity within the community, and
conservation of open space, and incorporate integrated design themes for
all aspects of the community. They are required to have a high degree of
self-sufficiency, particularly when located outside of areas of city impact,
including funding the provision and ongoing operation of all essential
public services, and include or be in close proximity to a wide of
commercial and community facilities.”

Policies related to Planned Communities include:

Policy 5.10-2: Planned Communities shall be considered for approval only when
assurances are provided by the developer and/or appropriate public agency that
essential public services will be provided, created and financed. Planned
Communities should fully fund operations and maintenance of essential public
services, with the exception of public schools and libraries (which are funded
through user fees, state tax revenues and/or general funds). Essential public
services include, but are not limited to water systems, wastewater collection and
treatment systems, public safety services, public schools, streets and roads, paths,
parks and libraries. Provision of public facilities shall be consistent with other
policies of this Plan and coordinated with other affected service providers,

Synthesis Report June 30, 2008

65



including but not limited to ACHD, ITD and any water or sewer service provider
with facilities within three miles of the proposed community.

e Implementation Action: Identify locational criteria for future Planned
Communities, such as availability of an adequate long-term water supply or
ability to obtain water from another service provider, relative degree of
environmental constraints, and other factors.

Transportation

The County’s Plan also provides direction for the ongoing development of the
transportation network. Goal 8.4 is to work with ACHD, ITD, cities and others to
identify and implement financing mechanisms that pay for needed transportation
improvements in a fair and equitable manner. Associated policies include:

e Policy 8.4-1: Require new developments that generate the need for transportation
improvements to provide or fund their fair share of right-of-way and
improvements as a condition of development approval in accordance with the
requirements of ACHD or ITD.

Schools

The proposed Plan recognizes the impact that growth has on school facilities. It states:
“Rapid growth and development are leading to increasing enrollments in
Meridian and Kuna which affect the ability to provide adequate facilities
and result in larger classroom sizes. Approval of large developments,
including large subdivisions in cities, areas of impact and planned
communities can exacerbate this issue. New development does not appear
to pay for itself in terms of the cost of new facilities, busing, and
transportation and other expenses. School districts are presently precluded
by state law from developing or assessing impact fees to require new
development to pay directly for facilities necessitated by new growth.”

The Plan’s policies and implementation actions related to schools include:

e Policy 3.1-4: The adequacy of school facilities may be considered by the Planning
and Zoning Commission and the County Board in reviewing proposed residential
subdivisions and planned developments based on recommendations from the
affected districts.

e Implementation Action: Update County development review procedures, as
needed to ensure that school districts are informed about and have the opportunity
to participate in development review processes related to large scale
developments (more than 100 housing units).

e Implementation Action: Update County zoning ordinances to require developers
to set aside land for schools necessitated by new large developments; coordinate
with the school districts about the most appropriate sites for such facilities.

Boise

The Boise City Comprehensive Plan was adopted in 1997 and the City is in the process of
updating this plan. The currently adopted plan includes significant APF provisions,
including levels of service for the full range of community services and facilities.
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Chapter 10 of the Boise City Comprehensive Plan addresses Growth Management.
Under Goal 10.0, Preserve, protect and enhance the overall quality of life in Boise and its
Area of Impact by ensuring that growth occurs in an orderly manner and that public
services are available along with development, Objective 2 is to ensure that development
occurs only when adequate public facilities and infrastructure are available and/or
financially guaranteed. Associated policies include:

Policy 1 — Develop and maintain adequate public services and facilities as defined
in Table 2: “Level of Service Standards for Community Services and Facilities,”
(see below) for the purpose of capital improvement planning and development
permitting.

Policy 2 — Require the City’s 5-year capital improvement planning to address the
scheduling and funding of key facilities and services, and update it annually.
Policy 3 — Request that service providers prepare future facilities maps for
inclusion in the Comprehensive Plan.

Policy 4 — Where development projects partially meet adequacy of public
facilities and service standards, development approval may be authorized for that
portion of the project that meets adequacy standards, or the project may be phased
to coincide with the phasing of future availability of public facilities and services.

e Objective 3 under Goal 10.0 is to require development to address its own impacts,
including financial and environmental. Associated policies include:

Policy 2 — Where public services and infrastructure are not available or planned,
allow development only when the developer can provide them according to the
appropriate service standards, and where such development is in accordance with
the Boise Comprehensive Plan.
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Figure 10-1
Level of Service Standards for Community Services and Facilities

Service Service Standards Service Area

TYPE | — CONCURRENT WITH THE ISSUANCE OF ANY DEVELOPMENT PERMIT

Fira* 4 minute response, unless excapted by Fire Department 1.5 mile

Watar 35 psi residential™ 500 gpm fira flow Community
40 pai non-residential 1,500 gpm fire flow Community

Sewer ** Available to site Community

Treatment: Fedaral Standards + capacity
Collection: capacity

Schools Systam capacity Community
Streats Authorization by ACHD Community
Police/She riff Availabls

Solid Waste Weekly pick-up Community
Elactricity Available Community
Telephone Available Community
Storm Drainage Approved on site or public systam Carmmunity

-

Fire Station “set-a-side” shall be required within the City Area of Impact.
**  Sae the axcaption far the Southweast Planning Area identified undar Objactive 2, Policy 2 in the Sawer
Facilitie=s saction of the “Public Facifities, Utilitles and Servicas” chapler of this plan.

TYPE Il — CONCURRENT — FIVE YEAR CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PLAN/OR OTHER
LONG- RANGE PLAN""

Service Service Standards Service Area
Palice Pricrity 1 — 3 min. response Carmmunity
Parks & Meighborhood park = 1.4 acread 000 pop. 1/2 mile radius
Open Space Community park = 9 acres, 000 pop. 1 mile radius
Large urban park = 1.8 acrea™ 000 pop. Carmmunity
Regional park = G acrasM,000 pop. Reagion
Special use areas = 2.4 acres, 000 pop. Community
Matural open space = 8.2 acread 000 pop. Community Schools
Elementary Schools 12 — 15 acresS50 — 600 studants 1/2 mile radius
Jr. High 30 — 35 acresM 000 students Multiple neighborhoods
High School 50 — 60 acrasA 800 — 2 500 studeants Multiple neighborhoods
Storm drainage Fadearal standard Community
Streats Adherance to the LOS standards adopted in the Community

Regional Transportation Plan for Ada County of record

*** Type I Concurence in any given sarvice category may be exce pled by the service provider for specific sites
basad an findings that adherance fo the adaptad standards is undesirable or nat infandad for the area
accanding o the plans of the sarvice pravider.

Transportation

Chapter 6 of the Boise City Comprehensive Plan addresses Transportation. Under Goal
6.1, maintain the function of the street system for current users, emergency response
efforts and for use by future generations, Objective 2 is to maintain a land use decision-
making process that is supportive of the service level standards identified in the most
recent Regional Transportation Plan for Ada County of record, and which is protective of
living environments along streets. Associated policies include:
e Policy 1 — When reviewing land use amendments, zone changes, master plans,
conditional uses and other significant entitlement requests, the City shall take into
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consideration the impact of the project on street levels of service. The City’s
preferred standards shall be those identified for new streets in ACHD’s
Development Policy manual, or its successor. Service level impacts shall be
minimized through project modifications, traffic management plans, street
improvement plans or other means.

e Policy 2 — The City shall advocate the use of traffic management strategies as a
means of protecting service levels of streets from naturally increasing background
traffic volumes, as well as mitigation for new development.

e Policy 4 — The City shall work with ACHD and COMPASS and participate on the
COMPASS Model Advisory Committee in a joint effort to establish the method
by which level of service is measured when considering traffic impacts.

e Policy 5 — The City shall work with ACHD and COMPASS to establish legally
defensible standards relating to traffic impacts of new development on existing
residential streets.

Wastewater

Chapter 2 of the Boise City Comprehensive Plan addresses Public Facilities, including
sewer facilities. Under Goal 2.1 regarding sewer facilities, Objective 1 is to meet or
exceed National Environmental Protection Agency standards for public sewage
collection, treatment and discharge in the Boise area. Associated policies include:
e Policy 1 — Construct new sewage collection and treatment improvements as
needed and as funding is available.
e Policy 2 — Issue building permits only when sewer capacity is available.

e Objective 2 is to ensure that public central sewage collection and treatment facilities
are upgraded and installed as needed to meet usage requirements and maximize cost
efficiency, and pursue a single consolidated City-wide system. Associated policies
include:

e Policy 1 — Public central sewage treatment and collection systems shall be
installed and available for use coincident with new development except as
otherwise provided in the Foothills Plan.

Drainage
Chapter 2 of the Boise City Comprehensive Plan also addresses drainage. Under Goal
2.2 regarding drainage, Objective 1 is to ensure that adequate storm-drain and flood
control facilities are provided and properly maintained to protect from a 100-year storm
in the Foothills, and from a 50-year storm in the remainder of the city, provide for surface
flooding corridors for storm events of greater magnitude, and undertake a stormwater
management program that meets or exceeds the standards of the National Pollution
Discharge Elimination System. Associated policies include:
e Policy 3 — Require that adequate on-site treatment and/or storm-drain and flood-
control facilities be constructed coincident with new development. The city shall
make available standard plans for treatment and retention areas.
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Water

Chapter 2 of the Boise City Comprehensive Plan addresses Public Facilities, including
domestic water. Under Goal 2.4 regarding water, Objective 1 is to ensure that new
growth does not exceed adequate water supply and appropriate infrastructure levels.
Appropriate water service shall require a minimum of 40 psi and a maximum of 85-90
psi, and fire flows of 1,500 gallons per minute. Objective 3 is to ensure that the costs of
new water facilities are borne by those who benefit.

Fire Protection

Chapter 2 of the Boise City Comprehensive Plan addresses Public Facilities, including
fire protection. Under Goal 2.10 regarding fire protection, Objective 1 is to maintain
standards necessary to maintain an ISA Class 3 rating, including response distance
standards, apparatus, staffing levels, training, water delivery system and the
communication/dispatch system. Associated policies include:

e Policy 1 — provide fire station locations that comply with the 1.5 mile reponse
distance standard and/or 4-minute response standard, as provided in the Boise
City Fire Department Master Siting Plan.

e Policy 7 — plan and coordinate water delivery systems with United Water and
other providers where applicable. Require all new development to provide
minimum fire flow requirements as prescribed in the Uniform Fire Code.

e Objective 2 under the fire protection goal is to ensure that fire facilities and protective
services are provided in conjunction with growth and development. Associated
policies include:

e Policy 1 — Maintain adequate facilities and fire protection service personnel by
periodically evaluating population growth, level of service (response time and
staffing) and fire hazards.

e Policy 2 — Maintain phasing and funding standards based on population, specific
time projections and percentage build-out.

Schools

Chapter 2 of the Boise City Comprehensive Plan addresses Public Facilities, including
schools. Under Goal 2.14 regarding public schools, Objective 1 is to support efforts of
the school districts to ensure that adequate school sites are provided and that the intended
capacity of schools is not exceeded. Associated policies include:

e Policy 1 — consider the impact on school enrollments and capacities when
reviewing higher density infill projects, zone changes and land-use plan
amendments.

e Policy 2 - request that the school districts prepare Future Facilities Maps based on
the city’s Land Use Plan, and incorporate the maps into the Comprehensive Plan.

e Policy 4 — develop student generation factors acceptable to the school districts for
the city’s use in analyzing the impact of new projects on schools.

e Policy 5 — require that developers assist in donating or purchasing school sites
identified on the facilities map, in correlation to the demand that their
developments will create.
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Eagle

The City of Eagle Comprehensive Plan was updated in 2004. The Plan’s Statement of
Purpose establishes that the Plan is intended to “promote the health, safety, and general
welfare of the people of the City of Eagle and its Impact Area” through provisions that
include “to ensure that adequate public facilities and services are provided to the people
at reasonable cost.” The City also prepared the Soaring 2025 Western Area Plan to
provide additional planning for expansion of the City’s Area of Impact.

The Comprehensive Plan accounts for the various service providers that work together to
provide the full range of public facilities and services to residents:

e The City of Eagle provides limited water service.

e The Eagle Sewer District provides sewer service within a designated sewer
service area. Larger lot homes have wells and septic systems and must comply
with Central District Health Department requirements.

e The Meridian and Boise School Districts provide K-12 education.

e United Water, Eagle Water Company, and the City provide water to Eagle
residents. Some private water systems and wells are also used.

e The Eagle Fire District provides fire and emergency services.

e Private canal companies and drainage districts provide irrigation water and
drainage water management.

Implementation strategies from the Comprehensive Plan include:

o Establish land use patterns and zoning districts that do not exhaust available
services such as sewer, water, police, fire, recreational areas, highways and
transportation systems.

e The location of all housing should be coordinated with provisions for adequate
public facilities and services.

While the 2004 plan does not included detailed level of service standards, the western
area plan includes relatively specific recommendations for water and wastewater systems,
and more general recommendations related to transportation and school facilities. These
recommendations are summarized below.

Water

In Section 4.6.2, the Soaring 2025 Plan establishes the following level of service
requirements:

e Ensure water service shall provide a minimum of 40 psi and a maximum of 85-90
psi, and fire flows of 1,500 gallons per minute, in accordance with state
requirements.

e Update the Water System Master Plan to delineate the requirements for trunk line,
booster stations, pressure reducing stations, and storage system.

e Require a separate water system for use of non-potable water, where available, for
landscape irrigation and water amenities and to minimize reliance on groundwater
for these uses.
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e Ensure all new development with in the Western Planning Area connects to
municipal water services.

Wastewater

The City’s goals with respect to wastewater recognize the City’s limited authority in this
area. They are:

e Ensure that sewerage and effluent disposal utilities expansion and extension will
keep pace with and be available in a timely manner to development projects
within the City.

e Ensure that sewerage and disposal facilities development will not through
insufficiency foster impediments to orderly and appropriate development of the
City as set forth in other sections of this Comprehensive Plan.

Related objectives and implementation strategies include:

e Provide assurance of Eagle’s capability to sustain orderly and appropriate growth
by maintaining awareness of Eagle Sewer District’s plans for expansion and
schedules for extension, and reviewing how these plans fit with the known plans
of the development community in Eagle.

e Consult at regular interval with Eagle Sewer District regarding its expansion and
extension plans.

e Compare what is known of ESD expansion plans with City’s information
regarding planned development within the City and Impact Area.

Schools

Eagle is served by both the Meridian and Boise school districts. The Comprehensive
Plan and the Western Area Plan include policies supporting the districts in providing
school facilities. The Soaring 2025 Western Area Plan includes an objective to ”support
the effort of the school district to ensure adequate school sites are provided and the
intended capacity of the schools is not exceeded.” Strategies to meet this objective
include:
e Request the school district prepare a future facilities map based on the City’s
Land Use Plan and include it in the Comprehensive Plan.
e Work co-operatively to develop student generation factors to be considered when
analyzing the impact of new projects on the school district.

Transportation

The Soaring 2025 Western Area Plan identifies a City of Eagle objective to “maintain a
land use decision-making process that is supportive of the service level standards
identified in the most recent Regional Transportation Plan for Ada County of record, and
which is protective of living environments along streets.” The most recent Regional
Transportation Plan is also adopted by reference as part of the Eagle Comprehensive
Plan.

Other policies that affect adequacy or levels of service include:
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e When review land use amendments, zone changes, master plans, conditional uses
and other significant entitlement requests, take into consideration the impact of
the project on street levels of service. The City’s preferred standards shall be
those identified for new streets in ACHD’s Development Policy manual, or its
successor. Service level impacts shall be minimized through project
modifications, traffic management plans, street improvement plans or other
means.

e The City shall work with ACHD and COMPASS to establish legally defensible
standards relating to traffic impacts of new development on existing residential
streets

e A collector street system shall be pursued within each square mile of development
adequate to serve the density of development. Suggestions shall be forwarded to
ACHD for planning and adoption in the TIP.

Garden City

The Garden City Comprehensive Plan was adopted in 2006. While the City provides
water and sewer services to residents, fire protection is provided through the North Ada
County Fire and Rescue District and streets and local highways are the responsibility of
ACHD and ITD.

The Plan does not establish adequate public facility or levels of service requirements.
Under Goal 11,“To Serve the City,” a number of objectives and action steps establish the
work the City has to establish such requirements.
e Objective 11.2 — Continue to support existing public facilities and develop more
civic uses sought by the community.
0 Action Step 11.2.3 — On a period bases, evaluate the effectiveness of all
community services and facilities in meeting the needs of the community.
e Objective 11.3 — Upgrade and maintain water services.
0 Action Step 11.3.1 — Continue efforts to inventory and identify needs for
future improvements and expansion in water and sewer infrastructure.
Obtain new water entitlements needed for future development.
0 Action Step 11.4.1 — Adopt a long-range strategic and financial plan that
addresses capital investment, operation, and maintenance.
0 Action Step 11.4.2 — Adopt a five-year capital improvement program.

The Plan recognizes that “much of the infrastructure in the older part of the city is
undersized and inadequate for today’s fire code requirements and to support new
development.”  The utility department began work on identifying infrastructure
components, determining water rights, and assessing future utility needs in 2006.

Kuna

Kuna’s Comprehensive Plan was adopted in 2003. The Plan noted that “ throughout the
Comprehensive Plan update process, citizens identified key community values:

e Maintain Kuna’s quality of life for all residents.

e Encourage new growth which enhances Kuna.
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e Continue to provide adequate services, facilities, and utilities for all city
residents.”

The Plan notes that concerns about public facilities are mainly related to growth or fiscal
concerns, particularly related to the efficiency and quality of services. The Plan
establishes a Public Facilities Goal to “provide adequate services, facilities, and utilities
for all city residents,” however, the Plan does not define adequacy for each facility.
Obijectives and policies related to this goal include:

e Plan for future growth in advance of demand for services.

o Coordinate design and delivery of services with demand for services and growth.

o Develop near- and long-term capital improvement plans for all City facilities and

services.

The Plan also establishes a policy to “ensure that all development within the city limits
shall be connected to the City sanitary sewer system and potable water system, unless
these facilities are not available within 300 feet of the development.”

The Plan’s Transportation Element includes a number of policies that, while not
establishing adequate public facilities requirements, do establish some long-term
standards for providing transportation facilities, including:

e Consider and coordinate the compatibility of the change in land uses with the
transportation system.

e Encourage clustering of uses and limited access points along arterial, minor
arterial, and section line roads.

e Preserve and protect future transportation corridor rights-of-way through land use
planning.

e Coordinate traffic studies evaluating the impact of generated traffic volumes
(internal and external circulation) to preserve the integrity of residential
neighborhoods, as requested by the city.

e Require all new residential and non-residential developments to provide adequate
easements or rights-of-way based on an adopted pedestrian/bike pathway plan.

While the City of Kuna does not provide school facilities, the Plan recognizes the City’s
role in coordinating with the school district for school siting. Related Plan policies
include:
e Provide for adequate pedestrian and bicycle access for school children within
residential neighborhoods to minimize busing.

The Plan’s Implementation Table establishes the following directives:

e Use the population forecasts to determine future levels of public facilities and
services and to fund these levels of facilities and services in the city’s annual
budget.

e Protect citizen investments and existing public facilities (water, sewer, streets,
fire) through planning reviews and enforceable development agreements.

e Develop near- and long-term CIPs for all City facilities and services.

e Establish a Capital Improvement Plan.
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Meridian

The City of Meridian Comprehensive Plan was updated in 2006. The Plan is based on
six community values, including:

e New growth should finance public service expansion.

e Prevent school overcrowding/enhance education services.

The Plan recognizes that “increased population has afforded new public services and
facilities that would have otherwise not been possible. However, accelerated growth
imposed upon the existing land use pattern has led the community to seek development
guidance” for the preservation of the community’s character and heritage, including the
ability to “supply adequate public services, facilities, and utilities to all Meridian
residents.”

The Plan identified a Future Acquisition Map as a potential tool for providing adequate
facilities. “A city may designate appropriate sites for streets, schools, parks, and other
public purposes on a future acquisition map. These sites can be reserved for a public
purpose for no more than a 20-year period (see Idaho Code, § 67- 6561). The planning
process indicated a need for this type of map in order to ensure adequate public facilities
for a growing community.” However, the Plan does not include such as map at this time.

The Land Use Section of the Plan include Goal I11: “Ensure that adequate public services,
including transportation, for existing and future development are provided.” Actions
listed in the Plan to achieve this goal include:
e Plan and expand services as part of the development process.
e Require that development projects have planned for the provision of all public
services.
e Require adequate fees from new development to fund expansion of services.
e Review and update existing and future service needs.
e Coordinate with transportation agencies to ensure provision of services and transit
development.
e Coordinate with irrigation districts to provide multiple use of existing irrigation
easements.

Transportation

In the Plan, the City acknowledges that rapid growth will create challenges for its
transportation network.  The Plan identifies several strategies for dealing with
transportation needs, including the following:

e Large development proposals that are likely to generate significant traffic should
be assessed for their impact on the transportation system and surrounding land
uses. They should be examined for ways to encourage all forms of transportation
such as transit, walking, and cycling.

e New development should not rely on cul-de-sacs since they provide poor fire
access, walkability, and neighborhood social life. New development and streets
should be designed to encourage walking and bicycling.
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e As the City expands, there will be a need to coordinate roadway systems and
protect rights-of-way for future system improvements. The City’s major roads are
laid out in a grid system that should be maintained to give continuity and ease of
circulation throughout the Impact Area. New development should protect street
and road corridors so that they can mesh with the existing street system to
accommodate future transportation demands.

Schools

Schools in Meridian are under the jurisdiction of Joint School District Number Two,
which extends well beyond the boundaries of Meridian and its Area of Impact. The Plan
identifies the enrollment and capacity of the schools in Joint School District Number Two
and illustrates that most of the schools are near or over capacity. The Plan also identifies
the enrollment projections prepared by the Idaho Department of Education and acreage
standards for each school type established by Joint School District Number Two: 10 to 12
acres per elementary school, 40 acres per middle school, and 55 acres per high school.
“Based on these standards, the District estimates that approximately 1,200 acres of land
will be needed within Meridian’s Area of Impact to meet the needs of all existing and
projected K-12 students.”

Plan policies that support the siting of school include:

e Support the location of school sites within every square mile in undeveloped
areas.

e Require elementary schools to be sited in location that are safe for the children,
easily accessible by the public and provide a visual and “user-friendly” benefit to
the neighborhood. Elementary schools should not be “hidden” within subdivisions
or otherwise made inaccessible to the public. The City encourages all schools to
have public street frontage.

Star

The City of Star Comprehensive Plan was updated in 2000 and serves as the City’s policy
manual for land use decisions. The identified purposes of the Star Comprehensive Plan
include:

e allowing local school districts to participate in the community planning and
development process so as to address public school needs and impacts on an
ongoing basis;

e ensuring that adequate public facilities and services are provided to the people at
reasonable cost; and

e showing the general system of major traffic thoroughfares and other traffic ways
and identifying and specifying treatment of such systems and others including
public transportation, aviation and other related transportation facilities.

Transportation

The Star Plan recognizes that city growth, development of surrounding areas, and through
traffic will all have an impact on the demand for greater transportation capacity, both in
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roads and in public transportation options and transportation alternatives. The Plan does
not establish any level of service standards or adequacy requirements.

Relevant Plan policies include:

e Promote minimum access points associated with arterials when approving

e regulated land uses.

e ldentify and preserve major transportation corridors (both current and future).

e ldentify collector alignments for the Star area and support development that
preserves such alignment.

e Enhance carrying capacity of existing street though support of alternative
transportation modes, ride sharing, and flexible scheduling by employers to
reduce commuter peaks.

Schools

The Plan recognizes that “the City of Star does not have any formal authority in school
planning or construction; however, the City can coordinate school site acquisition as part
of the development approval process to help address school capacity issues.” The Plan
does not establish or address any facility or LOS requirements for schools.

Goals and policies regarding schools include:

e Enrollment Goal Statement: Because the quality and use of educational facilities
available to every group of citizens in the community significantly affects the
quality of life in Star and the area’s ability to attract quality development, and
because quality education is an important economic factor in the area, the
community seeks to develop new school facilities and expand programs as needed
to serve community enrollment growth.

e Siting policy: School sites should be reserved for future acquisition in advance of
development of planned land use. Approval of subdivision plats may be withheld
if adequate school facilities or sites are not available to serve the proposed
subdivision.

Water, Wastewater, Fire Protection, Drainage

The Star Sewer and Water District, formed in 1996, provides water and wastewater
service to City residents. The Star Sewer and Water District is a separate entity from the
City and is governed by a five-member board. The District maintains a planning area
boundary that is independent from the municipal boundary and area of impact for Star.

Fire protection in the City of Star is provided by the Star Joint Fire Protection District.
The Star Joint Fire Protection District was established in 1953 and is governed by three
commissioners. The District is responsible for providing fire and emergency medical
services to the City of Star as well as the surrounding area.

The Plan does not establish or address any facility or LOS requirements for these public
services and facilities. Goals and policies regarding these facilities and services include:
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e Establish growth policies and identify priority development areas so that
construction of public facilities and utilities can be coordinated with private
development.

e Promote urban type growth where public facilities are available or can be
extended by private developers.

e Require all residential, commercial and industrial developments to plan for the
collection, treatment and disposal of storm water runoff.

e Utilities must be sized and access provided to serve future development as well as
the immediate development.

Existing Development Regulations

TITLE 67, CHAPTER 65 of the Idaho Statutes authorizes local land use planning, the
purpose of which is to “promote the health, safety, and general welfare of the people of
the state of ldaho,” including a provision “to ensure that adequate public facilities and
services are provided to the people at reasonable cost.” (Section 67-6502) The following
discussion describes local development regulations that relate to adequate public facilities
(APF).

Ada County Highway District

The Ada County Highway District is an independent unit of local government that is
responsible for the construction and maintenance of all streets and roads in Ada County,
except those designated as State or Federal highways. The District provides planning,
design, construction, reconstruction, maintenance and traffic supervision for all urban
streets, rural roadways and bridges under its jurisdiction.

While ACHD’s impact fee requirements cite ensuring adequate roads as a purpose, they
are distinct from adequate public facility requirements. ACHD’s impact fees are used to
fund development’s proportionate share of arterial street costs. While they defray a
portion of development’s capital needs, they do not require adequate street capacity as a
condition of development approval.

The ACHD also has provisions for developments of “extraordinary impact,” meaning a
development that will demand improvements that will cost significantly more that the
sum of the impact fees to be generated from the proposed development. In these
situations, the ACHD may charge a pro rata share per parcel of the extraordinary costs in
addition to the impact fee. While these fees are an important tool, they are distinct from
APF requirements.

ACHD has established a target level of service for streets within Ada County that it uses
for design and capital improvement planning, but the district currently maintains that it
has insufficient authority to deny approval of a subdivision due to lack of street system
capacity.
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Ada County

Generally, the Ada County development regulations require adequate water and sewer
provision, with minimum improvement standards for stormwater and drainage. These
requirements are summarized in Table 1. Ada County has much stricter requirements for
the adequacy of public facilities for planned communities, defined as a areas that are a
minimum of 640 acres, located outside of the existing areas of city impact and the Idaho
National Guard artillery range. Applicants must address financing and phasing of
essential public services adequate to serve the proposed development, as well as
economic impacts on existing and new infrastructure, as per Section 8-2E-4, including:

“Essential public services and anticipated financing plan describing: a phased
implementation program; the steps necessary to initiate and maintain each phase
of development; the financial assurances provided, including costs of providing
utilities, circulation, open space, landscaping, and any other public improvements;
and mitigation of negative economic impacts beyond the normally expected
incremental impacts of development on affected municipalities and other agencies
and/or districts. Each phase shall include sufficient essential public services to
serve the anticipated population of that phase, as well as provide for integration
into the planned community.”

“A phasing plan indicating the sequence of development, general land uses, and
anticipated commencement and completion times of each phase shall be provided,
indicating land use types, total area contained, anticipated population levels, and
essential public services. Essential public services adequate for the anticipated
level of use of that phase shall be provided. The applicant shall also provide a
written explanation of why phases should be developed in the proposed sequence
and how the progress of each phase shall be measured and monitored by the
director and the applicant and/or owner. Phasing shall be accomplished so that
the integrity of the planned community is maintained at the end of any single
phase.”

“The applicant shall submit a detailed economic impact analysis evaluating the
impacts of the planned community upon existing infrastructure and any cost of
new infrastructure that may be required to serve the planned community
including, but not limited to, streets, schools, fire protection, water systems,
wastewater collection and treatment systems, air quality programs, water quality
programs, solid waste disposal, law enforcement, parks and open space, irrigation
delivery systems, libraries and emergency medical services. Written statements
shall be solicited by the applicant from affected municipalities, agencies and/or
districts, and other service providers commenting on the impact of the planned
community upon existing infrastructure and the costs of providing new
infrastructure needed to serve the project. All responses received by the applicant
shall be submitted to the director along with the required economic impact
analysis.”
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Planned community applications are not to be approved unless “the proposal sets forth
sufficient and adequate mitigation for the identified economic impacts beyond the
normally expected incremental impacts on municipalities and other agencies and/or
districts (Section 8-2E-7).”

Facility / Service

Table 1: Ada County Adequacy Requirements

Code Reference

8-4A-23: WATER

Adequacy Requirement

For any dwelling or approved use, the owner or
applicant shall provide and maintain an
adequate water supply for the intended use.

The applicant shall provide evidence that a valid

Water water right either exists or is in the process of
being obtained or that the development is
exempt from obtaining a water right to supply
adequate water.

8-6B-3: STREETS AND All new deygl_opments shall have_adequ_ate
sewage facilities as provided for in section 8-

Sewer OTHER I

4A-22 of this title or the plat shall have a
IMPROVEMENTS . .

sanitary restriction as approved by the

appropriate health authority.

Stormwater / 8-6B-3: STREETS AND

Drainade OTHER Minimum improvements standards.

g IMPROVEMENTS
ARTICLE E: PLANNED Required as per Planned Communit
Schools COMMUNITY BASE g P y

DISTRICTS

requirements only.

Community Safety
(Police/Fire/EMS)

ARTICLE E: PLANNED
COMMUNITY BASE
DISTRICTS

Required as per Planned Community
requirements only.

Parks / Recreation

ARTICLE E: PLANNED
COMMUNITY BASE
DISTRICTS

Required as per Planned Community
requirements only.
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City of Boise
The City of Boise adequacy requirements are summarized in Table 2.

Table 2: City of Boise Adequacy Requirements
Code Reference

Facility / Service

Adequacy Requirement

9-20-08 . .
Water IMPROVEMENTS Minimum improvements standards.
Sewer 9-20-08 - .

IMPROVEMENTS Minimum improvements standards.
Stormwater / 9-20-08 Minimum improvements standards.
Drainage IMPROVEMENTS
Schools No requirement.

. Water facilities necessary to provide adequate
Community Safety 9-20-08 . . g
(Police/Fire/EMS) IMPROVEMENTS fire protectlon shall be the responsibility of the

applicant.
Parks / Recreation No requirement.

Cities of Eagle, Garden City, Kuna and Star

The purposes of the development regulations for the Cities of Eagle, Garden City, Kuna
and Star are very similar, each clearly stating the respective City’s intent to ensure the
adequacy of public services and facilities, specifically calling for: adequate open space
for travel, light, air and recreation; adequate transportation, water drainage and sanitary
facilities; and the avoidance of the scattered subdivision of land that would result:

1. The lack of water supply, sewer service, drainage, transportation or other
public services; or
2. The unnecessary imposition of an excessive expenditure of public funds

for the supply of such services.

The specific adequacy requirements for each of the cities are summarized in Tables 3
through - 6.
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Facility / Service

Table 3: City of Eagle Adequacy Requirements

Code Reference
9-4-1-9: WATER

Adequacy Requirement

Water SUPPLY AND SEWER Minimum improvement standards.
SYSTEMS
Sewer 9-4-1-9: WATER o _
SUPPLY AND SEWER Minimum improvement standards.
SYSTEMS
9-4-1-10: STORM Adequate Storm Drainage System: An adequate
Stormwater / DRAINAGE, FLOOD storm drainage system to accommodate storm
Drainage CONTROLS water runoff from the public rights of way shall
be required in all subdivisions.
Schools No requirements
Community Safety 9-4-1-11: FIRE Adequate fire protection shall be required in
HYDRANTS AND accordance with the appropriate fire district

(Police/Fire/EMS)

WATER MAINS

standards.

Parks / Recreation

9-3-8: PUBLIC SITES
AND OPEN SPACES

Minimum standards for reservation of open
space in new subdivisions.

In the case of planned unit developments and
large scale developments, the city council may
require sufficient public and/or private park or
open space facilities of acceptable size, location
and site characteristics that may be suitable for
the proposed development.

Table 4: City of Garden City Adequacy Requirements

Facility / Service

Code Reference

9-5-2: REQUIRED

Adequacy Requirement

Minimum improvements standards. Ensures
availability of adequate future connection to

Water PUBLIC water / sewer systems if connections to existin
IMPROVEMENTS Y : g
systems are not currently feasible.
. Minimum improvement standards. Ensures
Sewer gLSJBZL IRCEQUIRED availability of adequate future connection to
IMPROVEMENTS water / sewer systems if connections to existing
systems are not currently feasible.
Stormwater / g_jgl:_I%EQUIRED Storm Drainage: An adequate storm drainage
Drainage IMPROVEMENTS system shall be required in all subdivisions.
Schools No requirements.

Community Safety

9-5-2: REQUIRED
PUBLIC

Fire Hydrants And Water Mains: Adequate fire
protection shall be required in accordance with

(Police/Fire/EMS) IMPROVEMENTS the Cole-Collister fire district or Garden City.
Parks / Recreation No requirement.
Synthesis Report June 30, 2008 23

82



Table 5: City of Kuna Adequacy Requirements

Facility / Service Code Reference \ Adequacy Requirement

6-4-2: REQUIRED

Water PUBLIC Minimum improvements standards.
IMPROVEMENTS
Sewer 6-4-2: REQUIRED o _
PUBLIC Minimum improvements standards.
IMPROVEMENTS
6-4-2: REQUIRED
Stormwater / PUBLIC Storm Drainage: An adequate storm drainage
Drainage IMPROVEMENTS system shall be required in all subdivisions.
Schools No requirements

Community Safety
(Police/Fire/EMS)

6-4-2: REQUIRED
PUBLIC
IMPROVEMENTS

Fire Hydrants And Water Mains: Adequate fire
protection shall be required in accordance with
the appropriate fire district standards.

Parks / Recreation

No requirement.

Facility / Service

Table 6: City of Star Adequacy Requirements

Code Reference
4-1-9: WATER SUPPLY

Adequacy Requirement

(Police/Fire/EMS)

WATER MAINS

Water AND SEWER SYSTEMS Minimum improvements standards.
Sewer 4-1-9: WATER SUPPLY | \pinirum improvements standards
AND SEWER SYSTEMS P '
4-1-10: STORM .
Sormueter! | DRAINAGE FLoop | et ot e st sl
g CONTROLS a '
Schools No requirements
Community Safet 4-1-11: FIRE Adequate fire protection shall be required in
y Y HYDRANTS AND accordance with the Star Fire District and Star

Sewer and Water District standards.

Parks / Recreation

3-7: PUBLIC SITES AND
OPEN SPACES

Minimum standards for reservation of open
space in new subdivisions.

In the case of planned unit developments and
large scale developments, the city council may
require sufficient public and/or private park or
open space facilities of acceptable size, location
and site characteristics that may be suitable for

the proposed development.

City of Meridian

The purpose of the Unified Development Code for the City of Meridian clearly states the
City’s intent to ensure the adequacy of public services and facilities, specifically calling
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for the encouragement of orderly growth and development, and avoidance of scattered
development of land that results in:

1. Lack of water supply, sewer service, drainage, transportation facilities, or
otherwise essential public services; or
2. Excessive expenditure of public funds for the supply of such services.

The requirements for adequacy of public facilities are included in Section 11-6B-6, which
requires that public services are available or can be made available and are adequate to
accommodate the proposed development; the plat is in conformance with scheduled
public improvements in accord with the City’s capital improvement program; and there is
public financial capability of supporting services for the proposed development.

The UDC requires adequacy of public facilities for Conditional Uses in Section 11-5B-6,
which states: “the proposed use will be served adequately by essential public facilities
and services such as highways, streets, schools, parks, police and fire protection, drainage
structures, refuse disposal, water, and sewer.” The Section also prevents excessive costs
for public facilities and services, as stated: “the proposed use will not create excessive
additional costs for public facilities and services and will not be detrimental to the
economic welfare of the community.”

The UDC contains standards for Planned Unit Development (PUD) in Section 11-7-1,
one of the purposes of such a development type being to “create functionally integrated
development that allows for a more efficient and cost-effective provision of public
services.” In the approval of planned unit developments, the decision-making body may
require the provision for on-site or off-site public facilities or services and/or require
mitigation of adverse impacts of the proposed development upon service delivery by any
political subdivision, including school districts, which provides services within the City.
Other specific City of Meridian adequacy requirements are summarized in Table 7.

Table 7: City of Meridian Adequacy Requirements

Facility / Service Code Reference Adequacy Requirement
Water 11-3A-21: UTILITIES Minimum improvements standards.
Sewer 11-3A-21: UTILITIES Minimum improvements standards.
. An adequate storm drainage system shall be
Stormwater / %)lRiA”\ﬁGSET ORM required in all developments in accord with the
Drainage City’s adopted standards, specifications and
ordinances.
Schools No requirement.

11-3A-19: STRUCTURES | Fire hydrants and water mains: Adequate fire

Community Safety SUBJECT TO DESIGN protection shall be required in accord with the

(Police/Fire/EMS)

STANDARDS appropriate fire district standards.
ARTICLE G. COMMON

Parks / Recreation OPEN SPACE AND Minimum standards for open space and site
SITE AMENITY amenities.

REQUIREMENTS
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Summary

While all jurisdictions cite the importance of adequate public facilities within their
regulations, the level of support for application of APF requirements varies. None of the
local governments within Ada County have adopted complete regulations addressing:
e Clear level of service standards for all essential public facilities as defined by the
Blueprint for Good Growth;
e The linkage between local requirements and existing capital plans; and
e Procedures and alternatives to mitigate deficiencies.

In many instances, the regulations state that facilities must be “adequate,” “efficient and
safe,” or “functionally related” to development; but, level of service standards are absent
or unclear. Often, the only requirement is that improvements must meet minimum
construction design standards. The implication is that meeting minimum standards
provides an adequate level of service. However, without language setting explicit
relationships between service provisions and service demands, it will be difficult to
ensure a consistent level of service is provided over time.

Table 8 cites the development regulation sections that either state that “adequate”
facilities are required, or simply provide minimum design standards. Note that minimum
requirements are not included for each facility in every regulation. In particular, there are
significant gaps for adequate public facilities related to transportation and schools.

Table 3: Minimum Standards Code Section by Facility Type, Entity

General || Schools|  Water Sewer  Drainage Streets

Ada 8-6-1 - 8-4A-23 | 8-6B-3C | 8-6B-3D -- 8-4A-3 A, B
County 8-6B-1 8-6A-4 A, B,
C
8-6B-3 A, B
Boise 9-20-02 9-20-08 | 9-20-08 C | 9-20-08 D | 9-20-08E | 9-20- | 9-20-07D, E
9-20-08 G 08C
Eagle 9-1-3 - 9-4-1-9 | 9-4-1-9A, | 9-4-1-10 | 9-4-1- 9-4-1-2
9-4-1 AB B A 11
Garden 9-1-3 - 9-5-2H 9-5-2H 9-5-2G | 9-5-21 9-5-2B
City 9-5-2
Kuna 6-1-3 - 6-4-2 H 6-4-2 H 6-4-2G | 6-4-2) 6-4-2B
6-4-2
Meridian 8-6A-1 11-6B-6 | 11-3A-19 | 11-3A-19 | 11-3A-18 | 11-3A- | 11-6C-3B
8-6B-6 B C C 19D
Star 1-3 - 4-1-9 A, 4-1-9 A, 4-1-10 A | 4-1-11 4-1-12
4-1 B,C B,C
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PUBLIC FACILITIES

Overview

Services are provided by a variety of public and private organizations with varying
degrees of involvement with local governments that are responsible for making decisions
of land development applications. At this time, ACHD’s street system is the only
essential public facility suitable for countywide application of adequate public facility
requirements. While most local governments effectively apply adequacy requirements to
ensure that water and wastewater facilities meet local standards, capital planning for
many of the utility providers is not adequately coordinated with land use planning to
adopt countywide standards. Neither the school district nor the fire districts maintain
adequate capital plans to establish adequate public facility plans at present — both
facilities are provided in reaction to development, rather than being programmed in a
capital plan to be available concurrent with development.

Findings of Suitability for Inclusion in APFO

The following questions should be answered in the affirmative for each of the essential
public facilities before they are included in an adequate public facilities ordinance:

e Does the provider maintain a CIP that provides additional capacity? An
APFO coordinates the timing of development with the provision of adequate
public facilities. Local governments have no legal obligation to provide capacity
to serve developments that require plan or zoning map amendments. However,
for subdivision and site plan proposals in locations where facilities are not
adequate, an applicant should be allowed to choose to wait for capacity or
mitigate the deficiency. If mitigation is mandatory, the improvement
requirements may be considered exactions or impact fees. If there is no plan to
provide additional capacity, then the waiting period may be considered an
indefinite moratorium. Provision of capacity to serve some future growth through
a capital plan is an essential element of a valid APFO.

e Are minimum Levels of Service defined? Adequacy can only be determined if
there is a clearly defined and measurable level of service that can be linked to
demands generated by new development. This means that decision-makers must
be able to measure capacity and demands, to link demands to a proposed
development and assure that there is adequate capacity to serve the proposed
development.

e Can local government decisions affect demand and capacity? A local
government need not be the provider of the facility, but it must be able to
influence decisions about capacity and demand. Local governments influence
demand through development approvals. While, for open systems, such as
transportation systems, local governments have no control over external demands,
they do influence demands from within their jurisdictions. With a few exceptions,
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independent service providers manage the essential public facilities for Ada
County and its cities. To implement an APFO, each jurisdiction will need to enter
into agreements with the providers of applicable facilities to establish procedures
and standards that coordinate land use and facility decisions.

Transportation

As shown in Table 4, the transportation facilities are provided by three different
jurisdictions. Only ACHD has a capital plan in place that clearly provides capacity to
serve planned development. While ACHD has defined a level of service, the use of a
single LOS is likely to produce results that are inconsistent with local plans. Because
there is less congestion in more remote locations, a universal level of service will
discourage infill development and encourage development in more remote areas.
Currently, local governments have partial control over demands for transportation
facilities through development approval processes. This control does not extend outside
the areas for which they have local development approval authority. For transit, local
governments influence over demand is limited to its ability to require transit supportive
densities and designs. Local governments influence over capacity is absent or limited at
present. They have limited influence over ACHD capacity decisions because ACHD
bases its 20-year CIP on local plans and its 5-Year Work Plan on recent development
decisions and other demand factors.

Table 4. Factors Affecting Appropriateness of Transportation Facilities for APFO
City/County Control Over

Facility Minimum LOS .
Demand Capacity

Work Single LOS Partial Limited
Roads Program

20-Year CIP
based on local
plans
State Roads STIP Partial None
TIP
LRTP
Additional
capacity
improvements
not
necessarily
defined.
Transit No CIP Not established Partial None
linkage to except as headways
local plans on designated bus
routes

Findings and Recommendations: ACHD’s facilities may be included within an APFO, but
should only be considered for inclusion in an APFO subject to:
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e Adoption of variable level of service standards that allow greater congestion in areas
that are targeted for infill development and less congestion in suburban and rural areas.
This is currently being pursued through the Transportation Land Use Integration
Program (TLIP).

e Adoption of interlocal agreements that better integrate ACHD and local government
procedures for development review, development monitoring and capital planning.
Recent efforts to implement the Urban Land Institute recommendations for more
direct local input into ACHD’s capital planning process may address capital planning
coordination. Interlocal agreements will be needed to address the development review
coordination.

e Agreements by other jurisdictions within the County to establish APFO requirements.
If APFO requirements are not established by some local governments, the remaining
governments will have less influence over external traffic demands. The result would
likely be a surge of development pressure in unregulated areas that would absorb
capacity in regulated areas. If standards are not applied in urban activity centers, this
would have limited negative impact. If standards are not applied in suburban and rural
areas, this would promote sprawl development and discourage infill.

Water

As shown in Table 5, the information on water service providers is incomplete. United
Water, Boise, Garden City and Meridian have capital improvement plans that provide
additional capacity. Other providers may have adequate capital plans. Most jurisdictions
exercise full or partial control over water demands through their development approval
processes. Only Meridian and Kuna have complete control over capacity decisions.
Water is an essential facility and each local government currently uses its development
review process to ensure that there will be water available for at normal demands. Not all
jurisdictions address emergency fire flows as part of their development review process.

Appropriateness of Water Facilities for APFO
City/County Control Over

Table 5: Factors Affecting

Jurisdiction Provider | CIP Minimum LOS
Demand Capacity
Ada County Owyhee Full None
Water
District
United Water Yes Partial None
Boise United Water Yes Yes Partial Partial
Eagle Eagle Water Full None
and Sewer
District
City Full Partial
Garden City | United Water Yes Partial Partial
Meridian City Yes Full Full
Kuna City Full Full
Star Star Water No Partial None
District
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Findings and Recommendations: While most jurisdictions are currently evaluating the
adequacy of water systems to serve new development, each jurisdiction should review its
applicable regulations to ensure that:

o Level of service standards address treatment and distribution capacities for normal and
emergency demands;

e Plans are in place to identify the minimum sizes of lines needed to serve new
development (typically 6 to 8 inches as a minimum size, with larger sizes identified in
the system distribution plan) and other distribution appurtenances;

« Provisions are made for requiring oversized and looped water lines;

e Provisions are made for reimbursement of improvements that exceed the proportionate
share of costs resulting in oversizing lines to provide capacity that is not required by a
proposed development;

o If water is provided by another service provider, agreements are established to
integrate the provider’s comments in the development review process; and

e Procedures are established to integrate the capital improvements planning process with
the land use planning and development approval processes.

Sewer

As shown in Table 6, the information on sewer service providers is incomplete. Boise,
Kuna and Meridian have capital improvement plans that provide additional capacity.
Other providers may have adequate capital plans. Most jurisdictions exercise full or
partial control over sewer demands through their development approval processes. Only
Meridian and Kuna have complete control over capacity decisions. Sewers are essential
facilities and each local government currently uses its development review process to
ensure that there will be adequate wastewater management through centralized systems
or, in rural areas, through the use of on-site systems.

Findings and Recommendations: While most jurisdictions are currently evaluating the
adequacy of water systems to serve new development, each jurisdiction should review its
applicable regulations to ensure that:

o Level of service standards address the adequacy of treatment and collection capacities;

e Plans are in place to identify the minimum sizes of lines needed to serve new
development;

e Provisions are made for requiring oversized lines, lift stations and force mains as
needed to serve planned development;
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e Provisions are made for reimbursement of improvements that exceed the proportionate
share of costs resulting in oversizing lines to provide capacity that is not required by a
proposed development;

o If sewer facilities are provided by another service provider, agreements are established
to integrate the provider’s comments in the development review process; and

e Procedures are established to integrate the capital improvements planning process with
the land use planning and development approval processes.

Table 6: Factors Affecting Appropriateness of Water Facilities for APFO
Local Control Over

Jurisdiction Provider Minimum LOS
Demand Capacity
Ada County Yes Full
Boise City of Boise Yes Yes Full Full
Bench Sewer Yes Full
District
Eagle City of Boise Yes Yes Partial
Eagle Water Yes Full None
and Sewer
District
Garden City | City of Boise Yes Yes Partial None
Meridian City Yes Yes Full Full
Kuna City Yes Yes Full Full
Star Star Water Yes Partial None
and Sewer
District
Schools

As shown in Table 7, while each district has facilities plans, none of the three School
Districts that serve most of Ada County has a capital improvements program in place to
provide capacity to meet projected demands that could be relied upon for establishment
of an APFO. While the districts have assigned a capacity to each school, they have not
formally adopted level of service standards. Because district boundaries do not
correspond with city boundaries, no jurisdiction has complete control over the demands
generated for each district. Furthermore, capacity decisions are made solely by school
districts, with no formal processes in place to solicit city or county comments on capital
decisions. While there has been increased informal coordination on siting issues, there
are no formal arrangements in place.
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Table 7: Factors Affecting Appropriateness of School Facilities for APFO

Local Control Over
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Jurisdiction |  Provider | CIP Minimum LOS
Demand Capacity

Ada County Boise No Partial None
Kuna No Partial None
Meridian No Partial None
Partial None
Boise Boise No School District Partial None
Meridian No defines each Partial None
Eagle Meridian No school’s capacity. Partial None
Garden City Boise No No minimum LOS Partial None
Meridian No established Partial None
Meridian Meridian No Partial None
Kuna Kuna No Partial None
Meridian No Partial None
Star Meridian No Partial None

Findings and Recommendations: Prior to establishing APF requirements for public schools,
the following should be accomplished:

Districts will need to adopt level of service standards that clearly establish maximum
capacity of each school. While these capacities may be adjusted on an annual basis to
address programmatic, operational and structural changes, levels of service should be
stable enough to support sound development decisions;

Districts will need to establish service areas in which capacity is measured. These
may be district-wide, associated with feeder zones, be contiguous with individual
attendance zones or follow some other rational boundaries;

Intergovernmental agreements should be established to document levels of service,
service areas, capital plan review, development review procedures, capacity
monitoring systems, mitigation procedures, mitigation options and regular
coordination procedures;

Intergovernmental agreements should be established between cities and the county
that affect each participating school district; and

Ordinances prepared to document the adequacy review procedures and standards to be
followed by local governments.
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Fire Protection

For the most part, the independent fire districts serving Ada County do not maintain
capital improvements programs that are linked to the land use planning process. While
the Cities of Boise, Eagle and Meridian operate their own departments, the other
jurisdictions rely on rural fire districts over which they have no control. While the City
of Boise’s plan establishes minimum level of service standards, local regulations do not
clearly link development approvals with specific levels of service. Other than assuring
that there are adequate water supplies to meet emergency demands, local governments
should be cautious about adopting mandatory level of service standards. High operations
costs limit the viability of establishing minimum response times because a single house
could trigger the need to develop and operate a new station.

Table 8: Factors Affecting Appropriateness of Fire Protection Facilities for APFO

Local Control Over
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Jurisdiction Provider CIP Minimum LOS ]
Demand Capacity

North Ada No Partial None
County Fire
and Rescue
District

Ada County

Kuna Rural No Partial None
Fire District

Robie Creek No Partial None
VED

Valley of the No Partial None
Pines VFD

Boise Boise Fire Yes Yes Full Full
Dept

Eagle Eagle Fire Full Full
Dept

Garden City North Ada No Partial None

County Fire

and Rescue
District

Meridian Meridian Fire Yes Full Full
Dept

Kuna Kuna Rural No Partial None
Fire Dept

Star Star Joint Fire No Partial None
Protection
District

Findings and Recommendations: Prior to establishing APF requirements for fire protection,
the following should be accomplished:
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e Cities and the county will need to coordinate with applicable service providers
to develop achievable level of service standards that are appropriate for the
planned use and intensity of different areas of the County. As stated above,
minimum fire flow standards would be a rational level of service for APF
purposes; minimum/average response times should be used to inform the
capital planning process;

e Service providers will need to adopt capital improvements plans that are
linked to projected demands; and

e Local governments will need to develop service agreements with independent
fire and/or water districts to document levels of service, service areas, capital
plan review, development review procedures, development monitoring
systems, mitigation procedures, mitigation options and regular coordination
procedures.

APFO Policy Issues and Recommendations

Prior to establishing a template to address transportation related adequate public facility
requirements for local governments, common regulatory policies must be established.
While some distinctions may exist between each jurisdictions’ APFO, there should be
enough commonalities to ensure that the outcomes of APFO implementation are
effective. If APFO requirements are not relatively consistent, they could have the
unintended consequences of discouraging infill development and encouraging sprawl
development that is unsupported by other facilities.

1. What, if any areas that should be exempt from testing transportation system
adequacy?

o Discussion: Uniform level of service requirements tend to promote sprawl and
discourage infill development. There are two basic approaches to avoid these
consequences: establishing different levels of service and exempting special
areas. These approaches are not mutually exclusive. Different level of service
standards are used to allow for higher levels of congestion along certain road
segments (e.g., downtowns and central business districts). ACHD is in the
process of working with each local government through the TLIP process to
reach agreement about site specific level of service standards. This will allow
development to continue despite affected road constraints, but may require
mitigation if congestion is too great. Another approach is to exempt certain
areas from APF testing for transportation, regardless of the adopted LOS of
affected roads. This approach would eliminate the responsibility to participate in
transportation improvements in exempt areas.

o Recommendation: Use different levels of service, but retain testing for all
development, though mitigation requirements could be limited in targeted areas
(e.g., downtowns and activity centers) to addressing ingress and egress
challenges.

2. What demands from approved, but un-built development should be counted
against existing capacity?
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(0]

Discussion: To adequately measure available capacity, local governments
must consider existing demands and some portion of committed demands.
Assuming that demands from all approved, but un-built development are
committed reserves of the greatest amount of capacity, but counts demands that
are not imminent. To avoid establishing excess capacity local governments can
project absorption of approved, but un-built development. This approach would
reserve capacity for the portion of un-built development that is likely to occur
over the next several years.

Recommendation:  Assume that 3 years of approved, but un-built
development is committed. This demand should be tracked cumulatively and
reflected in the short-term growth projections used in the COMPASS and ACHD
traffic models. The amount of capacity reserved for approved, but un-built
development should be linked to the 5-year work program and TIP.

3. How much growth should be reserved for external demands?

(0]

Discussion: The transportation system is open to demands generated outside
Ada County. These external demands can be expected to increase over time
as the population in surrounding counties and trips through the region increase.

Recommendation: COMPASS's regional traffic model should be used as the
basis for projecting the growth in external traffic demands.

4. To which developments should APF requirements be applied?

(0]

Discussion: APF testing for streets need not be applied to all developments
because many small developments have a negligible impact on street system
capacity. Most jurisdictions exempt de minimis developments -- those having no
significant impact. Some jurisdictions provide exemptions for developments that
achieve specific goals (e.g., affordable housing, economic development, infill).
The State of Florida allows diminimis development, provided that existing
demand does not exceed 110% of an affected road’s capacity.

Recommendation: Exempt development projected to generate fewer than a
threshold number of trips (e.g., < 50 vehicles per day) for all contiguous
holdings, but track demands from all development. If specific types of
development are desired, allocate the trips to them in advance, prior to the
creation of a traffic constraint.

5. How should “capacity” be defined?

(0]

Discussion: Capacity may be defined as existing capacity (the capacity
provided by existing improvements), programmed capacity (the capacity
provided by existing improvements and those scheduled to be completed within
a specified time period, and available capacity (programmed capacity minus
existing and committed demands).

Recommendation: Use the definitions discussed above and define
programmed capacity as that available to be completed within 3 years of the
development approval.

6. When should adequacy be measured?

0

Synthesis Report

Discussion: Early assessment of adequacy provides guidance to both the
public and private sectors before significant investment in a project has
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occurred. However, assessment that occurs to early in the development
process does not provide an accurate basis for demand projections. For
instance, at the time of rezoning or a plan amendment, future development
related demands are uncertain. Conversely, assessment that occurs too late in
the development process (e.g. building permit application) can be undesirable
for the public and private sectors because:

= Late assessment does not provide sufficient time to mitigate
deficiencies before demands are created; and

= Needed information about capacity and required mitigation expenses
comes after an applicant has made significant investment in a project.

Recommendation: Measure adequacy at preliminary plat for single family
development and site plan for all other development. Allow for voluntary early
adequacy assessment. Coordinate rezoning and plan amendment approvals
with the inclusion of required street system improvements in the 20-year CIP or
LRTP.

7. When should capacity be committed/reserved?

(0]

(0]

Discussion: There is a distinction between measuring adequacy and reserve
limited capacity. Capacity may be reserved at the time that adequacy is
measured or deferred until final approval or mitigation occurs. Delayed
commitments maximize available capacity, but create the greatest risk for
developers, who may find that capacity that was previously found to be available
has been committed to another project.

Recommendation: Reserve capacity at the time that adequacy is measured.

8. For how long should capacity be reserved?

(0]

Discussion: Reserving capacity in perpetuity can result in projects being
unnecessarily delayed when there is plenty of existing capacity to serve
projected demands from the project. Generally, capacity is reserved for a
limited time period unless a project moves forward under a previously approved
schedule.

Recommendation: Reserve capacity for 3 years or the duration of a valid
development agreement committing to mitigation. Once a project provides
mitigation, its capacity should be reserved in perpetuity.

9. What options should be available for mitigation?

(0]

Synthesis Report

Discussion: When insufficient capacity exists for development to move
forward, there must be some means to mitigate the deficiency if the
development is consistent with the use and intensity for which it is zoned.

Recommendation: Applicants should be able to wait for capacity to become
available, reduce demands, phase demands or provide capacity in accordance
with a development agreement. Capacity may be provided through an
approved combination of monetary contributions, construction of improvements
or contributions of land. When an applicant chooses to wait, development
should be allowed to proceed within 5 years of submittal of the appropriate
application (e.g., preliminary plat approval or site plan approval) if the property is
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already zoned for the proposed development and there are no other valid
reasons for denying the application.

Additional Discussion: To what extent should transit or mixed uses be
included as options for demand reduction?

10. Who should approve mitigation?

(0]

Discussion: The service provider is in the best position to judge the adequacy
of a proposed mitigation measure to resolve a deficiency. However, if the
proposed mitigation measure (e.g., grade separated interchange) has not been
anticipated in an adopted CIP, then the local government input may be
necessary to ensure that the mitigation measure is consistent with local goals
and objectives.

Recommendation:  Mitigation should be approved by the transportation
provider (ACHD, ITD and/or Valley Regional Transit) and, if the improvement is
not already included in a currently adopted capital facilities plan, the jurisdiction
in which the transportation improvements are provided.

11. When should mitigation take place?

(0]

Discussion: Generally, the service provider desires to secure mitigation as
early as possible, to ensure that adequate capacity exists before new demands
are created. However, applicants would prefer to shift expenses associated with
mitigation as late in the development process as possible to minimize carrying
costs.

Recommendation: Require mitigation at the time of final plat approval for
single family lots or site plan approval for other development to provide sufficient
time to provide capacity before demands are generated. Development
agreements for multi-phased projects should coordinate the creation of
demands (new development) with the provision of needed capacity.

12. What should the cost basis for mitigation be?

(0]

Synthesis Report

Discussion: Adequate public facilities requirements allow a developer wishing
to move forward with a project to advance facilities to resolve existing or
anticipated deficiencies. If a developer chooses to advance a project rather than
waiting, the developer may enter into a development agreement that requires
mitigation commitments that exceed the proportionate share of the
development’s cost of improvements.

Recommendation: To be equitable and to improve the defensibility of the
APFO if challenged, the cost basis should be the project’s proportionate share of
the costs of improvements. While an applicant may be required to advance
more than the proportionate share of the costs if the improvement is not
scheduled in the 5-Year CIP or STWP, the APFO should provide a mechanism
for recovery of costs that exceed the proportionate share under limited
conditions (e.g., timing of subsequent development). In some instances, an
applicant who creates excess capacity should have the ability to transfer excess
capacity to other projects that rely on those improvements.
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13. How should mitigation relate to impact fees?

(0]

Discussion: Impact fees are regulatory charges for identified capital
improvements. APFO mitigation payments are voluntary commitments made by
an applicant to advance a needed public facility that is not scheduled to be
completed by the time demands from the proposed development would be
generated.

Recommendation:  Provide full impact fee credit for expenditures on
improvements that are included in the basis of impact fees. Credit should not be
provided unless proposed mitigation improvements are part of the impact fee
calculation.

14. Who should monitor demands and capacity?

(0]
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Discussion: One of the greater challenges in implementing a multi-
jurisdictional APFO is tracking demands and capacity over time. It is essential to
monitor external demands and internal demands from existing and approved,
but un-built development. As discussed above, existing, programmed and
available capacity must be tracked for all affected roads.

Recommendation: Capacity should be monitored by the affected
transportation provider, though it likely will be more efficient for a single entity
(e.g., ACHD) to maintain a detailed model showing existing capacity,
programmed capacity and available capacity. If ACHD maintains a detailed
model, this should be calibrated to be consistent with the regional model
maintained by COMPASS.
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