NOTICE OF STUDY SESSION

OF THE
UNIVERSITY CITY CITY COUNCIL

Public Notice is hereby given that a Study Session of the City Council of University City
will be held on Monday, October 28, 2019, at 5:30 p.m.at City Hall, fifth floor, 6801
Delmar, University City, MO.

AGENDA
Requested by the City Manager

1. Meeting called to order
2. Changes to Regular Council Agenda
3. Economic and Fiscal Impact Study

4. Adjournment
This meeting is OPEN to the public.
Dated this 25™ day of October, 2019

LaRette Reese
City Clerk






Overview of Fiscal Impact Analysis
Presentation to City Council

October 28, 2019

L. Carson Bise, AICP, President
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TischlerBise

= Fiscal, economic, and
[ planning consultants
Fiscal Impact Analysis:

Methoilulozic- 1'nrr|‘|d||||.i.-r-: s u National Practice

= Fiscal Impact Evaluations
(800+)

» Impact Fees (900+)

= |[nfrastructure Needs &
Revenue Strategies

= Public and Private Sector
Experience
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The Planning Process Today

Most local governments do not know the true cost of
development decisions or if the current land use plan is fiscally

sustainable

= Has/ls growth really paying for itself?

= Many communities are still feeling a "slight hangover” from the Great
Recession

What is the market for certain uses?
Should development be incentivized? If so, what types?

Increased funding responsibilities on localities
= Decreasing state and federal funding

= How can localities make up the difference?
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Land Use
Database and

Elements of the Fiscal Scenarios
Equation Demographics

and Tax Bases

Operating Cost Capital Facilities

Demand Factors Demand Factors

Revenue
Generated

Budgetary
Impact

TischlerBise

FISCAL | ECONOMIC | PLANNING



How is Fiscal Impact Different than mToTn
Economic Impact e

Direct Income, Jebs, and

consumer/business Taxes Generated
spending (ongoing)

March 2016
Housing Policy Department

ECOI"IOI’T]IC Indirect/induced

employment and

'mpacts spending E

Construction jobs and

spending (one-time)

Impacts do not follow
jurisdictional lines
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Fiscal Impact vs. Revenue Forecasting

- Municipal budgeting is primarily “revenue driven”
» Revenue forecast is used to establish spending target

- Fiscal impact analysis is not revenue constrained
= Forecast expenses needed to maintain current levels of service

FY-20 Component
Source Estimate
General Property Taxes $ 348,907,916
Other Local Taxes $ 138,147,102
Other Local Non-Tax $ 21,058,169
State Revenue $ 94,469,167
Federal Revenue 5 35,000
Total General Fund $ 602,617,354
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GENERAL FUND REVENUE SOURCES

Federal
State Revenue

Revenue
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Other Local
Non-Tax -
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Other Local., \\, / ' / General
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What Questions Can be Answered?

- Land use policies and development patterns

= What is the relationship between development densities and infrastructure
costs?

=  What is the optimum mix of l[and uses?

* What is the relationship between the geographic location of new
development and the cost?

Leveraging public dollars for economic growth (incentives)
= How to invest limited funds to maximize return
= Redevelopment
» Tax increment financing

« Timing on impacts
= Are we living off tomorrow’s growth?

» Annexation
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What Questions Can be Answered?

- Demographic and economic change
* Boomers aging in place
= Gen X is largest group of homebuyers
= Millennials are deferring home buying

- Impact of behavioral trends
= New patterns in consumption
= Traditional retail is dying
= Shifting away from cars?
Walkable urbanism

TischlerBise
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Service Area Urban | Suburban
Vehicles Available per
Housing Unit de05 400
Persons per Housing Unit 1.98 2.32
Single Units 40% 76%
2+ Units per Structure 60% 24%
Average Weekday Vehicle
Trip Ends per Single Unit g2 &
Average Weekday Vehicle
Trip Ends per 2+ Unit ==t g0
Autos to Work 74% 9%
Walk/Bike/Bus to Work 26% 10%
Average Vehicle Trip Miles | 3.93 5.40




Methodologles

Case study-marginal approach
= Reflects fiscal reality
= Dependent on local levels of service

= Available capacity triggers the
staging of facilities

= Reflects geographic differences
- Average cost approach
= Focuses on per capita/employee
= Doesn't consider available capacities
= Masks timing
= Uses average (current) costs
=  Budget in equilibrium
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Annual Net Fiscal Impacts
Fiscal Impact Analysis

§10

Milllons

L
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Parks

Parks Capital p Pgrkg:nd
and Operating e
Impact
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Common Perceptions

* Residential development doesn’t pay for itself
* Nonresidential development generates surpluses

———
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Drivers of the Fiscal Equation

Revenue
Structure

Characteristics Infrastructure

- of o Fiscal Impacts g Capacity /
-. Development Lifecycle

Levels of Service
(Costs to Serve)

e —
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Revenue Structure as Driver

e Locality
with Point
of Sale

o PO,
OdICOS IdA
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$2,400

$1,900

$1,400

$900

$400

{$100)

General Fund Net Revenues - Per 1,000 Square Feet

$2,083

Retail

City of Scottsdale, AZ

$75

Office

S14

Industrial
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Revenue Structure as Driver

® Locality Annual Net Fiscal Results (per 1,000 Square Feet)
with City of Dublin, OH - Prototype Analysis
Local 33,000 $2,621
Income G
$2,000
Tax by o 61 412
Job '
. $1,000
Location
$500
$0
Retail Office Industrial
($500)
———
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Demographic Characteristics as Driver

e Influence of Annual Net Fiscal Results - Residential Prototypes

Sarasota County Economic and Fiscal Impact Analysis

S | ng le Fa m | ly o000 . {per Housing Unit)

Characteristics ., =

>1,L00 Greenfield Sumnit Heron Apts $483
274
=300 $230 5178 Summeryood 3 . 5228
o W . - = == -
Bel-Air Estates $177 {$5)

($500) ( (5279) ($255)

(61,000) Lazy River MHP
151,030}

{$1,500) ($1,208)

2,000
(s ) {$1,929)
($2,500) (52,106}

®m General Fund  m School District Totai
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Demographic Characteristics as Driver

e Influence of
Multifamily
Characteristics
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1.200

1.000

0.600

0.000

City of Falls Church (VA)

Multifamily Student Generation Rates

7 Multifamily Rental
® Multifamily Condo

1Bdrm 2 Bdrm w/ Den

1 Bdrm w/ Den 2 Bdrm

3 Bdrm 3 Bdrm w/ Den

Source: City of Falls Church, VA, TischlerBise
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Changing Retail $110 taxable

sales per sq. ft.

City of Centennial Annual Net Fiscal Results - Retail Land Uses
| Wh at Cost to Serve Fiscal Analysis

Nonresidential Prototypes (Per 1,000 Square Feet)

happensto o _

revenue - )
when retail i}

space

shifts to .

services

$230 taxable
sales per sq. ft.

Community Retail Neighborhood Retail

j (51,000

@ Revenues M Expenditures i Net Fiscal Result |

e i
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Infrastructure Capacity as Driver
e A tale of two cities

Cumul ati ve Net Fiscal Impacts - Operating vs. Capital
. Scenario Comparisons
City of Lawrence Flacal Impact Analysis
34057 39825
— $15,565 & $l 67 s
50 4 T T T T
= (m .000) 1---- 8! Sl 8¢ J.(&M.-.‘.‘@Lt K.
= Res al 1 Wal Wajcageda  (hidgiiblaly Cumulative Net Fiscal Impacts - Operating vs. Capital
S ($40,000) +-- | [----- | [—eam ) p nz
= 6,926) Park Scenario Comparisons
% ($60,000) T FE5,053) BSZAY0F T Clty of Lenexa Flscal Impact Analysis
(380,000) 775575795 ;ﬁ‘]) $300,000 FIE04S. .
($100,000) - _I ) $250,000 ﬂhﬁgﬁl m_l_l_.gl
{$120,000) 1501 {509,169~ {§108:350)- £200000 T
misgen GNP eSO LB ] | ssrane et [ ]
{$140,000) $150,000 ﬂlﬂ“ : B12507
= 3100000 T ;
|0 Opersting O Capital O Combined 5 “ssnoom 4= g g
= 30 T 3 T ' r
($50,000) +- gyt ... Fasi: 'Mll.----SlmlI!llﬂl i
(SlO0.000) L - -
{$150,000) B39 397492}
(5200.000) . ($109397) - o =

| O tperuting: B Capita] @ Combined |

———— .
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Fiscal Impact Analysis in Practice

———._.
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Project Analysis

Most common type of fiscal impact analysis

1 or multiple proposed development programs in a
limited geographic area over specified period of time
Analyzes the fiscal impact of combination of proposed
uses

Usually prepared in conjunction with development

proposal, so incremental (does not evaluate impact of
development in rest of jurisdiction)

i —
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Draper, UT: SunCrest Development

Annual Results
Developer's Scenario-10-Year Absorption
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Draper, UT: SunCrest Development

Annual Results
75% of Developer's Projections-20-Year Absorption

$500
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($500) -

($1,000)

(1,000's)

($1,500)

($2,000)

($2,500)
Year
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T
Areawide Analysis

- Can be applied to a neighborhood, several
contiguous neighborhoods, entire city, county,
or region
Usuaily 10-20 year timeframe

-  Common to evaluate multiple development
scenarios with various land use

mixes/patterns, paces of growth, or economic
activity

,/H.‘s-
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Small Area Plan Fiscal Analysis Findings

Annual Net Fiscal Results (x$1,000): All Funds
North SAP Scenarios
Town of Queen Creek
====Scenario 1: Existing Plan wm=mScenario 2: Future Plan
$2,500
$2,000
$1,500
$1,000
S$500
$0 :
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1011 1213 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29=30(~31=32.3 39 40
($500) Projection Year
L — -
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Small Area Plan Fiscal Analysis Findings

$250,000 -i
$200,000
$150,000

$100,000

$58,216

$50,000

S0 - —
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; 51.01 in revenus per 51.00 incosts

Cumulative (Years 1-40) Net Fiscal Resuits (x$1,000)
North SAP Scenarios
Town of Queen Creek

Y TOTAL REVENUES  ®TOTAL EXPENDITURES  ®NET FISCAL IMPACT

$211,417

$183,150

51.15 In'revenue per $1.00 in costs

557,759
$28,267

$457

Scenarlo 1: Existing Plan Scenarlo 2: Future Plan
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Hillsborough County, FL
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Hillsborough County, FL

| Annual Net Fiscal Impacts (x$1,000)

i Current Growth Trend Scenario, 2003 to 2025

| Hillsborough County Fiscal Impact Analysis

I $02[ \ 2HYF 2007 2004 I 20010 2013 215 2017 2019 2021 2023 2025
(320,000) -4 .\. e - ....... R ,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,,

| (340,000) 1

(860,000)
($80,000)
(8100,000)
($120,000) 4 TN

($140,000)

($160,000)

e —
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Champaign, IL

- Three-phase fiscal impact study
- What is the fiscal impact of current land uses?
o What is the fiscal impact of future growth?

Scenario 1: Growth Within the Service Area—all growth occurs
within the current sanitary sewer service area.

> Scenario 2. Growth Beyond the Service Area—growth occurs
both within and outside of the current sanitary sewer service
area.

- What are ways we can raise revenue without
raising taxes?

—— e — .
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Champaign, IL

= 1 =
..~ ':.1.; - -.mr Area A
glmﬁr?-t;i« | S Olympisn Drive &
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AreaC j:
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Champaign, IL

Annual Net Fiscal Impacts from New Growth
Scenario Comparisons
Champaign Fiscal Impact Anslesis
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Champaign, IL

Cumulative Net Fiscal Impacts from New Growth - Operating v. Capital
Scenario Comparisons
Champaign Fiscal impact Analysis

$100,000 583,548 $82,204

$50,000 - $32,815 -

v S0
o
: i
(550,733)
($100,000)
{$101,836)
($150,000)
Growth Within the Service Area Growth Beyond the Service Area
W Operating B Capital Combined
/‘_——_._‘\
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Champaign,

IL

Cumulative Net Fiscal Impacts from New Growth

FAZ Comparisons
Champaign Fiscal Impact Analysis
$25,000
$20,000 TR0
$15,000
$10,000 :
$3,927 $5,516 e
$5,000 .
($288) ($4,691) B ' T_-
$0 - : y
(85,000) oL B e
($10,000) (§7,888) (§7.094)
($15,000)
($20,000) - £$38,344) :
($25.,000)

A: Olympian B: Olympian C: Bradley& D: Staley & E: Southwest F: Curtis G: Infill
& Prospect Ext. Staley Kirby Champaign Interchange

& Scenario One: Growth Within Service Area

B Scenario Two: Growth Beyond The Service Area
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Champaign Findings

- The City is severely constrained as to the amount of

revenue available for support of capital improvements
needed to serve new development

e The Citv chould concidar altarnativa financinag enurcae such as imnact feeg
LA™~ J VI‘J Tl I ATV WYl IWIWAW BAT RN E IIWEGRE WY TFEIT%Sl IWiENS Tl Y W W R W W W Wl W IIIIV“ - L

for growth-related infrastructure, particularly for road projects

« The implementation of a tiered impact fee program, that charges more for
development further out, could assist the City in directing development in a
phased manner

TischlerBise
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Parting Thoughts

. Fiscal impact analysis is both a science and an art

A “one size fits all” approach leads to generalizations

o Each jurisdiction is unique
» Results can indicate the opposite of reality

Fiscal impacts are only one part of the equation
Goal should be to educate

Garbage in, garbage out

» Analysis must include a clearly written rationale explaining methodology and
assumptions

I
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Parting Thoughts

- Focusing on the fiscal impacts at the expense of other
impacts
Environmental, social, economic, transportation

Fiscal zoning

- Qverlap of government entities
What about School District?

- Beware of advocacy disguised as analysis!!!!

e —
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Questions
Thank You

Carson Bise, AICP, President
carson@tischlerbise.com

Julie Herlands, AICP, Vice President

julie@tischlerbise.com
@jherlands

301.320.6900
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