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BACKGROUND / KEY ISSUES / CONTRIBUTING FACTORS:

In August 2006, the City of Las Cruces (City) awarded a contract to Duncan Associates to
review the Las Cruces Municipal Code (LCMC) Chapter 33, Development Impact Fee (Las
Cruces Development Fee Ordinance) and to conduct a fee study for the proposal and
implementation of impact fees for major roads, drainage, and public safety. The fee study
establishes reasonable impact fees for major roads, drainage, and public safety that will enable
the City to finance improvements that will support an established level of service or to
recommend a level of service that may be reasonable to support future growth.

The City directed Duncan Associates to undertake a two-phase process to develop a Land Use
Assumption (LUA) document and an Impact Fee Capital Improvements Plan (IFCIP) in
accordance with New Mexico State Statute and LCMC, Chapter 33. The LUA document
defines the quantity of new development expected over the next ten (10) years, and the
geographic area within which that development will occur. The IFCIP is the document that
actually calculates the impact fees.
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On June 27, 2011, City staff provided a follow-up presentation of the final draft of the IFCIP
(See Exhibit “A”) to the City Council. The information in this document addresses City Council
feedback received at various work sessions and specific direction provided by the City Council
at their February 17, 2010 Work Session. The presentation provided information about how the
impact fees were derived, level of service/construction costs, and what has changed as the
impact fee process has evolved over the past five (5) years. The proposed impact fees for
major roads, drainage, and public safety are outlined in Table 1 (Maximum Impact Fee
Schedule) on page two of the IFCIP or Exhibit “B”. The potential annual impact fee revenue for
drainage over the next ten years is $501,335.00 (See Exhibit “C”).

Additionally, on July 14, 2011, in accordance with LCMC Chapter 33, City staff conducted a

public hearing for the IFCIP document. The minutes from this meeting are attached as Exhibit
“D”.

The drainage impact fee will be used to construct major arroyo crossings only. The fees
collected will be spent in the “growth area” which excludes the city’s “infill". There continues to
be discussion regarding the assessment of drainage impact fees on undeveloped property
located along principal arterials where a major arroyo crossing has been built under a voluntary
special assessment district or a major arroyo crossing that development has already contributed
to building. These issues will be addressed as follows:

e The drainage impact fee will not be assessed on undeveloped property as long as the
major arroyo crossing was built as part of a voluntary special assessment district. This
includes Northrise Drive between Del Rey Boulevard to Roadrunner Parkway; Northrise
Drive between Roadrunner Parkway to Sonoma Ranch Boulevard; and, Sonoma Ranch
Boulevard between Rinconada Boulevard and Lohman Avenue.

o City staff will create a waiver process that will allow owners of undeveloped property to
bring forth data, facts, and information to support their claim that their undeveloped
property should not be assessed major roads impact fees because their development
has already contributed to building of a major arroyo crossing. Any waiver request will
require City Council approval.

e City staff will bring forth any required modifications necessary to include the waiver
process into the LCMC, Chapter 33 Development Impact Fee (Las Cruces Development
Fee Ordinance) for City Council approval.

City staff recommends that the City Council adopt the drainage impact fee for new development
at the (flat or variable) rate option for single-family development and at the rates
indicated for the various land uses in Table 1 (Maximum Impact Fee Schedule) on page two of
the Impact Fee Capital Improvements Plan for Major Roads, Drainage, and Public Safety with
an effective date of as required by LCMC Chapter 33, Development Impact Fee
(Las Cruces Development Impact Fee Ordinance).
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SUPPORT INFORMATION:

1. Resolution.

Page 3

2. Exhibit “A”, Impact Fee Capital Improvements Plan for Major Roads, Drainage, and Public

Safety (IFCIP).

3. Exhibit “B”, Table 1 - Maximum Impact Fee Schedule from the IFCIP document.
4. Exhibit “C”, Table 3 - Potential Annual Impact Fee Revenue, 2010 to 2020 from the IFCIP

document.

5. Exhibit “D”, Draft Minutes from the July 14, 2011 IFCIP Public Hearing.

SOURCE OF FUNDING:
Is this action already budgeted?
Yes |[ ]| See fund summary below
No [ ]] If No, then check one below:
N/A Budget 1] Expense reallocated from:
Adjustment
Attached | [ ]| Proposed funding is from a new revenue
source (i.e. grant; see details below)
[ ]| Proposed funding is from fund balance in
the Fund.
Does this action create any
revenue? Yes | [X]| Funds will be deposited into this fund:
* inthe amountof § * for FY * .
* To be determined No | [ ]| There is no new revenue generated by
this action.

BUDGET NARRATIVE

Accounts will be assigned as soon as the Finance Department knows that this drainage impact
fee is approved by the City Council. There will be a new fund for the drainage impact fee,
which will include revenue and expenditure accounts.

FUND EXPENDITURE SUMMARY:

Fund Name(s) Account Expenditure Available | Remaining | Purpose for
Number(s) | Proposed | Budgeted | Funds Remaining Funds
Funds in
Current FY
N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A
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OPTIONS / ALTERNATIVES:

1.

Vote “Yes”; this action will approve the drainage impact fee at the (flat or
variable) rate option for single-family development and at the rates indicated for the various
land uses in Table 1 (Maximum Impact Fee Schedule) of the Impact Fee Capital
Improvements Plan for Major Roads, Drainage, and Public Safety with an effective date of

Vote “No”; this action will not approve the drainage impact fee. There will be no impact fee
for drainage.

Vote to “Amend”; this could support the adoption of the drainage impact fee at the
(flat or variable) rate option for single-family development and at the rates
indicated for the various land uses in Table 1 (Maximum Impact Fee Schedule) of the Impact
Fee Capital Improvements Plan for Major Roads, Drainage, and Public Safety with an
effective date of with additional conditions or this action could change
the purpose of the Resolution.

Vote to “Table”; this action will delay adoption of the drainage impact fee at the

___(flat or variable) rate option for single-family development and at the rates indicated for
the various land uses in Table 1 (Maximum Impact Fee Schedule) of the Impact Fee Capital
Improvements Plan for Major Roads, Drainage, and Public Safety and adoption of an
effective date of . Staff will require direction on how to proceed.

REFERENCE INFORMATION.:

N/A
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RESOLUTION NO: _12-026

ARESOLUTION ADOPTING THE DRAINAGE IMPACT FEE FOR NEW DEVELOPMENT
AT THE (FLAT OR VARIABLE) RATE OPTION FOR SINGLE-FAMILY
DEVELOPMENT AND AT THE RATES INDICATED FOR THE VARIOUS LAND USES
LISTED IN TABLE 1 (MAXIMUM IMPACT FEE SCHEDULE) ON PAGE TWO OF THE
IMPACT FEE CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS PLAN FOR MAJOR ROADS, DRAINAGE,
AND PUBLIC SAFETY WITH AN EFFECTIVE DATE OF ASREQUIRED
BY LAS CRUCES MUNICIPAL CODE CHAPTER 33, DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEE
(LAS CRUCES DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEE ORDINANCE).

The City Council is informed that:

WHEREAS, in August 2006, the City of Las Cruces (City) awarded a contract to
Duncan Associates to review the Las Cruces Municipal Code Chapter 33, Development
Impact Fee and to conduct a fee study for the proposal and implementation of impact fees
for major roads, drainage, and public safety; and

WHEREAS, the City directed Duncan Associates to undertake a two-phase process
to develop Land Use Assumptions and an Impact Fee Capital Improvements Plan; and

WHEREAS, on June 27, 2011, City staff provided a follow-up presentation of the
final draft of the IFCIP (Exhibit “A”) to the City Council; and

WHEREAS, the presentation provided information about how the impact fees were
derived, level of service/construction costs, and what has changed as the impact fee
process has evolved over the past five (5) years; and

WHEREAS, the proposed impact fees for major roads, drainage, and public safety
are outlined in Table 1 (Maximum Impact Fee Schedule) on page two of the IFCIP or
Exhibit “B”; and

WHEREAS, on July 14, 2011, in accordance with LCMC Chapter 33, City staff

conducted a public hearing for the IFCIP. The minutes from this meeting are attached as

Exhibit “D”; and
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WHEREAS, the drainage impact fee will be used to construct major arroyo
crossings only. The fees collected will be spent in the “growth area”, excluding the city’s
“infill” area; and

WHEREAS, drainage impact fees will not be assessed on undeveloped property
that are adjacent to principal arterials as long és the major arroyo crossing was built as part
of a voluntary special assessment district. This includes Northrise Drive between Del Rey
Boulevard to Roadrunner Parkway, Northrise Drive between Roadrunner Parkway to
Sonoma Ranch Boule\;ard, and Sonoma Ranch Boulevard between Rinconada Boulevard
and Lohman Avenue; and

WHEREAS, City staff will create a waiver process that will allow owners of
undeveloped property to bring forth data, facts, and information to support their claim that
their undeveloped property should not be assessed major roads impact fees because their
development has already contributed to building the adjacent principal arterial. Any waiver
request will require City Council approval; and

WHEREAS, City staff will bring forth any required modifications necessary to include
the waiver process in LCMC, Chapter 33 Development Impact Fee (Las Cruces
Development Fee Ordinance) for City Council approval; and

WHEREAS, City staff recommends that the City Council adopt the drainage impact
fee at the (flat or variable) rate option for single-family development and at the
rates indicated for the various land uses in Table 1 (Maximum Impact Fee Schedule) on
page two of the IFCIP or Exhibit “B” with an effective date of ______ .

NOW, THEREFORE, Be it resolved by the governing body of the City of Las Cruces:
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)

THAT the drainage impact fee at the (flat or variable) rate option for
single-family development and at the rates indicated for the various land uses in Table 1
(Maximum Impact Fee Schedule) on page two of the IFCIP or Exhibit “B” with an effective
date of is hereby adopted and approved.

(i)

THAT City staff is hereby authorized to do all deeds necessary in the

accomplishment of the herein above.

Councillor Sorg:
Councillor Thomas:

DONE AND APPROVED this day of , 2011.

APPROVED:

(SEAL)

ATTEST: Mayor

City Clerk VOTE:
Mayor Miyagishima:
Councillor Silva:

Moved by: Councillor Connor:
Councillor Pedroza:

Seconded by: Councillor Small:

Approved as to Form:

M\

City Atorney v
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This study documents the calculation of proposed impact fees for the City of Las Cruces major
roads, stormwater drainage and public safety (fire and police) facilities. The proposed public safety
fees would apply to all new development in the city, while the major roads and drainage fees would
apply only to new development located in the “growth area” (i.e., outside the City’s designated infill
area). The major roads fee addresses the cost of City arterial roadways, and does not include right-
of-way costs. The proposed drainage fee covers only the cost of arterial street arroyo crossings, and
these costs, as with the roads fee, are allocated to new development on the basis of traffic

generation. The drainage fee could be adopted as a separate fee, or combined with the major roads
fee.

Las Cruces has experienced steady growth in recent years. Despite the slowed economy, this trend
is expected to continue, driven as it is by many factors, including increased demand from baby
boomers secking desirable retirement living. Growth requires added capital facility capacity to meet
demand from new development and to preserve the setvice standard now provided to existing
development. Impact fees provide a way to meet this demand.

An impact fee is a one-time charge to new development used to fund the expansion of capital
facilities. Impact fee assessment is a direct and equitable way to fund new capacity, because the
amount of the fee is proportionate to the cost of service. Impact fees can be used only to pay the
cost of projects and parts of projects needed to meet demand from new development. Impact fees
cannot be used to pay operating expenses, deficiency correction, setvice upgrade, or any other cost
attributable to existing development. The amount of the fee is set at a rate adequate to preserve the
cutrent service standard and to provide service to new development at the same rate — new
development is not charged for a higher and more expensive level of service.

Impact fee assessment in New Mexico is governed by an impact fee enabling act — the Development
Fees Act.' The At provides local government the authority to impose fees and controls the amount,
timing, method of assessment and use of the funds. This analysis is organized to address the
requirements of the Development Fees Act, and in so doing, define an equitable and proportionate
assessment that will help fund the requisite facilities, without undue burden on new or existing
development.

Road Impact Fee Issues

While the proposed public safety impact fees would be new fees on development, the proposed
major roads and drainage impact fees would essentially replace the existing system of developer
exactions for roads. Most major road capacity expansion projects in the city to-date have been
exacted, donated or built/funded by new development. The developet-driven approach has
provided a patchwork of improved and unimproved roads, as a consequence of private sector
decisions that guide the location and timing of development projects. The City has often not had
sufficient control to implement its objective of a continuous, uniform and integrated road system.
The developer-driven approach is inequitable to the private sector in that subdivisions or

developments with extensive major road frontage may be required to provide lengthy and expensive

1 The New Mexico Development Fees Act, Chapter 5, Article 8, NMSA

ity of Las Cruces, Mew Maxico ehueni @i associates
Impact Fee Capital improvements Plan 1 January 17, 2011
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road improvements, whereas similar projects with limited or no frontage may provide no road
improvements.

Once road impact fees are adopted, developers who make frontage improvements to major roads
will either be reimbursed with impact fees paid by builders or have the impact fees within their
subdivision reduced or eliminated. These reimbursements or impact fee credits should be calculated
at 100% of the actual cost of the improvements. For this reason, major road impact fees should not
be adopted at a small percentage of the maximum amount, because this will result in a situation

where the funds collected will be insufficient to reimburse developers for the cost of their
improvements.

Summary of Maximum Fees

This following schedule shows the maximum potential impact fees for major roads, stormwater
drainage and public safety facilities. The major roads fee does not include the cost of rights-of-way.
Arroyo crossings are included in the drainage fee. The Council may adopt fees at a lower rate
depending on its assessment of impact fees in the context of other City priorities. Each of the three
impact fees in Table 1 can be separately adopted, if so desired.

Table 1. Maximum Impact Fee Schedule
Major:: Storm-
Roads ~ Water’

Single-Family (Flat Rate Option) Dwelling $1,056 $438 $639 $2,133
Single-Family (Variable Rate Option)

< 1,500 sf Dwelling $972 $403 $588 $1,963

1,500-2,499 sf Dwelling $1,056 $438 $639 $2,133

2,500 + sf Dwelling $1,162 $482 $709 $2,353
Multi-Family Dwelling $655 $272 $466  $1,393
Hotel/Motel Room $634 $263 $313 $1,210
Commercial/Retail 1000 sq. ft.  $1,542 $639 $736  $2,916
Office 1000 sq. ft. $972 $403 $364 $1,739
Institutional 1000 sq. ft. $665 $276 $204  $1,145
Industrial 1000 sq. ft. $739 $307 $185 $1,231
Warehouse 1000 sq. ft. $380 $158 $83 $621
Mini-Warehouse 1000 sq. ft. $264 $110 $26 $400

Source: Major road fees from Table 24; stormwater drainage fees from Table 30; public safety fees from Table
45; the single-family category includes detached singte-family and mobile homes, muiti-family includes attached
single-family, townhouse, apartments, and condominiums.

Single-family impact fees are presented in Table 1 in two forms: 1) as a flat rate fee, and 2) as a
variable-rate fee that is assessed based on square footage. The impact fee program can be enacted
based on either of the two approaches. The variable-rate option may offer the advantage of
encouraging housing affordability, because smallet units are assessed a lower impact fee.

The potential Las Cruces impact fees compare favorably to state and national average impact fees, as
shown in Table 2. The State average includes the park impact fee, since that is the other non-utility
impact fee category allowed under New Mexico’s impact fee act. State and national average total
fees may be less than the sum of the individual average fees, since not all jurisdictions charge all
possible fees (if a community does not charge a patticular fee, it is not included in the average fee
calculation). The national average fees exclude California, which has exceptionally high fees, and the

ity of Las Cruses, New Maxiso diurmcaEn ossociates
Impact Fee Capital improvements Plan 2 January 17, 2011
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total includes other types of fees not authorized in New Mexico. All of the averages exclude water
and wastewater fees.

Table 2. Comparative Non-Utility Single-Family Impact Fees

Major Storm-: - Public

' e Roads Water ~Safety - Parks
Maximum Potential City of Las Cruces Fees $1,056 $438  $639 $800 $2,933
National Average Fees (2009) $2,586 $1,156  $727 $1,783 $6,110
New Mexico Average Fees (2009) $2,932 $3,030 $708 $1,747 $3,221

Source: Las Cruces single-family impact fees from Table 1 {park fee is from City of Las Cruces); national (excluding

California) and New Mexico average non-utility fees are from Duncan Associates, National Impact fee Survey: 2009,
December 2009 from impactfees.com.

Potential annual impact fee revenue over the next ten years based on the land use assumptions is
shown below. This estimate of maximum revenue assumes that impact fees are assessed at the

proposed rate, that growth occurs as projected, and that there are no impact fee exemptions or
deferments.”

Table 3. Potential Annual Impact Fee Revenue, 2010 to 2020

Major Roads $1,205,952
Stormwater Drainage $517,359
Public Safety $765,330
Total Annual Average Fee Revenue $2,488,641

Source: Roads from Table 25; stormwater drainage from Table
31; public safety from Table 46.

Las Cruces does not now assess any of the impact fees that are the subject of this report. To date,
the facilities have been obtained primarily by means of development agreement, exaction ot City
funding. In order to provide a smooth transition to the new system, the City may elect to
implement a “phase-in” plan. A phase-in plan could be developed as part of the implementation of
the impact fees to gradually phase-in the fees in over two years. A phase-in plan would result in a
reduction of potential impact fee income during the phase-in period and would generate somewhat
lower revenue than indicated in Table 3.

2 Also assuming a flat-rate assessment for single-family detached units.

Tty of Las Cruces, New Mexico siuneanassociaies
Impact Fee Capital Improvements Plan 3 minor edit to Table 3 on July 18, 2011
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INTRODUCTION

This introductory chapter contains general information applicable to all of the impact fees addressed
in this report. Topics include the legal framework for impact fees, types of eligible facilities, land use
assumptions, service areas and fee calculation methodology.

Legal Context — The New Mexico Development Fees Act

Impact fees in New Mexico are governed by Article 8, Chapter 5 of New Mexico Statutes Annotated

(NMSA) — the Development Fees Act. The Act imposes certain requirements for impact fee assessment
in New Mexico, including: '

Capital facility types that are eligible for impact fee assessment;
Categories of allowed and prohibited expenses;

Impact fee administrative procedures and capital facilities plan update requirements,
including conditions under which fees must be refunded (impact fees must, for example, be
spent within seven years of collection or refunded);

Requirements guiding the City's definition of an impact fee service area (the area within
which fees will be assessed);

Impact fee analytical requirements that call for preparation of two reports to support the
assessment — impact fee Land Use Assumptions, and this Impact Fee Capital Improvement Plan (the
IFCIP), which documents the calculation methodology and includes a schedule of impact

fees by property type.

The IFCIP includes the following:

The definition of the impact fee service unit — a standard unit of measure for capital facilities
demand planning;

A demand equivalency table that shows the rate of service unit generation (capital facility

capacity demand), by property type;

The number of projected service units attributable to new development (which is a way to
quantify the “impacts” of new development;

The cost per service unit (cost to meet demand from a unit of new development);
The net cost per setvice unit (total cost less impact fee reductions);

An impact fee net cost schedule that shows the net payable impact fee amount, by property

type.

Ty of Las Crucas, New Mexico ghesnoar associates
Impact Fee Capital Iimprovements Plan 4 January 17, 2011
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The Development Fees Act includes three other noteworthy provisions:

1.

2.
3.

Platted (and un-built) lots are guaranteed, for a period of four years, the impact fee rate in
effect at the time of platting. This protection expires at the end of four years, after which
the current fee rates apply. Lots platted prior to the adoption of the impact fees in this
report have no such protection (because fees in this report have not been assessed in the
past). Future impact fee updates will have effect only for lots platted after enactment of the
new fees (along with lots platted more than four years before the update).

Impact fee exemption is specifically disallowed for public entities.

The City may waive fee assessment for “qualified affordable housing.™ Qualified units are
those affordable to households earning 80% or less of HUD area median income, and which
have total monthly shelter costs of less than 30% of gross household income).

Eligible Capital Facility Types

The Development Fees Act specifies the types of facilities that are eligible for impact fee assessment:

Eligible facilities are only those included in the IFCIP.

Eligible facilities have “...a life expectancy of ten or mote years and are owned and operated
by or on behalf of a municipality or county.”*

Eligible roadway facilities include arterial or collector streets designated on an officially
adopted roadway plan and located within the service area, along with “...bridges, bike and
pedestrian trails, bus barns, rights-of-way, traffic signals, landscaping and any local
components of state and federal highways.””

Eligible public safety facilities include “buildings for fire, police and rescue and essential

equipment costing ten thousand dollars ($10,000) or more and having a life expectancy of 10

years or more.”

Eligible stormwater facilities include “...stormwater, drainage and flood control facilities.””

In this analysis, the road impact fee only includes arterial streets, and the drainage impact fee
includes arroyo crossings. The major roads and drainage impact fees do not include the cost of
right-of-way, which will continue to be obtained by purchase, exaction or donation.

Summary of Land Use Assumptions

Impact fee land use assumptions show current and future new development, and are the basis for
calculating capital facility capacity demand. Land use assumptions are documented in a separate
report and were approved by the Capital Improvements Advisory Committee on October 21, 2010
and by the City Council on January 3, 2011.

3 Section 5-8-3.D, NMSA
* Section 5-8-2.D, NMSA
5> Section 5-8-2.N, NMSA
6 Section 5-8-2.D (1), NMSA
7 Section 5-8-2.D (1), NMSA

City of Las Cruces, Mew Mexico LT Ere associates
Impact Fee Capital Improvements Plan 5 January 17, 2011
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The Development Fees Act requires that land use assumptons cover a period of at least five years®, and
that the IFCIP cover a period not to exceed ten yeats. Las Cruces land use assumptions are based
on a 10-year planning period, which provides an informative, but not overly speculative view of the
trend in new development.

The projected trend in Las Cruces population growth is illustrated in Figure 1. Population is not
directly used in calculation of an impact fee, but does inform and give context to land use
projections by property type, which are used for impact fee calculation. Figure 1 shows that the
“projected” rate, calculated for this analysis, falls in the midrange of the growth projection seties
presented in the draft regional planning document.

Figure 1. Population Projection
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A summary of the city-wide land use assumptions and the forecast growth from 2010 through 2020
is summarized in Table 4. The population growth rate of 1.9% is conservative compated to the
historic rate of about 2.8%; the projected residential growth rate is primarily based on the population
growth rate. The commercial growth rate is slightly higher (2.4% per year), but is driven by the
residential rate and has the same profile.

8 Section 5-8-2.], NMSA of the Develgpment Fees Act requires that land use assumptions include “...a description of the

service area and projections of changes in land uses, densities, intensities and population in the service area over at least
a five-year period.”
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to 2020
2010-2020
2010 - 2020 “New Annual
{Est.) - (Est) Units Growth
Single-Family Dwelling 30,315 37,109 6,794 2.0%

Table 4. City-Wide Land Use Projection, 2010

Multi-Family Dwelling 13,634 16,672 3,038 2.0%
Hotel/Motel Room 2,904 3,145 241 0.8%
Retail 1000 sq. ft. 5,477 6,938 1,461 2.4%
Office/Bank 1000 sq. ft. 4,349 5,486 1,137 2.3%
Other/institutional 1000 sq. ft. 2,624 3,334 710 24%
Industrial 1000 sq. ft. 4,268 5,378 1,110 2.3%
Source: Duncan Associates, City of Las Cruces land Use Assumptions for Impact Fees,
October 2010.

As mentioned above, the road and stormwater drainage impact fees in this study are proposed to be
assessed only in the growth area of the city. As a result, a separate analysis of existing and future
development trends for the growth area was developed in the land use assumptions report. As
summarized in Table 5, the projected residential growth rate in the growth area is approximately
3.1% annually, and the commercial growth rate is projected to be 3.3% annually. The higher rate of
growth in this area reflects the growth atea’s role in captuting a majority of the City’s recent and
future growth and the limited area for redevelopment within the infill area.

Table 5. Growth Area Land Use Projection, 2010 to 2020
.. S e 2010-2020
2010 2020 - 'New Annual

{Est.) {Est.) . Units Growth

Single-Family Dwelling 18,565 25,155 6,590 3.1%
Multi-Family Dwelling 8,079 10,722 2,643 2.9%
Hotel/Motel Room 2,079 2,251 172 0.8%
Retail 1000 sq. ft. 2,622 3624 1,002 3.3%
Office/Bank 1000 sq. ft. 1,989 2,763 774 3.3%
Other/Institutional 1000 sq. ft. 877 1,220 343 3.4%
Industrial 1000 sq. ft. 2,557 3,652 995 3.3%
Source: Duncan Associates, City of Las Cruces Land Use Assumptions for Impact Fees,
October 2010.

Impact Fee Service Areas

An impact fee service area is a region in which a defined set of improvements provide benefit to an
identifiable amount of new development. Within a setvice area, all new development of a type
(single-family, commercial, etc.) is assessed at the same impact fee rate. Land use assumptions and
the IFCIP are each defined in terms of this geography, so that capital facility demand, projects
needed to meet that demand, and capital facility cost are all quantified in the same terms. Impact fee
revenue collected within a setvice area is required to be spent within that service area.

According to the Develgpment Fees Act, service areas are defined based on “...sound planning and
engineering standards.” This gives local governments considerable discretion. Basic objectives are
that subject facilities be accessible to development throughout the area, and that roughly the same
level of service (LOS) prevails throughout the area.

City of Las Crucas, New Mexico ghunoaryossociates
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Implementation of a large number of small service areas is problematic. Administration is
complicated and, because funds collected within the service area must be spent within that area, and
spent within a seven-year petiod, multiple service areas may make it impossible to accumulate
sufficient revenue to fund any projects within the time allowed.

The proposed public safety impact fee is structured as a city-wide service area, with the entire city
included in the service area designation, as shown in Figure 2. This approach is appropriate, since
public safety services are provided on a system-wide basis. Costs for centralized police and fire
facilities cannot easily be allocated by subarea, and fire-fighting apparatus located in a particular fire
station will respond to calls some distance from the station if the equipment located closer is out on
another call, as well as responding four to six units to a single location for structure fire incients. In
addition, the definition of a large number of small setvice areas is problematic and should be
avoided for public safety fees, which tend to generate less revenue than road and drainage fees.

Figure 2. Public Safety Impact Fee Service Area (Entire City)

The City Council has expressed interest in assessing the road and stormwater drainage impact fees in
the growth area of the city and exempting the infill area, where much of the infrastructure has
already been buit and development potendal is limited to infill development. The City Council
adopted the Infill Policy Plan, which was intended to “provide guidelines and incentives for the
development of vacant and possibly underutilized patcels or those parcels ready for redevelopment
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with Las Cruces’ urban core area” in January 1998. The Plan defines the infill area as the area
bounded by I-25 on the east, University Avenue on the south, Valley Drive on the west and

Hoagland Road, Alameda Boulevard, Three Crosses Avenue and North Main Street on the north
(see Figure 3).

Figure 3. Major Roads and Drainage Service Area (Growth Area)

City of
Las Cruces
Growth
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Infill
_Area
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As annexations occur, the boundaries of both of the proposed setvice areas will expand to include
the annexed areas. Annexations are not expected to have a material effect on the amount of the
impact fees, because future annexations are expected to be undeveloped land that will not add
significant population or housing units. According to City staff, new development is expected to
occur to the north and to the east of the current City limits over the 10-year planning horizon of
these land use assumptions. Limited development is expected to occur in the near term in the

industrial areas near the southwestern portion of the city, which has limited services of its own and
relies on the central city area for services.

The Development Fees Act makes provision for the assessment of impact fees within a municipality’s
extraterritorial zone (ETZ).” The City and County have established an Extraterritorial Zoning
Authority and comprehensive plan, but the City has not negotiated an agreement for the assessment
of public safety, road or stormwater impact fees within the ETZ. Therefore, the ETZ is not part of

9 Section 5-8-3.C, NMSA allows for the provision of capital facility capacity and the assessment of impact fees within the
extraterritorial zone by means of a joint powers agreement between the City and County.
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the service area for any of the impact fee facilities (i.e., impact fees will not be collected on any

building permits issued outside the City limits).

Impact Fee Calculation Methodology

Impact fees in this report are calculated based on the cost
of capital facilities needed to serve new development. The
quantity of facilities is based on the current service
standard, which means that new development is assessed a
fee based on the same standards applied to existing
development — new development is not charged for a
higher or more expensive level of service (LOS)).

The gross impact fee, calculated in this manner, can be
reduced by revenue credits that account for payments by
new development for which no benefit will be received —
future taxes or user fees for existing setvice provision, or
debt service payments for existing service provision, for
example.

The need for credit for a particular impact fee is guided by
case law and norms of impact fee practice. The rationale
for calculation of impact fee credits is as follows.

One of the most fundamental principles of impact
calculation, rooted in case law and norms of equity, is that
impact fees should not charge new development for a
higher level of service than is provided existing
development. While impact fees can be based on a higher
level of service than that existing at the time of the
enactment of the fees, two things are required if this is to be
done. First, a source of funding other than impact fees
must be identified and committed to fund the deficiency
(created by the new, higher level of service). Second, the
fees must be reduced to ensure that new development does
not pay twice for the same level of service (once by means
of impact fees, and again through general taxes used to
remedy the deficiency). In order to avoid these
complications, typical practice is to base the fees on the

existing LOS.

A corollary principle is that new development should not pay more than its proportionate shate,
when multiple revenue sources are considered. As noted above, if impact fees are based on a
higher-than-existing LOS, then they should be reduced by an amount that accounts tor the existing
deficiency. A similar situation arises when the exising LOS has not been tully pad for.
Outstanding debt on existing facilities that are counted in the existing level of service will be retired,
in part, by revenue generated from new development. Given that new devclopment will pay impact
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fees to provide the existing level of service for itself, the fact that new development may also pay (by
virtue of being part of the tax base at-large) for facilities that provide service to existing development
could amount to paying for more than its proportionate share. Consequently, impact fees should be
reduced to account for future payments that will retire outstanding debt on existing facilities.

The issue is less clear-cut when it comes to other types of tevenue that may be used to make
capacity-expanding capital improvements of the type funded by impact fees. In most cases no credit
is warranted, since, while new development may contribute to such funding, so does existing
development, and both benefit from the higher LOS made possible by the additional funding. In
some cases credit may be warranted if the revenue is earmarked for capacity expansion projects of
same type funded by the impact fees. Credit may be provided for grants (or other “external”

funding sources) if they are dedicated to capacity expansion, and if the grant is considered reliable
and ongoing.

Lity of Las Cruoes, New Mexico @uﬂﬁ;ﬂﬂ%ossociofes
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This section calculates the major roads impact fee.
Impact-fee-eligible roads are defined by the Development
Fees Act to include “.. .arterial or collector streets or roads
that have been designated on an officially adopted
roadway plan of the municipality or county, including
bridges, bike and pedestrian trails, bus space, rights of
way, traffic signals, landscaping and any local

components of state or federal highways...”"

The road impact fees in this study cover the cost of City-
owned arterials only. The cost includes paving, curb and
gutter, landscaping, streetlights, bike lanes and multi-use
trails.  Right-of-way and road-related arroyo crossing
costs are not included. The City plans to continue the
practice of obtaining right-of-way by means of developer
dedication (without impact fee credit) or from State and
Federal entities. Arroyo crossings by arterial roads are
the basis of the stormwater drainage impact fee.

The major roads fee will be implemented by means of a
single service area that covers the entire city except for
the nfill area. There will be a single fee schedule that will
apply uniformly throughout the service area. Fees
collected will be earmarked to be spent in the service
area, meaning road fees cannot be used to fund
improvement in the infill area.

Road Impact Fee Credit Issues

While the proposed public safety impact fees would be
new fees on development, the proposed major roads
impact fees (and the drainage fees, which cover arterial
road-related arroyo crossings) would essentially replace
the existing system of developer exactions. Most major
road capacity expansion projects in the city to-date have
been exacted, donated or built/funded by new
development.  The developer-driven approach has
provided a patchwork of improved and unimproved
roads, as a consequence of private sector decisions that
guide the location and timing of development projects.
The City has often not had sufficient control to
implement its objective of a continuous, uniform and
integrated road system. The developer-driven approach

10 Section 5-8-2.N, NMSA
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is inequitable to the private sector in that projects with extensive arterial road frontage may be
required to provide lengthy and expensive arterial road improvements, whereas similar projects with
limited or no frontage may provide no road improvements.

Once road impact fees are adopted, developers who make frontage improvements to arterial roads
will either be reimbursed with impact fees paid by builders or have the impact fees within their
subdivision reduced ot eliminated. These reimbursements or impact fee credits should be calculated
at 100% of the actual cost of the improvements. For this reason, major roads impact fees should
not be adopted at a small percentage of the maximum amount, because this will result in a situation
where the funds collected will be insufficient to reimburse developers for the cost of their
improvements.

A concern that has been raised in transitioning from a system based on developer exactions to one
based on impact fees has to do with developers who made past arterial road improvements. For
future impact fee-eligible improvements, developers will enter into a development agreement that
will specify how fees will be reduced or the developer will be reimbursed (these ate referred to as
“post-ordinance” credits). For impact-fee-eligible improvements made by developers prior to the
adoption of road impact fees, whether “pre-ordinance” credit is appropriate depends on several
factors.

The first factor is whether there is remaining unbuilt development within the project for which the
improvement was made. If the project has been completed, no impact fee credit can be provided.
Some may argue that this is unfair to developers who made improvements that were in excess of the
impact of their project, but such unfairness is inherent in a system of developer exactions based on
frontage. Adoption of impact fees makes for a fairer system for the future, but can hardly be
expected to rectify all the unfairness of the past. After all, there is no mechanism to recover funds
from developers who paid too little for their previous developments.

Assuming that a project for which an improvement was made still has some development potential,
a determination must be made as to whether the cost of the improvement exceeds the impact of the
portion of the project that has already been developed. To make this determination, the impact of
the development on the road system is quantified in terms of the maximum impact fee calculated in
this study. Assume that a developer had widened a section of arterial road in front of his proposed
200-unit subdivision, the improvement cost $300,000, and the road impact fees are $2,000 per unit.
The 100 units already built that paid no impact fees had an impact of $200,000, leaving a credit of
$100,000, or $1,000 a unit, for the remaining 100 units. In this case, the fee would be reduced by
half for the remaining units.

The issue becomes more complicated if the road impact fee is adopted at less than 100 percent of
the maximum fee calculated in this study. In the example given above, suppose that the fee is
adopted at 75 percent of the maximum fee, or $1,500 per unit. If the impact of the first 100 units
already built is measured at the maximum fee, the credit is $1,000 for the remaining units, meaning
that they would pay only $500, or one-third of the adopted fee. If on the other hand the impact of
the first 100 units is measured in terms of the adopted fee amount, the credit for the remaining 100
units would be $1,500 per unit, meaning that no fees would be collected. While either approach
would be reasonable, use of the maximum fee to measure the impact of pre-ordinance development
is preferable. Suppose for example, that the fee is phased-in over three years, increasing from 25
percent in the first year, 50 percent the second year, 75 percent the third year and 100 percent at the
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end of the third year. Under such a phase-in plan, it would make little sense to measure the impact
of pre-ordinance development based on the initial 25-percent fee.

Finally, consider the implications of adopting the fee at less than 100 percent for post-ordinance
credits. Suppose that the fee is adopted at only 25 percent of the maximum, or $500 rather than
$2,000 per unit. A developer of a new 200-unit subdivision is required to make an improvement
that costs $300,000, which is three times what his subdivision would pay in impact fees. Some
might argue that since the fees are only recovering 25 percent of the full cost, the developer should
only get credit for 25 percent of the cost of his improvement, which would be $75,000 or $375 per
unit. However, while this may be intuitively reasonable from the City’s perspective, developers who
are required to make improvements would be at a disadvantage compared to other developers who
only have to pay the reduced fee. To ensure that the impact fee system creates a level playing field,
it will be necessary to give developers full credit for the value of the improvements they make,
regardless of whether the fees are charged at the full amount. To retain the element of equity, it
would be necessary to reimburse this developer §200,000 for his excess contribution from road
impact fees paid by other developments.

This last example underscores the desirability of adopting the road impact fee at or close to 100
percent of the full calculated amount. Otherwise, the fees will not generate enough revenue to
compensate developers who make improvements that cost more than the impact fees that their
projects will generate.

Service Unit

The Develgpment Fees Act requires that a standard measure of capital facilities demand — a “service
unit” — be specified for each impact fee. Section 5-8-2.P, NMSA, defines “service unit” as:

“...a measure of consumption, use, generation or discharge attributable to an
individual unit of development calculated in accordance with generally accepted
engineeting ot planning standards for a particular category of capital improvements o
facility expansions.”

A common measure of capital facilities capacity demand is an “equivalent dwelling unit” (EDU),
which expresses demand in terms of single-family equivalent units. A multi-family dwelling unit, for
example, might be shown to require % of the capital facility capacity typical of a single-family unit.
This means that multi-family demand is equivalent to 0.75 EDUs.

The major roads EDU will be quantified in terms of relative travel demand. The travel demand
generated by specific land use types is a product of three factors: 1) trip generation, 2) percent new
trips and 3) trip length. The first two factors are well documented in the professional literature, and
the average trip generation characteristics identified in studies of communities around the nation
should be reasonably representative of trip generation characteristics in Las Cruces. In contrast, trip
Jengths ate much more likely to vary between communities, depending on the geographic size and
shape of the community and its major street system.
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Trip Generation

Trip generation rates are based on information published in the 2008 edition of the Institute of
Transportation Engineers’ (ITE) Trip Generation manual, which is the most recent published edition
of the manual. Trip generation rates represent trip ends, or driveway crossings from the site of a
land use. Thus, a one-way trip from home to work counts as one trip end for the residence and one
trip end for the work place. To avoid over-counting, all trip rates have been divided by two. This
places the burden of travel equally between the origin and destination of the trip and eliminates
double-charging for any particular trip.

Single-family travel demand (as calculated in Table 12) is shown in two alternative forms: an average
for all single-family units, and a “variable rate” demand schedule, with estimates of demand by unit
square footage ranges. The variable rate option shows lower demand for smaller homes, and may
offer an advantage with respect to housing affordability. Either option can be used to assess the
major roads impact fee.

Data on household size by square feet are available from the 2007 American Housing Survey. This
data can be used to estimate the relative household size for the tiered single-family impact fee
categories used in this study. As can be seen in Table 6, average houschold sizes for single-family
units are strongly related to the size of the unit.

Table 6. Tiered Single-Family Household Size, U.S.
Household e - Ratio to
Population All Units

Unit Size Households AHHS

< 1,500 sf 52,799,905 21,142,166 2.50 0.92
1,500-2,499 sf 80,761,944 29,799,926 2.7 1.00
2,500 + sf 50,438,444 16,722,243 3.02 1.1
Total 184,000,293 67,664,335 2.72 1.00

Source: US Department of Housing and Urban Development, 2007 American Housing
Survey, data weighted by the most recent Census geography.

For Las Cruces, the tiered average household size for the single-family units can be estimated by
multiplying the untiered household size by the national ratio of average household size for each size
category. The average household size in Las Cruces is similar to the national average; thus, the
tiered average household size data used in this study summarized in Table 7 are the same as the
national averages.

Table 7. Tiered Single-Family Household Size, Las Cruces

Untiered : Tiered
Avg. Ratio to Avg.
HH Size All Units HH Size
Single-Family, Detached (All)
< 1,500 sf 0.92 2.50
1,600-2,499 sf 1.00 2.71
2,500 + sf 1.1 3.02

Source: \Untiered average single-family household size from Table 33; ratios from
Table 6; tiered household size is project of untiered household size and ratio.

Data from the National Cooperative Highway Reseatch Program reveal that the number of trips
generated by a dwelling unit is strongly related to the number of persons residing in the unit. The
average household sizes for the three single-family size categoties are used to model the trip rates for
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each category. Specific trip rates for unit size categories used in the demand schedule are shown in

Table 8.

Table 8. Single-Family Trip Rates by Unit Size
Average Modeled

“Household ~ ~ Daily

- Size “Trip Ends

Single-Family, Detached (All} 2.72 9.57
< 1,500 sf 2.50 8.86
1,600-2,499 sf 2.71 957
2,500 + sf 3.02 10.53

Source: Average household sizes from Table 7; daily trips derived
from Transportation Research Board, NCHRP Report 365, “Travel
Estimation Techniques for Urban Planning,” Washington, D.C.
Nationat Academy Press, Table 9 (for areas with populations of
50,000-199,999), 1998 (based on household sizes) and are normalized
to the ITE rate for single-family.

New Trip Factor

Trip rates also need to be adjusted by a “new trip factor” to exclude pass-by and diverted-linked
trips. This adjustment is intended to reduce the possibility of over-counting by only including
ptimary trips generated by the development. Pass-by trips are those trips that are already on a
particular route for a different purpose and simply stop at a particular development on that route.
For example, a stop at a convenience store on the way home from the office is a pass-by trip for the
convenience store. A pass-by trip does not create an additional burden on the street system and
therefore should not be counted in the assessment of impact fees. A diverted-linked trip is similar
to a pass-by trip, but a diversion is made from the regular route to make an interim stop. The
reduction for pass-by and diverted-linked trips is drawn from ITE and other published information.

Average Trip Length

In the context of a road impact fee based on a consumption-based methodology, it is important to
determine the average length of a trip on the City’s arterial road system in the area that will be served
by the impact fee. The point of departure in developing local trip lengths is to utilize national data.
The U.S. Department of Transportation’s 2007 National Household Trave! Survey identifies average trip
lengths for specific land uses and trip purposes. These trip lengths are unlikely to be representative
of travel on the road system in the growth area, given that they include travel on interstates, collector
roads and local streets. Nevertheless, the relative lengths of trips for different land uses derived
from the national data should be reasonably representative of trips in the growth areas of Las Cruces
as well. An adjustment factor can be derived by dividing the VMT that is actually observed on the
City’s arterial roadway system by the VMT that would be expected using national average trip
lengths and trip generation rates.

The first step is to estimate the total VMT expected to be generated by existing development in the
growth area of Las Cruces based on national travel demand characteristics.  This can be
accomplished by taking existing land uses in the growth area and multiplying existing development
in each land use category by the appropriate national trip generation rates, new trip factors and trip
lengths, and then summing for all land uses. As shown in Table 9, existing service area land uses,

using nationial trip generation and trip length data, would be expected to generate approximately 1.40
million VMT during an average week day.
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ITE

Land Use Type Code

Unit

Existing
Units

1/2 Trip
Rate

Primary
Trips

Table 9. Expected Service Area Vehicle-Miles of Travel
Length
{miles)

VMT

Single-Family 210 Dwelling 18,565 479 100% 8.74 777,216
Multi-Family 220 Dwelling 8,079 3.36 100% 7.76 210,649
Hotel/Motel 310/320 Room 2,079 345 100% 7.33 52,556
Retail/Commercial 820 1,000 sq ft 2,622 21.47 43% 6.60 159,661
Office/Bank 710 1,000 sq ft 2,763 5.51 95% 7.33 106,013
Other/Institutional 620 1,000 sq ft 877 3.79 95% 7.33 23,145
Industrial 140 1,000 sq ft 2,557 3.48 95% 8.89 75,151
Total 1,404,391

Source: Trip rate and primary trip percent from Table 12; trip length from Table 11; existing units from Table 13; total

VMT is the product of VMT per unit and land use.

The trip length adjustment factor is the ratio of actual VMT to expected VMT. Actual VMT 1s
based on a count of daily trips on arterial roads in the service area, and is calculated for each road
segment as the product of traffic count and measured segment length. Expected VMT is calculated
based on national averages for ttip generation and average trip length. As shown in Table 10, the
trip length adjustment factor for the road impact fee service area is 0.327.

Table 10. Local Trip Length Adjustment Factor

Total Daily VMT on Arterial Road System
+ Expected Daily Vehicle-Miles of Travel

458,245
1,404,391

Local Trip Length Adjustment Factor

0.327

Source: Actual VMT from Table 48, Appendix A; expected VMT from

Table 9.

Average trip lengths by land use are derived from the National Housebold Travel Survey, published by
the U.S. Department of Transportation. For purposes of impact fee calculation, national trip length
data for small metropolitan areas is adjusted to better represent local trips, as shown in Table 11.
Significantly lower local major road trip lengths are to be expected, because they exclude travel on
interstates, state highways, collector streets, local streets and any road outside the growth area.

Table 11. Average Trip Length by Trip Purpose
National Avg.
Trip Length - Adjustment Trip Length
{miles)

Local

{miles) Factor

Single-Family, Detached 8.74 0.327 2.86
Multi-Family 7.76 0.327 2.54
Shopping 6.60 0.327 2.16
Family/Personal 7.33 0.327 2.40
Average 8.89 0.327 291

Local

Source: Average trip lengths for small {(<250,000) metro areas from the U.S.
Department of Transportation, 2007 National Household Travel Survey, 2001,
the local adjustment factor from Table 10.
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Demand Equivalency Table

The Development Fees Act requires that the ICFP include a demand equivalency table that specifies
capital facility capacity demand by property type. As required by the A"

the demand equivalency table is “...a definitive table establishing the specific level or
quantity of use, consumption, generation or discharge of a service unit for each
category of capital improvements or facility expansions and an equivalency or
conversion table establishing the ratio of a service unit to various types of land uses,
including residential, commerctal and industrial.”

The demand equivalency table used for the road impact fee in this study is presented in Table 12;
this schedule is also used in the drainage impact fee in this update. The service unit generation rate
for a given property type is the ratio is the ratio of VMT for that property type to VMT for single-
family. VMT is calculated as the product of trip rate, primary ttip percentage and trip length. The
EDU factor represents the demand equivalency of the VMT for each land use in relation to the
VMT of a single-family detached unit. The travel demand equivalency schedule is used for the
major roads impact fee and drainage impact fee.

Table 12. Travel Demand Equivalency Schedule

v ITE 1-Way Primary
Land Use Type : . "Code Unit Trips Trips
Single-Family Detached {(Average) 210 Dwelling 479 100% 2.86 13.69 1.00
< 1,500 sf 210 Dwelling 443 100%  2.86 12.66 092
1,500-2,499 sf 210 Dwelling 4.79 100% 2.86 13.69 1.00
2,500 + sf 210 Dwelling 5.27 100% 2.86 15.06 1.10
Multi-Family 220 Dwelling 3.33 100% 2.54 8.45  0.62
Hotel/Motel 310/320 Room 3.45 100%  2.40 8.27 0.60
Commercial/Retail 820 1000 sq ft 2147 43% 2.16 19.92 1.46
Office 710 1000 sq ft 551 95% 2.40 12.55 0.92
Institutional 820 1000 sq ft 3.79 95%  2.40 863 063
Industrial 130 1000 sq ft 3.48 95%  2.91 9.61 0.70
Warehouse 150 1000 sq ft 1.78 95% 291 4.92 0.36
Mini-Warehouse 151 1000 sq ft 1.25 95% 291 345 025

Source: 1-way trips are Y of trip ends from Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE), Trip Generation, 8th Edition, 2008, except trip
rates for variable rate single-family from Table 8; primary trip percent for commercial retail {based on shopping center) from the ITE,
Trip Generation Handbook. June 2004; trip length from Table 11, daily VMT is the product of trip rate, primary trips, and trip length;
EDU tactor is daily VMT relative to singte-family detached unit average.

Current and Projected Service Units

Section 5-8-6.A(5), NMSA, requires that the IFCIP contain a projection of service units attributable
to new development. Future service units are estimated based on residential and nonresidential
projections for the growth area from the land use assumptions analysis. The projected service units
in this study are used for both the major roads and drainage impact fees. Current and projected city-
wide service units are also shown, since this data is necessary in developing the revenue credit
calculation. As shown in Table 13, the total number of service units in the growth area is projected
to grow an estimated 11,420 by 2020, while city-wide growth will be 13,226 EDUs by 2020.

11 Section 5-8-6A.(4), NMSA
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Table 13. Projected Road and Drainage Service Units, 2010 to 2020

Development Units EDU/ Service Units

Land Use Type 2010 2020 Unit

Single-Family Dwelling 18,565 25,155 18,666 25,155 6,590
Multi-Family Dwelling 8,079 10,722 0.62 5,009 6,648 1,639
Hotel/Motel Room 2,079 2,251 0.60 1,247 1,351 104
Retail 1000 sq ft 2,622 3624 146 3,828 5,291 1,463
Office/Bank 1000 sq ft 1,989 2,763 092 1,830 2,542 712
Other/institutional 1000 sq ft 877 1,220 063 553 769 216
Industrial 1000 sq ft 2,557 3552 0.70 1,790 2,486 696
Total, Impact Fee Service Area 32,822 44242 11,420
Single-Family Dwelling 30,315 37,109 1.00 30,315 37,109 6,794
Multi-Family Dwelling 13,634 16,672 0.62 8,453 10,337 1,884
Hotel/Motel Room 2,904 3,145 0.60 1,742 1,887 145
Retail 1000 sq ft 5,477 6,938 1.46 7,996 10,129 2,133
Office/Bank 1000 sq ft 4,349 5,486  0.92 4,001 5,047 1,046
Other/Institutional 1000 sq ft 2,624 3,334 0.63 1,653 2,100 a47
Industrial 1000 sq ft 4,268 5378 0.70 2,988 3,765 777
Total, City-Wide 57,148 70,374 13,226

Source: 2010 and 2020 units by land use type from Table 4 and Table 5; EDUs per unit from Table 12.

Roadway Capacity

Nationally-accepted transportation level of service (LOS) categories have been developed by the
transportation engineering profession. Six categories, ranging from LOS A to LOS F, describe
driving conditions in terms of such factors as speed and travel time, freedom to maneuver, traffic
interruptions, comfort and convenience and safety. LOS A represents free flow, while LOS F
represents the breakdown of traffic flow, charactetized by stop-and-go conditions.

In contrast to LOS, service volume capacity is a quantitative measure, expressed in terms of the rate
of flow (vehicles passing a point during a period of time). Service volume capacity represents the
maximum rate of flow that can be accommodated by a particular type of roadway while stll
maintaining a specified LOS. The service volume capacity at LOS E represents the maximum
volume that can be accommodated before the flow breaks down into stop-an-go conditions that
characterize LOS F, and thus represents the ultimate capacity of the roadway.

Las Cruces planning assumes LOS D for major roads. This is based on the advice of the City
transportation engineers and Las Cruces Metropolitan Planning Organization staff. LOS D 1s
considered to be consistent with residents’ current experience and expectations as to traffic
congestion and travel time. In making road improvement decisions, the goal is to maintain the
existing level of service and not allow the existing road operating conditions to be degraded.

The capacity of an individual roadway depends on a number of factors, including number of lanes,
lane width, topography, percent of truck traffic, etc. In impact fee analysis, generalized capacity
estimates are typically used based strictly on number of lanes. The road capacities by number of
lanes for Las Cruces are shown in Table 14.
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Table 14. Daily Vehicle Capacities
Total Capacity/
' Capacity Lane

1Lane 6,000 6,000
2 Lane 12,600 6,300
3 Lane 15,100 5,033
4 Lane 26,800 6,700
5 Lane 31,900 6,380
6 Lane 40,600 6,767
7 Lane 48,300 6,900
8 Lane 54,200 6,775

Source:  Maximum service volumes at LOS D
from Las Cruces MPOQ planning staff and City
traffic engineer.

For impact fee putposes, the LOS on the arterial roadway system in the growth area is the system-
wide ratio of road capacity to travel demand (VMC/VMT), calculated as shown in Table 15. The
LOS is a measure of capacity utilization. It is quantified in such a way as to plan adequate capacity
to meet demand from new development at the cutrent service provision standard, and to preserve
current excess capacity so as to meet residents’ expectations as to travel time and an acceptable level
of congestion. The impact fee in this update is not designed to recovet the full costs to maintain the
desired or current LOS on all roadway segments. Instead, the level of setvice standard in this study
is an assumed system-wide VMC/VMT ratio of one, and the fee is designed to fund the capacity
consumed by new development so that the existing system-wide ratio of capacity to demand is
maintained. Since the City’s major roadway system currently operates at a LOS better than this,
there are no existing deficiencies on a system-wide basis, as shown in Table 15.

Table 15. Existing System-Wide Arterial Level of Service
Functional Existing Existing LOS
Classification VMC VMT {VIVIC/VMT)

Principal Arterial 636,537 381,525 1.67
Minor Arterial 110,997 77,720 1.43
Total 747,534 459,245 1.63
Assumed lmpact Fee LOS 1.00
Source: Existing capacity (VMC) and capacity demand (VMT) from Table 48,
Appendix A.

Cost per Service Unit

The road impact fee is designed to cover the cost of adding capacity to the arterial roadway system,
including principal arterials and minor arterials. The cost includes paving, curb and gutter, street
lights, signalization, bike lanes and multiuse trails. The cost of demand from new development is
calculated as the product of cost per VMC, road LOS, VMT per service unit and number of new
development service units. VMT per service unit is the rate for a single-family unit, which by
definition 1s one EDU.

The road costs are based on the cost of new capacity added by planned road widening and
expansion projects. The planned projects and their costs are derived from the City’s 2010 to 2015
Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) and the 2015-2020 Master Transport