City of Nampa
Regular Council Meeting
June 20, 2016
REGULAR COUNCIL WILL START AT 6:30 P.M.
PUBLIC HEARINGS START AT 7:00 P.M.

Call to Order and Pledge to Flag

Invocation — Pastor John Watts, Nampa First United Methodist Church

Roll Call

All maiters listed within the Consent Agenda are considered to be routine by the Council and will be enacted bv one motion. There will be no separate discussion on
these items unless a Councilmember or citizen so requests in which case the item will be removed from the Consent Agenda and placed on the Regular Agenda,
Proposed Amendments to Agenda

Any Items Added Less Than 48 Hours Prior to the Meeting are Added by Council Motion at This Time

Consent Agenda

1)  Minutes of the Regular Council Meeting of June 6, 2106; Special Council Meeting of June 2, 2016;
Airport Commission Meeting of May 19, 2016; the Nampa Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee,
the Board of Appraisers Minutes; the Planning & Zoning Commission Meeting; the Library Board
Meeting; IT Steering Committee Meeting;

2) Bills

3) The City Council Dispenses With the Three (3) Reading Rule of Idaho Code § 50-902 for all Ordinances

4)  Final Plat Approvals
a) NONE

5)  Authorize Public Hearings

a) NONE

6)  Authorize to Proceed With Bidding Process
a) 2016 CDBG Sidewalk & Tree Placement Project
b) FY16 Pavement Markings & Sign Installment Project
c) Storm Water Repairs — Taffy Drive at Carmel Court and 67 Peppermint Project
d) Zone B Pipe Repairs — CIPP Project

7)  Monthly Cash Reports

8) Resolutions — Disposal of Property With Value Under $1000.00
a) Wastewater Division — Lift Station No. 19 Pump

9)  Open Public Comment Period for Program Year 2016 CDBG Action Plan as of June 27"

10) Bid Awards — Ford Idaho Center Parking Improvements Phase 3A & 3B

11) Licenses for 2016-2017 (4/l Licenses Subject to Police Approval):

12) Approval of Agenda

Communications

Staff Communications
Staff Report — Michael Fuss

Unfinished Business

1) Third Reading of Ordinance Annexing and Zoning to RS 8.5, RS 12, and RS 18 for 178.41 acres at 8142 W Ustick
Rd, 17535 Star Rd, 17547 Star Rd, and three parcels addressed as 0 Star Rd for Engineering Solutions, LLP
representing Star Development, Inc (POSTPONED Due to Lack of Documents)

2) Third Reading of Ordinance Annexing and Zoning to RMH for a 99-bed Skilled Nursing Facility at 820
and a Portion of 1002 N Happy Valley Rd for Zoke, LLC — Nate Hosac (POSTPONED at Staff’s Request)

3) First Reading of Ordinance Vacating the Retum of Right-of-Way to Nampa Medical Properties, LLP
Located at Northeast Corner of Midland Boulevard and Lake Lowell Avenue for Daniel Badger
Representing City of Nampa Public Works



4) First Reading of Ordinance Rezoning From Unzoned to IH (Heavy Industrial) for 37.61 Acres and Rezoning
From Unzoned to IL (Light Industrial) for 24.10 Acres at 100, 212, 300, 310, 360 and 0 W Railroad Street
for Daniel Badger Representing City of Nampa Public Works

New Business

1) Authorize Appointment of David Beverly to the Airport Commission, Term to Expire 12/31/2017

2) Program Year 2016 CDBG Allocation Decision

3) First Reading of Ordinance Amending Title 5, Chapter 12, Sections 5-12-1 and 5-12-15, Catering Permits

4) Authorize Summary of Publication for Preceding Ordinance

5) Direction on City Owned Parking Lots

6) Authorize the Construction Bid Award for Phase 1 of Midway Park to Knife River Corporation

7) First Reading of Ordinance for Irrigation Annexation from Pioneer Irrigation District

8) Authorize Summary of Publication for Preceding Ordinance

9) Resolution and Local Professional Services Agreement Between the City of Nampa, ITD, and HDR
Engineering for the Greenhurst Road Signals Project

10) Authorize Mayor to Sign Encroachment Agreement With Debra June Clover for 1725 Aspen Grove Street

11) Wells 1 & 2 Demolition & Abandonment Project

12) Award Bid and Authorize Mayor to Sign Contract for Laboratory-Grade Autoclave Procurement with
Tuttnauer™ USA Co. Ltd.

13) Authorize Sale of Real Property Located at 1744 Garrity Boulevard, Nampa, Idaho, to be Sold at Public
Auction, with Minimum Price Set at $34,000.00

14) First Reading of Ordinance Amending City Code Sections 3-7-1, 3-7-4, and Section 3-7-5 Pertaining to
Development Impact Fees

Public Hearings

1} Development Impact Fee Study & Capital Improvement Plan

2) Matter of Sale Via Public Auction of Real Property Located at 1744 Garrity Boulevard, Nampa, Idaho, With
Minimum Price Set at $34,000.00

3) Annexation and Zoning to RML for a Fourplex Development at 1910 Sunny Ridge Road for Gavin King

4) Variance to Allow an 80" Tall Sign Located at 1815 Madison for Mike Helm, YESCO Qutdoor Media

5) Annexation and Zoning to IH for a Headquarters and Warehousing for Fuel, Diesel, and Oil Distribution at
0, 9364, 9326, and 0 Cherry Lane for Zane Powell

Adjourn

Next Meeting
¢ Regular Council at 6:30 p.m. — Tuesday, July 5, 2016 City Council Chambers

Individuals, who require language interpretation or special assistance to accommadate physical, vision, hearing impairments, please contact the
Planning Department at Nampa City Hall, (208) 468-5484.

Any invocation that may be oftered before the ofticial start of the Council meeting shall be the voluntary offering of a private citizen, to and for
the benefit of the Council. The views or beliefs expressed by the invocation speaker have not beenpreviously reviewed or approved by the Council
and do not necessarily represent the religious beliefs or views of the Council in part or as a whole. No member of the community is required to
uttend orparticipate in the invocation and such decision will have no impact on their right to participate  actively in the business of the Council.
Copies of the policy governing invocations and setting forth the procedure 1o have & volunteer deliver an invocation are available upon written
request submitted tothe City Clerk.



REGULAR COUNCIL
June 6, 2016

Mayor Henry called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m.

Clerk made note that Councilmembers Skaug, Haverfield, Levi, Bruner, Raymond were present.
Councilmember White was absent.

Mayor Henry amended the agenda by removing item #18 Motion to Adjourn into Executive
Session Pursuant to Idaho Code 74-206 (1) (b) To Consider the Evaluation, Dismissal or
Disciplining of, or to Hear Complaints or Charges Brought Against, a Public Officer, Employee,
Staff Member or Individual Agent, or Public School Student from new business.

MOVED by Haverfield and SECONDED by Levi to approve the Consent Agenda with the
above mentioned amendments; Regular Council Minutes of May 16, 2016; and Bicycle and
Pedestrian Advisory Committee Minutes; Board of Appraisers Minutes; and Airport
Commission Minutes; Planning & Zoning Commission Minutes; Library Commission
Minutes; IT Steering Committee Minutes; department reports, bills paid; The City Council
dispenses with the three (3) reading rule of Idaho Code § 50-902 for all ordinances; final and
preliminary plat approvals: 1) Extension of Approval for Brookdale Estates Subdivision No. 4,
North of Birch Lane and East of 11"™ Avenue North for Trilogy Development. Request to Extend
(5/18/2016 Approval Which Expired on 05/18/2016 to 05/18/2017; and authorize the following
public hearings: 1) Annexation and Zoning to RML for Four-plex Development at 1910 Sunny
Ridge Road for Gaven J. King; 2) Annexation and Zoning to IH for Headquarters and
Warehousing for Fuel, Diesel and Oil Distribution at 0, 9364 and 9326 Cherry Lane for Zane
Powell; Approve the following agreements: One Year Renewal of Agreements, and 2)
Authorize Mayor and Public Works Director to sign Agreements with CH2M Hill Engineers,
Inc., as of December 16, 2015, and April 6, 2016 Authorization to Proceed with the Bidding
Process: 1) None; and 2015-2016 Licenses: (all licenses subject to police approval): None;
approval of the agenda. The Mayor asked for a roll call vote with all Councilmembers present
voting YES. The Mayor declared the
MOTION CARRIED

Amy Schroeder, P.E., Engineering Manager of Development for District 3, presented a report of
the Idaho Transportation Department (ITD) Road Construction Projects in Nampa. I would like
to share a little information about how the City of Nampa and ITD work together.

The City of Nampa is very unique in that there are four highways and interstates that go through
the City in various different ways. There are 31 centerline miles of ITD facilities through the
City. This includes 4 interchanges on interstate 84 and the City maintains 27 signals that are on
ITD facilities and coordinates with us on 8 other signals.

There are many disciplines that interact between the City and ITD among those are planners, our
traffic service group, permits and development services, we have design and construction project
managers for the TIP projects and that includes the local ROADS Group and then also our
Maintenance Services Group.



Regular Council
June 6, 2016

Nampa requested that ITD participate in a process of updating the City’s Transportation Master
Plan and this is with the focus of how the state highways and the interstate integrate with the
Cities facilities and all of the other routes that in the City limits.

We also coordinated on the state highway 55 corridor study in Owyhee and Canyon Counties.
This was a study that was completed in 2013 but the access management plan was a very
important component of that study and the City Council was a great supporter in adopting that
Access Management Plan.

The 12" Avenue safety study is ongoing and ITD has paid for the study but Nampa has
administered the contract and the study and this is lookinE for any safety improvements for all
modes including vehicles, pedestrian, bicycles between 7" Street and Lake Lowell. The study
will recommend safety improvements that the city has agreed to match in-kind for the
improvements for what ITD has put into fund the study.

The Karcher interchange access study was just completed. Nampa paid for the access study and
it was approved by FHWA. The City of Nampa is scoping the remainder of the environmental
and the design services at the Karcher interchange and in turn for the Cities contribution to that
interchange ITD has programed a project to implement $2 million of improvements to increase
the south bound traffic at the interchange and also do some other necessary improvements to take
care of the high accident location.

Amy Shroeder thanked the City for their commitment to pledge $1 million towards the TIGER
and the FASTLANE Grant applications that ITD and COMPASS have partnered on. The
TIGER application is a $43 million that would improve Franklin Boulevard the remainder of the
improvements that the GARVEE program did not fund and also 84 to three lanes that would exit
and enter and Northside interchange.

The FASTLANE grant is a new program this year and it is focused on freight and mobility and
so FASTLANE not only takes care of the improvements that I just mentioned but also
reconstructs the Northside interchange.

Regarding our development applications and some of the work that we coordinate on weekly
with the City. Access management is a top priority with ITD and the City. Our two jurisdictions
work very closely together to review development applications along the state highway system to
ensure the safety and mobility of the public.

A list of projects that the City and ITD worked on together was presented in the report.
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Police Captain Brad Daniels presented a staff report concerning cancellation of and reissue of
body worn cameras RFP. This is a update on the body worn cameras, we started on this project
last fall, it is now summertime and we still do not have new body cameras.

There were some issues that we ran into with the current vendor that was selected. We have had
some frustrations on response from the vendor. We have been in negotiations for 6 to 8 weeks
trying to come up with a contract that we think meets the needs of the Police Department and
provides the product that we want for our staff. The process is moving much slower than we
hoped, we are going to enter into some conversation with the vendor about whether or not we are
going to continue down this path if we can’t get to a resolution quite soon.

We may be back in front of Council with another RFP. We just want to make sure that we are
good stewards with the money that has been allocated to us.

Mayor Henry said that he has had a meeting with police and IT on this situation.

City Attorney Maren Erickson said as we move forward with this, after we communicate with
the vendor that we will meet all of the legal procedural requirements to either cancel the contract
or make sure that we get a contact that meets the City’s needs. We will make sure that is all in
place as we move forward.

Deputy Public Works Director Nate Runyan presented a staff report to update the council on
current projects as follows:

Street Division Chip Sealing Campaign - As previously reported on May 16 to City Council,
the City’s Street Division is to begin its annual chip sealing campaign in Zone A on the day of
this report. A press release to notify Nampa citizens, along with a map and list of affected
roadways (see Attachment A), has been published. This information is also available on the
Street Division’s website. Crews will hang door hangers to notify individual property owners
when chipping is to occur on their street. With good weather and a little luck, Street staff hopes
to complete chipping, fog sealing, paint and thermoplastic applications by early August.

1744 Garrity Boulevard Surplus Property Update — On May 2, 2016, City Council approved
staff’s request to declare City property at 1744 Garrity Boulevard underutilized, or not used for
public purposes, and authorized the sale of the property via public auction. As required by Idaho
Code, notice of a public hearing, scheduled for June 20 before City Council, is being advertised
in regards to the sale of this surplus property. Upon City Council approval, the auction will take
place in Council Chambers on July 14 at 9:00 a.m., with a minimum bid of $34,000.00.

Renaming Old Midland Boulevard
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Engineering received a formal request from the Canyon County Sheriff’s Office to
rename the old alignment of N Midland Blvd near Treasure Valley Marketplace.
Engineering is responsible for street name changes within Nampa City Limits.

o The current street configuration has created two intersections with the same street
names (Karcher Bypass and N Midland Blvd). These duplicate intersection
names are problematic for emergency service routing and general wayfinding.

There are 16 parcels and 17 active addresses that are impacted by this proposed street
name change.

o The proposed street name change would allow all address numbers to remain the
same, with the potential exception of the Karcher Village development.

o The Karcher Village development, north of Karcher Bypass and west of Best Buy,
has a unique situation in that they can either change all their numbers from odd to
even and keep the N Midland Blvd address or they keep the same numbers but
adopt the new street name. (This development has frontage on both the old and
newer alignment of N Midland Blvd).

o Engineering is still working with the Karcher Village parcel owners and
businesses to determine the best course of action.

Engineering staff sent a letter to all parcel owners on April 13th, 2016 describing the
situation and requesting new street name proposals as well as any feedback regarding the
proposed street name change.

Engineering & Public Works Staff visited the existing business owners on April 19th,
2016 to make sure tenants were aware of the situation and provide any feedback.

Engineering staff received two street name submissions: N Fairfield Way & N Advantage
Way. Both of these names correspond with existing businesses on the street. In order to
avoid any potential conflicts of interest with regard to the street name the City of Nampa
Addressing & Street Naming Committee will be determining the new street name. The
Committee will determine the new proposed street name by mid-June.

The Addressing & Street Naming Committee will recommend that the street be renamed
via ordinance, with the first reading at the July 18th City Council meeting.

Engineering will send a letter in mid-June to all property owners notifying them of the
proposed street name change as well as the related City Council dates.

Engineering and Public Works Staff will revisit the existing businesses the last week of
June to ensure that everyone is aware of the proposed changes and timeframe for
implementation.
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e In an effort to minimize the impact on the parcel owners and businesses the proposed
ordinance will have an effective date of February 1st, 2017, which is approximately six
months after the 3rd reading of the proposed ordinance. This will allow the owners and
businesses time to prepare and update their records.

o Engineering staff will work with the USPS and local utility companies to ensure the
transition is smooth.

Proposed Timeline

Letters sent to parcel owners with proposed name & timeline | Mid-June
Eng & PW staff visit businesses Last week of June

1% reading of ordinance July 18"
2" reading of ordinance August 17 |
3T reading of ordinance August 15" |
Street name change effective February 1%, 2017 |

Well No. 16 Domestic Water Production — Well No. 16 was drilled in 2008 after the collapse
of Well No. 13. The well house is located on the southeast corner of the Idaho Center Horse
Park. Well No. 16 has a high production capacity of 3,500 gpm (gallons per minute), but since
being constructed the well has been limited to fire flow demand due to palatability of the water.
The well water has always achieved Idaho Drinking Water Quality Standards, but the taste and
odor characteristics limited use of the water.

In 2010 the well site added a manganese dioxide filtration facility to remove hydrogen sulfide,
manganese, and ammonia. In May 2013, the City evaluated several treatment enhancement
options to improve the taste and odors in response to customer complaints. During this
evaluation Catalytic GAC (Granular Activated Carbon) and Membrane Degassing were piloted.
The Catalytic GAC was found to be the most effective at controlling taste and odor. The
evaluation also recommended that the City optimize the chlorination practice to provide a
consistent residual in the range of 0.3 to 0.8 mg/L (milligram per liter). Additional treatment
enhancements would only be considered if it is determined that taste and odor complaints cannot
be addressed by chlorine dosage alone. The City also installed a new chlorine tablet feed system,

capable of dosing the water before and after the water passes through the manganese dioxide
filters.

In September 2013, the City pumped treated water into the potable distribution system for
approximately 48 hours. During this time the City did not receive complaints from residential
customers. However, Aptina (On Semiconductor) contacted the City regarding the quality of
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water they were receiving at their manufacturing facility. The City then shut down the well to a
fire flow support roll only.

Over the last 12 months, Water Division staff and City consultant CH2M Hill Engineers, Inc.,
developed a staged approach to validate the existing treatment system capabilities, including
coordinated sampling and project team meetings with Aptina. In the fall of 2015, the Well No.
16 was ready to go into production. However, due to the 2013 production shutdown that Aptina
experienced they requested additional time to install a high quality water treatment system at
their site.

The first part of June, Aptina will be completing commissioning of their new system and the City
will begin turning Well No. 16 water into the distribution system.

Proposed National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Final Permit for Nampa
Wastewater Treatment Plant - Public Works staff is pleased to report that after years of
working closely with the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the Idaho Department of
Environmental Quality (IDEQ), the Proposed National Pollution Discharge Elimination System
(NPDES) final permit has resulted in limits that are, while expensive, achievable. Staff must
also thank the EPA and IDEQ for working with the City on a compliance interval that allows
additional time for funding and construction of the required improvements to meet the new
permit.

On May 13, 2016, IDEQ received the proposed final permit from the EPA. IDEQ is in the
process of reviewing the permit as part of the state’s 401 Water Quality Certification. This is the
final step before EPA completes the final NPDES permit for issuance to the City. The City can
anticipate the final permit to be issued prior to the end of this fiscal year. Staff obtained a copy
of the proposed final permit and concluded that the City’s major comments have been
incorporated into the permit. Below is a summarized list:
e The City was supportive of the interim limits and compliance schedules for total
phosphorous (TP), temperature, mercury, and copper in the draft permit; these remained

the same in the proposed final permit

o The City was not supportive of weekly TP limit in the draft permit; the limit has been
removed from the proposed final permit

o The proposed final permit contains mass loading interim effluent limits for TP and
mercury that were not in the draft permit. These correspond to the interim effluent
concentration limits in the permit and a flow of 18 MGD (Million Gallons per Day)

e The City has been given one year from the effective date of the final permit to purchase
and begin using thermistors for temperature monitoring of the effluent into Indian Creek

e The definition of ML (Minimum Level), and the listed ML for many chemical
parameters, has been changed from the draft permit. The ML dictates how sensitive a
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method must be/how low of a concentration the method must be able to measure for. The
City was in support of changing the MLs since the concentrations specified in the draft
permit were unrealistically low, and the definition was not accurate for all methods
o A couple MLs are still an issue, since the concentration given in the permit is in
direct conflict with methodology
© The chlorine ML can be achieved by purchasing a new test kit and using current
City lab equipment. The proposed final permit gives a one year compliance
schedule to meet the ML
o Total phosphorous, ammonia, and nitrate MLs are not measureable by current
City lab equipment; samples will need to be sent to a contract lab for analysis
o Organic and pesticide MLs have been increased in the proposed final permit and
are now achievable by a contract lab

The third reading of the following Ordinance was postponed due to lack of supporting
documentation.

AN ORDINANCE DETERMINING THAT CERTAIN LANDS, COMMONLY KNOWN AS
8142 W. USTICK ROAD, 17535 STAR ROAD, 17547 STAR ROAD, AND THREE
PARCELS ADDRESSED MUTUALLY AS 0 STAR ROAD, NAMPA, IDAHO,
COMPRISING A TOTAL OF APPROXIMATELY 190.37 ACRES, MORE OR LESS, LAY
CONTIGUOUS TO THE CITY LIMITS OF THE CITY OF NAMPA, COUNTY OF
CANYON, STATE OF IDAHO, AND THAT SAID LANDS SHOULD BE ANNEXED INTO
THE CITY OF NAMPA, IDAHO, WITH APPROXIMATELY 5.35 ACRES BEING PART OF
THE RS 18 (SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL — WITH A “REQUIRED PROPERTY AREA”
OF AT LEAST 18,000 SQUARE FEET) ZONE, 6.61 ACRES BEING PART OF THE RS-12
(SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL - WITH A “REQUIRED PROPERTY AREA” OF AT
LEAST 12,000 SQUARE FEET) ZONE, AND APPROXIMATELY 178.41 ACRES BEING
PART OF THE RS 8.5 (SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL - WITH A “REQUIRED
PROPERTY AREA” OF AT LEAST 8,500 SQUARE FEET) ZONE; DECLARING SAID
LANDS BY PROPER LEGAL DESCRIPTION AS DESCRIBED BELOW TO BE A PART OF
THE CITY OF NAMPA, CANYON COUNTY, IDAHO; DIRECTING THE CITY ENGINEER
AND PLANNING AND ZONING DIRECTOR TO ADD SAID PROPERTY TO THE
OFFICIAL MAPS OF THE CITY OF NAMPA, IDAHO; REPEALING ALL ORDINANCES,
RESOLUTIONS, ORDERS OR PARTS THEREOF IN CONFLICT HEREWITH; AND
DIRECTING THE CLERK OF THE CITY OF NAMPA TO FILE A CERTIFIED COPY OF
THE ORDINANCE AND MAP OF THE AREA TO BE ANNEXED WITH CANYON
COUNTY, STATE OF IDAHO AND THE IDAHO STATE TAX COMMISSION, PURSUANT
TO IDAHO CODE, SECTION 63-215.  (Applicant Engineering Solutions representing Star Development
Inc.)

The following Ordinance was ready by title:
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AN ORDINANCE DETERMINING THAT CERTAIN LANDS, COMMONLY KNOWN AS
2208 SUNNYRIDGE ROAD, NAMPA, IDAHO, COMPRISING APPROXIMATELY .66
ACRES, MORE OR LESS, LAY CONTIGUOUS TO THE CITY LIMITS OF THE CITY OF
NAMPA, COUNTY OF CANYON, STATE OF IDAHO, AND THAT SAID LANDS
SHOULD BE ANNEXED INTO THE CITY OF NAMPA, IDAHO, AS PART OF THE RS 6
(SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL — WITH A “REQUIRED PROPERTY AREA” OF AT
LEAST 6,000 SQUARE FEET); DECLARING SAID LANDS BY PROPER LEGAL
DESCRIPTION AS DESCRIBED BELOW TO BE A PART OF THE CITY OF NAMPA,
CANYON COUNTY, IDAHO; DIRECTING THE CITY ENGINEER AND PLANNING AND
ZONING DIRECTOR TO ADD SAID PROPERTY TO THE OFFICIAL MAPS OF THE CITY
OF NAMPA, IDAHO; REPEALING ALL ORDINANCES, RESOLUTIONS, ORDERS OR
PARTS THEREOF IN CONFLICT HEREWITH; AND DIRECTING THE CLERK OF THE
CITY OF NAMPA TO FILE A CERTIFIED COPY OF THE ORDINANCE AND MAP OF
THE AREA TO BE ANNEXED WITH CANYON COUNTY, STATE OF IDAHO AND THE
IDAHO STATE TAX COMMISSION, PURSUANT TO IDAHO CODE, SECTION 63-215.
(Applicant Nathan Pyles)

The Mayor declared this the third reading.

MOVED by Haverfield and SECONDED by Raymond to pass the preceding ordinance. The
Mayor asked for a roll call vote with all councilmembers present voting YES The Mayor
declared the ordinance duly passed, numbered it 4253 and directed the clerk to record it as
required.

The third reading of the following Ordinance was postponed at the request of staff.

AN ORDINANCE DETERMINING THAT CERTAIN LANDS, COMMONLY KNOWN AS
820 AND A PORTION OF 1002 N. HAPPY VALLEY ROAD, NAMPA, IDAHO,
COMPRISING APPROXIMATELY 4.536 ACRES, MORE OR LESS, LAY CONTIGUOUS
TO THE CITY LIMITS OF THE CITY OF NAMPA, COUNTY OF CANYON, STATE OF
IDAHO, AND THAT SAID LANDS SHOULD BE ANNEXED INTO THE CITY OF NAMPA,
IDAHO, AS PART OF THE RMH (MULTIPLE-FAMILY RESIDENTIAL) ZONE;
DECLARING SAID LANDS BY PROPER LEGAL DESCRIPTION AS DESCRIBED
BELOW TO BE A PART OF THE CITY OF NAMPA, CANYON COUNTY, IDAHO;
DIRECTING THE CITY ENGINEER AND PLANNING AND ZONING DIRECTOR TO ADD
SAID PROPERTY TO THE OFFICIAL MAPS OF THE CITY OF NAMPA, IDAHO;
REPEALING ALL ORDINANCES, RESOLUTIONS, ORDERS OR PARTS THEREOF IN
CONFLICT HEREWITH; AND DIRECTING THE CLERK OF THE CITY OF NAMPA TO
FILE A CERTIFIED COPY OF THE ORDINANCE AND MAP OF THE AREA TO BE
ANNEXED WITH CANYON COUNTY, STATE OF IDAHO AND THE IDAHO STATE TAX
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COMMISSION, PURSUANT TO IDAHO CODE, SECTION 63-215. (Applicant Zoke, LLC — Nate

Hosac)
The following Resolution was presented:

RESOLUTION PURSUANT TO IDAHO CODE § 67-6509(c) ADOPTING AMENDMENTS
TO THE MAP COMPONENT OF THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN FOR THE CITY OF
NAMPA, IDAHO, AN IDAHO MUNICIPAL CORPORATION. (Applicant Mark and Sheri Murray,
1906 South Powerline Road)

MOVED by Skaug and SECONDED by Haverfield to pass the resolution as presented. The

Mayor asked for a roll call vote with Councilmembers present voting YES. The Mayor declared

the resolution passed, numbered it 22-2016 and directed the clerk to record it as required
MOTION CARRIED

The following Ordinance was read by title:

AN ORDINANCE DETERMINING THAT CERTAIN LANDS, COMMONLY KNOWN AS
1906 S. POWERLINE ROAD, COMPRISING APPROXIMATELY 4.683 ACRES, MORE
OR LESS, LAY CONTIGUOUS TO THE CITY LIMITS OF THE CITY OF NAMPA,
COUNTY OF CANYON, STATE OF IDAHO, AND THAT SAID LANDS SHOULD BE
ANNEXED INTO THE CITY OF NAMPA, IDAHO, AS PART OF THE RA (SUBURBAN
RESIDENTIAL) ZONE; DECLARING SAID LANDS BY PROPER LEGAL DESCRIPTION
AS DESCRIBED BELOW TO BE A PART OF THE CITY OF NAMPA, CANYON COUNTY,
IDAHO; DIRECTING THE CITY ENGINEER AND PLANNING AND ZONING DIRECTOR
TO ADD SAID PROPERTY TO THE OFFICIAL MAPS OF THE CITY OF NAMPA, IDAHO;
REPEALING ALL ORDINANCES, RESOLUTIONS, ORDERS OR PARTS THEREOF IN
CONFLICT HEREWITH; PROVIDING FOR AN EFFECTIVE DATE; AND, DIRECTING
THE CLERK OF THE CITY OF NAMPA TO FILE A CERTIFIED COPY OF THE
ORDINANCE AND MAP OF THE AREA TO BE ANNEXED WITH CANYON COUNTY,
STATE OF IDAHO AND THE IDAHO STATE TAX COMMISSION, PURSUANT TO
IDAHO CODE, SECTION 63-215. (Applicant Mark and Sheri Murray)

The Mayor declared this the first reading.

The Mayor presented a request to pass this ordinance under suspension of rules.

MOVED by Raymond and SECONDED by Levi to pass the preceding ordinance under
suspension of rules and the Summary of Publication. The Mayor asked for a roll call vote with

all councilmembers present voting YES The Mayor declared the ordinance duly passed,
numbered it 4254 and directed the clerk to record it as required.
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The following Ordinance was read by title:

AN ORDINANCE ENACTED BY THE NAMPA CITY COUNCIL, MODIFYING THE
ANNEXATION & ZONING DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT TO WHICH THAT
CERTAIN REAL PROPERTY LYING WEST OF CHICAGO STREET AND SLIGHTLY
SOUTH OF WILDFLOWER DRIVE, IN NAMPA, CANYON COUNTY, IDAHO,
COMPRISING APPROXIMATELY 8.70 ACRES, MORE OR LESS, IS SUBIECT,
DESCRIBED IN ORDINANCE NO. 3695 AND RECORDED ON MAY 11, 2007, AS
INSTRUMENT NO. 2007032293, RECORDS OF CANYON COUNTY, IDAHO, SO AS TO
INCORPORATE AN AMENDED PRELIMINARY PLAT AND AMENDED
CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL; DIRECTING THE CITY PLANNING DIRECTOR TO
ALTER THE USE AND AREA MAP ACCORDINGLY; PROVIDING FOR SEVERABILITY;
AND REPEALING ALL ORDINANCES, RESOLUTIONS, ORDERS AND PARTS
THEREOF, IN CONFLICT HEREWITH. (Applicant Shaddy Grove LLC)

The Mayor declared this the first reading.
The Mayor presented a request to pass this ordinance under suspension of rules.

MOVED by Haverfield and SECONDED by Skaug to pass the preceding ordinance under
suspension of rules and the Summary of Publication. The Mayor asked for a roll call vote with
all councilmembers present voting YES The Mayor declared the ordinance duly passed,
numbered it 4255 and directed the clerk to record it as required.

The following Ordinance was read by title:

AN ORDINANCE DETERMINING THAT CERTAIN LANDS, COMMONLY KNOWN AS
2714 E. AMITY AVENUE, COMPRISING APPROXIMATELY .386 ACRES, MORE OR
LESS, LAY CONTIGUOUS TO THE CITY LIMITS OF THE CITY OF NAMPA, COUNTY
OF CANYON, STATE OF IDAHO, AND THAT SAID LANDS SHOULD BE ANNEXED
INTO THE CITY OF NAMPA, IDAHO, AS PART OF THE RS 7 (SINGLE FAMILY
RESIDENTIAL - WITH A “REQUIRED PROPERTY AREA” OF AT LEAST 7,000 SQUARE
FEET) ZONE; DECLARING SAID LANDS BY PROPER LEGAL DESCRIPTION AS
DESCRIBED BELOW TO BE A PART OF THE CITY OF NAMPA, CANYON COUNTY,
IDAHO; DIRECTING THE CITY ENGINEER AND PLANNING AND ZONING DIRECTOR
TO ADD SAID PROPERTY TO THE OFFICIAL MAPS OF THE CITY OF NAMPA, IDAHO;
REPEALING ALL ORDINANCES, RESOLUTIONS, ORDERS OR PARTS THEREOF IN
CONFLICT HEREWITH; PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE DATE; AND, DIRECTING THE
CLERK OF THE CITY OF NAMPA TO FILE A CERTIFIED COPY OF THE ORDINANCE
AND MAP OF THE AREA TO BE ANNEXED WITH CANYON COUNTY, STATE OF
IDAHO AND THE IDAHO STATE TAX COMMISSION, PURSUANT TO IDAHO CODE,
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SECTION 63-215. (Applicant Michael McCarver)
The Mayor declared this the first reading.
The Mayor presented a request to pass this ordinance under suspension of rules.

MOVED by Bruner and SECONDED by Haverfield to pass the preceding ordinance under
suspension of rules and the Summary of Publication. The Mayor asked for a roll call vote with
all councilmembers present voting YES The Mayor declared the ordinance duly passed,
numbered it 4256 and directed the clerk to record it as required.

The following Ordinance was read by title:

AN ORDINANCE DETERMINING THAT CERTAIN LANDS, COMMONLY KNOWN AS
80 N. SUGAR STREET, COMPRISING APPROXIMATELY .772 ACRES, MORE OR LESS,
LAY CONTIGUOUS TO THE CITY LIMITS OF THE CITY OF NAMPA, COUNTY OF
CANYON, STATE OF IDAHO, AND THAT SAID LANDS SHOULD BE ANNEXED INTO
THE CITY OF NAMPA, IDAHO, AS PART OF THE RA (SUBURBAN RESIDENTIAL)
ZONE; DECLARING SAID LANDS BY PROPER LEGAL DESCRIPTION AS DESCRIBED
BELOW TO BE A PART OF THE CITY OF NAMPA, CANYON COUNTY, IDAHO;
DIRECTING THE CITY ENGINEER AND PLANNING AND ZONING DIRECTOR TO ADD
SAID PROPERTY TO THE OFFICIAL MAPS OF THE CITY OF NAMPA, IDAHO;
REPEALING ALL ORDINANCES, RESOLUTIONS, ORDERS OR PARTS THEREOF IN
CONFLICT HEREWITH; PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE DATE; AND, DIRECTING THE
CLERK OF THE CITY OF NAMPA TO FILE A CERTIFIED COPY OF THE ORDINANCE
AND MAP OF THE AREA TO BE ANNEXED WITH CANYON COUNTY, STATE OF
IDAHO AND THE IDAHO STATE TAX COMMISSION, PURSUANT TO IDAHOC CODE,
SECTION 63-215. (Applicant Lori and Victor Cordell)

The Mayor declared this the first reading.

The Mayor presented a request to pass this ordinance under suspension of rules.

MOVED by Haverfield and SECONDED by Skaug to pass the preceding ordinance under
suspension of rules and the Summary of Publication. The Mayor asked for a roll call vote with
all councilmembers present voting YES The Mayor declared the ordinance duly passed,

numbered it 4257 and directed the clerk to record it as required.

The following Ordinance was read by title:
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AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF NAMPA, CANYON COUNTY, IDAHO, VACATING
THE PUBLIC UTILITY, DRAINAGE, AND IRRIGATION EASEMENTS LOCATED
ALONG THE SOUTHERLY FIVE (5) FEET OF THAT CERTAIN REAL PROPERTY
COMMONLY KNOWN AS 4020 SOUTH RAINTREE DRIVE, NAMPA, IDAHO, AND THE
NORTHERLY FIVE (5) FEET OF THAT CERTAIN REAL PROPERTY COMMONLY
KNOWN AS 4102 DRACO COURT, NAMPA, IDAHO; DIRECTING THE CITY ENGINEER
TO ALTER THE USE AND AREA MAP ACCORDINGLY; PROVIDING FOR AN
EFFECTIVE DATE; PROVIDING FOR SEVERABILITY; AND REPEALING ALL
ORDINANCES, RESOLUTIONS, ORDERS AND PARTS THEREOF IN CONFLICT
HEREWITH. (Applicant Matthew Phillips)

The Mayor declared this the first reading.
The Mayor presented a request to pass this ordinance under suspension of rules.

MOVED by Skaug and SECONDED by Raymond to pass the preceding ordinance under
suspension of rules and the Summary of Publication. The Mayor asked for a roll call vote with
all councilmembers present voting YES The Mayor declared the ordinance duly passed,
numbered it 4258 and directed the clerk to record it as required.

Mayor Henry opened a public hearing for a Byrne Justice Assistance Grant Application for
the Nampa Police Department.

Police Chief Joe Huff presented a staff report explaining that the Nampa Police Department
plans to apply for the 2016 Byrne Justice Assistance Grant (JAG) through the U.S. Department
of Justice. This will be a joint application including the City of Nampa, City of Caldwell and
Canyon County Sheriff’s Office. Nampa will be the administering agency this year. We have
received funding from the Byrne JAG Local Solicitation since 2010. This is an allocation, rather
than a competitive grant process, and requires coordination between the Nampa Police
Department, Caldwell Police Department and Canyon County Sheriff’s Office. This year
Nampa’s allocation is $44,644. The total allocation for the three jurisdictions is $88,193.

Purpose - The JAG Program provides states and units of local governments with critical funding
necessary to support a range of program areas including law enforcement, prosecution and court
programs, prevention and education programs, corrections and community corrections, drug
treatment and enforcement, crime victim and witness initiatives, and planning, evaluation, and
technology improvement programs.

Nampa Police Department Proposal - The NPD proposes to use the Byme JAG funds to

continue the body-worn camera program including storage and equipment needs, consistent with
the use of these grant funds in 2015. Body-worn cameras help us more efficiently serve the
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people of Nampa and are identified as a national priority for the JAG. The project goals and
strategies are to improve evidence collection and provide for officer safety through operation
efficiencies and system improvements.

Total: $44,644

Caldwell Police Department (CPD) and Canyon County Sheriff’s Office (CCSO)
CPD and CCSO will also be requesting funding for body-worn cameras. CCSO is also
requesting funding for some other equipment needs.

Governing Body Review and Public Comment - The application requires that the local
Governing Body review the proposal and provide an opportunity for comment by citizens prior
to the application submission.

No one appeared in favor of or in opposition to the request.

MOVED by Haverfield and SECONDED by Levi to close the public hearing. The Mayor
asked all in favor to say aye with all Councilmembers present voting AYE. The Mayor declared
the

MOTION CARRIED

MOVED by Skaug and SECONDED by Haverfield to authorize the Nampa Police
Department to submit a grant application to the Byrne Justice Assistance Grant (JAG)
Program of the U.S. Department of Justice. The Mayor asked for a roll call vote with all
Councilmembers present voting YES. The Mayor declared the

MOTION CARRIED

Mayor Henry opened a public hearing for a vacation of return of right-of-way to Nampa
Medical Properties, LLP located at the northeast corner of Midland Boulevard and Lake
Lowell Avenue for Daniel Badger representing City of Nampa Public Works.

Daniel Badger presented the request and a staff report explaining that the requested vacation was
for return of right of way to Nampa Medical Properties LLC to allow one single family dwelling
to be built overlapping both lots. The applicant will remove the common lot line to combine both
lots into one. The property is located on the northeast corner of South Midland Boulevard and
Lake Lowell Avenue and is approximately 1,075 acres or 46926.37 square feet.

Planning staff sees no reason why the requested right-of-way vacation should not be approved.

The right-of-way proposed for vacation is not needed for any public purposes since the
previously proposed roundabout for the intersection has been abandoned as the result of
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neighborhood opposition and the inability of the City to acquire the necessary right-of-way at the
southeast corner of the intersection.

Councilmembers asked questions of staff.

No one appeared in favor of or in opposition to the request.

MOVED by Levi and SECONDED by Haverfield to close the public hearing. The Mayor
asked all in favor to say aye with all Councilmembers present voting AYE. The Mayor declared
the

MOTION CARRIED

MOVED by Haverfield and SECONDED by Bruner to approve the vacation of return of
right-of-way to Nampa Medical Properties, LLP located at the northeast corner of Midland
Boulevard and Lake Lowell Avenue and authorize the City Attorney to draw the appropriate
Ordinance. The Mayor asked for a roll call vote with all Councilmembers present voting YES.
The Mayor declared the

MOTION CARRIED

Mayor Henry opened a public hearing for a rezone from unzoned to IH (Heavy Industrial) for
37.61 acres and rezone from unzoned to IL (Light Industrial) for 24.10 acres at 100, 212, 300,
310, 360 and 0 West Railroad Street for Daniel Badger representing City of Nampa Public
Works.

Daniel Badger presented the request and gave a staff report explaining that the request is for a
rezone from unzoned to IH for 37.61 acres and IL for 24.10 acres located at 100, 212, 300, 310,
360, and 0 W Railroad Street.

The proposed IH zone - City of Nampa Wastewater Treatment Plant, proposed IL zone - Street
Department yard, and Fire Training Center.

Staff Findings and Discussion

The requested rezone is appropriate. The parcels are designated for continued Light Industrial
and/or Heavy Industrial use on the Comprehensive Plan. It makes good sense for the City to have
the parcels zoned the same as their existing land use. Concern has been expressed over the
developing Broadmore property adjacent to the north which has also been Unzoned and parts of
which are now requesting commercial zoning. Prospective uses in that area need to be made
aware of the industrial nature of these city owned properties by their being rezoned from
Unzoned to either Light or Heavy Industrial in conformance with their existing use.
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If the City Council accepts the Planning & Zoning Commission recommendation for approval of

the rezone, as requested, the following findings are suggested:

1. Rezone of the subject properties to IL and IH are reasonably necessary in order to allow the
City to have their property zoned in conformance with existing land uses.

2. Rezone of the subject properties to IL and IH is in the interest of the City and conforms to the
adopted comprehensive plan designation of Heavy Industrial or Light Industrial.

3. Industrial use of the subject property will be compatible with the existing industrial character
already established in the area.

4, The use of a development agreement to establish any conditions for the rezone of the
property serves no purposes.

5. The Wastewater Treatment Plant area should be rezoned to IH (Heavy Industrial) with the
balance of the area used as the Street Department yard, and Fire Training Center being
rezoned to IL (Light Industrial).

At the date of this memo staff has received no statements of opposition or support from any
property owners, businesses or residents in the area.

Councilmembers asked questions of staff.

No one appeared in favor of or in opposition to the request.

MOVED by Haverfield and SECONDED by Raymond to close the public hearing. The Mayor
asked all in favor to say aye with all Councilmembers present voting AYE. The Mayor declared
the

MOTION CARRIED

MOVED by Haverfield and SECONDED by Skaug to approve the rezone from unzoned to IH
(Heavy Industrial) for 37.61 acres and rezone from unzened to IL (Light Industrial) for 24.10
acres at 100, 212, 300, 310, 360 and 0 W Railroad Street and authorize the City Attorney to
draw the appropriate Ordinance. The Mayor asked for a roll call vote with all Councilmembers
present voting YES. The Mayor declared the

MOTION CARRIED

The following Resolution was presented:

Chief Huff presented a staff report explaining that the NPD has recently decommissioned one (1)
K9 patrol vehicle.
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NPD Staff now requests the following component from that disposal effort be declared as surplus
property:

Item Serial Number Estimated Value
Ray Allen K9 Kennel Unit N/A $100.00

It is requested that the Mayor and City Council approve this item for donation to the Owyhee
County Sheriff’s Office.

Disposal falls within Public Works Fleet Services guidelines for funding, acquisition,
maintenance, replacement and disposal of City fleet assets.

Fleet Services recommends disposal via donation to a like agency due to the controlled nature of
the component.

Nampa Police Staff concurs with this recommendation.

A RESOLUTION OF THE MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF NAMPA, A
MUNICIPAL CORPORATION OF IDAHO, AUTHORIZING THE DISPOSITION OF
CERTAIN CITY PROPERTY. (Police)

MOVED by Haverficld and SECONDED by Skaug to pass the resolution as presented. The

Mayor asked for a roll call vote with Councilmembers present voting YES. The Mayor declared

the resolution passed, numbered it 23-2016 and directed the clerk to record it as required
MOTION CARRIED

Mayor Henry presented a request to authorize the Mayor and Public Works Director to sign a
contract with Challenger Companies, Inc. to construct the lift station #3 upgrades project.

Nate Runyan presented a staff report explaining that Lift Station #3 (LS#3) was constructed
approximately 10 years ago. The lift station services the area near Shopko and across the
interstate to the Treasure Valley Marketplace (Exhibit A). LS#3 also services the Simplot Potato
Industry which used to be the major flow contributor to the pump station. While Simplot no
longer discharges flow, it has retained its permit which entitles the industry to resume flow
discharges in the future.

The three (3) existing 100-HP pumps are obsolete and require custom fabrication to remain

serviceable. The goal of this project is to ensure a minimum 12 year working life by replacing
and/or and upgrading old equipment.
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Keller Associates is the design engineer for the project and due to the specialized nature of the
project they will provide two (2) special inspections during construction. Daily construction
observation will be provided by HDR as part of the master agreement with the City.

The City solicited formal bids for the project in accordance with 1.C. § 67-2805(3) and five (5)
contractors responded with the following bids:

1) Star Construction, LLC $311,574.00
2) Irminger Construction, Inc. $299,709.00
3) Record Steel and Construction, Inc. $284,300.00
4) Performance Systems, Inc. $283,900.00
5) Challenger Companies, Inc. $262,500.00

The Lift Station #3 Upgrades project has an approved FY16 Wastewater Division budget of
$430,680.

Design & Speical Inspection 3 72,995
Construction Base Bid $ 262,500
Construction Observation Estimate (8%) | $ 21,000

Total] $ 356,495

Keller Associates have provided a recommendation to award and the Engineering Division
recommends awarding the bid to Challenger Companies, Inc.

Councilmembers asked questions of staff.

MOVED by Haverfield and SECONDED by Bruner to authorize the Mayor and Public
Works Director to sign a contract with Challenger Companies, Ine¢. to construct the Lift
Station #3 Upgrades project. The Mayor asked for a roll call vote with all Councilmembers
voting YES. The Mayor declared the

MOTION CARRIED

Mayor Henry presented a request to authorize the Mayor and Public Works Director to sign a
contract with Pavement Specialties of Idaho, Inc. (PSI) to construct the WWTP drying bed &
drying pad repairs project.
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Nate Runyan presented a staff report explaining that the WWTP uses drying beds and drying
pads from approximately April to September to allow air drying of the bio-solids produced
during treatment. The air drying reduces the water content weight and volume to improve
hauling efficiency.

Minor repair and rehabilitation of the drying bed and drying pad surfaces is needed on a routine
basis to maintain a serviceable condition.

For FY16 the WWTP has identified five (5) drying beds and one (1) drying pad in need of
routine repair and rehabilitation. The estimated useful life of the project is three (3) to five (5)
years.

The WWTP Drying Bed & Drying Pad Repairs project has an approved FY16 Waste Water
Division budget of $62,000.

The City solicited formal bids for the project in accordance with 1.C. § 67-2805(3) and four (4)
contractors responded with the following bids:

1) Pavement Specialties of Idaho, Inc. (PSI) $27,697.10
2) Hazel Asphalt, LLC $42,866.00
3) Asphalt Driveways & Patching, Inc. $44,504.40
4) RSCI $66,320.00

The Engineering Division has reviewed the submitted bids and recommends award to Pavement
Specialties of Idaho, Inc. (PSI).

MOVED by Skaug and SECONDED by Haverfield to authorize the Mayor and Public Works
Director to sign a contract with Pavement Specialties of Idaho, Inc. (PSI) to construct the
WWTP Drying Bed & Drying Pad Repairs project. The Mayor asked for a roll call vote with
all Councilmembers present voting YES. The Mayor declared the

MOTION CARRIED

Mayor Henry presented a request to authorize the Mayor to sign a release of Non-
Development Agreement for Specified Lots in Sands Pointe Subdivision No. 8.

Nate Runyan presented a staff report explaining that the Developer of Sands Pointe Subdivision
No. 8 entered into a non-development agreement for a portion of the final plat.

a) The non-development agreement allows the developer to record the final plat for
the subdivision prior to improvements being completed on a portion of the
subdivision phase. The non-development agreement restricts the sale of lots
within the portion affected by the agreement.
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Improvements on Lots 38 through 41 Block 1, Lots 1, 2, and 11 through 16 Block 11, Lots 7
through 24 Block 10 are complete.

With the release of these lots all lots within Sands Pointe Subdivision No. 8 are complete.
The developer has requested staff procure Council authorization to release the non-development
agreement, for these lots.

The release of this portion of the non-development agreement allows the developer to sell lots
and pull building permits on the released lots.

MOVED by Haverfield and SECONDED by Levi to authorize the Mayor to sign the Release

of Non-Development Agreement (Exhibit A) for Lots 38 through 41 Block 1, Lots 1, 2, and 11

through 16 Block 11, Lots 7 through 24 Block 10 Sands Pointe Subdivision No. 8. The Mayor

asked for a roll call vote with all Councilmembers present voting YES. The Mayor declared the
MOTION CARRIED

Mayor Henry presented a request to authorize “No Parking” Zones on Birch Lane and 11th
Avenue North.

Jeff Barnes presented a staff report explaining that in an effort to build the city’s on-street
bicycle network according to the Bike and Pedestrian Master Plan, the following Zone A
roadway segments have been identified for the installation of bike lanes and shared use lanes
(See Exhibits A):

1% Street North—11" Avenue North to Railroad Street (Shared Use Lanes)

16™ Avenue North—2" Street North to Garrity Boulevard (Shared Use Lanes)
Karcher Road—Madison Avenue to End of Cul-de-sac (Shared Use Lanes)

6" Street North—16™ Avenue North to 4th Avenue North (Shared Use Lanes)

11" Avenue North—Garrity Boulevard to Birch Lane (Shared Use & Bike
Lanes)

* Birch Lane—Franklin Boulevard to Idaho Center Boulevard (Shared Use & Bike
Lanes)

This project is part of the City’s ongoing Asset Management Program to strategically and cost
effectively facilitate the department’s goal to provide efficient and sustainable development of
public infrastructure for Nampa’s future.

Engineering selected Paragon Consulting to evaluate the existing pavement markings within

FY16 Zone A and determine if any modifications or additions could be accomplished to improve
safety, efficiency and multimodal accessibility (See Report, Exhibit B).
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The roadway segments identified for bicycle facilities were selected based on their inclusion in
the Bike and Pedestrian Master Plan, recommendations from the Bike and Pedestrian Committee
and adequate pavement width to safely accommodate bicycle facilities without significant
impacts to on-street parking.

Bike facilities on Birch Lane (11" Avenue North to Idaho Center), 11™ Avenue North (Stampede
Drive to Centennial Drive) and 16" Avenue North (7" Street—Park Avenue & adjacent to
Lakeview Park) will require the establishment of No—Parking Zones (See Exhibit C).

In addition, No—Parking Zones are required on sections of Cherry Lane (adjacent to Sherwood
Meadows and Kensington Place subdivisions) and N. Franklin Boulevard (E. Coulter Bay Road
to Ustick Road) to establish additional outside lanes. These pavement marking changes will meet
the intent of the Transportation Master Plan and provide additional capacity and improved safety.

Shared use lanes will be marked with a “Sharrow” symbol to alert motorist of bicycle traffic
while also encouraging cyclists to ride in a straight line so their movements are predictable to
drivers (See Exhibit D).

Estimated cost for the project, including signage, pavement markings, striping and traffic control
is $85,000.

Funding for the project is through the FY 16 Streets budget.
Engineering recommends establishing No-Parking zones to accommeodate the bicycle facilities.

Councilmembers asked questions of staff concerning the safety of a shared lane with bikes and
vehicles.

MOVED by Haverfield to authorize establishment of “No Parking” zones on Birch Lane (11"
Avenue North to Idaho Center), 11" Avenue North (Stampede Drive to Centennial Drive), 16"
Avenue North (7" Street—Park Avenue & adjacent to Lakeview Park), Cherry Lane (adjacent to
Sherwood Meadows and Kensington Place subdivisions) and N. Franklin Boulevard (E. Coulter
Bay Road to Ustick Road) to establish bicycle lanes and traffic striping improvements.
COUNCILMEMBER HAVERFIELD WITHDREW HIS MOTION.

MOVED by Haverfield and SECONDED by Skaug to authorize establishment of “No Parking”
zones on Birch Lane (11" Avenue North to Idaho Center), 11" Avenue North (Stampede Drive
to Centennial Drive), 16" Avenue North (7" Street—Park Avenue & adjacent to Lakeview
Park), Cherry Lane (adjacent to Sherwood Meadows and Kensington Place subdivisions) and N.
Franklin Boulevard (E. Coulter Bay Road to Ustick Road) to establish bicycle lanes and traffic
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striping improvements. The Mayor asked all in favor to say aye with all Councilmembers
present voting AYE. The Mayor declared the
MOTION CARRIED

The following Ordinance was read by title:

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF NAMPA, CANYON COUNTY, IDAHO, ANNEXING
A PORTION OF THE NAMPA MERIDIAN IRRIGATION DISTRICT INTO THE
MUNICIPAL IRRIGATION DISTRICT OF THE CITY OF NAMPA, CANYON COUNTY,
IDAHO, AND CHANGING THE BOUNDARIES THEREOF; AND DIRECTING THE CITY
ENGINEER TO ALTER THE USE AND AREA MAP ACCORDINGLY.

The Mayor declared this the first reading.

The Mayor presented a request to pass this ordinance under suspension of rules.

MOVED by Skaug and SECONDED by Haverfield to pass the preceding ordinance under
suspension of rules. The Mayor asked for a roll call vote with all councilmembers present voting
YES The Mayor declared the ordinance duly passed, numbered it 4259 and directed the clerk to
record it as required.

Mayor Henry presented a request for approval of the Summary of Publication for the
preceding Ordinance.

MOVED by Haverfield and SECONDED by Bruner to approve the Summary of Publication
for the preceding ordinance The Mayor asked all in favor say aye with all councilmembers
present voting AYE The Mayor declared the

MOTION CARRIED

The following Ordinance was read by title:

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF NAMPA, CANYON COUNTY, IDAHO, ANNEXING
A PORTION OF THE PIONEER IRRIGATION DISTRICT INTO THE MUNICIPAL
IRRIGATION DISTRICT OF THE CITY OF NAMPA, CANYON COUNTY, IDAHO, AND
CHANGING THE BOUNDARIES THEREOF; AND DIRECTING THE CITY ENGINEER TO
ALTER THE USE AND AREA MAP ACCORDINGLY.

The Mayor declared this the first reading.

The Mayor presented a request to pass this ordinance under suspension of rules.
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MOVED by Raymond and SECONDED by Skaug to pass the preceding ordinance under
suspension of rules and the Summary of Publication. The Mayor asked for a roll call vote with
all councilmembers present voting YES The Mayor declared the ordinance duly passed,
numbered it 4260 and directed the clerk to record it as required.

The following Ordinance was read by title:

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF NAMPA, CANYON COUNTY, IDAHO,
CONTRACTING THE BOUNDARIES OF THE NAMPA MUNICIPAL IRRIGATION
DISTRICT OF THE CITY OF NAMPA, BY EXCLUSION OF CERTAIN LEGALLY
DESCRIBED LANDS; DIRECTING THE CITY ENGINEER AND PLANNING AND
ZONING DIRECTOR TO REFLECT SAID CONTRACTION OF BOUNDARIES ON THE
OFFICIAL MAPS OF THE CITY OF NAMPA, IDAHO; REPEALING ALL ORDINANCES,
RESOLUTIONS, ORDERS OR PARTS THEREOF IN CONFLICT HEREWITH; AND,
DIRECTING THE CLERK OF THE CITY OF NAMPA TO FILE A CERTIFIED COPY OF
THE ORDINANCE WITH THE OFFICE OF THE CANYON COUNTY RECORDER, AND
WITH THE SUPERINTENDENT(S) OF THE UNDERLYING IRRIGATION DISTRICT(S)
PERTAINING TO THE PROPERTY DESCRIBED HEREIN.

The Mayor declared this the first reading.
The Mayor presented a request to pass this ordinance under suspension of rules.

MOVED by Skaug and SECONDED by Haverfield to pass the preceding ordinance under
suspension of rules and the Summary of Publication. The Mayor asked for a roll call vote with
all councilmembers presented voting YES The Mayor declared the ordinance duly passed,
numbered it 4261 and directed the clerk to record it as required.

Mayor Henry presented a request to authorize the Mayor to sign a task order with T-O
Engineers for Construction Management for Midway Park Phase 1.

Parks and Recreation Director Darrin Johnson presented a staff report explaining that the Nampa
Parks and Recreation is requesting City Council approve construction management services from
T-0 Engineers during the first phase of Midway Park construction. The first phase is expected to
include a baseball complex with four fields, irrigation, a parking lot and road improvements to
Midway Road.

During the initial submittal of the design, by Jensen Belts and their associates, the City chose to
cut the contract management portion of the proposal because the cost was too high. Because the
construction management was eliminated it was necessary to renegotiate the service.
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Parks and Recreation has negotiated with T-0 Engineers for contract management. The total cost
(time and material not to exceed) is for $53,188. The current amount of $53,188 is more than a
$25,000 savings compared to the original proposal. The scope of work is included for review.

MOVED by Haverfield and SECONDED by Bruner to authorize the Mayeor to sign a task
order for Midway Park Construction Management with T-0 Engineers for the amount of
$53,188. The Mayor asked for a roll call vote with all Councilmembers present voting YES.
The Mayor declared the

MOTION CARRIED

Mayor Henry presented a request to declare a portion of 1710 Middleton Road as surplus
property, or not used for public purpose, and authorize advertisement of public hearing for
sale of property via public auction.

Nate Runyan presented a staff report explaining that in 1979, a 0.5 acre lot was platted as part of
the Karcher Estates Subdivision for the benefit of the City Municipal Well No. 9 (1710
Middleton Road).

Over time, a portion of Well No. 9 has become occupied by four adjoining property owners.
Three of the occupiers had lease agreements allowing for lawn and gardens. The fourth property
has no record of a lease, but the existing fence is located approximately 3ft. onto the property.

After a number of complaints regarding activities on the City owned property, staff investigated
the situation and found the occupiers had encroached on areas necessary for wellhead protection.

On March 7, 2016, City Council was informed that Public Works staff had discovered a potential
wellhead protection violation at Well No. 9. Staff and the City attorney have communicated to
the property owners that the City is no longer willing to permit occupancy of the Well No. 9 site.
The owners were also notified to vacate the property, removing all of their real property,
outbuildings, and fencing.

The homeowners approached the City for options on vacating the property and expressed interest
in purchasing a portion of the land for storage and garden space.

Staff evaluated the minimum amount needed for current operations and future needs, such as
construction of a replacement well, etc. It was found that some excess/surplus property exists
beyond the minimum 350 ft. wellhead protection setback as well as preservation of space for
future water system uses.
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Staff recommends the excess property be declared surplus and put up for disposal via public
auction as shown on Exhibit B. The estimated value of the surplus property is $11,778.00, based
on $3.00 per sq. ft. as valued by the Canyon County Assessor.

MOVED by Bruner and SECONDED by Haverfield to declare a portion of property at 1710
Middleton Road surplus or not used for public purpose, and Authorize advertisement of July 5,
2016, public hearing for the sale of property via public auction at Nampa City Hall, Council
Chambers, at a time and date to be determined The Mayor asked for a roll call vote with all
Councilmembers present voting YES. The Mayor declared the

MOTION CARRIED

Mayor Henry presented a request to authorize Mayor to Sign, 1) Agreement to Waive First
Right of Refusal and Terminate Lease with James Davies, 2) Land Lease Agreement with
Patricia Nardi, and 3) Memorandum of Lease for Recording Agreement with Patricia Nardi for
Lot 2365 at Nampa Municipal Airport.

Nate Runyan presented a staff report explaining that on July 1, 2007, James Davies, signed a 30
year land lease for Lot 2365.

On May 9, 2016, Airport Staff received a letter from James Davies (Lessee)} offering Nampa
Municipal Airport first right of refusal.

The Lessee also made known they had received an offer to purchase the land lease, with
improvements, from Patricia Nardi.

On May 10, 2016, Patricia Nardi submitted a lease application.

On May 18, 2016, Lessee signed and returned the notarized termination agreement
o The termination agreement is contingent upon the sale of the land lease with
improvements.

On May 18, 2016, Patricia Nardi signed and returned the Land Lease Agreement and notarized
Memorandum of Lease.

On May 19, 2016, the Nampa Airport Commission moved to recommend that City Council
authorize the Mayor to sign the Agreement to Waive First Right of Refusal and Terminate Lease
with James Davies (see Attachment A) dated July 1, 2007, and sign new Nampa Municipal
Airport Land Lease Agreement (see Attachment B) and Memorandum of Lease for Recording
agreement (see Attachment C) with Patricia Nardi effective June 6, 2016, for Lot 2365.
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MOVED by Haverfield and SECONDED by Bruner to authorize the Mayor to sign
Agreement to Waive First Right of Refusal and Terminate Lease with James Davies dated July 1,
2007, and Authorize Mayor to sign Nampa Municipal Airport Land Lease Agreement with
Patricia Nardi, effective June 6, 2016, for Lot 2365, and Authorize Mayor to sign Memorandum
of Lease for Recording agreement with Patricia Nardi, effective June 6, 2016, for Lot 2365. The
Mayor asked for a roll call vote with all Councilmembers present voting YES. The Mayor
declared the
MOTION CARRIED

Mayor Henry presented a request to authorize the Mayor to sign Second, Five Year Fixed
Base Operation Lease Agreement with AvCenter, Inc., for Terminal Building and Operations
Area at Nampa Municipal Airport.

Nate Runyan presented a staff report explaining that on May 16, 2006, AvCenter, Inc., signed a
five year lease for the terminal building at the Nampa Municipal Airport.

o The lease included three, five year renewal options.

o The AvCenter offers the following fixed base operation services: operates the
terminal building, provides customer service to pilots, sells fuel, provides parking
and services for transient pilots, offers pilot training, provides charter service and
airplane rentals.

The AvCenter signed the first renewal option for a five year lease for the terminal building at the
Airport on May 9, 2011.

In February 2016, Lessee made known they would like to exercise the second, five year renewal
option.

On May 18, 2016, AvCenter signed and returned the lease agreement.

On May 19, 2016, the Nampa Airport Commission moved to recommend that City Council
authorize the Mayor to sign the second, five year Nampa Municipal Airport Fixed Base
Operation Lease Agreement with the AvCenter, Inc., for the terminal building and operations
area (fuel island, shade hanger, aircraft wash area, and ramp area) (see Attachment A).

MOVED by Haverfield and SECONDED by Skaug to authorize Mayor to sign second, five
year Fixed Base Operation Lease Agreement with AvCenter, Inc., for terminal building and
operations area at Nampa Municipal Airport. The Mayor asked for a roll call vote with all
Councilmembers present voting YES. The Mayor declared the

MOTION CARRIED

The following Resolution was presented:
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Regular Council
June 6, 2016

City Attorney Maren Erickson presented a staff report explaining that legislation is house bill
443 and it will become effective July 1. 2016. It separates and defines permanent records and
distinguishes them from Historical records. In the past permanent records were not able to have
the retention to be electronic and now they are allowing permanent records to be electronically
retained and the only distinction that they are going to make is that we have send some sort of
notice to the Idaho Historical Commission and then they will approve retaining the records
electronically if they are historical they will say no don’t get rid of them keep a hard copy and
then we will retain then in a hard copy if it is a historical record.

RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE APPROVAL OF AMENDMENTS AND REVISIONS
MADE TO THE CITY OF NAMPA RECORDS POLICY.

MOVED by Bruner and SECONDED by Levi to pass the resolution as presented. The Mayor
asked for a roll call vote with Councilmembers present voting YES. The Mayor declared the
resolution passed, numbered it 24-2016 and directed the clerk to record it as required

MOTION CARRIED

The Mayor adjourned the meeting at 7:46 p.m.

Passed this 6th day of June, 2016.

MAYOR
ATTEST:

CITY CLERK
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SPECIAL COUNCIL
June 2, 2016

The Mayor called the meeting to order at 3:30 p.m. in the Council Chambers

The roll of the Council was taken with Councilmembers Skaug, Levi, White, Bruner, Raymond
present. Councilmember Haverfield was Absent.

Also in attendance were: Community Development Specialist Janae Mitchell, Development/Ops
Manger, Jennifer Vanderpool; Administrative Coordinator for Parks, Carolyn Murray; Engineer
in Training, Clemente Salinas.

Mayor Henry presented a request to approve the late beer and wine license for the following:
Buffalo Wild Wings, 2101 North Cassia Suite 2111, on-premise beer, wine and liquor;
Fraternal Order of Eagles, 118 11th Avenue North, on-premise beer, wine and liquor; TNT
Dynamite Bar & Grill, 16 12th Avenue South Suite B107, on-premise beer and wine;
Alejandra's Mexican Restaurant, 1509 Caldwell Boulevard, on-premise beer and wine; Barb's
Down the Road Tavern, 400 North Kings Road #34, on-premise beer, wine and liquor; Burnt
Lemon Grill, 732 Caldwell Boulevard, on-premise beer and wine.

MOVED by Skaug and SECONDED by Bruner to approve the late alcohol licenses as
presented. The Mayor asked all in favor say aye with all Councilmembers present voting AYE.
The Mayor declared the

MOTION CARRIED

Mayor Henry presented a request to designate voting delegate and alternate for the
Association of Idaho Cities annual meeting.

MOVED by White and SECONDED by Skaug to designate Mayor Henry as the voting
delegate and Councilmember Raymond as the alternate voting delegate. Mayor asked all in
favor say aye with all Councilmembers present voting AYE. The Mayor declared the

MOTION CARRIED

The Mayor explained the purpose of the meeting was the presentation on the Community
Development Block Grant (CDBG) projects.

Community Development Project Manager Jennifer Yost presented a staff report explaining that
the Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) Program was authorized under Title I of the
Housing and Community Development Act of 1974 to:
Provide annual grants on a formula basis to local and state governments
Provide communities with resources to address unique community
development needs
Develop viable communities by:
Providing decent housing
Creating a suitable living environment



Special Council
June 2, 2016

Expanding economic opportunities

The City of Nampa receives federal Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) funds from
the U.S. Department of Housing & Urban Development.

Funding is divided between entitlement communities and state programs

$750,000 ©

$700,000

$650,000

$600,000

$550,000

$500,000

| $450,000
!

$613,000

$537,234

2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

Historic Appropriation levels

$542,607

$543,980

£ 5748,427

$532,287

$719,538

$719,453  $732,030

5699,189

$588,403

$491,235

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

Fiscal | National CDBG | Nampa CDBG | Notes

Year |Budget Budget

2010 |3,948,218,000 588,403 American Recovery Act
additional funding

2011 | 3,302,950,000 491,235 16.5% cut across the board

2012 12,948,090,000 699,189 Formula Change to use
American Community Survey

2013 | 3.780.195.000 719.538 with small annual changes rather

— : than large changes every 10

2014 |3,030,000,000 | 732,030 yoars, OSSR

2015 | 3,000,000,000 719,453

2016 | 3,000,000,000 748,427

All programs must meet HUD National Objectives
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Special Council
June 2, 2016

Benefit primarily Low- Moderate-Income persons (70%+ of expenditures
over 3 year period)
Area
Limited clientele
Housing
Jobs
Prevention/elimination of slum & blight
Urgent Need — Usually associated with Disasters.

5 Year CDBG Consolidated Plan

Purpose:
Identify housing and community development needs, priorities, goals and
strategies
Stipulate how funds will be allocated to housing and community
development activities

Nampa’'s current plan covers Program Years 20012-2016.
These presentations are Program Year 2016

Consolidated Plan Goals & Objectives
Commercial & Residential Revitalization
Permanent, quality affordable housing
Homeowner housing rehabilitation program
Explore rental housing rehabilitation program
Continue to fund and support social service providers
Promote Job Creation & Economic Development
Reduce homelessness

Funding Priorities — High Priority Funding
Improve/rehabilitation of Residential housing
Neighborhood stabilization and revitalization
Job Creation/economic development
Extremely affordable rentals & transitional housing
ADA improvements in housing and public infrastructure

Funding Priorities — Medium Priority Funding
Ownership of existing housing stock
Social service operation support for organizations assisting special needs
populations
Support for homeless and at-risk of homeless service providers
Improvements to public infrastructure systems (not specific to ADA)

Funding Priorities — Low Priority Funding
Construction of new single family housing units
Construction of new homeless shelters, except for transitional housing
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Special Council
June 2, 2016

Programs that serve higher income segments of the low- to moderate income
population (51 to 80 percent; 80 percent and higher).

Low & Moderate Income Objectives — Most common objective is Low and Moderate Income
At least 51% of program beneficiaries must be low or moderate income
HUD defines low income as household income equal to or less than
50% of median income
HUD defines moderate income as household income equal to or less
than 80% of median income

2016 HUD Income Limits

I AN AW -

8

Major Categories

Housing

$13100
$16020
$20160
$24300
$28440
$32580
$36,730
$40890

Non-housing Real Property
Public Facilities/Improvements

Public Services

Economic Development
Assistance to Community Based Development Organizations (CBDO)
Administration & Planning

Other

Services for homeless persons

Drug abuse counseling & treatment

Services for victims of domestic violence
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$21850
$25000
$28100
$31200
$33700
$36200
$38700
$41200

CDBG Eligible Public Service/Activities — including but not limited to:

$34950
$39950
$44950
$49900
$53900
$57900
$61900
$65900



Special Council
June 2, 2016

Services for persons with HIV/AIDS
Services for persons with disabilities
Child care

Healthcare

Job training

Fair Housing activities

Services for senior citizens

CDBG Eligible Housing/Community Activities
Acquisition
Demolition & Clearance of sites in preparation of another activity
Reconstruction/rehabilitation of housing or other property
Design & Construction of public facilities & infrastructure improvements
Assistance to low-income homebuyers in purchasing a home

CDBG Ineligible Activities

Completely Ineligible Activities
Buildings used for the general conduct of gov’t
General government expenses
Political activities

Generally Ineligible Activities
Purchase of equipment
Operating and maintenance expenses
Construction of new permanent residential structures
Direct Income Payments

CDBG Funding Categories

Completely Ineligible Activities
Buildings used for the general conduct of gov’t
General government expenses
Political activities

Generally Ineligible Activities
Purchase of equipment
Operating and maintenance expenses
Construction of new permanent residential structures
Direct Income Payments

CDBG Funding
+ $748,427 is expected for Program Year 2016.
Approximately 149,685 is available for Administration, oversight and monitoring of
the CDBG Program
Approximately $598,742 is available for allocation for all Projects (City & Public)
$112,000 available for Public Service
$486,700 available for Non-Public Service.

Process Timelines
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Special Council

June 2, 2016

Request for Applications for CDBG PY2015 Published March 21, 2016
CDBG Application Workshop March 22, 2016
Application for CDBG Due to City of Nampa May 9, 2016, 5:00pm
City Council - Applicant Presentations June 2, 2016
CDAC & Staff Meeting — Discuss & Rank Applications May — June 2016
City Council Allocation Decision June 20, 2016
Draft Action Plan Developed June 2016
Comment Period July 2016

Public Hearing on Final Action Plan August 1, 2016
Action Plan Submitted to HUD August 15, 2016
Sub-Recipient Orientation Workshop September 2016
Funding Available October 1, 2016*

The City of Nampa receives Community Development Block Grant funds every year from the
federal government to be used for community development in our city, most specifically to
develop and sustain resources that benefit low and moderate income persons and to aid in the
prevention or elimination of slums or blight. I have included information outlining the eligible
uses of CDBG funding.

Every year we put out a call for applications. This year we continued with the on-line application
program used last year. This process requires all applications from the public and City
Departments, including those from Economic Development/Community Development staff. This
year we received a total of 14 applications, inclusive of CDBG Administration and Planning.
They were reviewed for eligibility before being invited to make presentation to City Council.
They were not scored by the review committee prior to the presentations. This process allows for
the review committee to incorporate information obtained from the presentations into the review
and scoring process. Following the presentations, all reviews of the applications will be finalized
and scored (based on goals/outcomes, benefit to low and moderate-income persons, need,
planning, capacity, leveraging of funds, project schedule and budget) by the committee members.
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June 2, 2016

Any application receiving less than 50 points (out of a possible 100) will automatically be
eliminated.

The applicants are required to complete a variety of questions, including project description and
a budget. Instead of sending the entire application submitted we have attached select
questions/pages for your review. I can provide a copy of the entire application at any time if you
desire to read any or all of the applications prior to the Council Meeting for funding allocation on
June 20th.

The applications are divided into two categories, Public Services and Housing/ Community
Development (Non-Public Service). Due to federal mandates we are only able to allocate a
maximum of 15% of our entitlement funds to Public Services and the remainder to
Housing/Community Development. However, the City may chose to allocate less than maximum
15% to Public Services; per guidelines adopted by City Council the maximum allocated to Public
Service will be reduced to 13% if a public service applicant is funded that generates Program
Income. Program Income is defined as fees or donations that are generated as a direct result of
CDBG funding; this would be money that is accepted directly from beneficiaries as a result of
the service provided or accepted at time of service delivery. Please note that we have
approximately $112,000 ($97,295 at 13%) available for Public Services and approximately
$486,000 available for Housing and Community Developments.

All of the applicants have been invited to the workshop on Thursday to make a presentation
(maximum of 3 minutes) and to answer any questions you may have as well as those generated
by the review committee. No decisions will be made during the Council Workshop on June 2nd.
Funding recommendations from the review committee shall be made at the Council Meeting on
June 20th. Following the allocation decision on June 20th, the 2016 CDBG Action Plan will be
completed and available for a 30- day public comment period. A Public Hearing is scheduled for
the City Council meeting on August 1, 2016 when you will be asked to adopt the one-year 2016
CDBG Action Plan and authorize it's for submittal to the US Department of Housing and Urban
Development.

The following presentations were made for the Public Service Projects: CATCH of Canyon
County — CATCH, Inc., Wyatt Schroeder; Meals on Wheels - Saint Alphonsus Medical Center —
Nampa, Tonia Bellegante; Community Family Shelter — Salvation Army, Maureen Lawlis;
Emergency Rent and Mercy Assistance — Jesse Tree — Crista Beck

The following presentations were made for the Non-Public Service Projects: Colorado
Gardens — Northwest Real Estate Capital Corp, John Vance; Creekbridge Apartments -
Community Development Inc., Corey Checketts.

The following presentations were made for City of Nampa Projects: 2077 CDBG Downtown
Improvements — Public Works, Streets, Clemente Salinas; 20/7 CDBG Old Nampa
Neighborhood Pedestrian - Ramps, Public Works, Street Department, Clemente Salinas; 4DA4
Improvements II to Parks - Parks and Recreation Department, Jennifer Vanderpool; Downrown
Historic Facades - Economic/Community Development, Jennifer Yost; Brush Up Nampa
Administration — Economic/Community Development, Jennifer Yost; Housing Loan Programs —
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June 2, 2016

Economic/Community Development, Jennifer Yost; Administration &  Planning,
Economic/Community Development, Jennifer Yost.

The Mayor adjourned the meeting at 5:05 p.m.

PASSED this 20th day of June, 2016.

MAYOR
ATTEST:

CITY CLERK
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SPECIAL NAMPA AIRPORT COMMISSION
MAY 19, 2016

The meeting was called to order at 5:30 pm by Chairman Mark Miller
Roli Call:

e Members Present: Mark Miller, Russ Sperry, Gene Clark

¢ Council Liaison:

e Members Absent: Brent Ross, Tom Howard

Proposed amendments to the agenda; None

MOVED by Sperry, and seconded by Clark to approve the minutes for the Regular meeting of March
14, 2016 and the Special meeting of April 13, 2016.
MOTION CARRIED

Staff Report:
Monte Hasl, Airport Superintendent, presented the following staff report:

¢ Open Units; Wait List: Fuel Report.

o Airfield Conditions; RWY/TWY & Apron in good shape; RWY/TWY lighting systems
operating normally; PAPI, operating normally; AWOS operating normally; The segmented
Circle is in need of erosion repair.

¢ AIP-27 Environmental Study RPZ 11- The Grant Offer was received May 10", the FAA
requested acceptance by May 27™. Because of the time restraint, staff requested authorization at
the May 16 City Council meeting; The City has begun the process for acquiring the Runway 11
RPZ property.

s Miscellaneous; TNT Dynamite Grill notified staff they will not be renewing their lease, their
final day is June 30; East side Hangar development — dispute between the developer and the
builder has resulted in a lien being filed by the builder; Weed/Rodent Control is ongoing; No
unauthorized vehicles; NOTAMS, crane west of airfield.

Grant Report:
AIP-27 (Phase 1 Environmental Study for Purchase of Land in the Runway 11 RPZ) — Tom Lemenager,

J.U.B. Engineers, updated the Commission on our next AIP project; Planning for the Environmental
Assessment for the Land Purchase in the runway 11 RPZ (runway protection zone). The project is
underway; JUB has met with the City and is aware of the notification process with the Landowner. A
meeting has been held with the City, Airport Staff, J.U.B. and the landowner. Marti Hoge and Vince
Barthels, of J.U.B. Engineers, have been able to tour the property and were able to develop a baseline
for wildlife, wetlands, water and lands.

The FAA is also requesting a Runway Protection Zone (RPZ) Alternative Analysis. When the City
analyzed the Overland Road corridor the RPZ was also analyzed. J.U.B has received those documents
from Claire Bowman with the City of Nampa. Some of the alternatives identified at that time; do
nothing, shift the 29 end, or re-align roads. J.U.B. will continue forward with the RPZ alternative
analysis.

At this time, J.U.B. has ordered the title report for the property in question and will then contact the
property owner to schedule another site visit.




SPECIAL NAMPA AIRPORT COMMISSION
MAY 19, 2016

AIRPORT BUSINESS

Request from Todd Hitchcock to remove the parking lot from his lease — Todd Hitchcock, 3212 Port
Street, Nampa, addressed the Commission. Mr. Hitchcock reported under the current Master Plan, the
parking lot north of his hangar will sit under a runway protection zone for a second runway and the FAA
will not allow anything to be built in that location. He would like to know if this second runway will
stay in the next Master Plan.

The Airport Superintendent reported the next master plan is scheduled for 2018. A master plan update
takes about 18 months.

Tom Lemenager, J.U.B. Engineers, reported the second runway that currently shown on the Master Plan
is outside of the 20 year planning period. When the master plan was completed, the forecast at that time
indicated the need for a second runway in just over 20 years.

Mr. Hitchcock understands under the current master plan the FAA will not approve a building in that
location. As a result he would like to remove the parking lot, 62’ x 150°, from his lease. He would like
to amend his current lease to do this. He does not want to lose his lease rate. If he modifies his lease he
will be charged the new higher lease rate which will result in him paying more for the leased land.

J.D. Heithoff, J.U.B. Engineers, indicated if a new hangar is built in the location in question, without the
FAA’s authorization, the FAA will not participate in the purchase of the improvement in the event a
second runway were to be constructed.

Mr. Hitchcock asked if the FAA would authorize a temporary building. The Commission discussed this
idea and felt if the FAA were to approve a temporary building our lease for the improvement could be
limited in the number of years and have a condition that the building would have to be removed at the
end of the lease.

The Commission requested the Airport Superintendent contact the FAA to discuss the option of a
temporary building. Mr. Hitchcock would like to participate in the conversation with the FAA. The
Superintendent also indicated he would like J.U.B. to be involved in this discussion.

Mr. Hitchcock indicated he will wait for more input from the FAA on whether a temporary building
would be allowed.

Authorize the Mayor to sign 5 year Fixed Base Operator Lease with AvCenter for the Terminal building
and Ramp / Shade Hangars — The Airport Superintendent presented the Commission with the lease

agreement for AvCenter. The Commission discussed the lease.

MOVED by Sperry and seconded by Clark;
The Airport Commission hereby recommends the City Council Authorize the Mayor to sign
the 5 year Fixed Base Operator Lease with AvCenter for the Terminal building and

Ramp/Shade Hangars.
MOTION CARRIED




SPECIAL NAMPA AIRPORT COMMISSION
MAY 19, 2016

Authorize Mayor to sign First Amendment to the Lease and Memorandum_of Amendment with Two
Millers Holdings. LLC (Mark Miller) for .ot 2234 — Chairman Miller recused himself, as he is a
member of Two Millers Holdings, LLC. The Commission then tabled this item until the next meeting as
a quorum is not present for this topic.

Request from James Davies; has received an offer to purchase the hangar improvements on Lot #2365
from Patricia Nardi; Agreement to Terminate Lease with James Davies for Lot #2365 dated 07-01-07:
contingent on sale of hangar and lease approval for Patricia Nardi effective June 6, 2016; Approve new
Standard Land Lease and Memorandum of Lease with Patricia Nardi for Lot #2365 for a 50°’w x

30°d hangar; term of agreement 06-06-2016 to 06-30-2036. — The Airport Superintendent presented the
hangar sale. The Commission discussed the sale and first right of refusal option.

Commissioner Sperry MOVED and seconded by Clark;
The Airport Commission hereby recommends to the City Council that they authorize
the Mayor to sign the Agreement to Waive First Right of Refusal and Terminate Lease
with James Davies dated 07-01-07 and sign a new Standard Land Lease and
Memorandum of Lease with Patricia Nardi effective June 6, 2016.
MOTION CARRIED

Airport Commission Budget Review — The Airport Superintendent presented the FY 17 budget to the
Commission.

Chairman Miller indicated he had reviewed the budget and it appears to be very similar to the
preliminary budget that was presented to the Commission in May.

The Public Works Director indicated the biggest change is adding a third employee.
The Commission discussed the FY 17 budget.
MOVED by Sperry and seconded by Clark;

The Airport Commission hereby approves of the FY17 Budget as presented.
MOTION CARRIED

MOVED by Sperry and seconded by Clark to adjourn the meeting.
MOTION CARRIED

Chairman Mark Miller adjourned the meeting at 6:07 PM

Passed this 13" day of June, 2016

by Ml

AIRPORT SUPERINTENDENT, SECRETARY
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COMMISSION CHAIRMAN




CONSENT TO BID
2016 CDBG DOWNTOWN SIDEWALK & TREE REPLACEMENT PROJECT

. There are an additional 10 tree wells that are located at corners, alleyways, driveways,
and midblock with tree related hazards (see Exhibit A). These contain brick work under
the revised Streetscape plan. CDBG grant monies can be used for this cost.

. Engineering was asked by Council to come back at a future time, after the Downtown
Business Association had ranked the additional 10 trees, to request approval to move
forward with a separate future CDBG project. The Downtown Business Association
chose to rank the rebuild location as 1, 2, 6, 5, 3, 4, 7, 8, 9, and 10. Engineering returned
on April 4" for direction on moving forward with design.

° Council directed Engineering to move forward with design of the top seven ranked
locations per budgeted money. CDBG budget is $229,000.

. T-O Engineers has completed design of the tree well locations. Daily construction
observation will be provided by HDR as part of the master agreement with the city.

o T-O Engineers has provided an engineer’s estimate and the Engineering Division
recommends proceeding with the formal bidding process.

Engineering Task Order Remaining $ 38,250
Construction Estimate $ 51,000
Construction Observation Estimate (7%) $ 3,750
Total | $ 92,820

. With the remaining grant money Engineering has asked T-O to provide an estimate for

costs to design and construct the final rebuild locations that were ranked by the
Downtown Business Association. Upon this bid award we will evaluate the final dollars
and construct as monies allow in fall or spring of next year.

REQUEST: Council authorization for Engineering to proceed with the formal bidding process
for the Downtown Sidewalk and Tree Well Projects.

C:Users\haywardd\AppDataiLocal\MicrasoftiWindows' Temporary Intemet Files\Content Outlook\WFFTAY ABG\STREETS-CDBG Downtown
Sidewalk Tree-Consent.doc
06/20/2016



Exhibit A Page 1 of 1

Downtown Historic District Streetscape

PLAN VIEW WITH MID-SLOCK BULB-CUITS.
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Downtown Business Asscclation Project Ranking

The Downt: Busi A iation is being asked to rank Community Development
Block Granl Presect Locations. Eligible projects ara shown in the above map and consist of
and / mid-block bulb-outs, alleys and driveways in the Downtown Historic District,

Each of the above locations curently containg a tres which has caused a tnpping
hazard. These trees will ba replaced when the damaged sidewalk is repairad ta the
streeiscape standards shown to the right. Unfortunately thera is not enough CDBG funding to
make all of the repairs, The downtown assoiation’s tap ranked projects will be presentad io

City Council for finat project approval, ®
NAMPA
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CONSENT TO BID
FY16 PAVEMENT MARKING & SIGN INSTALLATION

This project is part of the City’s ongoing Asset Management Program to strategically and
cost effectively facilitate the department’s goal to provide efficient and sustainable
development of public infrastructure for Nampa’s future.

A study was conducted that evaluated pavement markings within the FY-16 Zone A and
determine if any modification or additions could be accomplished to improve safety,
efficiency, and muitimodal accessibility.

City Council authorized no parking zones within the established bike lanes on 6/6/2016.

Recommended additions include installing shared lane markings at the following
locations:

1* Street North between 11™ Avenue North and East Railroad Street

16" Avenue North between 2™ Street North and Garrity Boulevard

East Karcher Road between North Franklin Boulevard and End of Cul-de-sac)
11" Avenue North between Garrity Boulevard and East Comstock Avenue)
11" Avenue North between Centennial Drive and Birch Lane)

4" Avenue North and 3" Avenue North between 6" Street North and North
Franklin Boulevard)

00 O0O0O0

Recommended additions include installing bicycle lanes at the following locations:

o 11™ Avenue North between East Comstock Avenue and Centennial Drive

o Birch Lane between
The City of Nampa Streets Division requested a contract to supplement their staff in
the interest of completing the installation of pavement markings and signs in a timely
manner.
Estimated project costs are $100,000.
Funding is from the FY16 Streets Pavement Management budget.

Construction includes installing shared pavement markings, bike lane markings, and
additional signage to increase multimodal accessibility and safety.

Engineering Division recommends authorization of this bid process.

REQUEST: Council authorize Engineering Division to proceed with the formal bid process
for the FY 16 Pavement Marking and Sign Installation.

C\Users\haywardd\AppData'Local\Microsoft\Windows\Temporary Intermnet Files\Content.Qutlook\FF7AY ABG\STREETS-FY 16 Pavement
Marking Sign Installation - Consent doc
06/20/2016



EXHIBIT A

CITY OF NAMPA: FY-16 ZONE A PAVEMENT MARKINGS MAP
VICINITY MAP

N Can_Ada Rd

= Shared Lane Markings (By Contractor)
a— Shared Lane Markings
— Ro-Stripas
—— Bike Lanes
Nampa Cily Limils
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CONSENT TO BID
STORM WATER REPAIRS — TAFFY DR. AT CARMEL CT.
AND 67 PEPPERMINT

¢ A major storm in 2013 caused flooding and wash outs at 29 locations within the City.
Currently all emergency and/or imminent life safety repairs have been made. The
remaining repairs will be addressed in the annual Asset Management cycle,

o The collection swale on Taffy Drive (Exhibit A) was constructed in 2003 to handle storm
water from the Sugar Manor Subdivision No. 6 development. Over time the swale has
filled in and eroded and can no longer function as intended. Additionally the swale is
causing erosion damage to the adjacent pathway along Indian Creek.

e The Peppermint Drive storm water detention pond (Exhibit A) was constructed in 1993 to
maintain pre-development discharge to Indian Creek with the Sugar Manor Subdivision
No. 3 development. Over time the pond has filled in and it cannot contain an adequate
volume of storm water. Additionally the collection system is deficient and prone to
clogging which can cause flooding in the street,

e Mason and Stanfield Inc. (M&S) has completed design and the project is ready to bid.
M&S will assist the City with bidding and construction requests for information.
Construction observations will be performed by HDR under a master agreement with the

City.
¢ The Stormwater Repairs projects have an approved FY 16 Streets Division budget of
$350,000.
Engineering $ 40,958
Construction Services Estimate b3 25,000
Construction Estimate 5 180,000
Total| $ 245,938

e M&S has provided an engineer’s estimate and the Engineering Division recommends
proceeding with the formal bidding process.

REQUEST: Authorize the Engineering Division to proceed with the formal bidding process
for the Storm Water Repairs — Taffy Dr at Carmel Ct And 67 Peppermint project.

C:\Users\haywardd\AppData\Local\Microsoft\Windows\Ternporary Internet Files\Content. Outlook\FF7AY AB6\STREETS-Stormwater Repairs -
Consent.doc
06/20/2016
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CONSENT TO BID
ZONE B PIPE REPAIRS-CIPP

¢ Each year as part of the City’s Asset Management program the Wastewater Division
identifies sanitary sewer lines and infrastructure that are in need of rehabilitation or
replacement.

e For FY16 the Wastewater Division identified 2,400 feet (0.45 miles) of sanitary sewer
line in need of rehabilitation (Exhibit A). The rehabilitation method used for this project
is Cured-in-place pipe (CIPP). CIPP is a specialized form of rehabilitation that is cost
effective while reducing construction impacts.

o JUB Engineers, Inc. (JUB) has completed design and the project is ready to bid. JUB will
assist the City with bidding and construction requests for information. Construction
observations will be performed by HDR under a master agreement with the City.

» The Zone B Pipe Repairs-CIPP project has an approved amended FY 16 Wastewater
Division budget of $450,000.

Engineering $ 49,799
Construction Observation Estimate 3 26,000
Construction Estimate 3 260,000

Total| $ 335,799

o JUB has provided an engineer’s estimate and the Engineering Division recommends
proceeding with the formal bidding process.

REQUEST: Authorize the Engineering Division to proceed with the formal bidding process
for the Zone B Pipe Repairs-CIPP project.

C\Usersthaywardd\AppDate'Local\Microsoft\Windows Temporary Internet Files'Content. Qutlook\FF7AYABGWWTP-Zone B Pipe Repairs-
CIPP - Consent doc
06/20/2016



By Resolution
Declare Pump as Surplus Property for Wastewater Division

e Wastewater Division has identified the pump at Lift Station No. 19 as damaged beyond
repair

¢ A replacement pump was purchased to meet performance and operational needs

o Wastewater staff request the following asset be declared as surplus property in order to
facilitate disposal:

Item Item No. Estimated Value
ABS Submersible Pump M185/4-3Y.60 $0

¢ Staff recommends recycling the damaged pump for scrap

REQUEST: Approve Resolution authorizing the declaration and disposition of City owned
surplus property from Wastewater Division.

KACOUNCIL'WWTP-Surplus Property (ABS Pump) (Less Than $1,000) - Consent.Doc
06.20.16



RESOLUTION NO. 25-2016

A RESOLUTION OF THE MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF NAMPA, A
MUNICIPAL CORPORATION OF IDAHO, AUTHORIZING THE DISPOSITION OF
CERTAIN CITY PROPERTY.

WHEREAS, the City Council has authorized and passed Resolution No. 26-20135,
implementing City policy to declare personal property surplus and to provide for its disposal through
sale, transfer, recycling, discarding, destruction, or exchange; and

WHEREAS, the City Clerk of the City of Nampa has proposed for disposal of certain
property that the City no longer has use for; and

WHEREAS the approval for the disposal of the below listed property has been obtained
from the City Attorney or his designee, and is in compliance with City policy.

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL
OF THE CITY OF NAMPA, AS FOLLOWS:

1. That the attached listed property shall be disposed of under the direction and
supervision of the City Clerk, and in accordance with City policy.

2. The staff of the City of Nampa is hereby authorized to take all necessary steps to
carry out the authorization provided by this Resolution.

RESOLVED this 20th day of June, 2016.

Approved:

MAYOR ROBERT HENRY
ATTEST:

City Clerk



CITY OF NAMPA

ATTACHMENT A
(Resolution No. )

DEPARTMENT PROPERTY DISPOSAL REQUEST

Permission is hereby requested to dispose of the following personal property declared
surplus by the Council. Disposal will be in a manner meeting the best interests of the City and in
accordance with Idaho Code and City Resolution No. 25-2015.

Dispasal
Method
Code

Use
Category

Qty.

Description of Item

Cond.
Code

Estimated
Value

04

ABS Submersible Pump

Disposal Method Codes:

01 Transfer to another agency or

department

02 Public Sale (Auction or sealed bid)
03 Leased property turned back
04 Recycle or sell for scrap

Condition Codes:

cATom

05 Unusable - ship to local dumpsite

06 Other:

Excellent
Good

Fair
Repairable
Unusable

Requesting Department:

PublicWarks Department - Wastewater Division

Received By:

Requesting Person Name (Print);

Andy Zimmerman, WWTP Superintendent

Date Recejved:

Reqywn Signature;

Date
£/rolr¢

L



BID AWARD
FORD IDAHO CENTER - PARKING IMPROVEMENTS PHASE 3A

* Facilities Development, as part of Building Safety and Facilities Development, is charged
with maintaining City property. Facilities Development has completed the bidding process
for the Ford Idaho Center - Parking Improvements Phase 3A project. Phase 3A is the Seal
Coating, Pavement Repair and Parking Stall Striping project at the Ford Idaho Center. This
phase will be for Areas 1, 2, 3, 4, & 5 of the parking lot.

* The project will be funded from the Stampede Board of $50,000 and the City of Nampa will
be funding $250,000 from approved budget.

= Facilities held a bid opening on June 2, 2016 and received (3) bids from:
1) Hawkeye Builders, Inc.
2) Boswell Asphalt Paving Solutions, Inc.
3) Pavement Specialties of Idaho, Inc.

= Pavement Specialties of Idaho, Inc. was determined to be the lowest responsive bidder at

$119,923.20:
Base Bid $54,109.22 (seal coat and pavement stall markings)
Alternate A $ 15,699.61 (repair, seal coat, pavement stall markings)
Alternate B $50,114.37 (seal coat and pavement stall markings)

Total Bid $119,923.20

» Contract is anticipated to begin in June, 2016.

= Contractor will be required to provide necessary bonds, insurance and other documents
before the agreement can be executed and the Notice to Proceed issued.

= Bids received have been reviewed, licenses verified, and recommend award go to Pavement
Specialties of Idaho, Inc.

REQUEST: Council award bid, and authorize Mayor to sign contract with Pavement Specialties of
Idaho, Inc. for the Ford Idaho Center - Parking Improvements Phase 3A project in the amount of
$119,923.20.



Bid Tabulation Sheet
Ford Idaho Center - Phase 3A

RFQ - June 2, 2016
Bidder Base Bid Alternate A Alternate B | Adden. 1 | Adden. 2 { Bid Bond | Public Works
Hawkeye Builders, Inc. $81,839.00 $19,601.00 $59,181.00 X X X
Boswell Asphalt Paving Solutions, Inc. $57,680.00 $17,300.00 $46,000.00 X X x
Pavement Specialties of Idahg, Inc. $54,109.22 $15,699.61 $50,114.37 X X X




CITY OF NAMPA, IDAHC
2016 IDAHO CENTER PARKING IMPROVEMENTS
PHASE 3A

PROJECT MANUAL




BID FORM
CITY OF NAMPA
2016 Idaho Center Parking [mprovements, Phase 3A

THIS BID IS SUBMITTED TO:

DELIVER or MAIL TO:

City of Nampa
Facilities Management
310 13th Ave. So.
Nampa, ID 83651

1. The undersigned Bidder proposes and agrees, if this Bid is accepted, to enter into an Agreement with
OWNER in the form included in the Bidding Documents to petform all Work as specified or indicated in
the Bidding Documents for the prices and within the times indicated in the Bid and in accordance with
the other terms and conditions of the Bidding Documents.

2. Bidder accepts all of the terms and conditions of the Advertisement or Invitation to Bid and Instructions
to Bidders, including without limitation those dealing with the disposition of Bid security. The Bid will
remain subject to acceptance for 60 days after the Bid opening, or for such longer period of time that
Bidder may agree to in writing upon request of OWNER.

3. In submitting this Bid, Bidder represents, as sct forth in the Agreement that:

A,

Bidder has examined and carefully studied the Bidding Documents, the other related data
identified in the Bidding Documents, and the following Addenda, receipt of all which is
hereby acknowledged.

Addendum No. Addendum Date Signature or Initial

Bidder has visited the Site and become familiar with and is satisfied as to the general, local
and Site conditions that may affect cost, progress, and performance of the Work.

Bidder has examined the 2016 Idaho Center schedule of events and is satisficd with his ability
to perform the Work within the time indicated.

Bidder is familiar with and is satisfied as to all federal, state, and local Laws and Regulations
that may affect cost, progress and performance of the Work.

Bidder has visually studied (or assumes responsibility for having done so) the Site and
understands conditions which may affect cost, progress, or performance of the Work or which
relate to any aspect of the means, methods, techniques, sequences, and procedures of
construction to be employed by Bidder, including applying the specific means, methods,
techniques, sequence, and procedures of construction expressly required by the Bidding
Documents to be employed by Bidder, and safety precautions and progress incident thereto.

Bidder does not consider that any further examinations, investigations, explorations, tests,
studies, or data are necessary for the determination of this Bid for performance of the Work at

00300-2




6. BID SCHEDRULE BASE

Description: Areas |, 3 & 4. Seal coat (538;000-appreximate-square-feet), pavement repair Area 4 two
locations, crack repair Areas 4, and all pavement stall markings

Lump Sum Price: $_5~:22QM3.7

7. BID SCHEDULE ALTERNATE A

Description: Area 2. Pavement-repair (6;000-approximate-square-feet), Seal coat (105,000-approximate)
and all pavement stall markings

Lump Sum Price: S_/ig_?_?t_é 1/, S

8. BID SCHEDULE ALTERNATE B

Description: Area 5. Seal coat (107:000-appreximatesquare-feet), pavement repair and all pavement stall

markings
Lump Sum Price: §_ 50 // % 3 7

00300-1




10, Bidder accepts the provisions of the Agreement as to liquidated damages in the event of failure to
complets the Work within the times specified above, which shall be stated in the Agrecment

11, Bidder agrees to comply with Idaho Code 44-1006, regarding employment of Idaho residents.
12, The following documents are attached to and made a condition of this bid:
A. Required Bid security

B. Bidder shall include in his Bid, his name, address, and Idaho Public Works Contracts License
Number

SUBMITTED on f ! \Ot ! 3‘ , 2016, m AA-5
Pmc‘ - t - ‘q D - -
KL

Idaho Public Warks Contractor License NoFRf‘F""—%@ﬁq—
Expiration Date {5 - (ko - |lo

003004



An Individual
Name (typed or printed); _

By:

(SEAL)

(indiw:dual’s signature)

Doing business as:

Business address:

Phone No.: FAX No.:

A Joint Venture

Joint Venturer Name:

(SEAL)

By:

(Signature of joint venture partner — attach evidence of authority to sign)

Name (typed or printed):

Title:

Business address:

Phone No.: FAX No.;

Joint Venturer Name:

(SEAL)

By:

(éfgf{amm — attach evidence of authority to sign)

Name (typed or printed):

Title:

Business address:

Phone No,: FAX No.:

Phone and FAX Number, and Address for receipt of official communications:

(Each joint venturer must sign, The manner of signing for each individual, partnership, and
corporation that is a party to the joint venture should be in the manner indicated above.)

00300-5




A Corporation

By:
*{igrature — attach evidence of authority to sign) ‘.st"“,'r"'"n .
SO o5
Name (typed or printed): Ks.DH"(\ Lﬁ L, W

Title: _@Aﬁ‘g}g&u 5

Attest ( o % 0‘_
ignature of Corporate Secretary) *..l.l;:‘:‘. *s"

"'lmnu‘“

Business address: N2 I-I_Q_n r L 5 Q]‘MSL‘P‘
oo, Tdale S’J\"mc?

Phone No.: Q0% - 399 - 7000 __ FAXNo..80%-&1eQ -0RT2
State of Incorporation: “Za 0y

Type (General Business, Professional, Service, Limited Liability)Qgg_Lq_ﬂ_&Lm_nmd_)

Date of Qualification to do business is )~ |- © |

A Partnership

Partnership Name: ___ _(SEAL)

By:

(Signature of general pariner — attach evidence of authority to sign)

Name (typed or printed):

Business address:

Phone No.: FAX No.:
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BID BOND

BIDDER (Name nnd Adidress):
Pavement Specialties of Idaho, Inc.

4850 Henry Street
Boise 1D B3709

SURETY (nnme and Address of Principal Place of Business):

Old Republic Surety Company
P. 0. Box 1635
Milwaukee Wi 53201-1635

QWNER (Nauie and Address):

City of Nampa
411 3rd Street South
Nampa D

BID DUE DATE: May 31, 2016

PROJECT; (Bricf Description Including Location):
2016 |daho Center Parking Lot Improvemenls, Phase 3A Bid No. 050516

BOND:
BOND NUMBER: Bid Bond
DATE: (Not later than Bid Due Date): May 31, 2016
PENAL SUM: 5% Five Percent of Amount Bid

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, Surely and Bidder, intending (o be legally bound hereby, subjeet to the items
prmtcd on the followmg pagc I:creof do eacli cause this Bid Bond to be duly executed on ils behalf by ils

% Id Republic Surety Company (Seal)

§ urety’s Namte and Corporate Scal

Elizabeth Schneider Atlorney-in-Fact

Attcstzém.u& Allest: &&u}la G,EQJ
Signatorg and Tille Signature and Title

Sheila Cook

Note: (1) Above addresses are to be used for giving required nolice,
(2) Any singular reference to Bidder, Surety, Owner or other paily shalt be considered plura
where applicable.
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Bidder and Surcty, jointly and severally, bLind
themselves, thelr heirs, executors, administrators,
successors, and assigns fo pay {o Owner upon
default of Bidder the penal sum set forth on the
face of this Bond,

Default of Bidder shall occur upon the failure of
Bidder to deliver within the time required by the
Bidding Documents the cxecuted Agreement
required by the Bidding Documents and any
performance and payment bonds required by the
Bidding Documents and Contract Doctiments.

This obligation shall be 1l and void if;

3.1 Owner aceepts Bidder's bid and DBidder
delivers within the time required by the
Bidding Documents (or any cxtension thercof
agreed to in writing by Owner) the executed
Agreement  required by the Bidding
Documents and any performance and payment
bonds required by the Bidding Documents and
Contract documents, or

3.2 All bids are rejected by Owner, or

Owaer fails to issuec a notice of award to

Bidder within the time specificd in the Bidding

Documents (or any cxtension thereof agreed to

in writing by Bidder and, if applicablo,

conseitted lo by Surely when required by
paragraph 5 hercof),

3.3

Payment under this Bond will be due and payable
upon default of Bidder and within 30 calendar days
after rcceipt by Bidder and Surety of written notice
of default from Owner, which notice will be given
with roasonzable prompiness, identifying this Bond
and the Project and including a statement of the
amount due.

004102

5.

10.

Surety waives nolice of any and all defenses based
on or arising out of any time extension to issuo
notice of award agreed fo in writing by Owner and
Bidder, provided that the time for issuing notice of
award including extensions shall not in the
aggregato exceed 120 days from Bid Duc Dato
without Surcty*s written consent,

No suit or action shall be commenced under this
Bond prior to 30 calendar days afier the notice of
defaulted required in paragraph 4 above is recejved
by Bidder and Surety, and in no case later than one
year after Bid Due Dale,

Any suit or action under this Bond shall be
commenced only in a court of competent
Jurisdiction located in the state in which the Project
is located.

Noticc required herconder shall be in writing and
scnt to Bidder and Surely at their respeclive
addresses shown on the face of this Bond, Such
notices may be sent by personal delivery,
commercial courier or by United Stales Registered
or Certificd Mail, retum rcceipt requested, postage
pre-paid, and shall be deeined to be effective upon
receipt by the party concerned,

This Boud is intended to conform to all applicable
statulory  requitements. Any applicable
requirement of any applicablo statute that has been
omilied from this Bond shall be deemed to be
included herein as if sel forth at lenglh, If ony
provision of the Bond conflicts with any applicable
provision of any applicable statute, then the
provisions of said statute shall govern and the
remainder of this Bond that is not in conflict
therewith shall continue in full force and effect.

The term “bid" as uscd herein includes a bid, offer
or proposal as applicable,
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*
o OLD REPUBLIC sorer conme

* POWER OF ATTORNEY
LR o
KNOW ALL MEN BY THESE PRESENTS: That OLD REPUBLIC SURETY COMPANY, a Wisconsin stock insurance corporation, docs make, constituic and
appoinl:
KIM H. WARD, TINA COLEMAN, PHIL S WALTER, ELIZABETH SCHNEIDER, OF BOISE, ID

its true and lawful Attomey(s)-in-Pact, with full power and authority, not exceeding $20,000,000, for and on behal{ of the company as éutety, to exccule and deliver
and affix the seal of the company thereto (if 8 scal is réquircd), bonds, undertakings, recognizances or other written obligations in the nature thereof, (ofher than bail

bands, bank depositgry bonds, mongage déficiency bonds, mongage guaranty bonds, guarmnices of instathment paper and nate guaranty bonds, séIf-insurndo workers
compensation bonus giamntecing payment of benefils, asbestos abatement conlract bonds, wasle management bonds, hazardous wasta remediation bonds of black bung
bonds), as follows:

ALL WRITTEN INSTRUMENTS IN AN AMOUNT NOT TO EXCEED AN AGGREGATE OF

SIX MILLION DOLLARS(86,000,000)-------scesmeerasaaan FOR ANY SINGLE
OBLIGATION, REGARDLESS OF THE NUMBER OF INSTRUMENTS ISSUED FOR THE OBLIGATION.

and to bind OLD REPUBLIC SURETY COMPANY thereby, and all of the acts of sald Attomeys-in-Fact, pursuant to these presents, are ratified and confirmed

This docuinént 15 riot valiil unless printedon colored hackground und 1s mulil-colored. - This appointment is made under and by autharity of the boand of directors
at o special meceting held on February 18, 1982, This Powcer of Attorney is signed and scaled by facsimile under and by the nithonity of the following resolutions

adopled by the board of dircctors of the OLD REPUBLIC SURETY COMPANY on February 18, 1962,

RESOLVED tha, the president, sy vice-president, or assistant vice president, in conjunction with (he secrelary or any assistant secretary, inay appoint
attomeys-in-fact or ageals with authdrity #s defined or limited in the instrument evidencing the appointment in each case, for and on behalf of the company to
execuie und deliver and nilix the scal of tlie company to bonds, undertakings, recognizances, and suretyship obligations of ail kinds; and said officers may remave
any such attomey-in-fact or agent and revoke nny Power of Attomey previously gronled to such person,

RESOLVED FURTHER, ihal any bord, underiaking, recognizance, or surelyship obligation shall be valid and binding upon the Company
(i} when signed by the president, any vice president or assistant vice president, and attested and sealed {if a seal be required) by any secretary or assistant
secretary, or
(i) when signed by Lhe president, any vice president or assislant vice president, secretary or essistant secrelary, and countersigned and sealed (il a scal be
required) by a duly authesized attorney-in-fact or agent; or k
(i) when duly executed and sealed (if a seal be required) by one or more attomeys-in-fact or agents pursuant to and within the limits of the authority
evidenced by the Power of Altomey issued by the company 1o such person or persons,

RESOLVED FURTHER, that the signatute of any aulhu?izcd officer and {he seal of the company may be affixed by facsimile to any Power ol Allomey or
certification thereol authorizing the caccution and delivery of any bond, undertaking, recognizance, or other suretyship obligations of the company; and such
signature and seal when so used shall bave the same force and effcet es though manvally affixcd.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, OLD REPUBLIC SURETY COMPANY has caused these presents to be signed by its proper officer, and its corporate seal (o be
affixed this 28TH dayof  FEBRUARY, 2014,
OLD REPURLIC SURETY COMPANY

%ﬁ& 3 SEAL % ” / -
& e ” ﬁ

STATE OF WISCONSIN, COUNTY OF WAUKESHA-SS W.m‘/ President
Onthis =~ 28TH dayof ___FEBRUARY, 2014 =, personally came beforeme, Alan Pavlic _ ~and
4 Phyllis M. Johnson » 1o me known to be the individuals and offisers of the OLD REPUBLIC SURETY COMPANY who exccuted the above

Instrumerit, and they each acknowledged the exceution of the same, and being by me duly sworn, did severally depose and say; (hat they arc the said officers of the
corporalion aforesaid, und that the seal affixed to the above instrurnént is the seal of the comoration, and 1hat said corparate seal and their signatuies us such officers
were duly afTixed and subscribed to the said instrumesit by the authority of the board of directors of said corporation.

Naotary Public
My commission expires:_ 9/28/2014

CERTIFICATE (Expiratian of nalary commiasion doas not invalidate this instrument)

1, the undersigned, assistant secrelary of the OLD REPUBLIC SURETY COMPANY, a Wisconsin corporation, CERTIFY that the foregoing and attached Power
of Attamey remains in full force and has not been revoked, and furthermore, that the Resofutions of the board of directors set forth in the Pawer of Attorney, arc now
in force. f

43.5014 f;’.’:;‘;;\ Signed and scaled at the City of Brookfield, WI this =3/ dayof

s =
G W D
'9-\\,“:"”; Aspaanl Secld

FRED A. MORETON & COMPANY

THIS DOCUMENT HAS A COLORED BACKGROUND AND IS MULTI-COLORED OM THE FACE. THE COMPAHY LOGO APPEARS OM THE
BACK OF THIS DOCUMENT AS A WATERMARK. IF THESE FEA TURES ARE ABSEN . THIS DOCURENT IS VOID




BID AWARD
FORD IDAHO CENTER - PARKING IMPROVEMENTS PHASE 3B

* Facilities Development, as part of Building Safety and Facilities Development, is charged
with maintaining City property. Facilities Development has completed the bidding process
for the Ford Idaho Center - Parking Improvements Phase 3B project. Phase 3B is the
Concrete Curbs/Sidewalks, Pedestrian Ramp, and ADA Improvements project at the Ford
Idaho Center. This phase will be for Areas dedicated for ADA parking and pedestrian
walking.

* The project will be funded from the Stampede Board of $50,000 and the City of Nampa will
be funding $250,000 from approved budget.
»  Facilities held a bid opening on June 2, 2016 and received (3) bids from:
1) Hawkeye Builders, Inc.

2) Idaho Materials and Construction
3) Lurre’ Construction, Inc.

* Hawkeye Builders, Inc. was determined to be the lowest responsive bidder at $77,079:

Base Bid $ 58,839.50 (concrete sidewalk, curb, gutter, ADA ramp)
Alternate A $ 18,239.50 (ADA ramp, modify planters, pavement marking)

Total Bid  $77,079.00

» Contract is anticipated to begin in June, 2016.

= Contractor will be required to provide necessary bonds, insurance and other documents
before the agreement can be executed and the Notice to Proceed issued.

* Bids received have been reviewed, licenses verified, and recommend award go to Hawkeye
Builders, Inc.

REQUEST: Council award bid, and authorize Mayor to sign contract with Hawkeye Builders, Inc.
for the Ford Idaho Center - Parking Improvements Phase 3B project in the amount of $77,079.



Bid Tabulation Sheet
Ford Idaho Center - Phase 3B
RFQ - June 2, 2016

Bidder Base Bid Alternate A Adden.1 | Adden.2 Bid Bond | Public Works
Hawkeye Builders, Inc. $58,839.50 $18,239.50 X X X X
Idaho Materials and Construction $95,787.00 $32,850.00 x X X X

Lurre' Construction, Inc.

$116,248.00 $38,670.00 x X X

x




BID FORM
CITY OF NAMPA
2016 Idaho Center Parking improvements, Phase 3B

THIS BID 1S SUBMITTED TO:

DELIVER or MAIL TO:

City of Nampa
Facilities Management
310 13th Ave. So.
Nampa, 1D 83651

. The undersigned Bidder proposes and agrees, if this Bid is accepted, to enter into an Agreement with
OWNER in the form included in the Bidding Documents to perform all Worlk as specified or indicated in
the Bidding Documents for the prices and within the times indicated in the Bid and in accordance with
the other terms and conditions of the Bidding, Documents.

2. Bidder accepts all of the terms and conditions of the Advertisement or Invitation to Bid and Instructions
to Bidders, including without limitation those dealing with the disposition of Bid security. The Bid will
remain subject to acceptance for 60 days after the Bid opening, or for such longer period of time that
Bidder may agree to in writing upon request of OWNER.

3. In submitting this Bid, Bidder represents, as set forth in the Agreement that:

A,

Bidder has examined and carefully studied the Bidding Documents, the other related data
identified in the Bidding Documents, and the following Addenda, receipt of afl which is
hereby acknowledged.

Addendum No. Addendum Date Signature or [nitial
i 5'- 4. z’t& N
2 S - 27-2mf, fg,
e o -

Bidder has visited the Site and become fumiliar with and is satisfied as to the general, loca!
and Site conditions that may affect cost, progress, and performance of the Work.

Bidder has examined the 2016 Idaho Center schedule of events and is satisfied with his ability
to perform the Work within the time indicated.

Bidder is familiar with and is satisficd as to all federal, state, and local Laws and Regulations
that may affect cost, progress and performance of the Work.

Bidder has visually studied (or assumes responsibility for having done 50) the Site and
understands conditions which may affect cost, progress, or performance of the Work or which
relate to any aspect of the means, methods, techniques, sequences, and procedures of
construction to be employed by Bidder, including applying the specific means, methods,
technigues, sequence, and procedures of construction expressly required by the Bidding
Documents to be cmployed by Bidder, and safety precautions and progress incident thereto.

Bidder does not consider that any further examinations, investigations, explorations, tests,
studies, or data are necessary for the determination of this Bid for performance of the Work at
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the price(s) bid and within the times and in accordance with the other terms and conditions of
the Bidding Documents,

G. Bidder has correlated the information known to Bidder, information and observations
oblained from visits to the Site, reports and drawings identified in the Bidding Documents.

H. Prior to bid, Bidder has given ENGINEER written notice of all conflicts, errors, ambiguities,
or discrepancies that Bidder has discovered in the Bidding Documents, and the written
resolution thereof by ENGINEER is acceptable to Bidder,

I The Bidding Documents are generally sufficient to indicate and convey understanding of all
terms and conditions for the performance of the Work for which this Bid is submitted.

J.  Bidder acknowledges alternate work may or may not be included in contract.

4. Bidder {urther represents that this Bid is genuine and not made in the interest of or on behaif of any
undisclosed individual or entity and is not submitted in conformity with any agreement or rules of any
group, association, organization or corporation; Bidder has not directly or indircetly induced or solicited
any other Bidder to submit a false or sham Bid; Bidder has not solicited or induced any individual or
entity to reftain from bidding; and Bidder has not sought by collusion to obtain for itself any advantage
over any other Bidder or over OWNER.

5.The Base Contract Price will be the sum of all listed items listed in the Bid Schedule Base. Owner may

or may not elect to include the Bid Schedule Alternate work. The option to include alternate work in
contract with CONTRACTOR shall be decided upon by OWNER prior to Notice to Proceed,
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BID FORM

6. BID SCHEDULE BASE

Item Description Quantity Unit  Unit Price Price
1 Porement-Marddnes, Redestrian-Watovay—2800— 80
2 RavementMarldinps MandioapSymbel—350— Ea
3 Pavement-Markings Pasking Stall—————— 1L 180—LF

4 Type “P" Surface Restoration 3000 SF 3.¢0 N 10.900. @
5 Concrete Sidewalk, 5' 183 LF 2769 % 5,059, 3
6 Standard 6 Vertical Curb & Gutter 290 LF 35 ] ‘5 10,2.51. se
7 6" Vertical Curb, No Gutter 153 LF 4% 8 3,70 %
B.  Van Accessible Parking Sign 10 EA  99n _"" p: 4 2,.1%. o
9. ADA Pedestrian Ramp 6 EA | qys.*? & 4 g7 2P
10.  Modify Existing Planter 8 EA 2,042.% ® 4 34y ®
1. 6 Concrele Wheel Stop 65 EA 55.57 % 3,412 °%
12. RelocateExistingRire-Fydrant ! EA g 5 & % 3 c, 50
TOTAL PRICE (BASE):

.BID SCHEDULE ALTERNATE

Item _ Description Quantity Unit ___ Unit Price Price

1 Pavement-Markings; Pedestrian-Walloway—2.720 gF
2 Pavement-Markings; Handieap-Symbel—350———— A

3 PavementMarkingsParking Stall 15800 LE
o0 s ov
8. Van Accessible Parking Sign 4 EA 13. 29L.
9. ADA Pedestrian Ramp 1 EA  [,IY43 .‘a ¥ {45, ¢
&
10.  Modify Existing Planter 8 EA |,75 3 = 14, o2y o
1. 6" Concrete Wheel Stop 50 EA 45, €7 ¢ 2, 717% .
50
< /8,239,
TOTAL PRICE (ALT):
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8. Bidder agrees that the Work will be substantially completed within 70 calendar days after notice to
proceed and ready for final payment in 90 calendar days after notice (o proceed as indicated in the
Agreement,

9. Bidder accepts the provisions of the Agreement as to liquidated damages in the event of failure to
complete the Work within the times specified above, which shall be stated in the Agreement

10, Bidder agrees to comply with Idaho Code 44-1006, regarding employment of Idaho residents.
I1. The following documents are attached to and made a condition of this bid:
A. Required Bid security

B. Bidder shall include in his Bid, his name, address, and [dsho Public Works Contracts License
Number

SUBMITTED on “Tosis 2. , 2016,

Idaho Public Works Contractor License No. |78 2.6-44 -2-3 .

Expiration Date . 5 - 3( - 201 1 .
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An Individual

Neme (typed or printed):

___(SEAL)

(individual’s signature)

Daing business as:

Business address:

Phone No.: IFAX No.;

A Joint Venture

Joint Venturer-Name: _ _ (SEAL)

By:

(Signature of joint venture partner — attach evidence of authority to sign)

Name (typed or printed):

Title:

Business address:

Phone No.: FAX No.:

Joint Venturer Name: _ ) (SEAL)

By:

(Signature — altach evidemce of authority to sign)

Name (typed or printed):

Title:

Business address:

PhoneNo.: ] FAX No.:

Phene and FAX Number, and Address for receipt of official communications:

(Each joint venturer must sign_,- “The manner of signing for each iﬁdividuai, partnership, and
corporation that is a party to the joint venture should be in the manner indicated above.)

00300-6




A Corporation

Corporation Nerhe:

By: . t-—-'-A

Name: (lyped or printed): MA&RK ‘Counl &

Title: PRISS DS

Attest '\/ =

ignature of Corporate Sccretary)

(CORPORATE SEAL)

Business address: fp_Boy SY

NP, Toado §2653
Phone No.: 208 QY/- 7S78 FAXNo.: 228 Yb!-HE3o
State of Incorporation: Zownuo

Type (Ge@ﬂﬂ’usiness, Professional, Service, Limited Liability): §—c.ae2
Date of Qualification to do business is =47 - 220

A Partnership

Partnership Name: £ 3 (SEAL)

By:

(Signature of general partner — attach evidence of authority to sign)

Name (typed or printed):

Business address:

Phone No.: FAX No.:

00300-7




b - Articles of Incotporation
FILEL/EEFECTIVE of

Hawkeve Builders, Inc.

i, };} E':! 3 8: 58
The undersigned, acting as the incorporator of a corporation (hereinafter referred to as
"Corpgrgti_gn}a J,H}(?EE the Idaho Business Corporation Act (the "Act"), adopts the following
Articles of Incorpération for the Corporation.

Article |. Name
The name of the Corporation is Hawkeye Builders, lnc.

Article I1. Period of Duration
The period of duration of the corporation is perpetual.

Article I1I. Purposes and Powers
Section |. The ﬁurpose for which the Corporation is organized is: the transaction of any

or all lawful business for which corporations may be inc

everything necessary, proper, advisable or convenient [c eNipENeE do
all other things incident thereto or connected therewith, of
other law, or by these Articles of Incorporation. Mrl:{oe 1=

Section 2. The Corporation shall have and rmy e: o

convenient to effect its purposes, including but not linite Siond
the appropriale sections of the Idaho Code, as anended a Ve
Article 1V. Authorized Shares

Section 1. Number. The aggregate numrber of shar

Corporation shall have the authorityto issue is 1000, Th
Section 2. Dividends. The holders of the common
and as declared by the Board of Directors, as permitted by
payable either in cash, in property, or in shares of the capiiat stock of the Corporation.

Articles-Page |
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Section 3. Stock Non assessable,  The privale property of the shareholders of the
Corporation shall not be subject to the payment of corporate debts to any extent whatsoever. and
shares ot the Corporation shall not be subject to assessment for the purpose of paying expenses,
conducting business, or paying debts of the Corporation,

Section 4. Voung Power. The entire voting power for the election of the Directors and
tor all other purposes shall be vested exclusively in the holders of the common stock, who shall
be entitled to one vote for each share of common stock held by them record.

Article V. Preemptive Rights
Shareholders of the Corporation shall have preemptive and preferential rights of

subscription to any shares of stock of the Corporation, whether now or hereafter authorized, or to
any obhganons converublc 1nto stock of the Corporation, issued or sold, and the Board of
Directors in issuing stoc,k of the Corporation, or obligations convertible into stock, shall first
offer such issue of stock or obligations to the shareholders of the Cor poration.

Article V1. Registered Office

The address of the initial registered office of the Corporation is ¢/0 Mark Young,
527 8. Canyon, Nampa, ID 83686 and the name of its initial registered Agenl is
Mark Young.

Article VII. Board of Directors
The number of Dircctors of the Corporation shall be as specified in the Bylaws. The
number of Directors constituting the initial Board of Dircctors shall be 2 , and the name and

address of the person who is to serve as Director until the first annual meeting of shareholders
until their successors are elected and shall qualify is:

Mark Young 327 S. Canyon, Nampa, 1D 83686

Articles- Page 2



Article VIII. Incorporator .
The Name(s) of the incorporator(s) is (are) as follows:

Mark Young 527 S. Canyon, Nampa, ID 83686
Sandi Young 527 S. Canyon, Nampa, ID 83686

Dated this 11/5/2002

- |
/Z’—w % - /,——

5 :
Sandi Young/Scefetary
{
i
State of [daho | )
:SS.

County of Canyon )

appeared Mlark Yoiuig and Sandi Young, known to me to be the person (s) whose name(s) is/are
subscribed to the within instrument and acknowledged to mo that he/she/they executed the same,

In witness whereof, [ have hereunto set my hand and affixed my official seal, the day and year first above
writlen herein, L

\\\\\ 3 "o, 1
%\“\\)Som e ALM@' %\
» ’ { R A1 de-- -

o s
R I 4 P
£ nerq Ry A aFonda Merrick: Notary Public for Idaho
;m O, ‘Q_gResiding at 1012 Almond, Nampa, Idaho
Ugrye 7§ My commission expires March 3 L, 2007
Petton et O
Yy OF TORS
g

On this Tuesday November-'_ﬂs 2002, before me, a Notary Publie in and for said State, personally

"y

15
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Init.

$ATA pocument A310™ - 2010

Bid Bond g ;145

CONTRACTOR: SURETY:
(Name, legal status and address) {Name, legal status and principal place
Hawkeye Builders, inc of business)
PO Box 54 RLI Insurance Company
This document has impodant legal
Nampa, Idaho 83653 9025 N Lindbergh Drive consaquences. Cansultation with
OWNER: Peoria, IL 61615 an attorney is encouraged with
{Name, legal status and address) :::;]::;;: completion or
4c:l‘!I’ g:dNSagle‘:aa; South Any ﬂlngulﬂr. referenca to
pa, ldaho 83651 Conlractor, Suraly, Owner or
% AMOUNT: Five Percent (5%) of Amount Bid other party shall ba considared
plural whera applicable.
PROJECT:

(Name, location or address, and Praject mmmber, if any)

2016 ldaho Center Parking Improvements
Phase 3B

The Contractor and Surety are bound to the Owner in the amount set forth above, for the payment of which the
Contractor and Surcty bind themselves, their heirs, executors, administrators, successors and assigns, jointly and
severally, us provided herein. The canditions of this Bond are such that il the Owner accepts the bid of the Contractor
within the time specified in the bid documents, or within such time period as may be agreed to by the Owner and
Contractor, and the Contractor either (1) enters into a conract with the Owner in accordance with the terms of such
bid, and gives such bond or boads as may be specified in the bidding or Contract Dacuments, with a surety admitted
in the jurisdiction of the Project and otherwise acceptable to the Owner, for the faithful performance of such Contract
and for the prompt payment of labor and material furnished in the prosecution thereof: or (2) pays to the Owner the
difference, not to exceed the amount of this Bond, between the amount specificd in said bid and such larger amount
for which the Owner may in good faith contract with another party to perform the work cavered by said bid, then this
obligation shall be null and void, otherwise to remain in full force and effect. The Surety hereby waives any notice of
an agreement between the Owner and Contractor to extend the time in which the Owner may accept the bid. Waiver of
notice by the Surety shali not apply ta any extension exceeding sixty {60) days in the aggregate beyand the time for
acceptance of bids specified in the bid documents, and the Owner end Contractor shal) abtain the Surety’s consent for
an extension beyond sixty (60) days.

if this Bond is issued in connection with a subcontractor’s bid to a Contractor, the term Contracter in this Bond shall
be deemed to be Subcontractor and the term Owner shail be deemed to be Contractor.

When this Bond has been furnished to comply with & statutory or other legal requirement in the location of the Project,
any provision in this Bond canflicting with said statutory or legal requirement shall be deemed deleted herefrom and
provisions conforming to such statutory or other legal requirement shal! be decmed incorporated herein. When so
furnish: ¢ intent is that thigBond shall be construed as & statutory bond and not as a common law bond.

ay 2018

_Hawkeye Bujlders, nc = - Lo
(Principal 2 A‘Lp (Scal)

itness)@anais SHed LD

By: e
(Title) b . Pteong- Presiec—
c(ﬂ = ' RLI Insurangg Company iy
. (palten g (Surery)/’ : (Mﬂ iy,
(Witness) ponna L. Calkins it S 9%,
(Tile) yghet K Holthdus, Attorney-In-Fact<. & A e
Loms ; . -
CAUTION: You should sign an original AIA Contract Document, on which'ihis toxt appears in RED, An original an_ayﬂltlﬂn \ .ﬂ\ =
changes wlll not be obscurad. k. ﬁ it =
AIA Docurent AJ10™ - 2010. Copyright © 1963, 1970 end 2010 by The Amarican Insbtute of Architacts. All rights resurved. WARNINGE This AR\ FF
Document [s protected by U.S. Capyright Law and Internalional Treaties. Unauthorized reproduction or distribulion of this AIA® D L, o 6‘ G $
any portlon of it, may result In sovere clvil and criminal penaitfes, and will be prosecutsd to the maximum extant possible under ¢ b 0y T
Purchasers are parmittad to reproduce ten (10) copies of this document when completad. To report copyright vioiallons of A Contract t_-!,vll »en - ﬁ-‘
The American instiiute of Aichilects’ tegal counsal, copyright@ata.tig. w”fl I 'l‘i“\\\\\
UG




POWER OF ATTORNEY

RLI Insurance Company
Contractors Bonding and Insurance Company

RLI' chic

9025 N. Lindbesgh Dr. | Peoria, IL 61615
Phone: (800)545-2402 | Fax: (309)689-2036

Know All Men by These Presents:

That this Power of Attorney is not valid or in effect unless attached to the bond which it authorizes executed, but may be detached by the
approving officer if desired.

That this Power of Attorney may be effective and given to either or both of RLI Insurance Company and Contractors Bonding and
Insurance Company, required for the applicable bond.

That RLI Insurance Company and/or Contractors Bonding and Insurance Company, each Iliinois corporations (as applicable), each
authorized and licensed to do business in all states and the District of Columbia do hereby make, constitute and appoint:

Karyl A. Richter, Janet K. Holthaus, jointly or severally

in the City of Boige , State of Idaho » 85 Attomey in Fact, with full power and authority hereby
conferred upon him/er to sign, execule, acknowledge and deliver for and on its behalf as Surety, in gencral, any and all bonds,
undertakings, and recognizances in an amount not to exceed Ten Million Dollars
(__$10,000,000.80 ) for any single obligation.

The acknowledgment and execution of such bond by the said Attorney in Fact shall be as binding upon this Company as if such bond had
been exccuted and acknowledged by the regularly elected officers of this Company.

RLI Insurance Company and Contractors Bonding and Insurance Company, as applicable, have cach further certified that the
following is a true and exact copy of the Resolution adopted by the Board of Directors of each such corporation, and now in force, to-wil:

"All bonds, palicies, undertakings, Powers of Attorney or other obligations of ithe Corporation shall be executed In the
corporate name of the Corporation by the President, Sceretary, any Assistant Secrctary, Treasurer, or any Vice President, or by
such other officers as the Board of Directors may autharize. The President, any Vice President, Secretary, any Assistant
Secretary, or the Treasurer may appolnt Attorneys in Fact or Agents who shall have authority to issue bonds, policies or
undertakings in the name of the Corporation. The corporate seal is not necessary for the validity of any bonds, pelicics,
undertalings, Powers of Attorncy or other obligations of the Corporation. The signature of any such officer and the corporate
seal may be printed by facsimile or other clectronic image.”

IN WITNESS WHEREOQF, RLI Insurance Company and/or Contractors Bonding and Insurance Company, as applicable, have
ceused these presents {o be executed by its respective Vice President with its corporate scal affixed this 25th day of February, 2016.

",.m..u:;:...,,_‘" \\\.w""":';'n.. RLY Insurance Company
¢“‘.=“"" s, ;”Qﬁ’pﬂ '-."" Contractors Bonding and Insurance Company
_; ) "oﬂ‘".' “ $ ..QO.PQH‘P ". T
L SEAL Jlai siin; | O WP
3 M- H F o8 S N
{4 SEAL fhi,; SEAL ] -
2 ‘Eﬁ ), “l"ﬂ”fff .~ & Barlon W, Davis Vice President
State of Nlinois s, resera@VE %, verte
S§ """v'-l-".ﬁ gk %2‘
County of Peotia ':.:3 ot R
=& YA 5Z CERTIFICATE
On this 25th day of iy . I, the undersigned officer of RL1 Insurance Company, andfor

before me, a Notary Public, personaily appée
who being by me duly sworn, acknowledged
of Allorney as the aforesaid officer of the lg‘
Contracters Bonding and Insurance Con‘fp;
instrument to be the voluntary act and deed of st

. I tlne

Contractors Bonding and Insurance Company, each Illinois
corparations, do hereby certify that the attached Power of Attorney is
in full force and effect and is imevocable; and furthermore, that the
Resolution of the Company as set forth in the Power of Allomey, is
now in force. In testimony whereof, I have hercunto set my hand and

the seal of the RLI Insurance Com and/or ntractors
%‘fﬁ and Insurance Company this _ day of

‘}}. RLI Insurance Company
Jacqubljne M. Bocklef] Notary Public Contrac%t;zlng and Insprance Company
V2
;;tu? “OFFICIAL SEAL" E Barlon W. Davis e Vice President
s, I ACQUELINE M, BOCKLER §
&1803) COMUIZSION EXPIRES D1rtuts
- i 171511020212 AD05911S




2016 - 2017
LIQUOR RENEWAL LIST

BUSINESS NAME ADDRESS




2016 — 2017
LIQUOR RENEWAL LIST

BUSINESS NAME ADDRESS
GemStop 20— 1520 5 Middleten Rd—4/042016

1202 b Adepb a4 /84016
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2016 — 2017
LIQUOR RENEWAL LIST

BUSINESS NAME ADDRESS

Canyon Creek Restaurant 1411 Shilo Dr. 6/2/2016



CITY OF NAMPA
REGULAR COUNCIL
JUNE 20, 2016
STAFF REPORT BY PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT
MICHAEL FUSS, P.E., PUBLIC WORKS DIRECTOR

Update to 2016 Street Division Chip Sealing Campaign

Major chip sealing in Zone Al and Zone A2 is well underway. It is estimated that chip sealing is
about 65% complete for the season. The following roads have been completed: Franklin
Boulevard, Elm Lane, Prescott Lane, Cherry Lane, Birch Lane, 11™ Avenue North, East Karcher
Road, North 20" Street and Fargo Road. Chip sealing was suspended the week of June 13 due to
low temperatures. Crews will resume chip sealing operations on Monday, June 20, with
estimated completion scheduled for June 22, Crews have begun and will continue sweeping
excess chips with an estimated completion date of June 30. Fog sealing will commence on July
5, in approximately the same order of Zone A chip sealing. July 28 is the estimated completion
date for thermoplastic application and paint striping. Staff provides daily updates to the City
website for citizens to review and track the progress. As this campaign takes all Street staff and
resources, street and traffic requests will be delayed until after completion, with the exception of
an emergency.

Wastewater Program Phase I Upgrades Project Group A Construction Update

City Council has requested updates on the progress of the Phase I Upgrades Project Group A.
City staff and the Wastewater Program Management Team (WPMT) have been diligently
tracking this project since construction started in early June 2015.

Project Status

Since issuance of Notice to Proceed there has been considerable progress on Project Group A:
¢ Notice to Proceed issued June 2, 2015
* The Contract Time Completed is currently at 42%
o The Contract Work Completed is currently at 49%

Key activities and milestones achieved since the update to City Council on April 18, 2016
include:
o Backfilling around the Primary Effluent Pump Station (PEPS) structure is complete
e Three large Primary Effluent Pumps have been installed at the site and are undergoing
startup activities, which will include a five-day clean water test and a 15-day performance
test
o PEPS Electrical Building was completed. This building houses the electrical systems
required for PEPS operation
o Retrofits to Aeration Basin 2 that will enable phosphorus removal are in progress,
including the installation of a new baffle wall and air diffusers

KACOUNCILASTAFF REPORT - June 20, 2016 Doc
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e Submitted 493 submittals since the Beginning of Project: Technical submittals, as well
as information required for compliance to the City’s State Revolving Fund (SRF) Loan
with the Idaho Department of Environmental Quality (IDEQ) have been received. Staff
and the WPMT strive to respond to submittals as quickly as possible. Average response
time is currently 17 days

Based on the current project schedule, the following are the major work items expected to be
completed in the near future:

o PEPS start up is currently scheduled for June 2016

o Retrofits to Aeration Basin 2 are anticipated to be completed in July

s Retrofits to Aeration Basin 1 will start following Aeration Basin 2 completion

The following photos show the progression of work at the site:

Figure 1 - Installation of Primary Effluent Pumps

KACOUNCIL\STAFF REPORT - June 20, 2016 Doc
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Figure 2 — Installation of Aeration Diffusers in Aeration Basin 2

Financial Report

The following table shows current financials for Phase | Upgrades Project Group A:

Original Current Change Spent Percent
Budget Budget Order Rate Spen Spent
f?"veif:gGm“pA $12,494,000  $12,675,919 1.45% $6,183,799 49%
Phase [ Upgrades ¢, 544 509 $1,318,081 N/A N/A N/A
Contingency
TOTAL $13,994,000  $13,994,000 N/A $6,183,799 46%

Pretreatment Program Prepares for New Wastewater Permit

On the day of this report, a PowerPoint presentation will be provided outlining the Wastewater
Division Pretreatment Program’s preparation for the new National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) permit for the City’s wastewater treatment facility.

KAMCOUNCILSTAFF REPORT - June 20, 2016 Doc
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May 24, 2016

Mayor Bob Henry
City of Nampa
Nampa, Idaho

Mr. Henry,

This is my letter of interest to be appointed to the Airport Commission. My
resume is included.

| have successfully managed businesses, as well as flown as a pilot in various
capacities. My career in aviation began when | was a little tyke. My father operated the
airport in Roseburg, Oregon for several years.

As a pilot, | understand the needs of the operational side of an airport operation.
| know the value of coming out of the clouds at the end of an instrument approach to
see a well lit and well-surfaced runway welcoming me to the ground.

| also understand the economic value of a good airport to the community. it will
not only provide jobs, but it will provide a boost to many other portions of the
community.

Having experience from the pilot's perspective as well as that of the service
providers on the airport makes me well qualified to assist in the decision-making
process involved in keeping the Nampa airport functioning well.

Sincerely,

David Beverly



David Beverly
2333 W Sheridan Ave, ID 83686
Home (208) 459-0120 Cell (208) 5§15 1400
david.skypilot@gmail.com

Relevant Professional Experience:
Assistant to the President, McKenzie Flying Service, Eugene, OR 1989 - 1995

+ Recruited and trained department staff; Supervised 5 Instructors, 6 charter
pilots, 4 line personnel, and 2 receptionists

» Developed and monitored departmental data to be able to make timely and
critical decisions

e Kept records to demonsirate to governmental agencies compliance with
regulatory guidelines; provided the President with timely reports

» Flew charters, Fire patrol, instruction

Operations Manager, Northwest Surgery Center, Eugene, OR 1995 - 2001

¢ Reduced Accounts Payable from more than $900,000 (most of which was
over 300 days overdue) to current in less than two years with an annual cash
flow of less than one million USD.

e Saved over $6,000 per month by bringing Accounting and Payroll onboard as
an internal function

s Developed goals, objectives for the company, and internal cash controls
resulting in integrity of cash handling and direction for the staff

» |mplemented a “just in time" inventory control to maximize cash flow,
Negotiated with bankers and vendors to reduce inventory costs.

» Supervised Accounts Receivable to ensure timely billing of insurance
companies; managed equipment leases; and maintained financial records
and provided the Board of Directors with timely and accurate financial reports

e Assisted in surgery as a Scrub Technician.

Freight Pilot, CSA Air, Kingsford, Ml 2001-2004

» Flew CFAR Part 135 regularly scheduled freight route for FedEx
subcontractor.

e Over five thousand hours total flying time, part of which was over 700 multi-
engine time, and 1500 turbine.

¢ Credentials included Commercial Pilot, CFl, CFIl (Multi-engine)
Education:

BS in Political Science, University of Oregon, Eugene, OR 1884



Master of Biblical Studies, Master of Christian Education, Golden State School of
Theology, Stockton, CA 2004,

Doctor of Ministry, Golden State School of Theology, Stockton, CA 2008



Economic / Community Development
City of Nampa

Memo

To: Mayor Henry and City Council Members
From: Jennifer Yost

CC: Beth Ineck

Date: 6/20/16

Re: 2016 CDBG Allocations

The City of Nampa receives Community Development Block Grant Fund every year from the federal government to
be used for community development in our city, most specifically to develop and sustain resources that benefit low
and moderate income persons and to aid in the prevention or elimination of slums or blight.

Background:

Thirteen applications were presented to the Council on June 2™ at which time each applicant was able to present their
project. The proposed projects are divided into three categories: Administration/Planning, Public Services and
Housing/Community Development.

Limits to allocation:

e Federal regulations mandate that we are able to allocate a maximum of 20% of our entitlement funds to
Administration & Planning,

e Federal regulations mandate that we are able to allocate a maximum of 15% of our entitlement funds to
Public Service.

e The Council adopted City of Nampa Application Guidelines for program year 2016 which states:

o No more than 4 Public Service subrecipients (non-city sponsored projects) would be funded; and
o Ifa funded public service applicant generates program income the city would limit the allocation to
public service to 13%. This equates to: $112,264 (15%) or $97,295 (13%) for public service projects.
= Afier staff calculations of the submitted applications the Review Committee recommends City
Council motion for an amendment the guidelines to allow up to 14% ($104,779) of the CDBG
funds to be allocated to Public Service projects as the City would be within the regulations.

e Federal regulations mandate the limit of funds EXPENDED within the downtown district to no more than
30% over a cumulative three year period. Program Year 2016 is the final year of the current 3-year period.
With the existing expenditures in downtown there is limited room for additional funds to be expended in
Program Year 2016. Taking into consideration existing downtown projects, with an assumption of 100%
expenditure, and if all other projects stay on track the City will need to limit the amount of additional CDBG
funds expended in Downtown to not more than $100,000. The Downtown Pedestrian Improvements would
be expended within this three year period; the Downtown Historic Facades would not as staff experience
shows that it takes two years for a Fagade to complete and reimbursed with CDBG. CDBG staff and the
Review Committee recommend that the Downtown Pedestrian Improvements not be funded during Program
Year 2016 for this reason.

Application Changes since Submission:
Creekbridge Apartments: Due to floodplain issues with original site the applicant has identified alternative site
Jocation in Downtown Nampa with a 4 story mixed-income, mixed-income development. The first floor would be



commercial/retail with the upper floors for residential use. Please see attached summary from applicant. As a result
of the drastic change to the project I have asked this applicant to attend the meeting on June 20" in case there are
specific questions that cannot be answered by staff.

Old Nampa Pedestrian Ramp Improvements: If additional funding was awarded the project would impact additional
corners in the Old Nampa District. The boundaries from which the additional corners would be selected include:

Recommendations for Funding:

A matrix that sums up all of the project requests and any comments or issues the review committee had with the
applications is attached. HUD has asked us to provide you with a funding recommendation and this has been
included. The total amount of funds available for all projects after Administration Set Aside is $599,062.

HUD Entitiement is: § 748,427.00

Admin: $ 149,365.00

Total available for Projects (including PS):  $ 599,062.00

PS Funding Recommendation at 14% Cap: $104,779.00

Total Available for Housing/Community Development Projects = $494,283.00

Administration & Planning: City Staff requested $320 less than the maximum available for Administration to account
for the pro-rata share of expected funds from the Landlord Training/Fair Housing event. This is to insure the City is
in compliance with the 20% cap.

Public Service: The Review Committee recommends Council amend the Program Year 2016 guidelines to allow up
to 14% of the allocation to be awarded to public service applicants. All options presented by the review committee
identify Public Services projects to be funding with the 14% cap. CDBG staff has provided an option at the 13% cap
for illustrative purposes and was not the recommendation of the review committee.

Housing/Community Development: In this category, 3 options are identified for your consideration by the review
committee & CDBG staff, Total funding allocated by Council in the Public Service category may alter the actual
amount of funding available for Housing/Community Development projects. All Options are based upon the
assumption of the Brush Up Nampa Program’s continued funding under General Fund for hard costs. Brush Up
Nampa cannot occur without city general funds obligation for the purchase of the paint and supplies.

At the Council Meeting on June 20™, you will be asked to allocate the funding for the 2016 program year. A 30 day
public comment period will follow starting on June 27", The adoption of the Program Year 2016 CDBG Annual
Action Plan will occur during a Public Hearing on August 1.

If you have any questions prior to the Council Meeting, please do not hesitate to contact Jennifer Yost at 468-5419.

Proposed Motion: Amend the Program Year 2016 guidelines to state: if a public service application is funded that
generates program income the city will limit the allocation to public service to 14% ($104,799).

Proposed Motion: Allocate CDBG funds for the Program Year 2016 as outlined in Option 1 for public services and
Housing/Community Development.
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Creekbridge Apartment Change Summary:

Proposal Description:

The Proposal is for the acquisition of a to be determined site and the demolition of existing improvements thereon for
the new construction of a mixed-use mixed-income building consisting of fifty one (51) apartment units, fifty (50)
rental apartment units (without age restrictions), and one (1) management staff apartment unit, approximately 55,000
square feet of residential space, and approximately 10.000 square feet of ground level retail/commercial space. The
fifty (50) rental apartment units consist of thirteen (13) unrestricted market rate units, thirty seven (37) rent and
income restricted affordable rental units, and of the 55.000 square feet of residential space approximately 15,000
square feet will be common community space containing a management office, laundry and exercise facilities, interior
hallways, a kitchenette, and covered patio/plaza areas. There will be twenty one (21) one (1) bedroom units, twenty
one (21) two (2) bedroom units. and ten (10) three (3) bedroom units, subject to final design. Parking will be on-site
with between fifty (50) to sixty five (65) parking stalls, subject to final design. The initial conception is for four (4)
stories, with three (3) stories of residential, and ground level retail/commercial space; however, subject to final design,
our due diligence, and our feasibility review we are open to exploring adding a fifth floor. which would add additional
retail/commercial space and/or common area space.

Income and Rent Targeting:

One (1) 30% AMI Unit - $301 month rent* - $13,110 to $18,720 annual income limit**

Two (2) 40% AMI Unit - $418 to $578 month rent — $17,480 to $24,960 annual income limit

Three (3) 45% AMI Unit - $477 to $659 month rent — $19,665 to $28,080 annual income limit

Five (5) 50% AMI Unit - $535 to $740 month rent — $21,850 to $31,200 annual income limit
Twenty six (26) 60% AMI Unit - $652 to $902 month rent — $26,220 to $37,440 annual income limit
Thirteen (13) Market Rate Unit — TBD month rent — no annual income limit

One (1) Management Staff Unit

Fifty one (51) Total Units

*the month rent figures above is the assumed tenant based rent, and for the range given in the above analysis the
lower number is for a one (1) bedroom unit and the higher number is for a three (3) bedroom unit.

**the annual income limit is subject to household size, so for the above analysis the lower number is for a one person
household and the higher number is for a four person household.

Commercial Space:
The Proposal will consist of approximately 10,000 square feet of ground level retail/commercial space. Depending on
the approved tenants this space may be used for retail, office, and/or restaurant purposes.

Proposal Budget and Sources of Funds:

The Proposal total costs are estimated at $10,500,000, consisting of $6,800,000 in construction costs, and $3,700.000
in acquisition, soft costs, and reserves. The sources of financing will consist of approximately $8.480,000 in tax credit
equity, $2.000,000 in permanent financing, and the $20.000 requested from the City of Nampa in CDBG funds.
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ORDINANCE NO.

AN ORDINANCE ENACTED BY THE NAMPA CITY COUNCIL AMENDING TITLE 5,
CHAPTER 12, SECTIONS 05-12-1 AND 05-12-15, OF THE NAMPA CITY CODE,
ALLOWING FOR A FIVE-DAY MAXIMUM ON VALID ALCOHOL BEVERAGE
CATERING PERMITS; PROVIDING FOR AN EFFECTIVE DATE OF JULY 1, 2016;
PROVIDING FOR SEVERABILITY; AND REPEALING ALL ORDINANCES,
RESOLUTIONS, ORDERS AND PARTS THEREOQF, IN CONFLICT HEREWITH.

BE IT ORDAINED by the Mayor and Council of the City of Nampa, County of Canyon, State of
Idaho:

Section 1. That Title 5, Chapter 12, Section 05-12-1, pertaining to the application for
and issuance of alcohol beverage catering permits, be amended as follows:

5-12-1: DEFINITIONS:

CATERING PERMIT: Permit issued, which authorizes the permittee to serve and
sell liquor by the drink, beer or wine, at a party or a convention, not to exceed three
) five (5) consecutive days.

Section 2.  That Title 5, Chapter 12, Section 05-12-15, pertaining to the application for
and issuance of alcohol beverage catering permits, be amended as follows:

5-12-15: CATERING PERMITS:
An alcoholic beverage catering permit shall be limited to authorization to sell liquor or beer
or wine, or any combination thereof, based upon the type of license which the applicant

possesses. A catering permit is required to have a beer garden.

Applications for such a permit shall be made to the city clerk, on such form as prescribed by
the city, which shall contain at a minimum, but not limited to, the following information:

A. The name and address of the applicant and the number of his/her state liquor, beer
or wine license.
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B. The dates and hours during which the permit is to be effective, not to exceed three
() five (5) consecutive days.

C. The names of the organizations, groups, or persons sponsoring the event.

D. The address at which the liquor, beer or wine is to be served, and if a public
building, the rooms in which the liquor, beer or wine is to be served.

E. The purpose for the party or convention.

Section 3. This ordinance shall be in full force and effect from and after July 1, 2016.

Section 4. This ordinance is hereby declared to be severable. If any portion of this
ordinance is declared invalid by a court of competent jurisdiction, the remaining provisions shall
continue in full force and effect and shall be read to carry out the purposes of the ordinance before
the declaration of partial invalidity.

Section 5.  All ordinances, resolutions, orders and parts thereof in conflict herewith are
repealed.
PASSED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF NAMPA, IDAHO, this 20th day of June,
2016.

APPROVED BY THE MAYOR OF THE CITY OF NAMPA, IDAHO, this 20th day of June,
2016.

ATTEST:

Mayor Robert L. Henry City Clerk (or Deputy)
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ORDINANCES OF THE CITY OF NAMPA
NOTICE OF ADOPTION AND SUMMARY OF
ORDINANCE NO.

AN ORDINANCE ENACTED BY THE NAMPA CITY COUNCIL AMENDING TITLE 5,
CHAPTER 12, SECTIONS 05-12-1 AND 05-12-15, OF THE NAMPA CITY CODE, ALLOWING
FOR A FIVE-DAY MAXIMUM ON VALID ALCOHOL BEVERAGE CATERING PERMITS;
PROVIDING FOR AN EFFECTIVE DATE OF JULY 1, 2016; PROVIDING FOR
SEVERABILITY; AND REPEALING ALL ORDINANCES, RESOLUTIONS, ORDERS AND
PARTS THEREOF, IN CONFLICT HEREWITH.

Section 1 through 2: Amends Title 5, Chapter 12, Sections 05-12-1 and 05-12-15, by extending the
maximum amount of consecutive days for which an alcohol beverage catering permit is valid from three
(3) days to five (5) days.

Sections 3 through S: Provides that this ordinance shall be in full force and effect from and after July
1, 2016; provides for severability; repeals conflicting ordinances, resolutions, and orders.

Ordinance No. provides an effective date, which shall be on the 1st day of July, 2016. Ordinance
No. was passed by the Council and approved by the Mayor on the 20th day of June, 2016. The
full text of the Ordinance is available at Nampa City Hall, 411 3rd Street South, Nampa, [daho 83651.
The Mayor and City Council approved the foregoing summary on the 20th day of June, 2016, for
publication on the 27th day of June, 2016, pursuant to Idaho Code § 50-901A.

Mayor Robert L. Henry

ATTEST: Deborah Bishop, City Clerk

STATEMENT OF LEGAL ADVISOR

[ have reviewed the foregoing summary and believe
that it provides a true and complete summary of
Ordinance No. and provides adequate notice
to the public as to the contents of such ordinance.

DATED this 20th day of June, 2016.
Mark Hilty, Attorney for City of Nampa



STAFF REPORT
Downtown Parking Lots
June 20, 2016

Following Council direction for a full evaluation of the city-owned lease parking lots and the opportunity
to sell the lots for redevelopment purposes staff has the following determinations.

1. ACADEMY LOT

Development Potential: The Academy Lot located between Front Street and the economic development
offices is .32 Acres, approximately 100’ x 140°. With the access to the basement to the office building
protruding into the existing parking lot we would need to create an alteration to the property line to
maintain that access with the city owned building resulting in decreasing the potential lot size to
approximately 85’ x 140, for 11,900 Square feet. We have not seen development interest in a lot this
small.

Utifization: The lot currently serves as parking for 16 employee spaces for Human Resources, Economic
& Community Development. There are 10 leased stalls and due to demand for additional leases we
have recently transitioned additional stalls from employee parking to lease parking with currently 7
stalls available for lease.

Recommendation: Retain City ownership.

& Academy Lot: 34 épa_ces .
City Employee Parking: 16

Leased: 10 . '_!.
Available for lea




2. LONGBRANCH LOT

Development Potential: The Longbranch lat consists of four separate parcels owned by the City for a
total of .609 Acres, not including the portion of property identified as part of Wall Street. If you
incorporate the Wall Street portion the property in total has 300’ of frontage on Front Street and is
approximately 100’ wide, with greater depth fronting 13" Avenue. The size of the parcels configured
together present a strong redevelopment opportunity in the heart of the historic core of downtown.
There are no known environmental contamination issues or utility poles in this area which creates a
clean site for development. The challenge for development on the site would be the water and sewer
lines that run down Wall Street and connect between 1 and Front. Development would either need to
relocate the water and sewer or develop the site without covering that portion with a structure and
retain a utility easement. The Economic Development office has received interest from the
development community in development of this site.

Utilization: This lot has consistently been one with the highest utilization. There are currently no stalls
available for lease with 45 leases occupied. There are 18 two-hour parking stalls and the remaining 26
are dedicated for museum parking following negotiations with the Museum to off-set lost on-street
parking from the pathway project. The 45 leased customers would need to be relocated to other
facilities. One concern in moving forward with a redevelopment project on this property is the need for
parking in the future. As more businesses move into downtown and occupy second story spaces they
require the opportunity for leased parking. This location is ideal to serve employee parking needs and
potentially another parking structure in the distant future.

Recommendation: Either retain for future needs or solicit developer interest for potential sale.

‘;?Inngbfanchlot-sa_*. ;
Two-tour Patking: ;Bl !
Museum Parking: 26 |

Leased: t‘l‘a'___1
Available: 05, E
W, -




3. DEWEY Lot

Development Potential: The Dewey Lot is located along 1* Street South and is .273 Acres, approximately
140’x85’ just under 12,000 square feet. This is a fairly small lot on its own. The location is potentially
attractive for development in conjunction with the new Lloyd Square park but the size creates
limitations on what can be developed. The proximity of adjacent structures with the zero lot lines in
downtown creates a more challenging development site on such a small parcel. Again, we have not had
development interest in this small of a parcel in downtown.

Utilization: The back portion of this lot is utilized for storage structures for the Downtown Business
Association and the Nampa Farmers Market. The lot is currently dedicated to only leased customers.
There are 9 available stalls out of the 25 existing. This lot is also utilized for special events downtown
and provides important overflow parking for weekend events. If Longbranch is developed this lot could
also serve to absorb 9 of the 45 displaced lease holders.

Recommendation: Retain City ownership.




4. STAMPEDE LOT

Development Potential: The Stampede lot is the only surface parking the city owns on 2™ Street in the
Historic District. The lot is .205 Acres, approximately 90’ x 100’ for 9,000 square feet. This lot fronts
onto Wall Street on the west and borders Darlene’s printing on the east. There is door access out of the
buildings on the east to the parking lot. If this lot is redeveloped a determination would need to be
made for addressing the door access points for those existing buildings and any life-safety requirements.
While the lot is relatively small for a redevelopment project when development pressure increases in
downtown this could be a viable site given the flexibility presented with frontage to Wall Street.

Utilization: There are 29 spaces in this lot dedicated to lease parking. Currently 18 stalls are leased with
11 available. These 11 spaces could also be utilized for displaced lease parking if Longbranch is
developed. In addition to usage for daily leased parking this lot is occasionally utilized for special events
downtown and serves as open weekend parking for other special events.

Recommendation: Retain City ownership.

Stampede Lot: 29 S_Qi'c.es j

Leased: 18 _
Available: 11. ~




5. MANGUM LOT

Development Potential: The Mangum Lot is .16 Acres, approximately 100’ x70’ for 7,000 square feet.
We have seen less development interest along 3™ Street in the Historic District of downtown and the
size of this lot is minimal for a development site.

Utilization: Historically this lot was utilized for employee parking with staff housed within the Family
Justice Center. Recently the owner of the adjacent building requested the city transition the lot to
leased parking. The buildings within the same block had struggled to lease their space due to a lack of
leased parking available in close proximity. Currently there are 11 leased stalls and 9 available.
Peppershock just recently leased 3,000 square feet of space at 1215 3" Street but required the leased
parking availability for their move. In addition this lot could be of value for future city staff parking in
the event the basement of the Family Justice Center is fully utilized.

Recommendation: Retain City ownership.

¥ I

. Mangum Lot: 20 giiages
“leased: 11 ¢

Available: 9 ) f




6. THIRD STREET LOT

Development Potential: The Third Street Lot is on a prime corner in downtown with significant traffic
exposure. The lotis .481 Acres, 150' x 140’ for approximately 21,000 square feet. This lot is also across
the street from the new parking structure which is beneficial to any development project to locate on
this corner. In the past we have received interest from developers regarding this parcel. Sewer and
water mains do run through the alley adjacent to the lot and there are power lines that run along 3™
street. The development of Library Square across the street and the new Boise Fry Company locating
diagonal from this corner has spurred additional interest in this location.

Utilization: There are 57 parking spaces in this lot. Library staff parking occupies 43 spaces and the
remaining 14 stalls are fully leased. If development were to occur we would need to transition these
two user groups to alternative locations.

Recommendation: Solicit Developer interest for potential sale.

e £ T
Third Stiaet !.prf 57 Spaces
City UbrarySarking: 43
» leased:14 .

“Available: 0 4




7. UNION LOT

Development Potential: The Union lot is located adjacent to the 11" Avenue underpass on Front Street.
It is .16 Acres, 140’ x 50’ for 7000 square feet. This lot is the same size as the development lot located
along 12" Avenue at the site of the former Greystone Hotel. The location of this parcel is a challenge for
development in that there is not strong visibility and it is disconnected from the heart of the Historic
District due to the 11" Avenue underpass. In the past businesses in the adjacent building have struggled
without street front visibility. Given the inferior location and the small size of the lot we do not believe
there is opportunity for redevelopment at this time.

Utilization: The lot has a total of 14 parking stalls with 8 two-hour stalls and 6 leased stalls. There has
been some interest to lease additional stalls in this lot if they were available with the redevelopment of
the old library. There is a potential to transition some of the two-hour parking to lease parking if the
demand justifies it.

Recommendation: Retain City ownership.

i/,.

Union LBt 14\;‘5pac‘3£-, )
| Two-hour: 8 =y
) Léasqd: &

“ Available; D

SO




Process for Development:

To control the development process for the parking lots the City of Nampa could enter into an
agreement with the Nampa Development Corporation to sell the lots to NDC for redevelopment
purposes. NDC could option the property from the City and then issue a Request for Proposals from the
development community to select a developer for each site. If there is not development interest the
City could retain ownership and continue to manage parking.

Why is it important for the City to provide parking downtown?

Nampa’'s downtown was predominately constructed in the early 1900s and did not account for vehicle
parking with the current lot line configurations. Recognizing this inherent challenge in businesses
occupying downtown the City does not have any parking requirements for businesses or new
development in the Historic District. However, there is still an expectation from businesses wishing to
locate in the downtown area that there is parking available for employees and customers. We have
recently seen this as evident when a prominent Nampa business sought to lease office space in
downtown but required as a contingency in their lease agreement to be able to lease employee parking
spaces from the City. Downtown Nampa has made tremendous progress in attracting new businesses
and customers to our historic structures. But a key component is to ensure there is adequate parking
available, Across the country vibrant downtowns all have active participation from the public sector in
providing parking as a public good to further support downtown revitalization efforts.
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MEMORANDUM

DATE: June 20, 2016
TO: Mayor Henry & Nampa City Council
FROM: Darrin Johnson, Director Parks and Recreation

SUBJECT: Accept Bid for the Midway Park Phase 1

Nampa City Council approved funding to start the construction of Midway Park. Midway
Park will be built in phases and the first phase is scheduled to begin in July of this year.
The phase will begin in fiscal year 2016 and be completed in FY 2017. Funding to
complete the initial phase is from impact fees from both fiscal years.

Midway Park, at final completion, will be a multiple use park with an emphasis on
baseball/softball. Although there is an emphasis on baseball the park will have activities
for all age groups and a variety of interests.

The first phase will include road improvements, some parking lot construction, an
irrigation system and four baseball/softball fields with masonry dugouts. The second
phase 1s expected to begin in the spring of 2017.

Two companies submitted bids. Attached is a bid tally sheet showing the engineer
probable cost and the bid amounts from each company. Nampa Parks and Recreation
requests Nampa City Council accept the lowest bid with the identified schedule additive
items from Knife River Corporation for the amount of $2,124,400.

- e = —-WWW. NAMPaparksandrecreation.org - - - —— e —

3 / Phone (208) 468-5858 Fax (208) 465-2282-




T-0 ENGINEERS

Junc 14, 2016

Nampa Parks and Recreation
Attn: Darrin Johnson

131 Constitution Way
Nampa, ID 83651

RE: Contractor Sclection for Midway Park Phase 1, Project No, 1520

Dear Darrin,

We have reviewed the bids for the above named project for the bid opening dated June 7, 2016 and
offer the following comments and recommendations for City consideration.

Two bids were received and are summarized below.,

Base Bid & Selected
Contractor Base Bid Additive Bid [tems
Knife River Corporation - Northwest §1,715,000.00 52,124,400.00
Wright Brothers LLC $1,829,524.00 $2,411,872.00

A copy of the Bid Tabulation is enclosed for your review and files.

Knife River Corporation - Northwest was the apparent low bidder at the bid apening. The bid
submitted by Knife River Corporation - Northwest was reviewed for bid submittal requirements:

*  All blanks (bid items) were filled out on the bid form.

*  The bid was signed, accompanied by documentation of the autharity to sign, corporate
address, phone number, and the corporate scal,

Included in the bid was acknowledgement of all addenda.

The bid bond with insurance documentation was included.

The naming of subcontractor and suppliers including & licensed electrician was given.

Knife River Carporation — Northwest Idaho Public Works Contractor License number is
PWC-C-15564.

The bid appears responsive. Based on the evaluation of the bids, we recommend award of the Base
Bid and the chosen Additive Bid Items to Knife River Corporation - Northwest for a total amount of
$2,124,400.00.

Sincerely,

— o
v

Kasey Ketterling, P.E.
Project Manager

337 N Brogdirere Way Mavos 1 BEC5Y Prone (208 442 6300 Fan 1308, £65-0944 nfsBie-angned’s 20 1e-enginesrs.com

Aviation ! Transportatior | Land Development | Municipal | Water Resources | Surveying
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Nampa Parks and Recreation

Midway Park Phase 1
Project No. 1520
Bid Tabulation
Enginsers Estmate KnlTe Rivar Wright Brothers
Inchuded
im Total
Unit Estimated
8id ttem Ma. | Bid itert Description Messure | Quantity Unit Prica Total Prica Unit Price Tatal Price Unit Price Totsl Feice Price
Scheduls A Base Bid
Base Bid - Includas 2 ball felds
1 (e 8id Form for full dascrigtion Lt oL . $L703,118.00 51,665,000,00 siraignzon]  x
A4-2 Electrieal Work {See Bld Form for full descriptian)] Lump Sum ll 515962 00 $50,000.00 $85.652.00 |
Totah | | $1,739,080.00 £1,715,000.00 $1,829,524.00
|schadule B Additlva Bid 1tams
|Basuball Fieid 3, complate with
Il-l Matedlal A Lump Sum i 5206.556.00 $138,000.00 5247 48560
b2 '::::I‘."I i 4 complate vtk Rotione Lurrp Sum 1 $206,556.00 §138,000.00 $247,265 00
83 s LT L T R Lump Surn 1 $11,500.00 $78,000 00 s78710.00
Fekis1&2
Bateball Field 3 1] with A
E—— 1 27,306, !
o4 Materia) 8 Lumg Sum $222,306.00 $147,000.00 5§254,104 .00 X
In 5 e Rte Mith Lump Sum 1 $222,306.00 5147,000.00 5§254,104.00 X
Malerlal B
IB—E M. ¥ Dugaut Ench pl Each 8| $10,000.00 580,00000 | $11,600.00 £02.800.00 57,005 00 $56,040.00 X
B-7 Park identification Sign, complate. Lump Sum 1 $10,000.00 $5,600.00 §5.300.00 X
[ B ] Picnle Tablas in Canter Plaza, complata. Each z] sancoo0 £8,00000 55,900 00 $11,800.00 §3,250.00 $6,500.00 X
8.9 Ranches in Central Plaza Area, complete. Each 2| 5300000 $6,000 00 $1,3%0.00 $2,700.00 $1,850.00 $3,900.00 X
a.10 Bike Rack, complete. Each 1| $264000 52,64000 $2,500.00 $1,500,00 52,400.00 52,400 00 x
8.11 Trash Receptacle, complate. Each 3 $2.200.00 $2,20000 | 5150000 5150000 | 5115000 51,150 00
Totals 5551,252.00 $403,400.00 $581.348 00

| Total of Base Bid and Setected Additive Bid Items | [ $2.290.332.00 | [$2.124,400.00 | [$2.411.872.00 | |

Schedule C- UNIT PRICES FOR MATERIALS OR SERVICES ADDED OR DEDUCTED FROM THE CONTRACT SUM
Unsultable Excavation Below Design Subgrade
C-1 ‘wlith Or-site Cispasal Cubic Yard 1 $33.83 $52.00 519.80
Payment Per 1SPWL 207.4 5.0

3" Minus Uncrushed Aggregata Base For
-2 Unsultable Area Backfill Cubic Yard 1 §12172 £52.00 $2,400 00
Payment Par ISPWC N B0L4.1.A.1

Geotextile Fabric for Subgrade Separation in
c-3 Untuitabls Excavation Aspas Square Yard 1 $5.00 54.50 52,99
Paymeant Pet [SPWE 82050.4.1.C
[ ::’;l.::s: :;:-I:nlz::: Pavement Yan 1 5600 595 00 10800

X" Crushed Aggregate for Base Type 1

. ISPWC 4 802.0.0.8.1 Lo Yard 1 $20.00 $64.00 42450
. l"p"::'i'.zm’.'ﬂ Aamepate fase Cubic Yard 1 §25.00 55200 $13.00
7 :;u:nwl::n:’g;n;::i c:ll!l‘l!ll Pavement <quare Yard ] 82000 5110 00 ssac0
. fs:::: 'sf:" 1;::1 ‘s:::;s": :::::I:ru et Y sawoe $33.00 s28.00
5 6 inch Vertiaal Curb w/g Gutter — . 20,00 — o

ISPWC Std. Detall 5D-701, tomplate

* Highlighted areas denoty a discropancy betwean contracior prices and cafculated prices

T:0 Engndent



ORDINANCE NO.

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF NAMPA, CANYON COUNTY, IDAHO,
ANNEXING A PORTION OF THE PIONEER IRRIGATION DISTRICT INTO THE
MUNICIPAL IRRIGATION DISTRICT OF THE CITY OF NAMPA, CANYON
COUNTY, IDAHO, AND CHANGING THE BOUNDARIES THEREOF; AND
DIRECTING THE CITY ENGINEER TO ALTER THE USE AND AREA MAP
ACCORDINGLY.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE MAYOR AND COUNCIL OF THE
CITY OF NAMPA, IDAHO:

Section 1: That the following described real property, and all thereof, be, and the same is
hereby annexed and made a part of the Municipal Irrigation District of the City of Nampa, Idaho.
That the real property hereby annexed is described as follows, to wit:

See Exhibit “A” attached hereto and incorporated herein by this reference,

Section 2: That the City Engineer is hereby directed to alter the Use and Area Map in
accordance with this Ordinance.

PASSED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF NAMPA, IDAHO, this 20" day
of June, 2016

APPROVED BY THE MAYOR OF THE CITY OF NAMPA, IDAHO, this 20" day
of June, 2016

Approved;

By

ROBERT L. HENRY, Mayor
Attest:
By

DEBORAH L. BISHOP, City Clerk

PAGE-1



STATE OF IDAHO )
) ss.
COUNTY OF CANYON )

On this 20" day of June, 2016, before me the undersigned, a Notary Public in and for said State
personally appeared ROBERT L. HENRY and DEBORAH L. BISHOP, known or identified to me to be
the Mayor and City Clerk, respectively, of the City of Nampa, Idaho, an Idaho municipal corporation, that
executed the said instrument, and acknowledged to me that such city executed the same.

IN WITNESS WHEREOQF, I have hereunto set my hand and affixed my official seal the day and
year in this certificate first above written.

NOTARY PUBLIC FOR IDAHO
Residence:
My Commission Expires:

*SEAL

PAGE-2



EXHIBIT “A”

PIONEER IRRIGATION DISTRICT

16425 N. Midland (R22589011A0), Nampa, Idaho, more particularly described in that certain
Deed dated May 18, 2007, and recorded on February 19, 2015, as Instrument No. 2015-
005374 in the office of the Canyon County Recorder, Canyon County, Idaho (comprising
approximately .57 acres, more or less)

0 N. Midland (R2258901100), Nampa, Idaho, more particularly described in that certain
Warranty Deed dated May 18, 2007, and recorded on February 19, 2015, as Instrument No.
2015-005374 in the office of the Canyon County Recorder, Canyon County, Idaho
(comprising approximately .58 acres, more or less)



ORDINANCES OF THE CITY OF NAMPA
NOTICE OF ADOPTION AND SUMMARY OF
ORDINANCE NO.

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF NAMPA, CANYON COUNTY, IDAHO, ANNEXING A
PORTION OF THE PIONEER IRRIGATION DISTRICT INTO THE MUNICIPAL
IRRIGATION DISTRICT OF THE CITY OF NAMPA, CANYON COUNTY, IDAHO, AND
CHANGING THE BOUNDARIES THEREOF; AND DIRECTING THE CITY ENGINEER TO
ALTER THE USE AND AREA MAP ACCORDINGLY.

Sections 1 and 2: Annex into the Municipal Irrigation District of the City of Nampa, Idaho, the
following described real property, and directs the City Engineer to alter the Use and Area Map
accordingly:

e 16425 N. Midland (R22589011A0), Nampa, Idaho, more particularly described in that certain
Deed dated May 18, 2007, and recorded on February 19, 2015, as Instrument No. 2015-005374 in
the office of the Canyon County Recorder, Canyon County, [daho (comprising approximately .57
acres, more or less)

e 0 N. Midland (R2258901100), Nampa, Idaho, more particularly described in that certain
Warranty Deed dated May 18, 2007, and recorded on February 19, 2015, as Instrument No. 2015-
005374 in the office of the Canyon County Recorder, Canyon County, ldaho (comprising
approximately .58 acres, more or less)

Ordinance No. shall be effective on its date of publication, which shall be on the 27" day of
June, 2016. Ordinance No. ____ was passed by the Council and approved by the Mayor on the 20" day of
June, 2016. The full text of the Ordinance is available at Nampa City Hall, 411 3rd Street South, Nampa,
Idaho 83651. The Mayor and City Council approved the foregoing summary on the 20™ day of June,
20186, for publication on the 27" day of June, 2016, pursuant to Idaho Code § 50-901A.

Mayor Robert L. Henry

ATTEST: Deborah Bishop, City Clerk

STATEMENT OF LEGAL ADVISOR

I have reviewed the foregoing summary and believe that it
provides a true and complete summary of Ordinance No.

and provides adequate notice to the public as to the contents of
such ordinance.

DATED this 20" day of June, 2016.
Mark Hilty, Attorney for City of Nampa



LOCAL PROFESSIONAL SERVICES AGREEMENT
(CONSTRUCTION)
GREENHURST ROAD SIGNALS PROJECT (KEY NO. 13959)

¢ Based on a demonstrated need for safety improvements, the City was awarded Local
Highway Safety Improvement Program (LHSIP) funding to install signal upgrades on
Greenhurst Road at the intersections of Sunnyridge Road, Powerline Road and Southside
Boulevard (Exhibit A).

e The project will address intersection related crashes, especially head on accidents due to
turning vehicles and pedestrian related incidents.

» The improvements include Flashing Yellow Turn Arrow (FYLTA) signal heads,
pedestrian signal upgrades, enhanced lighting and new signal control equipment.

e LHSIP is funded by the state’s Highway Safety Program and administered by the Local
Highway Technical Assistance Council (LHTAC).

e Total estimated project cost is $378,000. Estimated federal allocation is $351,000
(92.66%), and the City’s match portion is $27,000 (7.34%).

¢ Funding for local match is from FY16 Streets budget.

¢ The State Local Agreement for Project Construction with 1TD was approved by the City
Council in February of 2016.

e The next step prior is the authorization of the Local Professional Services Agreement for
Construction Engineering and Inspection (CE&I) with ITD and HDR Engineering in the
amount of $35,000 (NTE) (Exhibit B).

¢ Construction will begin in the Fall of 2016.

¢ Engineering recommends authorization of this agreement.

REQUEST: Council Authorize Mayor to sign Local Professional Services Agreement between
the City of Nampa, ITD and HDR Engineering for the Greenhurst Road Signals Project in the
amount of $35,000 (NTE).

C:\UsersthaywarddAppDataiLocal\MicrosoftiWindows\Temporary Internet Files\Content. Outlook\FF7TAY ABE\STREETS-LHSIP FY15
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RESOLUTION AND STATE LOCAL
AGREEMENT FOR CONSTRUCTION
East Greenhurst Road Signals
Project (Key No. 13959)

Based on a demonstrated need for safety improvements, the City was awarded Local
Highway Safety Improvement Program (LHSIP) funding to install signal upgrades on
Greenhurst Road at the intersections of Sunnyridge Road, Powerline Road and
Southside Boulevard (Exhibit A).

LHSIP is funded by the state’s Highway Safety Program through the Federal
Transportation Act SAFETE-LU and is aimed at improving safety at high accident
locations.

Crash data showed the Greenhurst intersections to be high on the LHSIP ranking
system due to multiple injury accidents within the last 5 years.

The project will install crash reduction countermeasures to improve the overall traffic
flow and protect turning movements. Improvements include Flashing Yellow Turn
Arrow (FYLTA) signal heads, pedestrian signal upgrades, enhanced lighting and new
signal control equipment.

Total estimated project cost is $378,000. Estimated federal allocation is $351,000
(92.66%), and the City’s match portion is $27,000 (7.34%).

Funding for local match is from FY 16 Streets budget.

The State Local Agreement for Project Development (design) with ITD was approved
by the City Council in January of 2015.

A Local Professional Services (design) Agreement was approved in April 2015 with
Precision Engineering in the amount of $34,500.00 (NTE).

Project design is underway and construction is anticipated in the summer of 2016.

Engineering recommends authorization of this agreement.

REQUEST: Authorize Mayor to sign State Local Agreement for Construction with ITD
for the East Greenhurst Road Signals Project (Exhibit B) by Resolution (Exhibit C).

WCTY-FILESRV NEngineeringhl4- Admin\Council\2016\201 6020 \STREETS-Greenhurst Signals-SLA Const.doc
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Exhibit B Page 1 of 6

STATE/LOCAL AGREEMENT
{ CONSTRUCTION)
PROJECT NO. A013(959)
GREENHURST RD SIGNALS, NAMPA
CANYON COUNTY
KEY NO. 13959

PARTIES

THIS AGREEMENT is made and entered into this day
of , by and between the TIDAHO
TRANSPORTATION BOARD by and through the IDAHC TRANSPORTATION
DEPARTMENT, hereafter called the State, and the CITY OF NAMPA,
acting by and through its Mayor and Council, hereafter called
the Sponsor.

PURPOSE

The Sponsor has requested federal participation in the
costs of installing crash reduction countermeasures at three
intersections along East Greenhurst Road within the City’s
limits, which has been designated as Project No. A013(859).
This Agreement sets out the responsibilities of the parties in
the construction and maintenance of the project.

Authority for this Agreement is established by Section 40-
317 of the Idaho Code.

The Parties agree as follows:

SECTION I. GENERAL

1, This Agreement is entered into for the purpose of
complying with certain provisions of the Federal-Aid
Highway Act in obtaining federal participation in the
construction of the project.

2. Federal participation in the costs of the project will
be governed by the applicable sections of Title 23,
U.s. Code (Highways) and rulez and regulations
prescribed or promulgated by the Federal Highway
Administration, including, but not limited to, the
requirements of 23 U.S.C. §313.23, CFR §635.410, and
28 CFR Part II.

State/Local Agreement (Construction)
Greenhurst Rd Signals, Nampa

Key No. 13959
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Exhibit B Page 2 of 6

Funds owed by the Sponsor shall be remitted to the
State through the ITD payment portal at:
https://apps.itd. idaho.gov/PayITD .

all information, regulatory and warning signs,
pavement or other markings, and traffic signals, the
cost of which is not provided for in the plans and
estimate=s, must be erected at the scle expense of the
Sponsor upon the completion of the project.

The location, form and character of all signs,
markings and signals installed on the project,
initially or in the future, shall be in conformity
with the Manual of Uniform Traffic Control Devices as
adopted by the State.

This State/Local Agreement (Construction) upon its
execution by both Parties, supplements the State/Local
Agreement (Project Development) by and between the
game parties, dated April 10, 2014.

Sufficient Appropriation. It is understood and agreed
that the State is a governmental agency, and this
Agreement shall in no way be construed so as to bind
or obligate the State beyond the term of any
particular appropriation of funds by the Federal
Government or the State Legislature as way exist from
time to time. The State reserves the right to
terminate this Agreement if, in its sole judgment, the
Federal Government or the legislature of the State of
Idaho fails, neglects or refuses to appropriate
sufficient funds as may be required for the State to
continue payments. Any such termination shall take
effect immediately wupon notice and be otherwise
effective as provided in this Agreement.

SECTION IXI. That the State shall:

1.

Enter into an Agreement with the Federal Highway
Administration covering the federal government's pro
rata share of construction costs.

Advertise, open bids, prepare a contract estimate of
cost based on the successful low bid and notify the
Spongor thereof.

State/Local Agreement {Construction}
Greenhurst Rd Signals, Nampa

: Key No. 13959
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Award a contract for construction of the project,
based on the successful low bid, if it does not exceed
the State’s estimate of cost of construction by more
than ten (10) percent. If the low bid exceeds the
estimate by more than 10%, the bid will be evaluated,
and if justified, the contract will be awarded and the
Sponsor will be notified.

Obtain concurrence of the Sponsor before awarding the
contract if the Sponsor’s share of the low bid amount
exceeds the amount set forth in Section III, Paragraph
1l by more than ten (10} percent.

Provide to the Sponsor sufficient copies of the
Contract Proposal, Notice to Contractors, and approved
construction plans.

Designate a resident engineer and other personnel, as
the State deems necessary, to supervise and inspect
construction of the project in accordance with the
plans and specifications in the manner required by
applicable state and federal regqulations. This
engineer, or his authorized representatives, will
prepare all monthly and final contract estimates and
change orders, and submit all change orders to the
Sponsor for their concurrence. If the Sponsor’s share
of any change order exceeds $1,000.00, the State will
submit a statement to the Sponsor indicating the
amount owed by the Sponsor.

Appoint the Local Highway Technical Assistance Council
as the contract administrator for the State.

Notify the Sponsor when construction engineering and
inspection (CE&I) costs have reached approximately 85%
of the estimated cost for CE&I.

Maintain complete accounts of all project funds
received and disbureed, which accounting will
determine the final project costs.

Upon completion of the project, after all costs have
been accumulated and the final wvoucher paid by the
Federal Highway Administration, provide a statement to

State/Local Agreement (Consiruction)
Greenhurst Rd Signals, Nampa

Key No, 13959
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Exhibit B Page 4 of 6

the Sponsor summarizing the estimated and actual
costs, indicating an adjustment for or against the
Sponsor. Any excess funds transmitted by the Sponsor
and not required for the project will be applied to
any outstanding balance the Sponsor may have on a
previocusly completed project. If no such outstanding
balance exists, the excess funds will be returned to
the Sponsor.

SECTION III. That the Sponsor shall:

1.

Pay to the State before the advertisement for bids,
the amount of TWENTY-FOUR THOUSAND SEVEN HUNDRED
SEVENTY-SIX DOLLARS (%$24,776), which is the Sponsor’s
estimated share of the cost for construction plus
preliminary engineering, and construction engineering
& inspection (CE&I}, and after deducting credit for
the Sponsor’'s previous deposit as applies to
Preliminary Engineering and the Sponsor’s match for
the consulting agreement. These c¢osts and the
Sponsor’s match are detailed in the attached Worksheet
for State/Local Construction Agreements marked Exhibit
A. The actual cost to the Sponsor will be determined
from the total quantities obtained by measurement plus
the actual cost of engineering and contingencies
required to complete the woxrk. Construction
engineering and contingencies will be approximately
27.5% of the total construction cost.

Upon approval of the lowest qualified bid received, if
the Sponsor’s share exceeds the amount set forth in
Section III, Paragraph 1, transmit to the State the
Sponsor’s portion of such excess cost.

Authorize the State to administer the project and make
any necessary changes and decisions within the general
scope of the plans and specifications. Prior approval
of the Sponsor will be obtained if it is necessary,
during the 1life of the construction contract, to
deviate from the plans and specifications to such a
degree that the costs will be increased or the nature
of the completed work will be significantly changed.

State/Local Agreement (Construction)
Greenhurst Rd Signals, Nampa

Key No. 13959
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Designate an authorized representative toc act on the
Sponsor’s behalf regarding action on change orders.
That authorized representative’'s name is

, Phone No.

When change orders are submitted by the State for
approval pursuant to Section 1II, Paragraph 6, the
Sponsor or its authorized representative shall give
approval of same as soon as possible, but no later
than ten (10) calendar days after receipt of the
change ordex. If approval is delayed, any claims due
to that delay shall be the resgponsibility of the
Sponsor. '

Upon receipt of any statement referred to in Section
II, Paragraphs 6 and 10, indicating an adjustment in
cost against the Sponsor, promptly remit that amount
to the State.

Maintain the project upon completion to the
satisfaction of the State. Such maintenance includes,
but is not 1limited to, preservation of the entire
roadway surface, shoulders, roadside cut and £ill
slopes, drainage structures, and such traffic control
devices as are necessary for its safe and efficient
utilization. Failure to maintain the project in a
satisfactory manner will jeopardize the future
allotment of federal-aid highway funds for projects
within the Sponsor’s jurisdiction.

To the extent provided by the Idaho Tort Claims Act,
indemnify, save harmless, and defend, regardless of
outcome the State from expenses of, and against suits,
actions, claims, or losses of every kind, nature, and
description, including costs, expenses, and attorney
fees that may be incurred by reason of any negligence
of the Sponsor in the work which is the subject of
this Agreement.

State/Local Agreement (Construction)
Greenhurst Rd Signals, Nampa

Key No. 13959
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EXECUTION

This Agreement is executed for the State by its Engineering
Services Division Administrator, and executed for the Sponsor by
the Mayor, attested to by the City Clerk, with the imprinted
corporate seal of the City of Nampa.

IDAHO TRANSPORTATION DEPARTMENT

Engineering Services
Division Administrator

ATTEST: CITY OF NAMPA
City Clerk Mayor
(SEAL)

By regular/special meeting
on

Reviewed by FS:JMQ_DP45

hm:13959 SLAConst.docx

State/Local Agreement (Construction)
Greenhurst Rd Signals, Nampa

Key No. 13959
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RESOLUTION
WHEREAS, the ldaho Transportation Department, hereafter called the STATE, has submitted an
Agreement stating obligations of the STATE and the CITY OF NAMPA, hereafter called the CITY, for
construction of Greenhurst Road Signals; and
WHEREAS, the STATE is responsible for obtaining compliance with laws, standards and procedural
policics in the devclopment, construction and maintenance of improvements made to the Federal-aid Highway
System when there is federal participation in the costs; and

WHEREAS, certain functions to be performed by the STATE invelve the expenditure of funds as set forth
in the Agreement; and

WHEREAS, The STATE can only pay for work associated with the State Highway system; and
WHEREAS, the CITY is fully responsible for its share of project costs; and

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED:

I That the Agreement for Federal Aid Highway Project AD13(959) is hereby approved.
2 That the Mayor and the City Clerk are hereby authorized to execute the Agreement on behalf of
the CITY.
3. That duly certified copics of the Resolution shall be furnished to the Idaho Transportation
Department.
CERTIFICATION

T hereby certify that the above is a true copy of a Resolution passed at a regular, duly called special (X-out non-
applicable term) meeting of the City Council, City of Nampa, held on

(Seal)

City Clerk

State/Local Agreement (Construction)
Greenhurst Rd Signals, Nampa

Key No. 13959
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WORKSHEET FOR STATE / LOCAL CONSTRUCTION AGREEMENTS

Key No: 13959

Project No: A013(959)

Project Name: Greenhurst Rd Signals
Sponsor: City of Nampa

[Description of work: This project will install Crash Reduction Countermeasures at three intersections along East

Greenhurst Road.

[Date of State/Local Agreement for Project Development:

411072014

TOTAL ESTIMATED COST OF
CONSTRUCTION includes E&C
APPROVED FORCE ACCOUNT WORK
PLUS PE BY STATE (from 2101)

PLUS PC BY LHTAC (from 2101)

PLUS PC (from PC Agreements)

MINUS ALL NON-FARTICIPATING

PARTICIPATING TOTAL

$343,169

$0

$1,000

$7,000

$34,500

$0

[ s3e5669

FEDERAL

LOCAL

MATCH PERCENTAGES

PERCENTAGE AMOUNTS
MINUS FEDERAL MAXIMUM

ADD OVERAGE (It Any To Local )
LOCAL SHARE OF CONSTRUCTION AMOUNT

92.66%

7.34%

$357,360.90

A<

$0]

$28.308.10

» $0}
328308 ]

ADJUSTMENTS

MINUS APPROVED FORCE ACCOUNT WORK (From above)
MINUS PRELIMINARY ENGINEERING PAID BY LOCAL

CONSTRUCTION AMOUNT REQUIRED FROM SPONSOR AFTER ADJUSTMENTS

PLUS ALL NON-PARTICIPATING (From above if work by contract)
MINUS FUNDS ADVANCED BY THE SPONSOR FOR STATE PE (from PD Agreement)

(lf LPA has not rec'd reimbursement, use actual PC doftars paid by LPA)
(If LPA has rec'd reimbursement, use local match % of actual PC dollars paid by LPA)
(Amounis must be supported by District Records Inspecior Audit)

$0
$1,000
$0
$2,532

| $24.776 -

[Comments;
Revised by HM 12-23-15

PREPARED BY:  |Heather Parker | |

Date: 1212112015

Exhibit A




IDAHO TRANSPORTATION DEPARTMENT

LOCAL PROFESSIONAL SERVICES AGREEMENT

Agreement Number
94052

THIS AGREEMENT is made and entered into this__ day of
, by and between the CITY OF NAMPA, whose address is 411 Third Street South
Nampa ID 83651, hereinafter called the "Sponsor," and HDR ENGINEERING, INC., whose
address is 412 E. Parkcenter Blvd., Ste 100, Boise, ID, 83706, hereinafter called the
"Consultant."

RATIFICATION

The Idaho Transportation Department, representing the Federal Highway Administration on
all local federal-aid highway projects, is authorized to ratify all agreements for engineering
services entered into between sponsoring local agencies and their retained consultants. All
references to State used hereafter shall denote the Idaho Transportation Department.

NOW, THEREFORE, the parties hereby agree as follows:

The work covered by this Agreement is for the following project(s):
PROJECT NAME: GREENHURST RD SIGNALS, NAMPA
PROJECT NO: A013(959)

KEY NO: 13959

I.  SUBCONSULTANTS

The Sponsor approves the Consultant’s utilization of the following Subconsultants: n/a

II. AGREEMENT ADMINISTRATOR

This Agreement shall be administered by Steve Sprague, LHTAC; (208) 344-0565; or
an authorized representative.

III. DUTIES AND RESPONSIBILITIES OF CONSULTANT

A DESCRIPTION OF WORK

The Consultant shall provide professional services as outlined in the
attachment(s) and as further described herein.

1. The following attachments are made a part of this Agreement:

a. Attachment No. 1A is the Consultant Agreement
Specifications which are applicable to all agreements.



IV.

V1.

b. Attachment No. 2 is the negotiated Scope of Work, Cost
Estimate, and Man-Day Estimate.

In the case of discrepancy, this Agreement shall have precedence over
Attachment No. 2, and Attachment No. 2 shall have precedence over
Attachment No. 1A.

2. Per Diem will be reimbursed at the current approved rates. These rates
are listed at http://www.itd.idaho.gov/design/cau/policies/policies.htm.

DUTIES AND RESPONSIBILITIES OF SPONSOR AND/OR STATE

The Sponsor and/or State shall provide to the Consultant, upon request, copies of any
records or data on hand which are pertinent to the work under the Agreement,

TIME AND NOTICE TO PROCEED

A. The Consultant shall start work under this Agreement no later than ten (10)
calendar days from the receipt of the written notice to proceed with the work.
The Consultant shall complete all work by 3/1/2017.

B. The Consultant shall remain available to perform additional work for an
additional sixty (60) days or until the Agreement is closed out, whichever
comes first.

BASIS OF PAYMENT

A. Payment Basis: Specific Rates of Compensation (Loaded hourly rates [labor,
OH & fee] plus direct expenses). Consultant agrees to accept as full
compensation for all services rendered to the satisfaction of the State for
completion of the work, the actual cost or Not-To-Exceed amount of the
Agreement, whichever is lesser.

B. Compensation Amount
1. Not-To-Exceed Amount: $34,000.00
2. Additional Services Amount: $1,500.00
3. Total Agreement Amount: $35,500.00
C. The rates identified in Attachment No. 2 were negotiated and agreed upon by

both parties to this Agreement. These rates will be fixed for the period of this
Agreement.



D. Professional Services Authorization and Invoice Summary (Authorization) No.
1 is issued in the amount of $34,000.00 to perform the work of this Agreement.

An additional services amount may be included in this Agreement. If so, the
Sponsor will determine if additional services is required beyond the services
outlined in Attachment No. 2. When additional services are required, the
additional services amount of the Agreement will be utilized, and a subsequent
Authorization wil! be issued.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Parties hereto have set their hands on the day and year in this
Agreement first written above.

HDR ENGINEERING, INC, CITY OF NAMPA
Consultant Sponsor
By: /&: g By:
Title: Vice President Title:
IDAHO TRANSPORTATION
DEPARTMENT
By:
Title:

hm:13959 LPA HDR.docx



ATTACHMENT NO. 1A

CONSULTANT AGREEMENT SPECIFICATIONS
Construction Engineering & Inspection

These specifications supplement all Professional and Term agreements for Construction Engineering and
Inspection services and shall be attached to said agreements.

L DEFINITIONS

1.

10.

11.

12,

13.

Administrator: Person direcily responsible for administering a consultant agreement on
behalf of the State or a Local Public Agency.

Combined Overhead: The sum of the payroll additives and general administrative overhead
expressed as a percent of the direct labor cost.

Cost: Costis the sum of the hourly charge out rate and other direct costs.

Cost Plus Fixed Fee: Cost Plus Fixed Fee is the sum of the payroll costs, combined over-
head, and other direct costs, plus the fixed fee.

CPM: Critical Path Scheduling. The CPM will list all work 1asks, their durations, negotiated
milesiones and their dates, and all State/Local review periods.

Fixed Fee: A dollar amount established to cover the Consultant's profit and business
expenses not allocable to overhead. The fixed fee is based on a negotiated percent of direct
labor cost and combined overhead and shall take into account the size, complexity, duration,
and degree of risk involved in the work. The fee is “fixed,” i.e. it does not change. If extra
work is authorized, an additional fixed fee can be negotiated, if appropriate.

General Administrative Overhead (Indirect Expenses}. The allowable overhead (indirect
expenses) expressed as a percent of the direct labor cost.

Hourly Charge QOut Rate: The negotiated hourly rate to be paid to the Consultant which
includes all overhead for time worked directly on the project.

Incentive/Disincentive Clause: Allows for the increase or decrease of total agreement
amount paid based on factors established in the agreement. Normally, these factors will be
completion time and completion under budget.

Lump Sum: An agreed upon total amount, that will constitute full payment for all work
described in the Agreement.

Milestones: Negotiated portions of projects to be completed within the negotiated time
frame. Normally the time frame will be negotiated as a calendar date, but it could also be
“working” or “calendar” days. As many milestones as the Consultant and the State helieve
necessary for the satisfactory completion of the agreement will be negotiated.

Not-To-Exceed Amount; The Agreement amount is considered lo be a Not-to-Exceed
amount, which amount shall be the maximum amount payable and shall not be exceeded
unless adjusted by a Supplemental Agreement.

Other Direct Costs: The out-of-pocket costs and expenses directly related to the project that
are not a pant of the normal company overhead expense.

Page 1 of 11
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14. Payroll Additives: All payroll additives allocable to payroll costs such as FICA, State
Unemployment Compensation, Federal Unemployment Compensation, Group Insurance,
Workmen's Compensation, Moliday, Vacation, and Sick Leave. The payroll additive is
expressed as a percent of the direct labor cost.

15. Payroll Costs {Direct Labor Cost): The actual salaries paid to personnel for the time
worked directly on the project. Payroll costs are referred to as direct labor cost.

16. State: Normally “State” refers to the Idaho Transportation Department. However, in the case
of Local Sponsor projects, “State” may be interchangeable with “Sponsor”, “Agreement
Administrator” or just "Administrator”.

17. Unit Prices: The allowable charge out rate for units or items directly related to the project
that are not a part of the normal overhead expense.

MNOTE: All cost accounting procedures, definitions of terms, payroll cost, payroll addilives, general
administrative overhead, direct cost, and fixed fee shall comply with Federal Acquisition Regulations,
48 CFR, Part 31 and be supported by audit accepted by the State.

STANDARD OF PERFORMANCE

The Consultant agrees that all work performed under this agreement will be performed professionally
in accordance with the ITD Construction Manual, Standard Specifications for Highway Construction -
Subseclion 105.10 and other appropriate standards. The Consultant shall be responsible for
construction engineering and inspection on all tasks assigned (as stated in the Scope of Services)
when on duty to ensure they are constructed in substantial conformance to the plans, special
provisions and specifications.

The Consultant shall identify and recommend corrections for any omissions, substitutions, defects and
deficiencies in the work of the Contractor.

AGREEMENT ADMINISTRATOR

The Agreement Administrator will administer this agreement for performance and payment, and will
decide all questions which may arise as to quality and acceptability of the werk, rale of progress,
definition of work to be performed, and accepiable fulfilment of this Agreement. The Consultant shall
address all correspondence, make all requests, and deliver all documents to the Administrator. The
Administrator shall be responsibie for the timely coordination of all work performed by the State or their
representatives.

PERSONNEL

The Consultant shall provide adequate staff of experienced personnel or subconsultants capable of
and devoled to the successful accomplishment of work to be performed under this agreement. The
specific individuals or subconsultants listed in the agreement, including Project Manager, shall be
subject to approval by the State and shall not be removed or replaced without the prior written
approval of ITD. Replacement personnel submitted for approval must have qualifications, experience
and expertise at least equal to those listed in the proposal

SUBCONSULTANTS

The Consultant shall have sole responsibility for the management, direction, and control of each
Subconsultant and shall be responsible and liable 1o the State for the satisfactory performance and
quality of work performed by Subconsultants under the terms and conditions of this Agreement. The
Consultant shall include all the applicable terms and conditions of this Agreement in each

Page 2 of 11
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wiil.

Subconsultant Agreement between the Consultant and Subconsultant, and provide the State with a
copy of each Subconsultant Agreement prior to the Subconsultant beginning work. No other
Subconsultant shall be used by the Consultant without prior written consent by the State.

DIRECT COST

It is understood that overtime will be incurred after forty (40) hours of work for this agreement during
each week. When the need for overtime has been approved by the Agreement Administrator, the
overhead rate and fee are not to be applied to the premium time paid.

The out-of-pocket cost and expenses directly related to the project must be pre-approved and agreed
to, by the Agreement Administrator, prior to receiving any compensation. Relocation, lodging and Per
Diem cost will not be allowed for this type of agreement unless agreed and pre-approved by the
Agreement Administrator.

PROFESSIONAL SERVICES AUTHORIZATION

1. A written PROFESSIONAL SERVICES AUTHORIZATION (PSA) will be issued by the State to
authorize the Consultant to proceed with a specific portion of the work under this Agreement.
The number of PSAs required to accomplish all the work under this Agreement is one to
several. Each PSA will authorize a maximum dollar amount for which the PSA represents.
The State assumes no obligation of any kind for expenses incurred by the Consultant prior to
the issuance of the PSA; for any expenses incurred by the Consultant for services performed
outside the work authorized by the PSA; and for any doflar amount greater than authorized by
the PSA,

2. Itis not necessary for a PSA to be completed prior to the issuance of the next PSA. The
Consultant shall not perform work which has not been authorized by a PSA. When the money
authorized by a PSA is nearly exhausted, the Consultant shall inform the Administrator of the
need for the next PSA. The Administrator must concur with the Consultant prior to the
issuance of the next PSA.

3. The Agreement amount is lump sum, unit cost, or cost plus fixed fee amount for the
negotiated services and an additional services amount is set up for possible extra work not
contemplated in original scope of work. For the Consultant to receive payment for any work
under the additional services amount of this Agreement, said work must be performed under a
PSA issued by the State. Should the State request thal the Consultant perform additional
services, then the scope of work and method of payment will be negotiated. The basis of
payment for additional work will be set up either as a Lump Sum or Cost Plus Fixed Fee.

MONTHLY PROGRESS REPORT

The Consultant shall submit to the State a monthly progress report on Form ITD-771, as furnished by
the State.

The monthly progress report will be submitted by the tenth of each month following the month being
reporied or as agreed upon in the scope of services.

The Agreement Administrator will review the progress report and submit approved billings for payment
within two weeks of receiving monthly report.

Each progress report shall list billings by PSA number and reference milestones.
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1X.

PROGRESS AND FINAL PAYMENTS

1.

Progress payments will be made once a month for services performed which qualify for payment
under the terms and conditions of the Agreement. Such payment will be made based on
invoices submitied by the Consultant in the format required by the State. The monthly invoice
shall be subrnitted by the tenth of each month following the month being invoiced.

Lump Sum
Progress paymenis will be made, based on a percentage of the work or milestones
satisfactorily completed.

Cost Plus Fixed Fee
The Consultant shall submit a breakdown of costs by each item of work on the
monthly invoice, and shall show the percent complete of each item of work, each
milestone and percent complete of the entire Agreement. Progress payments will be
made based on the invoiced cost less the fixed fee for the work satisfactorily
completed for each billing period. Said payment shall not exceed the percent
complete of the entire Agreement. Upon satisfactory completion of each milestone,
full payment for all approved work performed for that milestone will be made including
Fixed Fee.

Cost
The Consultant shall submit a breakdown of costs by each item of work on the
monthly invoice, and shall show the percent complete of each item of work and
percent complete of the entire Agreement. Progress payments will be made based
on the invoiced cost for the work satisfactorily completed for each item of work. Said
payment shall not exceed the percent complete of the entire Agreement.

Direct expenses will be reimbursed at actual cost, not to exceed the current approved rates as
identified at hitp://www.itd.idaho.gov/design/cau/policies.htm .

For “Cost Plus Fixed Fee" and “Cost” agreements, invoices must include backup
documentation fo support expenditures as appropriate, and as requested by the Agreement
Administrator. Such suppoert may consist of copies of time sheels or cost accounting system
print-out of employee time, and receipts for direct expenses.

The State will make full payment for the value of the services performed which qualify for
payment. This full payment will apply until 95 percent of the work under each Project
Agreement or Work Task has been completed. No further progress payments will be made
until all work under the individua) agreement has been satisfactorily accomplished.

if at any time, the State delermines that the work is not progressing in a satisfactory manner,
the State may refuse to make full progress payments and may withhold from any progress
payment(s) such sums that are deemed appropriate for unsatisfactory services.

Final payment of all amounts retained shall be due 90 days after all work under the
Agreament has been completed by the Consuitant and accepted by the State. Such final
payment will not be made until satisfactory evidence by affidavit is submitted to the State that
all indebtedness incurred by the Consultant on this project has been fully satisfied.

Agreements which include an incentive/disincentive clause will normally have the clause
applied only to the completion of the milestones idenlified.

Payments to Subconsultants

Consultant shall pay each subconsultant for satisfactory performance of its contract items no
later than twenty (20) calendar days from receipt of each payment the consultant receives
from the State, in accordance with 49 CFR, Part 26. The consultant shall return retainage
payments to each subconsultant within fwenty (20} calendar days afier the subconsultant's
work is satisfactorily completed.
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Form ITD-2892 (Certification of Payment) shall be filled out by the consultant for each invoice
and provided to the Agreement Administrator verifying payment to subconsultants. Upon
completion of the work, the consultant shall certify total payment to all subconsultants on
Form ITD-2921 (Certification of Payment Amounts). Forms will be provided by the State.

X. MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS
1, COVENANT AGAINST CONTINGENT FEES
a. The Consultant warrants that they have not:

Employed or retained for a commission, percentage, brekerage, contingent fee, or
other consideration, any firm or person to solicit or secure this contract, other than a
bona fide employee of the firm;

agreed, as an expressed or implied condition for obtaining this contract, to employ or
retain the services of any firm or person in connection with carrying out the contract,
or;

paid, or agreed to pay, to any firm, organization or person (other than a bona fide em-
ployee of the firm) any fee, contribution, denation, or consideration of any kind for, or
in connection with, procuring or carrying out the contract.

b. The State warrants that the above consulting firm, or firm representative, has not
been required, directly or indirectly as an expressed or implied condition in
connection with obtaining or carrying out this contract to:

Employ or retain, or agree to employ or retain, any firm or person, or;
pay, or agree to pay lo any firm, person or organization, any fee, contribution,
donation or consideration of any kind.

2. PROHIBITION AGAINST HIRING PERSONNEL AND WORKING FOR CONTRACTOR

In compliance with the Code of Federal Regulations, {23 CFR, Section 1.33, Conflict of
Interest), the Consultant agrees that no one in their employ will work on a part time basis
under this Agreement while also in the full-time employ of any Federal Agency or the State,
without the written consent of the public employer of such person. The Consultant agrees that
no one in their employ under any circumstances shall perform any services for the contractor
on the construction of this project. This includes employees who leave the Consultant's
employment.

3. CHANGES IN WORK

All changes in work shall conform to one or more of the following conditions and in no
instance shall such change in work be undertaken without written order or written approval of

the State.

a. Increase in the work required by the Stale due to unforeseen circumstances.

b. Revision in the work required by the State subsequent to acceptance of such work at
the appropriate conference or after revision of such work as outlined at said
conference.

c. Items of work which are beyond the scope of intent of this Agreement and pre-
approved by the State.

d. Reduction in the work required by the State due to unforeseen circumstances,

An increase in compensation shall not result from underestimating the complexity of the work.
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Adjustment in compensation for either an increase or reduction in work shall be on a
negoliated basis arrived at by mutual agreement between the State and the Consultant.
During such negoliations the State may examine the documented payrolls, transportaticn and
subsistence costs paid employees actively engaged in the performance of a similar item or
items of work on the project, and by estimated overhead and profit from such similar items or
items of work.

Said mutual agreement for a negotiated increase or reduction in compensation shall be
determined prior o commencement of operations for an increase in a specific item or items of
work. In the case of State order for nonperformance a reduction in the specific item or items
of work will be made as soon as circumstances permit. In the event that a mutual agreement
is not reached in negotiations for an increase in work, the State will use other methods 1o
perform such item or items of work.

The mutually agreed amount shall be covered by a Supplemental Agreement and shall be
added to or subtracted from the total amount of the original Agreement.

Adjustment of time to complete the work as may pertain to an increase or a reduction in the
work shall be arrived at by mutual agreement of the State and the Consultant after study of
the change in scope of the work.

4, DELAYS AND EXTENSIONS
a. Extensions of lime may be granted for the following reasons:

i. Delays in major portions of the work caused by excessive time used in
processing of submittals, delays caused by the State, or other similar items
which are beyond the control of the Consultant.

il Additional work ordered in writing by the State.

b. Extensions of time will not be granted for the following reasons:

i Underestimating complexity of work.

ii. Redoing work rejected by the State.

5 TERMINATION

The State may terminate or abandon this Agreement at any time upon giving notice of
lermination hereof as hereinafter provided, for any of the following reasons:

a. Evidence that progress is being delayed consistently below the progress indicated in
a schedule of operations given to the State at meetings and conferences herein
provided for.

b. Continued submission of sub-standard work.

C. Violation of any of the terms of conditions set forth in the Agreement, other than for
the reasons set forth in a and b above.

d. At the convenience of the State.

Prior to giving notice of termination for the reasons set forth in a and b above, the State shall
notify the Consultant in writing of any deficiencies or default in the performance of the terms of
this Agreement, and said Consultant shall have ten (10) days thereafter in which to correct or
remedy any such default or deficiency, and upon their failure to do so within said ten (10)
days, or for the reasons set forth in 3 above, such notice of termination in writing shall be
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given by the State. Upon receipt of said notice the Consultant shall immediately discontinue
all work and service unless directed otherwise, and shall transfer all documents pertaining to
the work and services covered under this Agreement, to the State. Upon receipt by the State
of said documenis, payment shall be made to the Consultant as provided herein for all
acceptable work and services.

6, DISPUTES

Should any dispute arise as to performance or abnormal conditions affecting the work, such
dispute shall be referred 1o the Director of the Idaho Transportation Department or his duly
authorized representative(s) for determination.

Such determination shal! be final and conclusive unless, within thirty (30) days of receipt of
the decision Consultant files for arbitration with the American Arbitration Association (AAA).
Consultant agrees that any arbitration hearing shall be conducted in Boise, ldaho. Consultant
and State agree to be bound by the decision of the arbitration. Expenses incurred due to the
arbitration will be shared equally by the parties involved.

7. ACCEPTANCE OF WORK

a. The Consultant warrants that all work submitted shall be in accordance with good
professional practices and shall meet tolerances of accuracy required by State
practices and procedures.

b. Acceplance of the work shall not constitute a waiver of any of the State's rights under
this agreement or in any way relieve the consultant of any liability under their
warranty or otherwise,

c. Itis understood by the Consultant that the State is relying upon the professional
expertise and ability of the Consultant in performance of this contract. Any
examination of the Consultant’s wark product by the State will not be considered
acceptance or approval of the work product which would relieve the Consultant for
any liability or expense.

Acceplance or approval of any portion of Consultant’s work product by the State or
payment, partial or final, shall not constitutes a waiver of any rights the State may
have against the Consultant. The Consultant shall respond to the State’s notice of
any error or omission within twenty four hours of receipt, and give immediate
attention to any corrections to minimize any delay to the construction contract.

If the Consultant discovers errors or omissions in its work, it shall notify the State
within seven days of discovery. Failure of the Consultant to nolify the State shall be
grounds for termination of the agreement.

The Consultant’s liability for damages incurred by the State due to negligent acts,
errors or omissions by the Consultant in its work shall be borne by the Consultant,
Increased construction costs resulting from errors, omissions or negligence in
Consultant's work product shall not be the Consultant's responsibility unless the
additional construction costs were the result of gross negligence of the Consultant.

8. OWNERSHIP OF DOCUMENTS

All material acquired or produced by the Consultant in conjunction with this project, shall
become the property of, and be delivered to, the State without restrictions or limitations of
their further use. However, in any case, the Consultant has the right to make and retain
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copies of all data and documents for project files. All material acquired or produced by the
Consultant under this contract may be public records under the Idaho Public Records Acl.
Reference Idaho Code Section 74-102(13).

9. INDEMNITY

Concerning claims of third parties, the Consultant and the State to the extent the State may do so
will indernnify, save harmless and defend each other from the damages of and against any and all
suits, actions, claims or losses of every kind, nature and descripfion, including costs, expenses and
reasonable atlorney fees that may be incurred by reason of any negligent act, error or omission of
the Consultant or the State in the prosecution of the work which is the subject of this Agreement.
Concerning claims of the Stale, the Consultant shall assume the liability and responsibility for
negligent acts, errors or omissions caused by the Consultant or their agents or employees to the
assignments completed under this Agreement, to the standards accepted at the time of work, and
until one (1) year after the project construction has been completed. The State shall have until that
time to give the consultant notice of the claim.

Notwithstanding any other provision of this Agreement, the Consultant shall not be
responsible for claims arising from the willful misconduct or negligent acts, errors, or
omissions of the State for contamination of the project site which pre-exist the date of this
Agreement or subsequent Task Authorizations. Pre-existing contamination shall include but
not be limiled to any contamination or the potential for contamination, or any risk to
impairment of health related to the presence of hazardous materials or substances. The State
agrees to indemnify, defend, and hold harmless the Consultant from and against any claim,
liability or defense cost related to any such pre-existing contamination except for claims
caused by the negligence, or willful misconduct of the Consultant.

The Consultant, its agents, officials, employees, and subconsullant will be authorized
representatives for the Stale and shall be protected against all suits, actions, claims or cost,
expenses and attorney fees in accordance with Subsection 107.10 of the Standard
Specifications for Highway Construction 1999; and shall be protected against all personal
liability in accordance with Subsection 107.13 of the Standard Specifications for Highway
Construction 1999.

10. INSURANCE

The Consultant, certifying it is an independent contractor licensed in the State of ldaho, shall
acquire and maintain commercial general liability insurance in the amount of $500,000.00 per
occurrence, and worker compensation insurance in accordance with ldaho Law.

Regarding workers’ compensation insurance, the consultant must provide either a certificate
of workers’ compensation insurance issued by an insurance company licensed to write
workers’ compensation insurance in the Stale of Idaho as evidence that the consultant has a
current Idaho workers' compensation insurance policy in effect, or an extraterritorial certificate
approved by the Idahe Industrial Commission from a state that has a current reciprocity
agreement with the ldaho Industrial Commission.

The Consultant shall provide the State with certificates of insurance within ten (10) days of the
Notice to Proceed.

1. LEGAL COMPLIANCE

The Consultant at all times shall observe and comply with all Federal, State and local laws,
by-laws, safety laws, and any and all codes, ordinances and regulations affecting the work in
any manner. The Consultant agrees that any recourse to legal action pursuant to this agree-
ment shall be brought in the District Court of the State of Idaho, situated in Ada County, Idaho.
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12.

13.

14,

15,

SUBLETTING

The services to be performed under this Agreement shall not be assigned, sublet, or
transferred except by written consent of the State. Written consent to sublet, transfer or
assign any portions of the work shall not be construed to relieve the Consultant of any
responsibility for the fulfillment of this Agreement or any portion thereof.

PERMITS AND LICENSES

The Consultant shall procure all permits and licenses, pay all charges, fees, and taxes and
give all notices necessary and incidental to the due and lawful prosecution of the work.

PATENTS

The Consultant shall hold and save the State and its agents harmless from any and all claims
for infringement by reason of the use of any patented design, device, material process,
trademark, or copyright.

CIVIL RIGHTS ACT

During the performance of work covered by this Agreement, the Consultant for themselves,
their assignees and successors in interest agree as follows:

a. Compliance With Regulations.
The Consultant shall comply with all regulations of the United States Department of
Transportation relative to Civil Rights, with specific reference 1o Title 49 CFR Part 21
Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 as amended, and Tille 23 CFR Part 230 as
stated in the ITD EEO Special Provisions and Title 49 CFR Part 26 as stated in the
appropriate ITD DBE Special Provisions.
(http:/iwww.itd.idaho, gov/eivil/pdf/ecoce/dbespren.pd

b. Nondiscrimination.
The Consultant, with regard to the work performed by them during the term of this
Agreement, shall not in any way discriminate against any employee or applicant for
employment; subcontractor or solicitations for subcontract including procurement of
materials and equipment; or any other individual or firm providing or proposing
services based on race, color, sex, national origin, age or handicap/disability.

c. Solicitations for Subcontracts, Including Procurement of Materials and
Equipment.
In all solicitations, either by bidding or negotiation, made by the Consultant for work
or services performed under subcontract, including procurement of materials and
equipment, each potential subcontractor or supplier shall be made
aware by the Consultant of the obligations of this Agreement and to the Civil Rights
requiremenis based on race, color, sex, national origin, age or handicap/disability.

d. Information and Reports.
The Consultant shall provide all information and reports required by regulations
and/or directives and sources of information, and their facilities as may be determined
by the State or the appropriate Federal Agency. The Consultant will be required to
retain all records for a period of three {3} years after the final payment is made under
the agreement.

e Sanctions for Noncompliance.
In the event the Consultant or subconsultant is in noncompliance with the EEQ

Special Provisions, the State shall impose such sanctions as it or the appropriate
Federal Agency may determine {o be appropriate, including, but not limited to:

Page 9 of 11

Revised October 2015



« Withholding of payments to the Consultant until they have achieved
compliance;

e Suspension of the agreement, in whole or in part, untit the consultant or
subconsultant is found to be in compliance, with no progress payment being
made during this time and no time extension made;

» Cancellation, termination or suspension of the Agreement, in whole or in
part,

e Assess against the consultant's final payment on this agreement or any
progress payments on current or future Idaho Federal-aid Projects an
administrative remedy by reducing the final payment or future progress
payments in an amount equal to 10% of this agreement or $7,700, whichever
is less.

f. Incorporation of Provisions.
The Consultant shall include the provisions of paragraphs a through e in every
subcontract of $10,000 or more, to include procurement of materials and leases of
equipment unless exempt by regulations, orders, or directives pursuant thereto. The
Consultant shall take such action with respect to any subcontract or procurement as
the State or the appropriate Federal Agency may direct as a means of enforcing such
provisions, including sanctions for noncompliance. In the event the Consultant
becomes involved in, or is threatened with, litigation with a subcontractor or supplier
as a resuit of such direction, the Consultant may request the State to enter into such
litigation to protect the interest of the Stale, and in addition, the Consultant may
request the United States to enter into such litigation to protect the interest of the
United States.

16. INSPECTION OF COST RECORDS

The Consultant shall maintain all books, documents, papers, accounting records and other
evidence pertaining to costs incurred on the project. They shall make such data available for
inspection, and audit, by duly authorized personnel, at reasonable times during the life of this
Agreement, and for a period of three (3) years subsequent to date of final payment under this
Agreement, unless an audit has been announced or is underway; in that instance, records must be
maintained until the audit is completed and any findings have been resolved. Failure to provide
access to records may affect payment and may constitute a breach of contract.

17, CERTIFICATION REGARDING DEBARMENT, SUSPENSION, AND OTHER
RESPONSIBILITY MATTERS

By signing this document the Consultant certifies to the best of his knowledge and belief that
except as noted on an attached Exception, the company or its subcontractors, material
suppliers, vendors or other lower tier panicipants on this project:

a. Are not presently debarred, suspended, proposed for debarment, declared ineligible
or voluntarily excluded from covered transactions by any Federal depariment or
agency;

b. have not within a three-year period preceding this proposal been convicted of or had

a civil judgment rendered against them for commission of fraud or a criminal offense
in connection with obtaining, attempting to obtain or performing a public {Federal,
State or local) transaction or contract under a public transaction; violation of Federal
or State antitrust statutes or commission of embezzlement, theft, forgery, bribery,
falsification or destruction of records making false statements, or receiving stolen
property;

Page 10 of 11
Revised October 2015



c. are not presently indicted for or otherwise criminally or civilly charged by a
government entity (Federal, State or local) with commission of any of the offenses
enumerated in paragraph (b) of this certification; and

d. have not within a three-year period preceding this application/proposal had one or
more public transactions (Federal, State or local} terminated for cause or default.

Where the prospective primary participant is unable to certify to any of the statements in this
cerlification, such prospective participant shall attach an explanation ta this proposal.

NOTE: Exceptions will not necessarily result in denial of award, but will be considered in
determining Consultant responsibility. For any exception noted, indicate to whom it applies,
initiating agency and dates of action. Providing false information may result in criminal
prosecution or administrative sanctions.

18. CERTIFICATION CONCERNING LOBBYING ACTIVITIES

By signing this document, the Consultant certifies to the best of their knowledge and belief
that:

a. No Federal appropriated funds have been paid or will be paid, by or on behalf of the
undersigned, to any person for influencing or attempting to influence an officer or
employee of any agency, a Member of Congress, an officer or employee of
Congress, or an employee of a Member of Congress in connection with the awarding
of any Federal contract, the making of any Federal grant, the making of any Federal
loan, the entering into of any cooperalive agreement, and the extension, continuation,
renewal, amendment or modification of any Federal contract, grant, loan or
cooperalive agreement.

b. If any funds other than Federal appropriated funds have been paid or will be paid to
any person for influencing or attempting to influence an officer or employee of any
agency, a Member of Congress, an officer or employee of Congress or an employee
of a Member of Congress in connectlion with this Federal contract, grant, loan or
cooperative agreement, the undersigned shall complete and submit Standard Form-
LLL, "Disclosure Form to Report Lobbying”, in accordance with its instructions.

The Consultant also agrees that he or she shall require that the language of this certification
shall be included in all lower tier subcontracts, which exceed $100,000, and that all such sub-
recipients shall certify and disclose accordingly.

19. EMPLOYEE ELIGIBILITY

The Consultant warrants and takes the steps to verify that it does not knowingly hire or
engage persons not authorized to work in the United States; and that any misrepresenta-tion
in this regard or any employment of person not authorized to work in the United States
constitutes a material breach and shall be cause for the imposition of monetary penalties up to
five percent (5%) of the contract price, per violation. and/or termination of its contract,
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Attachment No. 2

Scope of Services - Negotiated
Greenhurst Road Signals, Nampa
Project A013(959), Key No. 13959

This scope of services is for HDR Engineering, Inc. (HDR) to provide Construction, Engineering
and Inspection (CE&I) services for the Greenhurst Road Signal project. The project generally
consists of modifying traffic signals along Greenhurst Road at intersections with Sunny Ridge
Road, Powerline Road, and Southside Boulevard.

The CE&I Team will provide qualified staff to perform Construction Administration, Project
Inspection, Material Sampling and Testing, ESCP Inspection, Schedule Review, and Project
Closeout Assistance. Services provided by the CE&I Team will meet the requirements of the ITD
Contract Administration (CA) Manual and will comply with:

¢ Idaho Standard Specifications for Highway Construction, 2012 Edition
e Contract Plans and Specifications including:
o Plans sealed by a Professional Engineer (Engineer of Record (EOR))
o Special Provisions
o Supplemental Specifications, January 2015
o Erosion and Sediment Control Plan (ESCP) and Permits
Quality Assurance Manual
QC Special Provisions
June 2015 Standard Drawings
Title VI Special Provisions
FHWA-1273 Federal-Aid Contract Provisions
EEO Special Provisions 2011
DBE RN 2011 Special Provisions
General Wage Decision ID160094
Addenda issued prior to bid opening

Key Understandings:

¢ The Local Highway Technical Assistance Council (LHTAC) will provide the Resident
Engineer (RE). All work will be under the direction of LHTAC’s RE or delegated
representative.
» HDR will serve as the prime consultant and be LHTAC’s main point of contact.
¢ The Construction Contract Time is 100 working days. A working day is defined in the
Standard Specifications. The first 8¢ working days shall be for procurement of signal
equipment with a long lead time. Contractor shall have 20 cumulative days to complete the
construction. Contractor will be required to obtain preapproval to begin work upon
verification that a complete intersection assembly has been received and is ready to be
installed. Twenty days will start and stop as equipment becomes available and intersections
are complete.
» Anticipated Construction Phases:
o Preconstruction: May 31, 2016 through June 3, 2016 (1 week)
o Procurement: June 6, 2016 though September 28, 2016 (80 WD)
o Construction: September 29, 2016 through October 28, 2016 (20 WD)
o Close-out: October 31, 2016 through December 30, 2016 (9 weeks)
Scope of Services HDR

Greenhust Road Signal, Nampa, Praject A013(959), Key No. 13959 June 1, 2016
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The Contractor’s construction schedule will dictate which services are necessary by the
CE&I Team and when they are needed.

Each tester/inspector will be furnished with a vehicle equipped with an amber
rotating/strobe waming beacon; a cellular phone; access to a computer; a camera; and
appropriate personal protective equipment for the particular work being inspected.

HDR will provide CE&I services from a City owned field office located at intersection of
Amity Ave and Powerline Road in Nampa at no charge to the project.

QA Material sampling and testing is not required.

Assumptions for Estimating Contract Hours and Direct Expenses:

Preconstruction activities are anticipated to begin four weeks in advance of contract time.
Close-out activities are anticipated to take 9 weeks following project completion.
One (1) Project Manager is anticipated for the duration of the project, including
preconstruction activities and project close-out. Work hours for Project Manager are
estimated at:

o 4 hrs total during preconstruction

o | hr/wk during procurement

o 5 hrs/wk during construction

o 16 hrs total during close-out
One (1) Lead Inspector is anticipated for the duration of the project, including
preconstruction activities and project close-out. Work hours for Lead Inspector are
estimated at:

o 16 hrs total during preconstruction

o 4 hrs/wk during procurement

o 30 hrs/wk during construction

o 40 hrs total during close-out
Vehicles/mileage will be a direct cost to the project at Federal GSA rates.
Claim support will be treated as an additional service.

Items to be provided by LHTAC:

An authorized representative on behalf of LHTAC who is responsible for the project.
Project Plans, Specifications, right-of-way permit, ESCP, RE file, and Minimum Testing
Requirements (MTR).

Remote access to LHTAC computer systems and project files including SiteManager,
ProjectWise, MAP, and Egnyte or other sofiware in use by LHTAC.

EOR available to review shop drawings and to respond to RFIs from the Contractor as
needed for issues that can not be resolved by CE&I staff.

Approve Change Orders and provide copies of final Change Orders to the CE&I Team.
Legal counsel if needed for claims review.

TASK 1 CONSTRUCTION ADMINISTRATION

The CE&I Team will provide construction administration duties in accordance with the CA

Manual.
Scope of Services HDR
Greenhust Road Signal, Nampa, Project A013(959), Key No. 13959 June 1, 2016
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1.1  Project Preconstruction Administration — The CE&I Team will assist with preparing for
construction activities prior to the Contractor mobilizing. The team will review project
documents, set up filing and tracking systems, establish a materials tracking system, and
create project baselines.

e Project Document Verifications - Perform review of the project Plans, Specifications,
Permits, ESCP, Right-of-Way Agreements, Special Provisions, and RE File (if any)
provided by LHTAC.

¢ Project Filing and Tracking Systems — Set up the filing system at project field office and
review and recommend revisions to the MTRs if needed. Establish a communication

tracking procedure. Project documents will be filed on Egnyte or other software in use by
LHTAC,

* Project Take Off Documents — Perform and provide required quantity take offs, create
pre-construction baselines, and conduct a photo/video log report for pre-work conditions
(including environmental conditions).

1.2 Pre-Construction Conference — HDR will schedule and facilitate the Pre-construction
Conference. HDR will prepare the agenda, and prepare forms and exhibits provided by or
coordinated with LHTAC and City of Nampa. HDR will prepare and distribute meeting
minutes.

1.3 Office Support — Office Support tasks will meet the requirements of LHTAC and FHWA.
Office Support tasks may include but are not limited to the following:

¢ Labor Compliance - Verify the Contractor’s and Subcontractor’s wage rates and check
certified payrolls; monitor Contractor EEO Policy, Affirmative Action Plan, Training
Program and DBE requirements for contract compliance; and perform job site checks and
interviews to verify the project bulletin board and posters adhere to the contract. Coordinate
correction of deficiencies through the RE.

e Subcontracts — Review and recommend for approval/rejection the ITD-315 Contractor’s
Request to Subcontract. Verify signed subcontract and FHWA Special Provisions are
included, and that the request meets LHTAC requirements.

¢ Filing & Records Verification — Maintain the project files at the project field office.
Perform periodic checks of the files to verify records are accurately maintained and the
filing system is current.

o Pay Estimate Preparation — Enter approved pay quantities into SiteManager. Prepare
estimates and determination of elapsed contract time at interval specified by LHTAC.
Verify that current pay quantities are accurate and supported with Material Certifications or
acceptable test results prior to payment.

¢ Materials Summary Report (MSR) - Enter data in the MAP program in accordance with
Table 425.1 of the Quality Assurance Manual. Review material certifications for contract
compliance. Return non-compliant certifications to the Contractor for correction. Enter
approved material certifications and test results in the MAP program. Independently check

Scope of Services HDR
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Page 3of 3



14

1.5

MAP entries. Prepare the ITD-852 Material Certification Checklist and the ITD-860
Independent Assurance Test Log upon completion of the MSR.

Materials Certifications — The CE&I Team will request certifications for all materials
incorporated into the project. No materials will be incorporated or accepted for payment
until the Certifications are received. Certifications will be entered into the MAP program.

Meetings — Provide office support for project meetings such as preparing agendas and
furnishing minutes and sign in sheets. Meetings may include the preconstruction
conference, regular progress meetings, and pre-work meetings for major items of work,
issue resolution, etc. Anticipate up to two {2) meetings total. Meetings will be recorded but
not transcribed unless requested.

Contract Submittal Review — The CE&I Team will review contractor submittals for
conformance to the contract documents as follows:

Traffic Control Plans - Review plans for compliance with MUTCD and ITD
specifications.

Requests for Information (RFI) — The CE&I Team will review contractor RFIs and
prepare drafi responses for the RE. If additional information or clarification is necessary,
the EOR will be contacted for contract clarifications. Estimate up to ten (10) RFI’s.

Interpretations and Clarifications — The CE&I Teamn will perform routine interpretations
and clarifications on the project. Sensitive decisions and interpretations or those that affect
erosion and environmental permitting will be reviewed by LHTAC prior to final
disposition.

Materials Review - The team will review materials proposed to be incorporated into the
work.

General Submittals - The CE&I Team will review contractor submittals for compliance
with contract requirements, recommend submittals for approval or rejection, and draft
response letters for the RE. Submittals will be tracked according to current Residency
procedures. Estimate up to twelve (12 each) submittals.

Shop Drawing Log - The CE&I Team will assist LHTAC with tracking shop drawings
submitted by the Contractor. Submittals will be forwarded to the EOR for review and
approval. The CE&I Team will coordinate with the EOR to encourage timely review of the
submittals. The RE will be contacted if delays are anticipated.

Analyze and Prepare Change Orders — The CE&I Team will prepare and analyze
change orders as assigned by LHTAC for review and submittal to the RE. The CE&I Team
will consult with the RE and prepare the ITD-2317 and other documents necessary to
complete the change order process. Discussions with LHTAC conceming change orders
will take place through the RE. If contract time is affected by the change order, a schedule
analysis will be performed under task 1.6. Estimate up to three (3) change orders.

Scope of Services HDR
Greenhust Road Signal, Nampa, Project A013(959), Key No. 13959 June 1, 2016
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1.6

Construction Schedule Review/Analysis — The CE&I Team will review and analyze the
construction schedule as follows:

Review Contractor’s baseline schedule for conformance with contract requirements and
scheduling logic, and provide written comments. Review updated baseline schedule to
verify comments have been adequately addressed and provide a recommendation for
approval of baseline schedule.

Review monthly schedule updates for conformance with specifications and progress of
work. Provide comments including delays or potential delays to the project as shown in
the schedule. Anticipate one (1) update and one (1) as-built schedule.

The CE&I Team will conduct monthly schedule progress meetings; review and analyze
the construction schedule; and make recommendation to accept the schedule updates,
The CE&I Team will analyze the construction schedule for Contractor’s requests for time
extensions and proposed change orders impacting contract time; make recommendations
to the RE regarding approval or rejection of requests for time extensions based on the
schedule analysis.

Key Understandings for Construction Schedule Review/Analysis:

No analysis required for contract time extensions.

The CE&I Team will review the schedules for accuracy of actual start and finish dates.
Estimate one (1) requests for time extensions impacting contract time requiring schedule
analysis.

Estimate up to two (2) schedule update reviews (one update and one as-built).

TASK 2 PROJECT INSPECTION

ITD Inspector Qualification Program (1QP) certified inspectors will perform inspections. The
frequency and scope of inspections will vary with the work activity being performed and will be in
accordance with ITD’s procedures, policies, and directives.

2.1

On-Site Project Inspection — The CE&I Team will provide on-site project inspection and
perform the following:

Inspector Diaries — Inspectors will prepare daily diaries using the ITD-0025 Standard
Construction Diary. Daily diaries will include Contractor’s hours on the site, equipment
used, weather conditions, data relative to questions of change orders, field orders, or
changed conditions, site visitors, daily activities, decisions, general observations, and
specific observation of test procedures.

Monitoring Contractor Activities — Contractor activities will be recorded to track
progress and compliance with contract work. Work that is in non-conformance with the
contract documents will be immediately reported to the Contractors’ superintendent and
HDR superiors

Pay Quantity Collection — The CE&I Team will develop all pay item quantities of
accepted work and resolve differences in quantities with the Contractor quantities prior to
forwarding quantities for payment.

Scope of Services HDR
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Safety — The Contractor is responsible for site safety. The CE&I Team are not liable for
safety violations which are the responsibility of the Contractor. The CE&I Team will report
safety violations observed during the inspection of the construction activities to the
Contractor and LHTAC RE.

Environmental & Erosion Control Monitoring — The CE&I Team will monitor
environmental and erosion control as follows:

Environmental & Erosion Control Monitoring - LHTAC will review the Contractor’s
Erosion and Sediment Control {ESC) Plan. The project does not require ground
disturbance. Therefore, no inspections are required by the CE&I Team. The Contractor will
prepare weekly reports to comply with the Nampa ESC permit. The CE&I Team will
review the reports and file in project records.

TASK 3 MATERIAL SAMPLING AND TESTING

The CE&I Team will monitor the Contractors Quality Control Plan in accordance with the Quality
Assurance (QA) Special Provisions. QA Material sampling and testing is not anticipated on this

project.

3.1

Contractor Quality Control Plan — Monitor the Contractor’s Quality Control Plan in
accordance with the QA Special Provisions. Verify the Contractor is performing quality
control tests at the required frequency and that results indicate the materials meet
specifications. If tests indicate materials do not meet specifications, notify LHTAC.

Key Understandings:

Test results will be entered into MAP, and entries will be checked independently.

TASK 4 PROJECT CLOSE-OUT

The CE&I Team will prepare project documentation to close out the project as follows:

4.1

Project Close-Out — The CE&I Team will prepare project documentation to close out the
project as follows:

Contract Documents - Project records will be filed at the RE’s office or as designated by
the RE. CE&I will conduct a final review of contract documents including tests and
approvals, shop drawings, and material certifications required so they are ready for review
by the District Materials Section and the District Records Inspector (DRI). The CE&I
Team will provide replies to inquiries by the DRI or Materials Sections regarding project
documentation provided by the CE&I Team.

Substantial Completion — An inspection will be completed when the Contractor notifies
LHTAC that the project is substantially complete and ready for its intended use to verify
substantial completion. A letter of substantial completion will be prepared at the conclusion
of the inspection if there are no outstanding work items.

Scope of Services HDR
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¢ Final Inspection — A final inspection will be completed to verify that the work is
acceptable prior to the CE&I Team recommending that final payment to the Contractor be
issued. Recommendations will be made by the CE&I Team verifying that the work is
acceptable to the best of their knowledge, information and belief based on the extent of the
services provided under this agreement. The HDR project manager and lead inspector will
be present during the final inspection.

* Record Drawings — The CE&I Team will timely request record drawings due, review the
record drawings received from the Contractor and compare the information to contract
requirements. Record drawings will be sent back to Contractor for corrections if needed.

Task 5 PROJECT MANAGEMENT

The CE&I Team will provide project management for the duration of the project, estimated up to
seven (7) months.

5.1  Project Management — The CE&I Team will provide Project Management as follows:

e The CE&I Team will provide adequate, qualified staff to perform the tasks identified in
this scope of work.

e The CE&I Team will prepare monthly invoices and progress reports to be submitted to
LHTAC’s RE for review and payment.

e The CE&I Team will prepare a Project Guide summarizing pertinent information
regarding the project such as project contact information, emergency contact information,
safety guide, and quality control guide.

Project Schedule
See Key Understandings above.

Scope of Services HDR
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CONSULTANT NAME: HDR
PROJECT: Greanhurst Road Signals - Negotlated
PROJECT NO.: A013(359)
KEY NO. 13953

A. SUMMARY ESTIMATED MAN-DAY COSTS

Qverhead FCCM Net Fes
Man-Days Man-Hours Loabor Rate 121.14% 0.1 SZ- 0% Loaded Rate Tatal

1 Pnncipat K. Eldridge 013 = 1.00 @ $78.00 $94.49 $0.10 $17.25 $189.84 $189 84

2 Project Manager R. Kinder a5t = 6000 @ $58.03 $70.30 $0.08 $12.83 $141.24 £9,604 03

3 Lead Inspector J Dovel 3650 = 29200 @ $29.36 $25.57 $0.04 5649 $71.46 $20,865.60

4 Accountant C. Reed 75 = W0 @ $29.42 $35.64 $0.04 $6 51 $71.60 £2,148 1
TOTAL LABOR 391.00 $32,807.58
B. OUT-OF-POCKET EXPEMSES (See attachsd back up) $1,168.00
$33,976.00

TOTAL



Consultant HOR
Project Greenhurst Road Signals
ProJect Number A013(959)
Key Numbar 13959

Months Federal
Vehicles Staff Monthly Miles {during construction) Total Miles  GSA Rate Total
Vehicle 1 Project Manager 100 1 100 0.54 $54.00
Vehicle 2 Lead Inspector 1600 1 1600 0.54 $864.00
Total Vehicles $918.00
Mis¢ Printing/Copving, postage $250.00

TOTAL OUT-OF-POCKET EXPENSES

$1,168.00



ENCROACHMENT AGREEMENT
1725 ASPEN GROVE STREET

e 1725 Aspen Grove Street is located in the Midland Park Subdivision adjacent to the Edwards
Lateral {See attached exhibit A).

o The home was built in the spring of 2002,

e In the fall of 2002 the property owners applied for and were issued a building permit for a
garage/shop building on the property.

e The property was recently inherited by Debra Clover from her parents.

o In the process of selling the property it was discovered the garage/shop is located over the
pressure irrigation main which is within the rear general utility easement, as well as part of
the Edwards Lateral easement.

» Engineering and Waterworks Division staff has reviewed the site.
e The proposed encroachment agreement:

o Allows the structure to remain in its current location until such time as the City needs
access to the easement/pressure irrigation main.

o Requires the property owner to remove the structure or relocate the pressure irrigation
main at the direction of the City.

o Indemnifies the City from damage from the pressure irrigation line to the
garage/shop.

¢ The City Attorney has reviewed and approved the proposed encroachment agreement from a
legal standpoint.

¢ The property owner is in contact with Nampa and Meridian Irrigation District and is working
through a license agreement with them to allow the encroachment into the Edwards Lateral
easement

REQUEST: Authorize Mayor to sign the Encroachment Agreement (Exhibit B) with Debra
June Clover.

C\Usersthaywardd\AppDats\Local\Microsoft\Windows\Temporary Intemet Files\Content OQutlook\FF7AYABE\WATER-1725 Aspen Grove-
Enchroachment.doc
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Approximate Location
Irrigation Main Line
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/ 1725 S Aspen Grove St

Approximate Location
50' Lateral Easement

Approximate Location
12' General Utility Easement




ENCROACHMENT AGREEMENT

THIS AGREEMENT is made and entered into this day of ,
2016, by and between the CITY OF NAMPA, a municipal corporation, hereinafter referred to as
the “City”, and Debra June Clover, hereinafter collectively referred to as “Second Party”.

WITNESSETH:

WHEREAS, the City has a public easement on and/or an easement through the

following described real property located at 1725 South Aspen Grove Street, Nampa, Idaho,
Canyon County, which is owned by Second Party, described as:

See attached Exhibit “A”

WHEREAS, Second Party desires an encroachment agreement for a garage/shop
structure constructed over a public utility easement hereinafter referred to as the “improvement,”
on Second Party’s above described property, which improvement would encroach upon the
City’s easement.

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration for the City allowing the Second Party to
retain the improvement which will encroach upon the City’s easement, the City and the Second
Party covenant and agree as follows:

1. The Second Party recognizes that the improvement on the City’s right of way is an
encroachment.

2. Upon notification from the City that the encroached area must be utilized by the City
for maintenance or construction of utilities the Second Party agrees that Second Party will,
within 30-days of such notification, remove the encroachment from the City’s easement or
relocate the existing pressure irrigation line such that it no longer is located beneath the
improvement at Second Party’s expense. In the event the Second Party fails, within such 30-day
period to remove the encroachment, the City may cause said encroachment to be removed and
the expense of such removal will be borne by the Second Party, who agrees to pay the same.
Restoration of the improvement following such maintenance or construction, if practical, shall be
the responsibility of Second Party.

3. Notwithstanding anything herein contained to the contrary, the City shall have the
right to immediately cancel and terminate this Agreement at any time and without prior notice to
Second Party; the City can require the Second Party to permanently remove the improvements,
installations or manner of encroachment from the easement at Second Party’s own expense, and
if Second Party shall fail to do so within 30 days from City’s notification to Second Party, the
City may cause all improvements, installations or manner of encroachment to be removed from
the right of way and the expense of said removal will be borne by the Second Party, who agrees
to pay the same.

4. Second Party shall construct, maintain and repair the improvement at Second Party’s
own cost and expense.

Encroachment Agreement
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5. In consideration for allowing Second Party to encroach upon its right of way at no
charge, Second Party does hereby indemnify and hold the City and its personnel, employees and
agents harmless from any and all liability, loss, claim, demand or action, costs or attorneys fees,
by any person and/or entity, or any assigns of any claims, arising from the encroachment upon
and use of this easement by Second Party or any persons going onto the easement, whether
invitees of Second Party or otherwise.

Second Party expressly executes this Agreement with the intent of relieving the City
of any and all liability created by or arising from Second Party’s encroachment upon and use of
the easement and hereby discharges the City and its assigns and legal representatives from all
claims, demands, causes of action, liability, loss, costs or attorneys fees, and/or any other claim
with respect to which this Agreement is executed, that may arise through Second Party, or
anyone claiming under Second Party, against the City or its legal representatives, successors and
assigns.

6. In the event an action is brought to enforce any of the terms or provisions of this
Agreement, or enforce forfeiture thereof for default thereof by either of the parties hereto, the
successful party to such action or collection shall be entitled to recover from the losing party a
reasonable attorney's fee, together with such other costs as may be authorized by law. In case
suit shall be brought for an unlawful detainer, Second Party shall pay to City all costs, expenses
and attorney's fees which shall be incurred by City in obtaining possession of the easement.

7. This Agreement shall be construed under the laws of the State of Idaho. This
Agreement shall inure to and bind the respective heirs, legal representatives, successors and
assigns of the parties.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto execute this Encroachment Agreement the
day and year first above written.

CITY OF NAMPA - APPROVED BY: AUTHORIZED SIGNATOR(S):
Robert L. Henry, Mayor Debra June Clover

ATTEST:

Deborah Bishop, City Clerk

Date

Encroachment Agreement
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STATE OF IDAHO )
:SS
County of Canyon )

On this day of , 2016, before me, the undersigned, a Notary
Public in and for said State, personally appeared Robert L. Henry, the Mayor of the City of
Nampa, Idaho, known to me to be the person whose name is subscribed to the within instrument,
and acknowledged to me that he executed the same on behalf of the City of Nampa, Idaho, and
was so authorized to do so.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand and affixed my official seal
the day and year first above written.

(SEAL) Notary Public for Idaho
Commission Expires:

STATE OF IDAHO )
.58

County of )
On this day of , 2016, before me, the undersigned, a
Notary Public in and for said State, personally appeared , known to me to

be the person whose name is subscribed to the within instrument, and acknowledged to me that
he executed the same.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand and affixed my official seal
the day and year first above written.

(SEAL) Notary Public for Idaho
Commission Expires:

Encroachment Agreement
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STATE OF IDAHO )
'SS

County of .}

On this day of , 2016, before me, the undersigned, a
Notary Public in and for said State, personally appeared Debra June Clover , known to me to be
the person whose name is subscribed to the within instrument, and acknowledged to me that he
executed the same.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand and affixed my official seal
the day and year first above written.

(SEAL) Notary Public for Idaho
Commission Expires:

Encroachment Agreement
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CONSENT TO BID
WELLS 1 AND 2 DEMOLITION AND ABANDONMENT

e Wells 1 and 2 are located at 116 10™ Avenue North and consist of two wells, a brick
building and large concrete cistern.

o These wells have not been used in the domestic water system for approximately 20 years.

o Last fall staff found the concrete lid to the cistern had begun to fail and subsequently a
portion of the lid collapsed into the cistern.

e Because the wells are no longer needed for the operation of the domestic water system
staff contracted with SPF Water to prepare bid and contract documents to demolish the
structures and abandon the wells on the site.

¢ The demolition and abandonment of the structures and wells are estimated to cost
$105,000

¢ Staff had planned to wait until FY17 to complete the demolition and abandonment
however with the collapse of a portion of the cistern staff recommends proceeding now

e Funding for this project will be brought forward in the forthcoming budget amendment
and removed from the FY 17 budget requests

e Upon completion of the demolition and abandonment staff plans to bring forward a
declaration of surplus property and take the property to auction.

¢ SPF and staff recommend proceeding with the formal bidding process.

REQUEST: Authorize spending authority, pending a budget amendment, and authorize
Engineering to proceed with the formal bidding process for the Wells 1 and 2 Demolition and
Abandonment project.

C\Usersthaywardd\AppData\Local\Microsofti Windows\Temporary [nternet Files\Content. Outlock\FF7AYABG6\WATER- Well | and 2 Demo-
Consent.doc
06/20/2016
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BID AWARD
Environmental Compliance Division Laboratory-Grade Autoclave Equipment

¢ The Environmental Compliance Division (ECD) laboratory uses an autoclave to sterilize
equipment that is used for bacteria testing

» The current autoclave does not function accurately; performance and operational
demands are not being met

e ECD needs a laboratory-grade autoclave that will meet current and future needs of the
laboratory

e On May 16, 2016, City Council authorized bidding the project

o The City received one (1) bid from:
o Tuttnauer™ USA Co. Ltd. (Tuttnauer)

o Staff has reviewed the bid and price submitted. Staff’s initial estimate was $42,504.00
for lab grade equipment. The bid as submitted appears reasonable for the type and
quality of equipment required

o Tuttnauer was determined to be the lowest responsive bidder at $40,923 (see Exhibit A).
All necessary public bidding requirements appear to be satisfied

¢ The project is funded under the fiscal year 2016 ECD Budget

¢ Contractor will be required to provide necessary insurance and other documents before
the agreement can be executed and the Notice to Proceed issued

o ECD staff have reviewed the bid and recommend award to Tuttnauer

REQUEST: Award bid and authorize Mayor to sign contract for Laboratory-Grade Autoclave
Procurement with Tuttnauer™ USA Co. Ltd. in the amount of $40,923

C:\Users\Haywardd\Appdata\Local\Microsof\Windows\Temporary Intemet Files\Content. Outloock\FF7AY ABG\ECD-Laboratory Grade
Autoclave Bid Award - REQ.Doc
06.20/16



Exhibit A

®
NAMPA

REQUEST FOR QUOTATION

Nampa WW Laboratory-Grade Autoclave
City of Nampa, Idaho 83651
Enviranmental Compliance Division
340 W Railroad Street

Project Name: Nampa WW Laboratory-Grade Autoclave Procurement
Project Number: 06.1-1634

Date: May 23, 2016

Quote No Later Than: June 9, 2016

Substantial Campletion Date: Seplember 30, 2016

1. PR A F T10

The intent of this project is 1o procure a taboratory-grade autoclave for use in the City of Nampa
Environmental Compliznce Division Laboratory. The autoclave must salisfy requirements stated in
Section 11974,

I T N Bl D
Bidders shall submit a Bid on a fump sum basis for the Base Bid. All prices that Bidder seis forth in

its Bid shall be based on the presumption that the Vendor'Contractor will furnish the materinols and
equipment specified or described in the Bidding Documents, as supplemented by Addenda.

Provide ahermnate laboratory-grade auloclave products in compliance wilh the requirements of
Sectian 11974 and equal 1o the products specified therein as determined by the Enginesr based on
submittal information provided with this Bid. Any assumptions regarding the possibilily of post-Bid
epprovals of “or-equal” or substitution requests are made a1 Bidder's sole risk.

Bid 1o furnish t ") nipment F.0O.B, ity of Nam

shown b!g:
BID
ITEM Estimated Unlt Price Amount
N Spec. # ltem D L Quaatity | Unlt Bid Bid
1 11974 Laboniory-Grede Autsclave 1 s | ¥90,923 |840,923
TOTAL PRICE (S &2, 72.3 (Exclodig
L5

Bidder's shall include the following submitta? informstion as an altachment to their bid, Further
informalion regarding these submitials is found in Section | 1974, op +iow :

I Technical documentation demonsirating equipment meets specification. D eSee {—f- Matrc Alpdel DC=3
2. Fabrication drawings for autoclave with full dimensions. 42,200
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3.  Plan, cross-section, and delatls showing proposed mounting for amoclave installation.
4. Listof installation materials and requirements.
5. Agpplicable operation and maintenancs information.

6. List of personnel safety features,

U1. WORK SITE LOCATION

The praject location is the Nampa Environmental Compliance Division Laboratory located ot 340 W
Reilroad Street in Nampa, Idaho.

V. COMPLET|ON TIME AND DATES

‘The work will be substantially complele o later than Seplember 30, 2016, All fiems will be ready
for final payment in accordance with the Contract Agreement a0 later than September 30, 2016,

Y. MEASUREMENT AND PAYMENT

All prices above will include all lobor, tools and materials necessary lo complele the work per each,
set in place. Payment will be made under the pay seference numbers listed above, Invoice by the 5*
of each month for any tems delivered the previous month,

¥1. INSU E MEN

Proof of insurance meeling the requirements of the Contract Agreement.

YILSIGNATURE OF CONT RACTOR

Please contact our Wastewater Program Manager, Brown and Caldwell, at (208)389-7717 for mare
information. Minority and women's owned businesses ase encouraged to quote. The City of Nampa is an
Equal Employment Opportunity (EEO) employes.

The City reserves the right 10 reject any or al bids in the best interests of the City of Nampa,

RETURN THIS FORM TO; Compeny
City of Nampa

Engineering Division Signature
411 3rd Street South

Nampa, ID 83651 Date __f ,P'//L‘ Phonej%/' 7)’0-01/_5'/
Public Works License # /y
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Sale of Real Property
1744 Garrity Boulevard, Nampa, Idaho

Idaho Code requirements have been satisfied to date to sell City owned property located
at 1744 Garrity Boulevard (Parcel No. R1428551800).

On May 2, 2016, City Council declared property as underutilized and not used for
public purposes and should be offered for sale; minimum price set at $34,000.00

City Clerk published summary of action taken and notice of public hearing of
proposed sale in official newspaper 14 days before the date of public hearing

After public hearing, and if passed by Council, property will be sold at public
auction

Notice of auction will be published in official newspaper 14 days before the sale
of property

Notice of auction will be sent directly to adjacent property owners

Public auction will be scheduled for Thursday, July 14, 2016, at 9:00 a.m. in City
Council Chambers

If no bids are received the City shall have the authority to sell the property as it
deems is in the best interests of the City

REQUEST: Authorize sale of 1744 Garrity Boulevard (Parcel No. R1428551800),
Nampa, Idaho, to be sold at public auction with minimum price set at $34,000.00,

KACOUNCILSTREETS-1744 Garrity Boulevard - Public Hearing & Authorize Auction (New Business) - REQ.Doc

06.20.16



ORDINANCE NO.

AN ORDINANCE ENACTED BY THE NAMPA CITY COUNCIL, AMENDING TITLE
3, CHAPTER 7, SECTION 3-7-1, SECTION 3-7-4, AND SECTION 3-7-5, OF THE
NAMPA CITY CODE, ALL PERTAINING TO DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES;
PROVIDING FOR AN EFFECTIVE DATE OF OCTOBER 1, 2016; PROVIDING FOR
SEVERABILITY; AND REPEALING ALL ORDINANCES, RESOLUTIONS, ORDERS
AND PARTS THEREOQOF, IN CONFLICT HEREWITH.

BE IT ORDAINED by the Mayor and Council of the City of Nampa, County of Canyon,
State of Idaho:

Section 1. That Title 3, Chapter 7, Section 3-7-1, Section 3-7-4, Section 3-7-5 of the
Nampa City Code, all relating to Development Impact Fees, be amended as follows:

3-7-1: LEGISLATIVE FINDINGS:

The city council of the city of Nampa, Canyon County, Idaho, finds that:

J. In order to implement an equitable development impact fee system for

the city capital facilities, the city retained BBE—Research—&—CensultingGalena
Consulting to prepare an impact fee study for these types of facilities. The

resulting document is titled "City Of Nampa, Idaho Impact Fee Study And Capital
Improvement Plans", dated March 1, 200872016 (the "development impact fee
study"), and that document is hereby incorporated by reference.

3-7-4: DEFINITIONS:

For the purpose of this chapter, the following terms shall have the following
meanings, some of which are assigned by Idaho Code section 67-8203, as
indicated:

DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEE STUDY: The document entitled "City Of
Nampa, Idaho Development Impact Fee Study And Capital Improvement Plans",

dated March 1, 20072016, prepared by BBC—Research—&ConsultingGalena
Consulting for the city, that sets forth reasonable methodologies and analyses for

determining the impacts of various types of development on the city capital
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facilities and determines the cost of expansions to those facilities necessary to
meet the demands created by new development.

3-7-5: DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES IMPOSED:

E. Fee Table And Calculation Of Amount Of Development Impact Fees:

1. Fee Table
R Impact Fee Cateqgory | | _@ HJ
f f
I Police fees: [ -
[ Single-family (per unit) R 283—90—@
' Multi-family {per unit) i 283.00-0.00 j
| Retail (per square foot) i 0—‘!—3—3& ’
: Office (per square foot) _9—13-_00_—11
| Industrial (per square foot) | _ _E;.—_L’S-u ﬂ
| ) e |
f : [ :I
Fire fees: d
' Single-family_(per unit) 212-00185.00
l Multi-family_(per unit) 242-86185.00
' Retail (per square foot) Ogg_w i
[ Office (per square foot) | 9—1-@& h
' Industrial (per square foot) 0-400.12
I Street fees: [ - E
Single-family_(per unit) 695;9;0379.00 ;
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Multi-family_(per unit) | 372.00235.00
Retail {per squ.a.llé fogtj | -‘I—?—Bﬂ i

| _ dfﬁéé(pér sqilar;f;)ot). , O-ngm

3 _"'ml_l;c_!_ustrial {per square foot) | ©-140.09
i.
"F.'arks and.recreation fées: | |
. Singlefamily (perunit) | 4:$43:001,242.00 |
Multi-family_{per ﬁnit) i4—.443=991,242.00 I
Total fees: _ |
Single-famiy (perunit) | 2:243:091,805.00 |
I\Iﬂiikamily {per unit) o 2—949-901_ ,I%EO
;Retail {per sﬁuare foot) : 2—94§§§ |

Office (per square foot) ! 0:430.60
Industrial (per square foot) | eazw?'

2. Levels Of Service: The levels of service upon which the foregoing

fees are calculated are as follows:

Fire: Ninety percent {(90%) fractile response time of five (5)six<6) minutes and
twenty six (26)aine+29) seconds or less which requires that fully furnished and
staffed fire stations be placed so that no part of the city is more than 1.5 miles
from a fire station-; Fthe fees are calculated on the basis that an additional fire
station will need to be constructed in the next ten (10) years and equipped with
one fire engine-and, support vehicles, of which one hundredeighty—+twe percent
(82100%) is calculated to be growth related and therefore one hundredeighty-twe
percent (82100%) of the cost of which is eligible for imposition of development
impact fees:; and an additional truck will need to be purchased to serve the area
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around this new station as well as serving other stations, of which fifty percent
(50%) is calculated to be growth related and therefore fifty percent (50%) of the

cost of which is eligible for imposition of development impact fees.

Parks: 3.84:321 acres of developed parks per one thousand (1,000) populatlon

plus an additional swimming pool one hundred percent (100%) of which is
attributable to new growth—speeba%ﬁhreefeahen—&ems—mehﬂnmmﬁand

, and one additional
skate park only thirteensixteen percent (4316%) of which is attributable to new
growth; and associated equipment with a life expectancy in excess of ten (10)
years.

Streets: Nampa’s street system currently operates at a level of service “D”, which
means that while many streets are increasingly congested. they are not vet at
capacity. Some streets facilities in the City meet and/or exceed level of service D,

while other may be at a level of service E or F. The fees are calculated on a basis
that will increase capacity of intersections, bridges and culverts to_ensure the
current level of service does not decrease due to new growth. The portion of these

projects attributable to new growth ranges from 18%-100%.

Section 2. In accordance with Idaho Code § 64-8206(6), this ordinance shall be in
full force and effect from and afier October 1, 2016.

Section3.  This ordinance is hereby declared to be severable. If any portion of this
ordinance is declared invalid by a court of competent jurisdiction, the remaining provisions shall
continue in full force and effect and shall be read to carry out the purposes of the ordinance
before the declaration of partial invalidity.

Section4.  All ordinances, resolutions, orders and parts thereof in conflict herewith
are repealed.

PASSED BY THE COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF NAMPA, IDAHO, this 18th day
of July, 2016.

APPROVED BY THE MAYOR OF THE CITY OF NAMPA, IDAHO, this 18th day
of July, 2016.

ATTEST:
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Mayor Robert L. Henry City Clerk (or Deputy)
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ORDINANCES OF THE CITY OF NAMPA
NOTICE OF ADOPTION AND SUMMARY OF
ORDINANCE NO.

AN ORDINANCE ENACTED BY THE NAMPA CITY COUNCIL, AMENDING TITLE 3,
CHAPTER 7, SECTION 3-7-1, SECTION 3-7-4, AND SECTION 3-7-5, OF THE NAMPA CITY
CODE, ALL PERTAINING TO DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES; PROVIDING FOR AN
EFFECTIVE DATE OF OCTOBER 1, 2016; PROVIDING FOR SEVERABILITY; AND
REPEALING ALL ORDINANCES, RESOLUTIONS, ORDERS AND PARTS THEREOF, IN
CONFLICT HEREWITH.

Section I: Amends Title 3, Chapter 7, Sections 3-7-1, 3-7-4, and 3-7-5, of the Nampa City Code, all
pertaining to Development Impact Fees, by citing the new and updated “City of Nampa, Impact Fee Study
and Capital Improvement Plans,” dated March 1, 2016, together with amending references to the
consultant who prepared that document, by implementing updated Development Impact Fees in the fee
table found in Section 3-7-5 of the Nampa City Code, and by amending the code’s description of the
levels of service upon which said impact fees are calculated.

Sections 2 through 4: Provides that this ordinance shall be in full force and effect from and after
October 1, 2016; provides for severability; repeals conflicting ordinances, resolutions, and orders.

Ordinance No. _____ provides an effective date, which shall be October 1, 2016. Ordinance No. was
passed by the Council and approved by the Mayor on the 18th day of July, 2016. The full text ext of the
Ordinance is available at Nampa City Hall, 411 Blaine Street, Nampa, Idaho 83605. The Mayor and City
Council approved the foregoing summary on the 18th day of July, 2016, for publication on the 25th day
of July, 2016, pursuant to Idaho Code § 50-901A.

Mayor Robert L. Henry
ATTEST: Deborah Bishop, City Clerk

STATEMENT OF LEGAL ADVISOR

I have reviewed the foregoing summary and
believe that it provides a true and complete
summary of Ordinance No. and provides
adequate notice to the public as to the contents
of such ordinance.

DATED this 18th day of July, 2016.
Mark Hilty, Attorney for City of Nampa
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Section 1.
Introduction

This report regarding impact fees for the City of Nampa, Idaho is organized into the following
sections:

An overview of the report’s background and objectives;
A definition of impact fees and a discussion of their appropriate use;
An overview of land use and demographics;

A step-by-step calculation of impact fees under the Capital Improvement Plan
(CIP) approach;

A list of implementation recommendations; and

A brief summary of conclusions. Each section follows sequentially.

Background and Objectives

The City of Nampa, Idaho (City) hired Galena Consulting to calculate impactfees for the City’s
Police, Fire, Parks and Public Works (Streets) Departments.

This document presents impact fees based on the City’s demographic data and infrastructure
costs before credit adjustment; calculates the City’s monetary participation; examines the likely
cash flow produced by the recommended fee amount; and outlines specific fee implementation
recommendations. Credits can be granted on a case-by-case basis; these credits are assessed
when each individual building permit is pulled.

Definition of Impact Fees

Impact fees are one-time assessments established by local governments to assist with the
provision of Capital Improvements necessitated by new growth and development. Impact fees are
governedby principles established in Title 67, Chapter 82, Idaho Code, known as the Idaho
Development Impact Fee Act (Impact Fee Act) which specifically gives cities, towns and
counties the authority tolevy impact fees. The Idaho Code defines an impact fee as ... a payment
of money imposed asa condition of development approval to pay for a proportionate share of the
cost of system improvements needed to serve development.”’

Purpose of impact fees. The Impact Fee Act includes the legislative finding that “... an
equitable program for planning and financing public facilities needed to serve new growth and
development is necessary in order to promote and accommodate orderly growth and development
and to protect the public health, safety and general welfare of the citizens of the state of Idaho.™

Idaho fee restrictions and requirements. The Impact Fee Act places numerous restrictions
onthe calculation and use of impact fees, all of which help ensure that local governments adopt
impact fees that are consistent with federal law.” Some of those restrictions include:
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» Impact fees shall not be used for any purpose other than to defray system
improvement costs incurred to provide additional public facilities to serve new
3
growth;

s Impact fees must be expended within 8 years from the date they are collected. Fees
may be held in certain circumstances beyond the 8-year time limit if the

. . 5
governmental entity can provide reasonable cause;

»  Impact fees must not exceed the proportionate share of the cost of
capital improvements needed to serve new growth and development;’

»  Impact fees must be maintained in one or more interest-bearing accounts within
the capital projects fund.’

See Section 67-8203(9), Idaho Code. “System improvements” are capital improvements (i.e., improvements with a
useful life of 10 years or more) that, in addition to a long life, increase the service capacity of a public facility. Public
facilities include: parks, open space and recreation arcas, and related capital improvements; and public safety facilities,
including law enforcement, fire, emergency medical and rescue facilities. See Sections 67-8203(3), (24) and (28), Idaho
Code.

 See Scction 67-8202, Idaho Code.

As explained further in this study, proportionality is the foundation of a defensible impact fee. To meet substantive due
process requirements, an impact fec must provide a rational relationship (or nexus) between the impact fee assessed
against new development and the actual need for additional capital improvements. An impact fee must substantially
advance legitimate local government interests. This relationship must be of “rough proportionality,” Adequate
consideration ofthe factors outlined in Section 67-8207(2) ensure that rough proportionality is reached. See Banbury
Development Corp. v. South Jordan, 631 P.2d 899 (1981); Dollan v. City of Tigard, 512 U.S. 374 (1994),

4

See Sections 67-8202(4) and 67-8203(29), Idaho Code.
' See Section 67-8210(4), Idaho Code.
]

See Sections 67-8204(1) and 67-8207, idaho Code.

-

 See Section 67-8210(1), Idaho Code.
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In addition, the Impact Fee Act requires the following:

Establishment of and consultation with a development impact fee advisory
committee (Advisory Committee);"

Identification of all existing public facilities;

Determination of a standardized measure (or service unit) of consumption of
public facilities;

Identification of the current level of service that existing public facilities
provide;

Identification of the deficiencies in the existing public facilities;
Forecast of residential and nonresidential growth;’

Identification of the growth-related portion of the Police, Fire, Parks and
Streets Capital Improvement Plans;

Analysis of cash flow stemming from impact fees and other capital
improvement funding sources;''

Implementation of recommendations such as impact fee credits, how impactfee
revenues should be accounted for, and how the impact fees should be updated
over time;

Preparation and adoption of a Capital Improvement Plan pursuant to state law
and public hearings regarding the same;"” and

Preparation and adoption of a resolution authorizing impact fees pursuant to state
law and public hearings regarding the same."

How should fees be calculated? State law requires the City to implement the Capital
Improvement Plan methodology to calculate impact fees. The City can implement fees of any
amount not to exceed the fees as calculated by the CIP approach. This methodology requires the
Cityto describe its service areas, forecast the land uses, densities and population that are expected
to occur in those service areas over the 10-year CIP time horizon, and identify the capital
improvements that will be needed to serve the forecasted growth at the planned levels of service,
assuming the planned

E

See Section 67-8203, Idaho Code.
9

See Section 67-8206(2), Idaho Code.
10

See Section 67-8208, Idaho Code.

|
See Section 67-8207, Idaho Code.

12
See Sections 67-8209 and 67-8210, ldaho Code.

13
See Section 67-8208, Idaho Code.
14

See Sections 67-8204 and 67-8206, Idaho Code.

GALENA CONSULTING

FINAL REPCRT -- PAGE 4




levels of service do not exceed the current levels of service.” This list and cost of capital
improvements constitutes the capital improvement element to be adopted as part of the City’s
individual Comprehensive Plan.”* Only those items identified as growth-related on the CIP are
eligible to be funded by impact fees.

The City intending to adopt an impact fee must first prepare a capital improvements plan.” To
ensure that impact fees are adopted and spent for capital improvements in support of the
community’s needs and planning goals, the Impact Fee Act establishes a link between the
authorityto charge impact fees and certain planning requirements of Idaho’s Local Land Use
Planning Act (LLUPA). The local government must have adopted a comprehensive plan per
LLUPA procedures, and that comprehensive plan must be updated to include a current capital
improvement element.” This study considers the planned capital improvements for the ten-year
period from 2009 the end of 2018 that will need to be adopted as an element the City’s
Comprehensive Plan.

Once the essential capital planning has taken place, impact fees can be calculated. The Impact
Fee Act places many restrictions on the way impact fees are calculated and spent, particularly
via the principal that local governments cannot charge new development more than a
“proportionate share™ of the cost of public facilities to serve that new growth. “Proportionate
share™ is defined as “. . .that portion of the cost of system improvements . . . which reasonably
relates to the service demandsand needs of the project.”” Practically, this concept requires the
City to carefully project future growth and estimate capital improvement costs so that it prepares
reasonable and defensible impact fee schedules.

The proportionate share concept is designed to ensure that impact fees are calculated by measuring
the needs created for capital improvements by development being charged the impact fee; do not
exceed the cost of such improvements; and are “earmarked” to fund growth-related capital
improvementsto benefit those that pay the impact fees.

There are various approaches to calculating impact fees and to crediting new development for

past and future contributions made toward system improvements. The Impact Fee Act does not
specify a single type of fee calculation, but it does specify that the formula be “reasonable and

fair.” Impact fees should take into account the following:

15
As a comparison and benchmark for the impact fees calculated under the Capital Improvement Plan approach, Galena
Consulting also calculated the City’s current level of service by quantifying the City’s current investment in capital
improvements for each impact fee category, allocating a portion of these assets to residential and nonresidential
development, and dividing the resulting amount by current housing units (residential fees) or current square footage
(nonresidential fees). By using current assets to denote the current service standard, this methodology guards against
using fees to correct existingdeficiencies.

6

See Sections 67-8203(4) and 67-8208, Idaho Code.
17

See Section 67-8208, Idaho Code.
8

See Sections 67-8203(4) and 67-8208, 1daho Code.

]
See Section 67-8203(23), Idaho Code.

1

3
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»  Any appropriate credit, offset or contribution of money, dedication of land,
or construction of system improvements;

»  Payments reasonably anticipated to be made by or as a result of a new
developmentin the form of user fees and debt service payments;

«  That portion of general tax and other revenues allocated by the City to growth-
related system improvements; and

«  All other available sources of funding such system improvements.”

Through data analysis and interviews with the City and Galena Consulting identified the share of
each capital improvement needed to serve growth. The total projected capitalimprovements
needed to serve growth are then allocated to residential and nonresidential development with the
resulting amounts divided by the appropriate growth projections from 2009 to 2018. This is
consistent with the Impact Fee Act.” Among the advantages of the CIP approach is its
establishment of a spending plan to give developers and new residents more certainty about the use
of the particular impact fee revenues.

Other fee calculation considerations. The basic CIP methodology used in the fee
calculationsis presented above. However, implementing this methodology requires a number of
decisions. The considerations accounted for in the fee calculations include the following:

»  Allocation of costs is made using a service unit which is “a standard measure of
consumption, use, generation or discharge attributable to an individual unit”™ of
development calculated in accordance with generally accepted engineering or
planning standards for a particular category of capital improvement.”™ The service
units chosen by the study team for every fee calculation in this study are linked
directly to residential dwelling units and nonresidential development square feet,™

+ A second consideration involves refinement of cost allocations to different land
uses. According to [daho Code, the CIP must include a “conversion table
establishing the ratio of a service unit to various types of land uses, including
residential, commercial, agricultural and industrial.” In this analysis, the study
team has chosen to use the highest level of detail supportable by available data
and, as a result, in this study, every impact fee is allocated between aggregated
residential (i.e., all forms of residential housing) and nonresidential development
(all nonresidential uses including retail, office, agricultural and industrial).

a0
See Section 67-8207, 1daho Code.

-

1
The impact fee that can be charged to each service unit (in this study, residential dwelling units and nonresidential
square feet) cannot exceed the amount determined by dividing the cost of capital improvements attributable 10 new
development (in order to provide an adopied service level) by the total number of service units attributable to new
, development. See Sections 67-8204(16), 67-8208(1(f) and 67-8208(1)(g), Idaho Code.

" See Section 67-8203(27), IdahoCode.
ek}
See Section 67-8203(27), ldaho Code,

24

The construction of detached garages alongside residential units does not typically trigger the payment of additional
impact fees unless that structure will be the site of a home-based business with significant outside employment.
25

" See Section 67-8208(1)(e), Idaho Code.
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Current Assets and Capital Improvement Plans

The CIP approach estimates future capital improvement investments required to serve growth
over a fixed period of time. The Impact Fee Act calls for the CIP to “. . . project demand for
system improvements required by new service units . . . over a reasonable period of time not to
exceed 20 years.”*" The impact fee study team recommends a 10-year time period based on the
City’sbest available capital planning data.

The types of costs eligible for inclusion in this calculation include any land purchases,
construction of new facilities and expansion of existing facilities to serve growth over the next 10
years at planned and/or adopted service levels.” Equipment and vehicles with a useful life of 10
years or more are also impact fee eligible under the Impact Fee Act.” The total cost of
improvements over the 10 years is referred to as the “CIP Value” throughout this report. The cost
of this impact fee study is alsoimpact fee eligible for all impact fee categories. Each fee category
was charged its pro-rated percentage of the cost of the impact fee study.

The forward-looking 10-year CIPs for Nampa’s Police, Fire, Parks and Streets Departments each
include some facilities that are only partially necessitated by growth (e.g., facility expansion).
The study team met with the City to determine a defensible metric for including a portion of these
facilities in the impactfee calculations. A general methodology used to determine this metric is
discussed below. In some cases, a more specific metric was used to identify the growth-related
portion of such improvements. In these cases, notations were made in the applicablesection,

Fee Calculation

In accordance with the CIP approach described above, we calculated fees for each department by
answering the following seven questions:

|. Who is currently served by the City? This includes the number of residents as
well as residential and nonresidential land uses.

~J

What is the current level of service provided by the City? Since an important
purpose of impact fees is to help the City achieve its planned level of service”, it is
necessary to know the levels of service it is currently providing to the community.

3. What current assets allow the City to provide this level of service? This
provides a current inventory of assets used by the City, such as facilities, land and
equipment. In addition, each asset’s replacement value was calculated and
summed to determine the total value of the Police, Fire, Parks and Streets current
assets.

6
See Section 67-8208(1)(h).
27
This assumes the planned levels of service do not exceed the current levels ofservice.
®
The Impact Fee Act allows a broad range of improvements to be considered as “capital” improvements, so long as the
improvements have useful life of at least 10 years and also increase the service capacity of public facilities. See Sections
67- 8203(28) and 50-1703, ldaho Code.
2

This assumes that the planned level of service does not exceed the current level ofservice.
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4. What is the current investment per residential and nonresidential land use? In
other words, how much of each service provider’s current assets’ total value is
needed to serve current residential households and nonresidential square feet?

5. What future growth is expected in the City? How many new residential
households and nonresidential square footage will the City serve over the CIP
period?

6. What new infrastructure is required to serve future growth? For example, how
many new engines will be needed by the City of Nampa Fire Department within the
next ten years to achieve the planned level of service of the City?”

7. What impact fee is required to pay for the new infrastructure? We calculated
an apportionment of new infrastructure costs to future residential and nonresidential
land- uses for the City. Then, using this distribution, the impact fees were
determined.

Addressing these seven questions, in order, provides the most effective and logical way to
calculate impact fees for the City. In addition, these seven steps satisfy and follow the
regulations set forth earlier in this section.

“"GRUM"” Analysis

In Nampa, as in any local government, not all capital costs are associated with growth. Some
capital costs are for repair and replacement of facilities e.g., standard periodic investment in
existing facilities such as roofing. These costs are ot impact fee eligible. Some capital costs are
for bettermentof facilities, or implementation of new services {e.g., development of an expanded
training facility). These costs are generally not entirely impact fee eligible. Some costs are for
expansion of facilities to accommodate new development at the current leve! of service (e.g.,
purchase of new fire stationto accommodate expanding population). These costs are impact fee
eligible.

Because there are different reasons why the City invests in capital projects, the study team
conducted a “GRUM?” analysis on all projects listed in each CIP:

Growth. The “G” in GRUM stands for growth. To determine if a project is solely
related to growth, we ask “Is this project designed to maintain the current levelof
service as growth occurs?” and “Would the City still need this capital project ifit
weren’t growing at all?” “G” projects are only necessary to maintain the City’s
current level of service as growth occurs. It is thus appropriate to include 100
percent of their cost in the impact fee calculations.

Repair & Replacement. The “R” in GRUM stands for repair and replacement. We
ask, “Is this project related only to fixing existing infrastructure?” and “Would the
City still need it if it weren’t growing at all?”” “R” projects have nothing to do with
growth. It is thus not appropriate to include any of their cost in the impact fee
calculations.

30
This assumes the planned level of service does not exceed the current level of service.
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Upgrade. The “U” in GRUM stands for upgrade. We ask, “Would this project
improve the City’s current level of service?” and “Would the City still do it even
if it weren’t growing at all?” “U” projects have nothing to do with growth. It is
thus not appropriate to include any of their cost in the impact fee calculations.

Mixed. The “M” in GRUM stands for mixed. It is reserved for capital projects that
have some combination of G, R and U. “M” projects by their very definition are
partially necessitated by growth, but also include an element of repair, replacement
and/or upgrade. In this instance, a cost amount between 0 and 100 percent should be
included in the fee calculations. Although the need for these projects is triggered by
new development, they will also benefit existing residents.

Projects that are 100 percent growth-related were determined by our study to be necessitated
solely by growth. Alternatively, some projects can determined to be “mixed,” with some aspects
of growth and others aspects of repair and replacement. In these situations, only a portion of the
total costof each project is included in the final impact feecalculation.

It should be understood that growth is expected to pay only the portion of the cost of capital
improvements that are growth-related. The City will need to plan to fund the pro rata share of
these partially growth-related capital improvements with revenue sources other than impact fees
within the time frame that impact fees must be spent. These values will be calculated and
discussed in Section VI of this report.

Exhibits found in Sections III through VI of this report detail all capital improvements planned for
purchase over the next ten years by the City.
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Section 11.
Land Uses

As noted in Section 1, it is necessary to allocate capital improvement plan (CIP) costs to both
residential and nonresidential development when calculating impact fees. The study team
performed this allocation based on the number of projected new households and nonresidential
square footage projected to be added from 2015 through 2025 for the City. These projections
were based on current growth estimates from COMPASS as well as recommendations from City
Staff.

Demographic and land-use projections are some of the most variable and potentially debatable
components of an impact fee study, and in all likelihood the projections used in our study will
not prove to be 100 percent correct. The purpose of the Advisory Committee’s annual review is
to account for these inconsistencies. As each CIP is tied to the City’s land use growth, the CIP
and resulting fees can be revised based on actual growth as itoccurs.

The following Exhibit II-1 presents the current and future population for the City.

Exhibit 1I-I: Current and Future Population in the City of Nampa, Idaho

2015 2025 Net Growth Annual
Growth Rate
Population 84,821 97,301 12,480 1.5%

Source: COMPASS

Nampa currently has approximately 84,821 persons residing within the existing City limits. Over
the next ten years, we expect the City to grow by approximately 12,480 persons, or at anannual
growth rate of 1.5 percent.

The following Exhibit 11-2 presents the current and future number of residential units and
nonresidential square feet for the City. We expect the City to have 34,553 residential households
and 11.9 million nonresidential square feet by 2025 based on existing growth rates.

GALENA CONSULTING
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Exhibit I1-2,
Current and Future Land Uses, Nampa, idaho

2015 2025 Net Growth Net Growth in Percent of Total
Square Feet " Growth In SF
Population 84,821 97,301 12,480
Residential {in units) 29,458 34,553 5,005
Single-Family 25,039 28,679 3,640 6,624,236 69%
Multi-Family 4419 5,874 1,455 1,309,779 14%
Nonresidential {in square feet) 10,248,776 11,894,123 1,645,347 1,645,347 17%
Retail 4,406,974 5,229 647 822 673 822,673 9%
Ofiice 1,434,829 1,763.898 329,069 329.069 3%
Industrial 4,406,974 4,900,578 493,604 493 604 5%
Total Square Footage Growth = 9,579,362 100%:

Note: (1) Based on assumed 1,820 square feet per single-family residential unit and 900 square feer per multl-family ressdenual unit

Source:  City of Nampa Impact Fee Study 2009, revised based on conversations with City s1aff and local realtors in 2015, and data from COMPASS and
the 2012 American Community Survey

As shown above, Nampa is expected to grow by approximately 5,095 residential units and
1,645,347 nonresidential square feet over the next ten years. Eight-three percent of this growth is
attributable to residential land uses, while the remaining seventeen percent is attributable to
nonresidential growth. In total, this equates to a 10-year growth rate in square feet of
approximately 17 percent. These growth projections will be used in the following sections to
calculate the appropriate impact fees for the City.
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Section III.
Police Department

In this section, we calculate impact fees for the City of Nampa Police Department following the
seven question method outlined in Section [ of this report.

1. Who is currently served by the City of Nampa Police Department?

As shown in Exhibit II-2, the Police Department currently serves 29,458 residential units and
approximately 10.2 million square feet of nonresidential land use found within Nampa.

2. What is the current level of service provided by the Police Department?

The Nampa Police Department currently provides a level of service of 1.3 sworn officers per
1,000 Nampa residents.” As the City grows, additional infrastructure and equipment will be
needed to achieve the Department’s planned level of service. Based on conversations with City
Staff, our current understanding is that the planned level of service is equal to the current level of
service (i.e., 1.3 sworn officers per 1,000 residents).

3. What current assets allow the Nampa Police Department to provide this level of
service?

The following Exhibit 111-1 displays the current assets of the Nampa Police Department.

32
This was calculated using the following formula = 113 full-time sworn officers / 84,821 current residents * 1,000 = 1.3
sworn officers per 1,000 residents.
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Exhibit III-1.
Current Assets— Nampa Police Department

Square Replacement
Type of Capital Infrastructure Foet Vaius
Facilities
Police Administration/Main Station 48000 § 12,560,000
Waest Substation 2,000 s 360,000
Stampede Substation plus 1 acre land 2000 $ 410,000
Family Justice Center plus .84 acres land 1,080 $ 226,400
Ridgecrest antenna/repeater site plus land 240 § 102,500
SlU Office Space {rented) 1500 S -
Vehicles
Mobile Command Vehicle $ 250,000
1908 Winnebago TRT "Bus" ] 50,000
2012 Armored Vehicle 5 200,000
Equipment
RADAR trailer and agquipment s 10,000
Bomb trailers and equipment $ 1,000,000
Drug Lab Trailer S 5,000
Weaponry and Riot Gear ] 125,000
AFIX (2) $ 25,000
Communications System/dispatch $ 1,500,000
Total Infrasiructure 54820 $§ 16,823,900
Plus Impact Fee study 5 6,188
Plus Fund Balance S 806,825
TOTAL CURRENT INVESTMENT $ 17,636,913

As shown above, the Police Department currently owns approximately $17.6 million ofeligible
current assets, These assets are used to provide the Department’s current level of service.

From a per officer perspective, the Nampa Police Department currently owns approximately 485
square feet of police station and administration facility space per Nampa officer. This ratio will
be used in Exhibit I11-2 below to calculate the amount of new police facility square footage
required to support new officers needed to support growth.

4. What is the current investment per residential unit and nonresidential square foot
for the Nampa Police Department?

The City has already invested $496 per residential unit and $0.29 per nonresidential square foot
in order to provide the current level of service. This figure is derived by allocating the value of
the Police Department’s current assets between the current number of residential units and
nonresidential square feet.
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We will compare our final impact fee calculations with these figures to determine if the two
results will be similar; this represents a “check” to see if future residents will be paying for
infrastructure at a level commensurate with what existing residents have invested in
infrastructure.

5. What future growth is expected in Nampa?

As shown in Exhibit [I-2, the City of Nampa is expected to grow by approximately 5,095
residential units and 1.6 million square feet of nonresidential land use over the next ten years.

6. What new infrastructure is required to serve future growth?

The following Exhibit 111-2 displays the capital improvements needed to support growth by the
Nampa Police Department over the next ten years.

Exhibit III-2.
Nampa Police Department CIP 2015-2025
) Square CIP Growth Amount to Amaunt
Type of Capital Infrastructure Footage Velue Portion Include in from Other
Fees Sources
Facilities
Space/vehicles for 17 additienal officers needed to support growth $ 2,158,032 100% $ 663,138 | S -
Vehicles
TRT Bus Replacement $ 50,000 0% $ - S 50,000
Negotiation Command Vehicle $ 250,000 0% $ - S 250,000
Mobile Command Unit - additional for growth $ 250,000 50% § 125,000 | § 125,000
Totzl Infrastructure s 2,708,032 ] 788,138
Plus Impact Fee Study S 6,188 100% $ 6188 | $ -
Plus Standard of Cover Analysis $ 25,000 50% $ 12,500 | § 12,500
Minus Fund Balance $ 806,825 $ 806,825
TOTAL GROWTH RELATED CIP $ 1,932,395 L] = s 437,500

Source: City of Nampa Polce Department

As shown above, in order to support new growth the Nampa Police Department would need
approximately $2.7 million in capital improvements over the next ten years, approximately $2.3
million of which is impact fee eligible. However, Mayor Bob Henry and Chief Huff will
accommodate the 17 additional officers necessary to support growth over the next ten years in leased
or existing space in order to contain future costs. It is proposed to fund these costs with existing fund
balance in the amount of $663,138. Fund balance would also be used to fund vehicles needed to
accommodate the new officers (all vehicles with a useful life of more than 10 years), the growth-
related portion of the additional mobile command unit, the impact fee study, and the growth-related
portion of the Standard of Cover analysis which is necessary to help guide future service delivery
and capital planning decisions.

The remaining $437,500 in the CIP is the price for the Police Department to replace the existing
TRT Bus and Negotiation Command vehicle, as well as the non-growth portion of the additional
mobile command unit and Standard of Cover analysis. These items are not eligible for inclusion
in the impact fee calculations. The Police Department will therefore have to use other sources of
revenue including all of those listed in [daho Code 67-8207(1){iv)(2)(h).
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7. What impact fee is required to pay for the new capital improvements?

As the Mayor and Chief of Police have proposed utilizing existing fund balance to fund the
growth-related capital expenditures for the Police Department over the next ten years, it is
proposed the City discontinue collecting a police impact fee until further notice. The
Department would utilize existing fund balance to fund its projected growth-related capital
needs.

Therefore, total impact fees for a residential unit would decrease by the current $283. Total
impact fees for a non-residential square foot would decrease by $0.13 per square foot.
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Section 1IV.
Fire Department

In this section, we calculate impact fees for the Nampa Fire Department following the seven
question method outlined in Section 1 of this report.

1. Who is currently served by the Nampa Fire Department?

As shown in Exhibit [I-2, the Fire Department currently serves 29,458 residential units and
approximately 10.2 million square feet of nonresidential land use found within Nampa.

2. What is the current level of service provided by the Nampa Fire Department?
Nampa’s Fire Department provides a level of service of a 90 percent fractile response time of 5
minutes and 26 seconds. As the City grows, additional infrastructure and equipment will be
needed to achieve the Department’s planned level of service. Based on conversations with
Departmentsstaff, it is our understanding that the planned level of service is equal to the current
level of service.

3. What current assets allow the Nampa Fire Department to provide this level of service?

The following Exhibit IV-1 displays the current assets of the Nampa Fire Department.
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Exhibit Iv-1,
Current Assets — Nampa Fire Department

Typa of Capitai Infrastrucium Fost Vakie
Fadiities
Fire Administration 7.200 § 1,884,000
Fire Station #1 (.48 acres land) 15000 § 2,724,000
Fire Station #2 ( 74 acres land) 5000 § 837 000
Fire Station #3 {.74 acre land) 5000 $ 937,000
Fire Siation #4 (2 actes land ) 6500 $ 1,270,000
Fire Station #5 (2 acres land owned by airport) a7el § 1.576.980
Fire Sate House 1250 § 120,000
Classroom 1200 § 120,000
2 Slorage sheds and garage 240 § 86,450
Bum cell 96 § 45,000
Training Tower 6600 § 1,320,000
SCBA trainer 485 § 86,375
Confined space props $ 22,000
Drafling pit $ 33,000
Apparatus/Vehicles
8 Pumpers (3 reserve) $ 3,880,000
2 Trucks (1 reserve) $ 1,120,000
1 Water Tender H 300,000
1 Brush Truck 3 110,000
Support Vehictes H 380,000
Equipment
SCBAs H 400,000
Cardiac Monitors §_ 161000
Total lnfrastruchurs 57342 § 17.232808
Plus Impact Fee Study H 6,188
Plus Fund Balance s 695,729
TOTAL CURRENT INVESTMENT. § iremmn

Source: Chief Karl Malott, City of Nampa Fire Department

As shown above, the Nampa Fire Department currently owns approximately $18 million of eligible
current assets. These assets are used to provide the Department’s current level of service.

4. What is the current investment per residential unit and nonresidential square foot?

The Nampa Fire Department has already invested $506 per residential unit and $0.30 per
nonresidential square foot. This figure is derived by allocating the value of the Fire Department’s
current assets between the current number of residential units and nonresidential square feet.

We will compare our final impact fee calculations with these figures to determine if the two
results will be similar; this represents a “check™ to see if future City residents will be paying for
infrastructure at a level commensurate with what existing City residents have invested in
infrastructure.

5. What future growth is expected in the Nampa Fire Department?

As shown in Exhibit I1-2, the City of Nampa is expected to grow by approximately 5,095
residential units and 1.6 million square feet of nonresidential land use over the next ten years.
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6. What new infrastructure is required to serve future growth?

The following Exhibit [V-2 displays the capital improvements planned for purchase by the
Nampa Fire Department over the next ten years.

Exhibit IV-2,
Nampa Fire Department CIP 2016-2025

CIP Nampa  Growth Amount to Amount Amount
Type of Capital Infrastruchire Valus Porion  Portion Includs in from Other from Fira
Fees Sourced District

Facilities

Fira Station #6 s 500.000 100% 100% & 900,000 | S -
Vehicles

1 Engine for Fire Station #6 5 425 000 B4% 100% $ 357,000 0| S 68,000

Additional Truck for growth citywide (station TBD) ] 750,000 B4% 50% $ 315,000 0| S 435,000

Growth refated support vehicles $ 228,000 B84% 100% 5 191,520 0/$ 36,480

Scheduled apparatus/vehicie replacemant S 4,354,000 100% 0% % . $ 4,354,000
Equipment

SCBA Replacement $ 400,000 100% 0% § - |S 400,000

Station #1 Air Compressor [ 45,000 1006% 0% § - s 45,000

1 additional Cardiac Monitor $ 23,000 100% 100% § 23,000 | 8 &

Cardiac Monitor Replacement - 1 par year H 252,500 100% 0% § - |$ 252500
Growth-Related Research - Standard of Cover S 40,000 100% 100% § 40,000 | § =

$ 1417508 $ 1826520

Plus Impact Fee Study H §.188 100% 100% § 6,188 | S =

Minus Impact Fee Fund Balance 695729 $ 695728

TOTAL GROWTH RELATED GiP $ 87T $ 136979 |5 5,051,500 |$ 539,480

Source:  Chief Karl Malott, Nampa Fire Department

As shown above, the Nampa Fire Department plans to purchase approximately $6.7 million in
capital improvements over the next ten years, $1.14 million of which is impact fee eligible.
These new assets will allow the Nampa Fire Department to achieve its planned level of service in
the future.” The commencement and completion dates for the Fire Department’s growth-related
capital infrastructure depend on the timing and pace of the projected growth.

The remaining approximately $5.0 million is the price for the Department to replace existing
apparatus, vehicles and other equipment. Replacement of existing capital is not eligible for
inclusion in the impact fee calculations. The Department will therefore have to use other sources
of revenue including all of those listed in Idaho Code67- 8207(iv)(2)(h). An additional
$539,480 of the cost of the ten-year CIP will be funded by the Fire District for growth in the
area of impact.

7. What impact fee is required to pay for the new capital improvements?

The following Exhibit IV-3 takes the projected future growth from Exhibits [1-2 and the growth-
related CIP from Exhibit IV-2 to calculate impact fees for the Nampa Fire Department.

34
This assumes the planned level of service does not exceed the current level of service.
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Exhibit IV-3.
Nampa Fire Department FeeCalculation

Impact Fee Calculation - City Limits

Amount to Include in Fee Calculation $1,136,979
Distribution of Future Land Use Growth
Residential 83%
Nonresidential 17%
Future Assets by Land Use
Residential $ 941,692
Nonresidential $ 193286
Future Land Use Growth
Residential 5,095
Nonresidential 1.645 347
Impact Fee per Unit
Residential $ 185
Nonresidential $ 0.12

As shown above, we have calculated impact fees for the Nampa Fire Department at $185 per
residential unit and $0.12 per nonresidential square foot. Fees not to exceed these amounts are
recommended for the Department. The Department cannot assess fees greater than theamounts
shown above. The Department may assess fees lower than these amounts, but would then
experience a decline in service levels unless the Department used other revenues to make up the
difference.

These fees represent a decrease per residential unit of $27 compared to the current fire impact
fee, and an increase per non-residential square foot of $0.02 per square foot. Essentially, the
burden of the cost of growth has “shifted” slightly over the past five years as more non-
residential square footage has been constructed, giving non-residential uses a greater “share” of
the cost of growth.
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Section V.
Parks Department

In this section, we calculate impact fees for the Nampa Parks Department following the seven
question method outlined in Section I of this report.

1. Who is currently served by the Nampa Parks Department?

As shown in Exhibit 11-2, the Parks Department currently serves 29,458 residential units

and approximately 10.2 million square feet of nonresidential land use found within
Nampa. More importantly for the Parks Department, Nampa currently serves 84,821
residents.

2. What is the current level of service provided by the Nampa Parks Department?
Nampa’s Parks Department provides a level of service of 3.8 acres of developed parks per 1,000
population. Additional park acreage will be needed to achieve the City’s planned level of service
in the future. Based on discussions with City Staff, it is our understanding that the planned level
of service is equal to the current level of service.

3. What current assets allow the Nampa’s Parks Department to provide this level of service?

The following Exhibit V-1 displays the current assets of the Nampa’s Parks Department.
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ExhibitVv-1.
Current Assets—Nampa Parks Department

Eiza of Park
Type of Capital indrastruciure (acres) Value ™!
Paths & Tralls ($111,000/acre}
Daveloped Paved pathways 4832 $ 5363520
subinial a8 32 3 5363520

Neighborhood & Pockst Parka ($157,000/acre h land and devalopment cost)

Maplewood Park 23 H 362670
Starr Park 038 H 59 660
Wast Rocsavelt Park 23 H 36100
Wilson Creek Park 1217 $ 1910690
South Fork Park 5.48 -3 857,220
Port Meadows Park .53 3 83210
Csbome {(Royal Meadows) Fark 13.85 § 2174450
Stampeda Park 177 5 1847830
City Acras 13 H 204,100
McDonagh Park 14.05 $ 2205850
Mary Elen's Maadows Park 1.92 H 301 440
Maple Grove Park 1176 % 1B45320
Sunset Oahs 553 $ 868210
Eastsids Park 188 5 609,160
Raodeo Park 42 H 659,400
Hunter Park 117 $ 183690
Iindian Creek Park 273 S 428610
Kings Road Park 274 1 430180
sublotal 94.05 $ 15383850
Community Parks {$157,000/acrs in land and development costs)
Wast Park 545 $ 5565650
Skyview Park 18.56 § 2913520
Optimist Park 24.93 § 3914010
Licns Park 209 $ 3281300
Libarty Park 1667 § 2617190
subltotat 11651 5 18292070
Large Urban Parks {$200,000/acre h land and development costs)
Lakenview Park 4158 $ 8318000
subioial 4158 $ 8315000
Special Use Park Facilities
Lakeview Water Park o4 $ 1,250,000
Lincoln Poal 037 § 1,250,000
Namgpa Recreation Centoar 8.15 $ 24,500,000
Stampede Skate Park 033 $ 60,000
Rocsavalt Skate Park 012 1 60,000
Lloyd Sguare 092 5 250,000
Dog Park 58 3 600,000
subiolal 1409 3 27.970.000

Undesveloped Parks ($15,000/acre Bnd costonly)

Migway Rark £2.48 $ 787,200
Orah Branct Park 00 H 450,000
subloinl BZ a8 $ 1237200
Equipment
vehicles $ 2608000
sublotel $ 2608000
Total Infrasincture §. 79,180840
Plus Cost of Fee-Related Ressarch
Impact Fee Study 1 5,188
Plus Impact Fes Fund Balance

e s 52010589
Grand Totai $ N7 A7

Source: Darrin Johnson, City of Nampa
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As shown above, the Nampa’s Parks Department currently owns approximately $81.2 million of
eligible current assets. These assets are used to provide the Department’s current level of service.

4. What is the current investment per residential unit and nonresidential square foot?

The Nampa Parks Department has already invested $2,756 per residential unit based on the value
of the current assets divided by the number of existing residential units. Parks assets are only
allocated to residential land uses since they are the primary users of Parks infrastructure.

We will compare our final impact fee with this figure to determine if the two results will be
similar; this represents a “check” to see if future City residents will be paying for infrastructure
at a level commensurate with what existing City residents have invested in infrastructure.

5. What future growth is expected in the Nampa Parks Department?

As shown in Exhibit II-2, the City of Nampa is expected to grow by approximately 5,095
residential units over the next ten years. More importantly, the City is expected to grow by
12,480 new residents aswell.

6. What new infrastructure is required to serve future growth?

The following Exhibit V-2 displays the capital improvements planned for purchase by the
Nampa Parks Department over the next ten years.

ExhibitV-2.
Nampa Parks Department CIP 2016-2025

CiP Growth Amount to Amount
Type of Capita! Infrastructuce Valga ! Porien  acres  Include in Feea from Cither
Sourcas
New Park Acreage'®
47 new park acres to continue level of sarvica of 3.8 acres per 1000 $ 7,358,162 100% 47 3 7.359,182
158 new park acres to improve lavel of service Io 6 acres per 1,000 $ 24,286,020 0% 218 1 - $34,286,030
Parks Amaenities
1 pool to serve naw growth $ 2,000 000 100% $ 2,000,000
1 Skate park $ 260 000 16% 3 32 040 $167.960
Equipmaent and Vehicles
Growth retated equpment and vehicles < 175,778 100% s 175776
Non-growih ratated equipment and vehiclas $ 818,934 0% 5 - $818.934
Tokal infrastruciurs § 44,839,002 s 9,568,878, 35,272,924
Plus Cost of Fee-Related Resoarch
Impact Fee Study H 6618 100% $ 66818
Minus Existing Assets
Fund Batance 3 2,010.589 100% H 2,010,589
Undevelopad Park Acreage (82 undevelopad acres * $15,000/acre) $ 1,237 200 100% H 1,437,200
Grand Total § 41,500,731 $ 6,325,807

Notes:;
1) These acres could be linear parks, pathways, trails, neighborhood, community or large urban parks
2) This includes the development of Midway Park. Phase 1 will begin in 2015 with 13 acres, using approximately $1.6M of fund balance

Source:  Darrin Johnson, City of Nampa

As shown above, the Nampa Parks Department plans to purchase approximately $41.6 million in
capital improvements over the next ten years, $6.3 million of which is impact fee eligible. The
commencement and completion dates for the Parks Department’s growth-related capital
infrastructure depend on the timing and pace of the projected growth.

The remaining approximately $35.3 million is the price for the Department to achieve its desired
increase in level of service to 6.0 acres per 1,000; add one skate park to address an existing
deficiency; and to replace existing vehicles and equipment. Neither type of capital project is
eligible for inclusion in the impact fee calculations. The Department will therefore have to use
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other sources of revenue including all of those listed in Idaho Code 67- 8207(iv)}(2)(h).

7. What impact fee is required to pay for the new capital improvements?

The following Exhibit V-3 takes the projected future growth from Exhibit I1-2 and the growth-
related CIP from Exhibit V-2 to caiculate impact fees for the Nampa Parks Department.

Exhibit V-3. Nampa Parks DepartmentFee Calculation

Impact Fee Calculation

Amount to Include in Fee Calculation $ 6,325,807

Distribution of Future Land Use Growth

Residential 100%

Nonresidential 0%
Future Assets by Land Use

Residential $ 6,325,807

Nonresidential $ .

Future Land Use Growth
Residential 5,095
Nonresidential -

Impact Fee per Unit
Residential $ 1,242
Nonresidential 3 -

As shown above, we have calculated impact fees for the Nampa Parks Department at $1,242 per
residential unit. The Department cannot assess fees greater than the amounts shown above. The
Department may assess fees lower than these amounts, but would then experience a decline in
service levels unless the Department used other revenues to make up the difference.

We are pleased to report the fees displayed in Exhibit V-3 are significantly lower than the current
investment of $2,756 identified earlier in this section. This indicates future growth is only paying its
proportionate share of future infrastructure purchases. This fee does represent a $99 increase per
residential unit over the current fee of $1,143 resulting from the increase in service level the City
made over the past five years from general funds.
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Section VI.
Streets, Bridges and Intersections

In this section, we calculate impact fees for the Nampa Streets Department following the seven
question method outlined in Section I of this report.

1. Who is currently served by the Nampa Streets Department?

As shown in Exhibit 1I-2, the Streets Department currently serves 84,821 residents.
These residents live in 25,039 single-family units averaging 1,820 square feet each, and
4,419 multifamily units averaging 900 square feet each. In addition, the City’s streets
system serves an additional 10.2 million square feet of nonresidential land use within the
City limits,

Unlike police, fire, and parks fee calculations in which fees are calculated for residential units and
nonresidential square feet, roadway fees are calculated for residential and nonresidential land uses
based on street and facility usages generated by each land use type. Exhibit VI-1 below shows the
specific allocation of existing and projected square feet for Nampa by land use type over the next

ten years.

Exhibit VI1-1,
Nampa Growth Projections by Square Feet and Land Use — 2015-2025

Sgusre Footage 10-Year Increase Percant of Total
2015 2025 In Square Fesat Growth in SF

Residential 49,548,356 57,482,371 7,934,015 83%
Single-Family 45,571,526 52,195,762 6,624,236 69%
Multi-Family 3,976,830 5,286,609 1,309,779 14%
Nonresidential 10,248,776 11,894,123 1,645,347 17%
Ratail 4,406,974 5,229,647 822,673 9%
Office 1,434,829 1,763,898 329,069 4%
industrial 4,406,974 4,900,578 493,604 5%
Total Square Footage Growth = 9,579,362 100%

Based on this distribution of square feet, we calculate trip generation based on rates from the
Institute of Transportation Engineers’ Trip Generation Manual. The trip generation rates estimate
the number of p.m. peak hour trips generated by particular land uses. Peak hour trips are
appropriate for this calculation because street infrastructure is sized to provide a specific level of
service during peak usage hours. Since peak hour trips will be used to distribute infrastructure
costs, peak hour estimates should be employed.

Exhibit V1-2 below presents trip generation rates for land uses in the City of Nampa.

GALENA CONSULTING FINAL REPORT -- PAGE 24



Exhibit VI-2. Trip Generation Rates by Land Use Category

Land Uge

Residential
Single Family Units (*1.0)
Multi-Family Units (*0.62)

Nonresidential per 1,000 sf
Retail {*3.42)
Office (*1.27)
Industrial (*0.24)

Notes
(1) Reflects weekday traffic generation pattems, weekday p.m peak hour tnp rate formula.

Source: International Transportation Engineering Trip Generation Manual, supplemented by current trip generation factors utilized by
the Ada County Highway Districtas the most comparable local streets depatment in the Treasure Valley

2. What is the current level of service provided by the Nampa Streets Department?

Nampa’'s street system currently operates at a level of service “D”, which means that while
many streets are increasingly congested, they are not yet at capacity. Some streets facilities in the
City meet and/or exceed level of service D, while other may be at a level of service E or F.
Additional streets infrastructure is needed to sustain and not worsen the current level of service
as growth occurs and vehicle trips increase.

3. What current assets allow Nampa’s Streets Department to provide this level of service?

The following Exhibit VI-3 displays the current assets of the Nampa’s Streets Department.

ExhibitVI-3.
Current Assets— Nampa Streets Department
Amount to
Replacement Include in Fes
Type of Capital Facliity Value Comparison
Roadways
799 lane miles $1,070,468,049 $1,070,468,049
Bridges
198,636 Square Feet $112,789,454 $112,789,494
Signalized/Roundabout Intersections
64 intersections $159,810,368 $159,810,368
Total infrastructure 51,343,067,911 $1,343,087,911
Plus Cost of Fee-Ralated Research
Impact Fee Study Updale $6,188 $6,188
Plus Impact Fee Fund Balance $1,535.071 $1,535,071
Grand Total $1,344,808,170 §1,344,809,170

Saurce:  Michael Fuss and Streets/Engineering Department Staff, City of Nampa; fay Witt, transportation consultant
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As shown above, Nampa’s Streets Department currently owns approximately $1.4 billion of
eligible current assets. These assets are used to provide the Department’s current level of service.

4. What is the current investment per residential unit and nonresidential square foot?

By dividing the total replacement value of the current capital assets of the Nampa Streets
Department by the number of current households and non-residential square feet whose owners
have invested in these assets, we can determine that the City has invested 340,925 per existing
single-family residential unit; $20,238 per existing multi-family residential unit; and $22.49 per
existing non-residential square foot.

We will compare our final impact fee with this figure to determine if the two results will be similar;
this represents a “check” to see if future City residents will be paying for infrastructure at a level
commensurate with what existing City residents have invested in infrastructure.

5. What future growth is expected in the Nampa Streets Department?

As shown in Exhibit I1-2, the City of Nampa is expected to grow by approximately 5,095
residential units and approximately 1.6 million non-residential square feet.

6. What new infrastructure is required to serve future growth?

Nampa’s Transportation Master Plan identifies over $160 million in roadway, intersection and
bridge/culvert capital projects necessary over the next ten years. Approximately $95 million of
this cost is necessary to ensure the current level of service D does not deteriorate as growth
occurs. Allocating this $95 million to the number of units of growth identified in Exhibit 11-2
would be a significant burden to developers. In addition, the City has indicated its intent to
focus its tax revenues on caring for existing assets, including street reconstruction and pavement
management, and does not wish to appropriate available tax revenues toward roadway widening
projects that are not heavily leveraged by State and other revenue sources.

Therefore, Mayor Henry proposes the following Exhibit VI-4, a fiscally-constrained CIP for the
Streets Department that only includes thirteen priority intersections and bridge/culvert projects
for 2016-2025. All roadway projects for new development over the next ten years will be
exacted from development unless amended into the CIP at a later date to allow for better cost
sharing, etc.
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ExhibitVI-4,
Nampa Streets Department CIP 2016-2025

CIP Growth Amount {o Amount Amount
Type of Capiial Infrastruciure Vaiue Portion | inciude in Fees | from Other from ITD
Intersections
Roosevalt and Midland $ 700,000 100% | § 700000 |8 - $ -
7th Street South and 11th Avenue South 5 500,000 100% | § 500000 5 - $ -
Garrity Boulevard and Stamm Lane $§ 1260982 100% |8 378295 | $ - 3 882,687
Garity Boulevard and 39th Avenue North § 1,100,000 55% 3 605000 | $ 495,000
Nerthside Boulevard and 4th Street North 3 B48,000 100% | % 848000 | S - $ o
Karcher Bypass and Midland Boulevard § 2069030 100% |3 620727 | § - $ 1,448,363
Lake Lowell Avenue and Midland Boulevard $§ 1,106,216 20% 3 221,243 | 8 884972 |8 -
Karcher and Frankfin Beulevard $ 1,672,307 47% 3 785984 | 8 886,323 | § -
Bridges and Culvarts
Franklin Boulevard (0.20 miles south of Ustick) s 478,332 18% | % B5730 | 8 392603 | S .
East Greenhurst (010 miles east of Southside) $ 604,004 B1% |5 367273 (8 236,731 (S -
East Victory Road (280 feet east of Sugar Sireet) $ 478,332 63% |§ 301328 | § 177004 | 8 -
Ustick Road (S5 feet east of Madison) $ 623145 63% |$§ 32733 |8 195814 | 8 -
$ 11,340,409 $ 5740911 |§ 3283448 |5 2,331,081
Plus Cost of Fee-Related Research
City-Wide and Sub-Area Transportation Master Plan 3 500,000 100% |$ 500000 | 5 - $
TIS Mode!l Development $ 150,000 100% |$ 150,000 | § - 8 -
Impact Fee Study $ 6,618 100% |$ 6618 | 8 - L -
Minus Existing Assets
Fund Balance $ 1,535.071 100% | $ 1,535,071
Grand Total $ 10,481,958 §  4,862458/|§ 3,263,446 |5 2,331,051

This CIP includes eight intersection projects and four bridge/culvert projects at a total cost of $11.3

million. In addition, the CIP includes fee-related research such as the update of the City

Transportation Plan and the development of traffic modeling for various sub-areas as recommended

by the members of the Impact Fee Advisory Committee. The portion of each project’s cost

attributable to growth varies as indicated in the “Growth Portion” column. The amount included in

the impact fee calculations is the total project cost multiplied by the growth percentage. The total

amount included in the fee calculations is approximately $6.4 million in growth-related project and

research/planning costs, minus the amount of fund balance in the streets impact fee account, for a
total of $4.8 million

The remaining project costs will be funded by either the City or Nampa or the Idaho Transportation

Department, depending on the ownership of the asset. Of the $3.3 million projected to be funded
by the City of Nampa, $2.5 million will come from capital funds, and the remaining $800,000 is
part of the annual repair and maintenance budget for the Streets Department. $2.3 million is
projected to come from ITD for projects including Garrity and Midland Boulevards and the
Karcher Bypass. The commencement and completion dates for the Streets growth-related capital
infrastructure depend on the timing and pace of the projected growth, as well as the timing of the
appropriation of ITD and other funds.

7. What impact fee is required to pay for the new capital improvements?

As noted above, the calculation of roadway impact fees is based on the projected number of trips
each land-use type will generate in the next ten years. Using the current land use by square foot
within Nampa found in Exhibit VI-1, and the trip generation figures from Exhibit VI-2, total
current trips can be distributed to each land use. Exhibit VI-6 below displays the projected trip
generation distribution.
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Exhibit VI-5. Nampa Distribution by Weighted Trip Generation

Land Use

Residential
Single Family Units {*1.0}
Mutti-Family Units (*0.62)

Nonresidential per 1,000 sf
Retail (*9.42)
Office ("1.27)
Industrial (*0.24)

Total

New
Developmant

3,640
1,455

823
a2g
494

Weightad Trip
Genaration
Factor

3,640
902

7,753
416
118

12,830

Percant
Distributfon

28%

As shown above, the number of daily trips in Nampa is expected to increase by approximately
12,830 trips by 2025. 28% of those trips will be for single-family residential uses; 7% will be for
multi-family residential uses; 60% will be for retail uses; 3% will be for office uses; and 1% will be

for industrial uses.

Exhibit VI-6 below uses the growth-related CIP from Exhibit VI-4 and the weighted trip generation

figures from Exhibit VI-3 to calculate streets impact fees for the City of Nampa.

Exhibit VI-6. Nampa Streets Department Fee Calculation

DRAFT Calculation of Impact Fees

Capital Improvement Plan Value

Fulure Land Use Percentages
Single Family
Multifamily
Retail
Office
Industrial

Single Family
Multifamily
Retail

Office
Industrial

10-Year Growth from 2016 to 2025
Single Family (total dweliing units)
Multifamily (total dwelling units)
Retail {in square feetl)

QOffica (in square feat)
Industrial {in square feet)

Irnpact Fee by Land Use (roundsd)
{Single Family (per dwelling unit)
[Mubifamily (per dwelling unit)
[Retall (per square foot)

[Otiice (per square foot)
Industrial (per aquare fool)

84 862,458

28%
7%
60%
3%
1%

Allocated Value by Land Use Category

$1,378.423
$341,884
$2,938,408
$157,765
$44,898

3,640
1,455
822,673
329,069
493 604

$379!
§23§
$3.57
$0.48
$0.08
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The impact fees in each land use category are significantly less than the current investment in the
streets system from the City of Nampa, as additional capacity has been funded by existing residents
and business owners.

A comparison of the current impact fees and 2015 updated calculated streets impact fees is as
follows:

Residential Unit
Current Streets Fee per Single-Family Unit $605
Proposed Streets Fee per Single-Family Unit $379
Current Streets Fee per Multi-Family Unit $372
Proposed Streets Fee per Multi-Family Unit $235

Non-Residential Square Foot

Current Retail Streets Fee per Square Foot $1.78
Proposed Retail Streets Impact Fee per Square Foot $3.57

Current Office Streets Fee per Square Foot $0.20
Proposed Office Streets Impact Fee per Square Foot $0.48

Current Industrial Streets Fee per Square Foot $0.14
Proposed Industrial Streets Impact Fee per sf $0.09

As evidenced above, residential and industrial streets fees are proposed to decrease by
approximately 37%, while retail and office streets fees are increasing over current levels. The
explanation for this “shift” in the burden of the cost of growth-related streets infrastructure is the

increase in retail and office development as a proportional share of all development in the City of
Nampa.
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Section VII.
Summary

The following Exhibit VII-1 summarizes the calculated Impact Fees for the City of Nampa.

Exhibit VII-1.

City of Nampa Impact Fee Summary

DRAFT Impact Fee

Police Fees

Residential 3

Nonresidential $ -
Fire Fees

Residential 3 185

Nonresidential $ 0.12
Parks Fees

Residential $ 1242

Nonresidential $ -
Streets Fees

Single-Family $ 379

Multi-Family $ 235

Retail 3 3.57

Office 3 0.48

Industrial $ 0.09
TOTAL IMPACT FEE

Single-Family $ 1,805

Multi-Family $ 1661

Retail $ 3.69

Office $ 0.60

Industrial 3 0.21

A comparison of the proposed fees to similar fees in Ada County, Boise, Meridian, Caldwell and

Eagle is provided in Exhibit VII-2:

GALENA CONSULTING

Current Fees

283
0.13

i N

212
0.10

i n

1,143

605
372
1.78
0.20
0.14

W N in nn

% Change

S Change

2,243 -19%
2,010 -17%
2.01 83%
0.43 8%
0.37 -44%

9 OB
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City Participation

Because not all the capital improvements listed in the CIPs are 100 percent growth-related, the
City would assume the responsibility of paying for those portions of the capital improvements
that are not attributable to new growth. These payments would come from other sources of
revenue including all of those listed in Idaho Code 67-8207(iv)(2)(h).

To arrive at this participation amount, the expected impact fee revenue and any shared facility
amount need to be subtracted from the total CIP value. Exhibit V1I-3 divides the City’s
participation amount into two categories: the portion of purely non-growth-related improvements,
and the portion of growth-related improvements that are attributable to repair, replacement, or
upgrade, but are not impact fee eligible.

It should be noted that the participation amount associated with purely non-growth
improvements is discretionary. The City can choose not to fund these capital improvements
(although this could result in a decrease in the level of service if the deferred repairs or
replacements were urgent). However, the non-growth-related portion of improvements that are
impact fee eligible must be funded in order to maintain the integrity of the impact fee program.

Exhibit VII-3.
City of Nampa Participation Summary, 2016-2025

Raquired Discrationary Total
Police ] - $ 425000 $§ 425000 vehicles
Fire 3 - $ 5,051,500 $ 5,051,500 apparatus and equipment replacement
Parks $ 167,960 £35,104,964 $ 35272924 required: skate park; discretionary: LOS increase
Strests $2,462,108 $0 § 2,462,109 plus $800k in operating funds
TOTAL $ 2,630,070 5 40581464 $ 43,211,533

$263,006.98 <-- Annual amount required over 10-year CIP period

The total amount the City would be required to contribute over 10 years, should the City adopt
fees at the calculated amount, will be approximately $2.6 million. The City could also choose to
fund the discretionary infrastructure of $40.6 million for additional capital improvements over
the 10-year period. While City has the option to fund thesecapital improvements over the 10-year
period, these payments are not required.

Implementation Recommendations

As City Council evaluates whether or not to adopt the Capital Improvement Plans and impact
fees presented in this report, we also offer the following information for your consideration.
Please note that this information will be included each individual impact fee enabling
ordinance.

Capital Improvements Plan. Should the Advisory Committee recommend this study to City
Council and should City Council adopt the study, the City should revise its existing Capital
Improvement Plans using the information in this study. A revised capital improvement plan
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would then be presented to the City for adoption as an element of the Comprehensive Plan
pursuant to the procedures of the Local Land Use Planning Act.

Impact Fee Ordinance. Following adoption of the Capital Improvement Plan, City Council
should review the proposed Impact Fee Ordinance for adoption as reviewed and recommended
by the Advisory Committee.

Advisory Committee. The Advisory Committee is in a unique position to work with and advise
City Council to ensure that the capital improvement plans and impact fees are routinely reviewed
and modified as appropriate.

Impact fee service area. Some municipalities have fee differentials for various city zones
under the assumption that some areas utilize more or less current and future capital
improvements. The study team, however, does not recommend the City assess different fees by
dividing the areas into zones. The capital improvements identified in this report inherently serve
a system-wide function.

Specialized assessments. If permit applicants are concerned they would be paying more than
their fair share of future infrastructure purchases, the applicant can request an individualized
assessment to ensure they will only be paying their proportional share. The applicant would be
required to prepare and pay for all costs related to such an assessment.

Donations. If the City receives donations for capital improvements listed on the CIP, they must
account for the donation in one of two ways. If the donation is for a non- or partially growth-
related improvement, the donation can contribute to the City’s General Fund participation along
with more traditional forms, such as revenue transfers from the General Fund. If, however, the
donation is fora growth-related project in the CIP, the donor’s impact fees should be reduced dollar
for dollar. This means that the City will either credit the donor or reimburse the donor for that
portion of the impact fee,

Grants. If a grant is expected and regular, the growth related portion of that grant amount should
be reflected upfront in the fee calculations, meaning that the impact fees will be lower in
anticipation of the contribution. If the grant is speculative or uncertain, this should not be
reflected up-front in the fee calculations since the entity cannot count on those dollars as it
undergoes capital planning.

The rational nexus is still maintained because the unexpected higher fund balance, due to the receipt
of a grant, is deducted from the calculations as a "down payment on the CIP" when the fee study is
updated.

Credit/reimbursement. If a developer constructs or contributes all or part of a growth-related
project that would otherwise be financed with impact fees, that developer must receive acredit
against the fees owed for this category or, at the developer’s choice, be reimbursed from impact
fees collected in the future.” This prevents “double dipping” by the City.

The presumption would be that builders/developers owe the entirety of the impact fee amount
until they make the City aware of the construction or contribution. If credit or reimbursement is
due, the governmental entity must enter into an agreement with the fee payer that specifies the
amount of the credit or the amount, time and form of reimbursement.”

Impact fee accounting. The City should maintain Impact Fee Funds separate and apart from the
General Fund. All current and future impact fee revenue should be immediately deposited into this
account and withdrawn only to pay for growth-related capital improvements of the same category.
General Funds should be reserved solely for the receipt of tax revenues, grants, user fees and
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associated interest earnings, and ongoing operational expenses including the repair and
replacement of existing capital improvements not related to growth.

Spending policy. The City should establish and adhere to a policy governing their expenditure of
monies from the Impact Fee Fund. The Fund should be prohibited from paying for any operational
expenses and the repair and replacement or upgrade of existing infrastructure not necessitatedby
growth. In cases when growth-related capital improvements are constructed, impact fees are an
allowable revenue source as long as only new growth is served. In cases when new capital
improvements are expected fo partially replace existing capacity and to partially serve new growth,
cost sharing between the General Fund or other sources of revenue listed in Idaho Code 67-
8207(1)(iv), (2)(h) and Impact Fee Fund should be allowed on a pro rata basis.

Update procedures. The City is expected to grow rapidly over the 10-year span of the CIPs.
Therefore, the fees calculated in this study should be updated annually as the City investsin
additional infrastructure beyond what is listed in this report, and/or as the City’s projected
development changes significantly. Fees can be updated on an annual basis using an inflation
factor for building material from a reputable source such as McGraw Hill’s Engineering News
Record. As described in Idaho Code 67-8205(3)(c){d)(e), the Advisory Committee will play an
important role in these updates and reviews.

k)
See Section 67-8209(3), Idaho Code.

i)
See Section 6§7-8209(4), Idaho Code.
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NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING BEFORE THE CITY OF NAMPA, IDAHO

Notice is hereby given that on Monday, May 2, 2016, the City Council of the City of
Nampa, Canyon County, Idaho, declared the property described below as underutilized
and not used for public purposes and should be offered for sale.

THEREFORE, Notice is hereby given that on June 20, 2016, at 7:00 p.m. (or as soon
after 7:00 p.m. as the matter may be heard) in the City Hall Council Chambers, 411 3rd
Street South, Nampa, Canyon County, Idaho, a public hearing on the following will be
held before the Nampa City Council:

Sale via Public Auction of Property Located at:
1744 Garrity Boulevard, Nampa, Idaho
Minimum Bid Price $34,000.00

Legally Described as Follows:

A parcel of land located within the NW1/4 NE1/4 of Section 23, T3N, R2W,
B.M. Canyon County Idaho, more particularly described as follows.

Commencing at the North East Corner of said NW1/4 NE1/4 of Section 23
thence; S 0°18°15”W 1335.04 feet along the East line of said NW1/4 NE1/4 to
the South East Corner of said NW1/4 NE1/4; thence N 89° 38°15”W (shown of
record to be West) 100.00 feet along the South line of said NW1/4 NE1/4; thence
N 0° 18’ 15”E (shown of record to be North 0° 04’ East) 200.00 feet to the
POINT OF BEGINNING;

Thence N 89°38°15”W (shown of record to be West) 161.50 feet; thence N
0°18°15”E (shown of record to be North 0° 04° East) 321.24 feet (shown of
record to be 323 feet) to a point of curve; thence along a curve right 91.50 feet
(shown of record to be 90.6 feet) whose central angle is 11°59°37”, whose chord
is 91.33 feet whose chord bearing is S 57°59°32”E, whose radius is 437.10 feet to
a point; thence S 51°59’45”E (shown of record to be South 52° (" East) 105.91
feet (shown of record to be 107.2 feet); thence S 0°18’15”"W (shown of record to
be South 0° 04 West) 208.64 feet (shown of record to be 208.7 feet) to the
POINT OF BEGINNING containing 1.00 acres.



Details of the sale are available for review in the Public Works Department, Nampa City
Hall, 411 3" Street South, Nampa, Idaho, during normal business hours. All interested
persons are invited to attend said public hearing or submit written comments prior to the
hearing date. Individuals, who require language interpretation or special assistance to
accommodate physical, vision or hearing impairments, please contact the Office of the
City Clerk at 411 3™ Street South, Nampa, Idaho, or call (208) 468-5426.

Dated this 24™ day of May, 2016.

CITY OF NAMPA, Deborah Bishop, City Clerk

A B

Publish: June 6, 2016
June 13, 2016




PLANNING & ZONING DEPARTMENT

Before the Mayor & City Council
Meeting of 20 JUNE 2016

PUBLIC HEARING ITEM NO. 3
STAFF REPORT

Applicant{s)/Engineer(s), Representative(s):
Gaven Joel King as Applicant & representative
File(s): ANN 2190-16

Analyst: Robert Hobbs

Requested Action Approval(s)/Recommendation(s) & Project Area/Location:

1. Annexation and Zoning Assignment of a RML (Limited Multiple-Family
Residential) Zone (Decision Required - Decision):
Of and upon certain land addressed as 1810 Sunny Ridge Road a 1.58 acre or 66,152
sq. ft. portion of Section 34, T3N, R2W, SE % the N. 200.9' of the W. 330’ of the NW %4
of the SW % of the SE % of Section 34, T3N, R2W, BM, Canyon County, Idaho) —
hereinafter the “Property”...

In order to facilitate construction/development of a four-plex development on the afore-
captioned Property (hereinafter the “Project”)...

History:

The Planning and Zoning Commission, during their regularly scheduled public hearing of May
24, 2016, voted to recommend to the City's Council that they approve the above referenced
request(s). The Commission made their [positive] recommendation contingent upon
Applicant/Development compliance with the following condition(s):

Generally:

1. Developer(s) shall comply with all applicable requirements [including obtaining proper
permits — like a Building Permit, etc.] as may be imposed by City agencies appropriately
involved in the review of this request (e.g., Nampa Fire, Building, Planning and Zoning
and Engineering Departments/Divisions) as the entitlement(s) granted by viriue of the
City’s approvals of the requested annexation and zoning assignment do not, and shall
not have, the effect of abrogating requirements from those departments/agencies in
connection with entitlement of the Property; and,



Specifically:
2. That the Developer [shal] enter into a Development Agreement with the City of Nampa.

The Agreement shall contain such conditions, terms, restrictions, representations,
exhibits, acknowledgments and timelines as necessary to facilitate development of the
Property as contemplated by the Developer and agreed to and conditioned by the City
through its Council or executive departments or outside agencies properly involved in
the review of the Developer's request for the Property to be zoned RML. Inclusively, the
Agreement shall contain any/the concept development plans proposed by virtue of this
composite application submittal as accepted, or accepted with required changes, by the
City's Council, and, shall incorporate standards appertaining to fencing, landscape
buffering on the east side of the Property, preclusion of second story windows on the
east side of those Project four-plexes proposed to abut existing single-family residences
that in turn adjoin Fern street, and, such conditions as levied by City Engineering
against the Project.

_ ANNEXATION/[RE]JZONING CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

10-2-3 (C) Annexations and/or Rezones/Zoning assignments must be reasonably
necessary, in the interest of the public, further promote the purposes of zoning, and be
in agreement with the adopted Comprehensive Plan for the neighborhood.

ANNEXATION/[REJZONING FINDINGS OF FACT

Pertaining To The 1.58 Acres Of Land Requested To Be Annexed and Zoned RML, Staff
Notes That It May Be Found:

1.

Surrounding City Zoning:

That City RD zoned land adjoins the Property to the north, City RS 8.5 zoned land
adjoins the Property to the east, that County zoned land adjoins the Property to the
south, and, City RML zoned land adjoins the Property across Sunny Ridge Road to the
west (see attached Vicinity Map); and,

Surrounding Land Uses:

That a two-unit townhouse development to the north, single-family detached
residences/properties to the east and south, and, an apartment complex (Park Woods
Apartments) to the west, adjoin the Property; and,

Reasonable:

That it may be variously argued that annexation of the Property is reasonable given that
the Property is already located within the City of Nampa Impact Area in an area
expanding with or expected to contain residential uses (including transitional varieties of
the same); that an annexation pathway exists providing a chain of connectivity between
land already in the City's limits and the Property so that a “shoe string” connection is not
forced/caused by virtue of this application; that City utility and/or emergency services
are, or may be made, available to the Property; that the Property is a large section of
relatively flat open ground located in such a way as to be readily developed into a
multiple-family residential development, the Property's position adjoining a multiple-



family residential project to the west across Sunny Ridge Rd., the juxta-positioning of
the Property against a right-of-way classified as an “arterial”; and,

. Public Interest:

That Nampa has determined that it is in the public interest to provide a variety of
housing products for its citizens and acknowledges the marketing attempts and studies
conducted by developers of housing suggesting demand for the same as well as
suitable locations for such development — in accordance with City endorsed locations
and densities. Expressions of that policy are made in Nampa's adopted
Comprehensive/Master Plan as well as embodied in its decisions to date regarding
similar applications.

. Promotion of Zoning Purpose{s):

That one of the multiple purposes of zoning strives to ensure orderly, systematic
development and patterns thereof which promote public health, safety and welfare.
Included in the regulations therefore governing subdivision development are standards
appertaining to housing density, building setbacks, building heights, provision of parking
for housing, yard landscaping maintenance, street dimensions and composition
standards, street lighting regulations, etc. We find that the Project proposed during &
Conceptual Plan Review meeting held with City department representatives an orderly
concept development plan — some details of the same to be expectedly presented
hereafter during the Applicant's presentation to the Commission and for which
rudimentary concept layouts are herewith provided; and,

. Comprehensive Plan:

That the currently adopted (Feb. 2012) Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map
designates the Property as being within, and suitable for, “Medium Density Residential’
development. An area of “High Density Residential” is overlaid on land west of, and
abutting, the Property. Land to the north, east and south of the Property is also
established in a setting of “Medium Density Residential’ use/density expectation or
condition according to the currently adopted City Master Plan.

According to the City’'s Comprehensive Plan, the “Medium Density Residential” setting
has been deemed as supporting, and being harmonious with, single-family residential
zones' allowed land uses and directly with City RS 6, RS 7 and RS 8.5 Zones' allowed
densities (dwelling units per acre — du/a); the Project proposes, as already noted, four-
plexes, in a small count, muliti-lot subdivision arrangement.

In the event that proposed density exceeds 9.0 du/a, the Applicant may, without needing
to submit a comprehensive plan map amendment, make use of the westerly property’s
“High Density Residential” setting to sanction the intended unit count.

The “High Density Residential” setting has been deemed as supporting of, and
harmonious with, residential zones' allowed land uses and directly with City RD [at the
high end], RML and RMH allowed densities (all in excess of 9.0 dwelling units per
acre)....



7. Further, that:

a. The Property is currently within Canyon County’s jurisdiction (zoned R-2 Medium
Density?); and,

b. Agency/City department comments have been received regarding this matter. Such
correspondence as received from agencies or the citizenry regarding this application
package [received by noon May 18, 2016] is hereafter attached to this report.

1. City Engineering has no objection(s) concerning the annexation/zoning
application, and has provided (a) recommended requirement(s) in the event that

Property is annexed/zoned and the proposed Project entitled for development;
and,

2. City's Building Department has no objection to the Project and has provided (a)
recommended requirement(s} in the event that Property is annexed/zoned and
the proposed Project entitled for development; and,

RECOMMENDED CONDITION(S) OF APPROVAL

Should the City Council approve the requested Annexation and related proposed Zoning
Assignment application(s), then Staff would suggest that the Council impose the following
Condition(s) of Approval against the Development/Applicant as part of the Annexation/Zoning
assignment’s conditions set:

Generally:

1.

Developer(s) shall comply with all applicable requirements [including obtaining proper
permits - like a Building Permit, etc.] as may be imposed by City agencies appropriately
involved in the review of this request (e.g., Nampa Fire, Building, Planning and Zoning
and Engineering Departments/Divisions) as the entitlement(s) granted by virtue of the
City's approvals of the requested annexation and zoning assignment do not, and shall
not have, the effect of abrogating requirements from those departments/agencies in
connection with entitlement of the Property; and,

Specifically:
2. That the Developer [shall] enter into a Development Agreement with the City of Nampa.

The Agreement shall contain such conditions, terms, restrictions, representations,
exhibits, acknowledgments and timelines as necessary to facilitate development of the
Property as contemplated by the Developer and agreed to and conditioned by the City
through its Council or executive departments or outside agencies properly involved in
the review of the Developer’s request for the Property to be zoned RML. Inclusively, the
Agreement shall contain any/the concept development plans proposed by virtue of this
composite application submittal as accepted, or accepted with required changes, by the
City's Council, and, shall incorporate standards appertaining to fencing, fandscape
buffering on the east side of the Property, preclusion of second story windows on the
east side of those Project four-plexes proposed to abut existing single-family residences
that in turn adjoin Fern street, and, such conditions as levied by City Engineering
against the Project.



ATTACHMENTS

Copy of Vicinity Map (page/Exhibit 6)

Copy of aerial photo of Property with property address numbers (page/Exhibit 7)
Copies of aerial photos of Property (pages/Exhibits 8-9)

Copy of aerial photo of Property and surrounds showing Comprehensive Plan settings
GIS activated layer over same area (page/Exhibit 10)

Copy of Annexation Application (page/Exhibit 11)

Copies of concept site plans (pages/Exhibits 12-13)

Copy(ies) of any City department, outside City agency and/or citizen correspondence
{pages/Exhibits 14-17)

Copies of Google Maps street view images of the Property and its surrounds
{pages/Exhibits 18-21)

Copy of May 24 Commission hearing minutes

(pages/Exhibits 22-25)

Copies of any citizen correspondence

{pages/Exhibits 26+)
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_ FINW 2\qo6-\(,
%/2 72 APPLICATION FOR ANNEXATION/ZONING
Rolbeer City of Nampa, idaho ) \

This application must be fifled oul in deiail and submitted to the office of the Planni
accompanied by & nonrefundable fee of $452,00 {for 1 acre or less}, and

Applicant Information

Name of Applicant/Representative: @_ﬁ\? edl Wbe&l (e, Phone: _g0%- C)/‘/— { 7'7__{_
; C

Address: 4&@_&%3&13@3_ ity:_AL‘gPs-:snate; AZh  _ Zip Code:
Applicanl’s interest in properly: (circle one Rent Other
MerName:_&; sleal Soe\ 12T Phaone: 4

Address: _ }™\ Wi ‘75_:_1‘_ Cily;_AAafEL Slalea' Zip Code: g
-Address of subject property: \loi\\\(_') Sh_in N,_’) cp.ges_.o 1{) -/ A}o«h‘_gg\/ -BL ?5%

ng Direclor for the Gity of Nampa, Idahao,
$910.00 {for more than 1 acre).

u"" L

is a copy of ona of the following attached? {circle one)  Warranly Deed  Proof OF Option Earnest Money Agreement.

Subject Proparty Information

Plea rovi ne form of the following REQUIRED DOCUMENTATION { mplete the leqal annexation):

O oOriginal Legal description of property AND a legible WORD formatted document. {Must have for final recording)
Old or iilegible litle documents will need to be retyped in a WORD formatied document

0  Subdivision Lol Block Book Page
Ron

Project Descripii -

State the zoning desired for the subject property: {_ = L 'RP.S

State {or altach a letter stating) the reason for the proposed annexalion and any proposed plans for the use of the subject property:

_ e A AAPkHIbN 1 n Cor-Plhane, ’ " 2
W&&&@mﬂsdﬂﬁw—hﬁ Tl L) f'd‘h‘-’f‘b’fr‘ﬂ:;

mdw—ém? e U £

\/ = Appiicant Sigan
NOTICE TO APPLICANT

This application will be referred to the Nampa Planning Commission for a recommendation on the requesied zoning. The
Planning Commission shall hold a public hearing and wilt then make ils recommendation to the City Council. The City
Council wili then hold a second public hearing. Nolice of the public hearings must be published in the Idaho Press-Tribune
15 days prior to said hearings. Notice shall also be posted on the premises of the subject property not less than 1 week

prior to the hearings. Notices will also be mailed 1o property owners or purchasers of record within 300 feat of the subject
property. You will be given notice of the public hearings and should be present 1o answer any guestions.

For Office Use Only:

File Number: ANN _2\ 40 -208k  Project Name: __ A N ™isg « &6
AR0 | SurdwiAR oo gﬂ_) i

12/11/13 Revised (rouEws Xing
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Memorandum

To: Planning and Zoning
Cc:  Daniel Badger, P.E., Staff Engineer
Ce:  Michael Fuss, P.E., Nampa City Public Works Director
From: Jim Brooks — Engineering Division
Date: May 10, 2016
Rev:
Re:  Annexation and Zoning — Connect to City Sewer
Applicant: Gaven King
Applicant Address: 1910 Sunnyridge Road
Parcel Address: 1910 Sunnyridge Road
ANN2190-16 for the May 24,2016 P & Z Meeting

Applicant attended a CPR (Conceptual Plan Review) meeting March 24, 2016. At
this meeting the applicant was provided with the following information in regards to
development of the site.

Sunnvridge Road
- Classification-Arterial

Right-of-way dedication required — 50-feet (50’) minimum for a future 100-
foot right-of-way.

Curb, gutter, sidewalk, pavement/road widening, and landscaping required.
Access to be determined in accordance with the current Access Policy
Manual. Location proposed to be at or near the north property line, and
possibly from Maine Avenue to the east.

YY VY

5

v Vv vYv V&

es
Water - Main in Sunnyridge. Looping through site necessary to provide fire
protection and to provide services to each proposed residential unit.
Fire flow from Sunnyridge main is better than 2,000 GPM.
Sewer- Main extension required through site to provide service to each
proposed residential unit.
Pressure Irrigation — Extension through site may be required if parcel is
subdivided into separate lots.
Gravity Irrigation lateral — May require relocation as necessary. Irrigation
district approval with license agreement is required,




#,
,‘7

> Easements — Required over all public utilities and as necessary over any
irrigation district facility.
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ENGINEERING DIVISION

CONCEPTUAL PLAN REVIEW STAFF FINDINGS
We hope your experience during this Conccptua] Plan Review Process has been beneficial,
enjoyable, and educational. You may visit our website for additionat information at www.cityofnampa,us

Welcome to the City of Nampal

ENGINEERING DIVISION - CONTACT PLAN REVIEW @ 468-5459

NOTES: XA I 2l  Aee il 2 m
STORMWATER DIVISION — CONTACT EROSION EDIMENT CONTROL @ 468-4442
NOTES: i

WATER DIVISION - CONTACT BACKFLOW/CROSS CONNECTION @ 468-5504
NOTES:

WASTEWATER DIVISION -~ CONTACT PRETREATMENT @ 468-5841 or 468-5842

NOTES:

MEETINGDATE: D/ —Dpgsrmh Josf MEETINGTME: /o J .

PROJECT NAME:

ADDRESS: 1G/0 Sz, edee ook

PROJECT SCOPE: / g pp K N o

A\vw' rl . _-.f /ng-dfﬁ’a}(

Irnpr(?vemnnu Road or Strect clafsiGication E/Ancrinl ] Collector ] Local

Curh Gutter, and Sidewalk: | e

r-;-h;.'rze - Y 1/47‘ 1 1.(;.,,/((4,¢¢'¢A¢?
é ,gﬁ‘/’ -'"/ Ve gt Z)‘d; c*n’l‘.ﬂcu /?V(p £ r‘r.—l-r&;l
/ oyt

210 “ /'//)ﬂ/fzne

;
Access = All new access poinis to meet corrent Access Policy Manual
Driveways: | T B D -
Utilities
Sewer. | S;g bt by AN Tl 57 o Needed 4o for e
’l.'ff.f..v.'f? £ e J ~ Agd"!é Lo HE e f A e e ey
7 J 7
Wﬂl&l‘g If7j,//’-‘u i :u.. l d;g 1 ﬂe‘ﬂﬂ. t4 g "rhwﬂ ;d
rrte <9 o ;z,uggg :t[lfi l:lﬁﬁ!ﬁ" ’ld‘-r. £ 2 fuboe o s 35 l?g‘?
Ll‘f‘.a!t!ﬂfl" 1L/f' ,/ﬂ,{'g #5&“&., &ﬂ“.[#bfﬂc (‘\/‘J'r"e "}'n-gd( 1
Firc Flow: ’{fffff 2 trsine ?‘. L / .y i
Ir:iption: l‘.r) Jf-j ’fl" 24 ; [N} {‘ *
FEviz?, o AN WA TS sl Yo ho g S ‘f'.if_

Storm Dnin;ge: Must comply with City of Nampa Storm Water Policy Manual Design fequites su.mp

signature by an
Idaho Registered Engineer or an Idsho Registered Jandscape Architect.

Permits

Erosion Control | Erosion Control petmits are required on all new construction, additions, and on the paving of patking
lots.

Riglt-OF-Way Right of way petmits are required angtime thete is wotk to be done in the City right-of-way

Additonal Commenta: f&l/#‘ #& " vin zaks At f-/ ’ JJ{_r_ll dic UQ- o L. I-Jj’ 2Lt

’/'/lfrtlly'
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Sylvia Mackrill mj \/\

From: Neil Jones

Sent: Wednesday, April 20, 2016 3:12 PM

To: Sylvia Mackrill

Subject: RE: ANN2190 16 Annexation and RML zoning for 1910 Sunny Ridge Rd for Gaven J King

Building Department has no conditions on this annexation.

Neil Jones

From: Sylvia Mackrill

Sent: Wednesday, April 20, 2016 1:33 PM

To: Amanda Morse <morsea@cityofnampa.us>; Beth Ineck <ineckb@cityofnampa.us>; Brent Hoskins
<hoskinsb@cityofnampa.us>; Craig Tarter <tarterc@cityofnampa.us>; Danie! Badger <BadgerD@cityofnampa.us>; Dan
Barr <barrd@cityofnampa.us>; Eric Skoglund <skoglundi@cityofnampa.us>; Jeff Barnes <barnesj@cityofnampa.us>;
Jennifer Yost <yostj@cityofnampa.us>; Jim Brooks <brooksj@cityofnampa.us>; Kent Lovelace
<lovelacek@cityofnampa.us>; Marlen Salinas <salinasm@cityofnampa.us>; Michael Fuss <fussm@cityofnampa.us>; Neil
Jones <jonesn@cityofnampa.us>; Patrick Sullivan <sulliva nw@cityofnampa.us>; Ray Rice <ricer@cityofnampa.us>; Robin
Collins <collinsrr@cityofnampa.us>; Tina Fuller <tfuller@compassidaho.org>; Vickie Holbrook
<holbrookv@cityofnampa.us>

Subject: ANN2190 16 Annexation and RML zoning for 1910 Sunny Ridge Rd for Gaven J King

ANN 2190-16:
Gaven J King has submitted a request for Annexation and RML zoning for a 1.58 acre parcel located at 1910 Sunny Ridge
Rd, Canyon County Account #3224900000, in the SE % of Section 34 T3N R2W, for future residential development.

The application has been scheduled as a public hearing item on the Planning and Zoning Cammission agenda of May 24,
2016.

Please review the attached application information and forward any comments to my attention prior to May 13, 2016.
Thank you,

Sylvia Mackrill

City of Nampa Planning Department
208-468-5484

mackrill@cityofnampa.us

Notice: All communication transmitted within the City of Nampa Email system may be a public record and may
be subject to disclosure under the Idaho Public Records Act (Idaho Code 74-101 et seq.) and as such may be
copied and reproduced by members of the public. In addition, archives of all City emails are generally kept for a
period of two years and are also subject to monitoring and review.
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* In response to a question from Rodriguez, Holm ad

d the applicants did not have the plat ready for
recording at this time and were, therefore, requesting the

tension of final plat approval.

Rodriguez motioned and Sellman seconded to {recommend to City Council extension of Final Plat

approval from 05/18/2016 to 05/15/2017, subfuct to compliance with all previous conditions of
approval.

Motion carried.

Chairman McGrath proceeded to the public hearing it the agenda at 7:00 p.m.

Annexation and Zoning to RML (Limited Multiple Family Residential) for four-plex development at 1919

Sunny Ridge Rd. (A 1.58 acre or 66,152 sq ft portion of Section 34 T3IN R2WSE % N 200.9 ft of W 330 ft of
NW % SW ¥ SE %) for Gavin J King (ANN 2190-16)

Chairman McGrath proceeded to public hearing,

Andrea King of 1910 Sunny Ridge Rd - representing the applicant:
*  MsKing stated the subject property was localed across the street from an apartment complex.

*  The intent for 1910 Sunny Ridge Rd, added Ms King, was to construct a four-plex development, with some
green space, similar to the apartments across the street.

*  MsKing reiterated they were secking annexation into the City with an RML (Limited Multiple Family) zoning
designation.

*  Myers inquired how many four-plex structures were proposed and Ms King replied that at the present time it
was looking more like 6 four-plex buildings,
* MsKing confirmed two story buildings were proposed.

Planning Director Holm:

* Holm indicated the current RML zoning on the property on the west side of Sunny Ridge Rd and stated
apartments had been constructed on that property.

¢ The applicant bas indicated, continued Holm, they would be constructing four-plex type buildings on the
subject property.

*  The subject property, stated Holm, was the division between High Density Residential Comprehensive Plan
designation on the west side of Suany Ridge Rd, and Medium Density Residential on the east side.

¢  Holm indicated the aerial view of the subject property.

* Holm explained when a property was located at the boundary of the current Jand use designation, then the
property would be allowed to go with either the Medium Density, or the High Density designation could be
stretched to include the subject property.

» According to Holm, no comments or correspondence had been received from surrounding property owners or
residents.

* Holm noted the existing townhouse type units to the north, and the higher density apartments to the west, as
well as duplex type construction on E Muryland to the west.

* Holm reviewed the Staff Report and noted the memorandum from the Engineering Division, with a list of
conditions.

» Additionaily, stated Holm, a Development Agreement was recommended for development of the subject
property with fourplex units,
Kehoe inquired what structures were currently on the property.
M King replied there was currently one home oa the property, with two storage buildings and a shed.

In response to a question from Kehoe, Ms King confirmed all the buildings currently on the property would
be removed.

Chairman McGrath proceeded to public testimony.
Nereida Calillo of 1913 Fern St, Nampa - opposed:

Nampa Planning and Zoning Commission Meeting — May 24, 2016
Page 2



Ms Calillo stated she was opposed (o the four-plexes proposed for the property behind her home,

Esmerelda Herrera helped interpret for Ms Calillo.

Ms Herrera stated Ms Calillo had voiced concern regarding the proposed four-plexes because her family had
moved right behind the subject property two years ago, to 1913 Fern St.

At that time, added Ms Herrera, the property was very run down, and since then they had put in beautiful
landscaping,

According to Ms Hemera, Ms Calillo considered the proposed development would have a potential for
obstruction the landscaping of their home and the neighbors' homes,

There were other neighbors in opposition to the requested rezone to RML and proposed four-plex project
stated Ms Herrera, however, they could not be at the Planning and Zoning meeting tonight.

Ms Herrera reiterated Ms Calillo and her family had put a lot of work and investment into their property in
order to improve the neighborhood and they were afraid the proposed fourplex development would detract
from the single family residential properties and landscaping, as well as take away from the privacy of the
residents of Fern St.

The four-plexes to the north, emphasized Ms Herrera, were single level townhomes that were nicely kept.

The primary concerns with the proposed four-plex project, added Ms Herrera, would be the impact of all the
traffic, and the privacy, on the established homes on Fern St to the east. Only the apartments on the west side
of Sunny Ridge Rd, added Ms Herrera, were two story.

In response to a question from Kehoe, Ms Herrera stated there were residents currently living at the subject
property at 1910 Sunny Ridge Rd.

Mirs King:

Mrs King indicated some photos: looking west from the subject property, to the apartments across the street;
some pictures of the subject property and the adjacent homes to the cast; and a view of the subject property
from the east.

Mrs King stated the plans for the subject property were still very conceptual, and indicated a conceptual plan —
without a drive aisle going through from Fern St to Sunny Ridge Rd in order to avoid heavy traffic by drive
through vehicles to Sunny Ridge Rd,

The proposal, added Ms King, was to have as much green space and play space as possible for the four-plex
project.

Mrs King suggested they would be courteous to the neighbors, and in order to prevent any privacy issues they
would not place windows facing east on the upper stories of the four-plexes.

Additionally, stated Mrs King, they would try and provide 2 generous landscape barrier for the neighborhood
to the cast.

Myers inquired if there were trees at the back of the subject property that could be preserved and Mrs King
replied they could consider retaining the trees, however, if the canal was tiled the trees may have to be
removed. Mrs King added the trees on the property itself were not good and the area would have to be re-
landscaped.

Mrs King responded to a question from Myers regarding fencing and stated they did not have plans yet but
could consider fencing.

Rodriguez inquired if Mrs King could confirm they would not be putting windows on the cast side of the
second floor of the buildings.

Mrs King stated she could speak to the design of the buildings and confirm they could easily avoid windows
on the second floor, on the east side of the buildings.

In response to a question from Rodriguez, Mrs King stated the existing house on the property has been gutted
and taken down to the framing and added that it had just been a temporary place for them to live,

The intent, added Mrs King was fo remain in the house until the last phase of construction and then the
existing house would be demolished,

Myers motioned and Rodriguez seconded to close public hearing, Motion carried.

Kehoe considered the proposed project would be & big improvement on what was currently on the subject
property.

Discussion followed on the fact that elimination of the windows on the second story, and landscaping would be
appropriate.

Nampa Planning and Zoning Commission Mecting — May 24, 2016
Page 3
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Rodriguez motioned and Myers seconded to recommend to City Council annexation and RML
zoning for a 1.58 acre parcel addressed as 1910 Sunny Ridge Rd, in order to facilitate
construction/development of a four-plex development, subject to:

1. Developer(s) shall comply with all applicable requircments [including obtaining proper permits
— like a Building Permlt, etc] as may be imposed by City agencies appropriately involved in the
review of this request {e.g. Nampa Fire, Building, Planning and Zoning and Engineering
Deparunentsmivisinns) as the eatitlement(s) granted by virtue of the City’s approvals of the
requested annexation and zoning assipnment do not, and shall not, have the effect of
abrogating requirements from those departments/agencies in connection with entitlement of the
Property.

2. The Developer ishall] enter into a Development Agreement with the City of Nampa. The
Agreement shall contain such conditions, terms, restrictions, representations, exhibits,
acknowledgments and timelines gs Decessary to facilitate development of the Property as

accepted, or accepted with required changes by the City Council, and shal incorporate
standards pertaining to fencing, landscape buffering and trees on the east side of the Property,
preclusion of second story windows on the east side of the Project four-plexes proposed to abut
existing single-family residences that in turn adjoin Fern Street, and such conditions as levied
by City Engineering against the Project.

Motion carried,

Conditional Use Permit for s Neighborhood Hoshjtal with Ambulance Service in an RP (Residential
Professional) zoning district at 1512 12* Ave Rd (NW T Seetion 34, T3N R2W Kurtz Addition, Tax 00069

in Kurtz Addition, in Yorgasen 1* Sub aad Section SW 1/4) fbr Saint Alphonsus Health System, Inc/Brandon
McDougald (CUP 2191-16).

Chairman McGrath proceeded to public hearing.

Brandon McDougald, with Kimley Horn, 215 S Site St, Ste 400, Salt Lake City, Ut — representing the

applicant:

*  Mr McDougald stated St Alphonsus Health System ¥ proposing a neighborhood hospital located just west
of the existing St Alphonsus hospital at 1512 12 Ave B, The new neighborhood hospital would be adjacent
to 12" Ave Rd and just north of Constitution Way.
According to Mr McDougald, the proposal was for a 38,500 sq ft new peighborhood bospital.

The hospital would be on the main floor, with & medicayoffice building on the second floor.

* The property is located within the RP (Residential Pfofessional) zoning district, stated Mr McDougald, and
Conditional Use Permit approval is required for a hgépital in that Zoning district.

* Kehoe inquired about the term “neighborhood hosgital”” and My McDougald replied a neighborhood hospital
would be a smaller scale 16 bed hospital, and not fn the same scale as the hospital currently on the site.

* At the present time, added Mr McDougald the ohly proposal was for construction of the new building within
the existing parking lot, and no structures to be retpoved.

It will be a stand-alone facility, stated Mr McDougdld, and will be a separate building to the existing facility.

Rodriguez inquired if the requirement for a Tc vtudy would indicate an influx of traffic for the new

hospital,

* Mr McDougald replied the proposed neighborhood
the new facility was right at the cusp of requiring thg
and provided the Study.

® MrMcDougald added the Traffic Impeact Study
be submitted this wee.

*  According to Mr McDougald, the TIS indicated there ould be an average of a little over 800 trips per day to

the new facility, with the a.m. peak trips around 60 tripf per hour and the p.m. trips were around 80 to 85 trips
per hour, and therefore, not a significant trip generator, T

Nampa Planning and Zoning Commission MeeﬁngQ;ALZ_Q, 2016
Page 4

hgspital would not be a large traffic generator, however,
Traffic Impact Study end so the applicants went ahead

aq either submitted to the Engineering Division today, or will
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Norm Holm

M

From: Eddy Thiel <eddy@nampahighwayl.com>
Sent: Tuesday, June 14, 2016 8:09 AM

To: Norm Holm

Subject: ANN 2190-16

Good Morning Narman,

The Nampa Highway District #1 has no objection to the Annexation and Zoning to RML of 1910 Sunny Ridge Rd for Gavin
J. King as Sunny Ridge Rd. Is the City of Nampa's right-of-way and does not impact the Highway District.

If you have any questions or comments feel free to contact us.
Thank you,

Eddy

Eddy Thiel

ROW

eddy@nampohighwayl.com

4507 Highway 45. » Nampa, id 83686
TEL 208.467.6576 » FAX 208.467.9916

This message may contain confidential and/or privileged information. If you are not the addressee or authorized to
receive this for the addressee, you must not use, copy, disclose, or take any action based on this message or any
information herein. If you have received this message in error, please advise the sender immediately by reply e-mail and
delete this message. Thank you for your cooperation



PLANNING & ZONING DEPARTMENT

Before the Mayor & City Council
Meeting of 20 JUNE 2016

PUBLIC HEARING ITEM NO. 4
STAFF REPORT

Applicant/Representative(s):

Mike Helm, for and in behalf of Yesco Cutdoor Media
File No(s).: VAR 2196-16

Analyst: Robert Hobbs

Requested Action(s): Variance(s) to Nampa City Zoning Code(s) as follows:

1. ToN.C.C. § 10-23-20.B. (that limits the height of a free-standing sign [in this case a
billboard] to 40" within an IL [Light Industrial] Zone) for property addressed as 1815
Madison (hereinafter the “Property”) in Nampa (see attached Vicinity Map),

The Applicant seeks Variance approval to allow an 80’ tall sign on the above referenced
Property in order to provide visibility of the same from |-84 commensurate with that afforded
other signs allowed along the interstate with heights of 40'.

Contents:

Conclusions of Law: Page 2

Staff Narrative Findings/Discussion: Pages 3-6
Recommended Condition(s) of Approval: Page 7
Attachments Description(s): Page 7

APPLICABLE REGULATIONS

10-24-1: [VARIANCE] PURPOSE:

The council is empowered to grant variances in order to prevent or to lessen
practical development difficulties, unique site circumstances and unnecessary
physical, geographical hardships inconsistent with the objectives of zoning as would
result from a literal interpretation and enforcement of certain of the bulk or
quantifiable regulations prescribed by this title,



A variance shall not be considered a right or special privilege, but may be granted to
an applicant only upon a showing of undue hardship because of: a) special
characteristics applicable to the site which deprive it of privileges commonly enjoyed
by other properties in the same zone or vicinity, and b) the variance is not in conflict
with the public interest. Hardships must result from special site characteristics
relating to the size, shape or dimensions of a site or the location of existing
structures thereon, from geographic, topographic or other physical conditions, or
from population densities, street locations or traffic conditions or other unique
circumstances.

Variances are not intended to allow something that others do not have a permitted
right to do. The purpose of a variance is to provide fair treatment and to see that
individuals are not penalized because of site characteristics beyond their control.
(Ord. 2140; amd. Ord. 2978)

10-24-2: ACTIONS:

A. Granting Of Variance Permit: The council may grant a variance permit with respect to
requirements for fences and walls, site, area, width, frontage, depth, coverage, front
yard, rear yard, side yards, outdoor living area, height of structures, distances
between structures or landscaped areas as the variance was applied for or in
modified form if, on the basis of application, investigation and evidence submitted,
the council concludes the following:

1. Literal interpretation and enforcement of the regulation would result in practical
difficulty or unnecessary physical hardship inconsistent with the objectives of the
zoning ordinance.

2. There are extraordinary site characteristics applicable to the property involved or
to the intended use of the property which do not apply generally to other properties
classified in the same zoning district.

3. Literal interpretation and enforcement of the regulation would deprive the
applicant of privileges enjoyed by the owners of other properties classified in the
same zoning district.

4. The granting of the variance will not constitute a grant of special privilege
inconsistent with the limitations on other properties classified in the same zoning
district.

5. The granting of the variance will not be detrimental to the public health, safety or
welfare or materially injurious to properties or improvements in the vicinity.

Page 2



STAFF FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION

I. Variance Introduction:

Variances are traditionally offered zoning tools used as remedies to seek jurisdictional
waivers or reductions of quantifiable, measurable development code requirements (e.g.,
setbacks, property dimensions, height standards, min. or maximum quantities or sizes, etc.)
with which compliance in a given situation could not be attained due to site constraints (such as
unusual topography) inherent to a property, rather than being the result of an applicant's own
action(s)/development desires. Normally, economic considerations or “self-imposed hardships”
or predicaments are not qualifying grounds to support a Variance application or its approval. As
noted in the planning text The Practice of Local Government Planning (ICMA, 1988, 2™ ed.),

“‘Many requests for variances are for minor bulk variances in
existing neighborhoods:; for example, expansions of patios or
carports one or two feet into designated side-yard sethacks. On
such matters the zoning board becomes a sort of neighborhood
arbitration board, dealing with physical hardships. Although these
hardships are rarely great, this should be weighed against the
extent of the public sector's stake in the somewhat arbitrary
determination that a 10-foot- side yard is superior to a 9-foot one.”

In Nampa, in order to justify a Variance Permit request, an applicant is tasked with
arguing successfully to the City’'s Council that there is some aspect of the Property that
physically, topographically or based on code requirements puts them at a disadvantage in trying
to accomplish what they wish in comparison to like properties, especially in the surrounding
area.

If the Council believes that there is no real topographical hardship associated with a
Variance application (e.g., a river, a highway or a mountain in the way, etc.), then left to the
applicant is the opportunity to argue that there is a “unique site circumstance” sufficient to justify
their request. In times past, Variance Permits have been issued on a case by case basis where
a unique situation could be determined to exist that pertained to a Variance application. Thus,
historical matters, errors by the City or County, demonstrated lack of knowledge concerning a
code by an applicant or their contractor, common sense “solutioning”, development precedent
and a variety of other mitigating factors have been evaluated in conjunction with these kinds of
applications for relief from quantifiable, measurable standards adopted as law via Nampa's
zoning ordinance.

Council is at liberty to approve or deny a Variance. And, their vote should not
necessarily be construed as seiting precedent - for nothing binds them to vote the same way
twice other than their own perceptions and those of others that they may be concerned with.
Still, consistency is a desirable goal when dealing with case by case Variance requests. As a
Variance decision is a “quasi-judicial’ matter, any vote to approve or deny should be
accompanied by a reasoned statement listing the rationale for the decision made. A vote to
approve may be made contingent on an applicant's compliance with certain conditions.
Variances have set life spans and may also be rescinded under particular circumstances.

Page 3



Il. This Application:

As Variance Permits have been used to provide opportunity for an applicant to seek
relief from a dimensional or quantifiable, metric standard, this request was received to ask the
Council to consider allowing an increased sign (billboard) height on the Property. Said Property
is zoned as/for “light industrial® development. The City’s sign code specifies that signs of the
type desired by the Applicant shall be limited to 40’ in height. The 40" height is measured from
grade at the base of the sign to the top thereof, and is meant to advertise to an adjoining
thoroughfare.

As this is a Variance request, it is the obligation of the Applicant to present such facts
and persuasive arguments as to convince the Council that there exists some form of hardship
or other unique site circumstance to justify issuance of the requested permit. The review
criteria the Council is to use in assessing the application are those in bold font listed at the
beginning of this report under the heading of “Applicable Regulations”, “Actions” 1-5. Those
criteria serve as the “Conclusions of Law” to be associated with this matter.

lll. General, Abbreviated Findings:

1. The Property (legal description within City case file VAR 2196-16) made the
subject of this Variance request is located within the incorporated limits of the City of
Nampa; and,

2. The Applicant has a controlling interest in the proposed billbcard and is
authorized to represent the application associated with this report; and,

3. The Applicant proposes an increased height allowance (80' in lieu of 40') in
conjunction with their intent to move a billboard from an adjoining parcel onto the
Property; and,

4, As authorized and mandated according to Idaho statute, the City has adopted a
comprehensive zoning ordinance that applies to all properties within the City's
incorporated limits and, by limited form and fashion, to areas within its negotiated impact
area; and,

5. The City’s zoning ordinance requires that properties in the IL Zone comply with
all relevant zoning code requirements appertaining thereto (including regulation of signs
within said district); and,

6. That among IL zoning regulations, those properties in the City of Nampa that
abut/adjoin |-84 (the interstate) may have 40’ tall billboard signs with prescribed spacing,
area, construction methodology, electronic message center controls, etc.) in part to:
“ensure that signs are designed, constructed, installed and maintained to assure public
and traffic safety”, to, “allow adequate and effective signs without dominating the visual
landscape”, to, “protect and enhance economic viability of the city's commercial
corridors by assuring aesthetic appeal to businesses and residents alike”, and to, “to
balance the needs of business with the desire to preserve and enhance the visual
character of the city...” (N.C.C. § 10-23-1.A, C-E); and,

7. The Applicant seeks a Variance Permit from the City of Nampa in order to allow
a proposed billboard (being relocated from another parcel) to be emplaced on the
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subject Property and rebuilt thereon to stand 80' in air, 40° higher than the sign code
allows; and,

8. The Applicant has submitted to the City a complete Variance Permit Application
together with the requisite fee, and the City has received the application; and,

9. The Variance Application is being processed in conjunction with procedures
compliant with the Local Land Use Planning Act, and Nampa Zoning Ordinance
standards appertaining to such an application type; and,

10.  Variances, as a rule, are not to be issued simply for economic reasons or
convenience; they “shall not be considered a right or special privilege, but may be
granted to an applicant only upon a showing of undue hardship because of: a) special
characteristics applicable to the site which deprive it of privileges commonly enjoyed by
other properties in the same zone or vicinity”; and,

11. Further, a statement has been provided that attempts to justify the Variance
request as some type of topographical or other physical site hardship or “unique site
circumstance” that restricts Property development or “build-out” or use of land as
allowed to other City properties or as granted already to City properties developed
and/or used in similar fashion to the business plan(s) of the Applicant; and,

12. Adjacent property owners [to the Property] have not provided comment regarding
the application; and,

13.  The City's Engineering Division has expressed that they are not opposed to the
application; and,

14, The City’s Building Department has expressed that they are not opposed to the
application, and have provided requirements in the event the Variance is approved and
a Sign Permit applied for by the Applicant(s); and,

15.  The City's Code Enforcement Division has expressed that the Property has no
notable code violations at the time of processing of the Variance; and,

16. No direct physical impact on the general public by this request is foreseen by
virtue of this request were it approved (e.g., non-electronic billboard signs are commonly
emplaced adjacent to interstates); and,

17. Other signs have received from time to time Variance approvals to allow
increased areas or heights beyond code standards. A review of past files regarding
Variances for sign height since 1980 revealed the following:

In 1989, the City Council approved a variance request for the Super 8 Motel at 624
Nampa Boulevard. Said request was for a sign oriented to the freeway and proposed to
be 75’ tall. Noted in the Staff report at the time was that,

“Other signs of similar height to that which is proposed have been
allowed in the area by variance, due to freeway orientation. They are as
follows:

Shilo - 80’ high
Page 5



Denny’s - 80" high
Gem Fuel - 98' high (was 71’ previously)”

In 1896, the City Council approved a Variance request for the Sleep Inn at 1315
Industrial Way. Said request was for a sign oriented fo the freeway and
proposed to be 65" tall. Noted in the Staff report at the time was that,

“‘Other signs of similar height to that which is proposed have been allowed at the
Nampa Blvd. Exit by variance, primarily due to freeway orientation and the lower
grade of the sign in reference the interstate elevation.... Freeway oriented
businesses should be allowed signs higher than 40. At one time the sign code
gave the building official the discretion to grant higher sign heights.... 1 don't
believe the ordinance should be amended as all businesses along the interstate
don't require higher signs, only those directly oriented to the needs of travelers.”

tn 1997, the City Council approved a Variance request for the Inn America at 130
Shannon Drive. Said request was for a sign oriented to the freeway and proposed to be
70’ tall. Noted in the Staff report at the time was that,

“The applicant indicate[d] that the property is in a low lying area. The location is further
obstructed by the overpass. The variance in height limitation would allow the sign to be
seen by the traveling public.”

Further comments in the same Staff report reiterate comments in previous Staff reports
on the same theme (obviously, the City has established a precedent for allowing
“freeway oriented” signs to exceed the normal 40’ maximum free-standing sign height
allowance); and, .

18.  Aftached to this report is all of the information Staff had by the time this report was ready
to go to print (12 noon, 15 June)....

IV. Analysis/Opinion:

In Nampa, as pertaining to land use variance permit requests, a burden rests upon an
applicant to argue persuasively to the City’s Council that one or more conditions related to the
property they represent interfere(s) with the applicant’s use of their land in manner and form
commensurate with that enjoyed, most particularly, by their neighbors or other properties in a
similar situation and zoning district as that applicant's land. Each variance application is
reviewed on a case by case basis and the merits of the matter are weighed in the public venue.
Public testimony is received and the opinions of City departments or outside agencies
submitted to the Council for their consideration.

With respect to the matter made the subject of this report, Applicant, per their narrative
argues for their Variance request, essentially as follows:

A) That the Property area whereupon the Applicant wishes to erect a re-built billboard is
approximately 25" below the level of the interchange per the Applicant's assessment(s),
and 22’ below according to the City's topographic maps; and,

B) That should the Applicant erect the proposed sign at 65’ (40" + 25’ to adjust for the
grade difference from sign base level and the interstate above), an existing Northwest
Nazarene University Interstate informational sign would blanket the billboard (i.e., be in
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the line of sight view corridor to west bound traffic) in such a way as to reduce its
advertising effectiveness -- thus prompting the need to raise the sign above the view
level of the NNU sign. Applicant, in their justification letter concludes their justifications
by stating with regards to allowing the billboard as proposed, “This will allow the sign to
be viewed with minor obstruction from the info. sign and place the sign 40' above the
grade of the interstate.” Staff notes that the interference from the NNU directional sign
is dependent on the position/angle from which the question of clear view of the
proposed billboard is assessed...the farther away [east], the more interference; the
closer (or even past the NNU sign) a traveler is to the proposed billboard, then
[obviously], to a point, the lesser the view obstruction (see attached photo images); and,

C) That the billboard is not able to be shifted to the west (where space exists on the
Property for the sign's emplacement) because the Idaho Transportation Department
requires that the billboard be at least 1,000’ east of the nearest point of widening of the
freeway at the interchange. Such lineal separation is required between the proposed
sign and the nearest point of divergence -- which happens to be the east bound on-ramp
across the freeway from the Property.

Having reviewed the comments of the Applicant, reviewed the Property area under
consideration, considered the history of similar approvals along the Interstate (howbeit for
smaller sign boards), and, after considering the Applicant's arguments, Staff opines that the
Variance request has merit under the auspices of a “topographical hardship” (alternatively, as a
“unique site circumstance®). The real question in Staff's opinion is what height is warranted —
80" or a lesser number (but no less than 65’ of altitude) given the proposed sign's proposed
positioning, its proximity to the existing NNU way-finding sign, and, freeway travel speeds.

RECOMMENDED CONDITION(S) OF APPROVAL

Should the Council vote to approve the Variance application request, then Staff
recommends that [the] Council consider imposing the following Condition(s) of Approval against
the same:

Generally:

1. Applicant(s) shall comply with all applicable requirements (including obtaining a Sign
Permit and any requisite Building and/or Electrical Permit(s) as may be imposed by City
agencies appropriately involved in the review of this request (e.g., Nampa Fire [inspection],
Building, Planning and Zoning and Engineering Departments, etc.) as the Variance(s)
approval(s) do/does not, and shall not, have the affect of abrogating requirements from
those agencies or City divisions/department.

ATTACHMENT(S)

Copy of Vicinity Map (page/Exhibit 8)

Copies of Applicants’ narrative and billboard schematic (pages/Exhibits 8-10)
Copies of aerial images and Applicant’s site plan (pages/Exhibits 11-19)
Copies of any department/agency correspondence (pages/Exhibits 20-23)
Copy of Variance application form (page/Exhibit 24)

Copy(ies) of any citizenry correspondence (page(s)/Exhibit(s) 25+)
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o) YESCO. Outdoor Media

April 28, 2016

Nampa City

Planning and Zoning Department
411 3" st, 50,

Nampa, ID 83651

Re: YESCO Outdoor Media variance application
- Location: 1815 Madison Avenue

Nampa City,

YESCO Outdoor Media is requesting a variance to Nampa City Code 10-23-20(B) that limits a Freestanding pole sign to a
maximum overall height of 40°. Nampa City Code 10-23-10 “Sign Variances” creates a path for sign companies to work
with the city under specific circumstances.

YESCO intends to apply to relocate and rebuild an existing biliboard from 1905 Madison Avenue to 1815 Madison
Avenue per Nampa City Code 10-23-8(J){2}(3). City code Table 10-23-20{F) limits the overall height of Freastanding pole
signs to 40", The property at 1815 Madison Avenue is roughly 40° below the grade of Interstate 84, there is an
interstate information sign for N.W. Nazarene University in close proximity to the proposed sign location, and bath of
these items create visibility issues for the billboard. Due to the lower elevation of the property and the interstate info
sign, YESCO is requesting an overall height for the structure of 80". This will allow the sign to be viewed with minor
obstruction from the info sign and place the sign 40’ above the grade of the interstate.

| appreciate any consideration the city is willing to give this request. If there are questions or concerns | can be reached
at 801.464.6406 or mhelm@yesco.com.

Regards

diHec

Mike J. Helm
Diractor of Real Estate

866-779-8357

1605 S. Gramercy Road

Salt Lake City, UT 84104 yesco.com
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Memorandum

To: Planning and Zoning

Ce:  Daniel Badger, P. E., Staff Engineer

Ce:  Michael Fuss, P. E., Nampa City Public Works Director
From: Jim Brooks ~ Engineering Division

Date: May 24, 2016

Re: Variance-Sign Height

Address: 1815 Madison Avenue

Applicant: YESCO Outdoor Media — Mike Helm

Applicant Address: 1605 Gramercy Rd., Salt Lake City, UT 84104
Property Address: 1815 Madison Avenue

VAR2196-16 for the June 6, 2016 City Council Meeting

The Engineering Division does not oppose granting of this variance.



( ( >\

Shellie Loeez e re———

From: Neil Jones

Sent: Thursday, May 05, 2016 7:57 AM

To: Shellie Lopez

Subject: RE: Sign Height Variance/Mike Helm VAR 2196-16

The Building Department will require a Structural Engineer for the design of the footings, pole and the sign and will need
an Architectural site plan showing all Easements and Setbacks on the property on which the sign will located.

Neil Jones

From: Shellie Lopez

Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2016 8:35 AM

To: Amanda Morse <morsea@cityofnampa.us>; Beth Ineck <ineckb@cityofnampa.us>; Brent Hoskins
<hoskinsb@cityofnampa.us>; Carl Miller <CMiller@compassidaho.org>; Craig Tarter <tarterc@cityofnampa.us>; Daniel
Badger <BadgerD@cityofnampa.us>; Don Barr <barrd@cityofnampa.us>; Eric Skoglund <skoglundi@cityofnampa.us>;
Jennifer Yost <yostj@cityofnampa.us>; Jim Brooks <brooksj@cityofnampa.us>; Michael Fuss <fussm@cityofnampa.us>;
Neil Jones <jonesn@cityofnampa.us>; Patrick Sullivan <sullivanw@cityofnampa.us>; Ray Rice <ricer@cityofnampa.us>;
Robin Collins <collinsrr@cityofnampa.us>; Soyla Reyna <reynas@cityofnampa.us>; Sylvia Mackrill
<mackrill@cityofnampa.us>; Tina Fuller <tfuller@compassidaho.org>; Tom Laws <tlaws@compassidaho.org>; Vickie
Holbrook <holbrookv@cityofnampa.us>

Subject: Sign Height Variance/Mike Helm VAR 2196-16

Good Morning! ©

VAR 2196-16

Mike Helm, representing YESCO Outdoor Media has requested a variance to the Nampa City Code10-23-20(B) that limits
a Freestanding pole sign to 3 maximum averall height of 40°. The sign is currently located at 1905 Madison Avenue and
would be relocated to 1815 Madison Avenue.

The Variance is scheduled as a public hearing item on the City Council agenda of June 06, 2016.

Please find attached the VAR 2196-16 file for your review and send all comments to my attention or to Sylvia Mackrill

(mackrill@cityofnampa.us) prior to May 25, 2016.

Shellie A. Lopez, Administrative Assistant Il
O: 208.468.8847, F: 208.468.5439
411 3" Street South, Nampa, ID 83651

Planning and Zoning - Like us on Facebook

NAMPKProud




73'
Szlvia Mackrill

From: Kent Lovelace
Sent: Tuesday, May 17, 2016 10:44 AM
To: Sylvia Mackrill
Subject: var2196-2016

No violations seen at this time

Notice: All communication transmitted within the City of Nampa Email system may be a public record and may
be subject to disclosure under the Idaho Public Records Act (Idaho Code 74-101 et seq.) and as such may be
copied and reproduced by members of the public. In addition, archives of all City emails are generally kept for a
period of two years and are also subject to monitoring and review.
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Norm Holm
M
From; Eddy Thiel <eddy@nampahighwayl.com>

Sent: Tuesday, June 14, 2016 9:06 AM

To: Norm Holm

Subject: VAR2196-16

Good Morning Norman,

The Nampa Highway District #1 has no objection to the Variance to allow an 80" tall free standing sign to allow for
visibility of the sign from I-84 to be relocated at 1815 Madison Ave from the current location at 1905 Madison Ave as It is
not within the Highway District’s jurisdiction.

If you have any questions or comments feel free to contact us.

Thank you,

Eddy

Eddy Thiel

ROW

eddy@nampohighwayl.com

4507 Highway 45. = Nampa, id 83686
TEL 208.467.6576 « FAX 208.467.9916

This message may contain confidential and/or privileged information. If you are not the addressee or authorized to
receive this for the addressee, you must not use, copy, disclose, or take any action based on this message or any
information herein. If you have received this message in error, pleose advise the sender immediately by reply e-mail and
delete this message. Thank you for your cooperation



APPLICATION FOR VARIANCE
Ge = City of Nampa, Idaho

This application must be filled out in detail and submitted to the office of the Planning Director for the City of Nampa,
Idaho, accompanied by a nonrefundable fee of $255.00

Name of Applicant/Representative: 'YESCO Qutdoor Media - Mike Helm Phone: _B801.464.6400
Address: _1605 S. Gramercy Rd. City: Salt Lake State: _UT Zip Code: _84104
Applicant’s interest in property: (circle one) Own Rent Other_ YESCO leases space on the properly for a billboard

Owner Name: _Hoff Companies |, Inc. Phone: _208.884.2002
Address: _1840 N. Lakes Avenue City: _Meridian State: _ID Zip Code: _ 83646

Address of subject property: __1815 Madison Avenue, Nampa, ID 83687

I3 a copy of one of the tollowlng attached? (circle one Proof Of Option  Earnest Money Agreemenit,

u Pr Ink atio
Pl rovi nea form of the following REQUIRED DOCUMENTATION t mplete the legal annexation):

3 Original Legal description of property AND a legible WORD formatted document. {Must have for final recording)
Old or illegible title documents will need to be retyped in a WORD formatted document

O Subdivision Lot Block Book Page

O  An accurate scale drawing of the sile and any adjacent property atfected, showing ali existing and proposed iecations of streets,

easements, property lines, uses, structures, driveways, pedestrian walks, off-street parking and off-street loading facilities and
landscaped areas.

O Miscellaneous Information, considerad pertinent 1o the determination of this matter,

Project Description
State the nalure of the variance request and the practical difficully or unnecessary hardship, which would result from a literal

interpretation and enfarcement of the specific regulation for which the variance is being sought, (attach additional pages if necessary):
Sees altached cover leiter

Datedthis__Z8 _ dayol _éﬂ/ 20 /é /\% C\

Applicant Signature

NOTICE TO APPLICANT

This application will be referred to the Nampa City Council for its consideration. The City Council shall hold a public hearing on the
application and it shall be granted or denied. Nolice of the public hearing shall be sent to adjacent properly owners na less than 10 or
more than 30 days prior to the hearing. You will be given notice of the public hearing and should be present 1o answer any questions.

A variance shall not be considered a right or a privilege, but will only be granted upon showing the following undue hardship:
1. Special characterislics of the site, which deprive it of privileges commonly enjoyed by other properties in the same zone or
vicinity, and
2, The variance is not in conflicl with the public interest.
Variances are not intended to allow something that others do not have s permilted right to do.

The use or construclion permitted by a variance must be commenced within a2 6 manlh period. I such use or construction has not
commenced within such time period the variance shall no longer be valid. Prior to the expiration of the 6-month period the applicant
may requesl from the city Councll an extension for up to an additional 6 monihs from the original date of approval.

For Office Use Only:
File Number: VARZ l’ﬂ: - 20&; Project Name:

12/11/13 Revised

AW



PLANNING & ZONING DEPARTMENT

Before the Mayor & City Council
Meeting of 20 JUNE 2016

PUBLIC HEARING ITEM NO. 5
STAFF REPORT

Applicant{s)/Engineer(s), Representative(s):
Zane Powell as Applicant representative
File(s): ANN 2197-16

Analyst: Robert Hobbs

Requested Action Approval(s)/Recommendation(s) & Project Areal/l_ocation:

1. Annexation and Zoning Assignment of an |H (Heavy Industrial) Zone (Decision
Required — Decision):
Of and upon certain land addressed as 0, 9364, 9326, and 0 Cherry Lane (an
approximate 39.152 acre portion of Section 04, T3N, R2W, SE %, Tax 3, Tax 3-A, Tax
15197, and Tax 95440 in the SW % of the SE % of Section 04, T3N, R2W, BM, Canyon
County, Idaho) — hereinafter the "Property”...

To facilitate development of a headquarters [office] and warehousing operation for fuel, diesel,
and oil distribution...

History:

The Nampa City Planning and Zoning Commission, during their regularly scheduled public
hearing of May 24, 2016, voted to recommend to the City's Council that they approve the above
referenced request. The Commission made their [positive] recommendation contingent upon
Applicant/Development compliance with the following condition(s):

Generally:

1. Developer(s) shall comply with all applicable requirements [including obtaining proper
permits — like a Building Permit, etc.] as may be imposed by City agencies appropriately
involved in the review of this request (e.g., Nampa Fire, Building, Planning and Zoning
and Engineering Departments/Divisions) as the entitlement(s) granted by virtue of the
City’s approvals of the requested annexation and zoning assignment do not, and shall
not have, the effect of abrogating requirements from those departments/agencies in
connection with entitlement of the Property; and,



Specifically:
2. That the Developer [shall] enter into a Development Agreement with the City of Nampa.

The Agreement shall contain such conditions [including City Engineering Division
requirements], terms, restrictions, representations, exhibits, acknowledgments and
timelines as necessary to facilitate development of the Property as contemplated by the
Developer and agreed to and conditioned by the City through its Council or executive
departments or outside agencies properly involved in the review of the Developer's
request for the Property to be zoned IH. Inclusively, the Agreement shall contain
any/the concept development plans proposed by virtue of this composite application
submittal as accepted, or accepted with required changes, by the City’s Council....

ANNEXATION/[REJZONING CONCLUSIONS OF LAW

10-2-3 (C) Annexations and/or Rezones/Zoning assignments must be reasonably
necessary, in the interest of the public, further promote the purposes of zoning, and be
in agreement with the adopted Comprehensive Plan for the neighborhood.

ANNEXATION/[RE]JZONING FINDINGS OF FACT

Pertaining To The 39.152 Acres Of Land Requested To Be Annexed and Zoned IH, Staff
Notes That It May Be Found:

1.

Surrounding City Zoning:

That City Ag (Agricultural) zoned land adjoins the Property to the south, that City IH
(Heavy Industrial) zoned land adjoins said Ag zoned land to its south, that County land
zoned RR (Rural Residential) adjoins the Property to its west, north, County land zoned
Industrial (Heavy?) lies to its east, and, that a section of IL (Light Industrial) zoned land
lies kitty corner to the southwest of the Property across Cherry and Ten Lanes (see
attached Vicinity Map); and,

Surrounding Land Uses:

That open land abuts the Property to the north, east and south, a mobile home park lies
kitty corner to the southeast across Cherry and Ten Lanes, and rural residences lie to
the west of the Property. South of the open land on the southern side of the Property is
Amalgamated Sugar; and,

Reasonable:

That it may be variously argued that annexation of the Property is reasonable given that
the Property is already located within the City of Nampa Impact Area in an area
expanding with or expected to contain industrial uses; that an annexation pathway exists
providing a chain of connectivity between land already in the City’s limits and the
Property so that a “shoe string” connection is not forced/caused by virtue of this
application; that City utility and/or emergency services are, or may be made, available to
the Property; that the Property is a large section of relatively flat open ground located in
such a way as to be readily developed into an industrial use, the Property adjoins right-
of-way classified, at the very least, as a “collector” and, that across the railroad tracks to

the east the County has designated that abutting land for future industrial development;
and,



4. Public Interest:
That Nampa has determined that it is in the public interest to, “Preserve the existing
industrial areas for industrial use, develop additional industrial areas where appropriate,
and provide for the physical rehabilitation and economic revitalization of industrial areas
through public and private efforts.” (Nampa Comprehensive Plan 2035, Chapter 5: Land
Use, p.127). Such a goal contemplates [as strategy and objective] the need to
“encourage industrial infill development where possible”. Further, the City’s Planning
and Zoning Commission have recommended annexation and zoning as requested by
the Applicant, and,

5. Promotion of Zoning Purpose(s):
That one of the multiple purposes of zoning strives to ensure orderly, systematic
property development at the micro level and orderly patterns of development at the
more macro level which promote public health, safety and welfare. Included in the
regulations therefore governing subdivision development are standards appertaining to
housing density, building setbacks, building heights, provision of parking for housing,
yard landscaping maintenance, street dimensions and composition standards, street
lighting regulations, etc. We find that the Project proposed during a Conceptual Plan
Review meeting held with City department representatives an orderly/reasoned, but
unique, concept development plan — some details of the same to be expectedly
presented hereafter during the Applicant’s presentation to the Commission; and,

6. Comprehensive Plan:
That the currently adopted (Feb. 2012) Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map
designates the Property as being within, and suitable for both “Light” and “Heavy”
Industrial development (one side of the Property is in the light area, the other in the
heavy setting).

According to the City's Comprehensive Plan, the “Light and heavy designation [sic]
would address a variety of uses including existing industrial and manufacturing
operations, as well as “lighter” industry, storefront, warehousing, wholesaling, research
and development activities..... Industrial land uses includes light and heavy
designations that address a variety of uses including existing industrial, warehousing,
general manufacturing, railroad, and industrial business park and a wide range of
manufacturing and related establishments, research, supplies and sales.”

Staff's view is that the proposed use, in general nature, best conforms to the precepts
associated with heavy industrial zoning. Since 2004, the Comprehensive Plan’s Future
Land Use Map has been deemed capable of having its “settings” stretched to overlap
adjoining properties without the need to formally amend the Comprehensive Plan. This
provides warranted fiexibility to property development especially where setting
boundaries do not agree with property line locations or ownership patterns. Accordingly,
the proposed annexation and project development associated therewith are construed
as being agreeable to the City's master plan as the “Heavy Industrial” setting may be
stretched over the half of the Property that lies currently within the “Light Industrial”
setting (or vice versa) without creating a need to amend the plan's map.... Accordingly,
the Property is deemed suitable for either light or heavy industrial development.



7. Further, that:

a. The Property is currently within Canyon County’s jurisdiction; and,

b. Agency/City department comments have been received regarding this matter. Such
correspondence as received from agencies/departments or the citizenry regarding
this application package [received by noon May 18, 2016] is hereafter attached to
this report.

1. City Engineering has no objection(s) concerning the annexation/zoning
application, and has provided recommended requirements in the event that
Property is annexed/zoned and the proposed Project entitled for development;
and,

2. City services may be made available to the Property by bringing in sewer (dry-
line) and a dry line pressure irrigation extension; the domestic water to service
the site is in Cherry Lane already...emergency services are available; and,

3. The Property adjoins railroad tracks, an important part of the proposed business
plan/infrastructure need for the intended use. The Property is located in an
open, agricultural/rural residential like area; thus, some question of compatibility
of the proposed use vs. existing neighboring properties’ uses is likely, and
understandably, an issue that will likely arise with this application.

RECOMMENDED CONDITION(S) OF APPROVAL

Should the Council vote to approve the requested Annexation and related proposed Zoning
Assignment application(s), then Staff would suggest that the Council impose the following
Condition(s) of Approval against the Development/Applicant as part of the Annexation/Zoning
Assignment’s conditions set:

Generally:

1.

Developer(s) shall comply with all applicable requirements [including obtaining proper
permits — like a Building Permit, etc.] as may be imposed by City agencies appropriately
involved in the review of this request (e.g., Nampa Fire, Building, Planning and Zoning
and Engineering Departments/Divisions) as the entitliement(s) granted by virtue of the
City's approvals of the requested annexation and zoning assignment do not, and shall
not have, the effect of abrogating requirements from those departments/agencies in
connection with entitlement of the Property; and,

Specifically:
2. That the Developer [shall] enter into a Development Agreement with the City of Nampa.

The Agreement shall contain such conditions, terms, restrictions, representations,
exhibits, acknowledgments and timelines as necessary to facilitate development of the
Property as contemplated by the Developer and agreed to and conditioned by the City
through its Council or executive departments or outside agencies properly involved in
the review of the Developer’s request for the Property to be zoned IH. Inclusively, the
Agreement shall contain any/the concept development plans proposed by virtue of this
composite application submittal as accepted, or accepted with required changes, by the
City's Council....



ATTACHMENTS

Copy of Vicinity Map (page/Exhibit 6)

Copy of Annexation Application (page/Exhibit 7)

Copy of Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map of Property and surrounds
{page/Exhibit 8)

Copy of topographic survey of Property (page/Exhibit 9)

Copy(ies) of any City department, outside City agency and/or citizen correspondence
{pages/Exhibits 10--13)

Copies of Google Maps overhead view images of the Property and its surrounds
{pages/Exhibits 14-15)

Copy of May 24, 2016 Commission hearing minutes

{pages/Exhibits 16-18)

Copies of any citizen correspondence

{pages/Exhibits 19+)
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ANNEXATION AND ZONING TO IH (HEAVY INDUSTRIAL)
FOR A HEADQUARTERS AND WAREHOUSING FOR
FUEL, DIESEL, AND OIL DISTRIBUTION AT 0, 9364, 9326,
AND 0 CHERRY LANE (AN APPROXIMATE 39.152 ACRE
PORTION OF SECTION 4, T3N, R2W, SE %, TAX 3, TAX
3-A, TAX 15197, AND TAX 95440 IN SW 4, SE %) FOR
ZANE POWELL (ANN 2197-16).



APPLICATION FOR ANNEXATION/ZONING
Yy City of Nampa, Idaho

This application must be iflled out in detall and submitted to the office of tha Planning Diractor for the Cily of Nampa, 1daho,
accompanied by & nonrefundable fes of $452.00 (for 1 acre or less), and $810.00 {for more than 1 acra).

Applicant Information
Name of Applican/Representative: _Zane Powell Phone: (208) 419-5886
Address: _2251 North Holmes Ave City: Idaho Falls _state: Idaho  7ip Code: 83401

Applicant's interest In property: {circle one) Own  Rent Employee, Construction Manager
Owner Name: Hansen & Hansen, LLP Phone: (208) 419-5886

Address: 2251 North Holmes Ave. City: 1daho Falls  gare: Idaho 25 Goge: 83401

Address of subjsci property: _APprox: 9326 Cherry Lane, Nampa, Idaho 83687

I a copy of one of the following attached? (clrcle one)  ¥AFanly Des® Prool Of Option  Eamest Moniey Agreament.

Subject Property Information
Please provi ne form 8 follow! D DOC! NTATION to complele the legal annexation):

™ oOrlginal Legal description of property AND a laglble WORD formatted document. {(Must have for final recording)
O!d or lllegible litle documents will need to be retyped In a WORD formatted documeant

0O  Subdivision Lat Block Book Page

Project Descrition
Stale the zoning deslred for the subject property: _IH Heavy industrial

State (or attach a latler slating) the reason for the proposed annexation and any proposed plans for the use of the subject property:

Annex into the City of Nampa and zone to Heavy Industrial this approximate 40 +/- acre parcel. Parcel
will be developed into our Boise Valley headquarters and warehousing facility for our fuel, diesel, and oil
distribution business.

Dated this_27 day of _April | 2016 i
| o -
! V

can! Signalure

; NOTICE TO APPLICANT

This application will be referred 1o the Nampa Planning Commission for a recommaendation on the requested zoning. The
Planning Commisslon shall hold a public hearing and will then make its recommendation to the City Councll. The City
Council will then hold a second public hearing. Notice of the public hearings must be published in the ldaho Press-Tribune
15 days prior to sald hearings. Notice shall also be posted on the premises of the subject property not less than 1 week
prior to the hearings. Notices will also be mailed to property owners or purchasers of record within 300 feet of the subject
property. You will be given notice of the public hearings and should be present to answer any questions,

For Office Use Only:
File Number: ANN -20__  Project Name:

2

2 e DR
A7 -16

12/11/13 Revised
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o %
Shellie Lopez

From; Neil Jones

Sent: Thursday, May 05, 2016 8:.03 AM

To: Shellie Lopez

Subject: RE: Annexation for 40+ acre parcel off Cherry Lane/Zane Powell ANN 2197-16

Building Department has no conditions on the Annexation of this property, but will require permits for any work being
done on the property.

Neil Jones

From: Shellie Lopez

Sent: Tuesday, May 03, 2016 4:01 PM

To: Amanda Morse <morsea@cityofnampa.us>; Beth Ineck <ineckb@cityofnampa.us>; Brent Hoskins
<hoskinsb@cityofnampa.us>; Carl Miller <CMiller@compassidaho.org>; Craig Tarter <tarterc@cityofnampa.us>; Daniel
Badger <BadgerD@cityofnampa.us>; Dan Barr <barrd@cityofnampa.us>; Eric Skoglund <skoglundl@cityofnampa.us>;
Jennifer Yost <yostj@cityofnampa.us>; Jim Brooks <brooksj@cityofnampa.us>; Michae! Fuss <fussm@cityofnampa.us>;
Neil Jones <jonesn@cityofnampa.us>; Patrick Sullivan <sullivanw@-cityofnampa.us>; Ray Rice <ricer@cityofnampa.us>;
Robin Collins <collinsrr@cityofnampa.us>; Soyla Reyna <reynas@cityofnampa.us>; Sylvia Mackrill
<mackrill@cityofnampa.us>; Tina Fuller <tfuller@compassidaho.org>; Tom Laws <tlaws@compassidaho.org>; Vickie
Holbrook <holbrookv@cityofnampa.us>

Subject: Annexation for 40+ acre parcel off Cherry Lane/Zane Powell ANN 2197-16

Good Afternoon!

ANN 2197-16:

Zane Powell on behalf of Hansen & Hansen, LLC has requested Annexation to IH (Heavy Industrial District) zone, for the
property located at 9326 Cherry Lane, R30851, R30850, R30851010, a 40+ acre parcel ail of SW1/45E1/4 and SE1/45E1/4
of Section 4, T3N, R2W, B.M.

Hansen & Hansen, LLC is requesting the Annexation & Heavy Industrial zone for the 40+ acre parcel. The parcel will be
developed into their Boise Valley Headquarters and warehousing facility for their fuel, diese!, and oil distribution

business.

The Annexation application will go before the Planning & Zoning Commission as a public hearing item on the May 24,
2016 agenda.

Please find attached the ANN 2197-16 file for your review and send all comments to my attention or to Sylvia Mackrill
mackrill@cityofnampa.us) no later than May 11*.

Thank you & have a great day!



Memorandum

To: Planning and Zoning

Ce: Daniel Badger, P.E., Staff Engineer

Ce:  Michael Fuss, P.E., Nampa City Public Works Director

From: Jim Brooks — Engineering Division

Date: May 10, 2016

Rev:

Applicant: Zane Powell on behalf of Hansen & Hansen, LLP

Applicant Address: 2251 North Holmes Ave., Idaho Falls, Idaho 83401

Parcel Address: 9326 Cherry Lane

Re: Annexation and Zoning — for Hansen & Hansen, LLP
ANN2197-16 for the May 24, 2016 Planning and Zoning Meeting

Current fire flow at this location is better than 2,000 GPM.

The Engineering Division has no concems with granting this request with the

following conditions:

General:

> That a development agreement is entered into with the City that will stipulate compliance
with all Adopted City development standards.

» That all necessary and required public utitities are extended at owner’s expense,
including but not limited to the public sewer and pressure irrigation mains to and through
the project in accordance with current city policy shall be required.

o Sewer: Dry-line sewer main required along site frontage. City will assist the
design engineer to establish the grades for the dry-line sewer.

o Pressure Irrigation: 12” dry-line pressure irrigation main required along entire
site frontage. Alignment and location to be in accord with City Master plan.

o Easements shall be provided for all on-site utilities in accordance with the
requirements of the utility purveyor.

» Abandonment of any existing domestic well or septic systems will be accomplished
under the guidelines established by:

o Domestic Well - Idahce Department of Water Resources (unless to be utilized as
an irmigation supply for the required landscaping).

0 Septic Systems — Southwest District Health Department

o Copies of all related documents certifying that the well and septic system have
been abandoned shall be forwarded to the City of Nampa Engineering Division
for the project files.



s
P

Continued use of a septic system, due to City sewer not being available at this time, is
required to be permitted through the Southwest District, Health Department,

That access to any irrigation district laterals or facilities is maintained in accordance with
the irrigation district’s policies. The developer may be required to enter into a license
agreement with the district regarding access and improvements to their facilities. Plans
for any proposed improvements are required to be approved by both the irrigation district
and the City of Nampa,

As necessary granting of any access or facility easements for and to the City of Nampa
and any other utility company or jurisdictional entity as necessary for the operation and
maintenance of any utility existing, proposed, or relocated with the development of this
site.

Access and Right-of-Way

>

>
) 4
) 4

Access shall be in accord with the current adopted Access Management Policy.
Cherry Lane is classified as an arterial per the 2035 functional classification study.
Right-of-way dedication required. Width shall be a minimum of 50’ from centerline of
Cherry lane for a half of a future 100" right of way.
Full frontage improvements are required and will include, but not be limited to-

o Curb, gutter, and sidewalk

o Pavement widening

* Engineering will support deferral of the above required improvements
o Landscaping as required
o Stormdrainage

Deferral for the construction of the required frontage improvements is required to be made
in writing to the City Engineer for consideration.



Norm Holm

R
From: Eddy Thiel <eddy@nampahighwayl.com>
Sent: Tuesday, June 14, 2016 8:14 AM
To: Norm Holm
Subject: ANN 2197-16

Good Morning Norman,

The Nampa Highway District #1 has no objection to the Annexation and Zoning to IH for a headquarters and
warehousing for fuel, diesel, and oil distribution at 0, 9364, 9326 and 0 Cherry Ln for Zane Powell as the City will be
required by State Code to annex the Cherry Lane frontage of the subject property due to City Limits being on the south
side of Cherry Lane, opposite the subject property.

if you have any questions or comments fee! free to contact us.

Thank you,

Eddy

Eddy Thie!

ROW

eddy@nampahighwayl.com

4507 Highway 45. » Nampa, id 83686
TEL 208.467.6576 « FAX 208.467.9916

This message may contain confidential and/or privileged information. If you are not the addressee or authorized to
receive this for the addressee, you must not use, copy, disciose, or take any action based on this message or any
information herein. If you have received this message in error, please advise the sender immediately by reply e-mail and
delete this message. Thank you for your cooperation
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Planning Director Holm:

Chairman McGrath proceeded to public testimony.

All of the access points would be retained, added Mr McDougal
intersection at Jowa Ave and 12% Ave Rd that will remain.

All of the access points function at an acceptable level, per Nampa City Cgde, advised Mr McDougald. A
restricted right-in, right-out was proposed for the second entrance along 12 Ave Rd, and ITD was the entity
that wanted to see the right-in and right-out only.

In response to a question from Kehoe, Mr McDougald reported the new neighborhood hospital would have a
24 hour emergency room.

d noted there was a signalized

Holm advised that under the Comprehensive Plan the subject property was Hesignated as Public Land Use on
the Comprehensive Plan, due to the current use of the hospital on the propegty.

Conditional Use Permit approval is a requirement for a hospital in the RP Zone, added Holm.

Holm reported no communications or comments had been received fro any surrounding property owners or
businesses.
Holm noted there had been comments regarding it would be beneficidl if there were some medical facilities
remaining there,

At the present time, continued Holm, it was unknown how the exisk
transition to other uses,
The proposed hospital would be located in the current front parking agez off of 12 Ave Rd and the existing
facility also had parking on the east side. Holm stated it was unclgar at this time how the overall parking
picture for the existing uses would be effected, due to the use of the isting parking area for the new hospilal.
Holm noted it would make sense to continue the hospital function ofi the subject property.

Other than the Engineering Division requirements, stated Folm\ there were no additional conditions of
approval.

Rodriguez noted the comments regarding the water main extensiop from the Engincering Division.... "to
provide better circulation through the site” and inquired if that would jbe an issue.

Badger advised the Fire Department water flow demands are per bytlding and would not be cumulative over a

site or over the City. Badger noted the proposed building wopld probably be fire-sprinkled and would,
therefore have adequate fire flow.

g hospital on the property would

Joseph Kane, Director of Faclities for St Alphonsus Hospital, 1X15 12" Ave Rd, Nampa — in favor of the
application but had no further comments.

Myers motioned and Sellman seconded to close public hearing. Motion carried.

Myers considered the Neighborhood Hospital would be a great bedefit to the south side of Nampa.

Myers motioned and Kehoe seconded to approve the Copiditional Use Permit for the Nelghborhood
Hospital with Ambulance Service, in an RP zoning distrfct at 1512 12" Ave Rd for Saint Alphonsus
Health System, Inc, subject to:

1. Traffic Impact Study is required

* Scoping meeting has been held with ITD and Clair Bwman.

2. Water main extension from existing on-site system {4 connect to main in 12 Ave Rd is
required to alleviate an existing dead end line, and to grovide better circulation through site.
a) Easement required over water main.

3. The Conditional Use Permit is issued for the life of uilding as a Neighborhood Hospital.

Annexatior and Zoning to IH (Heavy Industrial) for a Headquarters and Warehousing for fuel, diesel and
ofl distribution at 0, 9364, 9326, and 0 Cherry Lane, (An approximate 39.152 acre portion of Section 4 T3N
R2W SE %, Tax 3, Tax 3-A, Tax 15197, and Tax 95440 In SW % SE %) for Zane Powell (ANN 2197-16).

Chairman McGrath proceeded to public hearing.

Nampa Planning and Zoning Commission Meeting ~ May 24, 2016
Page 5
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1

Zane Powell of 2251 N Holmes Ave, Idaho Falls — representing Conrad & Bishoff /Hansen & Hansen, LLP -
the applicants:

*  MrPowell stated the applicants had owned the subject properties for some time.

» Currently, added Mr Powell, the fuel business was operated from a warehouse and office facility off of
Franklin Rd, and the business has outgrown that facility.

¢  According to Mr Powell, Conrad & Bishoff own the KI’s Garrity 66 fuel station on Garrity Blvd, and a couple
of other KJ's gas stations in the Boise valley, and were now looking to expand.

¢  The property, added Mr Powell, was in the Nampa Comprehensive Plan as Industrial, and }ocated adjacent to
the Railroad facility.

¢  Mr Powell reiterated the applicants were requesting annexation in order to move forward with the expansion
of their business.

e Chairman McGrath inquired what type of materials would be stored on site.

*  Mr Powell responded and advised they would be storing gasoline, diesel, and added some product would be
brought in via rail and the warehouse facility would have lubricants, oils, diesel exhaust fluid, antifreeze,
windshield washer fluid, etc that come in drums and supplied to the convenience stores.

* In response to a question from Rodriguez, Mr Powell stated they were requesting the IH zoning due to the
fact there would be fluid/liquid items coming in on the rail line. Mr Powell added the Comprehensive Plan
designated the eastem parce! as Heavy Industrial and the west parcel was shown as Light Industrial, therafore,
it made sense to request the IH zoning for all the parcels involved in the annexation.

*  Myers inquired if there would be any refining or processing on the subject property and Mr Powell confirmed
there would be no refining or processing at all.

¢  Myers inquired how large the tanks would be and Mr Powell stated they had not decided on the size of the
tanks yet. Mr Powell added there would be a mix of 5 to 8, 20,000 gallon tanks and larger. Some of the diesel
tanks located in their Idaho Falls facility are 750,000 gallons, which arc dug into a pit and placed part way in
the ground so would not be as big as the tanks down the road at Amalgamated Sugar,

* Mr Powell added the tanks would be approximately half the height of the sugar tanks, and a million gallon
tank was approximately 73 ft in diameter and the sugar tanks are 120 ft to 140 ft in diameter.

* Rodriguez inquired if there had been any safety violations in the last 20 years with the Conrad & Bishoff
Company, Mr Powell stated he was not aware of any violations in that time period, and there had been no
infractions with the railroad or their facility out of Idaho Falls.

*  According to Mr Powell, the railroad company was very excited and very positive about bringing rail service
to the subject property to supply fuel because they had been such a good customer of the railroad.

*  MrPowell reported the Conrad & Bishoff Company bad been in the Boise valley approximately 15 ysars, and
have been at the warehouse location on Franklin Rd approximately 10 years.

Planning Director Holm:

* Holm sadvised the applicants were requesting annexation, and the Comprehensive Flan shows a split
designation of Heavy Industrial for the east parcel and Light Industrial for the west parcel.

* Holm indicated the Comprehensive Plan map and noted the subject properties were in the center of a wider
industrially designated area,

* Holm considered it would be appropriate to assign Heavy Industrial zoning to the subject properties, as an
extension of the Comprehensive Plan designation.

*  The proposed use, added Holm, would be a permitted use under the Heavy Industrial zoning designation and
would not require Conditional Use Permit approval.

* A Building Permit would be required, stated Holm, for construction of the proposed facilities oo site.

* The recommendation, advised Holm, would be for the applicant to enter into a Development Agreement as
part of their annexation, in order to address any conditions or issues.

* Chairman MeGrath inquired how close the proposed fuel facility would be to the new St Luke’s hospital to
the cast, on the east side of N Midland Blvd, south of Cherry Ln.

e Holm indicated the hospital on the aerial view, on St Luke’s Dr on the east side of N Midland Blvd.

* Chairman McGrath inquired if that would be an appropriate distance for the proposed amount of fuel
storage.

¢ Discussion followed regarding the Fire Department requirements for the proposed facility and Holm
considered the Fire Departmeat would be deeply involved in the permitting process.

* Kehoe noted there were homes within a short distance of the subject properties.

Nampa Planning and Zoning Commission Meeting - May 24, 2016
Page 6



Chairman McGrath proceeded to public testimony.

NMr Powell:

Prior to purchasing the property, reported Mr Powell, they bad met with Staff and the comment came back
from the Fire Depariment advising they did not have the water pressure numbers available for Chemry Ln at
that time and they assumed the water pressure was adequate, but if not, then the Fire Department would
require a dry line firc suppression system to be installed.

Since that time, stated Mr Powell, it had been determined water pressure was available,

Additionally, all of the fuel tanks would have a fire suppression foam system that would cover the inside of
the tank from the roof down if any fire or flash was detected, and would also coat the inside of the tank walls.
There was also fire suppression on top of the tank systems, added Mr Powell.

In response to a question from Rodriguez, Mr Powell stated the fuel storage facility/tanks were monitored 24
hours per day.

Mr Powell discussed the check list that would be followed for each rail delivery of fuel and explained the
coatainment system for the tanks making sure that no fuel would get into the soil or the stonn water.

According to Mr Powell, the fuel facility had no additionel requirements regarding proximity to the hospital.

Rodriguez motioned and Sellman seconded to close public hearing, Motion carried.

Rodriguez motioned and Sellman seconded to recommend to City Council Annexation and Zoning

to IH for headquarters and warehousing for fuel, diesel, and oil distribution at 0, 9364, 9326, and 0

Cherry Lane - approximately 39.152 acres, for Zane Powell, representing Conrad & Bishoff,

subject to:

i. Developer(s) shall comply with all applicable requirements [including obtaining proper permits
—like a Building Permit, etc] as may be imposed by City agencies appropriately involved in the
review of the request (e.g., Nampa Fire, Building, Planning and Zoning and Engineering
Departments/Divisions) as the entitlement(s) granted by virtue of the City’s approvals of the
requested annexation and zoning assignment do not, and shall not, have the effect of
abrogating requirements from those departments/agencies in connection with entitlement of the
Property.

2. The Developer [skall] enter into a Development Agreement with the City of Nampa. The
Agreement shall contain such conditions, terms, restrictions, representations, exhibits,
acknowledgments and timelines as necessary to faciiitate development of the Property as
contemplated by the Developer and agreed to 2nd conditioned by the City through its Council
or executive departments or outside agencies properly involved in the review of the Developer’s
request for the Property to be zoned IH. Inclusively, the Agreement shall contain any/the
concept development plans proposed by virtue of this composite application submittal as

accepted, or accepted with required changes, by the City’s Council.
Motion carried.

Meeting adjourned at 7:35 p.m.

Norman L Holm, Plaoning Director _ﬂv/ é/W\M\ LHy lW\/
Sm
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