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REGULAR COUNCILPRIVATE 


June 20, 2016
Mayor Henry called the meeting to order at 6:30 p.m.
Clerk made note that Councilmembers Skaug, Haverfield, Levi, White, Bruner, Raymond were present.  
Mayor Henry amended the agenda by removing item #11 Wells 1 & 2 Demolition & Abandonment Project from new business.
MOVED by Haverfield and SECONDED by White to approve the Consent Agenda with the above mentioned amendments; Regular Council Minutes of June 6, 2016;and Special Council Minutes of June 2, 2016 CDBG; and Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee Minutes; Board of Appraisers Minutes; and Airport Commission Minutes of May 19, 2016; 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) None;  and authorize the following public hearings: 1) None; Approve the following agreements: 1) None;  Authorization to Proceed with the Bidding Process: 1) 2016 CDBG Sidewalk & Tree Placement Project; 2) FY16 Pavement Markings & Sign Installment Project; 3) Storm Water Repairs – Taffy Drive at Carmel Court and 67 Peppermint Project; 4)  Zone B Pipe Repairs – CIPP Project; Monthly Cash Report;  Resolutions – Disposal of Property with Value Under $1,000.00: 1) Wastewater Division – Lift Station No. 19 Pump; Open Public Comment Period for Program Year 2016 CDBG Action Plan as of June 27; Bid Awards – Ford Idaho Center Parking Improvements Phase 3A & 3B; and 2015-2016 Licenses: (all licenses subject to police approval): Canyon Creek Restaurant, 1411 Shilo Drive, on-premise beer, wine and liquor; approval of the agenda.
The Mayor asked for a roll call vote with all Councilmembers present voting YES. The Mayor declared the
MOTION CARRIED
Public Works Director Michael Fuss presented a staff report to update the council on current projects as follows:

Update to 2016 Street Division Chip Sealing Campaign – Major chip sealing in Zone A1 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, 11th Avenue North, East Karcher Road, North 20th 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 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%

· The Contract Work Completed is currently at 49%

Key activities and milestones achieved since the update to City Council on April 18, 2016 include:

· Backfilling around the Primary Effluent Pump Station (PEPS) structure is complete

· 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

· PEPS Electrical Building was completed.  This building houses the electrical systems required for PEPS operation

· Retrofits to Aeration Basin 2 that will enable phosphorus removal are in progress, including the installation of a new baffle wall and air diffusers

· 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:

· PEPS start up is currently scheduled for June 2016

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

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

The following photos show the progression of work at the site:
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Figure 1 Installation of Primary Effluent Pumps
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Figure 2 – Installation of Aeration Diffusers in Aeration Basin 2

Financial Report

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

	
	Original Budget
	Current Budget
	Change Order Rate
	Spent
	Percent Spent

	Project Group A – Ewing
	$12,494,000
	$12,675,919
	1.45%
	$6,183,799
	49%

	Phase I Upgrades Contingency
	$1,500,000
	$1,318,081
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A

	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.

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 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 COMMISSION, PURSUANT TO IDAHO CODE, SECTION 63-215.  (Applicant Zoke, LLC – Nate Hosac)
The following Ordinance was read by title:

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF NAMPA, CANYON COUNTY, IDAHO, VACATING A PORTION OF THE RIGHT-OF-WAY AT THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF SOUTH MIDLAND BLVD. AND LAKE LOWELL AVE., IN THE CITY OF NAMPA, IDAHO, AND 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.   (Public Works Department)
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 Raymond to pass the preceding ordinance and the Summary of Publication 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 4262 and directed the clerk to record it as required.

The following Ordinance was read by title:

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF NAMPA, IDAHO, TO PROVIDE IH (HEAVY INDUSTRIAL) ZONE DESIGNATION FOR CERTAIN PREVIOUSLY UNZONED LANDS, COMPRISING APPROXIMATELY 37.61 ACRES, MORE OR LESS, AND TO PROVIDE IL (LIGHT INDUSTRIAL) ZONE DESIGNATION FOR CERTAIN PREVIOUSLY UNZONED LANDS, COMPRISING APPROXIMATELY 24.64 ACRES, MORE OR LESS, SAID LANDS COMMONLY AND COLLECTIVELY BEING KNOWN AS 100, 212, 300, 310, 360 AND 0 W. RAILROAD STREET, NAMPA, IDAHO; DETERMINING THAT SAID ZONING IS IN THE BEST INTEREST OF THE CITIZENS AND CONSISTENT WITH THE COMPREHENSIVE PLAN OF THE CITY OF NAMPA, IDAHO; ZONING SAID PROPERTY FROM UNZONED TO IH (HEAVY INDUSTRIAL) AND IL (LIGHT INDUSTRIAL); PROVIDING FOR RECORDATION; INSTRUCTING THE PLANNING DIRECTOR AND/OR CITY ENGINEER TO DESIGNATE SAID PROPERTY AS IH (HEAVY INDUSTRIAL) AND IL (LIGHT INDUSTRIAL) ON THE OFFICIAL ZONING MAP AND OTHER AREA MAPS OF THE CITY; PROVIDING FOR AN EFFECTIVE DATE; AND REPEALING ALL ORDINANCES, RULES AND REGULATIONS, AND PARTS THEREOF, IN CONFLICT HEREWITH.   (Public Works Department)
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 Raymond to pass the preceding ordinance and the Summary of Publication  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 4263 and directed the clerk to record it as required.

Mayor Henry presented a request to authorize appointment of David Beverly to the Airport Commission, term to expire 12/31/2017.
MOVED by Haverfield and SECONDED by Skaug to approve the appointment of David Beverly to the Airport Commission, term to expire 12/31/2017.  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 for Program Year 2016 CDBG Allocation Decision.
Economic Development Analyst, Jaron Bryan presented a staff report explaining that 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 2nd 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: 

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

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

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

· No more than 4 Public Service subrecipients (non-city sponsored projects) would be funded; and

· If a 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.  

· After 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.

· 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 Façade 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 location 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 20th 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 Entitlement 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, three 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 20th, you will be asked to allocate the funding for the 2016 program year.  A 30 day public comment period will follow starting on June 27th.  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.

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) rents 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.
MOVED by Skaug and SECONDED by Bruner to amend the Program Year 2016 guidelines to state:  if a public service application is funded that the generates program income the City will limit the allocation to public service to 14% and to approve option one – CDBG Administration $149,365.00; Salvation Army’ Shelter $40,000.00; CATCH of Canyon County $20,000.00; Meals on Wheels, $25,000.00; ERMA – Jesse Tree $19,779.00; Brush Up Nampa Admin – City $15,000.00; Housing Repair Loan Program – City $145,000.00; Creekbridge Apartments $20,000.00; Colorado Gardens $30,000.00; ADA Improvements to Park – City $35,200.00; 2017 CDBG Old Nampa Ped Improvements – City $180,000.00; 3237456602 – City $69,083.00. The Mayor asked for a roll call vote with Councilmembers Haverfield, Levi, White, Bruner, and Skaug voting YES.  Councilmember Raymond voting NO. The Mayor declared the 


MOTION CARRIED

Mayor Henry opened a public hearing for Development Impact Fees.
Anne Westcott presented a staff report explaining that it has been about 18 months since we started this impact fee process, which only means that we have been intentional and taken our time and made sure that we have a lot of collaboration in the process.
Since we first began, we have been working with the Development Impact Fee Advisory Committee which are members of the development and construction community.  We have meet with staff and have gone through several iterations, we have met with Vikki to make sure that we did have money on the City side to facilitate the capital improvement plans.  Then we did come and brief you in February about the draft report and there were some minor changes made and you authorized me to go forward with a public hearing with the Planning and Zoning Commission they were asked to amend the comp plan with these capital improvement plans.  That was a two hour conversation, it was very meaningful we did have a great discussion and they did in the end vote to amend the comp plan.  So according to statue the next step is to come to Council for a public hearing.
What are impact fees?

Fees paid by new development projects as a condition of permit approval to support infrastructure needed to serve the proposed development. 

Fees are calculated to cover a proportionate share of the capital cost for that infrastructure.

Cannot be used to cure deficiencies, or pay for operating expenses.
When are Impact Fees a Good Option to Consider?

When new growth is putting stress on the city’s ability to continue to provide the current level of city services

When capital infrastructure needed to support new development cannot be funded through existing revenue sources

When exactions are not fairly recovering the cost of new capital needed for development, or exaction negotiations are inconsistent

When existing residents and businesses believe that growth might not be “paying its own way.”
Policy Questions?
What is our current level of service? Do we want to continue the current level of service?

Who should pay for the capital necessary to continue this level of service for new growth?  New development?  Existing taxpayers?  Both?

Will charging impact fees impact economic development, affordable housing?
Nampa’s Impact Fee History

· Fees first adopted around 2003-2004; methodology was overly cumbersome, numerous appeals
· Galena/BBC updated parks, streets, fire and police CIP and impact fees in 2006 and again in 2009
· Streets fees were only collecting intersections and bridges, as transportation master plan/CIP had not been completed
· Transportation Plan completed in 2012; Galena updated streets impact fees.  New fees not adopted as growth was uncertain, and General Fund was unable to commit its portion of resources to fund the infrastructure.
· All fees must be updated now per State Statute based on updated growth estimates, capital plans and costs
Three Types of Capital Spending

Not all capital costs are associated with growth:

1. Repair and replacement of facilities (i.e., standard periodic investment in existing facilities such as replacing a leaky fire station roof). These costs are not impact fee eligible;
2. Betterment of facilities, or implementation of new services (e.g., development of a fire training center for the first time). These costs 
are generally not entirely impact fee eligible; and

3. Expansion of facilities to accommodate new development (e.g., construction and equipping of new fire stations in growth areas). These costs are impact fee eligible.
Methodology

Numerator: what you need to build or buy to support future growth (what we need to build or buy in order to ensure that as we grow our service levels do not erode or degrade)
÷
Denominator: who is coming  (# of residential units/non-residential square feet)

=
Full Cost Recovery Impact Fee per unit
Comparison to Current Investment of existing Development
As a double check, we compare the impact fee to the amount each current residential unit and non-residential square foot has already “paid in” to the City’s capital assets.

If we are asking new development to pay more than existing development has paid, we need to further review.

Most likely new development will be asked to pay less than existing development as existing development may have paid for some future capacity
[image: image3.emf]2015 2025 Net Growth Annual

Growth Rate

Population 84,821 97,301 12,480          1.5%

Source:  COMPASS


With the advisory committee blessing and based on data from COMPASS we are expected to grow about 1 ½ % per year, pretty conservative but better than maybe it has been in the past couple of years, we are not being too exciting in our growth projections.
[image: image4.emf]Square Feet 

(1)

Growth in SF

Population 84,821 97,301 12,480           

Residential (in units) 29,458           34,553           5,095              7,934,015        83%

Single-Family 25,039           28,679           3,640             6,624,236        69%

Multi-Family 4,419             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%

Office 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%

2015 2025 Net Growth Net Growth in  Percent of Total


[image: image5.emf]Nampa Growth Amount to Amount Amount

Type of Capital Infrastructure Portion Portion Include in from Other  from Fire

Fees Sources District

Facilities

Fire Station #6 900,000 $             100% 100% 900,000 $       

- $                 

Vehicles

1 Engine for Fire Station #6 425,000 $             84% 100% 357,000 $       

0 68,000 $       

Additional Truck for growth citywide (station TBD) 750,000 $             84% 50% 315,000 $       

0 435,000 $     

Growth related support vehicles 228,000 $             84% 100% 191,520 $       

0 36,480 $       

Scheduled apparatus/vehicle replacement 4,354,000 $          100% 0% - $               

4,354,000 $    

Equipment

SCBA Replacement 400,000 $             100% 0% - $               

400,000 $        

Station #1 Air Compressor 45,000 $               100% 0% - $               

45,000 $          

1 additional Cardiac Monitor 23,000 $               100% 100% 23,000 $         

- $                 

Cardiac Monitor Replacement - 1 per year 252,500 $             100% 0% - $               

252,500 $        

Growth-Related Research - Standard of Cover 40,000 $               100% 100% 40,000 $         

- $                 

7,417,500 $          1,826,520 $    

Plus Impact Fee Study 6,188 $                 100% 100% 6,188 $           

- $                 

Minus Impact Fee Fund Balance 695,729                695,729 $       

TOTAL GROWTH RELATED CIP 6,727,959 $          1,136,979 $    

5,051,500 $     539,480 $     

CIP

Value


Fire Impact Fee Calculation

The capital improvement plan had now been amended into your comp plan that indicated that the fire department over ten years does intend to have station 6 built and would require an engine to go with it.  (There are some pieces of smaller equipment that are impact fee eligible and we also with your agreement put in a standard to cover exercise so the fire department can go on from their master planning exercise and really start to evaluate where station should be in the future especially as they look at quick response vehicles and EMS vehicles.)
[image: image6.png]Impact Fee Calculation - City Limits

Amount to Include in Fee Calculation

Distribution of Future Land Use Growth

Residential
Nonresidential

Future Assets by Land Use
Residential
Nonresidential

Future Land Use Growth

Residential
Nonresidential

Impact Fee per Unit
Residential
Nonresidential

$1,136,979

83%
17%

$ 941,692
$ 193286

5,095
1,645,347

$ 185
$ 0.12

$
$

Current
Investment
$ 506
$ 0.30

Current $$
Fees Change
212§ 27
010 $ 0.02




Police 10 year Capital Improvement Plan
[image: image7.emf]Square CIP Growth Amount to Amount 

Type of Capital Infrastructure Footage Value Portion Include in from Other

Fees Sources

Facilities

Space for 17 additional officers needed to support growth 2,158,032 $             100% 663,138 $           - $                        

Vehicles

TRT Bus Replacement 50,000 $                  0% - $                   50,000 $              

Negotiation Command Vehicle 250,000 $                0% - $                   250,000 $            

Mobile Command Unit - additional for growth 250,000 $                50% 125,000 $           125,000 $            

Total Infrastructure 2,708,032 $            

788,138 $          

Plus Impact Fee Study 6,188 $                    100% 6,188 $               - $                        

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 $             - $                  

437,500 $            


This CIP reflects a decision on the part of the Mayor and Police Chief to absorb the growth-related space needs for 17 new officers within the current available space at a much lower cost than building new space, even though the cost to build new space is entirely impact fee eligible.  The City will use remaining impact fee fund balance in the Police account and discontinue assessing impact fees for Police. 

Police Impact Fee Calculation

[image: image8.png]Impact Fee Calculation - City Limits Only

Amount to Include in Fee Calculation $0
Distribution of Future Land Use Growth
Residential 83%
Nonresidential 17%

Future Assets by Land Use
Residential $ -
Nonresidential $ -

Future Land Use Growth
Residential 5,095
Nonresidential 1,645,347

Impact Fee per Unit
Residential $ -
Nonresidential $ -

Current
Investment

$ 496
$ 0.29

Current $$
Fees  Change

$ 283 § (283)
$ 013 § 0)
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Type of Capital Infrastructure

Value

 (1)

acres Include in Fees from Other

Sources

New Park Acreage

 (1)

47 new park acres to continue level of service of 3.8 acres per 1,000 

(2)

7,359,162 $           

100%

47 7,359,162 $           $0

158 new park acres to improve level of service to 6 acres per 1,000 34,286,030 $          0% 218 - $                          $34,286,030

Parks Amenities

1 pool to serve new growth 2,000,000 $            100% 2,000,000 $          

1 Skate park  200,000 $               16% 32,040 $                $167,960

Equipment and Vehicles

Growth related equipment and vehicles 175,776 $               100% 175,776 $             

Non-growth related equipment and vehicles (could include replacement of existing) 818,934 $               0% - $                          $818,934

Total Infrastructure 44,839,902 $          9,566,978 $           $35,272,924

Plus Cost of Fee-Related Research

Impact Fee Study 6,618 $                   100% 6,618 $                 

Minus Existing Assets

Fund Balance 2,010,589 $            100% 2,010,589 $          

Undeveloped Park Acreage (82 undeveloped acres * $15,000/acre) 1,237,200 $            100% 1,237,200 $          

Grand Total 41,598,731 $          6,325,807 $          

Growth

Portion


[image: image10.png]Impact Fee Calculation

Amount to Include in Fee Calculation ™

Distribution of Future Land Use Growth ®

Residential
Nonresidential

Future Assets by Land Use
Residential
Nonresidential

Future Land Use Growth @
Residential
Nonresidential

Impact Fee per Unit
Residential
Nonresidential

@ »

@ »

6,325,807

100%
0%

6,325,807

5,095

1,242

$

Current
Investment
$ 2,756

Current $$
Fees Change
1,143 § 99




So in parks we are saying in order to keep their level of service the same over ten years, we would need to acquire 47 acres.  Those acres could be pathways or trails or traditional type parks and a swimming pool, and then growth related mowers, and trucks and things that would go along with new acreage.

[image: image11.emf]CIP Amount to Amount  Amount

Type of Capital Infrastructure Value Include in Fees from Other from ITD

 Sources 

Intersections

Roosevelt and Midland 700,000 $          100% 700,000 $           - $                 - $                

7th Street South and 11th Avenue South 500,000 $          100% 500,000 $           - $                 - $                

Garrity Boulevard and Stamm Lane 1,260,982 $       100% 378,295 $           - $                 882,687 $         

Garrity Boulevard and 39th Avenue North 1,100,000 $       55% 605,000 $           495,000 $         

Northside Boulevard and 4th Street North 848,000 $          100% 848,000 $           - $                 - $                

Karcher Bypass and Midland Boulevard 2,069,090 $       100% 620,727 $           - $                 1,448,363 $      

Lake Lowell Avenue and Midland Boulevard 1,106,216 $       20% 221,243 $           884,972 $          - $                

Karcher and Franklin Boulevard 1,672,307 $       47% 785,984 $           886,323 $          - $                

Bridges and Culverts

Franklin Boulevard (0.20 miles south of Ustick) 478,332 $          18% 85,730 $             392,603 $          - $                

East Greenhurst (0.10 miles east of Southside) 604,004 $          61% 367,273 $           236,731 $          - $                

East Victory Road (280 feet east of Sugar Street) 478,332 $          63% 301,328 $           177,004 $          - $                

Ustick Road (55 feet east of Madison) 523,145 $          63% 327,331 $           195,814 $          - $                

11,340,409 $     5,740,911 $        3,268,446 $       2,331,051 $      

Plus Cost of Fee-Related Research

City-Wide and Sub-Area Transportation Master Plan 500,000 $          100% 500,000 $           - $                 - $                

TIS Model Development 150,000 $          100% 150,000 $           - $                 - $                

Impact Fee Study 6,618 $              100% 6,618 $               - $                 - $                

Minus Existing Assets

Fund Balance 1,535,071 $       100% 1,535,071 $       

Grand Total 10,461,956 $     4,862,458 $        3,268,446 $       2,331,051 $      

Growth

Portion
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Impact Fee Calculation

Capital Improvement Plan Value  $4,862,458

Future Land Use Percentages

Single Family 28%

Multifamily  7%

Retail 60%

Office 3%

Industrial 1%

Allocated Value by Land Use Category

Single Family $1,379,423

Multifamily  $341,964

Retail $2,938,409

Office $157,765

Industrial $44,898

10-Year Growth from 2016 to 2025

Single Family (total dwelling units) 3,640                 

Multifamily (total dwelling units) 1,455                 

Retail (in square feet) 822,673             

Office (in square feet) 329,069             

Industrial (in square feet) 493,604             

Impact Fee by Land Use (rounded)

Single Family (per dwelling unit) $379

Multifamily (per dwelling unit) $235

Retail (per square foot) $3.57

Office (per square foot) $0.48

Industrial (per square foot) $0.09


[image: image13.emf]Residential

Single Family Units (*1.0) 3,640 3,640 28%

Multi-Family Units (*0.62) 1,455 902 7%

Nonresidential per 1,000 sf

Retail (*9.42) 823 7,753 60%

Office (*1.27) 329 416 3%

Industrial (*0.24) 494 118 1%

Total 12,830 100%



Weighted Trip 



New Generation Percent

Land Use Development Factor Distribution
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Streets we started with an excellent updated master planning process that the department had done and it showed us everything that needed to be taken care of and built in the next 20 years.  We basically had to take those out because you can’t afford them.  What we have here are bridges and intersections, you are going to stay on track with bridges and intersections, and I believe what this body communicates to the public and to me is that you are going to focus on maintaining your existing intra-structure as far as roadways was concerned.
Street fees will decrease for residential and increase for non-residential development.  That was because the last time we did the report you had far more residential compared to non-residential in your community and in the last ten years you have really started to flip that with more commercial development so commercial takes a larger share of the pie of capital intra-structure.  We shifted the burden of impact fees not off of residential but a little bit more toward non-residential.

Proposed Impact Fees

[image: image15.emf]Current Fees

Police Fees

Residential - $           

283 $           

Nonresidential - $           

0.13 $          

Fire Fees

Residential 185 $          

212 $           

Nonresidential 0.12 $         

0.10 $          

Parks Fees

Residential 1,242 $       

1,143 $        

Nonresidential - $           

- $            

Streets Fees

Single-Family 379 $          

605 $           

Multi-Family 235 $          

372 $           

Retail 3.57 $         

1.78 $          

Office 0.48 $         

0.20 $          

Industrial 0.09 $         

0.14 $          

TOTAL IMPACT FEE

% Change $ Change

Single-Family 1,805 $        2,243 $       

-19% (437) $         

Multi-Family 1,661 $        2,010 $       

-17% (348) $         

Retail 3.69 $          2.01 $         

83% 1.68 $          

Office 0.60 $          0.43 $         

38% 0.16 $          

Industrial 0.21 $          0.37 $         

-44% (0.17) $        

Calculated 

Impact Fee


City’s Obligation

[image: image16.emf]Police - $                    425,000 $        425,000 $       

vehicles

Fire - $                    5,051,500 $     5,051,500 $    

apparatus and equipment replacement

Parks 167,960 $        $35,104,964 35,272,924 $  

required: skate park; discretionary: LOS increase

Streets $2,462,109 $0 2,462,109 $    

plus $800k in operating funds

TOTAL  2,630,070 $     40,581,464 $   43,211,533 $  

263,006.98 $   <-- Annual amount required over 10-year CIP period

Required Discretionary Total


Comparisons to Other Cities

[image: image17.emf]FOR DISCUSSION PURPOSES ONLY City of City of City of

Nampa Nampa City of Boise/ACHD Boise/ACHD Meridian/ City of

Current Proposed Caldwell Current Proposed ACHD Eagle

Police

per Residential Unit 283 $             - $            97 $                 151 $           237 $             136 $              - $           

per Non-Residential sf 0.13 $            - $            0.02 $              0.06 $          0.20 $            0.07 $             - $           

Fire

per Residential Unit 212 $             185 $           517 $               515 $           606 $             551 $              - $           

per Non-Residential sf 0.10 $            0.12 $          0.10 $              0.21 $          0.36 $            0.29 $             - $           

Parks

per residential unit 1,143 $          1,242 $        805 $               1,178 $        * 1,390 $         1,081 $           1,333 $       

Streets

per single-family residential unit 605 $             379 $           exacted 3,071 $        3,071 $         3,071 $           3,071 $       

per multi-family residential unit 372 $             235 $           exacted 1,904 $        1,904 $         1,904 $           1,904 $       

per retail sf 1.78 $            3.57 $          exacted 6.37 $          6.37 $            6.37 $             6.37 $          **

per office sf 0.20 $            0.48 $          exacted 1.27 $          1.27 $            1.27 $             1.27 $         

per industrial sf 0.14 $            0.09 $          exacted 0.43 $          0.43 $            0.43 $             0.43 $         

TOTAL

per single-family residential unit 2,243 $          1,805 $        1,419 $            4,915 $        5,304 $         4,839 $           4,404 $       

per multi-family residential unit 2,010 $          1,661 $        1,419 $            3,748 $        4,137 $         3,672 $           3,237 $       

per retail sf 2.01 $            3.69 $          0.12 $              ^ 6.64 $          6.94 $            6.73 $             6.37 $         

per office sf 0.43 $            0.60 $          0.12 $              ^ 1.54 $          1.83 $            1.63 $             1.27 $         

per industrial sf 0.37 $            0.21 $          0.12 $              ^ 0.70 $          0.99 $            0.79 $             0.43 $         

* Boise parks fees are $1,355 for SF, and range from $805 to $1,199 for MF

** ACHD fees for retail based on average of 30+ classifications

^ hard to compare; we do not know how much each developer pays in exactions


· Impact Fee Advisory Committee has unanimously recommended adoption of the proposed impact fees as outlined in this report.
· Mayor and City Council reviewed the impact fee report in February 2016 and requested the item proceed through the required public hearings.
· Planning and Zoning amended Nampa’s Comprehensive Plan with the updated capital improvement projects on May 20, 1016 as required within the State impact fee statute.
· Final step in the adoption of updated impact fees is a public hearing at City Council scheduled June 20, 2016.
Also according to the advisory committee they are interested in having impact fees help with further sub area transportation master planning and a traffic impact study model development so all developers can use the same process and not have to hire a consultant to do a TIS for them.

If the Council decides to accept this proposal it is on the hook for $2.6 million dollars over ten years.  Your finance director has said yes we can afford to pay for that with tax revenues and our street fund fees.

Councilmember White asked questions concerning the money portion of the City.

Councilmember Raymond asked why we would not want to have an impact fee for police cars.

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

Mayor Henry explained that Council needs to decide if you are comfortable with the presentation and that we can close the public hearing or if we don’t feel comfortable and we want to continue the public hearing for changes to be made.  We will know that by entertaining a motion to close the public hearing.  If that passes that means that we feel comfortable with the presentation and are ready to go forward.

Councilmember Haverfield had some questions on the increase in the retail sector vs the other increases.

MOVED by Raymond and SECONDED by Skaug to close the public hearing.  The Mayor asked for a roll call vote with all Councilmembers present voting YES.  The Mayor declared the

MOTION CARRIED
Mayor Henry read the following statement - “The state law governing our adoption of impact fees is found at Idaho Code § 67-8206.  Unlike most ordinances we adopt, where the three-reading rule can be waived, this statute requires that we read the ordinance governing impact fees on three separate occasions before it is adopted.  Unless council feels the need for further deliberation, I would entertain a motion to approve the “Capital Improvements Plan” as presented by staff, and to direct staff to proceed forward with the first reading of the ordinance, which will be presented to you tonight, and which will authorize imposition of the updated impact fees discussed tonight.”

MOVED by Skaug and SECONDED by Raymond to approve the “Capital Improvements Plan” as presented by staff, and to direct staff to proceed forward with the first reading of the ordinance, which will be presented to you tonight, and which will authorize imposition of the updated impact fees discussed tonight.”  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 matter of Sale Via Public Auction of Real Property Located at 1744 Garrity Boulevard, Nampa, Idaho, With Minimum Price Set at $34,000.00.
Michael Fuss presented the request and a staff report explaining that 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 the 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.

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

MOVED by White 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 Haverfield and SECONDED by Bruner to 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.  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 an annexation and zoning to RML for a fourplex development at 1910 Sunny Ridge Road for Gavin King.
Mrs. King presented the request.

Councilmember White asked why the RML zone.
Planning and Zoning Director Robert Hobbs presented the request and a staff report explaining that the requested action is for annexation and zoning assignment of a RML zone o Of and upon certain land addressed as 1910 Sunny Ridge Road a 1.58 acre or 66,152 sq. ft. portion of Section 34, T3N, R2W, SE ¼ the N. 200.9’ of the W. 330’ of the NW ¼ of the SW ¼ of the SE ¼ 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 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, 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)zoning 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)zoning 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,

2.
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, 

3.
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,

4.  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.

5.
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 a 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,

6.
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, multi-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, 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.

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

MOVED by Raymond 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 Skaug and SECONDED by Levi to annexation and zoning to RML for a fourplex development at 1910 Sunny Ridge Road with staff conditions and authorize the City Attorney to draw up 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 variance to allow an 80’ tall sign located at 1815 Madison for Mike Helm, YESCO Outdoor Media.
Mike Helm, YESCO Outdoor, 1605 South Gramercy Road, Salt Lake City, UT presented the request.

Councilmembers asked questions of the applicant.

Robert Hobbs presented the request and a staff report explaining that the applicant Mike Helm on behalf of YESCO Outdoor Media is requesting a variance to Nampa City Code 10-23-20B (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 I-84 commensurate with that afforded other signs allowed along the interstate with heights of 40’.
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.

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, 2nd 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 setbacks.  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 setting 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.  
II.
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.

III.  
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 billboard 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 I-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 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

Denny’s - 80’ high

Gem Fuel - 98’ high (was 71’ previously)”

In 1996, the City Council approved a Variance request for the Sleep Inn at 1315 Industrial Way.  Said request was for a sign oriented to 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….  I 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.”

In 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.
  Attached 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 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 (how about 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 effect of abrogating requirements from those agencies or City divisions/department.
Sunnyridge Road
· Classification – Arterial

· Right of Way dedication required – 50 feet (50’) minimum for 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.

Utilities

· 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.

Councilmember White asked questions of staff.

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

MOVED by White 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 White and SECONDED by Bruner to approve a variance for an 80’ tall sign located at 1815 Madison for Mike Helm, YESCO Outdoor Media with staff conditions.  The Mayor asked for a roll call vote with Councilmembers Levi, Bruner, and White voting YES.  Councilmembers Skaug, Haverfield, Raymond voting NO.  The Mayor broke the tie by voting YES.  The Mayor declared the

MOTION CARRIED
Mayor Henry opened a public hearing for an 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.
Zane Powell, Rexburg, ID, Conrad & Bishoff presented the request.
Robert Hobbs presented the request and a staff report explaining that the request is for annexation and zoning to an IH zone located at 0, 9364, 9326, and 0 Cherry Lane for approximately 39.152 acres to facilitate development of a headquarters (office) and warehousing operation for fuel, diesel and oil distribution for Zane Powell.
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/(re)zoning Conclusion 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)zoning Findings of Facts


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,


2.
Surrounding Land Uses:
That open land abuts the Property to the north, east, and south, a mobile home park lays 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, 


3.
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 flexibility 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 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 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….
Current fire flow at this location is better than 2,000 GPM. 
The Engineering Division has no concerns 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 utilities 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 - Idaho Department of Water Resources (unless to be utilized as an irrigation supply for the required landscaping).

o
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.
Staff requests the condition for dedication of half a collector right of way, 40-feet, adjacent to the west boundary of the property for future extension of Ten Lane be added to the annexation if approved.
No one appeared in favor of or in opposition to the request.

Those appearing with comments or questions were:  Candy Simpson, 17851 Madison; Jim Hitt, 9561 Cherry Lane; Margarita Fuentes, 9504 Cherry Lane; Ed Byington, 17250 Mid Summers Court; Randy Cook, 9512 Cherry Lane; Kenny Wroten, 4537 East Tuskany.

Michael Fuss discussed the Ten Lane right of way request.

Zane Powell explained that they would work 100% diligently with staff that whatever easement that is required and previously set forth we will honor that and make sure that stays on Ten Lane.

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 Skaug and SECONDED by Bruner to annexation and zoning to IH for a Headquarters and Warehousing for Fuel, Diesel, and Oil Distribution at 0, 9364, 9326, and 0 Cherry Lane with staff conditions 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 Ordinance was read by title:

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.

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 present voting YES The Mayor declared the ordinance duly passed, numbered it 4264 and directed the clerk to record it as required.

The following Ordinance was read by title:

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; IF "TFTphTFT_S2TITLE1" <> "x" "" "x" \* MERGEFORMAT 

 IF "TFTphTFT_S3TITLE1" <> "x" "" "x" \* MERGEFORMAT  PROVIDING FOR AN EFFECTIVE DATE OF OCTOBER 1, 2016; PROVIDING FOR SEVERABILITY; AND REPEALING ALL ORDINANCES, RESOLUTIONS, ORDERS AND PARTS THEREOF, IN CONFLICT HEREWITH.

The Mayor declared this the first reading.

Mayor Henry presented a request for direction on City Owned Parking Lots.
Economic Development Director Beth Ineck presented the following staff report:

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.  

Utilization: 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.  

2.  Longbranch Lot
Development Potential: The Longbranch lot 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 13th 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 1st 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.

3. DEWEY Lot
Development Potential: The Dewey Lot is located along 1st 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 2nd 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.
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 3rd 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 3rd 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.  

6. Third Street Lot

Development Potential: The Third Street Lot is on a prime corner in downtown with significant traffic exposure.  The lot is .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 3rd 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.
7. Union Lot

Development Potential: The Union lot is located adjacent to the 11th 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 12th 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 11th 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.  

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.  
Councilmembers asked questions of staff.

MOVED by Raymond and SECONDED by Haverfield to start the process of transferring the THIRD STREET LOT to NDC for resale.  The Mayor asked for a roll call vote with  Councilmembers Skaug, White, Bruner, Haverfield, Raymond voting YES.  Councilmember Levi voted NO.  The Mayor declared the


MOTION CARRIED
Councilmember Skaug had discussion on the Stampede Lot.

MOVED by Skaug to sell the Stampede Lot.






MOTION DIED FOR LACK OF SECOND

Mayor Henry presented a request to authorize the construction bid award for Phase 1 of Midway Park to Knife River Corporation.
Parks and Recreation Director Darrin Johnson presented a staff report explaining that the 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 is 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.
MOVED by Skaug and SECONDED by Levi to authorize the construction bid award for Phase 1 of Midway Park to Knife River Corporation in the amount of $2,124,400.  The Mayor asked for a roll call vote with all Councilmembers present voting YES.  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.

MOVED by White and SECONDED by Skaug to pass the preceding ordinance and the Summary of Publication 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 4265 and directed the clerk to record it as required.

Mayor Henry presented a request to authorize the Mayor to sign a Local Professional Services Agreement between the City of Nampa, ITD, and HDR Engineering for the Greenhurst Road Signals Project.
Michael Fuss presented a staff report explaining that 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).

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.

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

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 ITD was approved by the City Council in February of 2016.  

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.
MOVED by Haverfield and SECONDED by Raymond to authorize the 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).  The Mayor asked for a roll call vote with Councilmembers present voting YES.  The Mayor declared the 







MOTION CARRIED
Mayor Henry presented a request to authorize the Mayor to a sign encroachment agreement with Debra June Clover for 1725 Aspen Grove Street.

Michael Fuss presented a staff report explaining that 1725 Aspen Grove Street is located in the Midland Park Subdivision adjacent to the Edwards Lateral (See attached exhibit A).

The home was built in the spring of 2002.

In the fall of 2002 the property owners applied for and were issued a building permit for a garage/shop building on the property.

The property was recently inherited by Debra Clover from her parents.

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.

The proposed encroachment agreement:

· Allows the structure to remain in its current location until such time as the City needs access to the easement/pressure irrigation main.

· Requires the property owner to remove the structure or relocate the pressure irrigation main at the direction of the City.

· 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.
Councilmembers asked questions of staff.
MOVED by Haverfield and SECONDED by Skaug to authorize the Mayor to sign the Encroachment Agreement (Exhibit B) with Debra June Clover.  The Mayor asked for a roll call vote with all Councilmembers present voting YES.  The Mayor declared the







MOTION CARRIED
This item Wells 1 & 2 Demolition & Abandonment Project was pulled at the request of staff.
Mayor Henry presented a request to award the bid and authorize the Mayor to sign contract for Laboratory-Grade Autoclave Procurement with Tuttnauerᵀᴹ USA Co. Ltd.
Michael Fuss presented a staff report explaining that 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.
ECD needs a laboratory-grade autoclave that will meet current and future needs of the laboratory.
On May 16, 2016, City Council authorized bidding the project.
· The City received one (1) bid from:

· Tuttnauerᵀᴹ USA Co. Ltd. (Tuttnauer)

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.
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.
ECD staff has reviewed the bid and recommend award to Tuttnauer.
MOVED by Skaug and SECONDED by Raymond to award the bid and authorize Mayor to sign contract for Laboratory-Grade Autoclave Procurement with Tuttnauerᵀᴹ USA Co. Ltd. in the amount of $40,923 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 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
MOVED by Haverfield and SECONDED by Bruner to 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.  The Mayor asked for a roll call vote with all Councilmembers present voting YES.  The Mayor declared the







MOTION CARRIED
The Mayor adjourned the meeting at 8:49 p.m.
Passed this 5th day of July, 2016.

____________________________________

 MAYOR
ATTEST:
______________________________________
CITY CLERK  


