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REGULAR COUNCILPRIVATE 


July 18, 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.  
MOVED by Haverfield and SECONDED by Raymond to approve the Consent Agenda with the above mentioned amendments; and Bicycle and Pedestrian Advisory Committee Minutes; Board of Appraisers Minutes; and Airport Commission Minutes; Planning & Zoning Commission Minutes; Library Commission Minutes; IT Steering Committee Minutes; department reports, bills paid; The City Council dispenses with the three (3) reading rule of Idaho Code § 50-902 for all ordinances; final and preliminary plat approvals: 1) Subdivision Plat Final Approval for Sonata Pointe Subdivision No. 1 in an RS-7 {Single Family Residential - 7000 sq ft) zoning district on the south side of Lone Star Rd, west of Lone Star Middle School {47 single family residential lots on 15.23 acres, 3.09 du's per acre - situated in the NE ¼ of Section 30 T3N R2W BM), for Challenger Development;  and authorize the following public hearings: 1) Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map Amendment from General Commercial to High Density Residential and Rezone from RML (Limited Multiple Family Residential) and RS-6 (Single Family Residential - 6000 sq ft) to RMH (Multiple Family Residential) and 34 7 W Orchard Ave. (A 1.655 acre portion of Section 2 T3N R2W, NE '.4, BM, Westview Subdivision, Lot 4 North of the Canal less Tax 1 and 10 in the NE '.4) for Dean and Daren Anderson; 2) Modification of Annexation/Zoning Development Agreement between Northwest Development company, LLC and the City of Nampa recorded 09/12/2005 as Inst. No. 200561243 amending the "Recitals" and "Agreement" sections to allow for a rezone from RMH to RS-6; and Rezone from RMH (Limited Multiple Family Residential) to RS-6 (Single Family Residential - 6000 sq ft) for Lots 11-14, Block 2 Yellow Fem Subdivision, according to the plat thereof filed in Book 42 of Plats at Page 29 -A 3.026 acre portion of the SE 1A of Section 11 T3N R2W BM) for Glen Rimbey; 3) Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map Amendment from Public and Parks to Community Mixed Use; Rezone from AG (Agricultural) to GB-1 (Gateway Business l); and Planned Unit Development Permit for Residential Uses at 1660 1 ph Ave N. (A 615.6 acre parcel of land located in Sections 11, 12, 13 and 14, T3N R2W BM, Canyon County, Idaho), for Doug Russell representing The Land Group, Inc, for the Idaho Department of Health and Welfare;  Approve the following agreements: 1) None;  Authorization to Proceed with the Bidding Process: 1) None;   Monthly Cash Report;  Resolutions – Disposal of Property with Value Under $1,000.00: 1) Parks Department – two mowers; Authorize purchase from Public Works Water Division’s approved 2016 Fiscal Year Budget of, (1) Additional Meter Transmission Units from Aclara Technologies, LLC, and (2) Additional Meters from Hydro Specialties Company;  and 2015-2016 Licenses: (all licenses subject to police approval): Kool Rides LLC; approval of the agenda.  The Mayor asked for a roll call vote with all Councilmembers present voting YES. The Mayor declared the
MOTION CARRIED
Director of Building Safety and Facilities Patrick Sullivan presented an update on the Idaho Center Parking project explaining that he wanted to bring Council on the slurry sealing and the pavement repair and striping.  Last week we had the opportunity to change by adding some work within the original budget.  We have slurry sealed all of the west and most of the south and by the horse park and we identified that we had enough budget capacity that we could take on what we had originally excluded which was an 85,000 square foot of asphalt.  We have added a net add of $45,821 to our original bids bringing our total bid amount of work to $242,823 and we are still $57,000 under budget.
We asked the Mayor if he would sign a change order last week because we had a window of time that we wanted to get done before the rodeo started.

Councilmembers made comments on getting the job done in a timely manner.

Mayor Henry introduced Clair Huff.

Community Planner Karla Nelson presented a staff report on Invest Health Grant explaining that the City received a grant from Robert Wood Johnson Foundation – strategies for Healthier Cities - Invest Health.  This partnership is unique because usually health professionals and community developers don’t work very closely together, but there is a growing body of community design plays a significant role in health.  Our Nampa team includes Allison Westfall, Nampa School District; Clint Childs, St. Al’s; Beth ???, Terry Riley Health Services, Jennifer Yost and myself representing the City of Nampa.
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The grant is going to be an 18 month process that hopefully will end with a strong case with a vision that will attract investment into Nampa.  We are working on the vision part.  We decided to focus our efforts on North Central Nampa.  Which is in the area of the railroad to the south, Northside to the west and Sugar to the east.  The reasons for that are many.
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There has been a survey that has been sent out that we are targeting and the survey is anonymous.

We received $60,000 which is specifically meant for travel for the five core team members to different meetings around the nation.  Were we are going to learn about different aspects related to community design and health and also to work on our vision and to pull together investors.  We are supposed to end the 18 months with an idea of who can invest in projects in our neighborhood.   
Projects could be a neighborhood that does not have access to a grocery store, in lower income areas sometimes they don’t have a vehicle, so therefore you might eat few fruits and vegetables, maybe head start could help with, education. 

Public Works Director Michael Fuss presented a staff report to update the council on current projects as follows:

Right of way Permit Road/Lane Closure Guidance - City Council members and staff received a number of complaints regarding significant delays and numerous road closure extensions on South Happy Valley Road.  Council asked Staff if there was something that could be done to minimize the number of road closure extensions and/or encourage work on private sites to a conclusion.

Public Works Department’s Engineering Division is working to draft guidance to administer contract time in right of way permits (see Attachment A).  Minimizing traffic delays in work zones for the citizens and visitors of Nampa is an important customer service provided by the City.  The guidance is intended to give developers the ability to hold roadway contractors accountable for contract time.

The following are some key points to the proposed right of way permit revisions:

· If this guidance is adopted as policy by the Engineering Advisory Committee and Council, the policy will be reviewed and revised based on the lessons learned in the first 12 months of implementation

· Applies only to projects with an expected duration over 21 calendar days

· The allowable calendar days for a lane closure or restriction shall be determined from the roadway contractor baseline construction schedule

· Road user costs will be based on the travel delays multiplied by the number of vehicles impacted

· Liquidated damages are used to recoup the costs for the City to administer the permit past the expected completion date

· Both road user costs and liquidated damages will be billed to the permittee based on the number of calendar days past the expected completion date

· Road user costs for road closures will vary depending on the functional classification of the roadway:

· Principle Arterial - $3,500/day

· Minor Arterial - $2,400/day

· Collector - $1,000/day

· Residential - $125/day

· Road user lane restriction costs will be 10% of the lane closure costs

· At the time of submitting the permit, the permittee shall pay a retainage fee.  The retainage fee will be used to collect any liquated damages and road user costs assessed on the project

· The permittee may request an extension of contract time for excusable days that are on contractor’s baseline critical path.  Several examples of excusable days include natural disasters, lost days due to weather, and delays caused by utilities or railroads

· For large roadway projects with a value of improvements within the right of way over $1,000,000 the City will require the permittee to carry surety bonds and liability insurance

· The claim process and time frames for submittal will be in accordance with Idaho Standards for Public Works Construction

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

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 Mayor declared this the third reading.
MOVED by Skaug and SECONDED by Haverfield to pass the preceding ordinance as presented.  The Mayor asked for a roll call vote with all councilmembers present voting YES   The Mayor declared the ordinance duly passed, numbered it 4266 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 third reading.

MOVED by Haverfield and SECONDED by Skaug to pass the preceding ordinance and Summary of Publication as presented.  The Mayor asked for a roll call vote with all councilmembers present voting YES   The Mayor declared the ordinance duly passed, numbered it 4267 and directed the clerk to record it as required.

The following Ordinance was read by title:

AN ORDINANCE DETERMINING THAT CERTAIN LANDS, COMMONLY KNOWN AS 1910 SUNNY RIDGE ROAD, NAMPA, IDAHO, COMPRISING APPROXIMATELY 1.58 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 RML (LIMITED MULTI-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; PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE DATE; AND, DIRECTING THE CLERK OF THE CITY OF NAMPA TO FILE A CERTIFIED COPY OF THE ORDINANCE AND MAP OF THE AREA TO BE ANNEXED WITH CANYON COUNTY, STATE OF IDAHO AND THE IDAHO STATE TAX COMMISSION, PURSUANT TO IDAHO CODE, SECTION 63-215.  (Applicant Gavin King)
The Mayor declared this the second reading.

The following Ordinance was read by title:

AN ORDINANCE DETERMINING THAT CERTAIN LANDS, COMMONLY KNOWN AS 0, 9364, 9326, AND 0 CHERRY LANE, NAMPA, IDAHO, COMPRISING APPROXIMATELY 39.25 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 IH (HEAVY INDUSTRIAL) ZONE; DECLARING SAID LANDS BY PROPER LEGAL DESCRIPTION AS DESCRIBED BELOW TO BE A PART OF THE CITY OF NAMPA, CANYON COUNTY, IDAHO; DIRECTING THE CITY ENGINEER AND PLANNING AND ZONING DIRECTOR TO ADD SAID PROPERTY TO THE OFFICIAL MAPS OF THE CITY OF NAMPA, IDAHO; REPEALING ALL ORDINANCES, RESOLUTIONS, ORDERS OR PARTS THEREOF IN CONFLICT HEREWITH; PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE DATE; AND, DIRECTING THE CLERK OF THE CITY OF NAMPA TO FILE A CERTIFIED COPY OF THE ORDINANCE AND MAP OF THE AREA TO BE ANNEXED WITH CANYON COUNTY, STATE OF IDAHO AND THE IDAHO STATE TAX COMMISSION, PURSUANT TO IDAHO CODE, SECTION 63-215.   (Applicant Zane Powell)
The Mayor declared this the second reading.

The following Ordinance was read by title:

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF NAMPA, CANYON COUNTY, IDAHO, VACATING A PORTION OF A CERTAIN TWELVE FOOT UTILITY EASEMENT LOCATED ON THE EAST SIDE OF THAT CERTAIN REAL PROPERTY COMMONLY KNOWN AS 6866 EAST ROXI COVE COURT, 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.  (Applicant Caron Dennet, representing Kevin Lloyd)

The Mayor declared this the first reading.

Mayor Henry presented a request to pass the preceding Ordinance under suspension of rules.

MOVED by White and SECONDED by Haverfield to pass the preceding ordinance under suspension of rules.  The Mayor asked for a roll call vote with all councilmembers present voting YES   The Mayor declared the ordinance duly passed, numbered it 4268 and directed the clerk to record it as required.

The following Resolution was presented:

AN ESTIMATE OF EXPENSES AND REVENUES OF THE CITY OF NAMPA, IDAHO FOR THE FISCAL PERIOD BEGINNING OCTOBER 1, 2016 TO AND INCLUSIVE OF SEPTEMBER 30, 2017, AND NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING ON THE PROPOSED BUDGET BY THE CITY COUNCIL.

WHEREAS, Section 50-1002 Idaho Code, requires the City Council, prior to passing the annual appropriation ordinance, to estimate the probable amount of money necessary for all purposes during the fiscal year end and;

WHEREAS, a proposed budget has been prepared that includes an estimate of expenses and revenues for FY 2017 which fiscal year runs from October 1, 2016 through and including September 30, 2017;

THEREFORE, it is hereby ordered by the City Council that this classification and estimate be entered into the minutes of the Council of the City of Nampa and the City Clerk be directed to cause the same to be published in the Idaho Press Tribune, a newspaper published in said City having a general circulation therein.

	ESTIMATED EXPENDITURES
	
	
	ENTERPRISE & SPECIAL REVENUE FUNDS

	GENERAL FUND
	
	
	911 Fees
	
	 $          1,651,141 

	City Clerk
	 $   326,875 
	
	Airport
	
	                757,526 

	Code Enforcement
	      498,141 
	
	Cemetery
	
	                319,871 

	Economic Development
	      461,771 
	
	Civic Center
	
	             1,235,327 

	Engineering
	   1,673,414 
	
	Development Services
	             1,742,688 

	Facilities Development
	   1,447,267 
	
	Downtown Renewal/Electric Franchise Fees
	                           - 

	Finance
	      810,496 
	
	Family Justice Center
	                284,207 

	Fire
	 11,901,269 
	
	Idaho Center
	
	             4,093,805 

	General Government
	      640,787 
	
	Library
	
	             2,158,329 

	  Tfr to Family Justice Center
	      243,640 
	
	Nampa Recreation Center
	             3,215,277 

	  Tfr to Civic Center
	      365,451 
	
	Parks & Recreation
	             3,696,122 

	  Tfr to Idaho Center
	      799,842 
	
	Golf
	
	             2,411,595 

	  Tfr to Parks & Rec
	      806,419 
	
	Sanitation Collection
	             8,842,148 

	Human Resource
	      459,168 
	
	Street
	
	           10,655,176 

	Information Technology 
	   2,229,293 
	
	Utility Billing
	
	             1,190,106 

	Legal
	      856,000 
	
	Wastewater
	
	          17,638,010 

	Mayor & Council
	      510,426 
	
	Water
	
	           11,337,870 

	Parks & Rec Admin
	      377,160 
	
	Workers Comp Fund
	                  65,128 

	Planning & Zoning
	      519,809 
	
	SUBTOTAL
	
	 $        71,294,326 

	Police
	 20,266,589 
	
	
	
	

	Public Works Admin
	       395,332 
	
	CAPITAL & DEBT SERVICE FUNDS

	Fleet Management
	   1,213,405 
	
	Capital Projects
	 $          1,575,890 

	SUBTOTAL
	 $46,802,554 
	
	Library Major Capital Campaign
	                           - 

	
	
	
	Development Impact Fees
	             2,384,000 

	GRANT FUNDS
	
	
	GO Bond Debt Service
	             2,697,150 

	FAA
	 $   981,000 
	
	SUBTOTAL
	
	 $          6,657,040 

	Federal DOT
	        16,000 
	
	
	
	

	Federal HUD
	   1,168,238 
	
	
	
	

	Other Federal Grants
	   8,180,911 
	
	GRAND TOTAL
	 $      139,578,914 

	State of Idaho & Local Grants
	      4,470,054 
	
	
	
	

	Private Grants
	          8,791 
	
	
	
	

	SUBTOTAL
	$14,824,994 
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	ESTIMATED REVENUES
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	
	
	

	PROPERTY TAXES
	
	
	OTHER FEES
	
	

	Real Property Taxes
	$34,918,488 
	
	911 Fees
	
	987,669

	Exempt Property Taxes (GO Bond)
	2,697,150 
	
	Impact Fee
	
	1,285,000

	SUBTOTAL
	$37,615,638 
	
	Licenses & Permits
	1,962,000

	
	
	
	SUBTOTAL
	
	4,234,669

	STATE REVENUE SHARING
	
	
	
	
	

	Sales Tax
	5,373,230 
	
	GRANTS & DONATIONS
	

	Personal Property Tax Replacement
	530,854 
	
	Civic Center
	
	                    2,350 

	State Liquor
	796,308 
	
	Donations
	
	                634,881 

	Highway Users
	4,138,000 
	
	FAA Grants
	
	                981,000 

	Road & Bridge
	2,419,625 
	
	Federal Grants
	
	             9,357,250 

	SUBTOTAL
	$13,258,017 
	
	Private Grant/Contributions
	                       750 

	
	
	
	State Grants
	
	                   77,250 

	CHARGES FOR SERVICES
	
	
	Local Grants
	
	              296,000 

	Airport
	422,986 
	
	SUBTOTAL
	
	           11,349,481 

	Cemetery
	91,278 
	
	
	
	

	Civic Center
	633,000 
	
	FINES & FORFEITURES
	

	Development Services
	20,000 
	
	General
	
	                 621,000 

	Family Justice Center
	23,598 
	
	Airport
	
	                           - 

	Federal HUD Fund
	1,900 
	
	Library
	
	                  62,000 

	General Government
	2,902,171 
	
	SUBTOTAL
	
	                683,000 

	Golf Courses
	2,214,000 
	
	
	
	

	Idaho Center
	2,429,411 
	
	
	
	

	Local
	1,386,000 
	
	
	
	

	Library
	22,000 
	
	TRANSFERS & FUND BALANCE

	Nampa Recreation Center
	3,123,750 
	
	Transfers In
	
	$10,962,081 

	Parks & Recreation
	349,038 
	
	Fund Balance
	
	10,965,998 

	Sanitation/Trash Collection
	8,842,148 
	
	SUBTOTAL
	
	$21,928,079 

	State of Idaho
	2,710,804 
	
	
	
	

	Street & Traffic
	0 
	
	MISCELLANEOUS
	

	Utility Billing
	827,067 
	
	Interest Earnings
	420,450 

	Wastewater
	11,266,731 
	
	Miscellaneous
	
	320,273 

	Water
	10,729,097 
	
	SUBTOTAL
	
	$740,723 

	Workers Compensation
	55,528 
	
	
	
	

	SUBTOTAL
	$48,050,507 
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	GRAND TOTAL
	$139,578,914 

	FRANCHISE FEES
	
	
	
	
	

	Electric Franchise
	988,800 
	
	
	
	$0 

	Gas Franchise
	730,000 
	
	
	
	

	SUBTOTAL
	       1,718,800 
	
	
	
	


	CITY OF NAMPA, IDAHO
	
	
	
	
	
	

	FISCAL YEAR 2017 PROPOSED BUDGET
	
	
	
	
	

	
	
	
	AMENDED
	AMENDED
	PROPOSED
	PROPOSED

	
	2015
	2015 Actual
	2016 Budget
	2016 Budget
	2017 Budget
	2017 Budget

	FUND
	Expenses 
	Revenue* 
	Expenses 
	Revenue* 
	Expenses 
	Revenue* 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	GENERAL FUND
	
	
	
	
	
	

	City Clerk
	         251,969 
	
	        267,270 
	
	          326,875 
	

	Code Enforcement
	         361,616 
	
	        466,759 
	
	          498,141 
	

	Economic Development
	         453,038 
	
	        456,748 
	
	          461,771 
	

	Engineering
	      1,709,547 
	
	     1,707,306 
	
	       1,673,414 
	

	Facilities Development
	      1,081,878 
	
	     1,153,973 
	
	       1,447,267 
	

	Finance
	         710,479 
	
	     1,129,989 
	
	          810,496 
	

	Fire
	    11,381,455 
	
	   11,585,241 
	
	     11,901,269 
	

	General Government
	      3,102,869 
	
	     3,020,632 
	
	       2,856,139 
	

	Human Resource
	         327,118 
	
	        378,528 
	
	          459,168 
	

	Information Technology 
	      1,289,546 
	
	     2,151,486 
	
	       2,229,293 
	

	Legal
	         901,000 
	
	        881,000 
	
	          856,000 
	

	Mayor & Council
	         511,140 
	
	        528,466 
	
	          510,426 
	

	Parks & Rec Admin
	         363,740 
	
	        365,786 
	
	          377,160 
	

	Planning & Zoning
	         447,340 
	
	        487,559 
	
	          519,809 
	

	Police
	    19,048,112 
	
	   19,408,089 
	
	     20,266,589 
	

	Public Works Admin
	         332,959 
	
	        353,929 
	
	          395,332 
	

	Fleet Management
	         824,604 
	 
	     1,054,443 
	 
	       1,213,405 
	 

	SUBTOTAL
	 $ 43,098,410 
	 $    43,098,410 
	 $45,397,204 
	 $      45,397,204 
	 $  46,802,554 
	 $    46,802,554 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	ENTERPRISE & SPECIAL REVENUE FUNDS
	
	
	
	

	911 Fees
	      1,090,903 
	         1,090,903 
	        987,669 
	              987,669 
	       1,651,141 
	         1,651,141 

	Airport
	         599,208 
	            599,208 
	        570,644 
	              570,644 
	          757,526 
	            757,526 

	Cemetery
	         290,769 
	            290,769 
	        304,042 
	              304,042 
	          319,871 
	            319,871 

	Civic Center
	      1,063,374 
	         1,063,374 
	     1,166,963 
	           1,166,963 
	       1,235,327 
	         1,235,327 

	Development Services
	      1,821,491 
	         1,821,491 
	     1,989,210 
	           1,989,210 
	       1,742,688 
	         1,742,688 

	Downtown Electric Franchise
	         164,245 
	            164,245 
	                    - 
	                          - 
	                      - 
	                        - 

	Family Justice Center
	         246,955 
	            246,955 
	        251,011 
	              251,011 
	          284,207 
	            284,207 

	Idaho Center
	      5,053,201 
	         5,053,201 
	     5,071,390 
	           5,071,390 
	       4,093,805 
	         4,093,805 

	Library
	      2,655,575 
	         2,655,575 
	     2,123,930 
	           2,123,930 
	       2,158,329 
	         2,158,329 

	Nampa Development Corp
	                     - 
	                        - 
	                    - 
	                          - 
	                      - 
	                        - 

	Nampa Recreation Center
	      4,165,129 
	         4,165,129 
	     3,707,360 
	           3,707,360 
	       3,215,277 
	         3,215,277 

	Parks & Recreation
	      3,009,299 
	         3,009,299 
	     3,477,914 
	           3,477,914 
	       3,696,122 
	         3,696,122 

	Golf 
	      2,402,923 
	         2,402,923 
	     2,355,146 
	           2,355,146 
	       2,411,595 
	         2,411,595 

	Sanitation Collection
	      8,050,000 
	         8,050,000 
	     8,685,969 
	           8,685,969 
	       8,842,148 
	         8,842,148 

	Street & Traffic
	      9,620,487 
	         9,620,487 
	   10,808,059 
	         10,808,059 
	     10,655,176 
	       10,655,176 

	Utility Billing
	         820,424 
	            820,424 
	        854,037 
	              854,037 
	       1,190,106 
	         1,190,106 

	Wastewater 
	    17,454,391 
	       17,454,391 
	   13,931,578 
	         13,931,578 
	     17,638,010 
	       17,638,010 

	Water
	    12,273,439 
	       12,273,439 
	   11,563,547 
	         11,563,547 
	     11,337,870 
	       11,337,870 

	Workers Comp
	           61,238 
	              61,238 
	          63,663 
	                63,663 
	            65,128 
	              65,128 

	SUBTOTAL
	 $ 70,843,051 
	 $    70,843,051 
	 $67,912,132 
	 $      67,912,132 
	 $  71,294,326 
	 $    71,294,326 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	GRANTS & DONATIONS
	
	
	
	
	
	

	FAA Grants
	         915,765 
	            915,765 
	        141,846 
	              141,846 
	          981,000 
	            981,000 

	Federal DHS-Homeland Security
	           55,950 
	              55,950 
	        308,250 
	              308,250 
	                      - 
	                        - 

	Federal DOI
	             5,654 
	                5,654 
	                    - 
	                          - 
	                      - 
	                        - 

	Federal DOJ Grants
	         466,866 
	            466,866 
	        236,233 
	              236,233 
	          140,168 
	            140,168 

	Federal DOT Grants
	         286,225 
	            286,225 
	        266,288 
	              266,288 
	            16,000 
	              16,000 

	Federal EPA Grants
	      2,800,000 
	         2,800,000 
	   14,321,070 
	         14,321,070 
	       8,040,743 
	         8,040,743 

	Federal Corporation For National & Community Service
	                     - 
	                        - 
	                    - 
	                          - 
	
	

	Federal HUD Grants
	      1,150,710 
	         1,150,710 
	     1,342,919 
	           1,342,919 
	       1,168,238 
	         1,168,238 

	Private Grant/Contributions
	         300,300 
	            300,300 
	        897,954 
	              897,954 
	              8,791 
	                8,791 

	State Grants
	      9,420,144 
	         9,420,144 
	     2,083,842 
	           2,083,842 
	       2,788,054 
	         2,788,054 

	Local Municipalities Grants
	      1,168,792 
	         1,168,792 
	     1,695,079 
	           1,695,079 
	       1,682,000 
	         1,682,000 

	SUBTOTAL
	 $ 16,570,406 
	 $    16,570,406 
	 $21,293,481 
	 $      21,293,481 
	 $  14,824,994 
	 $    14,824,994 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	CAPITAL PROJECTS & DEBT SERVICE FUNDS
	
	
	
	

	Capital Projects    
	      1,132,235 
	         1,132,235 
	     1,450,922 
	           1,450,922 
	       1,575,890 
	         1,575,890 

	Library Major Capital Campaign
	         455,235 
	            455,235 
	                    - 
	                          - 
	                      - 
	                        - 

	Development Impact Fees
	      3,865,000 
	         3,865,000 
	     4,802,142 
	           4,802,142 
	       2,384,000 
	         2,384,000 

	GO Bond Debt Service
	      2,798,575 
	         2,798,575 
	     2,696,900 
	           2,696,900 
	       2,697,150 
	         2,697,150 

	SUBTOTAL
	 $   8,251,045 
	 $      8,251,045 
	 $  8,949,964 
	 $        8,949,964 
	 $    6,657,040 
	 $      6,657,040 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	TOTAL
	 $       138,762,912 
	 $  138,762,912 
	 $   143,552,781 
	 $    143,552,781 
	 $     139,578,914 
	 $  139,578,914 

	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	*Amount from property tax
	
	34,903,674
	
	36,201,477
	
	37,615,638


I, Deborah Bishop, City Clerk of the City of Nampa, Idaho do hereby certify that this is a true and correct statement of the proposed expenditures and revenues for the fiscal year 2017.  Citizens are invited to attend the budget hearing on August 1, 2016 at 7:00 p.m. and have the right to provide written or oral comments concerning the entire City Budget.  A copy of the proposed City budget in detail is available in the Nampa Finance Office at City Hall, 411 Third Street South for inspection during regular hours, 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m.

MOVED by Haverfield and SECONDED by Skaug to pass the resolution as presented.  The Mayor asked for a roll call vote with Councilmembers present voting YES.  The Mayor declared the resolution passed, numbered it 30-2016, and directed the clerk to record it as required


MOTION CARRIED
Mayor Henry presented a request for approval for the Police Department to purchase two new vehicles using impact fees.
Police Chief Joe Huff presented a staff report explaining that the Nampa Police Department and Nampa Fleet Services are requesting spending authority for the purchase of two (2) 2016 Chevrolet Police Tahoes currently in stock at Edmark Chevrolet. They are listed at State Bid Police pricing of approximately $37,317.  With additional equipment (lights, ballistic panels, cage, etc.) the total request is for $48,000 each or a "Not to Exceeds" amount of $96,000.  This money will be allocated from Police Impact fees as per the proposed FY17 Fleet plan.  The purchase of these two vehicles has been approved based on growth of the department over the last five years and is therefore not tied to the approval of the FY17 proposed Budget.  We wish to proceed with these two purchases immediately while the vehicles are still available.  Waiting to order the 2017 models will delay our ability to receive vehicles until approximately December of 2016 or January of 2017.
MOVED by White and SECONDED by Raymond to approve the purchase of two new vehicles using impact fees for the Police Department.  The Mayor asked all in favor to say aye with all Councilmember presented voting AYE.  The Mayor declared the







MOTION CARRIED

Mayor Henry presented a request to cancel body worn camera bid and issue a new refined RFP.
Captain Brad Daniels presented a staff report explaining that I am requesting on behalf of the selection committee for Body Worn Cameras (BWC) to reject all proposals given by Watch Guard BWC and authorize the issuing of a new RFP with expanded conditions.  The committee has reviewed and considered the bid response and subsequent contract negotiations, and has determined that it is in the City's best interest to reject all bids and rebid the project with a revised RFP that redefines the scope of needed equipment and services. 

The City received several proposals in response to its RFP for BWC equipment and services.  Based on the scoring and research done by the City's IT Department and the Nampa Police Department, it was determined that the WatchGuard system was the cheapest of the received bids, and seemed to offer the features that the City expected from the process.  Due to this determination, on March '111, 2016, the City Council authorized the committee to begin contract negotiations with WatchGuard.
Since that time, the committee has attempted to settle on a contract that honors the bid process and meets the City's needs, but this has proven to be unsuccessful.  Additionally, the committee has received feedback from at least one other agency that uses Watch Guard's equipment and services, and that feedback has been negative.  Specifically, that agency is very displeased with the customer service, software support, and reports of poor product durability.  In response, the committee has focused its contract negotiations on addressing these concerns in addition to our own as detailed in the original RFP.  The negotiation has failed to yield terms that reasonably assure the City of the success of implementing WatchGuard's equipment and services. 

The RFP response provided by WatchGuard did not clearly outline a complete solution that would meet the requirements of the published RFP.  In order to do that, additional service warranty and software licensing was required, which materially impacted the cost of the project and added 54 percent to the cost of each camera for a no-fault protection plan.
Additionally, negotiations to obtain a guarantee of service for a reasonable service life (5 years), the City acted in good faith in requesting a pro-rated discounted replacement device cost in the case of damage and the ability to maintain warranty.  WatchGuard was reluctant to extend replacement or warrantee beyond 3 years.  This contributed to a failure to reach an agreement to proceed. 

Recent calls into WatchGuard support for their other product offering, In-Car Video, have been taking several days to get a call back, often after we call them several times, and are passed from one technician to another.  This lack of responsiveness makes us hesitant to rely on WatchGuard support for a system as critical as body-worn cameras. 

Additionally, one local agency has implemented the WatchGuard BWC's with difficulty.  There was low/no training on the use of the software and hardware.  They had made a call into customer service every day for the first 30 days and had to send back 13 of their 30 cameras for warrantee work all in the first few months.  Customer service was difficult to work with during this process.
As stated in the RFP, a bidder may be disqualified for "poor performance or default, in the City's opinion, on previous contracts with other public entities.”  RFP p. 12.  Additionally, the City "may make such investigations it deems necessary to determine the ability of the Vendor to perform the work proposed.”  RFP p. 29.  The City may then "reject any proposal if the [ ... ] investigation of the Vendor fails to satisfy the City that the Vendor is properly qualified to fulfill the obligation of the contract and to complete the work contemplated therein.”  RFP p. 29.The contract negotiations with WatchGuard were unsuccessful in reaching our level of satisfaction in this area and both parties, the committee and WatchGuard, mutually agreed that an agreement could not be reached at this time based on the conditions of the existing RFP.

As such, the committee is asking that the City Council reject all bids and rebid the BWC project with a revised RFP that redefines the scope of needed equipment and services provided.
MOVED by Haverfield and SECONDED by Raymond to reject all bids for body worn cameras and issue a new refined RFP.  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 reconsideration of the moratorium on billboard signs.

Planning and Zoning Assistant Director presented a staff report explaining in 2006 the City of Nampa had in three or four months’ time 16 different billboards come through the City and they were applied for by an out of state company at that time we did not have any kinds of controls on the quantity or inventory of billboards.  As a resulting action to that we had two moratoriums one right after the other passed and then the Council instructed me to create a billboard ordinance that would create an inventory control cap, such that once we established the number of billboards in the City and we would say that number is allowed and no more unless we annexed property that by chance had a billboard sitting on it.  However it does allow for companies to relocate billboards from one location to another, providing that they give us evidence that they are removing the billboard from the original location.
MOVED by White and SECONDED by Levi to revisit the billboard sign ordinance and consider an amendment.  The Mayor asked all in favor say aye with Skaug, Bruner, Raymond, Levi, White voting AYE and Councilmember Haverfield voting NAY.  The Mayor declared the







MOTION CARRIED

Councilmember Haverfield left the meeting at 7:08 p.m.

Mayor Henry opened a public hearing for regarding proposed changes to the Area of City Impact boundary for the City of Nampa, Idaho, pursuant to Idaho Code §67-6509(b) City Council must hold a subsequent hearing when their decision is materially different from the Planning and Zoning commission recommendation in matters related to plans.  The Area of City Impact is a long term planning boundary that does not change taxation or service provision.
Karla Nelson presented a staff report explaining that Nampa City Council, on May 16, 2016, voted to remove Area 5 and the majority of Area 6 from the proposed impact area expansion.  The Council decision did retain park land at Smith Avenue and Midway Road.  Nampa City Council also voted to approve proposed swap areas 1 through 4. 
The Nampa City Council decision differed from the Planning and Zoning Commission recommendation.  Nampa Planning and Zoning Commission recommended that Area 6 north of Roosevelt Avenue remain in the proposed expansion.  According to Idaho Statute 67-6509 regarding plans, a subsequent hearing is required when the governing board makes a material change to the Planning and Zoning Commission recommendation. 
The July 18, 2016 reconsideration hearing should focus on land north of Roosevelt Avenue in Area 6 that the Planning and Zoning Commission recommended for inclusion and City Council removed from the proposed Area of Impact expansion.
History - The City of Nampa and Canyon County originally agreed upon an Area of City Impact and governing ordinance in 1979.  At that time the boundary was based on state standards of a rough one-mile zone around city limits.  The map boundary was adjusted in 1995, 2000 and most recently in 2005.   

The proposed expansion areas identified as Area 5 and 6 on the attached map have been contemplated for several years.  The City of Nampa and Caldwell began to negotiate an appropriate division of the open land between the cities in 2005.  Both Nampa and Caldwell City Councils subsequently accepted the division as shown and held initial public hearings in 2008 and 2009.  While the cities of Nampa and Caldwell approved the proposed changes, the expansion request never completed the full public hearing process and consequently was not adopted.  

Starting in the summer of 2015 staff from the cities of Nampa and Caldwell along with Canyon County met to reconfirm the boundary expansion areas.  During these meetings several areas were identified in the existing Area of Impact boundary that either split parcels or could be better served by the opposite city.  Nampa and Caldwell City Councils and Canyon County Board of Commissioners all voted to proceed with the public hearing process for the expansion and swap areas identified in the attached map.  

Area of City Impact Definition - The Area of City Impact is designed to address planning concerns associated with growth on the fringes of incorporated cities.  

It is important that Nampa plans for growth outside of its current corporate boundaries.  The Area of City Impact helps to avoid difficulties that can result from a lack of coordination and resulting inappropriate development in areas that in the future may become part of Nampa.  The boundary is also important for future planning.  The City uses the Area of Impact for long term plans including the sewer, water, irrigation, and transportation master plan.  COMPASS, the metropolitan planning organization, uses areas of impact to allocate growth and to determine future transportation needs.
Applicable Regulation - Idaho State legislators mandated that cities and counties create Areas of City Impact in 1975 as a planning tool to help provide for orderly growth on the urban fringe.  Area of City Impact regulations are outlined in Idaho Statute 67-6526.  The Area of City Impact is established by negotiations between city and county officials.  These negotiations result in two ordinances, one establishing the area of city impact map and one setting forth the comprehensive plan, zoning and subdivision regulations that will apply to the area and is referred to as the agreement ordinance.  The current proposal before City Council is to amend the map boundary ordinance.  

Map Boundary Ordinance - Cities and counties are to adopt by ordinance, a map, identifying an Area of City Impact within the unincorporated area of the county.  Boundaries are to be defined through consideration of various factors, including trade areas, geographic factors; and areas that can reasonably be expected to become a part of the city in the future.
Trade considerations include residents' patterns of shopping, employment, school attendance, and use of transportation facilities. 

Geographic factors might include topographic features like hills, roads, waterways, soil suitability, and existing and future land use considerations. 

Reasonable expectation for future annexation includes areas where the city can provide urban services within a reasonable time (these include services such as police, fire, water, sewer, parks, and road maintenance, etc.).

Agreement Ordinance - Once an Impact Area boundary is agreed upon, the city and county are required by law to apply to the Impact Area either the city comprehensive plan and zoning ordinances, or the county comprehensive plan and zoning ordinances or a combination of the two.  The authority to make planning and zoning and other decisions may rest with either jurisdiction or both.  

The agreement ordinance between Nampa and Canyon County currently set forth in Ordinance # 05-014 is not proposed to change at this time.  

Proposed Boundary Amendments

The Nampa Area of City Impact boundary expansion areas to be considered include:

Area 5 (Described as Area 6 in Nampa Planning and Zoning Public Hearing)
The City of Nampa and Canyon County Planning and Zoning Commissions recommended removal of Area 5 from the proposed Area of City Impact expansion.  Nampa City Council also voted to remove the entirety of Area 5 from the proposed expansion.  Since all hearings agreed that Area 5 should be removed, it is not the focus for reconsideration.  

Beginning at the intersection of Karcher Road and Midway Road thence heading south to West Greenhurst Road;
Thence west along the northerly boundary of the Deer Flat National Wildlife Refuge, to a point;

Thence north along the boundary of said Refuge to Iowa Avenue;

Thence westerly along the boundary of said Refuge to a point;

Thence continuing along the boundary of said Refuge in a northwesterly direction to Lake Avenue;

Thence north on Lake Avenue to Roosevelt Avenue;

Thence west on Roosevelt Avenue and following the northerly boundary of said Refuge, to a point approximately ¼ mile west of South Indiana Avenue;

Thence north along the boundary of said Refuge to the westerly projected alignment of Lone Star Road;

Thence east to Lake Avenue;

Thence north to Orchard Avenue;

Thence east to the intersection of Orchard Avenue and the Upper Embankment Drain;

Thence northerly along the Upper Embankment Drain to the southeast corner of Canyon View Estates;

Thence east to the Stone Lateral;

Thence northerly along the Stone Lateral to Karcher Road;

Thence east along Karcher Road to the Point of Beginning.

Containing 3.62 square miles more or less

Area 6 (described as Area 5 in Nampa Planning and Zoning Public Hearing)
Proposed expansion Area 6 has been considered for many years.  The boundary was negotiated with Canyon County and the City of Caldwell starting in 2005.  In some locations annexation has already occurred.  The Nampa Planning and Zoning Commission and Canyon County Planning and Zoning Commission both recommended that the portion of Area 6 south of Roosevelt Avenue be removed from the Area of Impact expansion.  Similar to Area 5, Area 6 south of Roosevelt Avenue has an agricultural future land use designation and residents have expressed a strong opposition to being included in the Area of Impact.  

However, Nampa Planning and Zoning Commission and Canyon County Planning and Zoning Commissions both recommended that land north of Roosevelt Avenue be included in the proposed expansion.  Land north of Roosevelt Avenue has low to medium density residential future land use designations.  Nampa City Council voted to remove all of Area 6 with the exception of the park at Smith Avenue and Midway Road.  The City Council decision was largely based on new testimony from concerned property owners.  

Beginning at the intersection of Greenhurst Road and South Middleton Road thence heading south along South Middleton Road to the Thacker Lateral;
Thence in a southeast direction along the Thacker Lateral to South Midland Boulevard;

Thence south along South Midland Boulevard to the intersection of West Locust Lane;

Thence in a southeast direction to a point where Tio Lane and the projected alignment of Ruth Lane intersect;

Thence east approximately ½ mile to a point on the projected alignment of South Canyon Street;

Thence south to the northeast corner of the Deer Flat National Wildlife Refuge;

Thence meandering in a northwesterly direction along the northerly boundary of said Refuge to Coyote Cove Road;

Thence north along Coyote Cove Road to Greenhurst Road;

Thence east along Greenhurst Road to the Point of Beginning.

Containing 1.24 square miles more or less.

SWAP AREAS

The City of Nampa Planning and Zoning Commission and Canyon County Planning and Zoning Commission recommended approval of all proposed swap areas with the City of Caldwell.  Nampa City Council also voted to approve the proposed swap areas.  Since all hearings agreed on the proposed swaps these areas are not a focus of the reconsideration hearing. 

However, Leo Taylor a property owner of swap Area 2B has since contacted the City of Nampa and City of Caldwell with concerns.  Mr. Taylor owns 2 parcels (9.2 acres) in Area 2B that would become part of Caldwell’s Area of City Impact and 3 parcels just south of Area 2B that would remain in Nampa’s Area of City Impact.  Mr. Taylor has expressed interest in keeping all of his parcels in Nampa’s Area of City Impact. 

The Nampa Area of City Impact swap locations include: 

Area 1 

Area 1 is proposed to swap from Caldwell’s Area of City Impact to Nampa’s Area of City Impact.  The current boundary splits a parcel.  The parcel is in Nampa’s industrial Urban Renewal area.  

Northern part of Parcel R3436100000 addressed 9792 Ustick Road. 

Containing 36 acres more or less.

Area 2A 

Area 2A is proposed to swap from Caldwell’s Area of City Impact to Nampa’s Area of City Impact.  The existing boundary splits parcels and places some of Nampa’s Urban Renewal Area in Caldwell’s Impact Area. 

Beginning at the intersection of Middleton Road and Laster Lane thence heading south along Middleton Road to Interstate 84;

Thence northwest along I84 Right of Way to the southwest corner of Parcel R3088401000; 

Thence north and east along the boundary of Parcel R3088401000 to the Point of Beginning.

Containing 26 acres more or less.

Area 2B 

Area 2B is proposed to swap from Nampa’s Area of City Impact to Caldwell’s Area of City Impact.  The existing boundary splits parcels.  

(Beginning at the intersection of I84 and N. Middleton Road thence heading south along N. Middleton Road to the intersection N. Middleton Road and Chacartegui Lane;

Thence west along the southern boundary of parcel R3089000000;

Thence continuing west along the southern boundary of parcel R2034400000; 

Thence northwest along the southwest boundary of parcels R2034400000 and R2034300000 to Hoffman Lane;

Thence north along Hoffman Lane to the northern boundary of railroad Right of Way; 

Thence in a northeast direction to the northern boundary of I84 right of way;

Thence east to the Point of Beginning.

Containing 64 acres more or less.

Area 3 

Area 3 is proposed to swap from Nampa’s Area of City Impact to Caldwell’s.  The area can be served by Caldwell and helps to balance acreage between the cities.

Parcel R30970000 located at the southeast corner of Midway Road and E. Homedale Road.

Containing 39 acres more or less.

Area 4 

Area 4 is proposed to swap from Caldwell’s Area of City Impact to Nampa’s Area of City Impact.  The area has already been annexed into the city of Nampa.  This action will correct the Area of Impact map.

Parcels R3279600000, R3279701000, R3279700000 on the southwest corner of Karcher Road and Midway Road.  

Containing 33.5 acres more or less.

 (See Map for Reference)

Findings:  The national housing boom and in-migration that began in the late 1990s and continued through 2006 had a dramatic effect on Nampa.  In 2005 the Area of Impact boundary was extended to deal with this growth.  In 2008 the housing market slowed substantially.  Despite slower growth, city boundaries have still expanded to reach the Impact Area boundary in several locations.  Since 2005, when the Area of Impact was last adjusted, city population has increased 19% from 72,211 to 89,210.  Expanding the Impact Area would allow Nampa to thoroughly plan for areas that reasonably can be expected to become part of the city in the future.  

The proposed impact area expansion has concerned some property owners who do not want to be annexed.  Several factors should help to alleviate these concerns.  First, it remains city of Nampa policy to not use forced annexation.  It is assumed that the Area of City Impact will eventually become city however the timeframe is not specified in Idaho code.  There are properties that were brought into Nampa’s Area of Impact in 1995 that are still far from city boundaries.  Annexation occurs through property owner request or a need for city services.  There are separate state laws that govern annexation and annexation can occur regardless of a properties inclusion in the Area of City Impact.  Furthermore, properties can only annex if they are directly adjacent to the city boundary. 

The impact area does not affect property taxation or current services.  The impact area does provide property owners reassurance that utilities and other city services will likely be accessible to them in the future. 

State planning law requires that three factors be considered when defining an impact area.  Nampa has considered each factor.

Trade considerations - Residents living within the proposed impact area expansion come into Nampa to shop, attend school, receive medical care, work and to conduct business.  

Geographic factors - Geography of the proposed expansion area has played a major role in determining the appropriate boundary.  Nampa has conducted extensive analysis of the expansion areas through various master plans.  Each study has indicated Nampa as the most suitable service provider.  

Development potential - The reconsideration hearing is focused specifically on Area 6 north of Roosevelt Avenue.  Excluding the park at Smith and Midway, and parcels that have already annexed into Nampa, there are 132 affected parcels.  The parcels range in size from .3 acres to 103 acres, 28 of the parcels are larger than 10 acres.  

Without talking with each property owner it is difficult to determine long term development plans.  There are 32 parcels north of Roosevelt Avenue that are currently owned by Limited Liability Corporations (LLC’s), another 7 parcels are in trusts or estates.  In recent years most of Nampa’s growth has occurred to the west and the north.  Significant growth to the east of Nampa is unlikely; many of the parcels directly east of the city are large residential lots with individual septic systems and wells.  Extending services past large residential lots to the east would result in high costs for developers.  Therefore, as Nampa continues to grow, much of that growth is expected to the west (including Area 6) and to the north.  The city of Nampa will not drive this growth but as more people move into the area, demand will drive growth.  

COMPASS estimates that the total population for the existing impact area will increase from 104,990 today to 160,886 by 2040.  Forecasted population growth will increase density in the expansion area.  Utilities will be needed and private development will continue to seek annexation in order to obtain those services.  No other municipality will likely be able to provide the services demanded by population growth.  It is reasonable to conclude that expansion Area 6, north of Roosevelt Avenue will be a part of Nampa in the future.  However, in all decisions it is also important to consider property owner concerns and those need to be weighed against the long term planning benefit of an expanded Area of Impact.
DECISION - Nampa City Council should decide whether to maintain their May 16, 2016 decision to exclude the majority of Area 6 from Nampa’s Area of Impact.  Council can propose changes to Area 6 north of Roosevelt Avenue without necessitating another City Council or Planning and Zoning hearing. 

To this point, all hearings have approved proposed swaps for Areas 1 through 4 and exclusion of Area 5, any substantial changes could cause additional hearings.  The Area of Impact boundary will be final if/ when approved by the Canyon County Board of Commissioners.
Those appearing in favor of the request were:  Linda Peterman, 3865 North Jullion, Boise.
Those appearing in opposition to the request were:  Howard Henning, 11110 Coyote Cove Road; Kathy Deakins, 11882 Nez Perce Road; Ginette Lanto, 11152 Coyote Cove Road; Dustin Dutcher, 11425 Greenhurst Road; Wesley Schober, 422 West Locust Lane; Patricia Dennis, 12657 Memory Lane.
MOVED by White 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
MOVED by Skaug and SECONDED by Raymond to maintain the May 16, 2016 decision with the exception of 2B (Leo Taylors property that should be left in the City of Nampa area of impact.  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 vacation of the southerly 5 ft of the 10 ft easement running along the westerly 55 ft of the north property line, located at 1227 Eldoran Drive, Lot 15, Block 1 of Grange Park Subdivision, within an RS-6 (Single Family Residential - 6000 sq ft) zoning district, within the SE ¼ Section 17 T3N R2W BM.  The applicant is requesting the Vacation of easement due to the fact an existing carport was constructed at an undetermined time in the past, and partially located within the subject easement and a Variance to the City of Nampa Zoning Ordinance Section 10-8-6-C requiring a 20 ft front yard setback for a structure, to allow for an existing carport located 5 ft from the front property line, for property located at 1227 Eldoran Drive (Lot 15, Block 1 of Grange Park Subdivision) within an RS-6 (Single Family Residential - 6000 sq ft) zoning district. The existing carport was constructed at an undetermined time in the past within the subject setback for Jennifer Trujillo.
Jennifer Trujillo presented the request.

Robert Hobbs presented a staff report explaining that the vacation is for the southerly five feet of a ten foot utility easement running along the westerly fifty-five feet of a lots north property line and a variance to Nampa City Code 10-8-6.C that requires a twenty foot front yard setback for/to a structure from a property’s front property line in order to allow an existing carport to remain with a five foot front yard setback on the same lot  for Jennifer Trujillo at 1127 Eldoran Drive in a RS-6 zoning district.
History:  In seeking identification by our office of the Property as “real property”, it was discovered that a carport that intrudes into the Property’s front yard utility easement and setback was built at an indeterminate point in the past as an add-on to the existing manufactured home on the Property.  It was revealed that a building permit was not issued to sanction the carport’s construction and attachment, nor to facilitate a City inspector to review its structural integrity and the integrity of its connection to the manufactured home residence on the Property.  

Applicable Regulations

10-27-12:
Amended Plats; Vacations

C. Vacations: Vacation approval shall be required in order to either erase some or all of an easement or right of way.  Vacation approval shall be required in order to move the location of all or part of an already platted and recorded right of way or easement.  Processing of vacation requests for easements and/or rights of way shall be executed in accordance with provisions of Idaho state code.  Right of way vacations shall be done by ordinance of the city council and approved first by the same during a public hearing.  Alternatively, a re-plat of a subdivision may also serve to vacate easements and/or rights of way when filed, approved by the city, and then recorded.  (Ord. 3573, 5-1-2006)  
General Information/Narrated Findings
State law indicates that, “Easements shall be vacated in the same manner as streets.”  (§ 50-1325).  Idaho Code Section 50-1321 requires that in order to vacate a street, among other prerequisites, “the owner or owners of the property abutting said public street…have been served with notice of the proposed abandonment in the same manner and for the same time as is now or may hereafter be provide for the service of the summons in an action at law.”  This appears distinct from a situation where a plat is being proposed for vacation and wherein lie one or more utility easements where a different set of notification requirements appertain (I.C. § 50-1306 (A) (5)).  

Not too long ago, the subdivision ordinance section of the City’s zoning code was amended with respect to vacation requests.  Previously, the code indicated that Staff [could] review and approve utility easement Vacation requests.  In such cases we customarily opted for review by City Council given requirements in state law that govern notification of easement vacations viewed as potentially “trumping” our code.  (Legal counsel approved of causing Council review of easement Vacation applications after having met with Staff in January of 2013 to re-visit how we handle/process vacations of easements, etc.)  In short, it was determined that convening a public hearing gives all interested parties/neighbors a chance to find out what is being proposed (concurrently satisfying State mandated notification requirements), and, to provide information regarding the endeavor to the City which may be of use/concern.

No set criteria govern the appropriateness of a Vacation request, the decision being left to the discretionary judgment of the authority hearing the request.  Need to protect an easement to serve a public or other vital or prevailing interest may serve as rationale to reject a Vacation proposal.

To the matter at hand…based on information provided, this is a request to vacate a portion of a City imposed utility easement on the front of the Property that runs adjacent to Eldoran Drive.  Opposition to the endeavor has not been raised by neighbors, City departments or outside agencies (Idaho Power, Intermountain Gas, Nampa Highway District, City Engineering -- see attached correspondence).  Specifically, answering agencies have released/relinquished their interests in the easement area proposed for Vacation; however, the manner in which Intermountain Gas provided a statement of no opposition seems to offer contradictory statements.  While not opposed to the Vacation of the easement section proposed, Intermountain Gas asked for reservation of an easement for their line(s).  Yet, the map of their gas line locations in the area suggests that no such line is located in the easement section proposed for Vacation.  Accordingly, Staff has no concerns about the easement Vacation request.  

Recommended Conditions of Approval related to Vacation Application

N/A

Applicable Regulations
10-24-1: [VARIANCE] PURPOSE: 

The council is empowered to grant variances in order to prevent or to lessen practical development difficulties, unique site circumstances, and unnecessary physical, geographical hardships inconsistent with the objectives of zoning as would result from a literal interpretation and enforcement of certain of the bulk or quantifiable regulations prescribed by this title. 

A variance shall not be considered a right or special privilege, but may be granted to an applicant only upon a showing of undue hardship because of: a) special characteristics applicable to the site which deprive it of privileges commonly enjoyed by other properties in the same zone or vicinity, and b) the variance is not in conflict with the public interest.  Hardships must result from special site characteristics relating to the size, shape, or dimensions of a site or the location of existing structures thereon, from geographic, topographic, or other physical conditions, or from population densities, street locations or traffic conditions or other unique circumstances. 

Variances are not intended to allow something that others do not have a permitted right to do.  The purpose of a variance is to provide fair treatment and to see that individuals are not penalized because of site characteristics beyond their control.  (Ord. 2140; amd. Ord. 2978) 

10-24-2: ACTIONS: 

A.  Granting Of Variance Permit: The council may grant a variance permit with respect to requirements for fences and walls, site, area, width, frontage, depth, coverage, front yard, rear yard, side yards, outdoor living area, height of structures, distances between structures or landscaped areas as the variance was applied for or in modified form if, on the basis of application, investigation and evidence submitted, the council concludes the following: 

1. Literal interpretation and enforcement of the regulation would result in practical difficulty or unnecessary physical hardship inconsistent with the objectives of the zoning ordinance. 

2. There are extraordinary site characteristics applicable to the property involved or to the intended use of the property which do not apply generally to other properties classified in the same zoning district. 

3. Literal interpretation and enforcement of the regulation would deprive the applicant of privileges enjoyed by the owners of other properties classified in the same zoning district. 

4. The granting of the variance will not constitute a grant of special privilege inconsistent with the limitations on other properties classified in the same zoning district. 

5. The granting of the variance will not be detrimental to the public health, safety, or welfare or materially injurious to properties or improvements in the vicinity.
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.
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 a front yard setback to be assigned to the Property of lesser depth than required of other similarly zoned lots in the City – or at least in the neighborhood within which the Property lies.  Specifically, the Applicant petitions the Council to allow their Property to be encumbered with five foot (5’) front yard setback, in lieu of twenty feet (20’).

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.
Findings:
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, a justification statement was not provided by the Applicant per their narrative argues for their Variance request. 

In the absence of arguments made by the Applicant in support of their application, Staff notes as follows:  

A) That the carport was possibly emplaced before the Applicant purchased the Property.  Were it presented to the City for approval today as positioned, it would not be approved; and,

B) The carport provides an amenity customary to single-family housing development by establishing a shelter for the Applicant’s vehicle(s); and,

C) That while the carport could have been set to the west side of the manufactured home (possibly as a detached/free-standing structure) it was connected to the northern roofline of the home.  If the carport had been positioned about another fifteen feet (15’) to the east, it would arguably not have had to meet a twenty foot (20’) setback standard, but only five foot (5’) instead given that part of the “front property line” of the Property does not abut the cul-de-sac terminus of Eldoran Drive but a neighboring lot instead; and,

D) While not fully germane to this particular case/matter, there are other carport or temporary carport structures currently placed in violation of code in the fronts of houses in other parts of the City; and,

E) No complaints have been advanced to the City by neighbors or governmental authorities respecting the carport, its condition, or position on the Property.  No opposition has been expressed by those same parties respecting this request; and,

F) To alter or remove the carport may introduce one or more inconveniences to the Applicant that would not have presented themselves had the Applicant not come to the City to seek identification/verification of their lot as “real property”…

Contrarily, Staff also finds as follows:

A) That the Applicant should have investigated the viability of the carport before purchasing the Property; alternatively, if the carport was installed with the knowledge and consent of the Applicant, then they should have made assurance that a Building Permit was “pulled” for the addition -- which would have helped ensure the carport’s compliance with zoning (and Building) codes, including property setbacks; and,

B) Absent any mitigating issues, there appears to be at least another alternative location on site to erect a carport – that is, to the western side of the Property; and,

C) That the Property is not atypical in size, land use, slope, setback controls, etc. compared to similar properties in similar circumstances wherein improvements thereon have met code at the time of their emplacement.  That is, there appears to be no “topographical hardship associated with the Property sufficient to compel the Council to consider the Applicant’s request favorably; and,

D) Financial or convenience hardships are not of the type and variety normally relieved by Variance Permits by industry practice and are more exposed to legal challenge by any in opposition to their approval than Variances founded in reacting to circumstances derived from physical topography; and,

E) That there is no known precedent that Staff is aware of where Council has in the past actually approved a similar application for a carport in a position such as the Applicant’s.  A temporary carport was denied some years ago on Blaine Avenue, but that was on a rectangular lot with more direct street frontage than the Property enjoys (although the City has approved setback Variances from time to time…

III.  
Supplemental Variance [Related] Findings:


1. The Property (legal description within City case files VAC 0008-2016 and VAR 00010-2016) 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 Property and is authorized to represent the same or allow another party to represent the same in this matter; and,

3. The Applicant proposes a reduced front yard setback (5’ in lieu of 20’) in association with an easement vacation request with intent to preserve an existing carport on 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 RS 6 Zone comply with all relevant zoning code requirements appertaining thereto (including emplacement of any requisite, extant site improvements); and,

6. That among RS 6 zoning regulations, those portions of properties in the City of Nampa that abut/adjoin a right-of-way are required to provide/yield a twenty foot (20’) wide/deep front yard setback within which no parking lot or building improvements (i.e., structures temporary or permanent) may be emplaced; and,

7. The Applicant seeks a Variance Permit from the City of Nampa in order to allow an existing carport positioned in the front yard setback to remain by reducing the required front yard setback from twenty feet (20’) to five feet (5’); 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. A statement from the Applicant has not been provided to the City to justify the Variance request as some type of topographical or other physical site hardship or “unique site circumstance” that restricts Property development or “buildout” 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 that of the Applicant; and,

12. Adjacent property owners 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, but are imposing a requirement that the Applicant obtain a Building Permit and structural calculations for the carport; and,

15. No direct physical impact on the general public by this request is foreseen by virtue of this request were it approved; expected impact would be center, rather, on the question any approval raises as to its propriety, possibly including a perceived setting of precedence for similar setback code deviations given compliance to setback standards demonstrated by other persons/parties in the City; and,

16. Attached to this report is all of the information Staff had by the time this report was ready to go to print (12 noon, 13 July).  

IV.
Opinion:
Considered under a classical evaluation of a Variance, with its attendant criteria for approval (i.e., “Conclusions of Law”), Staff finds little merit or precedent in the area to suggest approval of this request.  That said, given the extenuating circumstances, and our allowance by code of “unique site circumstances”, we see little to be gained at this point by denying the Variance.  The unique layout and diminished frontage of the Property where it abuts a part of the cul-de-sac, and, lack of neighbor resistance to a possibly old [but not old enough presumably to be “grandfathered”] condition should be considered.  We do note that the Building Department has issues with the carport structure (i.e., its construction and method of attachment) that may result in this matter being a mute issue if the carport is not “upgradable” and must be removed due to non-conformity with Building Code.

Recommend Condition(s) of Approval

Should the Council vote to approve this Vacation/Variance package request, then Staff recommends that they/you consider imposing the following Condition(s) of Approval against the same:

Generally:

1. Applicant(s) shall comply with all applicable requirements [including obtaining a Building Permit] 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/departments…

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

MOVED by Raymond and SECONDED by White 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 Levi to approve the vacation/variance that requires a twenty foot front yard setback for/to a structure from a property’s front property line in order to allow an existing carport to remain with a five foot front yard setback at 1227 Eldoran Drive with the 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 only:
Michael Fuss presented a staff report explaining that the City of Nampa Building Department received building permit applications for new residential structures, within Nampa City Limits, that will be accessed by a new private lane.

Private lanes that provide access to three or more residences, or are longer than 500 feet are required to be named per City of Nampa Engineering Process & Policy Manual.

Engineering received an application signed by all impacted property owners requesting to name the private access lane.  

· The private access lane will serve four parcels.

· The private access lane is over 500 feet in length. 

· Engineering worked with the property owners on the street naming.

· The new residential structure's addresses will incorporate the new private street name.  

· No existing structure addresses will be changed.

Property owners request and staff recommends the following street name assignment:

· East Feather Creek Lane

This proposed assignment is shown on exhibit “A” attached.

Emergency Services supports this street naming.

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF NAMPA, CANYON COUNTY, IDAHO NAMING A PRIVATE LANE EAST FEATHER CREEK LANE. 

The Mayor declared this the first reading.

Mayor Henry presented a request to pass the preceding Ordinance under suspension of rules.

MOVED by Skaug and SECONDED by Bruner to pass the preceding ordinance under suspension of rules.  The Mayor asked for a roll call vote with all councilmembers present voting YES   The Mayor declared the ordinance duly passed, numbered it 4269 and directed the clerk to record it as required.

Mayor Henry presented a request for approval of proposed irrigation plan and deferral for required frontage improvements for Joplin View Subdivision.
Michael Fuss presented a staff report explaining that Joplin View Subdivision is located in Canyon County, within the City of Nampa Impact Area, at the corner of Joplin Road and Franklin Road.

It is a 4 lot single family residential subdivision with approximately two acre lots. 

Right of way for Franklin and Joplin will be dedicated to the Canyon Highway District.

Per the attached letter (see exhibit “A”) the developer is requesting a waiver of the City’s requirement to install curb, gutter, and sidewalk along the frontage of the development along with approval of their proposed irrigation plan (City Council approval of the Irrigation Plan is required under our joint powers agreement with Canyon County).

Engineering and Planning & Zoning have reviewed the proposed request and due to the location, size and nature of the development (see exhibit “B”) we recommend approval of a deferral of the required frontage improvements including:

· Curb gutter and sidewalk

· Street lights

· Pavement widening

· Perimeter landscaping

Engineering has reviewed the proposed irrigation plan and recommends approval
MOVED by White and SECONDED by Raymond to approve the proposed irrigation plan and deferral for required frontage improvements for Joplin View Subdivision.  The Mayor asked all in favor say aye with all Councilmembers present voting AYE.  The Mayor declared the 


MOTION CARRIED

Mayor Henry presented a request to authorize the Mayor to sign a contract with Pipeline Inspection Services, Inc for construction of Zone B Pipe Repairs – CIPP Project.
Michael Fuss presented a staff report explaining that each year as part of the City’s Asset Management program the Wastewater Division identifies sanitary sewer lines and infrastructure that are in need of rehabilitation or replacement.

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

The City solicited formal bids for the project in accordance with I.C. § 67-2805(3) and one (1) contractor(s) responded with the following bid(s):

1) Pipeline Inspection Services, Inc.

$182,835.75

The Zone B Pipe Repairs-CIPP project has an approved amended FY16 Wastewater Division budget of $450,000.  The budget was amended at the March 7, 2016 City Council Meeting.


[image: image9.emf]Engineering 49,799 $            

Construction Observation Estimate 18,284 $           

Construction Bid 182,836 $          

Total 250,918 $          


JUB has provided a recommendation to award and the Engineering Division recommends awarding the bid to Pipeline Inspection Services, Inc.

MOVED by Skaug and SECONDED by Raymond to authorize the Mayor to sign a contract with Pipeline Inspection Services, Inc. to construct the Zone B Pipe Repairs – CIPP project in the amount of $250,918.  The Mayor asked for a roll call vote with all Councilmembers present voting YES.  The Mayor declared the

MOTION CARRIED
Mayor Henry presented a request to authorize Mayor to sign, (1) Agreement to Waive First Right of Refusal and Terminate Lease with Mad River, LLC, and 2) Nampa Municipal Airport Land Lease Agreement with Robert Minter as it relates to Lot 2016 at Nampa Municipal Airport.
Michael Fuss presented a staff report explaining that On January 21, 2016, Mad River, LLC (Tim and Julie Shelhorn), signed a 20 year land lease for Lot 2016.

On June 15, 2016, Airport Staff received a letter from Mad River, LLC (Lessee) offering Nampa Municipal Airport first right of refusal.

The Lessee also made known they had received an offer to purchase the land lease, with improvements, from Robert Minter.
On June 16, 2016, Robert Minter submitted a lease application. 

On July 11, 2016, Lessee signed and returned the termination agreement

· The termination agreement is contingent upon the sale of the land lease with improvements

On July 6, 2016, Robert Minter signed and returned the Land Lease Agreement. 

On July 11, 2016, the Nampa Airport Commission moved to recommend that City Council authorize the Mayor to sign the Agreement to Waive First Right of Refusal and Terminate Lease with Mad River, LLC (see Attachment A) dated January 21, 2016, and sign new Nampa Municipal Airport Land Lease Agreement (see Attachment B) with Robert Minter effective July 18, 2016, for Lot 2016.
MOVED by Raymond and SECONDED by Bruner to Authorize Mayor to sign Agreement to Waive First Right of Refusal and Terminate Lease with Mad River, LLC dated January 21, 2016, and Authorize Mayor to sign Nampa Municipal Airport Land Lease Agreement with Robert Minter, effective July 18, 2016, for Lot 2016.  The Mayor asked for a roll call vote with all Councilmembers present voting YES.  The Mayor declared the

MOTION CARRIED
Mayor Henry presented a request to Authorize Mayor to Sign, (1) Agreement to Waive First Right of Refusal and Terminate Lease with Mad River, LLC, and 2) Nampa Municipal Airport Land Lease Agreement with Charles Jones and Suzanne Paisley as it relates to Lot 2012 at Nampa Municipal Airport.

Michael Fuss presented a staff report explaining that On January 21, 2016, Mad River, LLC (Tim and Julie Shelhorn), signed a 20 year land lease for Lot 2012.
On June 15, 2016, Airport Staff received a letter from Mad River, LLC (Lessee) offering Nampa Municipal Airport first right of refusal.
The Lessee also made known they had received an offer to purchase the land lease, with improvements, from Charles Jones and Suzanne Paisley.
On June 20, 2016, Charles Jones and Suzanne Paisley submitted a lease application. 

On July 11, 2016, Lessee signed and returned the termination agreement

· The termination agreement is contingent upon the sale of the land lease with improvements

On July 7, 2016, Charles Jones and Suzanne Paisley signed and returned the Land Lease Agreement. 

On July 11, 2016, the Nampa Airport Commission moved to recommend that City Council authorize the Mayor to sign the Agreement to Waive First Right of Refusal and Terminate Lease with Mad River, LLC (see Attachment A) dated January 21, 2016, and sign new Nampa Municipal Airport Land Lease Agreement (see Attachment B) with Charles Jones and Suzanne Paisley effective July 18, 2016, for Lot 2012.
MOVED by Bruner and SECONDED by Skaug to Authorize Mayor to Sign, (1) Agreement to Waive First Right of Refusal and Terminate Lease with Mad River, LLC, and 2) Nampa Municipal Airport Land Lease Agreement with Charles Jones and Suzanne Paisley as it Relates to Lot 2012 at Nampa Municipal Airport.  The Mayor asked for a roll call vote with all Councilmembers present voting YES.  The Mayor declared the






MOTION CARRIED
Mayor Henry presented a request to Authorize Mayor to Sign, (1) Agreement to Waive First Right of Refusal and Terminate Lease with Mad River, LLC, and 2) Nampa Municipal Airport Land Lease Agreement with Tim Rambo as it relates to Lot 2010 at Nampa Municipal Airport.
Michael Fuss presented a staff report explaining that the On January 21, 2016, Mad River, LLC (Tim and Julie Shelhorn), signed a 20 year land lease for Lot 2010.

On June 15, 2016, Airport Staff received a letter from Mad River, LLC (Lessee) offering Nampa Municipal Airport first right of refusal.

The Lessee also made known they had received an offer to purchase the land lease, with improvements, from Tim Rambo.
On June 16, 2016, Tim Rambo submitted a lease application. 

On July 11, 2016, Lessee signed and returned the termination agreement

· The termination agreement is contingent upon the sale of the land lease with improvements

On July 11, 2016, Tim Rambo signed and returned the Land Lease Agreement. 

On July 11, 2016, the Nampa Airport Commission moved to recommend that City Council authorize the Mayor to sign the Agreement to Waive First Right of Refusal and Terminate Lease with Mad River, LLC (see Attachment A) dated January 21, 2016, and sign new Nampa Municipal Airport Land Lease Agreement (see Attachment B) with Tim Rambo effective July 18, 2016, for Lot 2010.
MOVED by Raymond and SECONDED by Skaug to Authorize Mayor to Sign, (1) Agreement to Waive First Right of Refusal and Terminate Lease with Mad River, LLC, and 2) Nampa Municipal Airport Land Lease Agreement with Tim Rambo as it Relates to Lot 2010 at Nampa Municipal Airport.  The Mayor asked for a roll call vote with all Councilmembers present voting YES.  The Mayor declared the






MOTION CARRIED
Mayor Henry presented a request to Authorize Mayor to Sign First Amendment to Nampa Municipal Airport Land Lease Agreement, and Memorandum of Leave for Recording with Two Millers Holdings, LLC as it relates to Lot 2234 at Nampa Municipal Airport.
Michael Fuss presented a staff report explaining that the On April 1, 2009, Mark Miller and John Kuzmic, signed a 30 year lease for the improvements on Lot 2234 at the Nampa Municipal Airport.

Mr. Miller has since purchased Mr. Kuzmic’s half of the hangar.
City’s legal counsel has prepared a lease amendment showing Mr. Kuzmic’s interest in the hangar has been sold to Mark Miller, who at this time wishes to assign all interest in the hanger lease to Two Millers Holdings, LLC.

· The original lease has a Memorandum of Lease for Recording with Canyon County.  A new memorandum has been prepared for signature and recording

On July 11, 2016, the Nampa Airport Commission moved to recommend that City Council authorize the Mayor to sign the First Amendment to Nampa Municipal Airport Land Lease Agreement (see Attachment A) and Memorandum of Lease for Recording (see Attachment B) with Two Millers Holdings, LLC for Lot 2234.

MOVED by Skaug and SECONDED by White to Authorize Mayor to Sign First Amendment to Nampa Municipal Airport Land Lease Agreement, and Memorandum of Leave for Recording with Two Millers Holdings, LLC as it Relates to Lot 2234 at Nampa Municipal Airport.  The Mayor asked for a roll call vote with all Councilmembers present voting YES.  The Mayor declared the

MOTION CARRIED
The Mayor adjourned the meeting at 7:27 p.m.
Passed this 1st day of August, 2016.

____________________________________

 MAYOR
ATTEST:
______________________________________
CITY CLERK  


