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

Clerk made note that Councilmembers Skaug, Haverfield, Levi, White, Bruner, and Raymond were present.  

MOVED by Haverfield and SECONDED by Raymond to approve the Consent Agenda with the above mentioned amendments; Regular Council Minutes of July 18; 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) Short Plat for WinCo Place Subdivision in a BC zoning district at 1175 North Happy Valley Road for WinCo Foods LLC;  and authorize the following public hearings: 1) Zoning Map Amendment from RS-8.5 (Single Family Residential - 8,500 sq ft) to RA (Suburban Residential) at 17155, 17175, 17225, 0 Star Road and O Cherry Lane for John Low; 2) Amendments to Title 10, Chapters 3, 4 and 22 relating to establishment of the GBE (Gateway Business Entertainment) zone, allowable land uses, and parking provisions (ZTA 003-16).  a) Amending Title 10, Chapter 3, Section 10-3-1 and 10-3-2 relating to land uses in the GBE (Gateway Business Entertainment) zone.  b)	Amending Title 10 chapter 4, Sections 10-4-1, 10-4-2, 10-4-5, 10-4-6, 10-4-8, 10-4-9, and I 0-4-10 relating to establishment of the GBE zone. c) Amending Title 10, Chapter 22, Sections 10-22-1, 10-22-4, and 10-22-6 pertaining to parking in the GBE zone; 3) Zoning Map Amendment from GB-1 (Gateway Business)) to GBE (Gateway Business Entertainment) at 16200 Idaho Center Blvd for the City of Nampa;  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) None; and 2015-2016 Licenses: (all licenses subject to police approval):; approval of the agenda.  Authorize the Mayor to sign a lease agreement with the Union Pacific Railroad Company; The Mayor asked for a roll call vote with all Councilmembers present voting YES. The Mayor declared the
MOTION CARRIED
 
Andi McCreath stated that Brush-Up Nampa is an annual community event organizing volunteer teams to paint homes of Nampa senior and disabled residents in need. Paint and supplies are provided through the program by generous community sponsors, so this is a free event for both teams and homeowners.

· Teams of at least 10 volunteers are needed for each home
· We match teams with homes based on ability
· This year many teams did other beautification work in addition to painting
· Many hours are dedicated by staff to make this program a fun, and easy to volunteer for. It is an event that brings back teams each year.
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Investment				What we did with it:
$3,842 	City Allocation	Painted 13 Homes
		$4,250 	Cash Donations	Mobilized approximately 258  Volunteers,
$8,092		Total Spent		18 teams
$5,000 	In-kind donations	1290 volunteer hours
$13,092 	Cost of Program	valued at $27,554

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

Stamm Farms Infiltration Property – Option to Purchase Agreement Update - As part of the Wastewater Program Upgrades project, City Staff and the Wastewater Program Management Team (WPMT) continue to identify the best approach for long-term wastewater discharge to meet increasingly stringent National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit limits.  Approaches that have been evaluated include Infiltration, Treat and Offset, Treat to EPA Levels.  

On August 3, 2015, City Council approved the Option to Purchase Agreement for the Stamm Farm Infiltration property.  The WPMT began working with landowners of Stamm Farms, LLC to evaluate the suitability of the property for potential long-term discharge to this potential site.

At the March 30th, 2016 Special City Council Meeting, the WPMT presented business case evaluation results of potential discharge options. Based on the new information, City Council directed Staff to continue with evaluating the “Treat” options and allow the Option to Purchase Agreement to expire. The Option Agreement is set to expire on August 27, 2016.  In the current option the City could extend the option for an additional 18 months with an additional option payment of $150,000.  Staff will not be pursuing the Option extension. 

The City Attorney has reviewed the Option Agreement conditions and WPMT findings for the property.  No items were identified that would justify requesting a refund of option payment. It was recommended that the City offer a Release of Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) to the landowners of Stamm Farms, a MOA between the City and Stamm Farms had been previously filed in Canyon County.

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

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 following Ordinance was read by title:

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF NAMPA, CANYON COUNTY, IDAHO, VACATING A FIVE (5’) FOOT PORTION OF A TEN (10’) FOOT PUBLIC UTILITY, DRAINAGE AND IRRIGATION EASEMENT LOCATED ON THE PROPERTY COMMONLY KNOWN AS 1227 ELDORAN DRIVE, 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 Jennifer Trujillo)

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 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 4270 and directed the clerk to record it as required.

The following Ordinance was red by title:

AN ORDINANCE ENACTED BY THE NAMPA CITY COUNCIL AMENDING TITLE 6, CHAPTER 2, SECTIONS 06-2-22 OF THE NAMPA CITY CODE, RELATING TO ANIMALS BECOMING A NUISANCE; PROVIDING FOR AN EFFECTIVE DATE; 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 to pass the preceding Ordinance under suspension of rules.

MOVED by Skaug and SECONDED by Raymond to pass the preceding ordinance under suspension of rules and the Summary of publication.  The Mayor asked for a roll call vote with all councilmembers present voting YES   The Mayor declared the ordinance duly passed, numbered it 4271 and directed the clerk to record it as required.

Mayor Henry presented a request to award the bid and authorize the Mayor to sign a contract for 2016 CDBG Downtown Sidewalk and tree replacement project construction.

Michael Fuss presented a staff report explaining that there are 10 tree wells that are located at corners, alleyways, driveways, and midblock with tree related trip hazards (see exhibit “A”).  These contain brick work under the revised Streetscape plan.  Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) monies can be used for this cost.

Council directed Engineering to move forward with bidding of the top seven ranked locations per budgeted money at the June 6th council meeting.  CDBG budget is $229,000.

The City received three bids from:
J2 Construction 					$58,271.00
Hess Construction					$75,610.00
Paul Construction 					$97,909.58
The estimated project costs are:
Design Engineering costs to date			$33,000.00
Construction Engineering Estimate			  $4,200.00
Construction 						$58,271.00
		Total					$95,471.00
A 46 calendar day contract time is anticipated. 

With the remaining grant money Engineering has asked T-O Engineers to provide an estimate for costs to design and construct the final rebuild locations that were ranked by the Downtown Business Association (see exhibit “B”).  T-O will start design upon the award of this bid with construction anticipated for spring of 2017. 

As the total expected expenditures were unknown at the deadline for roll-over requests, Staff anticipates moving forward with extending the project up to the total available CDBG funding.  A budget amendment up to the remaining CDBG funds may be necessary to complete the project in FY17. 

Engineering Division has reviewed the bids and recommends award to J2 Construction.

MOVED by Raymond and SECONDED by Haverfield to Award bid and authorize Mayor to sign contract for 2016 CDBG Downtown Sidewalk and Tree Replacement Project with J2 Construction in the amount of $58,271.00  The Mayor asked for a roll call vote with all Councilmember presented voting YES.  The Mayor declared the
						MOTION CARRIED

Mayor Henry presented a request to award the bid and authorize the Mayor to sign a contract for 2016 Manhole & Lid Adjust to grade project construction.

Michael Fuss presented a staff report explaining that in past years the existing roadways have been chip sealed and overlaid leaving the manhole and valve lids low in the roadway.

Adjusting the manhole and valve lids to grade will provide a better ride quality for the city’s roads.

The Manhole & Valve Lid Adjust to Grade Project will be performed in the current year’s Chip Sealing Zone (proposed project limits shown in exhibit “A”).

The Council has authorized FY16 budget for this project.

“Requests for Quotation” were sent to four concrete contractors and two contractors responded with a quote for the project.

The apparent low bidder is Professional Construction Services, Inc. with a quote amount of $39,212.00 (see exhibit “B”).

The project is funded by each Public Works Division with operations dollars. 

Notice to Proceed is estimated for Mid-August. 

Substantial Completion of this project will be September 23, 2016.

MOVED by Haverfield and SECONDED by Bruner to award bid and authorize Mayor to sign contract for the 2016 Manhole & Lid Adjust to Grade Project in the amount of $39,212.00 to Professional Construction Services, Inc.  The Mayor asked for a roll call vote with all Councilmember presented voting YES.  The Mayor declared the
						MOTION CARRIED

Mayor Henry presented a request for award the bid and authorize the Mayor to sign a contract for FY16 Pavement Mark & Sign installation project construction.

Michael Fuss presented a staff report explaining that the FY 16 Pavement Management program includes installing shared lane markings at the following locations (see exhibit “A”):
· 1st Street North between 11th Avenue North and East Railroad Street
· 11th Avenue North between Centennial Drive and Birch Lane
· 16th Avenue North between 2nd Street North and Garrity Boulevard
· 4th Avenue North and 3rd Avenue North between 6th Street North and North Franklin Boulevard
· Birch Lane between North Franklin Boulevard and 11th Avenue North
· East Karcher Road between Madison Road and North Franklin Boulevard

It also include installing bicycle lanes at the following locations (also on exhibit “A”):
· 11th Avenue North between East Comstock Avenue and Centennial Drive
· Birch Lane between 11th Avenue North and Idaho Center Boulevard

On June 6, 2016 City Council authorized no parking zones adjacent to the proposed bike lanes.

In an effort to maintain or improve the streets operational efficiencies, it was decided to bid the significant amount of thermal plastic work

On June 20, 2016 City Council authorized the bidding process for the project. The City received two (2) bids (see exhibit “B”) from:
· Curtis Clean Sweep, Inc.
· Pavement Markings Northwest, Inc.

Curtis Clean Sweep, Inc. is the apparent low bidder at $59,016.00. All necessary public bidding requirements appear to be satisfied.

Total project cost estimate:
· Engineering and Construction Services 	$4,351.60
· Construction Costs 	$59,016.00
· Total	$63,367.60

FY-16 Pavement Management Budget will be used to pay for the project. 

Construction will begin in August.

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

Engineering Division staff has reviewed the bids and recommend award to Curtis Clean Sweep, Inc.

MOVED by Haverfield and SECONDED by Raymond to award bid and authorize the Mayor to sign a contract for the FY16 Pavement Marking & Sign Installation Project with Curtis Clean Sweep Inc., in the amount of $59,016.00.   The Mayor asked for a roll call vote with all Councilmember presented voting YES.  The Mayor declared the
						MOTION CARRIED

Mayor Henry presented a request to reject all bids for storm water repairs – Taffy Drive at Carmel Court and Peppermint Project Construction and authorize re-bids.
Michael Fuss presented a staff report explaining that a major storm in 2013 caused flooding and wash outs at 29 locations within the City.  Currently all emergency and/or imminent life safety repairs have been made.  The remaining repairs to two of the locations within the Asset Management Zone are proposed by the following:
1. The collection swale on Taffy Drive (Exhibit A)
1. Peppermint Drive storm water detention pond with discharge to Indian Creek (Exhibit A)  
Over time both facilities have been filled in or eroded causing damage and ruining its effectiveness.  In keeping with the general practice of City performing heavy maintenance and homeowners or associations performing the light maintenance, the repair of these projects were scheduled in FY16 Asset Management Cycle.
Mason and Stanfield Engineers (M&S) were contracted to design stormwater repair solutions and bid documents for both Taffy Drive and Peppermint Drive.
The City solicited formal bids for the project in accordance with I.C. § 67-2805(3) and four (4) contractors responded with the following bids:
1. Paul Construction, Inc.			$166,755.80
1. Hawkeye Builder, Inc.			$150,546.00
1. Gabbert & Edwards, LLC			$121,269.40
1. Pavement Specialties of Idaho (PSI)	$0.00
Of the four (4) bids received, only Paul Construction and Hawkeye were responsive. Gabbert & Edwards did not acknowledge an addendum as required by the contract documents. PSI only bid on a companion project that is funded by the Parks Department despite clarification in an addendum that bids of this manner would not be considered.
For the two responsive bidders there is conflicting information about a mandatory pre-bid meeting in the project specifications. Only Paul Construction attended the pre-bid meeting. Furthermore the bid from Paul exceeds the project budget for the companion project funded by the Parks Department.
The City Attorney has reviewed the apparent bids and recommends re-bidding the project due to the risk of a bid protest from one or more bidders.
Before re-bidding the project, conflicting language about the mandatory pre-bid meeting and the companion project from the Parks Department will be removed.
MOVED by Haverfield and SECONDED by Raymond to authorize the Mayor and Public Works Director to reject all bids and re-bid the Storm Water Repairs – Taffy Drive at Carmel Court and 67 Peppermint project.  The Mayor asked all in favor say aye with all Councilmember presented voting AYE.  The Mayor declared the
						MOTION CARRIED

Mayor Henry presented a request to award the bid and authorize the Mayor to sign a contract for Well 5 Upgrades Project Construction.

Michael Fuss presented a staff report explaining that Well 5 was drilled in 1950 and is in need of upgrades.  It is approximately 500 feet deep and is a high quality artisan water source.

The Well 5 Upgrades project will include a new motor and pump along with new building, mechanical and electrical improvements and is located in Starr Park on 3rd Street North.

The Well 5 Upgrades project has an approved FY16 Water Division budget of $600,000.

The City Council authorized the bidding process for the project on July 5th 2016.

The City received 2 bids for the proposed project.  The apparent low bidder (Star Construction) submitted a bid with a math error that resulted in their withdrawal from the bid.  Irminger Construction was the second lowest bidder with a bid of $429,793.96 (see exhibit “A”).

Engineering Division staff and the consulting design engineer, Civil Survey Consultants, Inc. recommend award to the second lowest bidder and release of the bid bond to Star Construction.

MOVED by Haverfield and SECONDED by Skaug to Award bid and authorize Mayor to sign contract for the Well 5 Upgrades project in the amount of $429,793.96 to Irminger Construction.    The Mayor asked for a roll call vote with all Councilmember presented voting YES.  The Mayor declared the
						MOTION CARRIED

Mayor Henry presented a request to authorize the Mayor and Council to approve the dissolution of current fueling contract and award to the second responsible bidder.

Michael Fuss presented a staff report explaining that Fleet Services Division is requesting on behalf of the selection committee for Citywide Fueling Project (RFP 15-1552) to dissolve the contract approved by Council and signed by the Mayor on April 22nd, 2016 with Gem-Stop (A.H. Schade Inc.) due to failure to comply with technical requirements as outlined within pg. 12, section 1, subsection 1.4 “Accounting/Reporting information…”, of the RFP.
 
· Gem-Stop has failed to provide a useable fuel data report that properly interacts with FASTER, the City’s Fleet management software. The raw data files that Gem-Stop receives from the CFN network documenting fuel transactions are not provided in .CSV, .TXT, or .DAT formatting which is required by FASTER for importing purposes.

· Staff has worked with Gem-Stop since the contract execution in an attempt to work out the FASTER software problem with no result.  Gem-Stop has informed Staff that it is unable to provide the software interface.

The Fleet Services FASTER software is the primary tool used for fleet maintenance documenting work orders, defining preventative maintenance and scheduled maintenance.  The fuel use data and mileage information provided by the fuel supplier is critical to the function of the FASTER and the Fleet Management Program.

The City received two (2) bid responses to RFP 15-1552.  Both responses were for the same price but Gem Stop was chosen due to the increased location and anticipated convenience.  

Maverik Inc. has notified Staff that the raw data files utilized by Maverik Inc. are provided by the WEX network in .CSV formatting, which is compatible with the City’s FASTER software.

Contract dissolution is authorized as outlined in the professional services contract section 19: “Termination for Cause: If, through any cause, Supplier shall fail to fulfill in a timely and proper manner its obligations under this Agreement, or if Supplier shall violate any of the covenants, agreements, or stipulations of this Agreement, the City shall thereupon have the right to terminate this Agreement”.

Therefore, Staff recommends dissolution of the contract with Gem-Stop (A.H. Schade Inc.) for cause and authorization to contract with Maverik Inc.  This recommended action meets the statutory bidding requirements, provides the City with the same low bid price for fuel and the necessary fuel data to operate and maintain the public fleet.
MOVED by Bruner and SECONDED by Skaug to approve the dissolution of the current fueling contract with Gem-Stop (A.H. Schade Inc.) and award to the second responsible bidder, Maverik Inc.    The Mayor asked for a roll call vote with all Councilmember presented voting YES.  The Mayor declared the
						MOTION CARRIED

The following Resolution was presented:
A RESOLUTION OF THE MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF NAMPA, A MUNICIPAL CORPORATION OF IDAHO, AUTHORIZING THE DESTRUCTION OF CERTAIN CITY RECORDS.

MOVED by Haverfield and SECONDED by White 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 31-2016, and directed the clerk to record it as required
	MOTION CARRIED

Mayor Henry presented a request to authorize the Mayor to sign a contract with MDS for medical services.

Fire Chief Karl Malott presented a staff report explaining that this is a contract between Canyon County Ambulance District, City Of Caldwell, City Of Nampa, Middleton Rural Fire District, Melba Rural Fire Protection District, Wilder Rural Fire Protection District and Homedale Rural Fire Protection District (Collectively Referred To Hereinafter As Agencies”) And Medical Direction Services, PLLC (Hereinafter “MDS”).

Agencies must fulfill certain requirements relating to continuing education and quality control, as established by the Idaho EMS Physician Commission and the Idaho Bureau of Emergency Medical Services. Agencies desire to obtain certain services from MDS in order to assist.

Agencies in fulfilling such requirements.

Agencies are the licensed members and  parties  to that certain Joint Powers Agreement for Coordinated and Cooperative Provision of Emergency Medical Services Operating as the “Treasure Valley Emergency Medical Services System” in Canyon County Idaho [Here in after referred to as Treasure Valley Emergency Medical Services System], which Agreement in Article VII thereof’ provides for a System Medical Director and the Agencies desire to obtain services from MDS to perform the duties of the System Medical Directorate.

MOVED by White and SECONDED by Raymond to authorize the Mayor to sign a contract with MDS for medical services.  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 Program Year 2016 Action Plan for Submittal to HUD.

Jennifer Yost 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 (13) applications were presented to the Council on June 2nd at which time each applicant was able to present their projects.  The proposed projects are divided into three categories: Administration/Planning, Public Services and Housing/ Community Development. 

Limits to allocation: 
· Federal regulations mandate a maximum of 20% of our entitlement funds to Administration & Planning.
· Federal regulations mandate 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 14% ($104,779) of the CDBG funds.

Action Plan Funding:
If you wish to review the entire plan, a copy of the draft Program Year 2016 CDBG Action Plan is available on the City website at: http://www.cityofnampa.us/index.aspx?nid=159

Every year a determination on the allocation of funds and the activities that will be accomplished during the upcoming year is made.  On June 20th, City Council made the entitlement allocation determinations and the anticipated Program Income, which is subject to CDBG regulations, to include:

	Organization
	Project
	Amount
	Program
	Type

	
	Income
	
	
	

	The Salvation Army
	Community Family Shelter
	$40,000 
	
	Public Service

	St. Alphonsus
	Meals on Wheels
	$25,000 
	$1,200 
	Public Service

	CATCH, Inc.
	CATCH of Canyon County
	$20,000 
	
	Public Service

	Jesse Tree
	Emergency Rental & Mercy Asst.
	$19,779 
	
	Public Service

	NWREC
	Colorado Gardens
	$30,000 
	
	Housing

	CDI
	Creekbridge Apts
	$20,000 
	
	Housing

	City of Nampa
	Housing Improvement Loan
	$145,000 
	$6,000 
	Housing

	City of Nampa
	Brush Up Nampa Admin
	$15,000 
	
	Housing

	City of Nampa
	ADA Park Improvements
	$35,200 
	
	Comm. Dev.

	City of Nampa
	Old Nampa Ped Ramp Improvements
	$180,000 
	
	Comm. Dev.

	City of Nampa
	Downtown Historic Facades
	$69,083 
	
	Comm. Dev.

	City of Nampa
	CDBG Admin & Planning
	$149,365 
	$1,900 
	Administration

	TOTAL
	
	$748,427 
	$9,100 
	



Public Comment Period:
The Citizen Participation Plan for CDBG requires that a 30 day comment period be initiated for the Action Plan.  On June 27 the Comment Period was opened and a notice was issued in the paper. Additionally CDBG staff held an open house on July 20th to solicit additional comment.  As of the date of this memo no comments have been received by Economic/Community Development staff.  If comments are received prior to Council Meeting, they will be handed out at that time for review by Council.
 
At the Public Hearing on August 1, you will be asked to approve the plan for submittal to HUD.  The adoption of the plan implements the decisions previously made by City Council. 

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

MOVED by Skaug and SECONDED by Haverfield to Adopt and approve the plan and authorize the Mayor to sign for submittal of the City of Nampa CDBG Program Year 2016 Action Plan to HUD.  The Mayor asked for a roll call vote with Councilmembers Levi, White, Bruner, Haverfield, Skaug voting YES. Councilmember Raymond voting NO. The Mayor declared the
MOTION CARRIED

Mayor Henry opened a public hearing for Comprehensive Plan Map Amendment from Medium Density Residential to Community Mixed Use and Annexation and Zoning to BC at the Corner of Madison Road and Ustick Road for Mark L Hess Representing Jerry Hess.

No one appeared to present the request.

Robert Hobbs presented a staff report explaining that the request was for a Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map Amendment from “Medium Density Residential” to “Community Mixed Use” and for Annexation from “County” into the City of Nampa and Zoning Assignment of land to “BC” (Community Business) pertaining to a certain pair of land parcels located at the NE corner of Madison and Ustick Road for Mark Hess representing Jerry Hess.

History:
The Planning and Zoning Commission, during their regularly scheduled public hearing of June 28, 2016, voted to recommend to the Nampa City Council that they approve the comprehensive plan map amendment and annexation and zoning assignment requests (see attached hearing minutes).

Comprehensive Plan Map Amendment

In the 2010 Idaho Legislative session, House Bill no. 608 was signed into law. This law provides that changes to a comprehensive plan land use map may be recommended by a Planning & Zoning Commission at any time, unless the local governing Board has established by Resolution a minimum interval between requested amendments not to exceed six months.

More important to this matter, the two criteria that used to found in state law to guide the Commission and Council in determining whether to allow the modification or not are [now] absent from the same and from City ordinance(s).  Thus, approving or not a requested comprehensive plan change/amendment becomes a purely subjective matter and decision on the part of a City like Nampa.  In our case, Staff has been suggested that both the Commission and Council still give some consideration as to whether the area around a property under review for a Comprehensive Plan amendment is in flux and/or whether an error of some kind was made in the original Plan or on its associated Future Land Use Map that the current proposal would be fixing – or that an update to the same is warranted.

As to the matter made the subject of this report, the Property is currently positioned in a “Medium Density Residential” setting in Canyon County’s jurisdiction and is comprised of a pair of “enclaved” parcels.  The Applicant(s) seek conversion of the residential setting to “Community Mixed Use”.  The City’s currently adopted Comprehensive/Master Plan notes that, 

“Community Mixed-Use districts are recommended locations for development of activity centers that are specifically planned to include commercial uses, [sic] would focus on more community wide needs and services. These areas should be sited along major transportation corridors.”  

Community Mixed Use Principles include the following: 

“Provide an interconnection circulation system that is convenient for automobiles, pedestrians and transit”, and, “Located on major transportation corridors”, and, “May include higher density residential”, and, “Landscape areas”.  
(Nampa 2035, Chapter 5 Land Use, 5.7 Commercial Mixed Use, Community Mixed Use, Feb. 2012)

Changing the Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map’s setting of “Medium Density Residential” to “Community Mixed Use” as requested would provide underlying support for development of the Property, once annexed, for commercial purposes.  Such resultant harmonization between an actual, proposed land use and/or zone with the Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map would be considered, per industry practice and court decree, then properly arranged (i.e., needful/desirable/sustainable).

Commercial zoning is most logically found at major intersections in the majority of cases when such is proposed to be established outside of a “commercial node” – as proposed by the application made the subject of this report.  A narrative to explain the goals of the Applicant(s) and their vision of the build-out pattern of the Property was not provided to Staff for inclusion in/with this report.

As the Property lies adjacent to and at the intersection corner of a pair of collector/arterial rights-of-way, lies just west of another area established by the Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map as “Community Mixed Use” and is developable land in an area perceived to be transitioning in land use character, Staff finds the contemplated application reasonable to consider.

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 Finding of Facts

(PERTAINING TO THE APPROXIMATELY 1.52 ACRES OF LAND REQUESTED TO BE ANNEXED):

Zoning: Regarding Applicant’s Proposed/Desired Annexation and Zoning Assignment  Request (to BC) Staff finds:

	1.	Current Jurisdiction/Status:
The Property is currently within Canyon County; Property appears unencumbered presently with structures per imagery, is relatively flat and owned by the Applicant(s); and,

	2.	Surrounding Zoning: 
That County land currently adjoins the Property to the north and lies adjacent to the same on the west (across Madison); City residential zoning lies east and south of the Property (with a sliver of County land between Ustick Road and the RS 6 zoning that lies south of the Property -- see attached Vicinity Maps); and,

	3.	Immediately Surrounding Land Uses:
Generally: On all sides open land or rural residential build-out, with a [City] single-family residential subdivision to the southeast of the Property; and,

4. 	Connectivity of Property to City:
That the Property abuts land within the incorporate limits of the City of Nampa on its southern and eastern sides and is, therefore, eligible for consideration for annexation; and,

5. 	Proposed Zoning: 
	That the BC district is Nampa’s “Community Business” Zone, which is Nampa’s most commonly used commercial district and is often found in strip development patterns and at roadway intersections throughout the City; there are no minimal bulk regulations associated with said zone; also, a wide range/variety of land uses are permitted or able to be entertained via the Conditional Use Permit review process therein; and,

	6.	Reasonable:
That it may be variously argued that consideration for annexing and zoning the Property is reasonable given that: a) the City has received an application to annex the Property and amend its official zoning map by the Property owner; and, b) annexation and zoning is a legally recognized legislative and quasi-judicial act long sanctioned under American administrative law; and, c) within the City of Nampa, annexing and zoning assignment is a long standing (and code sanctioned) practice; and, d) other lands in the vicinity of the Property have been added to the City via annexation with zoning assigned at time of their incorporation; and, e) the Property is eligible by law for annexation and zoning assignment; and, f) that the Applicant intends to develop the Property; and, g) City utility services are available to the Property (see aerial photo with utility lines displayed); and, h) emergency services are available to the Property; and,

	7.  Public Interest:
That Nampa has determined that it is in the public interest to provide varying commercial development opportunities and diverse commercial land use types within its confines.  Expressions of that policy are published in Nampa’s adopted Comprehensive/Master Plan, as well as embodied in its decisions to date regarding similar applications; and,

	8.	Promotion of Zoning Purpose(s):
That among the general (and Nampa endorsed) purposes of zoning is to promote orderly, systematic development and patterns thereof which preserve and/or enhance public health, safety and welfare.  Included in our commercial zoning regulations, therefore, are standards governing commercial development which appertain to allowable land uses, building setbacks, building aesthetics, provision of parking and service drives, property landscaping, etc.  While a specific plan was not advanced in conjunction with the application set considered by this report, Staff notes that any site development will be regulated by, and through, the design review and building permit review processes because those processes are, by law, associated with land development in a BC Zone.  Their imposition and enforcement follows any granted zoning land entitlement (including any Conditional Use Permit that may be requested in connection with entitling use of the Property for a specified use requiring CUP approval post annexation and zoning) and subsequent proposal to construct buildings on a/the site that received the entitlement(s); and,

	9.	Comprehensive Plan:
	Should the Council approve the amendment of the Property’s overlying Comprehensive Plan as proposed by the Applicant(s) and noted in this report, then requisite support for the proposed commercial zone would be accordingly provided, and, concerns of “spot zoning” thereby contravened; and,

		10.	Services: 
	That utility and emergency services are, or can be made, available to the Property (see aerial photo with utility lines displayed); and,

11. Further, that:
a. 	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 July 27, 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 (see attached Engineering Division memorandum); and,

2. The Nampa Highway District has no objection(s) concerning the Comprehensive Plan Map Amendment and Annexation/Zoning application requests; and,

3. The Planning and Zoning Commission, during their regularly scheduled public hearing of June 28, 2016, voted to recommend to the Nampa City Council that they approve the above referenced comprehensive plan map amendment and annexation and zoning assignment requests.  

4. Staff has not received commentary from any surrounding property owners or neighbors either supporting or opposing this request.

Note: The preceding general statements are offered as possible [preliminary] findings, and are not intended to be all inclusive or inarguable.  They are simply provided to the Commission in the event that the requested entitlements are recommended for approval.  Staff notes that development of the Property would not be under the auspice of a rigid infill definition; rather, it is an inclusion of a commercial site in an area still largely regulated to an existing rural residential character and developing suburban residential nature (but also one that is part of an northward expanding projection of City limits which is also transitioning in development/land use character).

In summary, the Property may be zoned BC, but nothing will [ultimately] force the Council to do so as it acts in its quasi-judicial capacity to decide on the proper land use zone/district to assign to the Property.  Given the findings noted above, however, BC zoning is certainly an “entertainable” zone and recommend for imposition...

Recommended Conditions of Approval

N/A at the time of this report’s publication…

(Right-of-way dedication and property improvement emplacement requirements, as iterated in the Engineering Division memorandum dated June 15, 2016, will be exacted by that Division at time of Property development -- save for right-of-way dedication which will be required to be executed prior to the third reading of the ordinance annexing the Property being executed.  A Development Agreement, therefore, is not deemed necessary for this application set by either Planning/Zoning or Engineering Staff.)

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

Those appearing with questions concerning the request were:  Jaynella Anderson, 18070 Madison Road.

Robert Hobbs went over the process for annexation and zoning.

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

MOVED by Haverfield and SECONDED by White to approve the Comprehensive Plan Map Amendment from Medium Density Residential to Community Mixed Use and the Annexation and Zoning to BC at the corner of Madison Road and Ustick Road and authorize the City Attorney to draw the appropriate Resolution and Ordinance for the request. 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 Rezone from IP and BC to IL at 415 N Kings Road for West Valley Construction representing H M Clause Inc.

Jim McGarvin, 1608 Parker, P. O. Box 1056, Caldwell, presented the request.

Planning and Zoning Director Norm Holm presented a staff report explaining that the request is for a rezone from from IP (Industrial Park) and BC (Community Business) to IL (Light Industrial) for property located at 415 North Kings Road for West Valley Construction for HM, Clause, Inc.

General Information

Planning & Zoning Commission Recommendation: Approval, with no conditions attached.

Planning & Zoning History: The owner’s representative indicates the rezone is requested to match the rest of the HM. Clause property already zoned IL.

Proposed Land Uses: No intended new uses just a continuation and future expansion of existing uses. Per their website http://hmclause.com HM. Clause, Inc. is an international company dedicated to innovative and sustainable development of the highest quality vegetable seeds and sells their commercial seed products under the name of Harris Moran Seed Company and Clause Vegetable Seeds.

Surrounding Land Use and Zoning:
North- Industrial, IP
South- Commercial, BC
East- Commercial, BC
West- Commercial, BC; and Industrial, IL
Comprehensive Plan Designation: Light Industrial

Applicable Regulations: Rezones 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.

Special Information

Public Utilities: 
12” sewer main in Garrity Blvd, 8” sewer main in Kings Rd
12” water main in Garrity Blvd, 12” sewer main in Kings Rd
No irrigation service available to the property

Public Services: All present.

Transportation and Traffic: The parcel has access from Garrity Blvd via panhandle, and frontage and access from N Kings Rd.

Environmental:  The rezone would have little effect on the adjoining properties. The impacts of allowable industrial related uses on the property would be no different than that which presently exists on the adjoining IL zoned properties to the east and north.

Staff Findings and Discussion

The requested rezone is appropriate. It makes good sense for the City and for the property owner to have the parcel zoned IL the same as the intended land use.

If the Planning Commission votes to recommend to the City Council approval of the rezone, as requested, the following findings are suggested:

1.	Rezone of the subject property to IL is reasonably necessary in order to allow the applicant/owner to have all of their property zoned under the same designation of IL.
2.	Rezone of the subject property to IL is in the interest of the property owner and conforms to the adopted comprehensive plan designation of Light Industrial.
3. Industrial use of the subject property will be compatible with the existing industrial character already established in the neighborhood.
4. The use of a development agreement to establish any conditions for the rezone of the property serves no purposes.

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

Larell Skagsberg, 6424 Elm Lane, gave some information on the use of the site.

MOVED by White and SECONDED by Haverfield 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 White and SECONDED by Haverfield to approve the rezone from IP and BC to IL at 415 N Kings Road and authorize the City Attorney to draw the appropriate Ordinance.   The Mayor asked for a roll call vote with all Councilmembers present voting YES.  The Mayor declared the
MOTION CARRIED

Mayor Henry opened a public hearing for variance to Zoning Ordinance Section 10-11-4.A Requiring that no Principal Building Shall Exceed either Three Stories or 30 Feet in Height for Property Located at 15 and 23 5th Street North for Vineyard at Broadmore II LP, Greg Urrutia Representing.

Greg Urrutia presented the request.

Robert Hobbs presented a staff report explaining that requested action is for a variance to Nampa City Zoning Codes for the required maximum allowable building height allowed in the RML Zone pertaining to two parcels of land located at 15 and 25 5th Street North for Vineyard at Broadmore II LP, Greg Urrutia.

Application Summary:   The Applicant is requesting a Variance to N.C.C. § 10-11-4.A that mandates that no principal structure within the RML Zone shall exceed either three (3) stories or thirty feet (30’) in height.  The Applicant(s) state they are requesting the Variance Permit in order to able to construct a 30-unit multiple-family complex that will expectedly be three full stories and measure 41 feet and 4 inches in height.  The Applicant(s) reason that the Variance is justifiable given that: a) the Property’s “relatively high water table” makes “underground parking impossible” and thereby shifts the parking space development for the project to the land’s surface thereby reducing the available building envelope, thus pushing the proposed building vertical in order to capture the intended apartment density; and, b) “a small portion of the Property is within” the 500-year floodplain and is not, therefore, suitable for building within; and, c) the Property is irregularly shaped (not rectangular) “making a portion of the Property not suitable” for constructing the type of building desired (thus also reducing the available building footprint viable for construction and prompting the Applicant(s) to build vertically to achieve their desired density; and, d) that issuance of the Variance would allow the building designer(s) to use a [sloped] residential style, gabled and hipped roofs consistent with other structures in the area; and, e) that even with a height over thirty feet (30’) as proposed, the “structure would still be 16’ shorter than the Phase 1 building” [already constructed] “directly north [of the Property] across 5th Street North”; and, f) “The building height will not adversely affect neighboring properties.”

History:  On January 05, 2009, the City Council granted/issued a Variance Permit for, effectually, the very same request as sponsored by the current Applicant(s).  That Variance Permit lapsed after six (6) months of inactivity.  The current application basically resurrects that prior application and seeks a new approval.

Contents: 
Conclusions of Law: Pages 2-3
Staff Narrative Findings/Discussion: Pages 3-8
Recommended Condition(s) of Approval: Page 8
Attachments Description(s): Page 8

Applicable Regulations
[bookmark: 10-1-4][bookmark: 10-2-8][bookmark: 10-24-1]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; and. Ord. 2978) 
[bookmark: 10-24-2]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 an exception to the maximum building height afforded by the RML Zone.  The summary explanation of the Applicant(s)’ request was provided at the beginning of this report.  A copy of their application narrative is hereafter attached.

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, Possible Findings:
	
1. The Property (legal description within City case file VAR 00012-2016) made the subject of this Variance request is located within the incorporated limits of the City of Nampa; and,
2. The Property owner 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 Property owner has authorized Gregory Urrutia [“Applicant”] to apply for and represent his interest in obtaining the requested Variance Permit; and, 

4. The Applicant proposes that the Nampa City Council grant an increased height allowance beyond thirty feet (30’) to facilitate construction of a specific apartment building on the Property; and,

5. 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,

6. The City’s zoning ordinance requires that properties in the RML Zone comply with all relevant zoning code requirements appertaining thereto (including emplacement of any requisite, extant site improvements); and,

7. That maximum building height as a zoning control is based on a relatively flat piece of ground.  The zoning code, in the definitions section specifies that “building height” is, 
“The vertical distance from the established grade to the highest point on the roof or parapet walls for buildings.”  
When considering “building stories”, the same code section specifies that, 
“The determination of the allowed height of a building is based on the number of stories above grade plane or by a set measurement expressed in feet in the code. The height definition applies to those stories that are fully above grade plane. It also includes those stories which may be partially below finished ground level, but the finished floor level is more than six feet (6') above grade plane. It also includes those floor levels which, due to irregular terrain, have a finished floor level more than twelve feet (12') above finished ground level at any point surrounding the building. Any building level not qualifying as a story above grade plane is, by definition, a basement.”  (N.C.C. § 10-1-2.Definitions)
8. In the case of significant grade variation on a single development site, Staff has considered building height to be set by a line parallel to grade, vs. an average or median line drawn halfway [or at another point] through a building to separate one end on a lower level from a higher planed end.  Therefore, whether by considering actual building height or number of stories, Staff believes the Applicant(s) is required to submit a Variance Permit in order to pre-authorize construction of their desired multiple-family residential structure on the Property; and,

9. The Applicant has, therefore, submitted to the City a complete Variance Permit Application together with the requisite fee, and the City has received the application and deemed it acceptable; and, 

10. 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,  

11. 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,

12. 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 “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 the business plan(s) of the Applicant; and,

13. Adjacent property owners have not provided comment regarding the application; and,

14. The City’s Engineering Division has expressed that they are not opposed to the application; and,

15. The City’s Building Department has expressed that they are not opposed to the application; and,

16. No direct physical impact on the general public by this request is foreseen by virtue of this request were it approved; expected impact would either: a) be on surrounding properties adjacent to the Property; and/or, be 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 building height standards demonstrated by other persons/parties in the City; and,

17. That City services are available to the Property, the site has access to City public roads; and,

18. The most recent land use entitlement case bearing directly on this matter was acted on in 2009, whereby the City’s Council of the time approved a Variance Permit in care and keeping with the current proposal; and,

19. Attached to this report is all of the information Staff had by the time this report was ready to go to print (5pm, July 28).  

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 (and as afore-cited in this report) argues for their Variance request, essentially as follows:

A) 	That the Property’s “relatively high water table” makes “underground parking impossible” and thereby shifts the parking space development for the project to the land’s surface thereby reducing the available building envelope, thus pushing the proposed building vertical in order to capture the intended apartment density; and,

B) 	That “a small portion of the Property is within” the 500-year floodplain and is not, therefore, suitable for building within; and,

C) 	That the Property is irregularly shaped (not rectangular) “making a portion of the Property not suitable” for constructing the type of building desired (thus also reducing the available building footprint viable for construction and prompting the Applicant(s) to build vertically to achieve their desired density; and,

D) 	That issuance of the Variance would allow the building designer(s) to use a [sloped] residential style, gabled and hipped roofs consistent with other structures in the area; and,

E) 	That even with a height over thirty feet (30’) as proposed, the “structure would still be 16’ shorter than the Phase 1 building” [already constructed] “directly north [of the Property] across 5th Street North”; and,

F) 	That, “The building height will not adversely affect neighboring properties.”

Noting the understandable arguments made by the Applicant, Staff also observes as follows:  

G) That a Variance Permit was filed, reviewed by Council and approved by Council on January 05, 2009 for a forty foot (40’) tall single multiple-family structure to the be built on the Property due to “slope differential” (top of Property vs. bottom of Property grade/elevation difference); and,

H) Another similar structure has been built on land north of the Property that exceeds thirty feet in altitude and was considered, more or less, the first phase of a larger project that contemplated adding the building made the subject of this report.  That prior multiple-family structure for seniors did not require a Variance as it was built in the RMH Zone that has a less restrictive height control than the RML Zone to its south.

That notwithstanding the fore-going, meritorious contravening findings to the Applicant’s arguments for [seeking] an increased building height allowance may be voiced as follows: 

A) That the Applicant(s) hardships are somewhat self-imposed, in that they could adjust the proposed building’s footprint, and by association, height to fit the RML height constraint as well continue to meet relevant setback controls, etc.  Economic return is not a viable Variance argument from a legal or industry practice point of view when it comes to considering land use Variance Permit requests; and,

B) That the Property could be made the subject of a rezone request to RMH like the land above it to the north and thus be able to forego having to have a Variance permit filed against it to relax height controls associated with the zone currently overlaid on the Property. 
Maximum Building Height Relief Request:

Favorable Recommendation

	As to the proposed, increased building height request, Staff believes the same to be reasonable given that:

1. A Variance request for almost the exact same proposal as that addressed by this report was considered and approved by Nampa’s City Council in 2009; and,
2. That the arguments by the Applicant(s) carry some merit given the slope of the Property and the other factors raised by them; and,

3. That public opposition has not been voiced regarding this matter to date; and,

4. That the proposed building is in care and keeping (in terms of architectural styling) with its predecessor apartment structure built immediately north of the Property and was conceptually understood to be an eventual phase 2 to the same; and,

5. That rezoning the Property may accomplish the same result as approving the requested Variance but take longer to process and require a Development Agreement contract to control the land use and density; and,

6. That per the 2009 Variance Staff report on record for the Property, the ground is lower than or equal to other parcels/lots to its sides or north [at least 6’ per contour map] and thus any structure thereon will be perceived to be lower than if the Property were flat ground at an elevation similar to the highest levels of its neighboring properties.  The building will not, expectedly, block views of the land above it to the southwest (it has a hillside at its back and one house), and, even if it did, there is no right to a view-scape under land use zoning code or law in Nampa.  Plus, the building to the northwest of the structure proposed with this application was developed as a comparable use by the same Applicant and has southern oriented apartments on floors that would likely see over the top of the newly proposed building when looking south/se; and,

7. That the TV station (KTRV 12) which lies in a RP (Residential Professional) Zone to the west of the Property, per the 2009 Staff report, appears to, “possess buildings which exceed the 30’ height limitation.”

Recommended Condition(s) of Approval

Should the Council vote to approve this 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 affect of abrogating requirements from those agencies or City divisions/departments…

No one appeared in favor of the request.
Those appearing in opposition to the request were:  Pamela Berner, 16 4th Street North.

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 Raymond to approve the Variance to Zoning Ordinance Section 10-11-4.A Requiring that no Principal Building Shall Exceed either Three Stories or 30 Feet in Height for Property Located at 15 and 23 5th Street North as requested with staff conditions. 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 2016 – 2017 Fiscal Year Budget.

Finance Director Vikki Chandler presented the following powerpoint presentation:

How we develop Nampa’s budget

· Project reasonable estimates for Revenue - Don’t want to be too high (which causes cuts later in the year) are too low (which brings premature reductions);
· Prioritize Expenses - for this year we addressed a few needed positions and some human resource needs, as well as some large capital needs.
· Watch the use of reserves and grant funding - Structural strength of a budget means using one-time money for one-time expenses and knowing how long grant funding will last.
· Conservative use of Property Taxes - As established in previous years, the levy rate will decrease this year.
Property Tax Budget



So here are the facts most people here will care about: Total new property tax budget is $1.5 million: $626,000 in New Construction. Council voted earlier this year to budget 3% of the allowed increase but we are using only 2.46% of that. With the 7.4% increase in overall assessed valuation, we are predicting a levy rate decrease of about a quarter percent. It’s hard to say what the individual tax payer will experience, since it depends on the increase in homeowner’s exemption and the increased value of their house vs their land. But people seem to be happier when they can sell their homes for more expensive ones or refinance due to increases in assessed values.




This is how we are allocating the Property Tax Budget for 2017.

[image: ]

This chart shows that 78% of all property taxes are in the General Fund, which is within half a million dollars of the support required for public safety. 8% goes towards the General Obligation Bond as approved by voters, 6% for the Library, 5% for Parks & Recreation and 2.4% for Cemetery, Airport and Capital needs.




This compares the total budget by function and category current year 2016 compared to next year. One of our challenges is the same in the private sector which is the competition for jobs. Unemployment in Nampa has fallen from 4.7 to 3.8%. To recruit skilled talent requires that we remain competitive, so we’ve increased slightly the certain wages. Our benefits package is not as competitive as it used to be, which has become a question new applicants ask about and consider. Our self-funded health benefits plan increased 4% this year, which many employers would be envious to achieve. And we are doing well with it.

Capital Projects





Capital projects cause some of our swing year to year. We are funding part of a software project this year, similar to putting a roof on a house—it has to be done and will likely cost more next year than we like to think. But our staff especially appreciates Council’s priority for maintenance items.

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

Those appearing with questions or comments were:  Janette Quist, 78 North Jefferson Street; Hubert Osborne; 4199 East Switzer Way.

MOVED by Raymond and SECONDED by Haverfield 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
Councilmembers discussed the Treasure Valley Transits budget requests and the Library.

MOVED by Haverfield and SECONDED by Raymond to approve the 2016 – 2017 Fiscal Year Budget and authorize the 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 APPROPRIATING FUNDS FOR A TWELVE MONTH PERIOD FROM THE FIRST DAY OF OCTOBER, 2016 TO AND INCLUSIVE OF THE THIRTIETH DAY OF SEPTEMBER, 2017 FOR THE FOLLOWING FUNDS AND DEPARTMENTS:  CITY CLERK, CIVIC CENTER, CODE ENFORCEMENT, ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT, ENGINEERING, FACILITIES DEVELOPMENT, FINANCE, FIRE, GENERAL GOVERNMENT, HUMAN RESOURCES, INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY, LEGAL, MAYOR/CITY COUNCIL, PARKS, PLANNING AND ZONING, POLICE, 911 FEES, PUBLIC WORKS ADMIN, RECREATION,  FLEET MANAGEMENT, AIRPORT, CEMETERY, CIVIC CENTER, DEVELOPMENT SERVICES,  FAMILY JUSTICE CENTER, IDAHO CENTER, LIBRARY, RECREATION CENTER, GOLF, SANITATION COLLECTION, STREET, UTILITY BILLING, WASTEWATER, WATER, FEDERAL, STATE AND LOCAL GRANTS, DEVELOPMENT IMPACT FEES, CAPITAL PROJECTS,  AND GO BOND DEBT SERVICE; REFERENCING SOURCES AND USES OF FUNDS AND APPROPRIATING MONIES; SPECIFYING A PROCESS FOR EXPENDITURE OF FUNDS; AND ESTABLISHING AN EFFECTIVE DATE.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE MAYOR AND COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF NAMPA, IDAHO:
[bookmark: _GoBack]
Section 1.  That the following general fund total and enterprise/special revenue fund amounts or so much thereof as may be necessary, are hereby appropriated out of any money in the City Treasury for the purpose of maintaining a government for the City of Nampa, Idaho for the fiscal year beginning with the first day of October, 2016 to and inclusive of the thirtieth day of September, 2017 as follows:

	GENERAL FUND
	
	ENTERPRISE & SPECIAL REVENUE FUNDS

	
	City Clerk
	$326,875 
	
	911 Fees
	
	
	 $     1,651,141 

	
	Code Enforcement
	$498,141 
	
	Airport
	
	
	          757,526 

	
	Economic Development
	$461,771 
	
	Cemetery
	
	
	          319,871 

	
	Engineering
	$1,673,414 
	
	Civic Center
	
	        1,235,327 

	
	Facilities Development
	$1,447,267 
	
	Development Services
	        1,742,688 

	
	Finance
	$810,496 
	
	Electric Franchise Fees
	                     - 

	
	Fire
	$11,901,269 
	
	Family Justice Center
	          284,207 

	
	General Government
	$640,787 
	
	Idaho Center
	
	        4,093,805 

	
	  Transfer to Family Justice Center
	$243,640 
	
	Library
	
	
	        2,158,329 

	
	  Transfer to Civic Center
	$365,451 
	
	Nampa Recreation Center
	        3,215,277 

	
	  Transfer to Idaho Center
	$799,842 
	
	Parks & Recreation
	
	        3,696,122 

	
	  Transfer to Parks & Rec
	$806,419 
	
	Golf 
	
	
	        2,411,595 

	
	Human Resource
	$459,168 
	
	Sanitation Collection
	
	        8,842,148 

	
	Information Technology 
	$2,229,293 
	
	Street
	
	
	      10,655,176 

	
	Legal
	$856,000 
	
	Utility Billing
	
	        1,190,106 

	
	Mayor/City Council
	$510,426 
	
	Wastewater
	
	      17,638,010 

	
	Parks & Rec Admin
	$377,160 
	
	Water
	
	
	      11,337,870 

	
	Planning & Zoning
	$519,809 
	
	Workers Comp 
	
	            65,128 

	
	Police
	$20,266,589 
	
	SUBTOTAL
	
	 $   71,294,326 

	
	Public Works Admin
	$395,332 
	
	
	
	
	

	
	Fleet Management
	$1,213,405 
	
	
	
	
	

	
	SUBTOTAL
	$46,802,554 
	CAPITAL PROJECTS & DEBT SERVICE FUNDS

	
	
	
	
	Capital Projects
	
	$1,575,890 

	
	
	
	
	Library Major Capital Campaign
	                     - 

	GRANT FUNDS
	
	
	Development Impact Fees
	$2,384,000 

	
	Federal Programs
	$10,346,149 
	
	GO Bond Debt Service
	2,697,150 

	
	State Programs
	4,470,054 
	
	SUBTOTAL
	
	$6,657,040 

	
	Private
	8,791 
	
	
	
	
	

	
	SUBTOTAL
	14,824,994 
	GRAND TOTAL
	
	$139,578,914 



Section 2.  That the amount of money derived from funds or sources created by law for specific purposes is hereby appropriated for such purposes.

Section 3.  That the Finance Department is hereby authorized and required upon presentation of the proper vouchers, approved by the Council as provided by law, to draw checks on the funds stated and against the appropriations as made in the preceding sections of this Ordinance, in favor of the parties entitled thereof.

Section 4.  That this Ordinance shall be in full force and effect upon publication.

The Mayor declared this the first reading.

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

MOVED by Haverfield 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 4272 and directed the clerk to record it as required.

The Mayor adjourned the meeting at 7:47 p.m.

Passed this 15th day of August, 2016.

	____________________________________
	 MAYOR
ATTEST:

______________________________________
CITY CLERK  
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New Construction & Annexation: 626,461 $   

Property Tax Allowance: 889,555 $   

% of Allowable  Increase 2.46%

Total % of Increase w/New Construction 4.2%

% of Increased Assessed Valuation 7.4%

Expected Levy Rate Decrease -0.283%
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FY17Budget

		Property Tax Budgets

						FY 2016								Proposed FY 2017

		Fund				Property Tax				Levy Rate				Property Tax				Levy Rate		P. Tax Variance		Levy Rate Variance

		General Fund				28,196,929		78.1%		0.0072767753				29,197,228		77.6%		0.007011282		1,000,299		(0.00026549)

		GO Bond				2,696,900		7.5%		0.0006959884				2,697,150		7.2%		0.000647681		250		(0.00004831)

		Library				1,992,553		5.5%		0.0005142177				2,052,329		5.5%		0.000492836		59,776		(0.00002138)

		Parks & Recreation				1,823,100		5.1%		0.0004704870				1,864,935		5.0%		0.000447837		41,835		(0.00002265)

		Streets				1,100,394		3.0%		0.0002839784				940,405		2.5%		0.000225824		(159,989)		(0.00005815)

		Cemetery				166,815		0.5%		0.0000430499				173,576		0.5%		0.000041682		6,761		(0.00000137)

		Capital				19,121		0.1%		0.0000049346				583,090		1.6%		0.000140020		563,969		0.00013509

		Airport				103,810		0.3%		0.0000267902				106,925		0.3%		0.000025676		3,115		(0.00000111)

						36,099,622				0.0093162215				37,615,638				0.0090328386		1,516,016		-0.0283%

																		New Construction & Annexation:		$   626,461

																		Property Tax Allowance:		$   889,555		1,018,007

																		% of Allowable  Increase		2.46%		1,515,766

																		Total % of Increase w/New Construction		4.2%		497,759

																		% of Increased Assessed Valuation		7.4%

																		Expected Levy Rate Decrease		-0.283%

						Valuation Sept.				Final Valuation				Projected Valuation:

		FY 2016				3,874,920,956				3,879,016,702				4,164,320,844

														7.36%

		FY 2015				3,674,162,061				3,687,296,371				3,869,178,719				$   1,018,007

		FY 2014				3,059,931,247				3,171,813,060				4.93%				Foregone:

																		$   4,215,848

		Levy Rate:

		Projected FY 2017				0.0090328				(0.00028)

		FY 2016				0.0093162				-3.0%

		FY 2015				0.0094990

		FY 2014				0.0110306





FY15Not Updated

		Nampa Population:				86,515								House Value After Exemption				$90,000

		Fund				Property Tax				Per Capita				Levy Rate				Taxes

		General (Public Safety)				27,362,096				316.27				0.0074471663				$670.24

		GO Bond				2,798,575				32.35				0.0007616907				$68.55

		Library				1,842,908				21.30				0.0005015859				$45.14

		Parks & Recreation				1,770,000				20.46				0.0004817425				$43.36

		Streets				846,294				9.78				0.0002303366				$20.73

		Cemetery				160,015				1.85				0.0000435514				$3.92

		Airport				100,786				1.16				0.0000274310				$2.47

						34,880,674				403.17				0.0094935045				$854.42

		Total Appraised Value				3,674,162,061





FY16NotUpdated

		City of Nampa														House Value After Exemption				$90,000

		Fund				Property Tax Budget				Per Capita						Estimated Levy Rate				Estimated Taxes

		General Fund				29,197,228				- 0						0.0075461048				$679.15

		GO Bond				2,697,150				- 0						0.0006970859				$62.74

		Library				2,052,329				- 0						0.0005304301				$47.74

		Parks & Recreation				1,864,935				- 0						0.0004819976				$43.38

		Streets				940,405				- 0						0.0002430503				$21.87

		Cemetery				173,576				- 0						0.0000448612				$4.04

		Capital				583,090				- 0						0.0001507012				$13.56

		Airport				106,925				- 0						0.0000276351				$2.49

						37,615,638				- 0		2016 Levy Rate:				0.0097218662				$874.97

		Non-Exempt Property Tax				34,918,488						2015 Levy Rate:				0.0094935045				$854.42

		Valuation at 9/30/14				3,674,162,061						Variance:				0.0002283618		$0.00		$20.55

		Net Taxable Values at 7/30/15				3,869,178,719

						5.3%

		Impact of Changes:				5% Increase in Home Value										2% Increase				10% Increase

		Home Value in 2014				$   135,000						$   200,000				$   110,000				$   110,000

		Exemption				67,500						83,920				55,000				55,000

		Taxable Value				67,500						116,080				55,000				55,000

		2015 Taxes				640.81						1,102.01				522.14				522.14

		Home Value in 2015				141,750						210,000				112,200				121,000

		Exemption				70,875						89,580				56,100				60,500

		Taxable Value				70,875						120,420				56,100				60,500

		2016 Taxes				689.04						1,170.71				545.40				588.17

		Net Variance				$   48.23						$   68.70				$   23.25				$   66.03





NewConstEst

				FY 2011		FY 2012		FY 2013		FY 2014		FY 2015		FY 2016		FY 17

		Permits		52,215,702		105,293,226		90,058,148		149,362,780		238,080,241

		Assembly		(2,053,116)		(9,299,357)		(5,898,954)		(4,486,284)		(6,891,833)

		Educational		(316,500)		(3,863,041)		(101,992)		(29,226,461)		(177,300)

		Government		(128,701)		(489,900)				- 0		(18,570)

		Institutional		(430,000)		(20,095,582)		(69,100)		(250,000)		(50,345,000)

		Total Valuation		49,287,385		71,545,346		83,988,102		115,400,035		180,647,538

										68%		68%

		Levy Rate:								0.010163746						- 0

		New Constr										485776

		Annex:										8578

												494354

												L-2 2015
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Property Taxes Budget FY 2016 FY 2017 Variance

General Fund 28,196,929        29,197,228   

1,000,299       

Library 1,992,553          2,052,329     

59,776             

Parks & Recreation 1,823,100          1,864,935     

41,835             

Streets 1,100,394          940,405        

(159,989)         

Cemetery 166,815             173,576        

6,761               

Airport 103,810             106,925        

3,115               

Capital 19,121               583,090        

563,969          

Subtotal 33,402,722        34,918,488    1,515,766    

GO Bond 2,696,900          2,697,150     

250                   

Total 36,099,622            37,615,638       1,516,016       
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		Revenue Projections for FY 2015

						FY 2013		Conservative		Likely		Aggressive		Variance

				State Shared Revenues (including Liquor)		4,878,505

				Budget for FY 2014						4,943,048

				FY 2014 Projected at 5/2/14:				4,995,000		5,200,000		5,356,000		361,000

				% of Increase over 2013				2%		7%		10%

				FY 2015 Estimate (Base of Likely				5,356,000		5,564,000		5,720,000		364,000

				% of Increase over Projected 2014 (Likely)				3%		7%		10%

				Liquor		701,236				736,298

				State Shared Revenue without Liquor						4,827,702

				Property Tax Revenue		27,398,596				4,410,574

				New Construction and Annexation		150,000

				(Estimate from County)		27,548,596

						568,810

				Gas Franchise Revenue 4020		FY 2015		FY 2014 Projected		FY 2013		FY 2012		FY 2011		FY 2010

				History		625,000		596,801		553,626		526,571		579,252

				% of Increase		5%		8%		5%		-9%

				Electric Franchise Fee		FY 2015		FY 2014		FY 2013				FY 2014				FY 2015

						1,120,000		962,934		659,234				218,033		Jan		237,618

														249,556		Apr		250,375

														193,723		July		210,284

														301,622		Oct		320,000

														962,934				1,018,277

				Admin Allocation:		TO GenGov		TO: Engineering		TO: Public Works

				Streets		307,780		273,267		55,405

				Water		406,365		225,742		78,190

				Sewer		344,991		190,099		73,479

				Env Compliance		126,170		83,168		22,873

				Library		331,598

				Dev Services		301,399		225,742

				UB		108,122		23,762

				Subtotal		1,926,425		1,021,780		229,947

						Non-Recovered:		Non-Recovered:		Non-Recovered:

				Gen Gov				166,336

				Airport						4,829

				Engineering						39,850

				Fleet						21,688

				Subtotal		- 0		166,336		66,367

				Total				1,188,116		296,314

				Variance				- 0		(1)





Charts

		State Shared		FY 2011		FY 2012		FY 2013		Projected FY 2014		Projected FY 2015

		Revenues		4,187,083		4,298,838		4,866,181		5,205,806		5,564,000

		% of Annual Increase				3%		13%		7%		7%

		Gas Franchise		FY 2011		FY 2012		FY 2013		Projected FY 2014		Projected FY 2015

		Revenues		579,252		526,571		553,626		596,800		625,000

		% of Annual Increase				-9%		5%		8%		5%

		Sanitation Franchise Fee		FY 2011		FY 2012		FY 2013		Projected FY 2014		Projected FY 2015

		Transfers		989,483		1,144,466		1,249,150		955,762		1,221,275		1,151,634

		% of Annual Increase				16%		9%		-23%		28%		-6%

										958382





LeaderNampa

				Actual

		State Shared Revenues		FY 2011		FY 2012		FY 2013		FY 2014		Budget FY 2015		Projected FY 2015		Budget FY 2016		Budget FY 2017

		Sales Tax		3,703,388		3,875,108		4,182,275		4,427,140		4,827,700		4,827,700		5,069,085		5,322,539

		Alcohol		593,718		638,802		683,906		697,956		736,300		736,300		758,389		796,308

		Total		4,297,106		4,513,910		4,866,181		5,125,096		5,564,000		5,564,000		5,827,474		6,118,848

		% of Annual Increase				5%		8%		5%		9%		0%		5%		5%

		Gas Franchise		FY 2011		FY 2012		FY 2013		FY 2014		Budget FY 2015		Projected FY 2015		Budget FY 2016		Budget FY 2017

		Revenues		579,252		526,571		553,626		596,800		625,000		625,000		635,000		645,000

		% of Annual Increase				-9%		5%		8%		5%		0%		2%		2%

		Cable Franchise		FY 2011		FY 2012		FY 2013		FY 2014		Budget FY 2015		Projected FY 2015		Budget FY 2016		Budget FY 2017

		Revenues		249,729		238,893		234,520		218,894		225,000		210,000		205,000		200,000

		% of Annual Increase				-4%		-2%		-7%		3%		-7%		-2%		-2%

		Property Tax Interest & Penalty		FY 2011		FY 2012		FY 2013		FY 2014		Budget FY 2015		Projected FY 2015		Budget FY 2016		Budget FY 2017

		Revenues						251,357		211,250		200,000		225,000		230,000		235,000

		% of Annual Increase								-16%		-5%		13%		2%		2%

		Court Revenues		FY 2011		FY 2012		FY 2013		FY 2014		Budget FY 2015		Projected FY 2015		Budget FY 2016		Budget FY 2017

		Revenues		656,942		523,523		514,443		476,567		460,000		406,000		400,000		375,000

		% of Annual Increase								-7%		-3%		-12%		-1%		-6%

		FY 2015 Budget Adjustments

		State Shared		FY 2011		FY 2012		FY 2013		Projected FY 2014		Projected FY 2015

		Revenues		4,187,083		4,298,838		4,866,181		5,000,000		5,150,000

		% of Annual Increase				3%		13%		3%		3%

		Gas Franchise		FY 2011		FY 2012		FY 2013		Actual FY 2014		Projected FY 2015

		Revenues		579,252		526,571		553,626		580,926		625,000

		% of Annual Increase				-9%		5%		5%		8%

												Total		5,775,000

												Adjustment:		5,775,000

		Cuts:

		Dept:		GL:		Description:								Amount:





Sheet2

		Revenues		FY 2016		FY 2015		Variance

		Charges for Services		46,642,300		51,068,775		(4,426,475)

		Property Taxes		36,099,622		34,903,674		1,195,948

		State Shared Revenue		12,292,123		11,203,647		1,088,476

		Grants		1,964,170		3,138,382		(1,174,212)

		DEQ Loan		14,321,071		- 0		14,321,071

		Fund Balance		6,555,771		18,452,235		(11,896,464)

		Franchise, Licenses, Impact, 911 Fees		5,525,653		6,131,991		(606,338)

		Allocations (Tfrs)		10,789,168		9,622,837		1,166,331

		Miscellaneous		1,872,555		1,248,730		623,825

		Total		136,062,433		135,770,271		292,162

		Expenses by Function		FY 2016		FY 2015		Variance

		Public Safety		32,621,487		31,960,522		660,965

		Public Works		67,183,116		65,277,592		1,905,524

		Culture, Recreation, Education		26,916,352		28,840,994		(1,924,642)				11,215,074.00

		Administration, Legal, Permits		6,644,578		6,892,588		(248,010)				2,082,553.00

		General Obligation Bond		2,696,900		2,798,575		(101,675)				1,003,400.00

		Total		136,062,433		135,770,271		292,162				5,071,390.00

												19,372,417.00

		Expenses by Category		FY 2016		FY 2015		Variance

		Salaries & Benefits		47,696,791		46,122,732		1,574,059

		Operations		40,130,559		38,304,778		1,825,781

		Capital		34,180,318		38,652,651		(4,472,333)

		Debt		3,265,600		3,067,275		198,325

		Transfers		10,789,165		9,622,835		1,166,330

		Total		136,062,433		135,770,271		292,162

		Property Taxes Budget		FY 2016		FY 2017		Variance

		General Fund		28,196,929		29,197,228		1,000,299

		Library		1,992,553		2,052,329		59,776

		Parks & Recreation		1,823,100		1,864,935		41,835

		Streets		1,100,394		940,405		(159,989)

		Cemetery		166,815		173,576		6,761

		Airport		103,810		106,925		3,115

		Capital		19,121		583,090		563,969

		Subtotal		33,402,722		34,918,488		1,515,766

		GO Bond		2,696,900		2,697,150		250

		Total		36,099,622		37,615,638		1,516,016

		New Construction & Annexation		712,914		1.90%

		Property Tax Budget		506,034		1.35%

				1,218,948
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		Cemetery		166,815

		Airport		103,810

		Culture & Recreation		1,823,100

		Capital		19,121

		Subtotal		33,402,722

		General Obligation Bond		2,696,900

				36,099,622
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Expenses by Function

Public Safety 33.4         23% 34.9 $     25%

Public Works 69.0         48% 67.6         48%

Culture, Recreation, Education 23.4         16% 19.9         14%

Admin, Legal, Permits 15.0         10% 14.5         10%

General Obligation Bonds 2.7           2% 2.7           2%

Total 143.5 $   139.6 $   3%

3.9 $                   

in millions

Expenses by Category

Salaries & Wages 33.1         23% 34.3 $     25%

Benefits 14.8         10% 15.2         11%

Operations 52.5         37% 52.1         37%

Capital 39.9         28% 34.7         25%

Debt Service 3.3           2% 3.3           2%

Total 143.6 $   139.6 $   3%

FY 2016 FY 2017

FY 2016 FY 2017


Microsoft_Excel_Worksheet1.xlsx
Sheet1

		Property Taxes		Budgeted FY 2016		Proposed FY 2017		Variance

		Airport		103,810		106,925		3,115						Expenses by Function		FY 2016				FY 2017

		Capital Fund		19,121		525,428		506,307						Public Safety		33.4		23%		$   34.9		25%										Public Safety		Culture		Admin		Public Works

		Cemetery		166,815		173,576		6,761						Public Works		69.0		48%		67.6		48%										11,901,269.00		1,235,327.00		326,875.00		8,842,148.00

		General		28,305,858		29,585,652		1,279,794						Culture, Recreation, Education		23.4		16%		19.9		14%										363,218.00		4,093,805.00		2,229,293.00		58,792,532.00

		GO Bond		2,696,900		2,697,150		250						Admin, Legal, Permits		15.0		10%		14.5		10%										60,923.00		157,265.00		3,189,955.00

		Library		2,000,553		2,082,329		81,776						General Obligation Bonds		2.7		2%		2.7		2%										74,000.00		750.00		7,114,158.00

		Parks & Recreation		1,823,100		1,877,793		54,693						Total		$   143.5				$   139.6		3%										49,320.00		151,000.00		459,168.00

		Street Fund		1,100,394		983,405		(116,989)												$   3.9												375,055.00		15,000.00		516,067.00

																																22,111,731.00		400,062.00		535,809.00

				36,216,551		38,032,258		1,815,707																										50,000.00

														in millions																				442,771.00

		Expenses												Expenses by Category		FY 2016				FY 2017														5,000.00

		Salaries & Wages		33,056,004		34,307,298		1,251,294		4%				Salaries & Wages		33.1		23%		$   34.3		25%												14,000.00

		Benefits		14,812,703		15,243,976		431,273		3%				Benefits		14.8		10%		15.2		11%												2,158,329.00

		Operations		52,500,498		52,060,969		(439,529)		-1%				Operations		52.5		37%		52.1		37%												11,216,936.00

		Capital		39,915,326		34,699,521		(5,215,805)		-13%				Capital		39.9		28%		34.7		25%										34,935,516.00		19,940,245.00		14,371,325.00		67,634,680.00

		Debt Service		3,265,600		3,267,150		1,550		0%				Debt Service		3.3		2%		3.3		2%																136,881,766.00

														Total		$   143.6				$   139.6		3%																(2,718,234.00)

				143,550,131		139,578,914		(3,971,217)												$   4.0

				143,552,778

				2,647
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18.0 $    0.7 $    12.5 $      3.5 $     34.7 $ 
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Sheet1

		Property Taxes		Budgeted FY 2016		Proposed FY 2017		Variance

		Airport		103,810		106,925		3,115						Expenses by Function		FY 2016				FY 2017

		Capital Fund		19,121		525,428		506,307						Public Safety		33.4		23%		$   34.9		25%										Public Safety		Culture		Admin		Public Works

		Cemetery		166,815		173,576		6,761						Public Works		69.0		48%		67.6		48%										11,901,269.00		1,235,327.00		326,875.00		8,842,148.00

		General		28,305,858		29,585,652		1,279,794						Culture, Recreation, Education		23.4		16%		19.9		14%										363,218.00		4,093,805.00		2,229,293.00		58,792,532.00

		GO Bond		2,696,900		2,697,150		250						Admin, Legal, Permits		15.0		10%		14.5		10%										60,923.00		157,265.00		3,189,955.00

		Library		2,000,553		2,082,329		81,776						General Obligation Bonds		2.7		2%		2.7		2%										74,000.00		750.00		7,114,158.00

		Parks & Recreation		1,823,100		1,877,793		54,693						Total		$   143.5				$   139.6		3%										49,320.00		151,000.00		459,168.00

		Street Fund		1,100,394		983,405		(116,989)												$   3.9												375,055.00		15,000.00		516,067.00

																																22,111,731.00		400,062.00		535,809.00

				36,216,551		38,032,258		1,815,707																										50,000.00

														in millions																				442,771.00

		Expenses												Expenses by Category		FY 2016				FY 2017														5,000.00

		Salaries & Wages		33,056,004		34,307,298		1,251,294		4%				Salaries & Wages		33.1		23%		$   34.3		25%												14,000.00

		Benefits		14,812,703		15,243,976		431,273		3%				Benefits		14.8		10%		15.2		11%												2,158,329.00

		Operations		52,500,498		52,060,969		(439,529)		-1%				Operations		52.5		37%		52.1		37%												11,216,936.00

		Capital		39,915,326		34,699,521		(5,215,805)		-13%				Capital		39.9		28%		34.7		25%										34,935,516.00		19,940,245.00		14,371,325.00		67,634,680.00

		Debt Service		3,265,600		3,267,150		1,550		0%				Debt Service		3.3		2%		3.3		2%																136,881,766.00

														Total		$   143.6				$   139.6		3%																(2,718,234.00)

				143,550,131		139,578,914		(3,971,217)												$   4.0

				143,552,778

				2,647												Special Funds		General Funds		Enterprise Funds		Capital Funds		Total

														Capital Projects (in millions)		$   18.0		$   0.7		$   12.5		$   3.5		$   34.7
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