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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Under authority of Arizona Revised Statutes (ARS) 9-463.05, municipalities in Arizona may assess
development fees to offset infrastructure costs to a municipality associated with providing necessary
public services to development. The development fees must be based on an Infrastructure
Improvements Plan (IIP). This update of the IIP and development fees includes the following necessary
public services:

* Parks and Recreation
e Libraries
* Town Facilities

* Streets
* Police
* Fire

The Town of Queen Creek hired TischlerBise to document land use assumptions, prepare an
Infrastructure Improvements Plan (lIP), and update development fees to comply with ARS 9-463.05. The
IIP for each type of infrastructure is in the middle section of this document and the land use
assumptions may be found in Appendix C.

Development fees are one-time payments used to construct system improvements needed to
accommodate new development. The fee represents future development’s proportionate share of
infrastructure costs. Development fees may be used for infrastructure improvements or debt service for
growth-related infrastructure. In contrast to general taxes, development fees may not be used for
operations, maintenance, replacement or correcting existing deficiencies.

Arizona Development Fee Enabling Legislation

During the state legislative session of 2011, Senate Bill 1525 was introduced which significantly
amended the development fee enabling legislation. This update of the Town’s development fees
complies with all of the requirements of SB 1525. Key changes included:

o Amending existing development fee programs by January 1, 2012
o Abandoning existing development fee programs by August 1, 2014
o Development fees based on adopted land use assumptions and IIP
o Revised adoption procedures

o Definitions such as “necessary public services”

o Time limitations for fee collections and expenditures

o Requirements for credits, “grandfathering” rules, and refunds.

Necessary Public Services

According to Arizona’s development fee enabling legislation, fees may be only used for construction,
acquisition, or expansion of public facilities that are necessary public services. “Necessary public
service” means any of the following categories of facilities that have a life expectancy of three or more
years and that are owned and operated on behalf of the municipality: water, wastewater, storm water,
drainage and flood control facilities, library, streets, fire and police, neighborhood parks and
recreational facilities. Additionally, a necessary public service includes any facility that was financed
before June 1, 2011 and that meets the following requirements:

o Development fees were pledged to repay debt service obligations related to the
construction of the facility
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o After August 1, 2014, any development fees collected are used solely for the payment of
principal and interest on the portion of the bonds, notes, or other debt service obligations
issued before June 1, 2011 to finance construction of the facility.

Infrastructure Improvements Plan

Development fees must be calculated pursuant to an Infrastructure Improvements Plan (IIP). For each
necessary public service that is the subject of a development fee the IIP shall include:

o A description of the existing necessary public services in the service area and the cost to
update, update, improve, expand, correct or replace those necessary public services to meet
existing needs and usage and stricter safety, efficiency, environmental or regulatory standards,
which shall be prepared by qualified professionals licensed on this state, as applicable.

o An analysis of the total capacity, the level of current usage and commitments for usage
of capacity of the existing necessary public services, which shall be prepared by qualified
professionals licensed in this state, as applicable.

o A description of all or the parts of the necessary public services or facility expansion and
their costs necessitated by and attributable to development in the service area based on the
approved land use assumptions, including a forecast of the costs of infrastructure,
improvements, real property, financing, engineering and architectural services, which shall be
prepared by qualified professionals licensed in the state, as applicable.

o A table establishing the specific level or quantity of use, consumption, generation or
discharge of a service unit for each category of necessary public services or facility expansions
and an equivalency or conversion table establishing the ratio of a service unit to various types of
land uses, including residential, commercial and industrial.

o The total number of projected service units necessitated by and attributable to new
development in the service area based on the approved land use assumptions and calculated
pursuant to generally accepted engineering and planning criteria.

o The projected demand for necessary public services or facility expansions required by
new service units for a period not to exceed ten years.
o A forecast of revenues generated by new service units other than development fees,

which shall include estimated state-shared revenue, highway users revenue, federal revenue, ad
valorem property taxes, construction contracting or similar excise taxes and the capital recovery
portion of utility fees attributable to development based on the approved land use assumptions
and a plan to include these contributions in determining the extent of the burden imposed by
the development.

Qualified Professionals

Qualified professionals must develop the IIP using general accepted engineering and planning practices.
A qualified professional is defined as “a professional engineer, surveyor, financial analyst, or planner
providing services within the scope of the person’s license, education, or experience.”

TischlerBise is a fiscal, economic, and planning consulting firm specializing in the cost of growth services.
Our services include development fees, fiscal impact analysis, infrastructure funding, user fee and cost
of service studies, capital improvement plans, and fiscal software. TischlerBise has prepared over 800
development fee studies over the past 30 years for local governments across the United States.

Summary of Current and Proposed Development Fees

Development fees for necessary public services must be based on the same level of service provided to
existing development in the service area. There are three general methods for calculating development
fees. The choice of a particular method depends primarily on the timing of infrastructure construction
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(past, concurrent, or future) and service characteristics of the facility type being addressed. Each
method has advantages and disadvantages in a particular situation, and can be used simultaneously for
different cost components. Reduced to its simplest terms, the process of calculating development
impact fees involves two main steps: (1) determining the cost of development-related capital
improvements and (2) allocating those costs equitably to various types of development. In practice,
though, the calculation of development fees is complicated due to many variables involved in defining
the relationship between development and the need for facilities within the designated service area.
The following bullet points summarize three basic methods for calculating development fees and how
those methods can be applied.

o Cost recovery is used in instances when a community has oversized a facility or asset in
anticipation of future development. This methodology is based on the rationale that new
development is repaying the community for its share of the remaining unused capacity.

o Incremental expansion method documents the current level of service for each type of
public facility. The intent is to use revenue collected to expand or provide additional facilities,
as needed to accommodate new development, based on current infrastructure standards.

o Plan-based method utilizes a community’s IIP and/or other adopted plans, or
engineering studies, to determine capital improvements needed to serve new development.

Regardless of the methodology, a consideration of “credits” is integral to the development of a legally
defensible development fee. There are two types of “credits” that should be addressed in development
fee studies and ordinances. The first is a revenue credit due to possible double payment situations,
which could occur when other revenues may contribute to the capital costs of infrastructure covered by
the development fee. This type of credit is integrated into the fee calculation, thus reducing the fee
amount. The second is a site-specific credit or developer reimbursement for dedication of land or
construction of system improvements. This type of credit is addressed in the administration and
implementation of the development fee program. For ease of administration, TischlerBise normally
recommends developer reimbursements for system improvements.

Figure 1 summarizes the methods and cost components for each type of infrastructure included in
Queen Creek’s IIP and development fee update. When cost recovery is combined with other methods,
infrastructure with growth-related debt service is not counted in existing levels of service.

Figures 1-4 in the Executive Summary do not address the need for water and wastewater infrastructure.
Following the recent approval of voters to acquire a private water company, the Town of Queen Creek
will be providing water service to customers located outside the municipal boundaries. According to
Arizona’s Development Fee Act [see ARS 9-463.05.T (9)] a service area must be within the boundaries of
a municipality. Given this inconsistency, Queen Creek will implement capacity charges for water and
wastewater utilities under ARS 9-511.01.

7 TischlerBise
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Figure 1 — Development Fee Methods and Cost Components

Type of Fee Cost Recovery* Incremental Expansion (present)** Plan-Based
(past) (future)**
1. Parks & Debt Service Park Improvements ($15.5 million)
Recreation ($6.0 million) Trails ($3.6 million)
. Debt Service
2. Library o
(55.0 million)
3. Town Debt Service
Facilities ($3.6 million)
Lane Miles of Arterials,
Debt Service Intersection Improvements,
4. Streets L .
($3.3 million) and RR Crossing
(6.5 million)
. Buildings, Vehicles and Equipment
5. Police -
(1.3 million)
. Fire Stations & Apparatus
6. Fire s
($3.3 million)

* Dollars are growth share of principal and interest payments over the next ten years.
** Dollars are growth share based on ten-year IIP.

A simplified version of Queen Creek’s current development fee schedule is shown in Figure 2, excluding
Due to changes in U.S. Census Bureau methods, TischlerBise
recommends consolidation of residential fees into two categories. Residential fees for “Mobile Home”

the current fee for wastewater.

and “All Other Housing” are not calculated in the updated development fees.

TischlerBise also recommends deleting size thresholds from the development fees.
consequence of the previous approach was an increase in fees for smaller businesses that tend to be
locally owned and operated. Many communities are switching to fewer and more general categories

like the three used throughout this draft.

Figure 2 — Current Development Fees

An unintended

Current Residential Fee per Housing Unit

Parks and . Town . .
Type . Library o Streets | Police Fire TOTAL
Recreation Facilities
Single Family Detached $4,325 $1,370| S1,218 $631 S704 $693| $8,941
Multi-family $2,846 $901 $801 $415 $463 S456 | S5,882
Current Nonresidential Fee per 1,000 Square Feet of Floor Area
Parks and . Town . .
Type ) Library o Streets | Police Fire TOTAL
Recreation Facilities
Light Industrial SO SO $823 S668 $39 $190 | S$1,720
Commercial 100,001 Sq Ft SO SO $791 | $3,063 $180 $869 | $4,903
Office 100,001 Sq Ft SO SO| $1,193 $940 S55 $267 | $2,455
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Proposed development fees are shown in Figure 3, excluding capacity charges for water and wastewater
infrastructure. A separate study (prepared by TischlerBise, engineering consultants, and Town staff)
recommends proposed capacity charges within Queen Creek’s water and sewer service areas.

Figure 3 — Proposed Development Fees

Proposed Residential Fee per Housing Unit

Units per Structure Parks and Library Town Streets | Police | Fire TOTAL

Recreation Facilities

Single Unit $3,681 $723 S$470| $1,263 S167 S490| $6,794

2+ Units $2,710 $532 $346 $882 $123| $361| $4,954

Proposed Nonresidential Fee per 1,000 Square Feet of Floor Area

Type Parks and Library Town Streets | Police Fire TOTAL

Recreation Facilities

Industrial $650 $128 $338 $429 S56 $335 | $1,936

Commercial $563 S111 $292 | S1,569 | S229 | S$290 | S$3,054

Office & Other Services $552 $109 $286 $679 S90 | $285 | $2,001

Differences between current and proposed fees are shown in Figure 4. For all types of development
except industrial, there would be a decrease in fees if the proposed amounts were implemented

without further revision.

Figure 4 — Increase or Decrease in Proposed Fees

Residential Fee Increase / (Decrease)

Units per Structure Parks and . Town . . %
. Library o Streets | Police Fire TOTAL
Recreation Facilities Change
Single Unit (S644) (5647) (5748) $632 | ($537)| ($203)| (S2,147) -24%
2+ Units (s136)| ($369)| ($455)| sa67 | ($340) ($95)| (%928) -16%
Nonresidential Fee Increase / (Decrease)
Type Parks and . Town . . %
. Library o Streets | Police Fire TOTAL
Recreation Facilities Change
Industrial $650 $128 | (s485)| ($239)| s17 | $145 $216 13%
Commerecial $563 $111 | ($499)| ($1,494)| $49 | ($579)| ($1,849) -38%
Office & Other Services $552 $109 ($907)| ($261) $35 $18 ($454) -18%

TischlerBise
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PARKS AND RECREATIONAL FACILITIES IIP

ARS 9-463.05.T.7 (G) defines the facilities and assets which can be included in the Parks and Recreational
Facilities IIP:

“Neighborhood parks and recreational facilities on real property up to thirty acres in area, or
parks and recreational facilities larger than thirty acres if the facilities provide a direct benefit to
the development. Park and recreational facilities do not include vehicles, equipment or that
portion of any facility that is used for amusement parks, aquariums, aquatic centers,
auditoriums, arenas, arts and cultural facilities, bandstand and orchestra facilities, bathhouses,
boathouses, clubhouses, community centers greater than three thousand square feet in floor
area, environmental education centers, equestrian facilities, golf course facilities, greenhouses,
lakes, museums, theme parks, water reclamation or riparian areas, wetlands, zoo facilities or
similar recreational facilities, but may include swimming pools.”

The infrastructure improvements plan includes components for additional park improvements and trails,
plus a cost recovery component for the growth share of existing debt service on parks and recreation
facilities. Queen Creek will maintain existing infrastructure standards, using an incremental expansion
cost method for all components except debt service.

Parks and Recreation Service Area

Queen Creek provides a uniform level-of-service throughout the entire town and will use development
fee funding for infrastructure that attracts patrons from all geographic areas. Based on this service
delivery strategy, Queen Creek has a town-wide service area for parks and recreation facilities.

Excluded Costs

Development fees in Queen Creek exclude costs to upgrade, update, improve, expand, correct or
replace necessary public services to meet existing needs and usage and stricter safety, efficiency,
environmental or regulatory standards. The Town’s comprehensive Capital Improvement Plan (CIP)
includes the cost of these excluded items.

Current Use and Available Capacity

With the exception of debt-financed facilities, parks and recreational facilities are fully utilized and there
is no available capacity for future development.

Proportionate Share for Parks and Recreation Facilities

ARS 9-463.05.B.3 requires development fees to not exceed a proportionate share of the cost of
necessary public services needed to serve new development. As shown in Figure PR1, TischlerBise
recommends daytime population as a reasonable indicator of the potential demand for parks and
recreational facilities, from both residential and nonresidential development. According to the U.S.
Census Bureau web application OnTheMap, there were 2,575 inflow commuters traveling to Queen
Creek for work in 2011. The proportionate share is based on cumulative impact days per year with the
number of residents potentially impacting parks and recreation facilities 365 days per year. Inflow
commuters potentially impact parks and recreation facilities 200 days per year, assuming 4 workdays
per week multiplied by 50 weeks a year.
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Figure PR1 — Daytime Population

Daytime Population in 2011

Cumulative Impact Days per Year

Cost Allocation for

Jurisdiction | Residents Inflow Residential* | Nonresidential** Total Residential | Nonresidential
Commuters
Queen Creek 26,805 2,575 9,783,825 515,000 | 10,298,825 95% 5%

Parks and Recreation Debt Service Methodology

* Days per Year = 365

200 ** 4 Days per Week x 50 Weeks per Year

Figure PR2 displays parks and recreational facilities that have been debt financed and are eligible for

cost recovery according to ARS 9-463.05.R.

The growth cost of remaining principal and interest

payments for each project was divided by the projected increase in population and jobs from 2013 to
the fiscal year of the final debt payment to yield the growth cost of each debt obligation. From 2013 to
2031, development fees will recover approximately $10.3 million for the growth share of remaining
principal and interest payments. The growth cost over ten years is approximately $6 million.

Figure PR2 — Parks and Recreation Debt Service

1

Fiscal Year |2007 Excise Tax | 2008 GADA Loan TOTAL
Bonds (Park for Horseshoe
Share 52%) Park

2014-15 $993,213 $167,700| $1,160,913
2015-16 $989,742 $172,725| $1,162,467
2016-17 $991,172 $172,225| $1,163,397
2017-18 $991,432 $166,375| $1,157,807
2018-19 $990,353 $170,238| $1,160,591
2019-20 $990,938 $169,269| $1,160,207
2020-21 $990,418 $167,906| $1,158,324
2021-22 $991,198 $171,025| $1,162,223
2022-23 $993,148 $168,713| $1,161,861
2023-24 $991,419 S0 $991,419
2024-25 $993,720 S0 $993,720
2025-26 $991,250 0 $991,250
2026-27 $989,820 0 $989,820
2027-28 $991,900 0 $991,900
2028-29 $992,030 0 $992,030
2029-30 $990,210 0 $990,210
2030-31 $989,040 0 $989,040
2031-32 $990,990 0 $990,990

TOTAL $17,841,993 $1,526,176 $19,368,169

TischlerBise
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Year Debt | Name of Debt | Growth FY of Remaining Growth Cost | Population Job
Issued or Obligation Share* Final Principal and Increase Increase
Refinanced Payment Interest**
Excise Tax
2007 Bond 54.5% 2031-32 $17,841,993  $9,724,744 33,881 7,202
on
2008 GADA Loan 39.5% 2022-23 $1,526,176 $603,361 18,474 3,947

TOTAL  $19,368,169 $10,328,105
Ten-Year Growth Cost =>  $6,006,440
* Growth share formula is 1- [(residents and jobs in 2013)/(residents and jobs in 2031)] for 2007 bonds and
1- [(residents and jobs in 2013)/(residents and jobs in 2022)] for 2008 loan.
** Debt for Desert Mountain Park, land for Westside and Eastside Community Parks,
and Horseshoe Park / Equestrian Center.

Cost Allocation
2007 Bond 2008 Loan
Residential (per person) 95% $272 $31
Nonresidential (per job) 5% S67 S7

Park Improvements Standards and Needs

As specified in ARS 9-463.05.B.4 development fees in Queen Creek are based on the same level of
service provided to existing development. Figure PR3 inventories existing parks in Queen Creek that are
roughly the same size as future parks that will be funded with development fees. Consistent with
Arizona’s enabling legislation, large parks over 30 acres are excluded from the incremental expansion
methodology but the fees include debt service on Desert Mountain Park (34 acres). Also, TischlerBise
recommends that Queen Creek exclude small parks (less than 11 acres) that might not provide a
substantial nexus to the entire service area. Because small parks are project-level improvements (i.e.
not a system improvement to be funded by development fees), Queen Creek may require small parks as
a condition of development approval. The average size of the parks listed below is 19 acres.

For residential development, Queen Creek will use resident population and jobs to derive current
infrastructure standards for parks. Queen Creek has provided 2.5 acres of mid-size parks for every
thousand residents (0.0025 acres per person) and 0.0007 acres for every job. To maintain current
infrastructure standards for parks, Queen Creek needs to spend $724 for each additional resident and
$171 for each additional job.

Arizona’s development fee enabling legislation requires jurisdictions to convert land use assumptions
into service units and the corresponding need for additional infrastructure over the next ten years. As
shown below, projected population and jobs drives the needs analysis for parks. To maintain current
standards in the service area, Queen Creek will need to improve 54 acres of mid-size parks over the next
ten years. These improvements will be located at the Eastside and Westside park sites, which were
purchased with debt financing. The ten-year, growth-related capital cost for parks improvements is
approximately $15.5 million.
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Figure PR3 — Queen Creek Parks and Growth-Related Needs

Park Acres
Founders Park 11 * Based on actual
San Marqui Park 15 and planned

expenditures at
Founders, Desert

20 .
Mountain, and
TOTAL Westside Parks.
Average-Size Park => 19

Chandler Heights/Sossaman Park 30
Sossaman and Cloud

Allocation Factors for Parks

Improvements Cost per Acre* | $287,700

Residential Proportionate Share 95%

Nonresidential Proportionate Share 5%

Population in 2013 29,191
Jobs in 2013 5,101
Infrastructure Standards and Park Needs
Acres Cost
Residential (per person) 0.0025 $724
Nonresidential (per job) 0.0007 $171
Need for Park Improvements
Queen Creek Queen Creek | Improved Acres
Year Residents Jobs

Base 2013 29,191 5,101 76
Year 1 2014 31,348 5,481 82
Year 2 2015 33,598 5,866 87
Year 3 2016 35,755 6,258 93
Year 4 2017 37,788 6,666 98
Year 5 2018 39,791 7,089 104
Year 6 2019 41,794 7,533 109
Year 7 2020 43,782 8,003 114
Year 8 2021 45,739 8,507 119
Year 9 2022 47,665 9,048 125
Year 10 2023 49,560 9,638 130
Ten-Yr Increase 20,369 4,537 54
Growth-Related Need for Park Land plus Improvements => $15,536,000

Infrastructure Standards and Need for Trails

Figure PR4 inventories existing trails in Queen Creek and documents current infrastructure standards for
trails. Existing trails are primarily located in linear parks, along irrigation canals, and in drainage areas
that are dry for most of the year. Queen Creek has provided 1.06 linear feet of trails for every resident
and 0.32 linear feet for every job in the service area. Staff provided the trail cost factor of $156 per
linear foot based on the cost of improvements for the trail from Chandler Heights to Ellsworth Road.
The total cost of this two-mile trail is $1,651,754. To maintain current infrastructure standards for trails,
Queen Creek needs to spend $167 for each additional resident and $39 for each additional job.
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As shown at the bottom of the table below, projected population and jobs drive the needs analysis for
trails. To maintain current standards, Queen Creek will need 22,970 linear feet (4.35 miles) of trails over
the next ten years. The ten-year, growth-related capital cost for trails is approximately $3.58 million.

Existing Trails Miles
Queen Creek Wash - Power Rd to
Hawes Rd 2.30
Queen Creek Wash - Hawes Rd to
Desert Mtn Park 0.25
Sonoqui Wash - Power Rd to
Chandler Heights Rd 1.60
Sonoqui Wash - Chandler Heights Rd
to Ellsworth Rd 2.00

TOTAL

Linear Feet => 32,472
Allocation Factors for Trails
Trail Cost per Linear Foot*
Residential Proportionate Share
Nonresidential Proportionate Share
Population in 2013

Jobsin 2013

* Trail cost factor provided by Town staff.

Figure PR4 — Trail Standards and Needs

$156

95%

5%

29,191

5,101

Infrastructure Standards and Needs Analysis for Trails

14

Residential (per person)
Nonresidential (per job)

Year

Base 2013
Year1l 2014
Year2 2015
Year3 2016
Year4 2017
Year5 2018
Year6 2019
Year7 2020
Year 8 2021
Year9 2022

Year 10 2023
Ten-Yr Increase

Linear Feet Cost
1.06 $167
0.32 $39
Trail Needs
Queen Creek | Queen Creek | Linear Feet
Residents Jobs of Trails

29,191 5,101 32,472
31,348 5,481 34,872
33,598 5,866 37,373
35,755 6,258 39,777
37,788 6,666 42,055
39,791 7,089 44,307
41,794 7,533 46,565
43,782 8,003 48,815
45,739 8,507 51,044
47,665 9,048 53,251
49,560 9,638 55,442
20,369 4,537 22,970
$3,583,000

Total Projected Expenditures on Trails =>

TischlerBise
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Parks and Recreation Development Fees

Infrastructure standards and cost factors for parks and recreation facilities are summarized in the upper
portion of Figure PR5. The conversion of infrastructure needs and costs per service unit into a cost per
development unit is also shown in the table below. For residential development, average number of
persons per housing unit provides the necessary conversion and jobs per 1,000 square feet of floor area
provide the conversion for nonresidential development. Updated development fees for parks and
recreation facilities are shown in the column with light green shading. Proposed parks/recreation fees
for residential development decrease by 5-15 percent. Queen Creek does not currently collect a
parks/recreation fee from nonresidential development. To ensure parks and recreation development
fee revenue does not exceed the cost of growth-related infrastructure, TischlerBise recommends a 1%
credit for other revenues.

Figure PR5 — Parks and Recreation Service Units and Fees per Development Unit

Cost per
Cost per Job
Person
Cost Recovery for
. Y $303 S74
Debt Service
Park Improvements $724 $171
Trails $167 S39
Professional Services $1.74 $0.48
Revenue Credit (511.96) (52.84) 1%

TOTAL $1,183.78 $281.64

Residential (per housing unit)

Persons per Proposed Current
Type . S Change | % Change
Hsg Unit Fee Fee
Single Unit 3.11 $3,681 $4,325 (s644) -15%
2+ Units per Structure 2.29 $2,710 $2,846 (5136) -5%

Nonresidential (per 1,000 square feet of building)

Type Jobs per 1,000 | Proposed Current | S Change

Sq Ft Fee Fee
Industrial* 2.31 $650 S0 $650
Commercial* 2.00 $563 S0 $563
Office/Other Services* 1.96 $552 SO $552

* Institute of Transportation Engineers, 2012.
** Queen Creek multiplier (includes schools).
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Forecast of Revenues

Appendix A contains the forecast of revenues required by Arizona’s enabling legislation. The top of
Figure PR5 summarizes the growth-related cost of infrastructure in Queen Creek over the next ten years

(approximately $25.1 million for parks and recreational facilities).

Queen Creek should receive

approximately $25 million in parks and recreational fee revenue over the next ten years, if actual
development matches the land use assumptions documented in Appendix C.

Figure PR6 — Parks and Recreation Development Fee Revenue

Ten-Year Growth-Related Costs for Parks and Recreation

Base
Year 1
Year 2
Year 3
Year 4
Year 5
Year 6
Year 7
Year 8
Year 9

Year 10

Growth Share of

. $6,006,440
Debt Service
Park Improvements $15,536,000
Trails $3,583,000
Total $25,125,440
Projected Development Fee Revenue for Parks and Recreation
Single Unit 2+ Units Industrial Commercial | Office/Other
$3,681 $2,710 $650 $563 $552
per housing unit | per housing unit | per 1000 Sq Ft | per 1000 Sq Ft | per 1000 Sq Ft
Year Hsg Units Hsg Units Sq Ft x 1000 Sq Ft x 1000 Sq Ft x 1000
2013 9,165 308 212 1,971 1,028
2014 9,842 331 263 2,042 1,058
2015 10,549 354 314 2,113 1,088
2016 11,226 377 365 2,184 1,118
2017 11,864 399 416 2,255 1,148
2018 12,493 420 467 2,326 1,178
2019 13,122 441 518 2,397 1,208
2020 13,746 462 569 2,468 1,238
2021 14,360 483 620 2,539 1,268
2022 14,965 503 671 2,610 1,298
2023 15,560 523 722 2,681 1,328
Ten-Yr Increase 6,395 215 510 710 300
Projected Fees => $23,540,000 $583,000 $332,000 $400,000 $166,000
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Total Projected Revenues (rounded) =>

$25,021,000
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LIBRARY FACILITIES

Libraries are considered a necessary public service, but Queen Creek will only use development fees to
offset the growth share of library debt service as specified in ARS 9-463.05 R. The Town has oversized
its library in anticipation of new development.

Service Area
The service area for libraries is town-wide. Future development throughout Queen Creek will benefit
from existing facilities.

Proportionate Share

ARS 9-463.05.B.3 requires development fee to not exceed a proportionate share of the cost of public
services needed to serve new development. The Town of Queen Creek has allocated the growth share
of future debt service payments to residents and jobs.

Library Debt Obligations

The Town owes approximately $13.7 million in debt service on library facilities. As shown in Figure L1,
Queen Creek will recover approximately $6.7 million from new development, with $4.96 million
expected over the next ten years.

Figure L1 - Library Debt and Cost Allocation

Excise Tax
. Library: GADA | Library: GADA Bonds Series
Fiscal Year . TOTAL
Loan 2005 Loan 2006 2007: Library
Share 6%

2014-15 $166,888 $733,260 $114,602 $1,014,750
2015-16 $166,013 $732,825 $114,201 $1,013,039
2016-17 $169,387 $731,575 $114,366 $1,015,328
2017-18 $170,917 $733,075 $114,396 $1,018,388
2018-19 $167,319 $733,825 $114,272 $1,015,416
2019-20 $166,619 $733,825 $114,339 $1,014,783
2020-21 $169,656 $733,075 $114,279 $1,017,010
2021-22 $170,428 $731,575 $114,369 $1,016,372
2022-23 $170,925 $734,325 $114,594 $1,019,844
2023-24 $171,144 $731,075 $114,395 $1,016,614
2024-25 $171,150 $732,075 $114,660 $1,017,885
2025-26 $166,060 $732,075 $114,375 $1,012,510
2026-27 $165,375 S0 $114,210 $279,585
2027-28 $166,675 SO $114,450 $281,125
2028-29 $167,000 S0 $114,465 $281,465
2029-30 $169,750 S0 $114,255 $284,005
2030-31 $167,125 SO $114,120 $281,245
2031-32 S0 SO $114,345 $114,345
TOTAL 52,862,431 58,792,585 52,058,692 513,713,708
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Year Debt Name of Growth FY of Remaining Growth Cost | Population Job
Issued or Debt Share* Final Principal and Increase Increase
Refinanced Obligation Payment Interest for
Library
2005 GADA Loan 53.4% 2030-31 $2,862,431 $1,528,085 32,402 6,869
2006 GADA Loan 46.0% 2025-26 $8,792,585 $4,047,749 24,051 5,203
Excise Tax
2007 Bond 54.5% 2031-32 $2,058,692 $1,122,086 33,881 7,202
TOTAL  $13,713,708 $6,697,920
Ten-Year Growth Cost => $4,963,005
* Growth share formula is 1- [(residents and jobs in 2013)/(residents and jobs in 2030)] for 2005 loan,
1- [(residents in 2013)/(residents in 2025)] for 2006 loan, and
1- [(residents in 2013)/(residents in 2031)] for 2007 bond.
Cost Allocation
2005 Loan 2006 Loan 2007 Bond
Residential (per person) 95% S44 $159 $31
Nonresidential (per job) 5% S11 $38 s7
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Library Development Fees

For residential development, Queen Creek uses year-round persons per housing unit to derive fees by
type of housing. For nonresidential development, the service units per development unit are jobs per
1,000 square feet of floor area. Updated development fees for library facilities are shown in the column
with light purple shading (see Figure L2). Proposed fees decrease residential development. The Town

does not currently collect a library fee from nonresidential development.

To ensure library

development fee revenue does not exceed the growth share of future debt service, TischlerBise
recommends a 1% credit for other revenues.

19

Figure L2 — Library Development Fee Schedule

Cost per
Cost per Job
Person
Cost Reco.very for $234 $56
Debt Service
Professional Services $0.87 $S0.24
Revenue Credit (52.35) (50.56) 1%
TOTAL $232.52 $55.68
Residential (per housing unit)
Type Persons ;?er Proposed Current $ Change | % Change
Hsg Unit Fee Fee
Single Unit 3.11 $723 $1,370 (5647) -47%
2+ Units per Structure 2.29 $532 $901 ($369) -41%
Nonresidential (per 1,000 square feet of building)
Type Jobs per 1,000 | Proposed Current | S Change
Sq Ft Fee Fee
Industrial* 2.31 $128 SO $128
Commercial* 2.00 S111 SO S111
Office/Other Services* 1.96 $109 SO $109
* Institute of Transportation Engineers, 2012.
** Queen Creek multiplier (includes schools).
TischlerBise
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Forecast of Revenues

Appendix A contains the forecast of revenues required by Arizona’s enabling legislation. As shown in
Figure L3, the Town expects to receive approximately $4.9 million for library debt service payments over
the next ten years. The growth share of library debt service over the next ten years is approximately
$4.96 million.

Figure L3 — Projected Revenue from Library Development Fees

I"H$%"& ()*+,-$."1&,"0(1*2,2(3* (456'&'7(8&95/5,5"2
Debt Service|  $4,963,000 |
:l*;","O(<":"/*>?"#,(8""(."="#@"(3*|(456|&I7(8&95/5,5"2

Single Unit 2+ Units Industrial Commercial | Office/Other
$723 $532 $128 S111 $109
per housing unit | per housing unit | per 1000 Sq Ft | per 1000 Sq Ft | per 1000 Sq Ft
Year Hsg Units Hsg Units Sq Ft x 1000 Sq Ft x 1000 | Sq Ft x 1000
Base 2013 9,165 308 212 1,971 1,028
Year 1 2014 9,842 331 263 2,042 1,058
Year 2 2015 10,549 354 314 2,113 1,088
Year 3 2016 11,226 377 365 2,184 1,118
Year 4 2017 11,864 399 416 2,255 1,148
Year 5 2018 12,493 420 467 2,326 1,178
Year 6 2019 13,122 441 518 2,397 1,208
Year 7 2020 13,746 462 569 2,468 1,238
Year 8 2021 14,360 483 620 2,539 1,268
Year 9 2022 14,965 503 671 2,610 1,298
Year 10 2023 15,560 523 722 2,681 1,328
Ten-Yr Increase 6,395 215 510 710 300
Projected Fees => $4,620,000 $110,000 $65,000 $79,000 $33,000
Total Projected Revenues (rounded) => $4,907,000

20 TischlerBise



Land Use Assumptions, IIP, and Development Fees 05/07/14 Town of Queen Creek, Arizona

TOWN FACILITIES

Arizona’s enabling legislation does not include Town Facilities as a necessary public service, but ARS 9-
463.05 R allows Queen Creek to continue collecting this fee. The Town has outstanding debt for
facilities that were oversized in anticipation of new development.

“A municipality may continue to assess a development fee adopted before January 1, 2012 for
any facility that was financed before June 1, 2011 if:

1. Development fees were pledged to repay debt service obligations related to the
construction of the facility.

2. After August 1, 2014, any development fees collected under this subsection are used
solely for the payment of principal and interest on the portion of the bonds, notes or
other debt service obligations issued before June 1, 2011 to finance construction of the
facility.”

Service Area

For town facilities, the service area is the Town limits. New development throughout Queen Creek will
benefit from the Town Hall municipal complex.

Proportionate Share

ARS 9-463.05 (B)(3) states that the development fee shall not exceed a proportionate share of the cost
of necessary public services needed to provide necessary public services to the development.
TischlerBise recommends functional population to allocate future debt service payments to residential
and nonresidential development, as shown in Figure TF1. Functional population is similar to what the
U.S. Census Bureau calls "daytime population," by accounting for people living and working in a
jurisdiction. Residents that don't work are assigned 20 hours per day to residential development and
four hours per day to nonresidential development (annualized averages). Residents that work in Queen
Creek are assigned 14 hours to residential development and 10 hours to nonresidential development.
Residents that work outside Queen Creek are assigned 14 hours to residential development. Inflow
commuters are assigned 10 hours to nonresidential development. Based on 2011 functional population
data for Queen Creek, the cost allocation for residential development is 83% while nonresidential
development accounts for 17% of the demand for town facilities.
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Figure TF1 — Functional Population

Demand Units in 2011 Demand
Hours/Day
Residential
Total Population* 26,805 I%&

61% Residents Not Working 16,294 20
39% Resident Workers** 10,511 %

4% Worked in City** 369 14
96% Worked Outside City** 10,142 14

Residential Subtotal
Residential Share =>

Nonresidential
Non-working Residents 16,294

Jobs Located in City** 2,944 %
3

Residents Working in City** 69
Non-Resident Workers (inflow commuters)** 2,575

10
10

Nonresidential Subtotal
Nonresidential Share =>

* Annual Estimates of the Resident Population for Incorporated
Places in Arizona: April 1, 2010 to July 1, 2011, U.S. Census Bureau.
** Inflow/Outflow Analysis, OnTheMap web application, U.S. Census
Bureau data for all jobs in 2011.
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TOTAL

Person
Hours

325,880

5,166
141,988
473,034

83%

65,176

3,690
25,750
94,616

17%

567,650
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Growth Cost of Town Facilities Debt Obligations

The Town owes approximately $10.8 million in debt service on town facilities. As shown in Figure TF2,
Queen Creek will recover approximately $5.6 million from new development by 2031 and $3.58 million
over the next ten years.

Figure TF2 — Debt Service on Town Facilities

2007 Excise Tax
. 2004 GADA .
Fiscal Year Loan Bonds Series (8% TOTAL
for Town Buildings)
2014-15 $540,056 $152,802 $692,858
2015-16 $538,926 $152,268 $691,194
2016-17 $537,239 $152,488 $689,727
2017-18 $539,770 $152,528 $692,298
2018-19 $541,270 $152,362 $693,632
2019-20 $538,780 $152,452 $691,232
2020-21 $536,749 $152,372 $689,121
2021-22 $540,789 $152,492 $693,281
2022-23 $538,667 $152,792 $691,459
2023-24 $540,388 $152,526 $692,914
2024-25 $539,650 $152,880 $692,530
2025-26 $537,862 $152,500 $690,362
2026-27 $540,025 $152,280 $692,305
2027-28 $539,725 $152,600 $692,325
2028-29 $536,050 $152,620 $688,670
2029-30 S0 $152,340 $152,340
2030-31 $0 $152,160 $152,160
2031-32 S0 $152,460 $152,460
TOTAL 58,085,946 52,744,922 510,830,868
Year of Debt Name of Debt Growth FY of Remaining Growth Cost |Population Job
Obligation Obligation Share* Final Principal and Increase | Increase
Payment Interest*
2004 GADA Loan 50.8% 2028-29 $8,085,946 $4,109,019 29,228 6,203
Excise Tax Bond
2007 (8% for Town 54.5% 2031-32 $2,744,922 $1,496,115 33,881 7,202
Buildings)
TOTAL  $10,830,868 $5,605,134
Ten-Year Growth Cost => $3,580,020
* Growth share formula is 1- [(residents & Jobs in 2013)/(residents & jobs in 2028)] for 2004 loan and
1- [(residents & Jobs in 2013)/(residents & jobs in 2031)] for 2007 bond.
Cost Allocation
2004 Loan 2007 Bond
Residential (per person) 83% $116 $36
Nonresidential (per job) 17% $112 $35
23 TischlerBise




Land Use Assumptions, IIP, and Development Fees 05/07/14 Town of Queen Creek, Arizona

Development Fees for Town Facilities

Cost recovery amounts for town facilities debt service are summarized in the upper portion of Figure
TF3. The conversion of costs per service unit into a cost per development unit is also shown in the table
below. For residential development, Queen Creek uses year-round persons per housing unit to derive
fees by type of housing. For nonresidential development, the necessary conversion is jobs per 1,000
square feet, documented in the Land Use Assumptions for Queen Creek (see Appendix C). Updated
development fees for town facilities are shown in the column with light red shading. Proposed fees are
significantly less for all types of development. To ensure development fee revenue for town facilities
does not exceed the growth share of future debt service, TischlerBise recommends a 1% credit for other
revenues.

Figure TF3 — Town Facilities Fee Schedule

Cost per Cost per

Person Job

Cost Recovery for 2004

Y $116 S112
Loan
Cost Recovery for 2007

Y $36 $35
Bond
Professional Services $0.76 $0.83
Revenue Credit (51.53) (51.48) 1%

TOTAL $151.23  $146.35

Residential (per housing unit)
Persons per | Proposed | Current

Type Change | % Change

vp Hsg Unit Fee Fee d g 0 9
Single Unit 3.11 $470 | $1,218 (5748) -61%
2+ Units per Structure 2.29 $346 $801 (5455) -57%

Nonresidential (per 1,000 square feet of building)

Type Jobs per Proposed | Current | S Change | % Change

1,000 Sq Ft Fee Fee
Industrial* 2.31 $338 $791 (5453) -57%
Commercial* 2.00 $292 | S$1,193 ($901) -76%
Office/Other Services** 1.96 $286 $823 ($537) -65%

* Institute of Transportation Engineers, 2012.
** Queen Creek multiplier (includes schools).
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Forecast of Revenues

Appendix A contains the forecast of revenues required by Arizona’s enabling legislation. Over the next
ten years, the growth share of debt service payments on town facilities is $3.58 million. As shown in
Figure TF4, the Town expects to receive approximately $3.55 million in development fee revenue that
will be used for debt service payments. The revenue projection is based on the land use assumptions,
discussed further in Appendix C.

Figure TF4 — Projected Revenue from Development Fees

Ten-Year Costs for Town Facilities

Growth Share of Debt Service $3,580,000

Town Facilities Development Fee Revenue

Base
Year 1
Year 2
Year 3
Year 4
Year 5
Year 6
Year 7
Year 8
Year 9

Year 10

Fiscal
Year
2013-14
2014-15
2015-16
2016-17
2017-18
2018-19
2019-20
2020-21
2021-22
2022-23
2023-24

Ten-Yr Increase

Projected Revenue =>

25

Single Unit 2+ Units Industrial Commercial Office/Other
$470 $346 $338 $292 $286
per housing unit |per housing unit | per 1000 Sq Ft | per 1000 Sq Ft | per 1000 Sq Ft
Hsg Units Hsg Units Sq Ft x 1000 Sq Ft x 1000 Sq Ft x 1000
9,165 308 212 1,971 1,028
9,842 331 263 2,042 1,058
10,549 354 314 2,113 1,088
11,226 377 365 2,184 1,118
11,864 399 416 2,255 1,148
12,493 420 467 2,326 1,178
13,122 441 518 2,397 1,208
13,746 462 569 2,468 1,238
14,360 483 620 2,539 1,268
14,965 503 671 2,610 1,298
15,560 523 722 2,681 1,328
6,395 215 510 710 300
$3,006,000 $74,000 $172,000 $207,000 $86,000
Total => $3,545,000
TischlerBise
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STREETS FACILITIES IIP

According to ARS 9-463.05.T.7 (e), street facilities include, “arterial or collector streets or roads that
have been designated on an officially adopted plan of the municipality, traffic signals and rights-of-way
and improvements thereon.” Queen Creek’s IIP includes arterial street and intersection improvements,
plus a railroad crossing.

Service Area for Streets

Queen Creek development fees for streets are derived using a plan-based approach, with a specific list
of improvements. The streets fee is derived from trip generation rates, trip rate adjustment factors,
average trip length weighting factors, and a lane-capacity standard.

Existing Infrastructure

Lane miles of arterials and arterial-arterial intersection improvements are used to document existing
infrastructure standards in Queen Creek. According to Town staff, there are approximately 109 lane
miles of arterials in Queen Creek. A lane mile is a rectangular area that is one travel lane wide and one
mile long. All local and collector streets are considered project-level improvements, not eligible for
development fee credits or reimbursements. Town staff also indicated there are ten arterial-arterial
intersections with signals, turn lanes, and bike/pedestrian improvements.

Excluded Costs

Development fees in Queen Creek exclude costs to upgrade, update, improve, expand, correct or
replace necessary public services to meet existing needs and usage and stricter safety, efficiency,
environmental or regulatory standards. The Town’s comprehensive Capital Improvement Plan (CIP)
includes the cost of these excluded items.

Forecast of Service Units

Queen Creek will use average weekday vehicle miles of travel as the service units for documenting
existing infrastructure standards and allocating the cost of future improvements. TischlerBise created
an aggregate travel model to convert development units within Queen Creek to vehicle trips and
vehicle-miles of travel. Figure S1 summarizes the input variables for the travel model. Trip generation
rates, expressed as average weekday Vehicle Trip Ends (VTE), are from the Institute of Transportation
Engineers (ITE). HU is an abbreviation for housing unit. KSF is an abbreviation for square feet of
nonresidential floor area, expressed in thousands. Each input variables is described further below. The
service unit index compares VMT by type of land use to the travel demand for a single residential unit.

Figure S1 — Input Variables for Travel Demand Model

Queen Creek, Arizona ITE Dev Weekday Dev Trip Trip Length  VMT per  Service

Code Type VTE Unit Adj Wt Factor Dev Unit  Unit Index

R1 210 Single Units 9.52 HU 65% 1.21 65.67 1.00

R2 220 2+ Units 6.65 HU 65% 1.21 45.87 0.70

NR1 110 Industrial 6.97 KSF 50% 0.73 22.31 0.34

NR2 820 Commercial 42.70 KSF 33% 0.66 81.56 1.24

NR4 710 Office/Other 11.03 KSF 50% 0.73 35.31 0.54
Avg Trip Length (miles) 8.77
Capacity Per Lane 7,500
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Trip Generation Rates

Queen Creek development fees for streets are derived using average weekday vehicle trip ends. Trip
generation rates are from the reference book Trip Generation published by the Institute of
Transportation Engineers (ITE 2012). A vehicle trip end represents a vehicle either entering or exiting a
development (as if a traffic counter were placed across a driveway). To calculate street fees, trip
generation rates require an adjustment factor to avoid double counting each trip at both the origin and
destination points. Therefore, the basic trip adjustment factor is 50%. As discussed further below, the
fee methodology includes additional adjustments to make the fees proportionate the infrastructure
demand for particular types of development.

Adjustments for Commuting Patterns and Pass-By Trips

Residential development has a larger trip adjustment factor of 65% to account for commuters leaving
Queen Creek for work. In other words, residential development is assigned all inbound trips plus 15% of
outbound trips to account for job locations outside of Queen Creek. According to the 2009 National
Household Travel Survey (see Table 30) weekday work trips are typically 31% of production trips (i.e., all
out-bound trips). As shown in Figure S2, the Census Bureau’s web application OnTheMap indicates that
approximately 96.5% of resident workers traveled outside the jurisdiction for work in 2011. |In
combination, these factors (0.31 x 0.50 x 0.965 = 0.15) support the additional 15% allocation of trips to
residential development.

Figure S2 - Inflow/Outflow Analysis

369 - Employed and Live in Selection Area

/ B 2,575 - Employed in Selection Area, Live Outside
! 10,142 - Live in Selection Area, Employed Outside

369 Inflow/Outflow Job Counts (All Jobs)
| 2011
|y Count Share
L [ Employed in the Selection Area 2,944 100.0%
— | Employed in the Selection Area
| but Living Outside G 5%
B Employed and Living in the
Selection Area 969  12.5%
Living in the Selection Area 10,511 100.0%
Living in the Selection Area but
Y San  Employed Outside B 96-5%
Living and Employed in the 369 3.5%

Selection Area

For commercial development, the trip adjustment factor is less than 50% because retail development
attracts vehicles as they pass by on arterial and collector roads. For example, when someone stops at a
convenience store on the way home from work, the convenience store is not the primary destination.
For an average shopping center, ITE data indicate 34% of the vehicles that enter are passing by on their
way to some other primary destination. The remaining 66% of attraction trips have the commercial site
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as their primary destination. Because attraction trips are half of all trips, the trip adjustment factor is
66% multiplied by 50%, or approximately 33% of the trip ends.

Trip Length Weighting Factor by Type of Land Use

The streets fee methodology includes a percentage adjustment, or weighting factor, to account for trip
length variation by type of land use. As documented in Table 6 of the 2009 National Household Travel
Survey, vehicle trips from residential development are approximately 121% of the average trip length.
The residential trip length adjustment factor includes data on home-based work trips, social, and
recreational purposes. Conversely, shopping trips associated with commercial development are roughly
66% of the average trip length while other nonresidential development typically accounts for trips that
are 73% of the average for all trips.

Lane Capacity

Street impact fees are based on a lane capacity standard of 7,500 vehicles per lane, obtained from the
Florida Department of Transportation, Quality/LOS Handbook (2009). This standard is for a Class Il, four-
lane divided road, operating at LOS “D”, averaging 33,200 average daily trips, with a 10% reduction for
major city/county roads. The specific formula is 33200, divided by 4, multiplied by 0.90, with the result
rounded to hundreds. TischlerBise has reviewed the lane capacity standard with local transportation
planners and engineers, with both Glendale and Queen Creek using this standard in their fee updates.

Travel Demand and Infrastructure Standards

The relationship between development in Queen Creek and the need for system improvements is shown
in Figure S3. At the top of the table are data on development units in Queen Creek. The table includes
annual calculations, but years 6-9 are hidden from view. Trip generation rates and trip adjustment
factors convert projected development into average weekday vehicle trips, as shown in the middle
section of the table. A typical vehicle trip, such as a person leaving their home and traveling to work,
generally begins on a local street that connects to a collector street, which connects to an arterial road
and eventually to a state or interstate highway. This progression of travel up and down the functional
classification chain limits the average trip length determination, for the purpose of development fees, to
the following question, “What is the average vehicle trip length on system improvements (i.e., arterial
streets within the municipality)?”

With 109 lane miles of arterials in Queen Creek and a lane capacity standard of 7,500 vehicles per lane
per day, the existing development fee network has 817,500 vehicle miles of capacity (i.e., 7,500 vehicles
per lane over the entire 109 lane miles). To derive the average utilization (i.e., average trip length
expressed in miles) of the system improvements, we divide vehicle miles of travel by vehicle trips
attracted to development in Queen Creek. As shown below, development in Queen Creek currently
attracts 92,226 average weekday vehicle trips. Dividing 817,500 vehicle miles of capacity by existing
average weekday vehicle trips, yields an un-weighted average trip length of approximately 8.86 miles.
However, the calibration of average trip length includes the same adjustment factors used in the
development fee calculations (i.e., journey-to-work commuting, commercial pass-by adjustment, and
average trip length adjustment by type of land use). With these refinements, the weighted-average trip
length is 8.77 miles.

At the bottom of Figure S3 are Vehicle Miles of Travel (VMT), which is a measurement unit equal to one
vehicle traveling one mile. In the aggregate, VMT is the product of vehicle trips multiplied by the
average trip length. Typical VMT calculations for development-specific traffic studies, along with most
transportation models of an entire urban area, are derived from traffic counts on particular road
segments multiplied by the length of that road segment. For the purpose of development fees, VMT
calculations are based on attraction (inbound) trips to development located in the service area, with the
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trip lengths calibrated to the road network considered to be system improvements. This refinement
eliminates pass-through or external- external trips, and travel on roads that are not system
improvements (e.g. interstate highways).

Existing infrastructure standards for streets in Queen Creek are 1.33 lane miles of arterials per 10,000
VMT and 0.12 improved intersections per 10,000 VMT. To maintain the existing infrastructure
standards, Queen Creek would need an additional 68 lane miles of arterials and improvements to six
additional intersections over the next ten years. The Town’s Infrastructure Improvements Plan (lIP) for
street facilities is more conservative, as discussed below.

Figure S3 — Ten-Year Travel Demand

Year-> Base 1 2 3 4 5 10 10-Year
Queen Creek, AZ 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2023 Increase
Single Units 9,165 9,842 10,549 11,226 11,864 12,493 15,560 6,395
2+ Units 308 331 354 377 399 420 523 215
Industrial KSF 212 263 314 365 416 467 722 510
Commercial KSF 1,971 2,042 2,113 2,184 2,255 2,326 2,681 710
Office/Other Services KSF 1,028 1,058 1,088 1,118 1,148 1,178 1,328 300
Single Unit Res Trips 56,713 60,902 65,277 69,466 73,414 77,307 96,285
2+ Units ResTrips 1,331 1,431 1,530 1,630 1,725 1,815 2,261
Industrial Trips 739 917 1,094 1,272 1,450 1,627 2,516
Commercial Trips 27,773 28,774 29,774 30,775 31,775 32,776 37,778
Office/Other Services Trips 5,669 5,835 6,000 6,166 6,331 6,497 7,324
Total Vehicle Trips 92,226 97,858 103,676 109,309 114,695 120,022 146,164
Vehicle Miles of Travel (VMT) 817,733 871,231 926,700 980,198 1,031,090 1,081,344 1,327,404 509,671
LANE MILES 109.0 116.2 123.6 130.7 137.5 144.2 177.0 68.0
Lane Miles per 10,000 VMT 1.33 1.33 1.33 1.33 1.33 1.33 1.33
Improved Intersections 10.0 10.7 11.3 12.0 12.6 13.2 16.2 6.2
Signals per 10,000 VMT 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12 0.12

Planned Improvements for Street Facilities

Queen Creek staff recommends the growth-related improvements listed in Figure S4 for development
fee funding. Even though the need for improvements is based on traffic studies and quantitative
measures, like volume to capacity ratios, the “need” for improvements is more difficult to determine for
streets than for utility systems. The key difference is that water and sewer utilities are closed systems,
but a street network is an open system. The demand for street capacity can be influenced by
development units outside the service area and by what is know as “triple convergence.” In essence,
this concept acknowledges that transportation capacity is consumed by drivers changing their time,
route, and mode of travel, with the latter being more significant in urban areas. Also, “congestion” is a
relative and more subjective term that is closely connected with a person’s willingness to pay. Given
this complexity, the list of street improvements embraces the willingness to pay concept and proposes a
level of improvements that translates into street fees that are higher than current fees for residential
development and less than current fees for nonresidential development.

Using a specific list of improvements enables the community to either add or subtract projects until the
perceived need for improvements balances the willingness to pay for infrastructure capacity through
development fees. Street improvements will be targeted to areas experiencing congestion problems, as
traffic flows from larger travel sheds (much like a funnel that tapers to fit into a bottleneck). By using
development fees to fix congestion problems from larger travel sheds, it is not essential to accurately
forecast the exact location of future development. If a developer is asked to construct a system
improvement (i.e. a project on the list) as a condition of development approval, it will be necessary for
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Queen Creek to provide a site-specific credit or reimburse the developer from future fee collections.
The Town will continue to require project level improvements, such as turn lanes and signals for
ingress/egress, plus construction of adjacent arterials.

As shown in Figure S4, the IIP for Queen Creek includes seven projects with a total ten-year cost of
$13.29 million and approximately $6.5 million to be funded by development fees. The 38% growth
share for the railroad crossing is based on the ten-year increase in VMT (see Figure S3 above). The 50%
growth share for arterial lane miles and intersection improvements is based on widening arterials from
two to four lanes. The weighted average growth share for all projects is 49%, requiring approximately
$6.8 million from other revenue sources. As discussed further in Appendix A, Queen Creek will use
construction sales tax revenue to fully fund the IIP for streets.

30

Figure S4 — Summary of Ten-Year IIP for Streets

Project FY14-15to | FY19-20to Total Cost Growth | Growth Cost
FY18-19 FY23-24 Share
Widen Ellsworth Rd
from Ocotillo to $4,523,476 S0 $4,523,476| 50% $2,262,000
Rittenhouse
Rittenhouse, West of
$3,762,126 S0 $3,762,126| 50% $1,881,000
Vestar, 2 to 4 lanes
Widen Ocotillo from
Ellsworth Loop to $2,700,000 $2,700,000| 50% $1,350,000
Heritage Loop
Ocotillo UPRR
. $1,385,000 S0 $1,385,000| 38% $532,000
Crossing
Intersection of
Chandler Heights & $420,000 $420,000| 50% $210,000
Sossaman
Intersection of
Ellsworth & Heritage $250,000 $250,000| 50% $125,000
Loop
Intersection of
Ocotillo & Heritage $250,000 $250,000| 50% $125,000
Loop
Total $9,670,602 $3,620,000 $13,290,602 49% $6,485,000
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Growth Cost of Debt Obligations for Street Facilities

The Town owes approximately $12 million in debt service on street facilities, such as bridges and
railroad crossing identified in the 2007 development fee study. As shown in Figure S5, Queen Creek will
recover approximately $6.3 million from new development by 2032 and $3.3 million over the next ten
years.

Figure S5 — Debt Service for Street Facilities

2007 Excise Tax
Fiscal Year Bonds Series
(34% for Streets)

2014-15 $643,144
2015-16 $643,174
2016-17 $639,957
2017-18 $640,509
2018-19 $641,091
2019-20 $640,080
2020-21 $641,300
2021-22 $641,300
2022-23 $641,300
2023-24 $641,300
2024-25 $641,300
2025-26 $641,300
2026-27 $641,300
2027-28 $641,300
2028-29 $641,300
2029-30 $641,300
2030-31 $641,300
2031-32 $641,300
2032-33 $641,300

TOTAL 512,184,854

Year of Debt Name of Debt Growth FY of Remaining 19-Year 10-Year
Obligation Obligation Share* Final Principal and | Growth Cost | Growth Cost
Payment Interest*
Excise Tax Bond
2007 51.8% 2032-33 $12,184,854 | $6,315,179 | $3,323,778
(34% for Streets)

* Growth share formula is 1- [(VMT in 2013)/(VMT in 2032)].

Development Fees for Streets

Figure S6 indicates Queen Creek development units (at the top) and the increase in average weekday
vehicle miles of travel (in the middle of the table) over the next ten years. Current and proposed fees
are shown at the bottom of Figure S6. Proposed fees for residential development are approximately
double the current amounts, while proposed fees for nonresidential development decrease 36-49
percent. The major reason for the significant shift in cost allocation is due to a change in methodology
from PM-Peak Hour vehicle trip ends to average weekday vehicle miles of travel.
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To derive the streets fee by type of development, multiply its proportionate share factor (based on the
ten-year increase in VMT as shown in the right column in the middle section) by the total cost of

improvements and divide by the increase in development units.

residential unit is 0.8239*$9,808,778 / 6,395 or $1,263 per unit (truncated).

Figure S6 — Streets Development Fee Schedule

Average Weekday Vehicle Miles of Travel

For example, the fee for a single

Development 2013 Dev |2023 Dev Units | Additional , . .
) ) (1) A single housing unit includes
Type (1) Units (2) (2) Dev Units detached, attached (townhouse),
2013-2023 and mobile home; KSF = square feet
Single Housing Units 9,165 15,560 6,395 of floor area in thousands.
2+ Units 308 523 215|  (2) Land Use Assumptions,
Industrial KSF 212 722 510 TischlerBise (see Appendix C).
Commercial KSF 1,971 2,681 710| (3 Trip Generation, Institute of
Transportation Engineers, 2012.
Office/Other 1,028 1,328 300| = Commercial includes 34% pass-by
Services KSF adjustment.
Housing Unit Total 9,473 16,083 6,610
Nonres KSF Total 3,211 4,731 1,520
Cost Allocation for Streets
Development Avg Wkdy Veh Trip Adj Trip Length | Vehicle Miles | Ten-Year | Proportionate
Type Trip Ends per Factors Weighting | of Travel per VMT Share by Type
Dev Unit (3) Factor Dev Unit Increase of Dev
Single Housing Unit 9.52 65% 121% 65.67| 419,929 82.39%
2+ Units per
6.65 65% 121% 45.87 9,862 1.93%
Structure
Industrial 6.97 50% 73% 22.31 11,379 2.23%
Commercial 42.70 33% 66% 81.56 57,909 11.36%
Office/Other
. 11.03 50% 73% 35.31 10,592 2.08%
Services
509,671 100.0%
Streets Development Fee Schedule
Development Current Fees | Proposed Fees | S Change % Change
Type
Single Housing Unit $631 $1,263 $632 100%
2+ Units per $415 $882 S467 113%
Structure
Industrial $668 $429 (5239) -36%
Commercial $3,063 $1,569 (51,494) -49%
Offlc.e/Other $1,193 $679 (5514) -43%
Services
Growth Cost of Ten-Year IIP => $6,485,000
Ten-Year Cost Recovery for Debt => $3,323,778
Total => $9,808,778
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Forecast of Revenues

Appendix A contains the forecast of revenues required by Arizona’s enabling legislation. The revenue
projection shown below assumes implementation of the proposed street fees and that development
over the next ten years is consistent with the land use assumptions described in Appendix C. To the
extent the rate of development either accelerates or slows down, there will be a corresponding change
in the impact fee revenue. As shown in Figure S7, the ten-year projection of development fee revenue
for streets ($9.8 million) matches the cost of growth-related debt service payments plus planned system
improvements to be funded with development fees.

Figure S7 — Projected Street Fee Revenue

Ten-Year Growth Cost of Streets Facilities

Base
Year 1
Year 2
Year 3
Year 4
Year 5
Year 6
Year 7
Year 8
Year 9
Year 10

Ten-Yr Increase
Fee Revenue =>

Year
2013
2014
2015
2016
2017
2018
2019
2020
2021
2022
2023

Streets IIP $6,485,000
Ten-Year Growth
Share of Debt $3,324,000
Service (rounded)
Total => $9,809,000
Ten-Year Projection of Development Fee Revenue for Streets
Single Unit 2+ Units Industrial Commercial | Office & Other
Services
$1,263 $882 $429 $1,569 $679
per housing unit | per housing unit | per 1000 Sq Ft |per 1000 Sq Ft | per 1000 Sq Ft
Hsg Units Hsg Units Sq Ft x 1000 Sq Ft x 1000 | Sq Ftx 1000
9,165 308 212 1,971 1,028
9,842 331 263 2,042 1,058
10,549 354 314 2,113 1,088
11,226 377 365 2,184 1,118
11,864 399 416 2,255 1,148
12,493 420 467 2,326 1,178
13,122 441 518 2,397 1,208
13,746 462 569 2,468 1,238
14,360 483 620 2,539 1,268
14,965 503 671 2,610 1,298
15,560 523 722 2,681 1,328
6,395 215 510 710 300
$8,077,000 $190,000 $219,000 $1,114,000 $204,000
Total Streets Fee Revenue => $9,804,000
TischlerBise
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PoLICE FACILITIES IIP
ARS 9-463.05.T.7 (f) defines the police facilities eligible for development fee funding.

“Police facilities, including all appurtenances, equipment and vehicles. Police facilities do not
include a facility or portion of a facility that is used to replace services that were once provided
elsewhere in the municipality, vehicles and equipment used to provide administrative services,
helicopters or airplanes or a facility that is used for training officers from more than one station
or substation.”

The Town of Queen Creek will use an incremental expansion cost methodology to maintain the current
infrastructure standards for police buildings, vehicles, and equipment.

Police Service Area

To hasten response times, officers are dispersed throughout town and routinely patrol all developed
areas. Queen Creek has one, town-wide service area for police.

Excluded Costs

Development fees in Queen Creek exclude costs to upgrade, update, improve, expand, correct or
replace necessary public services to meet existing needs and usage and stricter safety, efficiency,
environmental or regulatory standards. The Town’s comprehensive Capital Improvement Plan (CIP)
includes the cost of these excluded items.

Current Use and Available Capacity

Police facilities are fully utilized and there is no surplus capacity for future development.

Proportionate Share

ARS 9-463.05 (B)(3) states that the development fee shall not exceed a proportionate share of the cost
of necessary public services needed to provide necessary public services to the development.
TischlerBise recommends functional population to allocate future debt service payments to residential
and nonresidential development, as shown in Figure P1. Functional population is similar to what the
U.S. Census Bureau calls "daytime population," by accounting for people living and working in a
jurisdiction. Residents that don't work are assigned 20 hours per day to residential development and
four hours per day to nonresidential development (annualized averages). Residents that work in Queen
Creek are assigned 14 hours to residential development and 10 hours to nonresidential development.
Residents that work outside Queen Creek are assigned 14 hours to residential development. Inflow
commuters are assigned 10 hours to nonresidential development. Based on 2011 functional population
data for Queen Creek, the cost allocation for residential development is 83% while nonresidential
development accounts for 17% of the demand for town facilities.
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Figure P1 - Functional Population

Demand Units in 2011 Demand Person
Hours/Day Hours
Residential
Total Population* 26,805 I%}
61% Residents Not Working 16,294 20 325,880
39% Resident Workers** 10,511 %
4% Worked in City** 369 14 5,166
96% Worked Outside City** 10,142 14 141,988
Residential Subtotal 473,034
Residential Share => 83%
Nonresidential
Non-working Residents 16,294 4 65,176

Jobs Located in City** 2,944 %
3

Residents Working in City** 69 10 3,690
Non-Resident Workers (inflow commuters)** 2,575 10 25,750
Nonresidential Subtotal 94,616
Nonresidential Share => 17%
* Annual Estimates of the Resident Population for Incorporated TOTAL 567,650

Places in Arizona: April 1, 2010 to July 1, 2011, U.S. Census Bureau.
** Inflow/Outflow Analysis, OnTheMap web application, U.S. Census
Bureau data for all jobs in 2011.

Police Facilities, Service Units, and Standards

As specified in ARS 9-463.05.B.4 police development fees in Queen Creek are based on the same level of
service provided to existing development. Figure P2 inventories police buildings in Queen Creek. For
residential development, Queen Creek will use year-round population within the Town to derive current
police infrastructure standards. For nonresidential development, Queen Creek will use inbound,
average-weekday, vehicle trips as the service unit. The lower portion of the table below indicates the
allocation of police building space to residential and nonresidential development, along with 2013
service units in Queen Creek. Vehicle trips to nonresidential development are based on floor area
estimates for industrial, commercial, and office/other development, as documented in the Land Use
Assumptions (see Appendix C). Also, trip generation rates are discussed further in the Streets Facilities
section of this report.

Town staff provided a cost estimate of $285 per square foot for police buildings. Queen Creek has
provided 0.09 square feet of police building for each Town resident. To maintain the current
infrastructure standard for police buildings, Queen Creek needs to spend $23 for each additional
resident. For nonresidential development, Queen Creek has provided 0.02 square feet of police building
per inbound vehicle trip to nonresidential development during an average weekday. To maintain the
current infrastructure standard, Queen Creek must spend $7 per additional vehicle trip to nonresidential
development.
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Figure P2 — Queen Creek Police Buildings

Police Buildings Inventory
Facility  Square

Feet
MCSO Offices| 3,176 |
Allocation Factors for Police Buildings
Cost per Square Foot $285
Residential Proportionate Share 83%
Nonresidential Proportionate Share 17%

Queen Creek Residents in 2013 29,191
Average Weekday Vehicle Trips to
Nonresidential Development in 2013

34,182

Infrastructure Standards for Police Buildings

Square Capital
Feet Cost
Residential (per person) 0.09 $23
Nonresidential (per vehicle trip) 0.02 S7

Development fees will be used to expand the fleet of police vehicles and purchase additional equipment
that has a useful life of at least three years. Figure P3 lists police vehicles and equipment used by law
enforcement officers in Queen Creek during FY13-14, excluding vehicles used for administrative services.
Iltems are ranked ordered by total cost (from most to least). In Queen Creek there are 52 vehicles and
equipment items, with a capital cost of approximately $1.14 million, which is a weighted average cost of
approximately $21,900 per item. To maintain the current infrastructure standard for police vehicles and
equipment, each additional Town resident will require an expenditure of $30, with each additional

vehicle trip to nonresidential development requiring an expenditure of $9.
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Figure P3 — Queen Creek Police Vehicles and Equipment

Police Vehicle and Equipment Inventory

Type Count Unit Total

Cost Cost
SUV Patrol Vehicles 8 $61,400 $491,200
Portable Radios 38 $8,000 $304,000
Sedan Patrol Cars 2 $60,700 $121,400
Detective Sedan 2 $60,700 $121,400
Unmarked Supervisor SUV 2 $50,000 $100,000
TOTAL 52 $1,138,000

Allocation Factors for Police Vehicles and Equipment
Average Cost per

21,900

Vehicle/Equipment ltem 2
Residential Proportionate Share 83%

bnresidential Proportionate Share 17%

Queen Creek Residents in 2013 29,191
Average Weekday Vehicle Trips

to Nonresidential Development 34,182
in 2013

Infrastructure Standards for Police Vehicles and Equipment

Vehicles Vehicle and
Equipment Cost
Residential (per person) 0.0015 $30
Nonresidential (per vehicle trip) 0.0003 S9

Police Infrastructure Needs Analysis

Arizona’s development fee enabling legislation requires jurisdictions to convert land use assumptions in
service units and the corresponding need for additional infrastructure over the next ten years. As
shown in Figure P4, projected population and nonresidential vehicle trips drive the need for police
buildings and vehicles. To maintain current standards, Queen Creek will need approximately 2,000
additional square feet of police buildings. The ten-year, growth-related capital cost of police buildings is
approximately $585,000. The projected capital expenditure on additional police vehicles or equipment
items is $745,000 over the next ten years. In combination, Queen Creek anticipates capital costs of
approximately $1.33 million for growth-related police infrastructure over ten years.

The Town is in the process of updating the master plan for the municipal campus. The preliminary plan
has added a fire station to the site, caused the buildings on the original master plan to shift around, and
confirmed that additional property will be needed. The analysis includes a more detailed needs
assessment for a public safety building to house a full service law enforcement department. This master
plan will go to the Town Council by April 2014 for consideration. After approval, development fees can
be updated with Queen Creek switching to a plan-based method.
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Figure P4 — Police Facilities Needed to Accommodate Growth

Infrastructure Standards and Growth-Related Capital Costs for Police Facilities

Police Buildings - Residential
Police Buildings - Nonresidential

0.09
0.02

Sq Ft per person

Sq Ft per vehicle trip

Police Buildings Cost $285 per square foot
Police Vehicles - Residential 0.0015 Sq Ft per person
Police Vehicles - Nonresidential 0.0003 Sq Ft per vehicle trip
Police Vehicles plus Equipment Cost $21,900 peritem

Police Infrastructure Needed

Avg Wkdy Veh
Queen Creek Trips to Sq Ft of Police Police
Residents Nonres Dev in Buildings Vehicles and
Year Queen Creek Equpment
Base 2013 29,191 34,182 3,176 52
Year 1 2014 31,348 35,525 3,392 56
Year 2 2015 33,598 36,869 3,616 59
Year3 2016 35,755 38,213 3,832 63
Year4 2017 37,788 39,556 4,037 66
Year 5 2018 39,791 40,900 4,239 69
Year 6 2019 41,794 42,243 4,441 73
Year 7 2020 43,782 43,587 4,642 76
Year 8 2021 45,739 44,931 4,840 79
Year9 2022 47,665 46,274 5,035 82
Year 10 2023 49,560 47,618 5,228 86
Ten-Yr Increase 20,369 13,436 2,052 34
Cost of Police Buildings => $585,000
Cost of Police Vehicles plus Equipment => $745,000
Total Growth-Related Cost (rounded) => $1,330,000
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Police Development Fees

Infrastructure standards and cost factors for police are summarized in the upper portion of Figure P5.
The conversion of infrastructure needs and costs per service unit into a cost per development unit is also
shown in the table below. For residential development, average number of persons per housing unit
provides the necessary conversion. For nonresidential development, trip generation rates by type of
development are from the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE 2012). To ensure the analysis is
based on travel demand associated with nonresidential development within Queen Creek, trip ends
(entering and exiting) are converted to inbound trips using trip adjustment factors. For industrial and
office/other development, a basic adjustment of 50% is applied. Because commercial development
attracts “pass-by” trips, the adjustment factor for commercial is only 33%, based on the average pass-by
factor for shopping centers (ITE 2012). Updated development fees for police facilities are shown in the
column with blue shading. Residential fees decrease significantly. Proposed fees for nonresidential
development are higher than current fees. To ensure police development fee revenue does not exceed
the cost of growth-related infrastructure, TischlerBise recommends a 1% credit for other revenues.

Figure P5 — Police Service Units and Fees per Development Unit

Infrastructure Standards for Police Building Vehicle Professional Revenue Net
Cost Cost Services Credit Cost
Residential (per person) $23 $30 $1.52 1% $53.97
Nonresidential (per vehicle trip) S7 S9 $0.49 1% $16.32
Residential Unit Persons per Police Current | Increase /
(per housing unit) Type Housing Unit Fee Fee (Decrease)
Single Unit 3.11 $167 $704 ($537)
2+ Units per 2.29 $123 $463 (5340)
Structure
Nonresidential Weekday Trip Rate Police Current | Increase /
ITE Type Demand Vehicle Adjustment Fee Fee (Decrease)
Code Unit Trip Ends Factors
110 | Industrial 1000 SF 6.97 50% S56 $39 $17
820 |Commercial 1000 SF 42.70 33% $229 $180 $49
710 | Office/ Other Services 1000 SF 11.03 50% S90 $55 $35
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Forecast of Revenues

Appendix A contains the forecast of revenues required by Arizona’s enabling legislation. Development
fee revenue should match the need for growth-related infrastructure, which has a ten-year total cost of
approximately $1.33 million. Figure P6 indicates Queen Creek should receive approximately $1.31
million in police development fee revenue, if actual development matches the land use assumptions
documented in Appendix C. To the extent the rate of development either accelerates or slows down,
there will be a corresponding change in the need for infrastructure and development fee revenue.

Figure P6 — Projected Police Development Fee Revenue

Ten-Year Growth Cost of Police Facilities

Buildings $585,000
Vehicles &
. $745,000
Equipment
Total => $1,330,000
Ten-Year Projection of Development Fee Revenue for Police Facilities
Single Unit 2+ Units Industrial Commercial | Office/Other
Services
$167 $123 $56 $229 $90
per housing unit | per housing unit | per 1000 Sq Ft |per 1000 Sq Ft | per 1000 Sq Ft
Year Hsg Units Hsg Units Sq Ft x 1000 Sq Ftx 1000 | Sq Ft x 1000
Base 2013 9,165 308 212 1,971 1,028
Year1l 2014 9,842 331 263 2,042 1,058
Year2 2015 10,549 354 314 2,113 1,088
Year3 2016 11,226 377 365 2,184 1,118
Year4 2017 11,864 399 416 2,255 1,148
Year5 2018 12,493 420 467 2,326 1,178
Year6 2019 13,122 441 518 2,397 1,208
Year7 2020 13,746 462 569 2,468 1,238
Year8 2021 14,360 483 620 2,539 1,268
Year9 2022 14,965 503 671 2,610 1,298
Year 10 2023 15,560 523 722 2,681 1,328
Ten-Yr Increase 6,395 215 510 710 300
Fee Revenue => $1,068,000 $26,000 $29,000 $163,000 $27,000
Total Police Fee Revenue => $1,313,000
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FIRE FACILITIES IIP
ARS 9-463.05.T.7 (f) defines the fire facilities eligible for development fee funding.

“Fire facilities, including all appurtenances, equipment and vehicles. Fire facilities do not include
a facility or portion of a facility that is used to replace services that were once provided
elsewhere in the municipality, vehicles and equipment used to provide administrative services,
helicopters or airplanes or a facility that is used for training officers from more than one station
or substation.”

The Town of Queen Creek will use an incremental expansion cost methodology to maintain the current
infrastructure standards for fire buildings, vehicles and equipment.

Fire Service Area

To hasten response times, fire and emergency medical response teams are dispatched from nearby
stations, with multiple stations responding if warranted. Thus all developed areas within the Town of
Queen Creek are served by an integrated public safety system.

Excluded Costs

Development fees in Queen Creek exclude costs to upgrade, update, improve, expand, correct or
replace necessary public services to meet existing needs and usage and stricter safety, efficiency,
environmental or regulatory standards. The Town’s comprehensive Capital Improvement Plan (CIP)
includes the cost of these excluded items.

Current Use and Available Capacity

Fire facilities are fully utilized and there is no surplus capacity for future development.

Proportionate Share

ARS 9-463.05 (B)(3) states that the development fee shall not exceed a proportionate share of the cost
of necessary public services needed to provide necessary public services to the development.
TischlerBise recommends functional population to allocate future debt service payments to residential
and nonresidential development, as shown in Figure F1. Functional population is similar to what the
U.S. Census Bureau calls "daytime population," by accounting for people living and working in a
jurisdiction. Residents that don't work are assigned 20 hours per day to residential development and
four hours per day to nonresidential development (annualized averages). Residents that work in Queen
Creek are assigned 14 hours to residential development and 10 hours to nonresidential development.
Residents that work outside Queen Creek are assigned 14 hours to residential development. Inflow
commuters are assigned 10 hours to nonresidential development. Based on 2011 functional population
data for Queen Creek, the cost allocation for residential development is 83% while nonresidential
development accounts for 17% of the demand for town facilities.
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Figure F1 — Functional Population

Demand Units in 2011 Demand Person
Hours/Day Hours
Residential
Total Population* 26,805 I%}
61% Residents Not Working 16,294 20 325,880
39% Resident Workers** 10,511 %
4% Worked in City** 369 14 5,166
96% Worked Outside City** 10,142 14 141,988
Residential Subtotal 473,034
Residential Share => 83%
Nonresidential
Non-working Residents 16,294 4 65,176

Jobs Located in City** 2,944 %
3

Residents Working in City** 69 10 3,690
Non-Resident Workers (inflow commuters)** 2,575 10 25,750
Nonresidential Subtotal 94,616
Nonresidential Share => 17%
* Annual Estimates of the Resident Population for Incorporated TOTAL 567,650

Places in Arizona: April 1, 2010 to July 1, 2011, U.S. Census Bureau.
** Inflow/Outflow Analysis, OnTheMap web application, U.S. Census
Bureau data for all jobs in 2011.

Existing Fire Facilities

As specified in ARS 9-463.05.B.4 fire development fees in Queen Creek are based on the same level of
service provided to existing development. Figure F2 inventories fire buildings in Queen Creek. The cost
per square foot of fire station was provided by Town staff, based on recent cost data from Mesa.

For residential development, Queen Creek will use the Town’s year-round population to derive current
fire infrastructure standards. For nonresidential development, Queen Creek will use jobs as the service
unit. Queen Creek has provided 0.30 square feet of fire building space for each person in the Town. To
maintain the current infrastructure standard for fire buildings, Queen Creek needs to spend $87.97 for
each additional resident. For nonresidential development, Queen Creek has provided 0.35 square feet
of fire building space per job. To maintain the current infrastructure standard for fire buildings, Queen
Creek must spend $80.89 for each additional job.
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Figure F2 — Queen Creek Fire Buildings

Fire Buildings Square Feet
Fire Station #1 5,303
Fire Station #2 4,426
QCFD Headquarters 755

TOTAL 10,484

Allocation and Cost Factors

Cost per Square Foot $282
Residential Proportionate
83%
Share
Nonresidential Proportionate
17%
Share
Queen Creek Residents in
29,191
2013
Queen Creek Jobs in 2013 5,101

Infrastructure Standards for Fire Buildings

Square Capital Cost
Feet per Service Unit
Residential (per person) 0.30 $87.97
Nonresidential (per job) 0.35 $80.89

Development fees will be used to expand the fleet of fire vehicles and purchase additional equipment
that has a useful life of at least three years. Figure F3 lists fire vehicles and equipment currently used by
the Queen Creek Fire Department, excluding items used for administrative services. Items are ranked
ordered by total cost (from most to least). In FY13-14, Queen Creek has 8 vehicles and equipment
items, with a capital cost of approximately $2.3 million, which is a weighted average cost of
approximately $287,100 per item.

The total count of fire apparatus was allocated to residential and nonresidential development in Queen
Creek. As shown below, every 10,000 persons will require Queen Creek to purchase two additional fire
apparatus items. To maintain the current infrastructure standard for fire vehicles and equipment, each
additional resident equates to a capital cost of $70.20. Every 10,000 jobs require three additional fire
apparatus items. For nonresidential development, the fire vehicle and equipment capital cost is $64.56
per job.
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Figure F3 — Queen Creek Fire Vehicles and Equipment

Fire Vehicles and Equipent Inventory

Type Count Unit Total

Cost Cost
Engine 2 $720,000 $1,440,000
Tender 1 $325,000 $325,000
Support Vehicle and Trailer 1 $276,837 $276,837
Brush Truck 1 $85,000 $85,000
Battalion Chief Vehicle 411 1 $75,000 $75,000
Battalion Chief Vehicle 412 1 $60,000 $60,000
Investigator Vehicle 1 $35,000 $35,000
TOTAL 8 $2,296,837

Allocation Factors for Fire Vehicles and Equipment

Average Cost per Vehicle $287,100
Residential Proportionate Share 83%
Nonresidential Proportionate
17%
Share
Queen Creek Residents in 2013 29,191
Queen Creek Jobs in 2013 5,101

Infrastructure Standards for Fire Vehicles and Equipment

Residential (per person)
Nonresidential (per job)

Vehicles Vehicle and
Equipment Cost
0.0002 $70.20
0.0003 $64.56

Fire Service Units, Standards, and Needs

Arizona’s development fee enabling legislation requires jurisdictions to convert land use assumptions
into service units and the corresponding need for additional infrastructure over the next ten years. As
shown in Figure F4, projected population and jobs drive the needs analysis for fire buildings and
vehicles. To maintain current standards, Queen Creek will need 7,657 additional square feet of fire
buildings, plus approximately 6 fire apparatus items. In combination, Queen Creek anticipates capital
costs of approximately $3.8 million for growth-related fire infrastructure over the next ten years. The
Town will construct a new fire station near the intersection of Queen Creek and Signal Butte within the
next five years. Property tax collections dedicated to emergency services will be sufficient to staff and

operate the additional fire station.
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Figure F4 - Fire Facilities Needed to Accommodate Growth

Fire Infrastructure Standards and Capital Costs

Fire Stations - Residential 0.30 [Sq Ft per person
Fire Stations - Nonresidential 0.35 |Sq Ft per job
Fire Stations Cost $282 |per square foot
Fire Vehicles and Equipment - Residential 0.0002 |per person
Fire Vehicles and Equipment - Nonresidential 0.0003 |perjob
Fire Vehicles and Equipment Cost $287,100 |average per item
Fire Infrastructure Needs
Queen Creek Queen Creek Sq Ft of Fire Fire Vehicles
Year Residents Jobs Stations and Equipment
Base 2013 29,191 5,101 10,484 8.0
Year 1 2014 31,348 5,481 11,260 8.6
Year 2 2015 33,598 5,866 12,065 9.2
Year 3 2016 35,755 6,258 12,845 9.8
Year 4 2017 37,788 6,666 13,594 10.4
Year 5 2018 39,791 7,089 14,338 10.9
Year 6 2019 41,794 7,533 15,091 11.5
Year 7 2020 43,782 8,003 15,847 12.1
Year 8 2021 45,739 8,507 16,607 12.7
Year 9 2022 47,665 9,048 17,370 13.3
Year 10 2023 49,560 9,638 18,141 13.8
Ten-Yr Increase 20,369 4,537 7,657 5.8
Cost of Fire Stations => $2,159,000
Cost of Fire Apparatus => $1,678,000
Total Projected Expenditures (rounded) => $3,837,000

Fire Development Fees

Infrastructure standards and cost factors for fire are summarized in the upper portion of Figure F5. The
conversion of infrastructure needs and costs per service unit into a cost per development unit is also
shown in the table below. For residential development, average number of persons per housing unit
provides the necessary conversion. For nonresidential development, average jobs (per thousand square
feet of floor area) are derived from trip generation rates by type of development, published by the
Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE 2012). Additional details on nonresidential prototypes are
provided in Appendix C. Updated development fees for fire facilities are shown in the column with light
orange shading. Proposed fire development fees are less than current fees for all development types
except industrial and office.

45 TischlerBise



Land Use Assumptions, IIP, and Development Fees 05/07/14 Town of Queen Creek, Arizona

Figure F5 - Fire Service Units and Fees per Development Unit

Infrastructure Standards for Fire Professional  Revenue Net
Buildings Apparatus Services Credit Cost
"#$%"&'$()*+,"-*,"-#.& 012342 051362 07389 5 0782315
<.&-"#$%"&'$()*+,"-*=.p/ 01:314 059312 07355 5 07?8379
Residential (per housing unit)
Unit Type Persons per Proposed Current Increase /
Housing Unit Fire Fee Fee (Decrease)
@%$&A)"*B&S' 6377 07?4: 0546 +09:6/
9C*B&S$'#*,"-*@'-DE'D{" 9394 0657 0785 +048
Nonresidential (per thousand sq ft of floor area)
ITE Type Jobs per Proposed Current Increase /
Code 1000 Sq Ft Fire Fee Fee (Decrease)
77: |F&%D#'-$()G 9367 0668 074 07?8
19: [H.N"-E$()G 93:: 094: 0154 +0824
27: | JKKSE"LI'M"-*@"-NSE"HGG 7345 0918 0952 071

* Institute of Transportation Engineers, 2012.
** Queen Creek multiplier (includes schools).
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Forecast of Revenues

As discussed further in Appendix A, Arizona’s enabling legislation requires municipalities to forecast
revenues and consider these contributions in determining the extent of burden imposed by
development.
development fee revenue, if actual development matches the land use assumptions documented in
Appendix C. To the extent the rate of development either accelerates or slows down, there will be a

corresponding change in the need for infrastructure and development fee revenue.

Figure F6 indicates Queen Creek should receive approximately $3.7 million in fire

Projected

development fee revenue is slightly less than the $3.8 million growth cost of fire facilities needed over

the next ten years.

Figure F6 — Projected Fire Development Fee Revenue

Ten-Year Growth Cost of Fire Facilities

Stations $2,159,000
Apparatus $1,678,000
Total => $3,837,000
Projected Fire Development Fee Revenue
Single Unit 2+ Units Industrial Commercial Office & Other
Services
$490 $361 $335 $290 $285
per housing unit | per housing unit | per 1000 Sq Ft per 1000 Sq Ft per 1000 Sq Ft
Year Hsg Units Hsg Units Sq Ft x 1000 Sq Ft x 1000 Sq Ft x 1000
Base 2013 9,165 308 212 1,971 1,028
Year 1 2014 9,842 331 263 2,042 1,058
Year 2 2015 10,549 354 314 2,113 1,088
Year 3 2016 11,226 377 365 2,184 1,118
Year 4 2017 11,864 399 416 2,255 1,148
Year 5 2018 12,493 420 467 2,326 1,178
Year 6 2019 13,122 441 518 2,397 1,208
Year 7 2020 13,746 462 569 2,468 1,238
Year 8 2021 14,360 483 620 2,539 1,268
Year 9 2022 14,965 503 671 2,610 1,298
Year 10 2023 15,560 523 722 2,681 1,328
Ten-Yr Increase 6,395 215 510 710 300
Projected Fees => $3,134,000 $78,000 $171,000 $206,000 $86,000
Total Projected Revenue => $3,675,000
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APPENDIX A — QUEEN CREEK REVENUES

ARS 9-463.05.E.7 requires “A forecast of revenues generated by new service units other than

development fees, which shall include estimated state-shared revenue, highway users revenue,
federal revenue, ad valorem property taxes, construction contracting or similar excise taxes and
the capital recovery portion of utility fees attributable to development based on the approved
land use assumptions, and a plan to include these contributions in determining the extent of the
burden imposed by the development as required in subsection B, paragraph 12 of this section.”

Revenue projections for Queen Creek, from page 41 of the Town’s FY13-14 budget, are shown in Figure
Al. Because the Town has no General Obligation Bonds, ad valorem property taxes are not used for

infrastructure.

Figure A1 — Revenue Projections

Forecasted Major Revenue Sources (000)’s

e T FY14 FY15 FY16 FY17 FY18
Projection Projection Projection Projection Projection

Town Sales Tax * 13,119 13,755 13,907 14,061 14,216
State Sales Tax 2,278 2,392 2,511 2,637 2,769
Income Tax 2,941 3,098 3,301 3,499 3,639
Motor Vehicle Tax 879 896 914 932 951
Development Fees 6,984 4,670 4,483 4,520 4,520
Building Related Revenue 2,461 2,510 2,585 2,663 2,743
Property Tax 3,629 3,919 4,233 4,444 4,667
HURF 1,487 1,532 1,578 1,625 1,674
Water 9,850 10,026 10,218 10,415 10,616
Sewer 3,920 4,394 4,925 5,520 6,127
Solid Waste 1,714 1,747 1,860 1,973 2,087

*Includes all Town sales tax and construction sales tax

ARS 9-463.05.B.12 requires “The municipality shall forecast the contribution to be made in the future in

cash or by taxes, fees, assessments or other sources of revenue derived from the property
owner towards the capital costs of the necessary public service covered by the development fee
and shall include these contributions in determining the extent of the burden imposed by the
development. Beginning August 1, 2014, for purposes of calculating the required offset to
development fees pursuant to this subsection, if a municipality imposes a construction
contracting or similar excise tax rate in excess of the percentage amount of the transaction
privilege tax rate imposed on the majority of other transaction privilege tax classifications, the
entire excess portion of the construction contracting or similar excise tax shall be treated as a
contribution to the capital costs of necessary public services provided to development for which
development fees are assessed, unless the excess portion was already taken into account for
such purpose pursuant to this subsection.”

The sections quoted above are among the most difficult to interpret, resulting in a range of approaches
by municipalities. Set forth below is the method TischlerBise utilized to comply with its understanding
of the statutory sections.

Section B.12 modifies and restricts the forecast of contributions to “revenue derived from the property
owner.” However, contractors paying the construction excise tax are not typically the long-term
property owners. TischlerBise recommends that a practical method for Queen Creek to comply with the
requirements in Sections E.7 and B.12 is to set aside a portion of the Town’s construction sales tax
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revenue to be used exclusively for the capital cost of necessary public services. In Queen Creek, the
construction contracting tax rate is currently 4.25% and the general privilege tax rate is 2.25%.
Therefore, the excess portion is 47% of the total construction sales tax revenue (i.e. 2 divided by 4.25).
If Queen Creek annually deposits the excess portion into a separate fund, only using the money for the
capital cost of necessary public services, and takes into account the reserved amounts when calculating
development fees, the Town will ensure compliance with Arizona’s enabling legislation.

As specified in the last phrase of Section B.12, TischlerBise maintains that Queen Creek does not need to
further reduce development fees because “the excess portion was already taken into account for such
purpose” as documented by the following attributes of the Town’s 2014 development fee study.

First, because the existing library was debt financed and meets the requirements in Section R, Queen
Creek is permitted to retain the current development fee schedule for library facilities. The current
library development fee of $1,370 for a single detached residential unit has already been reduced to a
proposed fee of $723 by applying a 49% growth share factor to the Town’s remaining principal and
interest payments for the Queen Creek library. TischlerBise also allocated 5% of the growth cost to
nonresidential development, as required by Section B.13 in ARS 9-463.05. By applying the growth share
factor to the existing debt, the library development fee has already been lowered to account for
contributions in the future from the property owner.

Second, Queen Creek has already taken a conservative approach by restricting street development fees
to improvements of arterials, even though improvements to collector streets are also allowed by ARS 9-
463.05.T.7 (e). Also, development fees will only pay for 49% of the street facilities IIP and 52% of the
debt service for existing street facilities that were oversized to accommodate future development. Thus
the future revenues to be derived from the property owner are already factored into the streets
development fees such that further reduction under Section B.12 is not required.

Third, public safety development fees are conservatively based on existing infrastructure standards,
even though Queen Creek is in the process of updating the master plan for the municipal campus. The
preliminary plan anticipates a fire station on the municipal campus, which may require additional
property. The Town’s on-going analysis includes a more detailed needs assessment for a public safety
building to house a full-service law enforcement department. This master plan will go to the Town
Council for consideration by the end of FY13-14. After approval of the public safety improvements,
development fees can be updated with Queen Creek switching to a plan-based method, if non-impact
fee funding is available to cover existing development’s share of the cost.

Fourth, Queen Creek currently has debt for growth-related park and recreation improvements that meet
the requirements of Section R. The Town is permitted to continue collecting a parks and recreation fee
of $4,325 for a single detached residential unit. Instead, the proposed development fees are limited to a
53% growth share for debt service. Also, the proposed development fees for parks and recreation
exclude parks over 30 acres, community centers, and swimming pools. Accordingly, the future revenues
to be derived from the property owner are already factored into the recreation development fees such
that further reduction under Section B.12 is not required.

Fifth, Queen Creek currently collects a development fee for Town Facilities, with the revenue being used
for debt service. Section R permits continuation of the current fee, which is $1,218 for a single detached
residential unit. Instead, Queen Creek has documented a 52% growth share and already reduced the
proposed Town Facilities development fee to $470 per single unit. Again, future revenues have already
been included pursuant to Section B.12.
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APPENDIX B — COST OF PROFESSIONAL SERVICES

As stated in Arizona’s development fee enabling legislation, “a municipality may assess development
fees to offset costs to the municipality associated with providing necessary public services to a
development, including the costs of infrastructure, improvements, real property, engineering and
architectural services, financing and professional services required for the preparation or revision of a
development fee pursuant to this section, including the relevant portion of the infrastructure
improvements plan” (see 9-463.05.A). Because development fees must be updated at least every five
years, the cost of professional services is allocated to the projected increase in service units, or utility
connections, over five years. Qualified professionals must develop the IIP, using generally accepted
engineering and planning practices. A qualified professional is defined as “a professional engineer,
surveyor, financial analyst or planner providing services within the scope of the person's license,
education or experience”.

Costs below include IIP preparation and development fees, plus an additional fiscal evaluation of the
land use assumptions.

Figure B1 — Cost of Professional Services
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TOTAL  $194,400
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APPENDIX C — LAND USE ASSUMPTIONS

Arizona Revised Statutes (ARS) 9-463.05 (T)(6) requires the preparation of a Land Use Assumptions
document which shows:

“projections of changes in land uses, densities, intensities and population for a specified service
area over a period of at least ten years and pursuant to the General Plan of the municipality.”

Although long-range projections are necessary for planning capital improvements, a shorter time frame
of five to ten years is critical for the impact fees analysis. Arizona’s Development Fee Act requires fees
to be updated at least every five years and limits the IIP to a maximum of ten years. Therefore, a very
long-range “build-out” analysis is no longer acceptable for deriving development fees in Arizona
municipalities.

TischlerBise prepared current demographic estimates and future development projections for both
residential and nonresidential development that will be used in the Infrastructure Improvement Plan
(lIP) and calculation of development fees. Demographic data for FY13-14 (beginning July 1, 2013) are
used in to document levels-of-service (LOS) provided to existing development in the Town of Queen
Creek.

Growth Indicators

Short-term development projections and growth rates are summarized in Figure C1. These projections
will be used to estimate development fee revenue and to indicate the anticipated need for growth-
related infrastructure. However, impact fees methodologies are designed to reduce sensitivity to
accurate development projections in the determination of the proportionate-share fee amounts. If
actual development is slower than projected, impact fees revenues will also decline, but so will the need
for growth-related infrastructure. In contrast, if development is faster than anticipated, the Town will
receives additional impact fee revenue, but will also need to accelerate the capital improvements
program to keep pace with development.

Over the next five years, the development fee study assumes an average increase of 688 housing units
per year in the Queen Creek, which equates to a linear annual growth rate 7.3%. In comparison,
building permit records over the past five years indicate the Town of Queen Creek increased by an
average of 1,500 dwelling units per year.

Over the next five years, the development fee study assumes an average increase of approximately
152,000 square feet of nonresidential floor area per year in the Queen Creek, which equates to a linear
annual growth rate 4.7%.
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Figure C1 — Short-Term Development Projections and Growth Rates
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Residential Development

Current estimates and future projections of residential development are detailed in this section,
including population and housing units by type (i.e. number of units in a residential structure). Since
2000, Queen Creek has increased by an average of 728 housing units per year. Figure C2 indicates the
estimated number of housing units added by decade in Queen Creek. Consistent with the nationwide
decline in development activity, residential construction in the Town slowed significantly since 2008.
Even with the recent drop in housing starts, Queen Creek added more units during the past decade than
any previous decade. In comparison to the past decade, the projected increase from 2010 to 2020 is
563 dwelling units per year in the Queen Creek.

Figure C2 — Housing Units by Decade

2010 Population®| 26,361
2010 Housing Units'| 8,557 From 2000 to 2010, Queen

Total Housing Units in 2000" 1,281 el adc;led an'average o
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equal total housing units in 2000.

Persons per Housing Unit

The 2010 census did not obtain detailed information using a “long-form” questionnaire. Instead, the
U.S. Census Bureau has switched to a continuous monthly mailing of surveys, known as the American
Community Survey (ACS), which has limitations due to sample-size constraints. For example, data on
detached housing units are now combined with attached single units (commonly known as
townhouses). For development fees in Queen Creek, “single-unit” residential includes detached units
(both stick-built and manufactured) and townhouses that share a common sidewall but are constructed
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on an individual parcel of land. The second residential category includes all structures with two or more
units on an individual parcel of land.

According to the U.S. Census Bureau, a household is a housing unit that is occupied by year-round
residents. Impact fees often use per capita standards and persons per housing unit or persons per
household to derive proportionate-share fee amounts. When persons per housing unit are used in the
fee calculations, infrastructure standards are derived using year-round population. When persons per
household are used in the fee calculations, the impact fee methodology assumes all housing units will be
occupied, thus requiring seasonal or peak population to be used when deriving infrastructure standards.

TischlerBise recommends that impact fees for residential development in the Town of Queen Creek be
imposed according to the number of year-round residents per housing unit. As shown in Figure C3, 2010
census counts indicate Queen Creek had 8,557 housing units, with an average of 3.08 persons per
housing unit. The land use assumptions hold this average constant over the next 20 years, with the
expectation that persons per housing unit will be updated in five years.

Figure C3 — Year-Round Persons per Unit by Type of Housing

2009 Summary by Type of Housing from American Community Survey

Units in Structure Renter & Owner

Persons  House- Persons per Housing = Persons per
holds Household Units  Housing Unit

Single Unit* 23,615 6,767 3.49 7,594 3.11
2+ Units 586 214 2.74 255 2.30
Subtotal 24,201 6,981 3.47 7,849

Group Quarters 6
TOTAL 24,207 7,849 3.08

Source: Tables B25024, B25032, and B25033.
5-Year Estimates, 2007-2011 American Community Survey, U.S. Census Bureau.

2010 Census
Single Unit* 25,707 7,483 3.44 8,279 3.11
2+ Units 638 237 2.70 278 2.29
Subtotal 26,345 7,720 3.41
Group Quarters 16
TOTAL 26,361 8,557 3.08

* Single unit includes detached, attached, and mobile homes.
Source: Totals from Summary File 1, U.S. Census Bureau.
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Nonresidential Development

In addition to data on residential development, the infrastructure improvement plan and development
fees require data on nonresidential development in Queen Creek. Current estimates and future
projections of nonresidential development are detailed in this section, including jobs and floor area by
three types of nonresidential development. TischlerBise uses the term “jobs” to refer to employment by
place of work.

Jobs by Type of Nonresidential Development

Figure C4 indicates the Town’s 2012 job and floor area estimates, according to three general types of
nonresidential development. TischlerBise divided floor area by jobs to indicate current average square
feet per job multipliers. For Office/Other services, TischlerBise assumed the current square feet per job
would remain constant over time. Although higher than the national average of approximately 300
square feet per office job, this category also includes schools, thus justify the higher multiplier. For both
industrial and commercial, TischlerBise recommends a gradual annual transition from the current square
feet per job ratios in Queen to national averages by 2023. Over the next ten years, TischlerBise assumed
Queen Creek annually increases to an average of 433 square feet per industrial job and 500 square feet
per commercial job, which are the national average for Light Industrial and Shopping Centers (derived
from Trip Generation, Institute of Transportation Engineers, 2012).

Figure C4 — Jobs and Floor Area Estimates

2012 Sq Ft per Floor Area Jobs per
Jobs (1) Job (2) 1000 Sq Ft
Industrial (3) 548 11.6% 294 161,000 3.40
Commercial (4) 2,218 46.9% 857 1,900,000 1.17
Office/Other (5) 1,961 41.5% 509 998,000 1.96
TOTAL 4,727 100% 647 3,059,000 1.55

(1) Source: Jobs by type of nonresidential from MAG Employer Database, 2012.

(2) Town of Queen Creek estimates using building permit records.

(3) Includes construction, manufacturing, and natural resource production.

(4) Includes trade, leisure and hospitality.

(5) Incldues information, financial, professional and business services, education and
health, other services, and government.
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Summary of Land Use Assumptions

Figure C5 provides annual increases in Queen Creek for key demand indicators (change from July 1% to
July 1* of the next year). Single-unit housing tends to be the most consistent type of development from
year to year. In contrast, apartments and all nonresidential development vary significantly over time.
The Town of Queen Creek will closely monitor actual development each year. If needed, development
fees can be updated prior to the required five-year cycle.

Figure C5 — Projected Annual Development in Queen Creek

Queen Creek, AZ FY13-14 FY14-15  FY15-16  FY16-17  FY17-18 FY18-19 FY23-24 FY33-34
2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2023 2033
Base Yr 1 2 3 4 5 10 20
2013-2033
Annual Increase  7/13-7/14 7/14-7/15 7/15-7/16 7/16-7/17 7/17-7/18 7/18-7/19 7/23-7/24 Avg Anl
Total Population 2,157 2,250 2,157 2,033 2,003 2,003 1,864 1,830
Housing Units 700 730 700 660 650 650 605 594
Jobs 380 385 392 408 423 444 334 393
Industrial KSF 50.6 50.6 50.6 50.6 50.6 50.6 78.5 65
Commercial KSF 70.5 70.5 70.5 70.5 70.5 70.5 36.9 54
Office/Other Services KSF 304 30.4 30.4 30.4 30.4 30.4 39.0 35
Total Nonres KSF/Yr => 152 152 152 152 152 152 154 154

For residential land use assumptions, annual housing additions (provided by Queen Creek staff) were
added to the 2012 housing unit estimate to yield the Town’s housing projection for the next 20 years.
Housing units were converted to year-round population using an average of 3.08 persons per housing
unit (2010 census).

Figure C6 — Residential Development and Population
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For nonresidential land use assumptions, annual floor area increases were added to the 2012
nonresidential floor area estimates. The Chesapeake Group forecast floor-area market capture over the
next two decades in Queen Creek, for three types of nonresidential development. Jobs (by place of
work) were derived using square feet per job multipliers, as discussed above.

Figure C7 provides base year data and a 20-year forecast of both nonresidential floor area and jobs in
Queen Creek. In 2013, there were 0.54 jobs for every housing unit in the Queen Creek MPA. By 2033,
the ratio increases to 0.61 jobs per housing unit. In comparison, Queen Creek has 1.04 jobs per housing
unit in 2013, with a projected increase to 1.17 by 2023. The bottom two rows in the table below
indicate vacant nonresidential space is absorbed over time, yielding a slight decrease in average square
feet per job (conversely a slight increase in jobs per thousand square feet, abbreviated “KSF”).

Figure C7 — Nonresidential Development and Jobs

Queen Creek, AZ FY13-14 FY14-15 FY15-16 FY16-17 FY17-18 FY18-19 FY23-24 FY33-34
2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2023 2033
Base Yr 1 2 3 4 5 10 20
Jobs (by place of work)
Industrial 691 824 946 1,059 1,165 1,263 1,667 3,492
Commercial 2,390 2,578 2,782 3,003 3,246 3,512 5,362 6,102
Office/Other Services 2,020 2,079 2,138 2,196 2,255 2,314 2,609 3,375
Total Jobs 5,101 5,481 5,866 6,258 6,666 7,089 9,638 12,969
Jobs to Housing Ratio 0.54 0.54 0.54 0.54 0.54 0.55 0.60 0.61
Nonresidential Floor Area (square feet in thousands)
Industrial KSF 212 263 314 365 416 467 722 1,512
Commercial KSF 1,971 2,042 2,113 2,184 2,255 2,326 2,681 3,051
Office/Other Services KSF 1,028 1,058 1,088 1,118 1,148 1,178 1,328 1,718
Total KSF 3,211 3,363 3,515 3,667 3,819 3,971 4,731 6,281
Avg Sq Ft Per Job 629 614 599 586 573 560 491 484
Avg Jobs per KSF 1.59 1.63 1.67 1.71 1.75 1.79 2.04 2.06
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Service Areas

Residential and nonresidential development will expand the Town’s geographic area from the current
limits (shown in Figure C8) to approximate the Municipal Planning Area (shown in Figure C9). Therefore,
the service area will increase over time as the Town continues to annex parcels. ARS 9-463.05(T)(9)
defines “service area” as follows:

“any specified area within the boundaries of a municipality in which development will be served
by necessary public services or facility expansions and within which a substantial nexus exists
between the necessary public services or facility expansions and the development being served
as prescribed in the infrastructure improvements plan. “

For all types of infrastructure included in the development fee study, Queen Creek provides town-wide
service. The approximate boundary of the current service area is shown in the map below. The
rationale for determining the service area for each type of infrastructure is discussed and analyzed as
part of the Infrastructure Improvements Plan (IIP).

Figure C8 - Map of Queen Creek Town Limits
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The General Plan for future land use in the entire Municipal Planning Area (MPA) is shown in Figure C9.

Figure C9 — Land Use Plan Map for the Queen Creek MPA
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