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Cost of Urban and Nonurban TA Completes Innovative
Services are Evaluated Fiscal Equity Study

The City of Wilmington and New Hanover CountyAt the request of the Commission on Alternativi
North Carolina hired TA to evaluate the fiscaFutures, Shelby County, Tennessee contract
impact of providing public services in 1998 anavith Tischler & Associates, Inc. (TA) to prepare

2010.
services (provided by New Hanover County), Ur

Impacts were evaluated for Countywidiéscal equity study. This study focuses on whethe
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New Fiscal Questions
e Asked

ed
5 TA is pleased to be part of three assign-

r ments which may each be unique. All thre
are referenced in this newsletter. Fo

D

ban services (provided by the City) and Nonurban ~ County service costs are greater

services (County provided service costs that de- than taxes paid by City residents
crease with a loss of unincorporated County). In

Wilmington-New Hanover County, North
Carolina, TA calculated the fiscal impact of
annexation to the City as well as County.

addition, for certain facilities and services, theity of Memphis residents and businesses that p
impact of a higher service level was evaluated. County taxes are receiving commensurate Coun
expenditures. TA evaluated 16 public service

Service Areas Evaluated (...continued on page 4)

The impact of three geographic service areas was
analyzed. These three service areas are descnbﬁﬂ/m Cities’ Metro Council
briefly below.

y Launches Nation-Leading

Both the City and County benefit from Regional Fiscal Impact Study*
the City providing Urban services

St. Paul - The Metropolitan Council has given th

Coun’[yw|de Countyw|de services are those sefdo0- -ahead for the first-of-its-kind Reglonal Fisca
vices which the County provides to all residenténpact Study. The study will analyze and com
of New Hanover. These services include schoolre the public costs associated with current d
community college, human services, general govelopment trends, as well as more compact d

ernment, libraries, parks and certain court relatélopment encouraged under the Council’s re
sheriff functions. gional growth plan.  (...continued on page 2)
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The findings indicate that the City receive
net revenues and the County saves mong
However the County still has deficits from
the growth because there are net cos
to provide countywide services such
as schools. See the article for furthe
information.
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Each of the 3 assignments expands
the fiscal impact envelope

e
| The second new approach is the work T,
- completed in Shelby County regarding fist
e- cal equity. The City of Memphis raised the
e- issue of “formula for fairness”, whether City

- taxpayers received at least as much in ser-

vices rendered as taxes paid. TA, workin

=

Unique regional fiscal impact
study launched

Nonurban: The Nonurban Service Area is com-
prised of those parts of the unincorporated County

in cooperation with both the County ang
City, calculated that the County helped t
subsidize the City for the provision of ser
vices. The specifics by type of service ar

D

(...continued on page 2) *From Metropolitan Council Press Release

Fiscal Results in 1998 and 2010
Under Existing Levels of Service
$30,000 $25,405
__$20,000
_U)
© $10,000
S ' [ 11998
3 %0 $20  $10,118 $1,442 $81
3 - - [ 2010
($10,000) (510,118) (58,782)
($20,000) :
County Wide Nonurban Urban
Service Area Service Area Service Area

indicated in this newsletter.

A third assignment is for Metropolitan
Council of the Twin Cities'. The Metro
Council, regarded as one of the most pr¢
gressive regional councils in the country
hired TA to evaluate the fiscal impact of twg
alternative development patterns on 8 of it
member jurisdictions, utilizing the case
study-marginal cost approach. Please s¢
the Metro Council's press release on this pag
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We are pleased to be part of these uniql
assignments and hope that we can eleva
the discussion of fiscal impact realities.
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Wilmington / New Hanover County  (...continued from page 1) Summary

that are not receiving urban services from the CitCountywide Service Area e Both the City and County benefit from the City
The proxy for Nonurban services are the levels of providing urban services in lieu of the
service provided for Countywide services. The The County’s provision of current levels of Nonurban services (certain Sheriff and Gen-
cost to provide certain Sheriff services (patrol) and service tonewgrowth results in net revenues eral Government services) provided by the
General Government services (Planning and En- of $20,000 in 1998. A major reason is that there County. One major reason is the cost econo-
gineering) will decrease as the City provides are no major capital facilities constructed in mies from the City providing these same ser-
urban services to rapidly urbanizing parts of 1998. In 2010, a net deficit of $10.1 millionis  vices previously provided by the County. The
the County. generated. The debt service payment alone in second major reason is that although the
2010 for schools, community college, parks County no longer provides these Sheriff and
Tax payers will have to subsidize new  and libraries are more than total revenues gen- General Government services, it receives the
growth's demand for Countywide services erated from new growth. same tax revenue, thereby realizing a signifi-
cant cost savings of about $1.4 million in 2010.

Urban: The City of Wilmington, three proposed® The analysis shows that undexistinglevels
annexation areas and an urbanized portion of the of service, the existing County tax base wilb The fiscal findings for the Countywide and

County comprise the Urban Service Area. The have to subsidize new growth’s demands for Nonurban Service Areas indicate the need for

services include general government, parks and Countywide services. New Hanover County to consider new sources
recreation, roads, fire, police, and development of revenue to subsidize new growth. If addi-

services. Nonurban Service Area tional sources are not found, or existing sources
increased, new growth in the County will be

Fiscal Impact Results e When it is assumed that the County loses a subsidized by the existing development base.
portion of it's unincorporated area (Phase I, Il, A continuation of this trend could lead to de-

The fiscal impacts of providing services to the and Il annexation areas) to the City in 1998, creased levels of service in the future.

Countywide, Nonurban and Urban service areas in revenues of $1.4 million are generated.

1998 and 2010 are shown in the chart on page 1. :
e In 2010, the Nonurban County generates a nMetro Council

Fiscal Impact Highlights deficit of almost $8.7 million. This deficit (...continued from page 1)
_ would be about $10.1 million if urban services, aporoving the study, the Council authorized a
Urban Service Area assumed provided by the City were not eXsoniract with Tischler & Associates, Inc., of

. . Bethesda, Maryland—known nationally for con-
o Although the results for the Urban Service Area  Growth generates fiscal deficits  gycting fiscal impact studies in King County,

are ﬁsca.”y neutral in 1998, the ana|ySiS Clearly OUtSIde the Clty Washington, San Diegol Ca“fornia_l and Howard
shows that in 2010 the City benefits from ex County, Maryland, for example. Other contribu-
isting economies of scale that allow the provi- tended to an additional portion of the unincolors include the Builders Association of the Twin
sion of urban services to contiguous geogra- porated County in 2010. The result of theities, the McKnight Foundation, and the cities
phies. The individual service areas that com- County no longer having to provide certaimind school districts participating in the study.
prise the Urban Service Area generate com- services in this area results in cost savings of

bined net revenues of $25.4 million in 2010.  $1.3 million in 2010. “Thisis a Comprehensive search for hard data and
rock-solid answers,” said Council Chair Curt
Johnson. “The Council's growth plan seems sen-
sible enough. But, right now, we can't prove the
results are lower, long-term costs to the public.

Net Fiscal Results in 1998 and 2010 This study will produce the facts we need to shape
City and Urban Service Areas the region’s growth.”
$15,000 $13544
We need to show whether the “results
. $10,000 are lower, long-term costs to the public”
2]
o
8 $5.000 3.0 11098 To assess the costs of growth undeMe¢ro 2040
pr] ' 52805 47182 2056  g1490 I 2010 plan, versus current low-density trends, Tischler
= %0 $79 [ Q- [ &Assoc.iates, Inc. Wil[ gonduct fiscal impact_stqd—
($803) ($1,378) ies on eight communities and two school districts
in the metro area. The results will be used to esti-
($5,000)

Existing Phasel Phasell Phaselll Urban mat? the overall ﬁs.cal. impacts fo.r the region, and

City Remainder* prowd_e the Cquncn with a better |dea_ of the costs
associated with new development in suburban
areas and the costs of redevelopment and reinvest-
ment in the central cities and fully developed
communities.

* Does not become urban service area until 2010.




TA News

Development and Impact Fee ) o cated near Disneyland. TA is utilizing a case

Assignments An impact fee feasibility report study-marginal cost approach in this evaluation,
can be cost effective which includes two scenarios for each annexation

Goodyear, AZ - TA completed a Development area, as well as two different absorption rates.

Fees study for this fast-growing City west of Phoe- terim Service E
i i i i icaNterim service rees . . .
nix. One-time fees include transportation, pollcé, Annexation fiscal impact studies should

fire, EMS, public works, general government andrise. FL - This Florida city located in the Ft. eyaluate several “what if” scenarios

park facilities. Lauderdale area, retained TA to prepare interim

Stillwater, OK - Utility fees and policies are im- Service fees for all growth-related Generafown of Manchester, MD -TA has been retained
portant growth management components that drend services. by a private sector client to conduct an annexation
often overlooked. TA provided a Utilities Fee & . analysis for a proposed mixed-use development
Policy Reconnaissance for this college town thitiscal Impact/Cost of outside the town limits. Four different scenarios
is facing annexation issues. Growth Analyses will be evaluated.

Hyde Park, UT - This town, north of Logan, Calvert County, MD - TA has completed a fiscal .

implemented TAs impact fee report on Wate,i,mpact analysis of five growth scengrios for thi§peaklng Engagements

sewer and transportation facilities. A buy-in com_rapld|y growing (;ounty. The scenarios evamatqywayne Guthrie presented “Do Impact Fees

ponent was a major factor in these fees. included constrained growth and higher economigt Your Comprehensive Revenue Strategy?” at the
development. TA will also provide a custom-d ' i in-

Salt Lake County, UT - Salt Lake County re- p p €Rocky Mountain Land Use Institute. Issues in

signed FISCALS model as part of this assignme i i i
tained TA to update impact fees for neighborhoodg p gnmerfluded the potential conf!lcts between economic
development goals and impact fees on nonresi-

parks and stormwater facilities. Because of th#ashington County, MD - TA is conducting a a1 devel cularty o
multitude of small geographic service areas, TAscal impact analysis of growth to 2020 in thiglential development, particularly in communities
worked with County staff and JUB Engineers twestern Maryland County. TA is also preparin here sales tax revenue is dependent on the point

create detailed GIS maps of the County. impact fees and determining the feasibility of aif Sale-
assessment district for roads located in an eqowayne Guthrie spoke at the Utah League of
TA is conducting a utility fee nomic development corridor. Cities & Towns on the subject of “Developing a
and policy reconnaissance Casa Grande, AZ - TA is conducting an annex- Capital Improvements Program”. Attendees were

ation analysis for a 5,500 acre resort communiffovided practical steps and actual case-study
Erie, CO - This fast-growing town in the Denveryhich would more than double the population gf¥@mples from TA's work throughout the

metropolitan area has retained TA to provide e City over 20 years. United States.
Utilities Reconnaissance. TA is also revising ex-

isting impact fees for transportation, public facili/Sle of Wight County, VA - TA is conducting a Fiscal Model Implementation
ties, parks and trees. fiscal evaluation of a 600-acre mixed-use proposal.

. . . The study will incorporate proffered condition&ity 0f Dublin, OH — The City purchased TAs
Greenville, NC - TA is preparing a developmentyg determine the net fiscal impact on this urbaniZ/SCALS system designed for the City. The

City State Zip

FISCALS, CRIM, ECDEVS$, CIPS

impact fee and revenue feasibility report. Fapg County. model includes an annexation component in ad-
impact fees, TA will evaluate the categories of fire/ . . ) ~dition to several “growth zones.” TA staff led a
rescue, recreation and parks, police, public builissimmee, FL -TA is evaluating the fiscal im- 2.day instructional seminar for the Planning
ings, libraries and public works. pact of annexing three areas adjacent the City, IDepartment.
r—— Y — — — — — — m
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" 'JA\| TISCHLER &ASSOCIATESINC. CALL TOLL-FREE (800) 424-4318
Please send the following: 4701 Sangamore Road, Suite N21
[ Reprint “20 Points to Know About Impact Fees” Bethesda, MD 20816
| [l Reprint “Impact Fees - Understand Them or Be Sorry” (301) 320-6900 « Fax (301) 320-486d
\ [l Recent TAFiscal & Economic Newsletters Also: Pasadena, CA |
\ Information About TA Consulting Services: and Waterloo, ON |
‘ [ Fiscal Impact Analyses ‘
[1 Impact Fees
| LI Interim Service Fees Name |
| [l Capital Improvement Programs ) |
\ [l Revenue Strategies Title Agency. Telephone |
\ [J Growth Policy Studies  seet \
\ [ Economic Development Strategies i
| I Information about MUNIES, |
| |




Shelby County (...continued from page 1)

including; City and County Schools, Memphisbusinesses of the City of Memphis and Shellized a cost per arrest methodology. Using FY98
Shelby County Library, Sheriff's Office, HealthCounty(For purposes of this study, County is debudget information, TA was able to determine the
Services, Regional Medical Center, Shelby Counfined as the areas of the County outside of the Citgst per arrest. These costs were then allocated
Jail, Division of Corrections, Criminal Justice (Juef Memphis, including the other municipalities)based on the total number of probable cause ar-

venile Court). The FY98 budget was used since it is representasts in the City of Memphis and Shelby County.
tive of the current fiscal year operations.
In addition, TA was asked to compile information Possible solutions for greater

on what other urban and suburban areas are dofga first step in this analysis, TA conducted onsite fiscal equity were analyzed
to address the issues of fiscal equity, regional cisterviews with department heads and staff repre-
operation, and/or efficiency in service deliverysenting the various services. Based on inform@this methodology results in County demand of
The information compiled includes examples dfon collected during these interviews, TAwas ab2 828,122. The County contribution to the
sharing of revenues and services and publiw allocate demand based on the current levelsSfielby County Jail is $28,288,675. Once the
private partnerships. service. County demand of $2,828,122 and County prop-
erty tax revenues ($14,234,861) received from City
There is a net Shelby County tax  Rather than using a simplistic per capita or pgésidents and businesses is subtracted (the City
subsidy to Memphis of over $44 millioncapita and job approach to allocate demand, whefoes not make a direct General Fund contribution
ever possible TA used a methodology specific {9 the Jail), the net County subsidys11,225,692.
The analysis allocates the demand for variolige service being evaluated. For example, to allo-
Shelby County public services to residents arf@te demand for the Shelby County Jail, TA uti-  The County subsidizes 10 activities
and the City 6 services

Other methodologies used included cost per li-

Net County Tax Subsidy to the City of Memphis, FY98 brary visit, cost per fire call, cost per inmate, cost
($1,000's) per capita, and cost by percentage of activity. Af-
$100,000 $88.551 ter evaluating the 16 public services, TA calcu-
$90,000 : lated the net result is that Shelby County provides
$80,000 asubsidyof $44,026,234(See chart on this page.)
$70,000
2281888 $44,525 $44,026 1st Interim Service Fees
$40,000 Adopted in Utah
$30,000 The City of Pleasant Grove, located about 40 miles
$20,000 south of Salt Lake City, recently adopted interim
$10,000 service fees. This is the first city to adopt these
$0 fees, which capture revenues in states that have

County Subsidy - City Subsidy = Nselt”?sci’é';‘ty no partial year assessments. TA prepared the in-
terim service fee report.
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Also: Pasadena , CA
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COST OF GROWTH SERVICES

e Fiscal Impact Analyses Software:
e Impact Fees e MUNIES
e Interim Service Fees e FISCALS
e Capital Improvement Programs e CRIM

e Revenue Strategies e ECDEV$
e Market and Economic Feasibilitye CIPS

e Growth Policy Studies

(800) 424-4318




