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SECTION 1. INTRODUCTION

A. PURPOSE OF THE HANDBOOK

The purpose of this handbook is to provide communities with guidance for the development of
impact fee assessment provisons, following the guiddines and principles established by
RSA 674:21,V. This handbook illustrates a process of impact fee development which the authors
believe reflects the basc principles of proportiondity required by the enabling legidation. The
impact fee represents a one-time, up-front charge on new development to pay for future public
capital costs serving new development, or to recover past expenditures in capacity to accommodate
that development.  This handbook discusses principles, methods and data sources that may be
aoplied in edimating the demands placed on various cepita facilities by new development, and
provides examples of impact fee systems.

Usars of this handbook are cautioned that the methods and ordinance framework shown here
should not be trandferred directly to a particular community without detailed community-specific
research, fisca andyss and policy development. While the basic techniques and principles can be
replicated, community standards of service and growth-related capital needs are far from uniform.

Finadly, the handbook describes ways of defining and documenting the growthrelated share of
capitd facility costs, with examples and a sample ordinance framework, for communities to
condder asthey develop their own local impact fee system.

B. IMPACT FEESIN NEW HAMPSHIRE

An ealier verson of this handbook was developed in 1992, shortly after authorizing legidation
for impact fee ordinances was adopted in New Hampshire in 1991. At tha time only a few
communities had impact fees, and those that did had enacted procedures based on interpretations
of an exiging municipd authority to assess fees under subdivison and dte plan regulations.
After the authorizing legidation of 1991, gpproximatdy 15 additiond New Hampshire
communities adopted impact fee ordinances (IFOs).

The cumuldive revenues generated by impact fee ordinances in New Hampshire since ther
inception through cadendar year 1998 is estimated to be gpproximately $9 million collected for
growth-related capitd improvements. This does not include other funds collected from new
devdopment in the form of exactions authorized by some municipdities in ther subdivison and
gte plan review regulations. The most common usage of impact fees in New Hampshire is in the
funding of schools, roads and recreation facilities. However, impact £es are dso being used for
fire protection, police department, library, solid waste, water and sewer, and municipa
adminigration faciliies Most of the impact fee activity has occurred in the more rapidly
growing southern and southeastern portions of the state.



Why have rdativdy few New Hampshire communities enacted impact fee ordinances since the
authorizing legidation in RSA 674: 21,V was passed? There appear to be a number of reasons:

?? Some towns smply lack the volume or pace of growth that make impact fees
practicd;

?? Communities differ in thar views of farness in mehods of paying for
growth-related capita costs - whether to absorb these costs through taxes
distributed across the entire property tax base, or to assess more of the cost
directly to new development &t the time of congtruction;

?? A rductance to fund the cost of exiding capitd deficiencies with non-impact
fee revenues,

?? Concern over the need to refund impact feesif not spent within Sx years,
?? Concern over adminigrative complexities and costs;

?? Fear of litigaion and uncertainty over implementation and agpplication of
impact fees to new development; and

?? Since capital needs of mgor concern may center on roads and traffic
generated by mgor commercid developments within a specific  highway
corridor or area, some communities use a system of exactions rather than an
impact fee ordinance to collect fees to fund a series of planned capacity
improvements.

Most IFOs in New Hampshire have not been in place long enough to assess long-term results. A
survey of communities with impact fee ordinances was conducted by the New Hampshire Office
of State Planning and the SNHPC as part of the preparation for this handbook, to determine what
kinds of problems, if any, communities were encountering in the adminigration of ther impact
fee sysems and ordinances. This feedback, as well as the experience of the prime author of the
handbook, were considered in the development of this update.



C. APPLICATIONSOF THE HANDBOOK

This handbook will help communities to develop impact fee assessments on new development by
guiding the user through the following steps of the process:

?? Devedoping service and facility standards;
?? ldentifying and projecting needs for capita facility capacity;
?? Ddining current deficiencies or excess cgpacity in existing capitd facilities,

?? Separding the capitd cods of new growth and development from existing
capital needs,

?? Edtimating capitd costs on a per-unit- of-demand basis,
?? Apportioning the capita costs of new development to various types of land use;

?? Cdculaing credits for past and future tax payments toward capita facility
capacity; and

?? Deveoping an ordinance containing policies and procedures for impact fee
assessment, collection, adminidiration and appesals.

D. ORGANIZATION AND CONTENT

This handbook draws a digtinction between the impact fee ordinance (the means of implementing
an impact fee) and the supporting methodology and documentation that defines the dollar amounts
to be charged to new development (the proportionate share amount of the feg). While it is
necessary for these elements to be condstent with one another, they are typicdly found in separate
documents.

The mgor sections of this handbook center on:
?? Useof impact fee ordinances in New Hampshire as of May, 1999;

?? Explaning the dements of an impact fee ordinance, induding an annotated
example

?? Discusson of the process of assembling the basic data required and an
explanation of how these data can be used in impact fee assessment;

?? Methods and measures used to define facility needs capacity, and the
proportional demands of new versus existing development;



?7? Examples of the caculation of impact fees for public roads, schools, recregtion,
and library fadilities, and

?? A question and answer section responding to common issues encountered in
developing and implementing impact fee ordinances.



SECTIONII. USE OF IMPACT FEESIN NEW HAMPSHIRE
A. IMPACT FEE ORDINANCESIN NEW HAMPSHIRE

In the spring of 1999, the New Hampshire Office of State Planning and the Southern New
Hampshire Planning Commisson surveyed 20 New Hampshire communities believed to have
adopted impact fee ordinances at that time. Communities were asked about their experience with
impact fee ordinances and systems, what they are currently used for; and the fee schedules for
gngle family homes. Summary results from the survey are incdluded in Tables 1 and 2. As
shown in Table 1, the most common use of impact fees has been the funding of public schools,
roads, and recregtion facilities.

With the exception of water and sewer utilities, these facilities adso represent the most capital-
intensve growthrrelated costs faced by most towns. In a number of cases, capacity-related
“hook-up fees’ are dready charged in a number of communities by means other than an IFO.
Table 1 reflects the information reported by municipaities in the survey. It does not necessarily
indicate that dl of the ordinances liged comply with the provisons of RSA 674:21V. A
number of ordinances were prepared prior to the passage of the authorizing legidation.

In summary, the results of the survey indicate that:

?? Most communities appear to have absorbed the costs of an IFO within their
exiging adminidrative sructure without identifiable cost impacts;

?? Few mgor problems have been encountered with the collection of fees or the
operation of impact fee systems once established;

?? The mog frequently utilized impact fees in New Hampshire are for schools,
roads, and recregtion facilities. While fees for schools and recrestion are
typicaly agpplied only to resdentiad development, impact fees for roads are
usualy applied to al types of development, often expressed as a cost per trip;

?? Some respondent communities reported a lack of enforcement of ordinance
provisons for collection, and a tendency for boards to grant wavers and
exemptions too reedily;

?? Older fee systems developed prior to the enactment of 674:21,V tended to
incorporate large discounts (30%-50% or more), which in turn reduced the
amounts collected considerably; and

?? In some cases, nonresdentiad development is not assessed an impact fee for
affected capitd facilities, while resdentid development is required to pay a
fee. This and other waiver practices may consderably reduce the amount of
impact fee collections.



TABLE 1

NEW HAMPSHIRE MUNICIPALITIESWITH IMPACT FEE ORDINANCES - 1999

Ordinance Characteristics

Types of Impact Fees Currently Assessed

c o %
Name of City or |Year Adopted ISIFO Am_e nded ér:nagggt:}l ﬁ % % % _8 g g c%- g E
Town IFO Part Of,, Since Since £ yo 5 = IS T o 5 ; e}
Zoning? | Adoption? | | doption? & dﬁg 3 3 g

ATKINSON 1998 Yes No No X
BEDFORD 1992 Yes Yes Yes X X
BETHLEHEM 1993 No No No Has adopted ordinance, but has not yet developed or applied fee schedule
DANVILLE 1998 Yes No No X
DEERFIELD 1993 Yes No Yes X X X
DORCHESTER Unknown -"Land Use Regulation Fund" X X X X éenHCGE?IJ:/ht
HUDSON 1993, 1996 Yes Yes Yes X X X
JAFFREY 1991 Yes No 1993 X X X X X X X X
LEBANON 1991 No Yes 1998 X X X
LITCHFIELD 1991,1992 Yes No No X X X X X X X
LONDONDERRY 1994 Yes Yes 1999 X X X X X
MANCHESTER 1995 Yes No No X X
MILFORD 1991 No No Yes X X
NASHUA 1995 Yes No No X
NEWFIELDS 1987 Yes No No X
PEMBROKE 1992 Yes 1995, 1996 Yes X X X
PLAISTOW 1997, 1998 Yes 1998 No X | Proposed
SALEM 1994, 1997 Yes No No X X
SANDOWN 1998 Yes No No X
WINDHAM 1998 Yes No No X




B. OBSERVATIONSON LOCAL IMPACT FEE SYSTEMS

?? Some older recreation impact fee systems may have incorporated open space
cods in the fee bads Under the 1991 authorizing legidation of RSA
674:21V, impact fees may be charged for public recreation facilities “not
including public open space” [Communities should note that older impact
fee systems adopted prior to that legidation were required to conform to all
requirements of RSA 674:21,V by July 1, 1993

?? Mogt of the older impact fee amounts have not been updated since their
origind preparation nearly 10 years ago. This means that fee amounts may be
lagging well behind current capital codts.

?? There are sometimes inconsstencies between IFOs and the methodologies
that have been developed, and usualy adopted by reference, as the basis for
the amount of the impact fee to be assessed.  While these methodologies are
generaly adopted by reference in the IFO, some of those forwarded with the
community impact fee surveys do not fully explan the derivation of the
assessment amounts, and some ordinances appear to have implemented a fee
schedule that differs from the amounts supported by the methodol ogy .

?? Locd officids may not be familiar with the methodologies used to cdculate
the fees, and may have difficulty producing reaed documentation on the
derivation of fees when requested to do so.

?? Communities continue to struggle with the concept of separating the growth
related capital needs of new development from existing system deficiencies.

?? A rdated problem in the development of impact fees is the use of published
sarvice averages or standards to determine future needs for the community
without conducting a locd assessment of need, or without gpplying the same
savice dandards to determine existing needs. This practice can create
something of a “cogt trgp.”  Once a facility sandard that is far above the
exiging community average is aoplied to edimate exiging needs it may
define a very high facility deficiency that must be addressed with non-impact
fee funds.  Communities are often unwilling to fund these deficiencies so that
they can bring exiding facilities up to par with ther desred sandards.  In
such cases, communities should re-examine the appropriateness of ther
dandards with respect to wha the municipdity is willing to support with its
own funds for the existing population.



TABLE 2
IMPACT FEE DOLLAR AMOUNT PER SINGLE FAMILY DETACHED UNIT

[

c
L 2 > .
Name of City or el 5] g s 8 g g g _g g £
Town & 3 g = g * 2 23 § e
x 3
ATKINSON $2,061.00
BEDFORD NA for res. $810.00 per houselot
BETHLEHEM No Fees Currently Being Assessed Under Ordinance
DANVILLE $2,900.00
DEERFIELD $500.00 $2,000.00 $150.00
$6.47-Health;
DORCHESTER $367.00 $7.00 $36.00 $30.00 $97.00-Gov't
HUDSON $1,931.00 $63.00
$180.75 Per[$118.50 Per| $39.15 - "Gen.
JAFFREY $252.37 $0.93/s.f. $81.30 $28.46 $122.34 Bedroom | Bedroom Gov't"
LEBANON $305.76 $0.59/s.f. $469.98
$.030/s.f -
LITCHFIELD $486.02 $0.59/s.f. $.032/s.f. $.016/s.f. "municipal”
Dep. on Corridor|  $1,500 now; $225-W. Fire
LONDONDERRY Plan $3,935 proposed $460.00 $120.00 District Only
$190.00 selected
MANCHESTER $1,632.00 areas
MILFORD $1,118.00| $1,481.00
NASHUA $1.00/s.f.
$1,000.00 Per Lot
NEWFIELDS in Svc Area
PEMBROKE $1,128.74 $104.87 $97.86
$469.54 Per
PLAISTOW $2,916.00 Bedroom (pro )
SALEM $2,315.00
SANDOWN $3,304.00
WINDHAM $2,200.00
Notes:

1. School fees not always comparable - they vary significantly by grade levels included in fee, credit calculations and application of "discounts."
2. Fees calculated on a per-square-foot basis are typically subject to a maximum specified dollar amount in the ordinance or supporting methodol ogy.




C. IMPACT FEE AMOUNTSIN NEW HAMPSHIRE

The fees assessed under an IFO for resdentid development as gpplied to a sngle family
detached home are illusrated in Table 2. For resdentid development, most impact fees are
asxessed on a per dweling-unit-bass, while some are collected on a per-square-foot basis.
Residential fees assessed on a per-square-foot basis are usudly subject to a maximum amount
per dwelling. Per-square-foot impact fees are more common with commercid and indudtrid
development.

For a number of reasons, the impact fee dollar amounts are difficult to meaningfully compare
from one town to another because:

?? Cities and towns have employed a variety of procedures dlowing for credits,
and for outright discounts from the impact fees caculated;

?? Communities smply have different growth-related needs for capitad facilities.
Municipdities will differ in their level of sarvice and on Sandards for capitd
fadilities that they wish to support, and leveds of qudity may differ from one
community to another with respect to cos; and

?? The actud capitd fadlities incdluded within any sngle caegory may differ
greaily from one community to another. For example, one community
charging impact fees for schools may only charge for the dementary portion
of development, while another may include high school facilities as wdl. A
recregtion impact fee may include the full range of recreationa facilities and
rlated land acquidtion in one case, or only a few sdected fadlities in
another.

Although some impact fee sysems have been in place for some time rdaively low dollar
amounts gppear to have been collected in some locdities. In part, the dollar amount collected
relates to the gze of the municipdity and its volume of growth.  For example, the Town of
Sdem collected gpproximately $250,000 in school impact fees in the first year of operation,
while in the Town of Jaffrey, only about $48,000 was accumulated in school impact fees over an

eight-year period.

Asde from the varidble of locd growth rates, there are a number of factors that may lead to low
impact fee collections once an IFO isimplemented. These include:

1. Credit calculations. The method of assgning impact fee credits (or the lack
thereof) is probably responsble for much of the variaion in impact fee
asessments  between communities  Credit amounts vary with the methods
employed as well as with the quantity of exising deficiencies in infragructure.
The credit cdculation dlows the impact fee to be reduced based on the expected
amount of property taxes which may aso be required of a fee payer over time for
the same improvements.




2. Discounts A certain percentage discount is sometimes offered as part of the
impact fee formula, or in the impact fee ordinance, which has the effect of
reducing the amount of the assessment by a given percentage. (In some older
impact fee sysems prepared prior to the authorizing legidation for impact fee
ordinances, discounts of 30% - 50% are found.) These were gpparently offered as
a mak-down of the fees, perhaps reflecting some uncertainty as to therr legdity
prior to the adoption of RSA 674:21,V. A reduced fee would be likely to lessen
the prospect of a chdlenge. However, when such deep discounts are gpplied, the
community collects hdf to two-thirds of the amount that it should be assessng to
offset growth-related capital costs. As a consequence, the fees do not accumulate
a the projected rate, leading in turn to a dissatifaction that impact fees do not
produce sufficient revenues. This “discounting” practice, however, is an option.
In a properly researched proportiond fee sysem, the municipaity could smply
opt to drop the discount using appropriate amendments.

3. Waivers. In some cases, IFOs contain built-in waivers for properties of a
catan cdass. For example, school impact fees are not normdly charged to
housng devdopments in which occupancy is limited to senior citizens. Such a
practice  would be disproportionate since there would be no reasonable
relaionship between the fee charged and a likely future benefit to the subject
development.

4. Interpretations of “ New Development” Subject to Impact Fees. Communities
differ greetly in ther policies regarding the assessment of impact fees on new
development with respect to the date of the credtion of the lot on which that
development tekes place. For example, some communities do not charge impact
fees to new development on lots dready in existence as of the effective date of the
ordinance.  Others dlow wavers for development on lots created in recent
subdivisons, based on the assumption that subsequent development on such lots
is protected from dl changes in zoning (including impact fees) by RSA 674:39.
Stll others have charged dl new development the same impact fee a the building
permit/certificate of occupancy dage, reflecting the literd gpplication of the
process outlined in 674:21V for impact fee assessment. In cases where a
community fals to assess impact fees to new condruction on exising or recently
created lots, it may absorb the impact of hundreds of new homes, with no fees
assessed for the impacts of that growth.
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SECTION IIl. ELEMENTSOF AN IMPACT FEE ORDINANCE

A. PRINCIPLESOF IMPACT FEE ASSESSMENT

The impact fee assessment process centers on: (1) edablishing a methodology by which
proportionate impact fees can be caculated for each type of new development for each type of
public capitd facility being assessed; and (2) enacting an IFO to provide a process under which
the fees are assessed and collected as new development occurs, and through which the fees are
accumulated and gpplied to capita project needs.

1. Definition of | mpact Fee

Asdefined in RSA 674:21,V, "impact feg" means

"...afee or assessment imposed upon development, including subdivision, building construction or
other land use change in order to help meet the needs occasioned by that development for the
construction or improvement of capital facilities owned or operated by the municipality, . . .. "

The amount of any such fee must be a proportiond share of the capitd improvement needs
related to demands of growth. Furthermore, there must be a reasonable relationship between the
fee being charged and the demands placed on cepitd facility capacity by the new development
being assessed a fee.  The codts of correcting existing deficiencies cannot be charged to new
development in the form of an impact fee.  Only the codts attributable to growth, as it relates to
the consumption or expandon of capitd facilities by new development, can be assessed. The
operding and maintenance costs of providing municipd services, and the cost of sSmply
upgrading the qudity of fadilities, cannot be paid for through impact fees.

2. Enacting | mpact Fee Provisons

While certain types of exactions may be authorized within subdivison and sSte plan review
regulations for Ste-specific capital costs on a case-by-case badis, a capita cost assessment that is
imposed on al new development of a class should be imposed only by an impact fee ordinance.
An IFO is part of the land use regulatory process; it is not simply a revenue enhancement
measure.

The adoption of an IFO does not preclude the use of an exaction procedure properly authorized
by locd subdivison or ste plan review regulaions, provided that there is no overlap between the
facilities funded by the IFO and the exactions. Exactions a the subdivison and Ste plan dage
ae gengdly limited to specific improvements identified a& or near the dte of the new
development; they are not appropriate for centralized capitd faciliies such as schools, public
sdfety facilities, municipa offices, solid waste fadilities, etc.

The enactment of RSA 674:21V required that, no later than July 1,1993, dl impact fee
ordinances were to be subject to the specific principles aticulated in the authorizing legidation.

11



We interpret this to mean that any ordinance adopted prior to that date which mandates payments
from new congruction for capitd facilities in a manner not consgent with RSA 674:21,V mug
be brought into compliance with that datute. While an exaction process can ill be carried out
under subdivison or dte plan regulaions for some capitd needs, a community that requires dl
developers to pay a cepitd facility fee toward facliies on a formula or per-unit bass
should restructure its procedure as part of an IFO.

3. FacilitiesEligible for | mpact Fee Assessment

RSA 674:21V specificdly limits the impostion of impact fees to cepitd facilities “owned or
operated” by the municipdity:

?7? Water trestment and distribution fecilities,

?? Waste water trestment and disposal facilities,

7? Sanitary sewers,

?? Storm water, drainage and flood control facilities;
?? Public road systems and rights- of-way;

?? Municipd office fadlities,

?? Public school fadlities, incduding the municipd share of capitd fadlities of a
cooperative or regiond school digtrict of which the municipdity is a member;

?7? Public ety fadilities,

?? Solid waste collection, trandfer, recycling, processing and disposd fadilities,
?? Publiclibrary fadlities; and

?? Public recregtiond facilities, not including public open space.

Since the authorizing legidation does not define "municipdity,” the controlling definition would
appear to be RSA 672:10, where municipdity:

“ ... means, includes, and relates to cities, towns, village districts, and counties in
which there are located unincor porated towns or unorganized places.”

Other than the dlowance for cooperative or regiona school didtrict facilities in the enumeration
of eligible facilities for impact fee assessment within RSA 674:21V, there is no specific
guidance on the tretment of solid waste cooperatives, dtae highways mantaned by a
municipdity, or other fadlities for which a municipdity may have patid financia or operationa
responshbility. Likewise, locd libraries may be owned and operated by a libray boad of
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trustees, with the municipdity contributing funds but not in direct control of ownership or
operation. Are such facilities “owned or operated’ by the municipdity? Where a library, public
works, or other department is part of the municipd government and the municipdity owns and
operates the facilities the answer is clear.  In the case of a library owned and run by trustees, or a
solid waste cooperative or other regiona entity, the answer is not so clear.

This handbook presumes that the intent of the legidation was to alow municipdities to charge
for some proportionate share of the cost of growthrelaed capitd facilities whether or not these
are owned or operated as part of a regiona or inter-jurisdictiond ownership. However, where
such entities are involved, communities should seek a legal opinion on the issue of
owner ship or operation of capital facilitiesfor which feesareto be charged.

B. ORDINANCE DEVELOPMENT

One of the prerequidtes to adoption of an impact fee ordinance is that the municipdity must have
"enacted" a capitd improvements program pursuant to RSA 674:5-7. Since the locd legidaive
body may authorize the planning board to prepare the capital improvements program only where
the planning board has adopted a master plan, the master plan is dso a prerequisite to the impact
fee assessment process.

The assessment of impact fees is authorized under RSA 674:21V as an innovaive land use
control. Ordinances to implement the other innovative land use controls enumerated by RSA
674:21, 1, as well as locd growth management ordinances, are generdly enacted as part of the
locd zoning ordinance.  While most andysts view this as the practice intended by the dtatute, at
leest two New Hampshire municipdities have interpreted this more flexibly, enacting ther
impact fees through a“freestanding” municipa ordinance.

The ordinance provisons need not be overly complex, provided that the reference documents
upon which they are based, including the computation methods, specid sudies leading to the
impact fee caculation, engineering studies, and a magter plan and capita improvements program
are reasonably up-to-date and well documented. The basic eements of an impact fee ordinance
should indlude:

?? Authority, purpose, and findings of need;

?? Definitions, including wha conditutes “new devdopment” for impact fee
assessment procedures,

?? Method of computation (often by referencing an adopted study or procedure);
?? Procedures for the assessment, collection, transfer and use of funds;
?? Criteriaand procedures for the refunding of impact fees; and

?? An appedls procedure.

13



An annotated impact fee ordinance followsthis section  Thisexample is based in part on the
provisons of severd loca impact fee ordinances in New Hampshire.  The margind notations
accompanying the text of the ordinance describe the purpose of the various sections, with some

commentary. Communities are advised that no such ordinance should be promulgated or
adopted without prior review and advice fromlocal municipal counsel.
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C. SAMPLE IMPACT FEE ORDINANCE

With annotations for clarification

ARTICLE
I mpact Fee Ordinance for Public Capital Facilities

A. AUTHORITY AND APPLICABILITY

The following regulaions shdl govern the assessment
of impact fees for public capitd fadlities in order to
accommodate increased demand on the capacity of these
fadlities due to new development. These regulations are
authorized by RSA 674:21,V, and other pertinent State
law, as an innoveive land use control. New
development in the Town of shdl be assessed
impact fees in proportion to its demand on the capita
facilities of the Town and its School Didrict.

B. FINDINGS

In review of the impact of growth redive to the existing
and planned capitd facility capecity avalable to the
Town of for its municipd and school needs, the
Town of hereby finds that:

1. As documented by the Mager Plan and the
Capitd Improvements Program of the Town of

, recent and anticipated growth rates in
public enrollment and associated improvements and
costs would necesstate an excessve expenditure of
public funds in order to maintain adequate municipd
and school facility standards and to promote and
protect the public hedth, safety, and welfare.
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Comments and Discussion

The basic rational e and the statutory
authority for the ordinance may be
set forthinabrief introduction. This
paragraph supports the basic
principle of maintaining the
proportionality of impact fee
assessments

Findings are an expression of
“legidativeintent” onthepart of the
municipality. The presence of
findings hel ps establish a nexus
between the ordinance and the
community needs that it is designed
to address.

References to the Master Plan and
CIP maintain a linkage to the
planning process and provision of
adequate facilities in the context of
growth.



2. The impogtion of impact fees is one of the
methods available to ensure that public expenditures
ae not excessve and tha new deveopment will
bear a proportionate share of the capita codts
necessary to accommodate such devel opment.

3. The impact fee  mehodology  entitled
Methodology for the Cdculation of Impact Fees in
the Town of (dated 1999, and
as amended) represents a reasonable, rationd and
proportiond method for the assessment of growth
related facility costs to new development.

4. An impact fee ordinance for public capitd
facilities is condgtent with the gods and objectives
of the Magter Plan and the Capita Improvements
Program of the Town of

. DEFINITIONS
1. School District. The School
Didrict, of which the Town of IS a
member municipdity.
2. Feepayer. The applicant for the issuance of a

buildng pemit which could creste new

development.

3. New Development. An activity which results
in

a The cregtion of a new dwdling unit or units,
or

b. The converson of a lanfully exiding use
which would result in a net increese in the
number of dweling units; or

c. A nonresdentia development or converson
of propety that results in a net increase in the
gross floor area of anon-resdentia use.
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Impact fees are one sour ce of
funding. Other funding may be
needed. The fee canonly bein
proportion to the demands of new
development.

The Town has prepared a separate
document that sets forth the details
of how the impact fees are
calculated. In thisfinding, the
Town has determined that, based on
its review of these methods, the
charges are reasonable and
proportional. Note that this
methodology may be amended at
some futuretime, reflecting changes
inthe calculations and the resulting
impact fee schedule.

A few definitions may be needed to
identify what constitutes “ new
development” for the purpose of
impact fee assessment.

Depending on the fees to be
assessed, new devel opment may
include new dwellings, creation of
additional dwellings by conversion
of one useto another, anincreasein
floor area of non-residential
development, etc.



4. Public_Recreation Facilities. Land and
fecilities owned or operated by the Town of

or the School Didtrict, other than public open space,
which are desgned for the conduct of recreationa
gports or other active uses of an organized nature,
and which include equipment or improvements to
the land to support indoor or outdoor public
recreation programs and activities.

5. Public_Open Space. An unimproved or
minimaly improved parcd of land or water
avalable to the public for passve recregtiona uses
such as waking, dtting, or picnicking which does
not include “ public recreation facilities’.

. IMPOSITION OF IMPACT FEES

1. Impact fees shdl be assessed to new devel opment
to compensate the Town of and the School
Didrict for the proportiond share of capita facilities
generated by new devdopment in the Town of
, incuding municipd and public school
fecllites to be condructed, or which were
congtructed in anticipation of new devel opment.

2. Any person who seeks a building permit for new
devdopment is hereby required to pay a public
school cgpitd facility impact fee upon adoption of
this article in the manner s&t forth herein.

3. A person may request a full or patid waver of
public school facility impact fees for that number of
dwdling units which will exdude schoo age
children, within devdopments in which dl or a
portion of the units will be lawfully redricted to
persons age __ (55)/ __ (62) and over, and where
such regtriction will be maintained for a period of a
leest 20 years. School impact fees may, in the
discretion of the Planning Board, be waived for
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RSA674: 21, V allowsimpact feesto
be charged for “ public recreation
facilities, not including public open
space”. However, the statute does
not define a distinction between
theseterms. To assure that impact
feesare not assessed for public open
space, the ordinance and

methodol ogy should define what
property or improvement constitutes
arecreation facility, and what is
open space. Some local recreation
master plans contain distinct
inventories that will help establish
the difference.

This definition of public open space
would include unimproved public
land devoted to conservation,
wetland protection, or passive uses.
Therefore, a recreation impact fee
could not be based on, or used for,
the cost of such space.

Impact fees can be collected in
advance of capital facility
development, or used to recoup a
portion of the cost of facilities
already constructed in anticipation
of growth.

The impact fee assessment and
payment processwill betriggered by
the application for a building permit.

Some “ standard waivers’ may be
appropriate to preserve the nexus
between fees charged and benefits
received by new development. Inthe
case of school impact fees, charges
to housing restricted to senior
citizens would be clearly
disproportionate. Written
documentation of lawful age
restrictions to be applied should be



E.

those units within a development that are otherwise
restricted to occupancy by older persons in a lawful
manner.

4. A person may request, from the Planning Board,
a ful or patid waver of impact fees for any
resdentid units or nonresdentid development that
was gpproved for congruction prior to the effective
date of thisarticle.

COMPUTATION OF IMPACT FEE

1. The amount of each impact fee shdl be as st
forth in the Impact Fee Schedules prepared and
updated in accordance with a report entitled
Methodology for the Calculation of Impact Fees in
the Town of (dated 1999, and
as amended) prepared and adopted by the Planning
Board for the purposes of impact fee assessment.

2. In cae of new deveopment created by
converson or modification of an exiding use, the
impact fee shal be based upon the net increase in
the impact fee assessed for the new use as compared
to the highest impact fee tha was or would have
been assessed for the previous use in exisence on or
after the effective date of this Ordinance.
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required for such a waiver. Other
standard waivers may be
appropriate where there isa clear
public policy basis for them, but
waivers should not be used so
extensively that they result in a
disproportionate application of
impact fees

In cases wher e building construction
was approved as one of the specific
improvements shown on aplat or site
plan prior to the effective date of the
ordinance, there may be a need to
consider what subsequent building
permits for such devel opment will be
subject to impact fee assessment.
Some argue that the application of
RSA 674:39 would preclude impact
fee assessment through a zoning
ordinance in some cases. Thisisa
“gray area” in which assessment of
fees may depend on the specifics of
the approvalson file. Legal
advisory services are strongly
recommended on this issue.

In some cases, the actual fee
schedule is appended to the
ordinanceitself. Inother cases, the
methodology and related schedule
are adopted by the Planning Board
or the governing body.

This clause allows impact fees to be
charged based on the net increase (if
any) in impact fees computed for a

previous existing use and the new use



F. PAYMENT OF IMPACT FEE

No building permit shdl be issued for new development
until the impact fee has been assessed by the building
officid, and pad to the Town of , or until the
fee payer has established a mutudly acceptable schedule
for payment with the Planning Board, or has deposted
an irrevocable letter of credit or other acceptable
performance and payment guarantee with the Town of

Impact fees shdl ordinarily be pad in full
prior to the issuance of a certificate of occupancy for the
new development for which the fee was assessed.

G. APPEALS

1. If afee payer believes the Planning Board acted
improperly in imposng or cdculding the impact
fee, ther action may be appeded to the Superior
Court as provided by RSA 677:15.

H. ADMINISTRATION OF FUNDS COLLECTED

1. All funds collected shdl be properly identified
and promptly transferred for deposit into separate
impact fee accounts for each of the cepitd facility
categories for which impact fees have been assessed.
This impact fee account shdl be a nonlapsing
goecid  revenue fund account and under no
crcumgtances shdl such revenues accrue to the
Generd Fund.

2. The Town Treasurer shdl record dl fees pad,
by dae of payment and the name of the person
making payment, and shdl mantan an updated
record of the current ownership, tax map and lot
reference number of properties for which fees have
been pad under this Artide for esch building
permit so affected for a period of a least nine (9)
years from the date of receipt of the impact fee
payment associated with the issuance of each permit.
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In this model, the assessment and
payment of an impact fee occurs at
the building permit application
stage.

Alternative arrangements for
payment are also allowed. In some
ordinances, assessment (notification
of payment due) is made at the
permit stage, but no c.o. isissued
until the payment is made.

Appeals procedures must be

incor porated into the ordinance per
statutory requirements. Since the
Planning Board isthe administering
agency for most impact fee
ordinances, their decision can only
be appealed to the Superior Court. In
cases where impact fees decisions
are made by town officers or other
agencies, Town Counsel should be
consulted to deter mine who would be
the appellate court.

Segregated impact fee accounts
should be maintained for each class
of capital facility for which feesare
assessed. This preserves a
connection between the fees charged
and the public benefits provided to
accommodate new development.

Snce impact fee refunds may be
required, it is recommended that a
records system be established to
record payments, indexed to a
map/lot identification of current
property ownership. While a six
year holding period is allowed
before a mandatory refund is
required, the community may want to
maintain itstransaction r ecordsfor a
longer period of time.



3. Impact fees collected may be spent from time to
time by order of the Board of Sdectmen and shal be
used soldy for the rembursement of the Town and
the School Digrict for the cost of public capitd
improvements for which they were collected, or to
recoup the cost of capitd improvements made by the
Town or Didrict in anticipation of the needs for
which the impact fee was collected.

4. In the event tha bonds or dgmilar debt
ingruments have been, or will be issued by the
Town or the Didrict for the funding of capacity-
related faclity improvements, impact fees may be
transferred to pay debt service on such bonds or
amilar debt indruments.

5. At the end of esch fiscd year, the Town
Treasurer shal make a report to the Board of
Sdectmen, giving a paticular account of al impact
fee transactions during the yeer.

|. REFUND OF FEES PAID

1. The current owner of record of propertty for
which an impact fee has been paid shdl be entitled
to arefund of that fee, plus accrued interest, where:

a. The impact fee has not been encumbered or
legdly bound to be spent for the purpose for
which it was collected within a period of sx (6)
years from the date of the full and find payment
of thefeg or

Most capital facilities require
advance funding by the municipality;
impact fees can be used to reimburse
eligible capital expenditures
(capacity-related).

Where bonded debt has been
incurred to build a facility with
capacity to accommodate new
devel opment, accumulated fees can
be applied.

A basic housekeeping measure to
track impact fee income and
disbursements is recommended.

A properly constructed impact fee
system should not require impact
feesto berefunded. However, there
may be cases where no eligible
proj ects have been funded, or where
thereisno existing debt service costs
to which fees can be allocated to
fund outstanding obligations for
eligible capital facility improvement
made in the past.



b. The Town or, in the case of school
fadlities, the School Didrict, has faled within
the period of sx (6) years from the date of the
full and find payment of such fee, to gppropriate
any of the nonrimpact fee share of rdated capital
improvement  codts, thereby permitting the
capitd  improvemert or capitd  improvement
plan for which the impact fee was collected to be
commenced. If any cepitd improvement or
cgpitd  improvement program  for which an
impact fee is collected has been commenced
ether prior to, or within sx years from, the date
of find collection of an impact fee, that impact
fee payment shdl be deemed to be encumbered
and legdly bound to be spent for sad capitd
improvement or capitd improvement program
and dhdl not be refunded, even if it is not fully
expended within the six-year period.

2. The Boad of Sdectmen shdl provide al owners
of record who are due a refund written notice of the
amount due, including accrued interest, if any, and
shdl promptly cause said refund to be made.

J. ADDITIONAL ASSESSMENTS

Payment of the impact fee under this article does not
resrict the Town or the Planning Board from requiring
other payments from the fee payer, induding such
payments relating to the cost of the extensons of water
and sawer mains or the condruction of roads or streets
or other infrestructure and public capitd facilities
specificdly benefiting the devedopment as required by
the subdivison or dte plan review regulations, or as
otherwise authorized by law.
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Whenever project funding requires
the use of non-impact fee funds
(nearly always), the municipality
must appropriate other funds for
such improvements within six years,
or refund the related impact fees.

This ordinance interprets the “ Six-
year rule” of RSA674:21, Vtoallow
appropriations that fund part or all
of arelated capital project or capital
program (a series of improvements)
so that fees can be retained to fund
incremental capital improvements.
For example, arecreationimpact fee
often represents the cost of a
number of different types of facilities
that are needed for growth, but
which are built at different times.
Under thislocal interpretation, the
feeswould become * encumbered” if
used to pay for all or a portion of
the eligible recreation facilities that
are part of a growth-related capital
program.

Some ordinances require the
property owner to apply for refunds.
Snce many owners may not be
aware of the fees paid at original
construction, it is recommended
owners be directly notified, or that
related information be publicly
announced and posted.

The Town retains the right to
consider other site-specific impacts
of new development on public
infrastructure.



K. PREMATURE AND SCATTERED
DEVELOPMENT

Nothing in this aticle shal be condtrued so as to limit
the exiding authority of the Planning Board to deny new
proposed development which is scattered or premature,
requires an excessive expenditure of public funds or
otherwise violates the Town of Zoning
Ordinance, or the Planning Board Site Plan
Review Regulations or Subdivison Regulaions, or
which may otherwise be lawfully denied.

L. REVIEW

The Impact Fee Assessment Schedule shdl be reviewed
annudly by the Panning Board, according to the
methodologies edtablished within  the report entitled
Methodology for the Cdculdion of Impact Fees in the
Town of (dated 1999, and as
amended). Such review may result in recommended
adjusments in one or more of the fees based on the
mogt recent data as may be avalable including, but not
limted to, current condruction cost information or
capitd  improvement plans or programs, property
assessment  data, demographic data, U. S, Census
information, and other sources.  Based on its review,
the Board may consder the adoption of an updated or
amended impact fee methodology, or may modify the
schedule to correct errors or incongstencies identified in
the review process. No change in the methodology or
in the impact fee schedules shdl become effective until
it shdl have been the subject of a public hearing before
the Planning Board, noticed in accordance with RSA
675:7, and gpproved by the Board of Selectmen.

The adoption of an impact fee
ordinance does not preclude findings
of scattered and premature
development. Impact fees provide
reimbursement for selected growth-
related capital costs.
Determinations of scattered or
premature devel opment may relateto
excessive expenditure of public funds
relating to operating costs, or to
avoid hazards created by new
devel opment.

Fromtimeto time, it may be
necessary and desirable to update
the methodol ogy by which impact
fees are assessed.

New demographic, financial, tax
assessment, and capital cost data
may be used to update the fee system.

If the Board changes the

methodol ogy, there should be an
opportunity for public comment on
therevisionsand their impact on the
amount of the fees. Frequent
changes to the impact fee schedule
should be avoided to preserve equity
in the system.



SECTION IV. DEVELOPING A METHODOLOGY
FOR IMPACT FEE ASSESSMENTS

Figure 1 illudrates a generd process of devdoping an impact fee system for capitd facilities.
The initid geps in the process involve deciding which capitd facilities are likdy to benefit from
impact fee assessment. The edablisment of growth-related capitd costs begins with the
community's land use planning process.

A. EVALUATING CAPITAL NEEDS

Both the magter plan and the capita improvements program should contain data on current capita
faclity inadequacies, and some generd edimates of facility expanson needs based on future
population and employment growth. Depending upon the types of capitd facilities to which the
impact fee ordinance will apply, it may be necessary to review and update, where appropriate,
gpecific sections of the magter plan such asthe:

?? Trangportation Section;

?? Utilities Section;

?? Community Facilities Section; and/or
?? Recrestion Section.

The community facilities and trangportation sections of the master plan often describe long-term
capita needs over a 10- or 20-year growth period. The capital improvements program (CIP)
usudly contains specific capitd facility recommendations for a minimum sx-year horizon. Under
RSA 674:21,V, a CIP must be adopted before an impact fee ordinance will be valid.

The minimum gx-year period for a CIP edtablished in RSA 674:5 pardlds that of the maximum
holding period for impact fees established by RSA 674:21V(e). While the community must
appropriate the non-impact fee share of facility expansgon cods (if any) within Sx years of the time
the fee is assessed, this does not necessarily mean that the entire system of related facilities must be
completed in the same period. For example, an impact fee could be applied to fund dl or part of
the cost of one phase of alonger term (10-15-year) overdl plan for capitd facility expansion.

Communities that are engaged in a CIP process should take note that RSA 674:5 establishes only a
minmum planning horizon of sx years for a CIP.  There is nothing to prevent the municipdity
from establishing a longer planning period that better integrates mgor long-term capital projects. A
CIP section devoted to long term capitd needs may provide better support for impact fee
assessments for such fadlities when full implementation of a number of phases will require a
period of more than Six years.



Figure 1
PROCESS for DETERMINING IMPACT FEE ASSESSMENT

CONSIDER GROWTH AREAS & GOVERNMENT
SERVICE GOALS IDENTIFIED IN MASTER PLAN

v

REVIEW CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM
(Minimum 6 year horizon)

'

CLASSIFY CAPITAL PROJECTS
AND ALLOCATE COST COMPONENTS

4/_\A

IDENTIFY EXISITING CALCULATE GROWTH-
CAPITAL NEEDS RELATED CAPITAL NEEDS
DETERMINE COST TO CURE D ETERMINE COST OF
EXISTING DEFICIENCIES CAPACITY TO SERVE NEW
OR UPGRADES DEVELOPMENT
APPLY ESTIMATE LOCAL
NON-IMPACT FEE CAPITAL COST PER UNIT
REVENUES OF NEW DEVELOPMENT
ADJUST FOR CREDITS
AND DERIVE NET
IMPACT FEE
DOCUMENT METHODS
TO DERIVE FEE SCHEDULE

AND ADOPT ORDINANCE

v

ASSESS FEES TO
NEW DEVELOPMENT &
FUND RELATED PROJECTS
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B. PROPORTIONALITY OF ASSESSMENT

1. Concepts of Proportionality

The key to dl impact fee assessment is proportiondity and the equitable dlocation of capita cods.
Proportiondity enters into impact fee assessments in a least three important ways. Firs,
proportiondity should be measured in terms of the amount of facility cgpacity which will be
consumed by new vs. existing development. Secondly, for facilities impacted by non-residentid as
well as resdentid demand, proportionaity should be determined by the levd of demand on
fadlities originating from different types of land development. This measure of proportiondity will
require an dlocation of facility costs usng a common denominator of unit demand which can be
goplied to both resdentid and non-residentid development. Thirdly, the fees assessed should be
proportional to the scale of the proposed development according to the number of new demand
units introduced by that development (number of dwelling units, square feet of space, employees,
or other measures).

The outcome of an impact fee methodology is a standardized schedule of fees per unit of new
development (per dwelling unit, per square foot of new commercid space, etc) While the
process of ariving a the gppropriate net impact fee schedule will differ from one community to
another, impact fee formulas generdly reflect the following generic sructure:

[Number of units of new development (dwellings, sg. ft. commercid space, etc.)]
X [Capita facility area or capacity needed per unit of new devel opment]
X [Cost of capita facility per unit area or capacity]
= Gross caoitd facility cost per unit of new development
- [Portion of gross capital cost paid by non-loca funds
- [Creditsfor tax and other payments toward capacity by new development]

= Net impact fee assessed to the new development

This concept of deriving a “unit co” for capita facilities can be applied whether the impact fee
will gpply to the recoupment of past facility invesments in avalable unused capacity, or to the
condruction of new fadlities in the future. In ether case, each unit of new deveopment is
responsible for the same capitd vaue per unit of demand on public faciliies.  The caculation of
creditsis discussed in a separate chapter of this handbook.

2. Separating Demands of New Development from Existing Needs and Upgrades

In order to determine whether impact fees are appropriate to fund a capitd facility or program, the
community must first compare present to future needs for capitd facility capacity on an objective
basis.
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a. Unit Demand Measures

Not dl future expenditures for capitd facility devdopment are directly related to the demands of
growth; some involve catching up on current needs. Both current and desired levels of service
should be defined by some unit measure.  Table 3 illustrates common measures for service and
fadility unit sandards.
TABLE 3
TYPICAL DEMAND UNIT MEASURES FOR DETERMINING THE NEED FOR CAPITAL FACILITIES

DEMAND UNITS FOR PUBLIC SERVICES

SERVICE AREAS

ADMINISTRATION

POLICE

FIRE

HIGHWAY

SOLID WASTE

LIBRARY

RECREATION

SCHOOLS

WATER

SEWER

DEMAND BASIS
Employees needed: office &meeting space
Number of Officers needed for service area
coverage: patrols and prevention.
Response time, water supply, property mix,
fire prevention/inspection services
Trip generation by land use
Municipal solid waste generation
Collection size needed for population
Population and facility usage
Number of pupils enrolled

Total metered usage by type

Total peak flow to treatment plant or

SERVICE AVERAGE OR
STANDARD SERVICE

Employees per 1000 pop.

Officers per 1000 pop.

ISO Rating: equipment performance;
delivery of fire flow; apparatus
PM peak hour trip-ends

Tons per year disposal MSW
per capita; per employee
Volumes per capita

Facilities per 1000 population
developed acres per 1000 population
Pupils per classroom

Site acreage per pupil capacity
Gallons per day/capita or per sq.ft..

Gallons per day/capita or per sq.ft.

function of metered water usage

FACILITY CAPACITY MEASURES AND STANDARDS

TYPICAL MEASURES OF FACILITY CAPACITY
SERVICE AREA (AVERAGES OR STANDARDS APPLIED)

ADMINISTRATION Gross Sq. Ft./Employee

POLICE Sqg. Feet Per Officer

FIRE Pieces of apparatus needed for fire flow
sq. ft. needed to house equipment

HIGHWAY New PM peak hour trip ends

SOLID WASTE Tons/Day or annual disposal capacity

landfill acreage/total capacity

LIBRARY Sq.. Ft. per volume or per capita

RECREATION Number of ballfields, courts, etc./thousand pop.

developed acreage per thousand

SCHOOLS Sq. ft. of classroom per pupil capacity
(classroom and core facility space)
Number of acres per pupil capacity planned

WATER Gallons per day treatment/peak capacity

SEWER Gallons per day treatment/peak capacity
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b. Upgrading vs. Expansion to Serve New Devel opment

The practicdity of impact fee assessment varies with community dze, volume and rae of
growth, and the current adequacy of capitd facilities In Figure 2 three communities (A, B and
C) anticipate that, in 15 years, they will require a 25,000- square-foot facility.

Figure 2
Impact fees may fund growth-related costs, but not upgrades of exisitng
deficiences

250007
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15000

10000

Capital Facility Size (square feet)

5000

Town A Town B Town C

O Exisiting Space ® Upgrade to Present Need B Provide for Growth

Town A isalarge but dow-growing town with an exigting facility of 15,000 square feet, which
is deficient for its current population. Most of planned expansion will be related to upgrading so
that the facility can meet exiding demands. It will benefit little from animpact fee. Town Cis
a the other extreme. Itisasmal, very rapidly growing town with afacility of only 2,500 square
fedt. 1t needsto build an additional 2,500 square feet to meet the demands of its existing
population, but another 20,000 square feet to meet the demands of mgor anticipated new
development by the horizon year. Since most of its capita facility need isrelated to
accommodating new development and rapid growth, impact fees will be of benefit in paying for
most of the expanded facility.  Town B is somewhere in-between; it has a Sgnificant amount
of upgrading to accomplish, but will need additiona facility space to accommodate new
development.  While each of these towns could adopt an impact fee for the growth-rel ated
portion of facility requirements, afee sysem would have negligible resultsin Town A,

moderate effectsin Town B, and amagjor effect in Town C, provided that the anticipated growth
actudly materidizes.
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c. Feesfor Recoupment vs. New Construction

Figure 3 illudrates three towns with horizon year needs for a 25,000-square-foot capitd fecility.
In Town 1, a 25,000-square-foot facility has aready been built, but only about 7,500 square feet
ae needed for the existing population. The Town can charge impact fees to recover its
invesment in the remaining capacity of the facility. In Town 2, there is a 10,000-square-foot
fadlity, with no reserve capacity (the current fecility space is in baance with current needs).
The Town can charge impact fees to fund dl d the planned new congtruction of another 15,000
square feet. In Town 3, the 15,000-square-foot facility has excess capacity, and plans have
aready been developed for a future addition. The impact fee can be gpplied to recoup the cost
of the remaining available capacity dready congtructed, the cost of the future addition, or both.

Figure 3
Impact Fees Can Recoup Past Investments or Future Construction of Capital Facilities
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Town 1 - Recoup Past Investment Town 2 Fund New Construction ~ Town 3 - Fund Recoupment and New
Construction

Impact fee assessments are often envisoned as charges for future facility congruction or
expanson. Most magor capital projects such as schools, roads, water and sewer trestment
faclities, and others, are built in anticipation of long-term growth. Recoupment of past capita
investments through impact fees is possble, and probably necessary, for the functioning of an
ongoing impact fee sysem for mgor fadlities If an exiging faclity has remaining avaladle
capacity to serve new development, an impact fee may be appropriate to recapture that
invetment on a proportiond share bass.  This is recommended only where the facility is of
farly recent congruction, or where there remains existing outstanding bonded debt to be retired.
Various forms of “hookup fees’ have long been agpplied as recoupment of past invesments in
water or wastewater trestment capacity made in anticipation of long-term growth.

Whatever impact fee is gpplied must Hill be shown to be proportionatdly related to the per-unit
demand of new development on facility capacity. Whether the impact fee represents a
recoupment of past invetment in avalable cgpacity or anticipated future condruction to creste
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or expand that capacity, the current capitd cost of congruction per-unit of demand on facilities
should be the basis for the fee.

Regardiess of the method used, an effort must be made to determine whether there is excess,
adequate or deficient facility capacity available today reative to exising and future needs, based
on locd dandards. The difference between the facility capacity needed now (under a desired
sarvice standard) and future capacity needed to maintain that standard, is the growth-related share
of capitd facility codts. In some cases, the quantity of facilities needed now, according to the
sdected dandard, is less than what is actudly being provided by the community. This “deficit”
must be funded from norrimpact fee sources, and the cogts of this portion of capita needs cannot
be dlocated to new development.

3. Using Service and Facility Standards

It will not dways be possble to cite a facility or service sandard smply in terms of square feet per
cgpita or full-time personnel per thousand population. For some services, it may be necessary to
reference a peformance standard such as maintaining a three-minute response time for public
sdfety sarvices, or in terms of mantaining a dedred fire insurance rating classfication. In other
cases, the planning board may smply make a judgment based on advice from department heads
that a service or facility is "a capacity” and is adequate only to serve the community's current
population. The current average facility capacity per employee and/or personnd per thousand
population may then be applied to a future population to estimate the demands of growth Where
performance standards are used to define facility needs, the physica faciliies and equipment
needed to achieve the performance-based level of service need to be established. The levd of
sarvice may then be expressed as a quantifiable amount, such as square feet of space per demand
unit. This will dearly edtablish a bass for defining the extent to which capacity is being utilized,
and the degree to which additiond facilities are needed to serve growth.

Few communities will find that their mager plans contain specific standards for services or
fadliies Many communities look to outside reference sources for "standards’ which can be used
to define adequate levels of service. However, more than the ample use of per-capita multipliersis
needed to define gppropriate levels of service for the community. This section reviews methods
and sources of information that can be used to measure proportionate demand on services and
related capitd facilities.

Concepts of municipd service ddivery ae increasingly reeching beyond the traditiond "per
cgpitd’ multiplier methods.  Typicdly, community mester plans will cite published "sandards’
such as the number of uniformed police officers per thousand population. Often these standards
are based on averages for communities having different population szes and service demand
characterigtics (see Tables 4-5 for daffing in New Hampshire municipdities).  Without further
sudy of locd needs, a municipdity should not automaticdly adopt a reference service “sandard”
or average.  The community should use such resources for reference only, and develop their own
rational standard for loca services.

Municipd departments, notably public safety services (police and fire), may criticize the use of
population-based mulltipliers as being overly smplidic in defining a community’s overal need for
sarvice, which is based on variables as well.  Yet some rationa and messurable standard is
ultimately needed to establish the overdl level of current service demand, to project future cepacity
needs, and to dlocate service demand by land use classfication.
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TABLE 4

1997 CITY AND TOWN GOVERNMENT EMPLOYMENT IN NEW HAMPSHIRE

PER THOUSAND POPULATION

DEPARTMENT/ CITIES TOWNS ALL MUNICIPAL
CATEGORY Full Time FTE Full Time FTE Full Time FTE
General Gov't Admin. 157 1.70 124 1.80 135 1.77
Public Safety
Fire
Firefighters 190 194 0.60 0.73 104 114
All Employment 1.96 201 0.64 0.78 1.09 120
Police
Officers 192 194 1.40 159 158 171
All Employment 241 253 172 198 195 217
Public Works
Streets & Highways 124 1.28 117 128 1.20 128
Solid Waste 0.45 0.46 0.22 0.32 0.30 0.37
Water & Sewer 0.92 094 0.30 0.33 051 054
All Employment 261 2.69 171 1% 202 219
Libraries 0.48 0.66 0.20 042 0.27 0.27
Recreation 0.28 0.39 011 021 0.17 0.27
Airports/Transit 0.25 0.38 0.00 0.00 0.08 0.13
Total 9.90 10.76 570 7.25 711 822

Source: Compiled by Bruce C. Mayberry, Planning Consultant, fromU. S. Census of Governments raw data for 1997,

city and town data for NH.

Summary groupings of employment by consultant.

Employment per thousand population computed based on NHOSP estimates for 1997.




TABLES

CITY AND TOWN GOVERNMENT EMPLOYMENT PER THOUSAND POPULATION - NEW HAMPSHIRE, 1997

NEWHAMPSHIRE CITIES NEW HAMPSHIRE TOWNS OTAL NH MUNICIPA ES
Full Time Full Time Full Time
EMPLOYMENT Equivalent Equivalent Equivalent
GROLIP Full Time Part Time Fmnlovment Full Time Part Time Fmnlovment Full Time Part Time Fmnlovment
ADMINISTRATION/GENERAL GOV'T
Financial Administration 0.59 0.08 0.62 0.51 0.50 0.65 0.53 0.36 0.64
Other Gov't Admin. 0.37 0.12 0.39 0.40 0.77 0.57 0.39 0.55 0.51
Judicial & Legal 0.09 0.00 0.09 0.00 0.01 0.01 0.03 0.00 0.03
Housing & C. D. 0.10 0.01 0.10 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.04 0.01 0.04
Other/Unclassified 0.43 012 0.50 0.33 1.55 0.58 0.36 1.06 0,55
Subtotal Gen. Gov't 1.57 032 1.70 1.24 2.83 1.80 1.35 1.98 1.77
PUBLIC SAFETY
Fire
Firefighters 1.90 0.10 1.94 0.60 1.64 0.73 1.04 1.11 1.14
Eire-Other 0.06 0.01 0.07 0.04 0,04 0.05 0.05 0.03 0.06
Suhtatal Eire 196 011 201 064 168 078 1.09 114 120
Police
Police Officers 1.92 0.03 1.94 1.40 0.61 1.59 1.58 0.41 1.71
Police-Other 0.48 031 0.59 032 024 0.40 0.37 0.26 0,46
Subtotal Police 2.41 035 2.53 1.72 084 1.98 1.95 0.67 2.17
HEALTH & WELFARE
Health 0.21 0.08 0.25 0.06 0.11 0.09 0.11 0.10 0.14
Mlelfare 014 004 018 002 Q05 003 0 06 005 008
Subtotal Health & Welfare Q.35 011 0.42 0.08 016 012 017 0.14 0,22
PUBLIC WORKS
Streets & Highways 1.24 0.07 1.28 1.17 0.28 1.28 1.20 0.21 1.28
Solid Waste Management 0.45 0.02 0.46 0.22 0.28 0.32 0.30 0.19 0.37
Sewerage 0.47 0.02 0.48 0.20 0.03 0.21 0.29 0.03 0.30
Water Supply 0.45 0.03 0.47 0.11 0.04 0.12 0.22 0.04 0.24
Electric Power 000 000 000 001 000 001 0 01 000 001
Suhtotal Public \Warks 261 013 2 60 171 064 194 202 047 219
LIBRARIES
Local | ibraries 0.48 037 0.66 020 0.61 0.42 0.27 0.27 0.27
RECREATION/CONSERVATION
Parks and Recreation 0.27 0.34 0.38 0.11 0.27 0.21 0.17 0.30 0.27
Natural Resourceg 001 000 001 000 000 000 000 000 000
Suhtotal Recreation 028 034 039 011 028 021 017 030 027
TRANSPORTATION
Airports 0.14 0.02 0.15 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.05 0.01 0.05
Transit 011 020 023 000 000 000 004 007 008
Suhtatal Transpartation Q28 Q22 0138 000 000 000 0 08 007 013
TOTAL 9.90 1.93 10,76 5.70 7.04 7.25 711 5.05 8.22

Source: Compiled by Bruce C. Mayberry, Planning Consultant from U. S. Census of Governments raw data for 1997, city and town level data for NH.
Fmnlaovment ner thainsand nonnlation comniited hased on NHOSP estimates far 1997 Grouninas of emnlaovment hv cansnltant
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The cdculation of an impact fee usng sarvice and facility sandards is illusrated in a smplified
example beow. In this example, it is assumed tha a town anticipates an addition to its municipa
offices to accommodate growth. It is assumed that the current personne and space available for
adminidrative offices is adequate for current needs, and that the same ratios need to be maintained
to sarve the future populaion. In this smplified case, it is adso assumed that non-residentia
development in thistown is a negligible portion of the demand on adminigtrative services.

Current Future
Popul ation of Town: 5,000 10,000
Administrative Personnel: 9 18
Personnel Per Thousand Population 1.80 180
Gross Area Office Space (sg. ft.) 3,600 7,200
Gross Area Per Employee 400 400
Facility Demand Attributable to Growth: 3,600 <. ft.
Facility Development Cost Per Square Foot: $7/5
Total Cost of Expansion: $270,000
Population Increment Served by Expansion: 5,000
Per Capita Facility Cost: $ 54
Single Family Home- Average Persons Per Unit 30
Impact Fee Per Single Family Unit $162

Smilar worksheets may be prepared for each facility for which impact fees are to be charged. In
actua practice, worksheets for each facility must be modified to illustrate capacity demand and
costs atributable to non-resdential sectors as well.

4. Service Demand Allocation

For each type of capitd facility that will be the subject of impact fees, the community must
develop its own objective assessment of the current and future demand on that municipa facility
by land use category. Such a review will estimate the proportiona demand on a municipa service
from demand sectors such as resdenti, commercid, indudrid and inditutiond.  These
alocations of demand and need may be addressed by:

?? Egablishing the desired leve of service for the existing demand base;

?? Egimating the share of demand for community services created by resdentid
and non-residentia sources, or

?? Defining a "common denominator" of service demand which can be applied to
different land use types.

To determine the proportion of service demand created by various land uses, the andyst may use
one or more measures such as those indicated below:
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?? The number of cals answered, manrhours worked, solid waste tonnage
collected, galons consumed, etc. may be determined for various land uses from
department records,

?? Demand may dso be edtimated by department heads as percentages of tota
service load oriented toward various land uses or development categories,

?? In the absence of specific quantifiable data, percentages of totad demand may be
assgned in proportion to the share of tota taxable vaduation which a particular
land use category represents;

?? Master plan data on developed land, expressed as percentages of tota land area
in each category, may be used to assgn proportiond shares of demand for
services, and/or

?? Demand multipliers found in regiond or nationd publicaions, or engineering
manuas which use empiricd data, may be used to eimate levels of service
demand generated by the respective land use categories.

Once the proportiona shares of demand are estimated for each of the land use categories, demand
per service unit within each category can be assgned. The service units would most likely be total
population or totad occupied dweling units for resdentid land use; or tota employees or totd
square feet of floor area for commercid, indudria, and inditutional uses. For example, it may be
determined that the demand on public safety services is 50% residentid and 50% commercia-
industrid. In such case, hdf of the capitd facility need could be atributed to the resdentid
sector, then that portion dvided by the residentid population to derive a per capita demand bass.
The remainder, attributed to commercid-industria uses, could be dlocated on a per-employee or
per-square-foot basis. The important point is to find an equitable bass to dlocate the
proportional demands of development across dl land uses generating an impact on the facility or
service in question.



SECTION V. CALCULATING IMPACT FEES
FOR SPECIFIC FACILITIES

This section is devoted to discusson and illudration of the process of estimating the proportiona
capitd cost impact of new deveopment, usng community standards for services and related
fecllities. This section aso reviews the availability of recommended or adopted standards for
municipal  services or fadlities regiond averages of demand or service levels, and generd
guiddines for cgpitd facility development availdble in New Hampshire.  Specific examples are
provided for the caculation of impact fees for recrestion facilities, libraries, schools and public
roads.

A. CAPITAL COST ALLOCATION METHODSBY FACILITY TYPE

1. Public Safety Services

Law enforcement and fire services generdly perform the dud functions of protecting persons and
property, and responding to cdls for service  As public safety services provide preventetive
services as well as emergency response, cals for service adone are not dways the best measure of
overdl service demand. It is recommended that estimates for future capacity needs be based on
overal manpower and equipment deployment requirements of the public safety departments, given
the unique circumdances of the municipaity. Specific needs of the municipdity may be identified
in specid sudies that relate performance expectations to manpower needs, office space, equipment
and storage requirements.

a. Law Enforcement

Consultation with your police department is essential in order to assess the appropriateness of
per-capita saffing ratios in your community because there are no universd standards by which
communities can measure the level of need for locd law enforcement services provided by their
departments. There are, however, some sources of reference data by which general comparisons
can be made. For example, the Federd Bureau of Invedtigation annudly publishes nationd,
regiond, and sdected municipd data on full-time cvilian and uniformed police personnd in the
Uniform Police Reports. Table 6 contains such data for communities within the Southern New
Hampshire Planning Commisson area. Thee daia are dso expressed as ratios per thousand
population. This information, and data presented in Tables4 and 5 (from data collected in the
1997 Census of Governments), might be used to compare loca personnd averages to that of other
communities.

The e of date or locad personnd raios may be ingppropriate in communities having large urban
populations, high seasond demands on services, or specid demands such those in a college town.
Such circumstances will often dictate that the communities provide a greater police presence and a
broader spectrum of expertise, requiring a more sophisticated method of identifying necessary
levels of sarvice and fadlity and equipment standards. Incressngly, law enforcement officids
resst the notion that staffing and facility needs can be defined smply by per-capita measures.
According to the International Association of Chiefs of Police (IACP):

"Ready-made universally applicable patrol manpower standards do not exist.
Ratios, such as officer per 1,000 population, aretotally inappropriate as a basis for
staffing decisions.”" (1992, Information Paper)
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The IACP emphasizes that patrol daffing requirements should consder the following factors in
view of their mix within each unique locdlity:

?7? Number of cdlsfor sarvice

?? Population Sze and densty;

?? Compogtion of population: age dructure, trandence of population, culturd

conditions;

?? Climate and demands of seasond population;

?? Policies of prosecutorid, judicia, correctiona and probation agencies,

?? Citizen demands for crime control and non-crime control sarvices and crime
reporting practices, and

?? Municipa resources.

Table6

1997 LAW ENFORCEMENT PERSONNEL IN

COMMUNITIESWITHIN THE SNHPC AREA

1997 Full Time Per Thousand
Employment (1) Population
MUNICIPALITY Population Civilian Uniformed Total Total Officerg
AUBURN 4,488 2 6 8 178 134
BEDFORD 15,264 k| 24 35 2.29 157
CANDIA 3,753 1 4 5 133 1.07
CHESTER 3,234 0 2 2 0.62 0.62
DEERFIELD 3,397 1 5 6 177 147
DERRY 32,019 1 51 62 1A 159
GOFFSTOWN 15,735 1 26 37 235 165
HOOKSETT 9,571 13 19 32 334 199
L ONDONDERRY 21,529 12 37 49 2.28 172
MANCHESTER 103,330 65 196 261 253 190
NEW BOSTON 3,684 1 4 5 1.36 1.09
RAYMOND 9,196 1 14 15 163 152
WEARE 6,815 2 6 8 117 0.88
TOTAL/AVERAGE 232,015 131 3% 525 226 170




The New Hampshire Police Standards and Training Council advises that each department consider
its goatid needs from the standpoint of providing necessary security, confidentidity and records
keeping. Some departments may aso need sdlyports, additional parking for the public, reception
aress, education and training space, physica ftness and exercise rooms. The Council offers some
guidance papers with respect to daffing a police department. These guidelines indicate that the
"rule of thumb" is to analyze the number of cdls for service in the course of a year and the number
of manhours required per shift to handle the cdls. In addition, multipliers may be used,
depending upon the extent of services provided by the department, to allow for adequate time to
engage in preventive patrol and non-enforcement duties. Using either a personne average, cals
for sarvice, or a peformance standard such as response time, a community or department would
then define an overdl level of service statement, describing the facilities needed to operate at that
levdl of sarvice now and in the future The andys should work closdy with locd law
enforcement personnd to define appropriate service levels and facility needs.

Findly, to edimate current vs. future level of service needs and facility requirements, a ratio of the
total square footage of the police facility to the number of uniformed officers can be established to

describe facility needs.

After determining the gppropriate level of service for law enforcement using one of the above
methods, the community should summarize its current Stuetion in terms of:

Demand: Number of cadls or totd hours worked; caculate cdls or hours per capita
for resdentid, and cdls or hours per employee or per square foot for non
resdential service.

Searvice Standard:  Number of officers or tota police department employment per
thousand population.

Facility Standard: Gross facility area per uniformed officer or per employee.

b. Fire Service

Specific manpower averages for fire protection services reported by such sources as the U.S.
Census of Governments are often insufficient to illustrate manpower or facility needs, especidly
given the presence of many dl-volunteer fire services in the State of New Hampshire.  Full-time
equivalent personnd measures are therefore usudly inadequate to establish needed levels of
service based on population aone.

Levels of fire department service might first be expressed as performance standards which can then
be converted into specific manpower, equipment, and facility needs. Desred or current levels of
sarvicein fire prevention and fire fighting may be expressed in terms of:

?? Responsetime

?? Provison of adequate water supply and fire flow;

?? Degree of protection and ingpection functions within the local fire service,
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?? The extent of full-time vs. volunteer participation in fire fighting and prevention
activities, or

?? Insurance raing schedules maintained by the Insurance Service Office (ISO)
commercid fire suppresson ratings.

Fire service professonas recommend that communities look a the whole fre protection system in
ther service area, examining the services related to prevention; the level of fire risks in the
community based on the type of buildings dendty and extent of utilities and weater supplies
present; the presence of specid high-risk groups, specid gpparatus needs; the condition of housing
and buildings; locd fire loss higtory; and an assessment of other risk factors in the community such
asthe volume of vehicular traffic.

As with law enforcement sarvices, the smple andyss of cdls per capita handled by the
department is not necessarily a predictor of future needs, since it does not measure the prevention
agect of fire sarvice activity.  Similarly, a community's score on a grading schedule of 1SO
insurance ratings is often used as a measure of the level of service and equipment needs, but is
oriented toward insurance condderations (property loss prevention) rather than toward community
gods.

Other measures, epecidly for more sophigticated urban departments, may include an andyss of
response times and manthours devoted to fire suppression, prevention and support activities.
Detaled andyses may be made of fire flows and the capacity of the water utility network to serve
the unique needs of various parts of the community. In larger communities, it may be necessary to
do a dation-by-daion inventory of manpower, equipment and response time for individud fire
didricts.

The Bureau of Fire Standards and Training, Divison of Fire Service, New Hampshire Department
of SAfety, is avaladle on a consulting basis to locd fire depatments to andyze their manpower
needs and facility requirements, and to help determine the gppropriate level of fire service.

Based on the above congderations, it is likey that the community will arrive a a desired service
level which reflects a combination of factors including: the totd number of man-hours required for
the entire operation; the provison of appropriately rated equipment and sation facilities to house
the manpower and equipment; and the ability of the community to maintain and deliver adequate
water suppliesfor fire suppresson.

Once the community has evauaed its fire protection needs, it may define its gods for overdl fire
sarvice, and select a community standard for service expressed in terms of:

Demand: Tota hours of service and/or cdls answered; caculate residential sector
per capita and non-residentia per employee or per square foot.

Service Standard: Manpower and apparatus needs to meet 1SO or desired standard
for response times, fire flow, etc.
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Facility Standard:  The sguare footage required to house manpower and equipment
a desred community service leve.

2. Solid Waste Facilities

Solid waste and recyding facilities are digible for impact fee assessments. In most cases, the
development of loca trandfer stations may represent an increased capitd cost for new capacity to
serve future growth. Increasingly, the disposa of solid waste is handled by facilities owned by
regional cooperatives or inter-municipd digtricts.  In the case of facilities that are shared with other
communities, each community will have to determine whether it owns or operates fadlities for
which it may charge impact fees to pay for available excess capacity or for additional capacity to
serve future growth.

The community will need to congder the types and volumes of municipa solid wastes (and
processng of recycled materids) that affect capitd facilities a the locd levd. The cog to the
community of the commercid-industria component of the solid waste stream entering municipal
fecilities will vary according to locd policies on waste disposd.  For example, in some solid
waste cooperatives, commercid and industrid solid waste may be transported by a commercia
heuler directly from the source to a regiona solid wadte facility where tipping fees are paid by the
hauler. This portion of the solid waste stream may not impact on the municipaly owned transfer
daion or locd landfill. This condderation will affect the cdculation of solid waste disposa
capita cods atributable to the various land use activities within the community.

Particular consderations for solid waste impact fees should include:

?? The types of municipd facilities needed to accommodate growth in solid waste
generation;

?? The role of private haulers and regiond cooperdatives in providing the cepitd
fecilities for the solid waste disposd operation; and

?? Edimates or cdculations, by land use category, of the solid waste volumes
receved a municipdly owned fadlities including landfill, trander dHation
and/or recycling centers.

Within the Southern New Hampshire Planning Commisson (SNHPC) aea, there are two
dngle-town solid waste didricts Manchester and Goffsown. Derry is pat of the Southeast
Regiond Solid Wagte Didrict; Auburn and Candia are pat of the Three Rock Solid Waste
Planning Didrict; Weare is a member of the Concord Regionad Solid Waste/Resource Recovery
Cooperative; and the balance of the region's communities were members of the Tri-County Solid
Waste Management Didtrict, however that was dissolved as of . Each of these
may be consulted for estimated solid waste generation rates in SNHPC communities.

Edimates of 1997 solid waste generation rates by municipality have been prepared by the Waste
Management Divison, Planing and Community Assdance Section of the New Hampshire
Department of Environmenta Services. These are presented in Table 7 for the Southern New
Hampshire Planning Commisson communities.
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TABLE 7

1997 SOLID WASTE GENERATION - SNHPC AREA

MUNICIPALITY 1997 1997 1997 1997 Residential Total With
Population Residential| Recyclables{ Residentiall MSW Poundg Recyclables - Pounds

MSW Tons Per Tons Per MSW &| Per CapitaPer]l  Per CapitaPer Day

Y eal| Yea| Recyclables Day|
Tong/Y ea

AUBURN 4,488 1,100 255 1,355 134 1.65
BEDFORD 15,264 4,634 4,787 9421 1.66 3.38
CANDIA 3,753 1,180 212 1,392 172 203
CHESTER 3234 675 116 791 114 1.34
DEERFELD 3,397 1,285 112 1,397 207 2.25
DERRY 32,019 14,94 3,673 18,627 2.56 3.19
GOFFSTOWN 15,735 4559 1,284 5,843 159 203
HOOKSETT (1) 9571 3,543 2,770 6,313 203 361
LONDONDERRY 21,529 8,502 3,213 11,715 2.16 298
MANCHESTER 103,330 37,335 31,479 68,814 1.98 3.65
NEW BOSTON 3,684 1,456 203 1,659 217 247
RAYMOND 9,196 3,958 653 4,612 2.36 2.75
WEARE 6,315 2,921 291 3212 2.35 258
SNHPC REGION 232,015 86,103 49,048 135151 203 3.19

Source: N. H. Division Solid Waste Management, Dept. of Environmental Services

If actuad generation rates are not avalable from the solid waste didrict for the purpose of
computing tonnage figures, the Waste Management Divison recommends usng the waste
generation rates presented in Table 8. Such figures can be used to estimate and project solid waste

loads by land use category.

The totd facility capacity needed for landfill space may be expressed in terms of totd acres, or
trandfer Station capacity in terms of tons-per-day capacity. Either of these cgpacity measures could
be related to a service population or to the total annua capacity in tonnage handled during norma
operating hours. The proportiona impact fee would then be based on the projected demand on the
fadility by the actua tons per day or per year generated by a particular land use.

The demand or capacity for solid waste facilities may be expressed as:

Demand: Pounds per day per capita (resdentid) and pounds per day per employee
or per square foot (non-residentia).

Service Standard:

Facility Standard:

Operate under date environmental standards to provide for
disposa of municipd solid waste.

Tons-per-day capacity at trandfer daion; landfill capacity in
acres, given tons'year/acre requirements.
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Table8

SOLID WASTE GENERATION RATE ESTIMATES
(For General Application Where Actual Volumes Unknown)

RESIDENTIAL BY SIZE OF COMMUNITY

Population:
Under 1,000
1,000 - 2,499
2,500 - 4,999
5,000 - 9,999
10,000 & Over

200 Lbs/Capita/Day
250 365 DaydY ear
3.00
350
4.00

COMMERCIAL-INDUSTRIAL

Manufacturing

Non-Manufacturing

6.00 Lbs'Employee/Day
260 DaydYr

4.00 Lbs/Employee/Day
260 DaydYr

SAMPLE CALCULATION ESTIMATING SOLID WASTE STREAM
(SMALL COMMUNITY WITH SOME COMMERCIAL-INDUSTRIAL USES)

Population: 5,000
Employment:
Manufacturing 800
Non-manufacturing 400

Solid Waste Generation (Tong/Y ear -
Excluding "Special Wastes"):

Residential 3,1%4
Industrial 624
Commercia 208

Total Municipal 4,026

Solid Waste (MSW)

N. H. Solid Waste Management Plan, 1988.

Source: Generation rates fromN. H. Division of Solid Waste Management, 1992 and

3. PublicLibraries

New Hampshire law requires that any city or town having a public libray mugt annudly raise and
aopropriate a sum sufficient to provide and maintain "adequate public library ®rvice" The Sate
provides only guiddines as to what conditutes "adequate’ service. New Hampshire Public Library
Standards, published by the NH State Library, contains minimum standards for levels of service to
achieve accreditation under the State Library System. The standards are based on the number of
hours open and full-time gaffing, but do not require a particular number of volumes or building
gze. Levds of library service include associate, certified, and accredited library status.  When
state funds are avalable, these levels of service are used to determine the proportion of financia
assigtance that the locd library is digible to receive from the date.
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Annualy, the New Hampshire State Library publishes library datistics, including collection and
circulation data, for dl reporting libraries in the sate.  Table 9 illudrates the variaion in collection
szes and the number of volumes per cgpita in public libraries within Southern New Hampshire
Panning Commisson communities for 1997.

TABLE 9 PUBLIC LIBRARY COLLECTIONS
WITHIN THE SNHPC AREA
1997
Library Print
1997 Collection Volumes
Population Total Print Per
MUNICIPALITY Estimate (1) Materias (2) Capita
AUBURN 4,488 16,500 3.68
BEDFORD 15,264 50,178 329
CANDIA 3,753 14,678 391
CHESTER 3234 27,894 8.63
DEERFELD 3,397 15,249 449
DERRY** 32,019 100,037 312
GOFFSTOWN 15,735 40,300 259
HOOKSETT 9,571 35,946 3.76
LONDONDERRY 21,529 37,366 174
MANCHESTER 103,330 364,464 353
NEW BOSTON 3,684 17,127 4.65
RAYMOND 9,196 18,506 201
WEARE 6,815 19,620 288
SNHPC REGION 232,015 758,365 327
**There aretwo public librariesin Derry
(1) Estimates of NH Office of State Planning
(2) Today's public library collections may also include materialsin avariety of formats such as audio,
\video, and electronic. Print subscriptions are counted separately from the collection listed above.

Some community master plans may reference older standards attributed to the American Library
Association.  The often cited standard is 0.75 square foot per capita for overdl library space and 3
to 5 print volumes per capita.  Such references should not, however, be used as a subdtitute for
working with loca library trustees and an architect in deveoping a more specific study of
components of need. The New Hampshire State Library System will assst locd libraries in an
initid needs determination, using nationa guiddines and locd community and library trustee
gods, to study library expansion needs.

For its grant-inaid programs, the State Library System uses Public Library Space Needs - A
Planning Outline, prepared for the Wisconsn Depatment of Public Indruction, Divison for
Library Services, as a guide to planing and expanding public library facilities. This document
recommends a 20-year projection period and contains a detailled methodology for determining the
appropriate collection sze, shelving requirements, user seeting space per thousand population, staff
work space, meeting room space, specia use rooms, and other spatial requirements.
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User seating requirements and library volumes per thousand population contained in that source
areindicated in Table 10. Users should note, however, that the recommended number of volumes
per capita for smal communities (under 8,000) is very high in comparison to actual collection sizes
in most New Hampshire communities.  (Refer back to Table 9 for averages in the SNHPC
communities)

Table 10 PUBLIC LIBRARY SPATIAL NEEDS: PLANNING GUIDELINES
RECOMMENDED STANDARDSBY SIZE OF COMMUNITY

COLLECTION PUBLIC SEATING
SIZE
RECOMMENDED RECOMMENDED
SERVICE VOLUMES SERVICE SEATSPER
POPULATION PER CAPITA POPULATION 1000 POP.
Under 2,000 6.00 2,000 1250
2,000- 3,999 6.00 4,000 10.00
4,000- 7,999 5.00 8,000 7.00
8,000- 14,999 350 15,000 5.00
15,000 - 24,999 325 25,000 4,00
25,000- 49,999 3.00 50,000 3.00
50,000 And Over 250 100,000 2.00
Or More

RECOMMENDED PLANNING GUIDELINESFOR LIBRARY BUILDING AREA

Recommended Range

Spatial Element Area Low High
Shelving Areas

Volumes/Sg. Ft. 10 5 30
Seating Areas

Square Feet Per Seat: 30 25 40
Work Stations: 150 Square Ft./ Station
M eeting Room Space:

Children’s Room 10 Square Ft./ Seat

Conference Room 25 Square Ft./ Seat
Special Use Rooms: Add 10% To Above Square Foot

Reguirements

Non-Assignable: 20% Of Total Building Area

Source:

Adapted from Public Library Space Needs, A Planning Outline, 1988, By The Wisconsin
Department of Public Instruction. Thismanual is used by the N. H. State Library to assist
local communitiesin planning public library facilities.
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An example of how gandards might be gpplied to a community to determine the growth-related
portion of a library expanson, and per capita costs of serving new development, are illustrated in
Table11.

Table 11
APPLICATION OF LIBRARY PLANNING GUIDELINES
FOR USE IN THE CALCULATION OF A LIBRARY IMPACT FEE

Current Future Attributed
Need Need To New
1999 2015 Development
Facility Demand Estimates:
Design Population Assumption (1) 8,000 14,000 6,000
Print Volumes Needed @ Desired Standard 28,000 49,000 21,000
Print Volumes Per Canbita (desired) 35 35 0
Other Materials-No. of Iltems
Recordings @ 116/1,000 population 928 1,624 696
Periodicals - Titles Displayed @ 12.5/1,000 population 100 175 75
Periodical Retained and Stored (assume 50% of total) 50 88 38
User Seating Space (no. of seats @ 6 and 5 /1,000 population) 48 70 22
Staff Work Space (no. of stations) @ 1/FTE employee 4 6 2
Meeting Room Capacity (no. of seat)
General Meeting Space 40 90 50
Children's Proaramina 20 45 25
Gross Floor Area Requirements Sq. Feet Sqg. Feet Sq. Feet
Collection space 3,084 5,398 2,314
User seating Space @ 30 sq.ft. per seat 1,440 2,100 660
Staff Work Space @ 150 sq. ft./employee 600 900 300
General Meeting Room @ 10 sq. ft./seat 400 900 500
Children's Programing @ 10 sq. ft./seat 200 450 250
Subtotal A: General Space Need 5,724 9,748 4,024
Special Use Area @ 10% of Subtotal A (2) 572 975 403
Subtotal B: General and Special Use areas 6,296 10,723 4,427
Non-Assignable Area @ 25% of Subtotal B (3) 1574 2.681 1.107
Gross Library Area Needed 7.870 13,404 5,634
Gross Square Feet Per Capita 0.9838 0.9574 0.9223
Proiect Cost Cost per capita
$90/s.1. New Development
Actual Existing Facility Space (1999) 6,000 n/a
Rectify Existing Space Deficit 1,870 $168,300
Expand to Serve New Development 5,534 $498.060 $83.01
Total Expansion — 7404 _ $666.360

Method adapted in part from Public Library Space Needs, A Planning Outline, 1988, Wisconsin Department of Public Instruction.
This manual is used by the N.H. State Library to assist local communities planning for public libraries.

(1) Assumes total resident population 100% of design population

(2) Special use space includes area for computers, card catalog, photocopier space, etc.

(3) Non-assignable space includes furnace room, janitorial, storage, rest rooms, etc.
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In this example, the per capita cost of the library expanson attributable to new resdentia
development is computed at $83.01 per capita.  Once a per capita cost is known, it can be
multiplied by the average number of persons per occupied unit (by type of unit) to determine a
proportionate impact fee for that type of dwelling, summarized below:

LIBRARY -INITIAL IMPACT FEE CALCULATION
New Space Attributed to Growth: 5,534 sq. ft.
New Residents Served 6,000 persons
Area Per New Resident 0.9223 sq. ft.
Development Cost Per Sq. Ft.: $90.00
Facility Cost/Capita: $83.01 (per new person served)
Attributable
Capital Cost
Persons Per Per Capita Per New
Dwelling Unit Type Occupied Unit Cost Dwelling Unit
Single Detached 3.15 $83.01 $261
Townhouse 243 $83.01 $202
2-4 Units 2.80 $83.01 $232
Apartment-5+ Units 1.95 $83.01 $162
Manufactured Housing 2.35 $83.01 $195

The process of determining facility standards may be based on any of the above methods.
Generdly these methods have been predicated on the volume of print materids. Video, audio and
electronic media access are of increasing importance in defining library resources.

In most cases, the library will represent an exclusvely resdentid sector service, dthough large
urban facilities may attribute some portion of demand to business users.

Once the needed leve of library service, collection sze and facility requirements are identified,
the community should arive a a service average, which can be used to assess current library
capacity, deficiency or future needs as:

Demand: Totd volumes or collection size needed per capita.

Service Standard:  Hours of operation, personnd needed to maintain leved of
services.

Faclity Standard:  Volumes per square foot or per capita, based on detaled
assessment of overdl needs.




4. Public Recreation Facilities

Public recredtion fecilities are digible for impact fee assessments, but public open space is
specifically excluded from such assessments under New Hampshire RSA 674:21V. The authors
believe that this excluson would preclude the use of impact fees for land acquistion devoted
purely to conservation or open space purposes. Lands acquired as part of a planned recreationa
facility deveopment package containing sgnificant improvements to the land, however, would
appear to be digible.

In many communities, part of the recregtiond land inventory may include state-owned lands, or
privatedy owned lands with conservation redtrictions or limited public access which will need to be
excluded from the bass of an impact fee assessment.  For purposes of recregtion impact fee
assessment, it is recommended that the community include only the improved, municipaly owned
or operated parks and recregtion facilities within its jurisdiction when developing its standards and
desired levels of sarvice. (See the model ordinance and its annotations for an example of operating
definitions of public open space vs. public recregtion facilities) Data on "standards' or averages
for community recregtion facilities show a wide variaion among communities, depending upon
their urban or rura character, population densty, totd Sze of the community, municipa fisca
capacity, age of resdents and other factors. Such facility data should be used only as generd
reference.

. . TABLE 12
It may do be a:!w&able o mclgde OUTDOOR RECREATION FACILITY
publicly accessible recregtion STANDARDS FOR NEW HAMPSHIRE
facilities owned by the school district
d e Standard
where the recredtion facilities of the
. Per 1000
school are open o Fhe publlq. If Facility Per sons
these fadlities are incduded in the
recregtion impact fee, make sure not | Baseball Diamond 1.10
to indude the vdue of school | Basketbal/Hard Courts 0.80
recregtion fadilities within a public | Football Fields 0.10
school impact fee. Gymnasiums 0.25
Ice Hockey Rinks 0.05
As a guiddine for future tatewide | !ceSkatingArea 014
recregtion fadilities planning in New | Parks, Community (acres) 6.00
Hampshire, the New Hampshire | PicnicTables 800
Office of Sate Plamning, in its Sate | 1 &vgrounds (number) 050
. . Playgrounds (acres) 200
Comprehendve Outdoor Recreation :
. Soccer Fields 0.16
Plan  (SCORP), entitled  NeW | g iming (beach) 050
Hampshire  Outdoors  1994-1999, Swimming Pools 014
goplied a series of facility standards | renniscourts 0.95
for New Hampshire to estimate future | Track 0.04
needs. An excerpt of standards used | Trails, Hiking (miles) 220
in tha report is found in Table 12.
Derived from loca research, other | Source: New Hampshire Outdoors 1994-1999, State
dates and nationd Sudies, the | Comprehensive Outdoor Recreation Plan, N. H. Office
standards in the report were adjusted Of State Planning, July 1994. Excerptsfrom Table 6.

to New Hampshire usng information from the 1981 Inventory of Outdoor Recrestion Facilities
and the 1987 NH Community Recregtion Leaders Survey. Similar sandards are dso found in A
Guide to Municipal Recrestion (September 1995, NH Office of State Planning).
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Use of any such data should be reviewed and applied locdly only with careful review and
adjugment. In some cases, the appropriate standard needs to be adjusted to the size of the
community Using basebal fields as an example, even though the recommended standard is 1.1
fidds for 1,000 persons, larger cities and towns tend to have lower rates of basebdl fidd
inventories than do smdler dze communities. At the locd leve, published sandards are a
guideline only, and not an absolute. Because of the broad range in actud facility ratios per
thousand population, communities should not automaticaly adopt any standards without further
Study of the level of use and demand on the current inventory of their own locd facilities.

The long-ganding reference work on recreation standards and guidelines is Recreation Park and
Open Space Standards and Guiddlines, 1983, published by the National Recreation and Park
Asociaion (NRPA).  This source provides recommended spatid requirements, dimensiond
requirements for specific facilities, acreage, and parking recommendations for a variety of
community and regiord recredtion facilities. The fird mgor update for recregtion planning
guidelines issued by the NRPA since 1983 was its December 1995 publication Park, Recrestion,
Open Space and Greenway Guiddines. This new manud contains an extensve discusson of
various means that communities can use to establish an appropriate level of service for recreation
fecilities and programs, rgecting a need to adhere to published standards, as indicated by the
following excerpts:

“Over the past 30 years it has been the accepted practice within the park and recreation profession to
adopt auniform national land standard such as ten acres per thousand population. Thiswas held to be the
goal every community should strive for to have an exemplary park and recreation system. For many
communities achieving such a standard was impossible. Too often such a published standard was
adopted as a policy upon which funding decisions and state mandated directives were based. A standard
for parks and recreation cannot be universal, nor can one city be compared with another even though they
are similar in many respects. The national facilities standards found in the recreation, park open space
standards and guidelines (1983 NRPA) reflected professional judgment, rather than an assessment of
community needs.

“Research has shown that these standards have been used to justify the cost of existing facilities, to justify
the cost of providing new facilities when a community was below standard, or were ignored when the
community was pushing for the funding to develop recreation facilities which were in excess of the
standard (Martin 1993). This approach caused a great deal of frustration among planners, administrators,
consultants, citizens' boards, commissions and elected officials.” (p. 65)

and

“In deference to the direction of local government planning and budgeting in the 1990s, the number of
units per population for afacility development has been deleted from the Suggested Facility Devel opment
Standards  This reflects a conviction that each community must shape basic facility standards and park
classifications or definitionsto fit individual circumstances.” (p. 121)

from Park, Recreation, Open Space and Greenway Guidelines, December 1995, NRPA

In the 1995 revised NRPA handbook, the authors encourage a local assessment of the level of
service needed, which may be based on a scientific study involving detailled surveys of frequency
of use by facility by age group, or amply by loca observations and judgment.  Facility and
program planners aso recognize that the demand for various facilities and programs will change
with age shiftsin the population, and with the popularity of particular sports.

Loca recredtion directors and recreation commissions may aso benefit from technicd assstance
avalable from the Divison of Parks and Recreation of the New Hampshire Department of
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Resources and Economic Development. The Divison maintains a technica reference library and
has daff avalable a the Office of Community Recrestion for direct assstance to communities or
to refer them to gpecidids in recregtion planning. This office is dso responsible for adminigtration
of the Land and Water Conservation Fund, which provides matching grants for loca recrestion
projects when funds are available.

The community conddering impact fees should inventory its current recregtion facilities to
determine exiding averages per 1,000 persons within the municipdity or within  specific
neighborhoods or service didricts. It must then determine whether current averages represent a
desrable level of service, a substandard level of service, or provide "excess capacity” for future
growth.  The community may find that certan facilities such as bdl fidds, ae dready
overburdened, while other facilities, such as tennis courts, are under-utilized. Usng these
observations, community survey data, or other information, the municipaity may then creste an
gopropriate schedule of locd facilities standards, using locad judgment to adjust any published
service sandards to locd needs. Those standards may then be utilized to estimate facility needs on
a per-cgpita bass. In most cases, the demand for recreationa facilities will be assgned to the
resdentiad sector dthough, in urban areas, demand on certain park and recregation facilities could

conceivably be assigned to nonresidentia properties as well.

Therecreational facility demand and capacity characteristics may be summarized as.

Demand: Developed acres or number of facilities per capita.

Sarvice Standard: Ratio of year-round recreation facilities and/or acresge

improved recreation land per capita.

Faclity Standard:

of

Exiging developed acres per capita, facilities per capita, or

desired leve of sarvice.

One approach to recreation fadility impact feesis shown in Table 13 below.

Table13 PROJECTED RECREATION FACILITY NEEDSAND INITIAL IMPACT FEE - HYPOTHETICAL TOWN

L Capita Totd
Existingand Future Sdlected Number Number | Additiond | Additiond Investment Capitd | Investment
Recreation Facility | Inventoryof | Standard- | Required @ | Required @ Facilies | Facilitiesto Needed For |Investment To| to Mest
Needs Existing Facilities Per Current Year 2015 | Needed Now | Accommodate| Upgradeto | Accomodate |Existing and

Recreation 1,000 Population of | Population of To Mest Growth Now | Capital Cost| Meet Existing New Future

Cocilities Donvilation 7500 10000 Standard t0 2016 | Dev Eovility Neeric Dovalanment | Neerde
Basebdl 400 050 375 500 (0.25) 125 $60.00C ($15.000) $75.00C ] $60.000
Y outh Baseball 200 040 3.00 400 100 1.00 $40.00C $40,00C $40.00C | $80.000
Softball 100 020 1.50 200 050 050 $40.00C $20,00C $20.00C | $40.000
Soccer Fields 200 020 150 200 (0.50) 050 $50.00C ($25.000) $25.00C $Q
Football Fields 100 020 1.50 200 050 050 $75.00C $Q $37.50C ] $37.500
Basketball Courts 500 0.80 6.00 800 100 2.00 $35.00C $35.00C $70.00C | $105.000
Tennis Courts 300 050 375 500 075 1.25 $30,00C $Q $37.50C | $37.500
| Swimminag Areas 300 050 375 500 075 1.25 $50.00C $37.50C $62.50C | $100.000
lce Skating Aress 100 020 150 200 050 050 $30.00C $15.00C $15.00C | $30.000
Playgrounds 400 050 375 5.00 (0.25) 125 $50.00C $Q $62.50C | $62.500

New
Evictina Neodd Davalanment Total

Total Recreation Investment Required

New Population Served

$107,500 $445,000  $552,500

Initia Impact Fee (Growth-Related Cost per Capita):
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This mode differentiates between the exiging inventory of facilities, exising needs (deficiencies)
and the demands of new resdential growth. In this example, about 20% of projected recreation
fecility development costs have been determined to relate to serving existing resdents, based on
the sdected dandards, and about 80% of capitad costs are dtributable to growth (new
development).  The total growth-related capital cost, divided by the additional population to be
served, averages about $178 per capita. To derive a proportionate impact fee for various dwelling
unit types, this fee is multiplied by the average persons per unit in occupied housing of each type,
and aninitid feeiscaculated:

New
Existing Needy Development
Tota Recreation Investment Required $107,500 $445,000
New Population Served 2,500
Initial Impact Fee (Growth-Related Cost per Capita): $178
Type Of Dwelling Persong/Unit  Impact Fee
Single Family Detached 3.15 $561
Townhouse 2.43 $433
2-4 Family 2.80 $498
5+ Family Apartment 1.95 $347
Manufactured Home 2.35 $418

5. Water and Sewer Utilities

Water supply and digtribution, waste water collection and treatment, and storm water collection
fecilities are digible for impact fee assessments. Water supply and digtribution and/or sewage
collection and trestment faciliies may be pat of a regiond network or sysem in which the
municipdity purchases certain cgpacities under inter-municipal agreements, or under contract with
a private enterprise.  In such cases, the community will have to determine which components of the
systemsit actualy owns or operates to determine which impact fees can legitimately be assessed.

Certain types of "hook-up fees' may be consdered an impact fee within the definition of RSA
674:21, V if the purpose of the fee or asessment is to pay for growth-related capital costs.  Other
charges made for connection to a utility may not congtitute impact fees if they reflect the cost of
labor, meters and materids necessary to make a service connection to the development or housing
unit.

Utility cgpacity will generdly be indicated on a gdlons-per-day basis according to land use type.
Desgn sawege flow or water consumption multipliers are avalable from the State of New
Hampshire or from the municipdity’s utility engineer. These measures are typicaly expressed as
gdlons per capita or per bedroom for resdentid development, and on other measures such as
gdlons per employee, per square foot, per seet or other unit of measurement for non-residentia
development.

The 9zing and capacity of various components of supply, treatment, collection and distribution
fadilities may be based on average or maximum daily flows. The utility will need to determine the
gopropriate bass for the fees Also, areas of a municipaity may have different requirements for
providing service capacity, depending upon eevation or topographic differences or storage and
pumping requirements. In such cases, impact fees may differ by service didtrict.
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Once expansion needs are defined, the total capacity of the sysem may be expressed in terms of
flow volume per capita, per bedroom, or per dwelling unit for resdentid use, and per employee or
per square foot for nonresdentid use. According to the New Hampshire Depatment of
Environmental Services publication Standards of Design for Sewerage and Waste Water Treatment
Fadilities (duly 1990), sanitary sewers are to be designed on the basis of average per-capita flow of
sewage a the rate of not less than 70 gdlons per day. Sanitary waste from commercid and
industrid areas must be projected at no less than 2,000 galons per day per gross acre.  Collector
sewers are desgned to cary average daly flow, multiplied by a pesk flow factor, plus an
infiltration alowance.

TABLE 14
Average daly water syslem demand may be
) , PUBLIC WATER SUPPLIES: AVERAGE DAILY
derived from such sources as the American | cage
Water WOka Asociation or from.the New DESIGN DEMAND BY LAND USE
Ham_pshlre Depatment  of I_Envwonmentd Typeof Use GallDay Per -
Services. The 1997 NHDES design standards | o o
. . esidential

for gandl public drinking water sysems Sincle Fanil 150 Bedroom
indude anticipated design demands  for geramiy
different types of uses as illusrated in Recreational Vacation Home 150  Bedroom
Table14. Tota capacity needs for the | MobileHome 150  Bedroom
projected development of the service area | Apartment/Condo 150 Bedroom
may be estimaed on the basis of projected | Efficiency Apartment 225 Unit
population, housing units, or the expected
amount of non-resdential development. Non-Residential

Campground-Sewered ) Site
utiliies  will gengdly be a ddaled | Comfort Station
enginering sudy of totd capitd  facility | Motel S0 Person
requi rements, proj ected new seyvice School with Gym/Cafeteria 25 Student
connections and/or flow from  future | Factory (Sanitary Only) 20 Worker
development, and total capitd equipment cost | Restaurant 40 Seat
requirements.  The determinaion of past | | ounge 20 Seat
capita costs will have to take into account the | office Space 15  Person
degree to which funding was provided by Or Per 100 g,
dtate and federal sources for water and sewer Ft.
utilities and the d@r%’ if any, to which those Source: Design Standards for Small Public Drinking Water Syst
funds paid for growthrelated capital costs. | June 1997, Sate of New Hampshire, Dept. of Environmental Services,
Conditions imposed by feded grant Division of Water Supply and Pollution Contral,
assistance programs (including the | N.H. Code of Administrative Rules, Part Env-Ws 372.

Community  Development  Block  Grant

program) should be reviewed to determine whether local cepitd costs are recoverable through
impact fee assessments or whether they may only be recovered through user fees.

In the case of public water and sewer Utilities, reativey large up-front investments are often
needed to develop advanced facility capacity to accommodate future growth. Fees will generdly
be charged for the cost of waste water trestment plants or water system treatment and storage
fadlities. In mogt cases, extensons of water digtribution and sewage collection lines are paid for
by the developments directly benefiting from those extensons. However, impact fees may be
needed to fund the cost of the centrad facilities that provide sysem ceapacity for trestment or
digribution. These investments may be based on a 20-year projection of capacity needs, and
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supported by long term municipa bonds. Impact fees can be used to recover these investments as
growth is absorbed and demand is placed on remaining available capacity.

Impact fee demand measures for water and sewer utilities may be identified as:

Demand: Gadlons per day per bedroom, per cepita, or per dwelling (resdentid);
galons per employee, or per square foot (non-resdentia).

Savice Standard:  Maintan adequate cgpacity in system for future growth at
expected average flow or actud average metered flow per unit from higorica
records.

Facility Standard: Totd galons-per-day treatment capacity or flow required for
current and future service area on a per unit, per capitaor other bas's.

When cdculding the cost of utility expanson, the desgn, engineering and inspection cost
components may be a sgnificant portion of overall development costs.  Since these services are an
integral component of capitd facility development cog, it is gppropriate to include them in the
basis for impact fee assessment.

6. Public Road Systems and Rights-of- Way

Since RSA 674:21,V defines impact fees as charges for facilities which are owned or operated by
the municipdity, it follows that such fees can be assessed on those public roads for which the
municipality bears a capitd cost burden.

The limitation on the assessment of road impact fees should not, however, be construed as
preventing communities from continuing to require, under the subdivison and dte plan review
regulations, that developers provide for the cost of making certain off-Ste improvements such as
accderation and deceleration lanes, turn lanes, bypass lanes, traffic Sgnds, etc. on loca and state-
maintained highways when the need for such improvements is directly attributable to their project.
Furthermore, the costs of such ste-specific capitd projects should not be confused with impact
fees designed to pay for overal roadway capacity improvements.

As with other capitd facilities discussed previoudy, the same rules gpply with respect to the
edtablishment of impact fees for the local road system, i.e, the extent of the existing and future
demands mugt be quantified; the differences between existing and desired levels of service, if any,
should be quantified, and the costs of the respective improvements estimated.

The need for roadway capecity improvements, and the assessment of impact fees for portions of
those improvements, should be determined by the number of evening pesk hour vehicle trips
projected for the most heavily traveled highways, highway segments, and intersections. The vast
maority of local dreets probably will not and should not benefit from the fees  Trip distribution
andyses show that the impact of traffic generated by or attracted to a particular development will
have its greatest impact on only a limited number of dreets highway segments, or mgor
intersections in the community.

Since the number of evening peak hour vehicle trips serves as the unit basis for projecting needed
improvements, these trips will dso serve as the unit bass for the development and cdculation of

the highway impact fee. The severd seps which are used to identify the sdlected improvement
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projects, tota project codsts, the apportionment of the public and private sector financd
responsibilities; and private sector per trip assessments are outlined as follows:

Step One - The project sdlection process should begin with the preparation of a listing of dl Sreets,
dreet segments, intersections, and bridges identified in the community as needing some form of
improvement. This liging should come from the trangportation section of the magter plan, as may
be amended from time to time by separate highway corridor studies, intersection studies, and the
like. Projects may dso have been identified by the metropolitan planning organization as part of
the area-wide Trangportation Improvement Program. Such a lising may or may not have a
schedule for project implementation. (See Project Selection Work Sheet - No. 1.)

Step Two - From this ligting of numerous projects, a more discrete list should be prepared of
projects which could reasonably be implemented or started within the next sx years. As was noted
previoudy, Sx years is the time frame associated with the loca capital mprovements program, as
well as the time frame within which collected impact fees must be obligated for expenditure, or be
refunded.  This lig should only include projects for which ownership and mantenance
respongibility lies with the locd government. The sdected projects should have fairly reliable cost
edimates assgned to them. It should be noted that, as with some other capitd improvement
projects, the term "implemented” should be considered to include any one or more of the three
phases typicaly associated with highway improvement projects such as engineering design, right-
of-way acquidtion, and condruction. Each phase will have its own costs and time frame for
completion. Rarely would more than one phase of a mgor project be undertaken n a given year.
Thus, it would not be unusual to spread the total cost of a project over a period of severa years.
(SeeEligible Project Work Sheet - No. 2.)

An important point to keep in mind is that the impact fees must be expended within sSx years d
their collection. When sufficient funds have accrued to undertake particular phases of the project,
they should be expended for that purpose.

Step Three - Cdculate the community's vehicle trips (in terms of trip-ends) for the base year and
the future year usng dwelling unit, employment, and motor vehicle regidration data (See Travel
Demand Work Sheet - No. 3.)

Step Four - Cdculate trip-end data for each new development project using the latest edition of the
Indtitute of Transportation Engineers Trip Generation Manud and a measure of the development
gze. These cdculations should pertain to the "evening peak hour” of the adjacent Street system.

(See Trip Generator Work Sheet - No. 4.)

Step Five - Cdculae the impact fee for streetshighways using Work Sheet No. 5 and the results
from work sheets 2, 3, and 4. (See Impact Fee Work Sheet - No. 5.)
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PROJECT

PROJECT

A WD P

PROJECT SELECTION WORK SHEET -NO. 1

PROJECT NAME DESCRIPTION
EImS. - Maple Ave. intersection realignment
Frontage Rd. widening, 0.3 mile

ELIGIBLE PROJECTSWORK SHEET - NO. 2

ENGINEERING
DESGN R.OW.ACQUISTION CONSTRUCTION
COST YEAR CosT YEAR CosT YEAR
$20,000 1994 $75.000 1995 $255,000 2005
$10,000 1995 $40.000 1996 $100,000 2006

TOTAL COST OF ALL PROJECTS = $500,000 (1999 Dollars)
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TRAVEL DEMAND WORK SHEET - NO. 3

(Community Data)

STEP 1. ENTER INPUT VARIABLES

A.

B.

C.

D.

Total number of HOUSEHOLDS........cooonirreeree e
Total number of registered MOTOR VEHICLES...........ccccueeuu...
Total number of RETAIL JODS.......ccooceererecersese e

Total number of NON-RETAIL jOBS.....coovocevvererreeereseseene

STEP2: CALCULATE COMMUNITY PARAMETERS

E

F.

Tota EMPLOYMENT (line C + lin€ D) ...ceveveerererreeereereesseseees

Calculate average # of VEHICLES'HOUSEHOLD

(divide line B by lINE A) ..ottt

(Default Vaue = 1.55)*

Determine Parameter "G"** from table
below for aresidential use, and from

Table H-1 or H-2 for anon-residential USe..........cccoeevveeieerervenee.

(Default Vaue = 8.63)*

If Line"F"is: Then Parameter "G"** =

*Use Default Value when the datais not available
**New P.M. Peak Hour Trip-Ends

BASE YEAR FUTURE YEAR

1,850

2,868

10.40

2,775

4301

1,200

825

2025

155

1040



WORK SHEET NO. 3 (cont'd.)

TABLE H-1

GENERAL OFFICE BUILDING TRIP GENERATION RATES

GROSSFLOOR P.M. PEAK HOUR
AREA (New Trip-Ends)
(Square Fest)
20,000 57
30,000 7
40,000 95
50,000 112
60,000 128
70,000 143
80,000 158
90,000 172
100,000 186
110,000 199
120,000 212
130,000 226
140,000 238
150,000 251
160,000 263
170,000 275
180,000 287
190,000 298
200,000 310




WORK SHEET NO. 3 (cont'd.)

TABLE H-2

SHOPPING CENTER TRIP GENERATION RATES

GROSSFLOOR P.M. PEAK HOUR
AREA (New Trip-Ends)
(Square Fest)
20,000 52
30,000 98
40,000 141
50,000 182
60,000 220
70,000 257
80,000 293
90,000 328
100,000 361
110,000 3%
120,000 426
130,000 457
140,000 487
150,000 517
160,000 546
170,000 575
180,000 603
190,000 631
200,000 658




WORK SHEET NO. 3 (cont'd.)

STEP 3. CALCULATE COMMUNITY TRIP-ENDS

H. Trip-End Summaries:* BASE YEAR FUTURE YEAR

L MuUltiply iINE A DY lINE G 19,240 28,860
2. MUIPlY [INE A DY 1.5 .ottt senneas 2,775 4,163
3. MUtiply HINE C DY 12,0 ..ot sesesssssesessseses 9,600 14,400
4, MUIIPIY TINED BY 3.0 cooooooeoesceeeeeeeeesseseeeeeeesssssess s sssssssssssssssssneeee 1,650 2475
L Y I0 T LY T3 =Y = Y2 T 2,295 3443
6.  Tota Daily Trip-Ends

(add [INES L through 5) ....c.cciieiieecrsecsee e eens 35,560 53341
7. P.M. PEAK HOUR Trip-Ends

(MUItiplY [INE 6 DY 0.10 .....cvveeceeecce e seneas 3,556 5334

8. PROJECTED GROWTH; New P.M. Peak Hour
Trip-Ends (go back to line 7, subtract
BASE YEAR from FUTURE YEAR) .....ooenneneiretneineieeiseseess s ssessesssssssesses 1,778

*Refer to steps 1 and 2 on previous page for data needed in items 1 through 5.



TRIP GENERATOR WORK SHEET - NO. 4

DEVELOPMENT PEAK HOUR
GENERATOR TRIPRATE X SIZE = TRIPS
IR R SRS S S EE S S S SRS S S EES S SRR S EEEEEEE S S S EEEEEES SRR EEEEEEE SRR EEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEE S
T=101x

A. TYPICAL 1.01 trips per X= DU's T=

SINGLE dwelling unit (New Trip-Ends)

FAMILY

DEVELOPMENT

LRSS S SRS S SRS S S SRS S SRR RS S TSR SRS EEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEE TS

0.737 Ind— %+ 1831
i + 1.
[ 910007 ]

T = 2718
B. TYPICAL X= sf. T=
OFFICE (GrossFloor Area)  (New Trip-Ends)

BUILDING

(See Table H-1 for generalized building sizes)*

khkhkhkkhhkhkhhkhhhhhhhhkhhhhhkhhhhdhhhhhhhhhhhhhhhhrdhkhhhhhdrdhkhhhdhdrdhkhddrdrrdhkhdrhrrdhkrdxdk

? ?
? 0.341l &3 5.376 7
-0. n + o.

?)[ 210007 ]3

1 ? 2.718 ?

2 X 2 f 100 f

[0.637 In?1000?+ 3.553] ; ;

T = 2718 % 3)

C. TYPICAL
RETAIL X = sf. T=

DEVELOPMENT (Gross Leasable Area) (NewTrip-Ends)

(See Table H-2 for generalized shopping center sizes)*

LRSS S SRS E SRS S SRS SRS SRR S SRR RS EE SRR EEEEEEEREEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEE S

D. OTHERDEVELOPMENT - See the |.T.E. Manual and/or your regional planning agency.

EEEEEEEEEEEE R EEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEEES

(NOTE: A logarithmic calculator must beused in theabovecalculationswhere" In" stands
for the natural logarithm.)
* |f the formulae given in B and C are not used, the trip rates shown in tables H-1and H-2shoudbe

used.
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IMPACT FEE WORK SHEET - NO. 5

DEVELOPMENT PROJECT: _(name of proposed development)

a

New P.M. Peak Hour Trip-Ends of Development

(WOTK SHEEE INO. 4) ...ttt bbbt es bt a b s st s an b naes *
Projected growth in new community P.M. Peak Hour Trip-Ends

(WoOrk Sheet NO. 3, StEP 3, lINE 8)...cucuceciiceeirercee sttt a st 1,778
Total cost of street/highway projects

(WOTK SHEEE ND. 2) ...ttt sse et ses s s st se s e st snsesnsesnnsesnnes $ 500,000
Cost per Trip-End

TS0 LRV L= I )V ) TP $ 28122

NOTE: THIS COST PER NEW PM. PEAK HOUR TRIP-END BECOMES A CONSTANT
VALUE FOR THE COMMUNITY AND IS APPLIED UNIVERSALLY TO EACH NEW
DEVELOPMENT PROJECT.

Development'sIMPACT FEE for streets/highways
(MUILIPIY TINES B AN 0).....euveereerreseirese et $ **
*This number will vary according to the type and size of the new development project.

**Thiswill bethe total highway impact fee assessed against the entire devel opment.



7. Public School Facilities

Most school didricts have ether adopted or informaly embraced local standards for desirable
ratios of the maximum number of Students per classoom. Typicdly, this ranges from 20-25
pupils. Detalled needs assessments, utilization studies, and inventories of classsoom Sze are often
conducted for school didtricts by consultants or, on request, by the New Hampshire Department of
Education. These inventories sometimes provide assessments of capacity based on the origind
design standards of the facility, current didtrict sandards, or minimum state standards.

Capecity edtimates based on these standards will show a wide variaion in overdl requirements
expressed as a gross square foot area per pupil cepacity. Over time, the desire to maintain lower
pupil-to-teacher ratios has led to dgnificat reductions in the estimated capacity of school
fadlities. Such changes rdae not only to growth, but dso to changing expectations for the quality
of education.

In order to treat existing and future development fairly, a community must decide whether to base
its impact fee assessment yoon the existing average square footage and/or land area acreage per
pupil capacity, or to base it on desirable leves of sarvice a a higher facility sandard. Choice of
the higher gandard implies an obligation to utilize nonrimpact fee funds to pay the difference
between the cost of the existing and the higher facility standards.

It is important to identify the totd facility needs per pupil that reflect classoom space, core
fecilities, and circuldion space  Some schools may be built with core facilities (library,
gymnasum, cafeteria, efc.) to house an ultimate enrollment of 500, while the initid congruction of
classsooms may be desgned for a capacity of only 250. In this case, the school has adready
invested in core facilities that would alow classsoom space to double, but that past investment
should till be recovered in the impact fee.  Differences between core and classroom capacity may
need to be taken into condderation when peforming an inventory of current facilities to determine
current averages of gross floor area per pupil capacity. The edimation of totd facility space
(square feet) per pupil should reflect the totad area required per pupil in developing an impact fee
cdculation.

Basc minimum date sandards may aso be agpplied to compute minimum spatid requirements.
For dementary schools, these typicaly require a minimum 900-square-foot classsoom with a
maximum enrollment of 30 pupils per cdassoom, and 1,000 square feet for kindergarten
classrooms, or 50 square feet per child (60 sguare feet recommended).  According to dtate
dandards, dementary school dtes should aso have a minimum of five acres, plus an additiond
acre of land for each 100 children of projected maximum enrollment for the facility. Table 15
illugrates State of New Hampshire minimum and recommended construction standards as of

May 1999.

Because of circulation space requirements, and loca differences in the scde of core fadlities,
actud average floor area per pupil capacity typicaly exceeds the floor area indicated by the state
minimum gandards shown in Table15.  Typicdly, overdl school condruction and expanson
(includes classoom and core facilities space) may fdl in a range of 90-120 square feet per pupil
for dementary fadilities, and in a range of 120-150 sguare feet or more per pupil for junior high
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and high school facilities. It is important to incorporate the gross square footage required for core
facilities, crculation and specid-use areas, as well as actua classroom space, which by itsdf may
represent only 25 to 30 percent of the total spatial need per pupil.

TABLE 15
SPATIAL REQUIREMENTSFOR SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION
MINIMUM STATE STANDARDS

ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS (GradesK-8) FACILITY AREA REQUIREMENT
Class Size (1) 25 students or less grades K -2
30 students or less grades 3-8
Classrooms (2)
Kindergarten 1,000 sg. ft. minimum; 50 sq. ft./pupil
60 sg. ft. / pupil recommended
Areasinclude storage areain classroom
Grades 1-8 900 sg. ft. minimum or 30 sg. ft./pupil,

whichever isgreater. Areaincludes storage.

Resource Room/Library (Recommended Area- Not Required)

Enrollment Under 150 In regular classroom space

Enrollment 150 - 300 1,000 sg. ft. minimum or 1 regular classroom
Enrollment 300 - 500 2,000 sg. ft. minimum or 2 regular classrooms
Enrollment 500 + 10% of enrollment times 40 sq. ft. per pupil

SECONDARY SCHOOL S (Grades 9-12)
Class Size (1) 30 students in non-laboratory classes
24 studentsin laboratory classes

Classrooms 800 sg. ft. of instructional space or 30 sq. ft.
per pupil, whichever is greater.

Library/Media Titles, staffing dependent on enrollment
Spatial requirements and recommendations vary by
subject area and function for non-classroom space.
Areaneeded may be computed as a function of minimum
curriculum requirements.

(1) N. H. Department of Education, 1996, Minimum Sandards for Public School Approval
(2) N.H. Department of Education, 1975, Manual for Planning and Construction of School Buildings

To determine the school impact fee that can be assessed to new resdential development,
demographic multipliers are needed to edtimate the number of potentid public school pupils
generated per new dwelling unit. The fee will be assessed upon al new resdentid condruction in



the community, whether or not the initid occupant has school-age children, since each new
housng unit represents the potentid for imposing additiond service demand on the community's
school facilities.  One of the mogt easily defensible and equitable methods of  assessing a school
impact fee is to etimate the current, average resdent public school enrollment of te community
per occupied housing unit by type of dweling. This usudly represents a very different figure from
published enrollment multipliers.  If standard enrollment multipliers are used, they should be tested
and adjusted to local conditions. This can be done smply by multiplying esch enrollment
multiplier (by type of unit) by the number of occupied housng units of that type and summing the
resulting predicted enrollment.  If predicted and actud enrollment are Sgnificantly different, the
multiplier should be adjusted up or down to more closdly reflect the current overal average
enrollment per unit in the community.  Adjustments to the average enrollment per unit can dso be
made by eiminaing housing tha is redricted to occupancy by the ederly from the count of
occupied units.  This method of testing and adjusting multipliers maintains proportiondity in the
ultimate impact fee assessment among various housing unit types.

The average enrollment per dwelling unit represents the proportionate demand on public school
facilities from new devedlopment. The dollar amount of that demand is derived by multiplying the
average expected enrollment per unit by the average gross floor area of school space required per
pupil, and the cost per square foot of the school facility. The quantity of school space per pupil
can be esimated, based ether on exising averages (gross area per number of pupils rated
capacity), or on a future desgn plan for a paticular facility. A consarvative srategy is to base
impact fee charges on current spatid averages per pupil capacity for the existing school building
inventory. In this way ,new development is never charged for more space per pupil than the
community aready supports in the form of actuad space congructed. As more space and capacity
is added to the inventory, the averages can be adjusted and the fees modified. (Caution: do not
estimate spatial averages based on gross floor area per enrolled student; use the rated capacity to
compute building area per pupil asthe “facility sandard” for this caculation.)

The cost of facility space per square foot can be derived from a number of sources. (1) projected
costs developed as part of a construction plan; (2) recent costs of other projects, updated to the
current year; or (3) replacement codts indicated by insurance schedules for comparable exigting
fadilities

State ad for school building condruction must adso be accounted for when impact fees are
cdculated, sSnce it represents a dgnificant share of the totd capitd cost of a fadlity.
Reimbursement, as a percent of principd due on bonds for quaified improvements, varies
according to the number of communities comprising the school digtrict:

Member Municipdities % Rembursement
One 30 %
Two 40 %
Three 45 %
Four 50 %
Five or More 55 %
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State financia assgance is provided on a reimbursement basis as a percentage of the annud
principd due on bonds for facility expanson or development. Land costs may be digible for
reimbursement if such costs are part of a construction project.

After inventorying and assessng school enrollment and facility needs, the community should
identify:

Demand: Enrollment per housing unit by unit type.

Service Standard: Maximum enrollment per classroom.

Facility Standard: Gross floor area in square feet (classsoom and core facilities)
and/or total acreage required, per pupil capacity.

Tables 16 and 17 illustrate one approach to the caculation of a school facility impact fee. In
this example, the community has derived a community faclity standard for its schools which is
equd to the current average gross floor area provided per pupil of rated capacity for each of the
schools in the didrict.  Stand-aone adminidrative buildings and outdoor athletic facilities are
not included in this caculation.

TABLE 16
EXISTING FACILITY INVENTORY AND CAPACITY
Calculation of Facility Standards For Impact Fee Assessment Purposes
Hypothetical School System - Single Town District
Gross Sq

Yr. Built/Last| Grades | Building Area [No. Of | Estimated |Ft/Pupil| Current | Enroll as%
School Facilities Expansion | Served | Gross Sq. Ft. | Stories | Capacity [Capacity| Enrollment [Of Capacity
ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS
Sharma Elementary 1980, 1992 1-5 50,000 2 530 94 475 90%
Northrop Elementary 1975, 1998 1-5 30,000 1 350 86 300 86%
Cassulo Elementary 1995 1-5 40,000 1 450 89 475 106%
Total Elementary 1-5 120,000 1,330 90 1,250 94%
MIDDLE SCHOOL
Batchelder Middle School 1985, 1995| 6-8 | 120,000 | 2 | 1,000 | 120 | 890 | 89%
Total Grades 1-8 | 1-8 | 240,000 | | 2,330 | 103 | 2,140 | 92%
HIGH SCHOOL
Harwood High School 1970, 1982| 9-12 | 150,000 | 2 | 1,000 | 150 | 900 | 90%
Total School System | 1-12 | 390,000 | | 3,330 | 117 | 3,040 | 91%
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TABLE 17

INITIAL IMPACT FEE CALCULATION BY DWELLING UNIT T]PE

Hypothetical School System

School Construction: Total Capital Cost Per Housing Unit

School Cost Per Unit @ Indicated $/Sq. Ft.

IType of Construction: Public School Enrollment Per Household $90 $100
Existing Average Sqg. Ft./Pupil Capacity

Elementary High Total Public Elementary High Overal Elementary High Weighted
Unitsin Structure and Middle School Schools and Middle School Average | and Middle |  School Average
Single Family Detached 0.400 0.200 0.600 103 150 117 $3,708 $3,000 $6,708
Single Family Att. (Townhouse) 0.100 0.150 0.250 103 150 117 $927 $2,250 $3,177
Duplex and Multifamily 3-4 Unit 0.200 0.100 0.300 103 150 117 $1,854 $1,500 $3,354
Structures
Multifamily Structures 5+ Units 0.100 0.100 0.200 103 150 117 $927 $1,500 $2,427
Manufactured Housing 0.250 0.100 0.350 103 150 117 $2,318 $1,500 $3,818

L ocal Capital Cost Per Unit

IType of Construction:
Unitsin Structure

Local Cost Per Housing Unit

(Total Capital Cost Less 30% State Building Aid)

Credit For Debt Service
Financing of Capacity Expansion
Through Property Tax Payment

Over a 15-Year Credit Period

Net Impact Fee Per Dwelling Unit
Assessment Schedule

(Capital Cost Impact Less Tax Credits)

Elementary High Total Public Past Future Total
and Middle School Schools Payments Payments Credit
Impact Fee Per Unit:

Single Family Detached $2,596 $2,100 $4,696 ($147) ($L,177) | (31,318) $3,378
Single Family Att. (Townhouse) $649 $1,575 $2,224 ($94) ($784) ($878) $1,346
Duplex and Multifamily 3-4 Unit $1,298 $1,050 $2,348 ($56) ($471) ($527) $1,821
Structures
Multifamily Structures 5+ Units $649 $1,050 $1,699 ($38) ($314) ($352) $1,347
M anufactured Housing $1,623 $1,050 $2,673 ($47) ($392) ($439) $2,234




The impact fee per housng unit is determined by multiplying the enrdllment per dwdling unit
times the number of square feet required per pupil, times the dollar-per-square-foot capital cost,
which equals totd capita cost per-pupil. In this casg it is a sngle-town didtrict receiving 30%
date aid for congruction (eventudly redized as 30% of principd on bonded debt). Therefore,
30% is deducted to arrive a a dollar amount per dwelling unit as the net capita cost borne by the
local community.

The find gsep in credting the fee schedule per unit is to determine the need for impact fee credits
representing past and future payments made by new development toward facility capecity. The
net amount, after assgning credits, is the impact fee that is assessed at the time a building permit
is dravn. Lage cgpitd facility items which generate sgnificant amounts of long-term debt
sarvice, such as school fecilities, are more often the object of credit cdculations than andler,
more incrementa, invesments such as recregtion facilities Thus the andyst needs to judge
whether the particular cepitd facility and the dollar amounts and financing methods used
generate the prospect of sgnificant amounts of “double payment” if credits are not offered. (The
derivation of credits for thisexampleisillugtrated in Part B of this section in Tables 18 and 19).

B. IMPACT FEE CREDITS- CONCEPTSAND EXAMPLES

1. Impact Fee Credit Concept

There is probably no more confusng and complicating aspect of the impact fee assessment
process than the derivation of credits for nonrimpact fee payments toward facility capacity. For
each impact fee assessment, the andyst first needs to determine if a credit is redly needed.
There is nothing in the RSA 674:21V authorizing legidation that requires credits to be granted.
In fact, the datute dates only that the amount of the fee must be a proportiond share of
municipa capita improvement costs which is reasonably related to the capita need created by a
development. The concept of impact fee credits is found in various literature regarding the
development of impact fees, and is discussed in detail by James C. Nicholas in A Practitioners
Guide to Development Impact Fees (1991). According to Nicholas, court opinions in other
dates have indicated that, where a capitd impact fee charge is made, the assessment must be
based on a condderation of the potential for other norrimpact fee payments to conditute an
overlapping charge for the same facilities through property taxes, user fees, and other sources.

While the cdculation of the per-capita or per-dweling unit or per-square-foot impact fee is
rlatively gdraght-forward once proportionaity measures are determined, the cdculation of the
impact fee credit involves some present vaue caculations that need to be gpplied reasonably in
congderation of the purpose and likely effect of the impact fees being imposed.

Since the impact fee represents the permanent capitd &cility impact of a unit of devdopment, a
current cogt, it is aso appropriate to look at the likelihood that the fee payer has, or will, pay
property taxes or other fees as well to fund the same facility capacity. If it appears that there will
be dgnificant overlap, a credit adjusment is needed that reflects the present value of those other
payments.



The facility cepitd cost impact per unit of new deveopment is normdly established a current
congruction cost levels, with periodic updates over time. Therefore the credit awarded today
needs to be conddered on a present vaue bass even though tax payments for the facility may
occur over aperiod of years.

2. Present Value Calculations

Impact fees are collected at the time a building permit o certificate of occupancy is issued. Any
credit incorporated into the formula must therefore account for past and future payments realized
through property taxation or user fee payments at their present vaue.

The methodology to account for the time vaue of money is present vdue. The present vdue is
essentidly a lump sum amount which would be paid today as a vaue equivaent to the discounted
sum of annua payments to be received in the future over a specified period of time. The time
vaue of money is accounted for by a discount rate, essentidly representing a rate of return which
one might expect on funds invested to achieve a reasonable, but safe, rate of return. Tables of
present value and present worth factors (for fixed payments) for are available for various terms and
interest rates, and most computerized spread sheet formats incorporate net present vaue (variable
payments over time) functionsto asss in this calculation.

3. Pagt Payment Credit

Raw land (the ste of new development) may have contributed payments in the past for capita
facilities expangon in the form of property taxes. The need for credits in a loca methodology, and
the means of cdculation, varies widdly and needs to be conddered on a case-by-case basis for each
type of facility subject to impact fees.  Rdatively few impact fee sysems in New Hampshire
appear to incorporate past payment credits. In some cases, the results of computing a past
payment credit are virtudly negligible as the vaue of raw land in its pre-development date is
often minimal, assessed under a“current uss” designation.

If a dgnificant overlap is identified between the cepitd facility impact fee charged today and
past payments made by owners of vacant land toward the same facility @pacity, there is reason
to consder some type of past payment credit. However, if there is no evidence of significant
payments toward long-term debt service or mgor capita expenditures incurred in the recent past
(say, the last 10 years), then the calculation of a past payment credit is not likely to be necessary
or practical.

One approach to the caculation of past and future impact fee credits that has been gpplied in a
number of New Hampshire communities is illusrated in detail in Tables 18 and 19, as part of a
hypothetical school impact fee.  In this approach, past bonded debt service payments (Table 18)
are arrayed. Since payments were made in the padt, they are adjusted to present worth, in this case
usng a 6% interest rate.  This brings the sum of adjusted past payments to present vaue. That
sum (present value of past payments) is divided by the totd assessed vaue of the community,
resulting in a tax rate per thousand vauation.  This rate, when applied to the assessed value of an
acre of raw land, produces a present vaue credit for past payments derived from a vacant single



family home ste.  In this case, one acre is assigned to a single family dwelling, and proportionate
credits are awarded based on relative assessed val uation of the completed units.

TABLE 18
PAST PAYMENT CREDITSMETHOD

HYPOTHETICAL SCHOOL DISTRICT-SINGLE TOWN
SUMMARY OF PAST DEBT SERVICE PAYMENTSON SCHOOL CAPACITY

ASSUMPTIONS

State Aid To District: 30.0% Of Principal Due on Bonds
Local Government Share: 100.0% Of District Costs Paid By Town
Discount Rate: 6.0%
Credit Period: 15 Years
Less Net Debt Present Present Worth Of

Principal Interest Total State Service Cost Worth Past Pymt @ 6%
Year Payments  Payment Payment Aid To District Factor Interest
1984 $150,000  $112,500 $262,500 ($45,000) $217,500 2.39656 $521,251
1985 $150,000  $112,500 $262,500 ($45,000) $217,500 2.26090 $491,747
1986 $150,000  $112,500 $262,500 ($45,000) $217,500 2.13293 $463,912
1987 $150,000  $112,500 $262,500 ($45,000) $217,500 2.01220 $437,653
1988 $150,000  $112,500 $262,500 ($45,000) $217,500 1.89830 $412,880
1989 $150,000  $112,500 $262,500 ($45,000) $217,500 1.79085 $389,509
1990 $150,000  $112,500 $262,500 ($45,000) $217,500 1.68948 $367,462
1991 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 1.59385 $0
1992 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 1.50363 $0
1993 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 1.41852 $0
1994 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 1.33823 $0
1995 $350,000  $350,000 $700,000 ($205,000) $595,000 1.26248 $751,174
1996 $350,000  $332,500 $682,500 ($105,000) $577,500 1.19102 $687,812
1997 $350,000  $315,000 $665,000 ($105,000) $560,000 1.12360 $629,216
1998 $350,000  $297,500 $647,500 ($205,000) $542,500 1.06000 $575,050
1999 $350,000  $280,000 $630,000 ($105,000) $525,000 1.00000 $525,000
Total Past
Period $2,800,000 $2,362,500  $5,162,500 ($840,000) $4,322,500 $6,252,665

Present Worth Past 15 Y ears Only (Credit Period)  $6,252,665

Net Local Assessed Vauation (Current)  $500,000,000
PW of Past Payments Per Thousand Assessed Value $12.51
Assessed Value Undevel. Land Per Acre $7,500

Credit for Single Family (Basis @ 1.0 Acres) $141

(Credits for other unit types calculated in proportion to relative assessed valuation of completed units)



The resulting credits computed for past payments assume that the proportional land area required
per unit can be used to project the past payment (vacant land) credit amount.  In this example, it is
assumed that raw land vaue gpplicable to a unit of new development is proportionate to its totd
assessed value.

Credit for Single Family (Basis @ 1.0 Acres) $141

(Credits for other unit types calculated in proportion to relative assessed valuation of completed units)

CREDIT SCHEDULE: PAST PAYMENTS TOWARD SCHOOL CAPACITY

Value
Avg Assessed Ratio to Past Payments
Type Unit Vaue/New Unit Avg. Unit Debt Credit

Single Detached $150,000 1.00 $141
Single Attached $100,000 0.67 $94
Duplex/2-4 Unit $60,000 0.40 $56
5+ Unit Structure $40,000 0.27 $38
Manufactured Home $50,000 0.33 $47

A varidtion of this approach was developed for the Town of Deafidd. Using a method smilar to
that of Table 18, a dandard past payment credit is caculaed. However, the Deerfidd
methodology dlows for a fee payer to provide evidence of actud tax bills and tax payments to the
town over past years of a bond issue, and an dternate credit is caculated based on actud tax
payments, as a function of the proportion of those payments related to school debt service, paid in
the past for the specific parcd. The fee payer can dect to have the ste-Specific credit applied if it
is higher than the standard credit.  This gpproach is not generdly recommended because of its
adminigrative complexity, and because of the potentid confuson created by unequa net impact
fee payments for the same type of residertia property.

4. Credits For Future Tax Payments

Conventiond gpproaches to impact fees appear to assume that, once an impact fee is indituted,
the cost of future facility development will be borne by impact fees without a property tax
impact. The redity is tha nearly dl mgor capitd facilities need to be built in advance or in
anticipation of growth. This involves the issuance of long-term debt, often to provide both
upgrades and expansons. In most communities impact fees will not accumulate fast enough to
assure that no tax-supported debt service would be required. Since in New Hampshire the
holding period for an impact fee is only sx years it is mog likdy that the community will not be
able to accumulate the quantity of impact fees needed over a sx-year period to build an entire
needed facility such as aschool.

When an impact fee is assessed for fadilities financed with long-term debt, there is likdy to be a
need to condder a credit for future payments. This can take a number of forms, depending upon
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the local fisca dtuation, and a number of different approaches to credits have been used. The
credit is deducted from the proportionate share capitd cost per unit of development (the capitd
cost less the credit becomes the impact fee assessed).

The credit cdculation provides an estimate of the present value of property taxes to be pad in
the future toward capitd facility capacity. While the property taxes on a particular capitd facility
may indeed be reduced by the amount of impact fees collected during the period in question,
there is dill a potentiad for overlap to occur. The impact fee payer has dready been assessed the
full cost of capitd facility consumption at its present vaue. However, the same fee payer cannot
avoid paying a portion of property taxes toward long-term capitd debt in the future. If a fee
payer aso contributes property tax dollars to retire future debt service for the same facility
capacity that was the object of an up-front impact fee payment, the fee payer is in effect charged
twice for the same expenditure.

The typicd form of credit cdculation is to project future bonded debt payments remaining on the
capita facility in question. The period used for this projection should probably be at least 10-15
years. The next quedtion is. how much of this debt service cost would fal on the tax rate and be
subsequently charged to the owner of new development? Once a payment schedule is projected,
(less any federd or state aid payments to reduce debt service), the local debt service and relative
property tax impact may be estimated based on the current assessed valuation of the community.

One means of amulating future payment impacts is to array the entire debt service schedule on a
spreadsheet and calculate the net present vaue of the entire series of payments for which loca
government is obligated.  The net present vaue of these payments is then cdculated usng a
chosen discount rate and term of years. The net present value of debt service payments can then
be divided by the net local assessed valuation and expressed as a tax rate per thousand valuation
for a paticular unit of development. The tax rate, multiplied by the estimated assessed vauation
of a prototype unit of new deveopment (in thousands of dollars) generaes a future payment
credit amount that is proportiona to the expected vauation of the new development. Table 19
illugtrates this method, used in deriving future payment credits for the school impact fee example
explored in Part A of this Section.



TABLE 19
CREDIT FOR FUTURE PAYMENTSON EXISTING PROGRAMMED DEBT SERVICE
FOR CAPACITY RELATED PROJECTS

ASSUMPTIONS
Original Amount
Financed: $7,000,000 (School District CIP)
Remaining Balance: $5,250,000
Interest Rate: 5.0%
Financing Period: 20 Years
State Aid To District: 30.0% Of Principal Due on Bonds
Of District Costs Paid By
Loca Government Share: 100.0% Town
Discount Rate: 6.0%
Credit Period: 15years (Remaining Term of Bond)
Less Net Tax
Principal  Principal  Interest Total State Supported Debt
Year Balance Payment Payment Payment Aid Cost of District
2000 $5,250,000 $350,000 $262,500 $612,500 ($105,000) $507,500
2001 $4,900000 $350,000 $245,000 $595,000 ($105,000) $490,000
2002 $4,550,000 $350,000 $227,500 $577,500 ($105,000) $472,500
2003 $4,200000 $350,000 $210,000 $560,000 ($105,000) $455,000
2004 $3,850,000 $350,000 $192,500 $542,500 ($105,000) $437,500
2005 $3500,000 $350,000 $175,000 $525,000 ($105,000) $420,000
2006 $3,150,000 $350,000 $157,500 $507,500 ($105,000) $402,500
2007 $2,800,000 $350,000 $140,000 $490,000 ($105,000) $385,000
2008 $2450,000 $350,000 $122,500 $472,500 ($105,000) $367,500
2009 $2,100,000 $350,000 $105,000 $455,000 ($105,000) $350,000
2010 $1,750000 $350,000 $87,500 $437,500 ($105,000) $332,500
2011 $1,400000 $350,000 $70,000 $420,000 ($105,000) $315,000
2012 $1,050000 $350,000 $52,500 $402,500 ($105,000) $297,500
2013 $700,000 $350,000 $35,000 $385,000 ($105,000) $280,000
2014 $350,000 $350,000 $17,500 $367,500 ($105,000) $262,500
$2,100,00
Total $5,250,000 C $7,350,000 ($1,575,000) $5,775,000
Net Present Value of Paymentsfor 15-Y ear Credit Period Only $3,921,762
Net Local Assessed Valuation (Current) $500,000,000
PV of Future Payments (15 Yrs) Per Thousand Assessed Vaue $7.84

In this example, the future payment credit for outstanding bonded debt is caculated at a present
vaue equivdent to $7.84 per thousand vaudion on the tax rate.  This rate, multiplied by the
projected assessed vaue of a new housing unit, equals the future credit, as shown below:
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PV of Future Payments (15 Yrs) Per Thousand Assessed Value $7.84

CREDIT SCHEDULE: PROJECTED FUTURE PAYMENTS
FOR CREATING NEW SCHOOL CAPACITY

Avg Assessed Future Payment
Type Unit Vaue/Unit Ratio To Avg. Unit  Debt Credit
Single Detached $150,000 1.00 $1,177
Single Attached $100,000 0.67 $784
Duplex/2-4 Unit $60,000 0.40 $471
5+ Unit Structure $40,000 0.27 $314
Manufactured Home $50,000 0.33 $392

Another method of computing present vaue for future payments is to take the average annud
locd debt service payment and multiply it by a present vdue factor (teken from a financid
factors table) assuming a certain discount rate. The discount rate should be an interest rate that
represents a reasonable but safe annual rate of return for invested funds.  Present vaue factors
are gpplied under the assumption of a congtant payment for a given period of years. Let us
utilize this method for comparison, using the data provided in Table 19. Table 19 indicates that
the net tax supported debt service cost to the municipdity over the 15-year term averages
$385,000 per year. The present worth factor of one dollar per period (equad annud payments)
over a period of 15 years, a an interest (discount) rate of 6%, is 9.712249. Egimated in this
way, the present vaue of the remaning debt is the average annuad payment of $385,000 x
0712249 = $3,739,216. That figure is only about 5% less than the net present vaue figure
derived in Table 19. Therefore, a reasonable approximation of present value of bonded debt
payments can be made knowing average annud local debt cost and a table of present worth
factors.

In usng this shortcut method, it is essential to use the average annual payment and not the first
year debt service payment due on a particular debt service series.  In the example above, the use
of the fird year debt payment in lieu of the annud average would produce a present vaue
edimate that is 32% higher. The effect of this gpproach is to assgn a credit that is a third
higher then it should be, in turn reducing the net impact fee unnecessarily.

Either of these methods probably represent a conservative approach toward credits that generate
an amount more generous than may be necessxy. Since most impact fees are levied in
communities that are growing, the assessed vduation basis is dso increesng over time.  As
assessed value grows, the property tax impact of a particular series of debt service payments
declines over the course of the bond issue.  Furthermore, if impact fee revenues are applied to
reduce the origind bonded amount, or to pay pat of the annua debt service, the property tax
impact of the bond is also reduced.

It is common to compute future payment credits on the basis of existing, outstanding bonded
debt for projects dready completed. However, there may be cases where a sgnificantly large
future bond issue is imminent that would fund a capita facility for which impact fees ae to be
assesed.  Therefore, there may be a need to consider the additional tax impact of future bond
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issues for amilar facilities. Each community will have to use its own discretion to determine an
approach that will result in an equitable credit, given the loca Stuation. Where large capitd
fecilities are involved, requiring dSgnificant debt service, a reasonable atempt to provide an
equitable credit should be sufficient to keep the impact fee from being chdlenged as “double
taxation.”  If the credit is too generous, it will reduce the impact fee assessment to such a low
level that it will not be effective in raisng the necessary funds to offset the costs of growth.

Yet another consderation with respect to impact fee credits centers on the amount of property
taxes needed to rectify existing facility deficiencies. Since impact fees cannot be used under the
daute to pay for upgrades to exising facilities, the community’s impact fee sysem must
demondrate that the amount and the gpplication of the fee will serve new development, and that
the fee payer is not being charged twice for the same levd of improvement. The impact fee
cdculaion for new development is based on the full capita cost of providing facility cgpacity in
proportion to the demands of new development. If, in addition to this impact fee, new
development were to pay property taxes to fund extensve upgrades to exigting facilities, there is
a need for an offsetting credit whether or not these expenditures were bonded. A smple
method of providing a credit for these improvements is to establish the current capitd vaue of
needed improvements, and express it as a tax rate.  That rate can then be applied to projected
assessed vaues of new congruction to determine the appropriate credit as in the prior examples.
At the extreme, where cepita facility deficiencies are extremely high, and growth-related
improvements are a reativedy smdl share of totd capita needs, the impact fee may not be a
redigic choice for capita funding.

5. Other Revenue Credits

Credits for other revenues received to pay for a portion of project codts (grants, gifts, etc.) may be
handled in one of two ways. They may be accounted for as a credit and deducted in the impact fee
caculation based on the percentage of capitd costs financed by grants from federd, state or other
sources.  If the future availability of grants or aid is unknown, the analyst may assume that past
practices will be repeated, and the percentage of capitd facility costs paid for in the past by such
forms of assstance might be utilized to help establish credits for future payments.

6. Creditsfor Estimating Error (Discounts)

Communities might, as a matter of public policy, wish to er on the consarvative Sde of an impact
fee by offering an additiond credit, such as an arbitrary percentage reduction in the find fee, as a
means of acknowledging that estimating errors are inherent in the impact fee caculation process.
These discounts were common prior to the adoption of RSA 674:21, V which clarified the ability
of municipdities in New Hampshire to assess impact fees under an ordinance.  Impact fee systems
and updates developed since the adoption of that dtatute are less likdy to incorporate large
discounts.

7. Creditsfor In-Kind Contributions

Policies may need to be edablished if the community wishes to accept off-dte improvements
congructed in lieu of impact fee payments as a credit against impact fees assessed. If this type of
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credit is to be dlowed, policies and procedures should be spelled out in the impact fee ordinance,
describing what type of improvements would be acceptable and how their vaue will be computed.

8. Waiversof |mpact Fee Assessment

Walvers of impact fees can be effected in two ways One is in the definition of “new
development” in the impact fee ordinance. Only new development, as defined, is subject to an
impact fee.  The other method is to incorporate specific walvers, or criteria for granting them, in
the body of the ordinance. For example, a housng complex with occupancy limited to the senior
citizens will not generate school facility impacts.  There should be a clear public policy objective
behind the waiver palicy.

Whenever an impact fee is waived for a certain class of property, the burden will fal back to the
taxpayer. The exemption of a dass of property from an impact fee may dso be in conflict with
RSA 674:21, V which requires that impact fees be proportiona to the demands of new
development on capitd fecilities. ~ For example, in discussons of impact fees, some communities
suggest that, because of the property tax contribution of commercid/industria development, such
developments should be excused from paying an impact fee. As a generd rule, this handbook
recommends that dl land use and development activities that have a demondrable impact on the
capitd facility in question be subject to the impact fee imposed.  Exceptions may come about as
the result of impact fee credit caculations, if the indicated credit for property tax payments offsets
the capita impact of the development.

C. GENERIC FEE CALCULATIONS-HYPOTHETICAL COMMUNITY

The fdlowing example (Tables 20-22) summarizes a generic cdculaion of the growth-related
cgpitd cost of public facilities usng a hypotheticadl community. The workshedts are intended
only to illudrate the basc principles of separating growth-related capital costs from existing needs
and deficiencies to arrive & an initid impact fee for new resdentia development. In actud
practice, fees would aso need to be cdculated for nonresdentid development as well, if such
development is expected to have an impact on a given facility. In addition, congderaion would
need to be given to assgning impact fee credits to assure that double payments for the same
facility capacity do not result from both impact fee and tax assessments.

This section contains summary tables from an impact fee example prepared for the 1992
handbook illugtrating an example of how a community could caculate proportionae share
impact fees for a number of different faciliies on a community-wide basis usng per-unit cods
for most facilities. The same basic principles can be gpplied in a more eaborate impact fee
sysem cdculated for a specific facility usng more sophisicated methods. However the badc
approach is to separate, and generate unit costs for, the growth-rdated portion of capita facilities
in a manner that is not excessve, but is proportionate to demand. The illusrations dso show
how growth-related capitd costs are not smply the difference between facilities that exist today
and those that are planned for a future year, but the difference between what is needed today and
what is needed in the planning horizon year based on a community standard for sarvice.  In this
way, the impact fee assessment will exclude charges to new development for deficiencies that
dready exig in the system.
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TABLE 20

CALCULATION OF THE GROWTH-RELATED SHARE OF CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS
WITH ALLOWANCES FOR EXCESS OR DEFICIENT CAPACITY

DEMAND AND GROWTH ASSUMPTIONS Population  Dwellings Enrollment - Elementary

Assume: Current Y ear Demand Base 5,000 1,850 540
Design Year Demand Base 7,500 2,775 810
Current Year Current Year  (Deficient) Or Design Y ear Capacity NeededFor
MUNICIPAL SERVICE/FACILITY (Actual) Needed Excess Capacity Need New Development]
ADMINISTRATION
Office Space 2,000 1,635 365 2,453 818
Employees 4.00 5.45 (1.45) 8.18 2.73
Employees/Thous. Pop. Current Average 0.80
Employees/Thous. Pop. Adopted Standard 1.09 1.09
Office Space/Employee Current 500
Office Space/Employee Needed 300 300
POLICE
Station Space 2,000 2,975 (975) 4,463 1,488
Uniformed Officers 7.00 8.50 (1.50) 12.75 4.25
Officers/Thous. Pop. Current Average 1.40
Officers/Thous. Pop. Adopted Standard 1.70 1.70
Station Space/Employee Current 286
Station Space/Employee Needed 350 350
FIRE
Fire Station Space 6,000 6,300 (300) 9,450 3,150
Full Time Firefighters 3.00 3.15 (0.15) 4.73 1.58
Firefighters/1000. Pop. Current Average 0.60
Firefighters/1000 Pop. Adopted Std. 0.63 0.63
Station Space/Firefighter Current 2,000
Station Space/Firefighter Needed 2,000 2,000
SOLID WASTE DISPOSAL
Municipa Solid Waste Annual (Tons) 3,030 3,030 4,545 1,515
Gross Annual Tonnage Per Capita 0.606 0.606 0.606
Transfer Station Capacity (Tons/Day) 10.00 11.65 (1.65) 17.48 5.83
Annual Capacity @ 5 Day Operation 2,600 3,030 (430) 4,545
LIBRARY
Total Collection Size 15,000 15,000 0 22,500 7,500
Per Capita Current Average 3
Per Capita Adopted Standard 3 3
Gross Floor Area 3,500 4,000 (500) 6,000 2,000
Per Capita Current Average 0.70
Per Capita Adopted Standard 0.80 0.80
RECREATION
Developed Acres Recreation Land 25.00 25.00 0 37.50 12.50
Per Capita Current Average 0.005
Per Capita Adopted Standard 0.005
SEWER DISTRICT
System Treatment Capacity (Gal/Day) 500,000 400,000 100,000 600,000 200,000
Daily Flow To Plant 400,000 Available
Gross Flow: Gallons/Capita/Day 80 Capacity
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TABLE 21
CALCULATION OF THE GROWTH-RELATED SHARE OF CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS
FOR ELEMENTARY SCHOOLSWITH ALLOWANCES FOR EXCESS OR DEFICIENT CAPACITY
School
Occupied  Enrollment

DEMAND AND GROWTH

ASSUMPTIONS Population Dwellings Elementary

Assume: Current Y ear Demand 5,000 1,850 540
Design Y ear Demand 7,500 2,775 810

SCHOOL DISTRICT FACILITIES: FEESMONT ELEMENTARY
Capacity
Current  Current  (Deficient)  Design  Proportion
Year Y ear Or Excess Y ear Allocated
(Actual) Needed(1) Capacity Need(1) To Growth
Current Facility Conditions

Classrooms (Sq. Feet) 16,200 21,600 (5,400) 32,400 10,800
Core & Circulation (Sg. Ft.) 32,400 37,800 (5,400) 56,700 18,900
Total Facility (Sg. Ft.) 48,600 59,400 (10,800) 89,100 29,700
Estimated Pupil Capacity 540 50 810 270
Current Enrollment (At Capacity) 540 540

Enrollment Per Dwelling Unit 0.292 0.292

Classroom Area Per Pupil 30

Core & Circulation Per Pupil 60

Total Facility Per Pupil )

Local Adopted Standards For

District
Classroom Area Per Pupil 40 40
Core & Circulation Per Pupil 70 70
Total Facility Per Pupil 110 110

(1) Needs (current and future) in this case are defined by local adopted standards, not by current averages
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TABLE 22

ALLOCATION OF CAPITAL COSTSOF GROWTH TO DERIVE INITIAL IMPACT FEE

CAPITAL
GROWTH GROWTH NEW| COST PER| FEE FOR SINGLE FAMILY HOME
RELATED PORTION| DEMAND| NEW UNIT
MUNICIPAL
DEPARTMENT FACILITY[ UNIT| FACILITY UNITS SERVICH| Persons|  Demand/ Impact
NEED| COST COST SERVED DEMAND Per Unit Person Fee)
POLICE 1,488 $75  $111,563 7,500 $14.88 2.85 1.89 $80,
DEPARTMENT Sq. Ft. Cdls Per Call
FIRE 3,150 $60  $189,000 5,000 $37.80 2.85 1.40 $151
DEPARTMENT Sq. Ft. Person Per Person Person
-Hours -Hour -Hours
SOLID WASTE 5.83 $36,000 $209,769 1,515 $138.46
Tons/Day Per TPD Tong/Yr. Per Ton/Yr Facility Capacity Cost
Capacity Capacity Capacity Capacity
(5-day week)
8,301 $25.27 2.85 2.52 $181)
LbsDay Per Lb/Day Lbs/Capita
Generated Generated Per Day
LIBRARY 2,000 $100  $200,000 2,500 $80.00 2.85 $228
Sq. Ft. Persons Per Capita
(@ .80 &q. Ft.
Per Capita)
RECREATION 1250 $25,000 $312,500 2,500 $125.00 2.85 $356
AREAS Developed Acg. And Persons Per Capita
Acres  Devel.
Per Acre
SEWER DISTRICT 200,000 $3.50  $700,000 200,000 $3.50 2.85 76.00 $758
Gd/Day Per G4l. Gal/Day
(Expansion of plant
and Gapacity
recovery of existing
capacity value)
SCHOOL Capacity
DISTRICT For: Elementary
Elementary Schools 29,700 $90 $2,673,000 270 $9,900 Pupils/ Impact
Only Sq. Ft. New Pupils Unit Fee|
Less 30%
(%$2,970) State
Local Cost
Per Pupil: $6,930 0.292 $2,023
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SECTION VI. QUESTIONSAND ANSWERSON IMPACT FEES

This Q & A section presents a discussion of topics frequently encountered in the development of
impact fee caculations and ordinances. The firgt section (pat A) deds with severa ambiguous
aress of impact fee ordinance gpplication that may require more in-depth legd review prior to
adoption.  The second section (part B) is based on practitioner interpretations of proportiondity
and equity in deveoping impact fee methodologies under the New Hampshire satutory
guiddlines.

As of thiswriting (May 1999), the only NH Supreme Court decisions known to have interpreted
RSA 674 21, V have centered on the need to implement impact fees through an ordinance,
rather than the simple adoption of a schedule of charges. Other than these rulings, no known
opinions have been rendered by the NH courts on the validity of specific impact fee ordinance
provisions, their applicability to new development, questions of vesting, or the dollar amounts
and formulas involved. The discussion below is intended only to help frame the questions which
have arisen in the practice of impact fee ordinance development, and to offer a point of view with
respect to the intent of RSA 674:21, V to allow for impact fees that would offset the capital costs
of new construction. It isnot intended as a legal advisory on the subject.

A. LEGAL QUESTIONS ENCOUNTERED

1. Form of the Ordinance

Quedion Can an impact fee ordinance only be implemented through an amendment to the
zoning ordinance?

Discussonr  Impact fees are one of the innovative land use controls authorized by RSA 674:21.
All of the other innovative controls, as well as growth management, are generdly implemented
through zoning. All innovative land use controls must be adopted in accordance with RSA
675:1, Il. That section specificaly cites zoning ordinances under RSA 674:16; historic digtrict
ordinances under RSA 674:46; and building codes under RSA 674:51. All of these must be
adopted in accordance with the procedures of RSA 675:2-5. These three types of ordinances are
agan referenced specificdly in those procedures.  [The author’'s view is that a zoning ordinance
amendment is the gppropriate and intended mechanism for impact fees and dher innovative land
use controls)
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2. Assessment of Feesto New Development in Approved Plats

Quedtion Can impact fees be charged to new homes that are to be developed in the future on
plats protected by RSA 674:39 from changes to zoning (provided that the development otherwise
complies with the requirements of that statute and related planning board regulations)?

Discusson This would require an interpretation of what conditutes an effect on the plat.
Higoricdly, protection of plas was indituted to prevent municipdities from changing permitted
uses, minimum frontage and lot Sze, and other zoning requirements that would physcaly dter a
pla or prevent a deveopment from going forward. The plat is the map that lays out a
development with lot lines and shows improvements such as dreets, utilities and rights-of-way; it
rardy shows regdentia buildings within. The determination of whether future homes on
certain lots qualify for a waver or exemption based on the date of lot gpproval may therefore
depend on what has physicaly been gpproved as pat of the pla, and the extent of vesting
provided by pla aoprovd. Communities have gone severad ways on this issue, with one
community waiving fees for new homes on al gpproved lots to avoid any prospect of chalenge;
another community assessng only those homes built on lots gpproved snce a given effective
date; and others charging dl new congruction uniformly when a building permit is drawn. It is
recommended that exemptions or waivers of impact fees based on RSA 674:39 be evauated on a
case-by-case bads, based on the specific protected dements of the individud plat and the
conditions of its gpprovd.

In some communities where there is a large inventory of lots in various stages of approvd, the
ability to collect hundreds of thousands of dollars in impact fees may rest on the interpretation of
this issue.  If walvers to impact fees are granted for hundreds of approved (but not-yet-built
upon) lots, the community would fal to be compensated for the cost of the very growth that it
sought to offsst with its impact fee ordinance.  Broad exemptions from charges to new
development on such lots raises questions of proportiondity and equity:  while one developer
would be required to pay a fee for the impact of his new construction, another constructing an
identical, adjacent new development with the same impacts would pay nothing.

The author's view is that the intent of RSA 674 21, V was to dlow communities to capture the
impacts of dl new deveopment, including infill, a the building permit sage. Asessments
made under a properly congructed ordinance, and the process of cdculating such fees, may
differ from those collected under an exaction process a the subdivison or dte plan stage of
development. The assessment of ordinance-based impact fees, when applied only to development
on newly created lots, seems contrary to the intent of IFOs in generd and the New Hampshire
authorizing legidation. Part of the rationde for the passage of RSA 674:21, V was to provide for
more uniformity of treatment in the assessment of development impact fees, and to assure that
such assessments would fal more equitably on al new condruction having asmilar impact.

3. Six Year Limitation
Quedtion  We have a long-term capitd improvement project to be built in stages that will take

more than Sx years to complete. But RSA 674:21, V requires impact fees to be refunded if non
impact fee funds are needed for a project, but the municipa funds have not been appropriated



within 6 years of impact fee collection. Does this mean we can't charge impact fees for this
major project?

Discusson The problem with the 6year period is that it is too short to accommodate the long-
teem planing tha should be encouraged for capitad improvements, especidly the capitd
improvements that are best funded by impact fees. water and sewer capacity, roads, schools, and
recregtion.  These typicdly follow long-term planning horizons of 10-20 years. SX years
agopears to have been used in the dtatute because it is the period generally used for a capita
improvement program.  (Note however, that sx years is the minimum CIP planning period
required by dtatute, and not a maximum).  Incrementd projects funded by impact fees should be
posshle with incrementd investments of nonrimpact fee funds where required. It is ds0
possible to pay off existing debt service (funds dready have been encumbered) with fee income.

In such cases, the municipdity has dready advanced the “non-impact feg’ source of funds for
the project. It is recommended tha the municipdity interpret the statute within its impact fee
ordinance language to permit incrementd invetments in a sysem compriang a series of capitd
fadlity improvements (see model ordinance in this handbook).
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B. PRACTICE AND METHODOLOGY QUESTIONS

QL

Al

Q2

A 2

Q3

A3

Why can't we just waive dl impact fees for commercid and indudtriad development since
they probably pay more in taxes than they generate in service costs?

If walvers are granted, there should be a clearly stated public purpose in the ordinance
which judifies the practice. The waver of commercid and/or industrid developments
from certain impact fees, while imposng them on resdentia development, could represent
a dua dandard which treets the impacts of resdentia property differently from the impacts
of non-residentid property on the same facilities.  If both contribute to the demand on the
facility, a fee sysdem with a blanket waiver for an entire class of property may not meet
proportiondity requirements of RSA 674:21, V. The purpose of the impact fee is to assure
the availability of public infrastructure to accommodate growth from al new developmentt.

It is recommended that impact fees, if implemented, be agpportioned to al development
types which place demand on the facility being assessed.

Tuition pupils in our school sysem ae charged a capitd facilities dlowance as pat of
their tuition rate as alowed by the NH Depatment of Education. How does this affect
the impact fee caculation for our schools?

It doesn't. Impact fees are raised based soldy on resident pupil enrollment within the
municipdity which owns or operates the facility in question. School impact fees are
computed on the bads of the Town's resdent pupil enrollment per housing unit,
excduding tuition pupils. There is no link between the impact fee charged to new
development and any capita charges that are authorized as part of the tuition for out-of-
digrict dudents. It is interesting to note that the state Department of Education rules
which govern tuition charges permit capital cost charges through tuition rates as a form of
recoupment of the demand on capita facilities and related costs.

How would conversons of property, including converson of seasond homes to year-
round dwelling units, be handled under the impact fee process for resdentia units?

It depends on the locd ordinance definition of “new development”.  The language of the
datute provides that impact fees can be charged only for the growth-related share of costs
rdaed to "new devdopment”  The definition of impact fee includes assessments
"..imposed upon development, including subdivison, building construction or other land
use change™ In the case of impact fees on dweling units, the implication of this wording
is that there must be some form of new development which results in the cregtion of an
additiond dwedling unit in order for there to be an impact fee charge on that use
Conversons from commercid to resdentid use represent new development which would
result in a net increese in dwdling units and would be subject to impact fees The
rehabilitation of housng which crestes no net increese in the number of dwdling units
would not be subject to impact fees. The conversion of a sngle family home to a duplex
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Q4

A 4:

Q5

A 5:

would result in the net credtion of a new dwelling unit and would be subject to impact
fees. However, the question of a seasonal dwelling converted to year-round use may
depend upon the individua Stuation. If the unit in question is legdly (according to the
land use and building codes of the town) capable of being occupied on a year round basis
a the present time, a change in occupancy from part-time to year round occupancy is
probably not subject to impact fees because no “new development” is involved.
However, if the converson of the unit to year round use would involve some congtruction
or dteration needed to bring it into compliance with town standards for year round
occupancy, and involved the securing of a building permit, the converson from a
seasond to a year round occupancy may be subject to impact fees as a form of "new
development.” The answer may depend on how the town defines “new development” in
itslocal ordinance.

If we adopt an impact fee ordinance now or next year, how will this action affect our
ability to apply the funds to bonded indebtedness on facility congtruction which we incur
now or in the future?

It will not. Impact fees can be used to recoup past investments or can be applied to future
projects. The impact fee assessment may be held for a period of sx years. If no funds
are appropriated for any digible capitd codts involving facility capacity, it is conceivable
that refunds would be necessry. However, if there is any outstanding bonded
indebtedness now exigting, or issued in the future, for projects providing facility capacity
that is avaldble to accommodate the demands of new development, the impact fee
collections, plus interest accrued, may be pad annudly to offsst either outstanding or
future debt service.

What happens if we have a bond issue which includes capacity expanson cogts as well as
rehabilitation improvements and upgrades? |If impact fees can only be used for capacity-
related improvements, can the fee be gpplied to abond issue having adua purpose?

Yes. It would be preferable for expenditures, which are to be offset by impact fee
assessments, to be segregated in a manner that demondrates that al impact fees were
aoplied solely for expanson of capacity related improvements. An dternative would be
to provide assurances that the impact fee contributions toward debt service payments over
the years do not exceed the totd cost of the capitd facility. This is primarily an
accounting task.

The cdculaion of the amount of the impact fee is based solely on recouping or providing
for the portion of facility cogt relating to the vaue of capacity on a per-unit basis, and
includes no charges for renovations, improvements, or maintenance.  Each fee payer will
put into the account only hisher proportionate share of congtruction costs related to those
capacity needs. In many cases, renovations may result in a net contribution to capacity;
when this is the case, it would be appropriate to apply impact fees to these expenditures



QG6:

A 6

QT

AT

as well. In any case, there would seem to be no limitation on dlocating impact fees to
such projects so long as a capacity benefit is derived.

How would we handle senior housng complexes, or other types of units that do not
generate demand on schools or other certain capitd facilities?

It depends on the fee being assessed, and whether there is a reasonable expectation of
impact from that land use category. In the case of schools, the ordinance should provide
wavers only for those forms of housng which can be shown to creste no long-term
opportunity to impact on the school sysem. Waivers should not be based solely on the
characterigtics of the initid occupants of the dweling unit to be condructed. Possble
subjects for wavers of a school impact fee could include lawfully restricted senior
housng.  Walvers should be approached very cautioudy, since any exemption to the
impact fee places the cepitd facility burden back on the tax rate. The procedures for
walvers should be clearly established in the ordinance.

What happens if we collect a school or other impact fee based on a certain number of
school children or persons per unit, and the actud impacts of a paticular home or
development turn out to be higher or lower than the figure we assumed in the formula?

Nothing. The impact fee caculation must demondrate a reasonable relationship between
the demands of newly congructed dwelling units and the generd impacts on facilities. It
is necessary for the ordinance and the fee methodology to edtablish this general
relationship, based on a reasonable expectation that a dwelling unit, over its lifdime will
creste a demand on school capacity. It is not necessary, in our opinion, to prove that a
specific benefit will accrue to each and every initid occupant or fee payer. There needs
to be a rationa expectation of impact, and a reasongble fee that is proportionate to the
demands of the particular development.

For example, school impact fee cdculations based on average enrollment multipliers of
al occupied housng units are probably the most far method of gpportioning costs to he
average new dwelling unit. In the short term, some dwelling units will produce no new
school children, while others will produce many more than the multiplier predicts.  To
develop a far ordinance, however, each new dwdling unit must be trested on an
equivdent bass.  Utility capitd charges, for example, are often based on assumptions
about the average consumption of galons of water per day per capita. A uniform fee is
creted for the average dwdling unit, and a uniform capitd charge is cdculated as a
permanent unit of demand on capacity. The capitd charge for hookups is not refunded
nor increased after the fact if the first occupant uses less or more water than expected. In
the case of road impact fees, there is a reasonable expectation that new development will
generate an average number of vehicle trips.  However, the town is not required to
monitor traffic from every development to prove that the predicted number of trips is
being generated a each Ste The generd test is whether there is a reasonable
expectation of a benefit that is represented in a proportionate manner by the amount of
the fee.
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Q 10:

A 10:

Our town has a capita improvements program and we dready charge one impact fee for
roads. We may charge for a number of other facilities in the near future. Can't we
amply have an oveadl “capitd fadilities impact fee ” with one lump sum feg and then
use the revenues to pay for whatever capita facility need arises as long as it is liged in
the CIP?

Probably not. The datute specificaly requires an impact fee to be expended solely for
the capitd improvements for which it was collected. Fees cannot be commingled with
generd fund revenues nor can fees collected for one category of cepitd facility be
applied to another type of facility (for example, using road impact fees for schools, vice-
Versa).

It is, however, practicd to have a single ordinance implementing the entire fee system,
edablishing the authority of the town to charge impact fees for a number of different
fadlities.  Vaious methodologies and documentation of fee cdculations would be
mantaned in independent reports exiging outsde the ordinance itsdf to define the
rationale and caculaion of the fees. However, this would not permit any "crossover” of
fee accounts or expenditures. There would ill need to be separate accounting and
disbursements relating to each capitd facility and impact fee account.

How often do we need to update or revise our impact fee assessment formulas?

Impact fee formulas should be kept reasonably up to date so that they reflect current capita
costs.  To preserve equity in the assessment process, the fees should not be updated more
frequently than annuadly except to correct identified errors in the formulas. The update
should review dl variadles in the impact fee foomula  “Cogt of living” or CPl-related
adjusments aone do not necessarily reflect the cost of capita congtruction, and such an
ovedl adjusment to the fee without other variables may not sufficiently reflect changes in
capital cost and credit caculations.

Our town is part of a cooperative school district. Can we assess fees for some share of the
school digtrict fecilities?

Yes If a community is pat of a regiond and cooperative school didrict, consderation
needs to be given to what proportional share of capital facilities can be gpportioned to the
community deciding to charge an impact fee. In addition, the articles of agreement of the
member communities need to be reviewed to determine if there are any impediments to
the usage or flow of impact fees from the individud community to the regiond school
digrict. As of this writing (May 1999), the firg (and only) New Hampshire cooperative
school didrict to develop an impact fee sysem implemented by multiple participating



towns is the Timberlane Regiond School Didrict comprisng the towns of Atkinson,
Danville, Paistow, and Sandown.

In reviewing the aticles of agreement of the regiond school didrict, it was determined
that no paticular community owned any paticular share of the capitd facilities of the
digrict as a whole. In redity, the disrict as a whole was respongble for providing the
capitd facilities needed to serve dl four communities for the growth that occurred in
total. RSA 674:21V dates that, in the case of a cooperative didtrict, the loca impact fee
IS an assessment imposed on deveopment for the municipdity’s share of capitd
faclities At fird, the logica approach would seem to be to use the loca capitd funding
share (assigned to each town by the didrict) to determine local impact fees. The problem
is that, those capitd costs are determined by a pre-set formula, and do not reflect where
new development takes place or where there is enrollment growth. Yet the impact fee can
only be implemented a the locd municipa government level and there must be a direct
corrdaion between the capitd facility needs and the development.  If each town only
charged a capitd impact fee for just ther fraction of the capitd costs generated by its
growth, the tota fee assessments from dl four communities would fal far shore of the
total growth-related capitd cost of enrollment growth in the Didrict asawhole.

It was determined in a sudy conducted for Timberlane School Didrict that the only
reasonable interpretation of “the proportiona share of fadlities’ a the locd leve would
need to be expressed as the demand occurring as a result of enrollment demand and
growth from each town on the cepitd facllities of the didrict. The varidions in
proportionate demand on facilities were reflected in the respective enrollment multipliers
in each of the four communities. Without this approach, the digtrict as a whole would
never redize adequate collections to account for the capitd costs of enrollment growth,
as each locdity would only be able to charge for a fraction of the cost impact of each new
dwelling unit occurring within its own borders.

Property tax credits were cdculated differently for each of the four communities, based
on the likely property taxes to be paid toward school debt service by a new dwelling unit
in each of the four municipaities  In this gpproach, capitd costs were redized a the
digrict leve, the proportionate share of capitd facilities was determined by the capacity
demands of new pupils from each community, and property-tax-related credits were
caculated on the bads of the actud property tax impact of debt service per the formula
adopted by the district for cost-sharing.
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