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Ir] ra.jo PRSE te mput hrom stakeholders, El Paso
COLIFF VS ugelziilgiepigisy g gacasispeiieliiagligliglel
ElIS|Iortation Imprevements needed to

EICCOS modate new development.

Slie program allocates the cost of new

B ranspoertation improvements among affected
== Siakeholders.

*= [ he overarching goal of this process Is to ensure
that needed transportation improvements are paid
for and built.
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Legend
Developments
—— Existing Roads Meridian Ranch Four Way Ranch
—— Highways Bennett Ranch Bl Bentgrass
[ Falcon improvement Area Falcon Highlands Ml woodmen Hills
TAZ Boundanies Falcon Hills / Paint Brush Hills Red Sky Ranch
Paceels Elkhom Estates B The Meadows
Other ° TAZ Label
A o [ L] 1
N Miles
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- SN r;r,-op Falcon SmallbArea Tiransportation Fee
Westereated, the planming assumptions Nave

IECOINE obsolete.
Alipdate to the process will result ina more
Z1C rl ate representation of transportation

J £l rovements needed to accommodate planned

Program to more accurately depict traffic impacts
and fair share cost allocations.
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TwWo Jorl IERIES — -

- ALl J}-“'o — updates land use assumptions

T e —

-quam Update — revises transportation
ements costs, needs, fair share
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Digciiils Aur eport — Updated Land Uses ..

—

L lmr assumptions have been updated pased
or zciuzl zinek alzinisiack elave e eprle -

ilEpdated land! Use assumptions are based on

oarrf data the Falcon/Peyton Plan, and El Paso

C ou Staliranalysis.

= ~erm|ned that the current fee iIs insufficient to
e B am the needed roadway improvements.
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DreihidAUEINREport— Trips from Updatedilcand Uses s
- = -

SNFevWamuch has land use changed since the

SEIAISTOEY/ WaS PErTOrmMEd®

g '

Original
Study (2001 Draft Audit Report
Fee Program) (updated land uses) Diff.

T Daily

= Vehicle 89,360 207,953

———

118,593
(+133%)

e

g Trips

NOTE: The preliminary trip estimates from the audit serve only to
represent the differences in the original Fee Program’s assumptions
and actual development.
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General A Ssimptions:and | Methodology, -

L e =

- Ur)rl' ed land use assumptlons rom the audit
fHQJfFL"G'G"G"'GG eSS, P —

IEPPACGE travel demand forecasting model was
Isige rto Ve roadway needs.

. J\/ua Wels used to determine fair share
'_‘gr l@cation of costs. Existing deficiencies and

‘/

, Apacts from external traffic will not be eligible

p—

— “ft)r the updated (Future) Fee Program.

s Administrative costs are included in the updated
Fee Program.

® The fee Is calculated as the ratio of the eligible
roadway improvement costs to the total eligible
trips from the developments in the study area.
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COMPBRERS O Transportation JmprovemenitFee s

liipNates for the land Uses
NS TESHOMIIIPIOVEMERLS
Trrnng‘a ontation improvements needed to the
s ueeadway system to accommodate the
oJrnm Jed growith.
BEliEShare Allocation of costs based on impacts
ac-rr_n fuure Falcon developments.
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IiEsIRELEShY Land Use Category e -

ie severaliesidential andicommercial land
el egorles |

pnd USE category has an adjusted Fee
wam trip rate
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IeIREESand Fee Calculatlons =

el —

Trips S associated with each development williloe
Cc'JQLJJrl ed 9y mu tlplylng the land use activity
l2ve JJ y the adjusted Fee Program trip rates.

¥ g;. Justed EFee Program trip rates have been

'JL drated!to be consistent with the model and
‘"_ *:ﬁﬁ_]usted to provide for equity issues associated

_F'_

— thh pass-by traffic and relative trip lengths.
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[pIRate:s djeIstimenits | _—

o—

S \ /rates adjust trips by 30- 70% (based on
rlo Geapnlereitlon fleiplel6.6)6); cl ofeiassiegell

e J E Ltermedel nermalization factor simply:
rrlzl fra ‘the Fee Program trips in 2008 equal to

raaa S from the 2008 PPACG model.
] -o rates were adjusted to account for the

: category, pecause roadway impacts are
propoertional to the length of the trip.

® More adjustments possible
— Commercial vs. Residential — non-home-based trips
— Smoothing among categories
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SHIET %ousan,d!Sguar.e Ee - e

Trips
Trips (New Growth
(Buildout) % Trips Only) % Trips

Land Use Category

Residential

Industrial

& Commercial-Office

. Commercial-Retail
Institutional
Hospitality/Lodging

Total

117,319
11,788
11,556

116,840

6,404

0

263,907

44.5%

4.5%

4.4%

44.3%

2.4%

0.0%

100.0%

61,041
2,917
11,556
87,416
3,849

0

166,780

36.6%

1.7%

6.9%

52.4%

2.3%

0.0%

100.0%
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BRIYAIIPSIper Thousand Square Feet, . ™ —

Nursery - Garden Center
Supermarket

Discount Superstore
Fast Food Restaurant
Restaurant (high turnover, sit down)
Quality Restaurant
Bank

Furniture Store

[
- 0

— Pharmacy

Home Improvement Superstore

Hardware/Paint Store

Convenience Market

Community Commercial/ Shopping Center (200,000 sq ft)
Commercial/Retail (100,000 sq ft)

Neighborhood Commercial/ Retail Specialty (50,000 sq ft)
Mini Warehouse
Business Park
Office

Industrial Park
Heavy Industrial
Light Industrial

20 40 60 80 100 120 140
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INipPREEs/VIEthodolegy, — —-—

ROUESHoNS and Comments?

IR —

NEYasheuld the trip rates and their application be
reflgel
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IRIECOSISHOINranspertation Improvementss -

RUIICOSTS _
BN O 5145 OMmillion Per mile for Variots
rJFl’c types

= rfC $0.75 - $1.25 million for signalization/
18] lErSection costs.

= —_-Ja Al costs can be further adjusted based on
— eveloper and county input.

AIt costs have been adjusted to 2008 $5.

— See [able 6, page 19 of report for Unit Costs
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Urilt Cosiis/)vleitglefele]fefe)Y, — w—_—

ROUESHoNS and Comments?

IR —

WSEWshieuld the unit costs and their application be
reflnsey
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RN EWorks

o—

2 OEIEXIStING] Roadway Network
SESROa0Way Network

— rJ" Jbifies Transportation lmprovements
meﬂ Lo accommodate future growth

2 hceptable Standard = LOS D

#h‘_Based O0n 2035 Travel Demand Forecasting
- Vedel'of the Pikes Peak Area Council of
~Goevernment (PPACG)
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2008 = dstirie) Nexaiolr < - o

Biack Forest Rd

Falcon Improvement Area A
Freeway .
Expressway Banning Lewis N

Principal Arterial City of Colorado Springs
Minor Arterial
Caollector

Local or City Road
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R lianspoertation Fee ProgramlUpdate
REacWay Netwerk and CapacitylmprevVementss
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eshealcHlations and Ellglblllty Criteria -

=

NBRE¥ISHING deficiencies allowed

=Eileshieiier Allocation based on relative trlp impacts
ByaiEalcon mew growth on each roadway
Inprovement

SRSEFCEnt of improvement in unincorporated El Paso
-Ca

| Oty
:TECfﬁOT and RTA projects removed (not eligible)

= Funding projects outside of Improvement Area?
-~ — Scenario E — yes
— Scenario F - no

-n-l—




n 'I"r%.:lﬁ?portatlon FEee Program Update

JJr\ Issues = m—

'
o—

rJrJ ﬁL, Improvements Ouitside of Improvement Area

= CeId EVElepnIERtS cCatSEr tHpNmpacts ouitsiderof

Jmo PVEmEnRit Area

Jrrrg ovement Area was not designed based on consideration
giimpacts from Falcon developments

B ATgUments:

S =rEligible - Developers should pay for their fair share of impacts
e '. regardless off an arbitrary study area boundary.

=i Eligible — These are needed improvements to accommodate new
~growthiin Falcon. Limited public funding jeopardizes their
Implementation and could limit development in Falcon.

* Not Eligible - In theory, Falcon developments cause impacts well
beyond the Improvement Area, so their responsibility should end
at the boundary.

* Not Eligible — In theory, developments outside of the
Imprevement Area are not helping fund projects inside the
Falcon area.
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st Calculations (table 9 . —
--h— S—
Scenario E Scenario F

Capacity Improvement Costs $ 50,016,063 | $ 35,518,329
Signal and Intersection

Improvements $ 18,500,000 | $ 18,500,000

Administrative Costs — Estimated $ 100,000 | $ 100,000

Total Fee Program Costs $ 68,616,063 | $ 54,118,329

Number of New Trips 166,780 166,780

Cost per Trip $ 411.42 | $ 324.49




> Lzipe)l UsEs
Trip Rdelis
IRt Coests
/Of“ Improvement Needs
; M% D

BRESignals and Intersections
r"-:-"* Sost Calculations — existing deficiencies, fair
= share, etc.
-~ = Eligibility Criteria

s Other?
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€ any prejectsiin o near the study area
2l O Pre=existing arrangements that
SrIoL J be liIsted In the report?

\mé'ﬁ ere any roads that should be
- g_@ sidered separately by comparing the 2035
_ Haffic velumes with and without the impacts
= rbm the proposed major developments?

—
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OREEIENACdmIRIStration - —

Traéﬁu; credits andireimbursements
HOEErcompliance andlaccountanbility
Qeoj andannual reconciliation

qu of thirdl party administrator

ﬂ Abiderthe cost of Fee Program development and

= f_nmlstratlon Into the fee

= -.—'—-\.—
_.-__-.,-'-'-
T
) —
—

e
— o
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Pediciniimplementation Optlons - a_—_—

. 'I-d-'

RElmblrsement Program
— Loywapijges
— _)_' .-eloper o construct arterials on site

IR —

- Cl tyle Pregram

lgherfees
ﬂ?_Fees collected to build system

—

== -
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;' HybHd
— Combination of credits and reimbursements
— Case-specific construction arrangements
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lrflglergeanite jeR/Methodology

o—

SROUESTIonNs and Comments?

\fl tliere other ideas for enhancing program

= =Ci mpllance and accountability?
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Legzl] S REeguired.fior Implementatlon - -

IS e ey ACVISERACOMMmIISSIon mEeeting
PC | Iannmg Commission meeting

PC Soard of County Commissioners
v

ork session
= '_..;l_nal adoption




Contact Infermatiop™

ewkveretisBacon s .
LSA Associates
132 West Mounitain Ave.
Fort Collins, CO 80524
O70-494-1568
Fax: 970-494-1579
Everett.Bacon@LSA-Assoc.com

George Sugars

El' Paso County Public Services Department
3275 Akers Drive

Colorado Springs, CO 80922
719-520-6892

Fax: 719-520-6879
georgesugars@elpasoco.com




