Exhibit B

September 4, 2015

Board of Directors of the Bennett Fire Protection District No, 7
825 Shari's Court
Bennett, Colorado 80102

Re:  Bennett Fire Protection District Fiscal Impact Analysis

Board of Pirectors of the Bennett Fire Protection District:

This letter documents BBC Research & Consulting {BBC)'s projected economic and fiscal impacts
of growth within the Bennett Fire Protection District (the District), This analysis considers the
fmpacts of growth on both annual operating and capital investment costs, which are modeled
separately in this analysis. This report is designed to inform the District about potential costs of
serving new development and the appendices can be used during negotiations with developers
and metro districts,

Qur analysis is based on the most recent expenditure data; the District’s capital asset lists;
Arapahoe County and Adams County assessor data; conversations with the District; and BBC's
fiscal modeling experience.

While this study models average costs of serving new development throughout the district,
revenue projections for future development are estimated in accordance with specific projects.
Since the District is primarily funded through property taxes, it is more accurate to estimate
revenues based on specific characteristics of individual properties. Revenue estimates for five
future development projects are included in the appendices. These revenues are then
compared against estimated potential costs.

Background

The Bennett Fire Protection District is located just east of the City of Aurora within
unincorporated Adams and Arapahoe Counties. The District also services the community
Watkins and the Town of Bennett {Town). The location of the District is shown in Figure 1 on
the following page.
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Figure 1.
Map of Bennett Fire
Protection District
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Despite a history of modest growth, the District is now facing the prospect of extensive
development within its service area. The proposed Prosper development would greatly increase
demand for the District’s services, This development will be located within Arapahoe County
just east of Aurora near I-70 and will contain nearly four times the existing residential
development within the District. Additional potential development within the Town, including
Bennett Crossing, Muegge Farms, Penrith Park, and Prosper Ridge are also expected to increase
demand for the District's services. In light of this potential significant alteration in District
operations, the District is investigating the financial obligations caused by new development.

Fiscal Impact Findings

BB(’s fiscal modeling process determined that, in order to maintain the current level of service
within the District, it will cost approximately $315 per residential unit and $150 per 1,000 non-
residential square feet in annual operating costs. Additionally, new development will also
require one-time capital investments of $1,500 per residential unit and $720 per 1,000 non-
residential square feet.
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Methodology

BBC’s economic and fiscal impact analysis models the District’s expenditures associated with
potential new development of new residential and commercial space within the District
boundaries. The fiscal impact model uses historical expenditure data to project how costs may
increase in the future. The model analyzes the marginal cost of increases in both residential and
non-residential development and is not specific to any particular development project,

There are two types of District expenditures that will be affected by future growth; ongoing
operational costs and one-time capital investments. The modeling processes for operational and
capital costs are described below.

In the appendices, the calculated marginal costs of growth are applied the specific future
development projects. These project-related costs are then compared to potential revenues
generated by the project, Revenue sources considered include property tax from the District’s
mill levy as well as revenues from other sources (specific ownership tax and EMS fees). Since
revenues are directly related to development specifics, this study analyzes revenues produced
from development projects on an individual basis.

Operational costs of serving new development. The District, like most public and private
enterprises, has both fixed and variable costs, Some costs, for example, such as the Board of
Directors’ Fees, will not rise in proportion to growth, which is evidence of a high fixed cost
component. Most other services have a very low fixed cost component and these costs will rise
in rough proportion to new residential and commercial development. As shown in Figure 3, BBC
has made an attribution of fixed and marginal costs for each general fund service based on the
nature of the service, BBC's past experience and conversations with the District staff,

Figure 2.
Existing Land Use in Bennett

Residential 2,329 units
Non-residential 2,045,929 soft

Note:

Number of residential units is calculated using the total reported
residential square feet from the assessors' offices and an average
unit size of 2,077 square feet, according to the LS. Census Sureau

Source:

Arapahoe County Assessor, Adams County Assesser, and BBC
Research & Consulting, 2015,

BBC's model is shown in Figure 3 on the following page. The model uses the average
expenditures by category for the past 3 years to determine the impacts of growth on operational
spending. Since capital spending is addressed separately, no capital expenditures are included in
the operational model. The model attributes service delivery costs between residential and
commercial/industrial land uses based on land distribution from Adams County and Arapahoe
County (Figure 2). BBC has allocated the majority (70%) of service costs to residential
development and the remaining 30 percent of service costs to non-residential land uses.

Identified variable costs are then spread over the existing community expressed as dollars per
unit for residential uses, or dollars per 1,000 square feet for cornmercial uses, This process is
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documented in Figure 3. Adjustments for fixed and variable components of costs and the
attribution to residential versus commercial development are all shown in the model.
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Growth within the District will directly and indirectly increase annual costs, As the territory
within the district becomes developed, the District's payroll and operational costs will be
directly impacted as the District responds to a larger number of calls. Indirectly, general
administrative and professional costs will also increase in response to additional demands
on the District’s staff time and resources. All direct and indirect costs increases are included
in the model.

As shown in the model above, new development increases the District’s annual service costs
by about $316 per residential unit and $152 per 1,000 square feet of non-residential square
feet, based on average expenditures.

Capital costs of new development. In addition to the operaticnal costs described abave,
servicing new development will increase the District’s need for capital infrastructure. Although
the District does not have capital expansion fees, a similar methodology can be employed to
calculate potential capital costs of new development,

As the community grows, in order to maintain the current level of service provided, the District
will need to increase its capital investment in direct proportion to its existing level of capital
investment, The District’s current capital investment in stations, equipment, and vehicles is
described in Figure 4 on the following page.




Figure 4.
Current Capital Investment

Note:

Fire statlon values Include land and
building replacement valtues.

Source:
CIRSA and BBC Research & Consulting

The District currently has four fire stations, a training structure, storage facility and

~ Fite Stations

- 'Equi}:):mer.llf; -

515 Washingten Ave.
35900 E Colfax Ave,
825 Shari's Ct,

129 County Rd.

: btﬁe?}ii’_oberh} B

Storage
Training Structure

SCBA Compressor (Cascade System)
Life Pack Monitors {3 at 322,000 ea)

. _Vei_'n[cies -

Heavy Rescue- Chevy
Tanker- International
Pumper LDH- [nternational
First Responder-Ford
Brush Vehicte-Ford
Pumper Tanker-Ford
Ambulance- Ford
Antigue-Chevy
Brush Vehicle-Ford
Pumper-HME
Trailer-Surrey
Trailer-Scott
Brush Vehicle-Freightliner
First Responder-Dodge
Pumper LDH-Emergency One
Pumper LDH-Emergency One
Ambulance- Super Liner
First Responder-Ford
First Responder-Ford
First Responder-Ford

~ Ambulance- Ford
First Responder-Chevy
First Responder-GMC
Tender/Pumper-Freightliner
Foam Trailer
Quint-Pierce

Total
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$475,398
727,620
272,400
105,236

428,122
112,486

465,000
56,000

$155,000
195,000
165,000
15,000
75,000
30,000
94,000
50,000
75,000
300,000
40,225
10,000
140,000
40,000
155,000
30,000
163,750
5,000
5,000
17,000
180,614
60,000
10,000
257,805
58,270
793,048

$4,971,974

corresponding fire apparatus and vehicles. Currently the District has over $4.9 million in capital

infrastructure and vehicles.

This investment services the current land uses, described previously in Figure 2. Corresponding
current capital investment per unit and square foot is calculated in Figure 5.
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Figure 5.
Calculation of Current
Capital investment by Land

Use Value of Current Infrastructure S 84,971,974
. Current Land Use Distribution R
Source: Residentfal 70%

BBC Research & Consulting, 2015, Non-Residential 30%

. C_os'ts_byrland__Usé'Category - SRR
Residentizal $3,493,994
Commiercial $1,477,980

‘Existing Land Use'~.* . _ B R
Residential {in dwelling units} 2,329
Commercial {in square feet} 2,045,929

- cd'ri-énf I'r'ivéstm'ent,ii'-n Existing lnfrastrﬁcfﬁie . .
Residential (per dwelling unit) $1,500
Non-residentlal (per 1,000 square feat) §720

Currently, District assets are valued at $1,500 per residential unit and $720 per 1,000 non-
residential square feet in capital infrastructure, In the future, this level of investment should
remain the same to maintain the current level of service. Currently, there is not a revenue source
designated to cover these expenditures. The District can use these cost estimates to evaluate
potential agreements with developers and metro districts,

Summary

Figure 6 below summarizes the increase in both one-time capital investments and annual
operating costs per unit of development.

Figure 6.
Total Costs of New
Development

“Costs, _
Source: Annual Operational Costs
BBC Research & Consulting, 2015, Residential $316
Non-Residential {1,000 sq.ft.} §152
Total

One-Time Capital Investment

Residential $1,500
Non-Residential {1,000 sq.t.) 3720
Total

We hope this analysis is useful in assessing the net fiscal consequences of development within
the Bennett Fire Protection District, Please feel free to contact us with any questions,

Sincere?r-;{ P
.% r;'
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Adam D. Orens
Managing Director
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Appendix A
Prosper Development

In order to estimate annual service costs associated with the Prosper development [Prosper),
the incremental cost increases calculated in the report are applied to specific development
projections,

In the case of Prosper, projected revenues are expected to be sufficient to cover operating
annual operating costs by build out. The project will likely produce annual total revenues of
$220 per residential unit and $379 per 1,000 non-residential square feet. Due to the
composition of land uses, the first years of development are likely to produce less revenue than
necessary to serve the new development. However, as commercial land develops, the higher
assessment ratio will help generate sufficient property tax revenues to serve the entire Prosper
development,

The necessary costs associated with capital investments to serve the new community may be
recovered through negotiations and agreements with the developer and metro districts, In order
to fully recover the investment, the District would need to collect approximately $1,500 per
residential unit and $720 per 1,000 non-residential square feet,

Development assumptions. The Prosper development is expected to occupy over 5,000
acres just east of Aurora near [-70, Over the 30 year development period, 8,801 new residential
units and 8,635,000 non-residential square feet will be built.!, The precise development
schedule used in this analysis is shown in Figure A-6 and the location of the Prosper
development is shown in Figure A-1 on the following page.

1 Prosper ~ Fiscal Impacts on Arapahoe County: Absorption Figures as of January 12, 2012
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Additionally, the development could require nearly $19.4 million in capital investment, Cost

Projected Costs. Based on the cost analysis described above, the Prosper Development is
estimates for the Prosper Development are shown on the following page.

projected to cost approximately $4.1 million for annual service operations at build out.
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Figure A-2,
Prosper Development
BFPD Service Costs

Losts - Per Unit *. " Build Out Total "
Motes: Annual Operational Costs
Per Unit costs calculated in the report. Residential 4316 52,777,670
Non-Residential (1,000 sq.ft.) §152 41,312,138
Source: Total $4,089,808

BBC Research & Consulting, 2015. . i
One-Time Capital Investment

Residential $1,500 $13,201,500
Non-Residential (1,000 sq.ft.) $720 $6,217,200
Total $19,418,700

Projected Revenues. Property tax, specific ownership tax, and EMS fees are the primary
revenue source for the District. Property tax is modeled separately while specific ownership tax
revenues and EMS fees are molded together as “other revenues.” The District also receives
grants and outside funding, but due to the uncertainty of these revenues, they are notincluded
in this analysis, Commercial property generates more property tax revenue per dollar of actual
real praperty value than residential because of different assessment ratios for residential versus
commercial property in Colorado {7.96% vs. 29%). Since early Prosper construction activity is
primarily residential, operational costs are initially higher than revenues, However as the
commercial land develops, the mill levy generates sufficient property tax revenues to cover
operational costs,

Revenues are summarized below in Figure A-3. Annual revenues based on actual values
reported in the absorption schedule shown in attached Figure A-6. Other revenues are projected
to be generated at the same per unit rate as they are currently.




Figure A-3.
Prosper Development BFPD
Annual Revenues

Nete:

Property tax revenues are lagged one year after
building completion,

Source:

BBC Research and Consulting based on actual
values from Prosper — Fiscal Impacts on
Arapahoe County: Absorption Figures as of
January 12, 2012

- Revenues -
Property Tax Revenues
Residential

Non-Residential {1,000 sq.ft.}
Total

Other Revenues
Residential
Non-Residential {1,000 sq.ft.}
Total

Total Revenues
Residential
Non-Residential (1,000 sq.ft.}
Total

Per Unit .

$162
6351

559
528

$220
$379

- *Baild Oyt Total ™
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$1,421,371
$3,029,616
$4,450,986

$517,511
$244,466
$761,977

$1,938,882
43,274,082
$5,212,964

By build out, the Prosper Development will generate nearly $5.2 million in total annnal

revenues.

Summary of Fiscal Impact

BBC estimates that revenues generated by the potential Prosper development will be sufficient
to cover annual operational costs at build out. There could potentially be a period when service
costs exceed revenues, but this will be resolved as development {particularly commercial)
continues. Total costs and revenues are shown in Figure A-4 on the following page. It should be
noted that per unit costs are applicable to any development within the District. Per unit
property tax revenues, however, are specific to the Prosper development.




PAGE 14

Figure A-4.
Fiscal Summary for the Prosper
Development

i'i}g\{eijué;s_-' AR Per Unit_. .. Build Out Total =

Note: Property Tax Revenues

Cost not unique to Prosper development. Residential $162 $1,421,371

Revenues are Prosper specific Non-Residential {1,000 sq.ft.} $351 $3,029,616
Total 44,450,986

Source:

BBC Research & Consulting, 2015 Other Revenues

Residential $59 $517,511

Non-Residential {1,000 sq.ft.} 28 $244,466

Total $761,977
Total Revenues

Residentlal §220 $1,938,882

Non-Residential {1,000 sq.ft.} §379 $3,274,082

Total $5,212,964

Losts.. . s T PerUnit. . Build OutTotal -

Annual Operational Costs

Residential 5316 $2,777,670

Non-Residential {2,000 sq.fi.) §152 51,312,138

Total $4,089,808
One-Time Capital Investment

Residential 51,500 $13,201,500

Non-Residentlal (1,000 sq.ft.) 720 $6,217,200

Total 519,418,700

As shown in A-5 BBC estimates that by build out, the Prosper development will generate
approximately $1.1 million more than it costs to serve annually. The development also will
necessitate nearly $19.4 million in capital investments. The majority of this cannot be funded
with existing revenue sources, therefore recoupment of these capital costs will need to be
obtained through negotiations with developers and incorporated into development agreements.

Figure A-5.
Fiscal Summary for the Prosper
Development {at build out})

Annual Operations

Revenues $5,212,964

Costs {54,089,808)
Source:

Total Balance $1,123,156

BBC Research & Consulting, 2015.
One-Time Capital Investment
Residential $13,201,500
Non-Residential {1,000 sq.ft.) $6,217,200
Total $19,418,700
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Appendix B
Bennett Crossing Development

In order to estimate annual service costs associated with the Bennett Crossing development
(Bennett Crossing), the incremental cost increases calculated in the report are applied to
specific development projections,

In the case of Bennett Crossing, projected revenues are expected to be sufficient to cover
operating annual operating costs by build out, The project will likely produce annual revenues
of $249 per residential unit and $361 per 1,000 non-residential square feet. Due to the
composition of land uses, the first years of development are likely to produce less revenue than
necessary to serve the new development, However, as commercial land develops, the higher
assessment ratio will help generate sufficient property tax revenues to serve the entire Bennett
Crossing development.

The necessary costs associated with capital investments to serve the new community may be
recovered through negotiations and agreements with the developer and metro districts. In order
to fully recover the investment, the District would need to collect approximately $1,500 per
residential unit and $720 per 1,000 non-residential square feet,

Development assumptions. The Bennett Crossing development is expected to occupy nearly
300 acres within the Town of Bennett, at the end of a 15 year buildout period, approximately
590 new residential units and 830,000 non-residential square feet will be huitt.2 This includes
135 hotel rooms. The development schedule used in this analysis is shown in Figure B-5,

2 Bennett Crossing Full Buildout Development Timetable Estimate sent from Michelle Gayeski August, 2015
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Projected Costs. Based on the cost analysis described above, the Bennett Crossing
Development is projected to cost approximately $300,000 for annual service operations at build
out. Additionally, the development could require nearly $1.5 miliion in capital investment, Cost
estimates for the Bennett Crossing Development are shown below,

Figure B-1,
Bennett Crossing
Development BFPD Service

Costs Costs "ot .- w00 o - PerUnit - Build Out Total.
Annual Operational Costs
Notes: Residential $316 $184,947
Cost nat unique to Bennett Crassitg Nan-Residential {1,000 sq.ft.) 4152 $125,265
development,
Total $310,211
Source: One-Time Capital Investment
BBC Research & Consulting, 2015, Residential $1,500 §879,000
Non-Residenttal (1,000 sq.ft.} §722 4595,181
Total $1,474,181

Projected Revenues. Property tax, specific ownership tax, and EMS fees are the primary
revenue source for the District. Property tax is modeled separately while specific ownership tax
revenues and EMS fees are molded together as "other revenues.” The District also receives
grants and outside funding, but due to the uncertainty of these revenues, they are not included
in this analysis, Commercial property generates more properiy tax revenue per dollar of actual
real property value than residential because of different assessment ratios for residential versus
commercial property in Colorado (7.96% vs. 29%). Since early Bennett Crossing construction
activity is primarily residential, operational costs are initially higher than revenues. However as
the commercial land develops, the mill levy generates sufficient property tax revenues to cover
operational costs.

Revenues are summarized in Figure B-2. Annual revenues based on actual values reported in the
abhsorption schedule shown in attached Figure B-5. Other revenues are projected to be
generated at the same per unit rate as they are currently.




Figure B-2.
Bennett Crossing Development
BFPD Annual Revenues

Note:

Propesty tax revenues are lagged one year after
bullding completion.

Source:

BBC Research and Consulting based on actual
Bennett Crossing Full Buildout Bevelopment
Timetable Estimate sent from Michelle Gayeski
August, 2015
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Property Tax Revenues
Residential
Non-Residential {1,000 sq.ft.)
Total

Other Revenues
Residential
Non-Residential (1,000 sq.ft.}
Total

Total Revenues
Residential
Non-Residential {1,000 sq.ft.)
Total

. Revenues ;o o o0

Uper Unit

$151
$333

$59
$28

$249
4361

- "Build Out Total -

$111,720
$274,261
$385,982

$34,458
423,338
$57,796

$146,178
$297,600
$443,777

By build out, the Bennett Crossing Development will generate nearly $434,000 in total annual

revenues.

Summary of Fiscal Impact

BBC estimates that revenues generated by the potential Bennett Crossing development will be
sufficient to cover annual operational costs at build out. There could potentially be a period
when service costs exceed revenues, but this will be resolved as developrment (particularly
commercial) continues, Total costs and revenues are shown in Figure B-3 on the following page.
It should be noted that per unit costs are applicable to any development within the District. Per
unit property tax revenues, however, are specific to the Bennett Crossing development.




Figure B-3
Fiscal Summary for the Bennett
Crossing Development

Note:

Cost not unigue to Bennett Crossing
development.

Revenues are Bennett Crossing specific

Source:
BBC Research & Consulting, 2015
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" Revenues . -

Property Tax Revenues
Residential
Non-Residential {1,000 sq.ft.)
Total

Other Revenues
Residentia]
Non-Residential (1,000 sq.ft.)
Total

Total Revenues
Residential
Non-Residential (1,000 sq.1t.)
Total

’ Casts'
Annual Operational Costs
Residential

Non-Residential (1,000 sq.ft.)
Total

One-Time Capital Investmant
Residential

Non-Residential (1,000 sq.ft.}
Total

Per Unit

$191
$333

459
428

$249
$361

" Per Unit

5316
3152

$1,500
$720

* Build Out Total

 Build Out Total:

$111,720
$274,261
$385,982

434,458
$23,338
$57,796

$146,178
$297,600
$443,777

$184,947
125,265
$310,211

879,000
$593,532
$1,472,532

As shown in Figure B-4, BBC estimates that by build out, the Bennett Crossing development will
generate approximately $134,000 more than it costs to serve annually. The development also
will necessitate nearly $1.5 million in capital investments. The majority of this cannot be funded
with existing revenue sources, therefore recoupment of these capital costs will need to be
obtained through negotiations with developers and incorporated into development agreements.

Figure B-4

Fiscal Summary for the Bennett
Crossing Development (at 15-year
build out)

Source:
8BC Research & Consulting, 2015,

Annual Operations

Revenues
Costs
Total Balance

Residential

Total

One-Time Capital Investment

Non-Residential {1,000 sq.ft.}

5443,777
($310,221}
$133,566

$879,000
$593,532
$1,472,532
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Appendix C
Muegge Farms Development

In order to estimate annual service costs associated with the Muegge Farms development
(Muegee Farms), the incremental cost increases calculated above are applied to specific
development projections.

Development assumptions. Muegge Farms is expected to have approximately 480 dwelling
units, 90 acres of commercial space, and 120 acres of office space.

Projected Costs. Based on the cost analysis described above, the Muegee Farms Development
is projected to cost approximately $436,000 for annual service operations at build out.
Additionally, the development could require nearly $2.1 million in capital investment. Cost
estimates for the Muegee Farms Development are shown below.

Figure C-1.

Muegge Farms

Development BFPD Service Annual Operational

Costs Residential 5316 151,492
Non-Resldentiaf {1,000 5.F) $152 $284,765

Hotes: Total $436,257

Non-residential values are based on

10,000 sq.ft/acre for office and 7,000 Qne-Time Capital

sq.ft.facre for general commercial land Rasidential $1,500 $720,000
uses. Non-Residential {1,000 5.£) $720 41,349,280
Source: Total $2,069,280

Outline Devejopment Plan 1
Amendment—Muegge Farms
Development Pkan and BBC Research &
Consulting.

Projected Revenues. Property tax, specific ownership tax, and EMS fees are the primary
revenue source for the District. Property tax is modeled separately while specific ownership tax
revenues and EMS fees are molded together as “other revenues.” The District also receives
grants and outside funding, but due to the uncertainty of these revenues, they are not included
in this analysis. Commercial property generates more property tax revenue per dollar of actual
real property value than residential because of different assessment raties for residential versus
commercial property in Colorade (7.96% vs. 29%).

Revenues are summarized in Figure C-2. Annual revenues based are based on an average
dwelling unit value of $250,000 and a non-residential vatue of $150 per square foot, based on
discussions with the Town of Bennett,




Figure C-2.
Muegee Farms Development
BFPD Annual Revenues

Naote:

Praperty tax revenues are lagged one year after
bullding completion.

Source:

Gutline Development Plan 1% Amendment-—-
Muegge Farims Development Plan and BBC
Research & Consulting.

" Révenues:

Residential
Property Tax Revenue
Other Revenues
Total

Non-Residential (1,000 5.F)

Property Tax Revenue
COther Revenues
Total

Development Total

$177
$59

$387
528
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485,080
$91,280
$166,359

$726,000
$53,055
5779,145

$945,504

By build out, the Muegge Farms Development will generate nearly $946,000 in total annual

revenues.

Summary of Fiscal Impact

BBC estimates that revenues generated by the potential Muegge Farms development will be
sufficient to cover annual operational costs at build out. Depending on development timing,
there could potentially be a period when service costs exceed revenues, but this will be resolved
as development {particularly commercial) continues. Total costs and revenues are shown in
Figure C-3, It should be noted that per unit costs are applicable to any development within the
Pistrict. Per unit revenues, however, are specific to the Muegge Farms development,

Figure C-3,
Fiscal Summary for the Muegge
Farms

Nota:
Cost nat unique to Muegge Farms

Revanues are Muegge Farms specific

Source;
BBC Research & Consulting, 2015

"Revenues . ¢

Residential
Property Tax Revenue
Other Revenues
Totat

Non-Residential {1,000 §,F)
Property Tax Revenue
Other Revenues
Total

Development Total

' Costs

Annual Operational

Residential

Non-Residential (1,000 5.F)
Total

One-Time Capital

Residential

Non-Residential {1,000 5.F)
Total

$177
$59

$387
s28

4316
$152

$1,500
$720

$85,080
$81,280
$166,359

$726,090
$53,055
$779,145

$945,504

$151,492
$284,765
$436,257

$720,000
$1,349,280
$2,069,280

As shown in Figure C-4, BBC estimates that at build out, the Muegge Farms development will

generate approximately $509,000 more than it costs to serve annually.




Figure C-4
Fiscal Summary for Muegge Farms
(at huild out)

Source:
88C Research & Consulting, 2015,
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Annual Operations

Revenues $945,504

Costs {$436,257)

Total Balance $509,247
One-Time Capital Investment

Residential $720,000

Non-Residential {2,000 sq.ft.) $1,349,280

Total $2,063,280

The development also will necessitate nearly $2.1 million in capital investments, The majority of
this cannot be funded with existing revenue sources, therefore recoupment of these capital costs
will need to be obtained through negotiations with developers and incorporated into

development agreements.
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Appendix D
Penrith Park Development

In order to estimate annual service costs associated with the Penrith Park development {Penrith
Park}, the incremental cost increases calculated above are applied to specific development
projections.

Development assumptions. Penrith Park is expected to have approximately 130 dwelling
units within the Town of Bennett.

Summary of Fiscal Impact

BBC estimates that revenues generated by the potential Penrith Park development slightly
exceed revenues at buildout. This is not uncommon for purely residential development given the
lower assessment ratio for residential properties. Total costs and revenues are shown in Figure
D-1 on the following page. It should be noted that per unit costs are applicable to any
development within the District. Per unit property tax revenues, however, are specific to the
Penrith Park development.

Figure D-1
Fiscal Summary for the Bennett
Crossing Development Development
Residential Units 130
Note: ) Non-Residential Sq.Ft.
Average home value i assumed to be $250,000
based on discussions with the Town of Bennpett Revenues
Property Tax Revenue $177 $23,042
Other Revenues 459 47,644
Source:
Total $236 $30,687
Penrith Park Subdivision, Overall Site Plan with
Utilitles 20/22/02 and. B88C Research & Costs
Consulting, 2015 Operational $316 $41,029
One-Time Capital $1,500 $195,000

As shown in Figure D-2, BBC estimates that at build out, the Penrith Park development will
generate approximately $10,000 less than it costs to serve annually. The development also will
necessitate nearly $300,000 in capital investments. The majority of this cannot be funded with
existing revenue sources, therefore recoupment of these capital costs will need to be obtained
through negotiations with developers and incorporated into development agreements.
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Figure D-2
Fiscal Summary for Penrith Park {at
build OUt} Annual Operations

Revenues $30,687
Source: Costs {$41,029)
BBC Research & Consulting, 2015, Total Balance ($10,343)

One-Time Capital Investment
Residential total $270,000
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Appendix E
Prospect Ridge Development

In order to estimate annual service costs associated with the Prospect Ridge development
(Prospect Ridge}, the incremtental cost increases calculated above are applied to specific
development projections.

Development assumptions. Prospect Ridge is expected to have approximately 180 dwelling
units within the Town of Bennett.

Summary of Fiscal impact

BBC estimates that revenues generated by the potential Prospect Ridge development slightly
exceed revenues at buildout. This is not uncommeon for purely residential development given the
lower assessment ratio for residential properties. Total costs and revenues are shown in Figure
E-1 below. It should be noted that per unit costs are applicable to any development within the
District. Per unit revenues, however, are specific to the Prospect Ridge development,

Figure E-1.
Fiscal Summary for the Bennett
Crossing Development Development
Residential Units 180
Note: Non-Residential Sq.Ft. ]
Average home value is assumed to be $250,000
based on discussions with the Town of Bennett Revenues
Property Tax Revenue $177 $31,905
Source: Other Revenues 559 $10,584
Total $236 $42,489
Preliminary Utility Plan Prospect Ridge, 03/30/04
BBC Research & Consulting, 2015 Costs
Operatlonal 5316 455,810
One-Time Capital $1,500 $270,000

BBC estimates that at build out, the Prospect Ridge development will generate approximately
$14,000 less than it costs to serve annually. The development also will necessitate nearly
$270,000 in capital investments, as shown in Figure E-2, The majority of this cannot be funded
with existing revenue sources, therefore recoupment of these capital costs will need to be
obtained through negotiations with developers and incorporated into development agreements.
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Figure E-2
Fiscal Summary for Prospect Ridge
{at build out}

Annual Operations

Revenues $42,489
Source: Costs ($5 5r310}
Fotal Balance {$14,320)

BBC Research & Consulting, 2015.
One-Time Capital Investment
Residential total $270,000




Summary of Impact Fees from all Districts:

Fire District | Current Study | Proposed IGA Impact Fee Impact Impact Fee
(Single-Family) Fee (Non-
(Multi- Residential)
Family)
Adams County Yes Yes $422 $275 $0.30 per sq.ft
Fire Protection
Bennett Fire Yes Yes $1,500 $1500 $0.72 per sq.ft
Brighton Fire Yes Yes $688 $550 $0.46 per sq.ft
(commercial/ret
ail)
$0.06 per sq.ft
(industrial/ware
house)
Byers Fire - - - - -
Deer Trail Fire Yes Yes $2,250 $2,250 | $1.28 per sg.ft
North Metro Yes Yes $557 $436 $0.38 per sq.ft
Fire (commercial/
retail/office/inst
itutional)
$0.05 per sq.ft
(industrial/flex)
Sable Altura Yes Yes $679 $679 $0.47 per sq.ft
South Adams Yes Yes $732 $337 $0.46 per sq.ft
County
Southeast - - - - -
Weld
Strasburg Fire Yes Yes $824 $526 $0.53 per sq.ft




