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Notice & Agenda 

Tuesday, February 18, 2014 
City Council Chamber 
8401 West Monroe Street 
Peoria, AZ  85345 

Study Session  
 

5:00 P.M. Convene 
 
Roll Call 

Study Session Agenda 

Subject(s) for Discussion Only 

1. Council Policy, City Special Events 

Adjournment 

Regular Meeting 
 

 7:00 P.M. Convene 
 

Pledge of Allegiance 
Roll Call 
Final Call To Submit Speaker Request Forms 

Presentation 

2. Anthony Bates Foundation 
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Consent Agenda 

CONSENT AGENDA:  All items listed with a “C” are considered to be routine or have been previously reviewed by the 
City Council, and will be enacted by one motion.  There will be no separate discussion of these items unless a 
Councilmember so requests; in which event the item will be removed from the General Order of Business, and 
considered in its normal sequence on the Agenda. 

Consent 
 
3C. Minutes 

Discussion and possible action to approve the following minutes: 

 December 6, 2013 Workshop Minutes 
 December 10, 2013 Meeting Minutes 
 December 17, 2013 Special Meeting Minutes 

 
4C. Appointments, Boards and Commissions 

 
Discussion and possible action to approve the recommendations from the Council 
Subcommittee on Policy and Appointments pertaining to the following appointments and 
reappointments, and adopt the Resolutions as presented: 

 Adopt RES. 2014-17 appointing Joan Evans, as a regular member, to the Citizens 
Commission on Salaries for Elected City Officials, and 

 Adopt RES. 2014-18 appointing Russ Lachance, as a regular member, to the 
Veterans Memorial Board. 

 
5C. Annexation, Pinnacle Peak Road and 107th Avenue 

 
Discussion and possible action to adopt ORD. 2014-03 annexing approximately 31.76 acres 
of land located on the northeast corner of Pinnacle Peak Road and 107th Avenue as 
proposed under Annexation Case ANX13-0001. 

6C. Initial Zoning, Sierra Ridge Estates, Pinnacle Peak Road and 107th Avenue 

Discussion and possible action to concur with the Planning and Zoning Commission's 
recommendation and adopt ORD. 2014-04 establishing an initial zoning designation of 
Suburban Ranch (SR-43) on 31.76 acres of land generally located at the northeast corner of 
Pinnacle Peak Road and 107th Avenue as proposed under Zoning Case Z13-0012. 
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7C. Grant, United States Department of Interior, Bureau of Reclamation, WaterSMART - 

Water and Energy Efficiency 

Discussion and possible action to adopt RES. 2014-21 finalizing the City's grant application 
for funding in the amount of $300,000 from the United States Department of Interior, Bureau 
of Reclamation for design and construction of three new vadose zone recharge wells to 
recharge A+ reclaimed water from the Butler Water Reclamation Facility. 

8C. Single Source Request, Harris Computer Systems 

Discussion and possible action to approve a single source procurement request with Harris 
Computer Systems for the upgrade to the Utility Billing System. 

9C. Fiscal Year 2014 Second Quarter Budget Amendments 

Discussion and possible action to approve the Fiscal Year 2014 Second Quarter budget 
amendments. 

10C. Investment Report, Quarter Ending December 31, 2013 

Discussion and possible action to review and accept the Investment Report for the Quarter 
Ending December 31, 2013. 

11C. Adoption of 2014 Development Impact Fee Studies 

Discussion and possible action to adopt the 2014 Development Impact Fee studies. 

12C. Fund Reallocation, Multicultural Music Festival 

Discussion and possible action to reallocate funds in the amount of $10,000, from the Cinco 
de Mayo event to the Multicultural Music Festival. 

13C. Transit Division, Budget Amendment 

Discussion and possible action to approve a budget amendment in the amount of $50,000 
from Public Transit Fund Transit Division contingency to Public Transit Fund Transit Division 
Other Professional Services account, allowing the continuation of services at the level of 
current demand. 

14C. Maintenance Improvement District No. 1147, Tierra Buena II, 75th Avenue and 
Greenway Road 

Discussion and possible action to approve the Petition for Formation and adopt RES. 2014-
02 intention and ordering the formation of proposed Maintenance Improvement District No. 
1147, Tierra Buena II, located at 75th Avenue and Greenway Road; and adopt RES. 2014-
03 ordering the improvements within the proposed Maintenance Improvement District and 
declaring an emergency. 
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15C. Street Light Improvement District No. 1083, Tierra Buena II, 75th Avenue and 
Greenway Road 

Discussion and possible action to approve the Petition for Formation and adopt RES. 2014-
04 intention and ordering the formation of proposed Street Light Improvement District No. 
1083, Tierra Buena II, located at 75th Avenue and Greenway Road; and adopt RES. 2014-
05 ordering the improvements within the proposed Street Light Improvement District and 
declaring an emergency. 

16C. Deeds and Easements, Various Locations 

Discussion and possible action to adopt RES. 2014-19 accepting Deeds and Easements for 
various Real Property interests acquired by the City. 

17C. Right-of-Way Acquisition, Old Carefree Highway and Beardsley Canal 

Discussion and possible action to: (a) adopt RES. 2014-20 authorizing the acquisition of 
property on the Old Carefree Highway at the Beardsley Canal (approximately the 99th 
Avenue alignment) to accommodate the construction of a bridge over the Beardsley Canal 
by outright purchase or the power of eminent domain; and (b) approve a budget amendment 
in the amount of $30,000 from the Transportation Sales Tax Fund Contingency account to 
the Transportation Sales Tax Fund Land account. 

Regular Agenda 

New Business 
 
18R. PUBLIC HEARING - Liquor Licenses, Various Locations 

PUBLIC HEARING: RE: (a) A New Conveyance Liquor License (Series 08) for Lake 
Pleasant Cruises, located at 8708 West Harbor Boulevard Dock D-1, David J. Smith, 
Applicant, LL#20009735; (b) A New Restaurant Liquor License (Series 12) for Applebee’s 
Neighborhood Grill & Bar, located at 8001 West Bell Road, Andrea Lewkowitz, Applicant, 
LL#20009734; and (c) A New Restaurant Liquor License (Series 12) for Applebee’s 
Neighborhood Grill & Bar, located at 9330 West Northern Avenue, Andrea Lewkowitz, 
Applicant, LL#20009736. 

Staff Report: 
Open Public Hearing: 
Public Comment: 
Close Public Hearing: 
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COUNCIL ACTION: Discussion and possible action to recommend approval to the State 
Liquor Board for: (a) A New Conveyance Liquor License (Series 08) for Lake Pleasant 
Cruises, located at 8708 West Harbor Boulevard Dock D-1, David J. Smith, Applicant, 
LL#20009735; (b) A New Restaurant Liquor License (Series 12) for Applebee’s 
Neighborhood Grill & Bar, located at 8001 West Bell Road, Andrea Lewkowitz, Applicant, 
LL#20009734; and (c) A New Restaurant Liquor License (Series 12) for Applebee’s 
Neighborhood Grill & Bar, located at 9330 West Northern Avenue, Andrea Lewkowitz, 
Applicant, LL#20009736. 

19R. PUBLIC HEARING - General Plan Amendment, Land Use Map, Riverwalk, Pinnacle 
Peak Road and 77th Avenue 

PUBLIC HEARING: RE: A request for a minor amendment to the General Plan Land Use 
Map to change the designation of approximately 40 acres of land located south of the 
Pinnacle Peak Road alignment, between the 77th and 75th Avenue alignments from 
Residential Estate (0-2 du/ac) to Residential Low (2-5 du/ac). (Case GPA12-0001) 

Staff Report: 
Open Public Hearing: 
Public Comment: 
Close Public Hearing: 
 
COUNCIL ACTION: Discussion and possible action to concur with the Planning and Zoning 
Commission's recommendation and adopt RES. 2014-14 approving a minor amendment to 
the General Plan Land Use Map to change the Land Use designation of approximately 40 
acres of land located south of the Pinnacle Peak Road alignment, between the 77th and 
75th Avenue alignments from Residential Estate (0-2 du/ac) to Residential Low (2-5 du/ac). 
(Case GPA12-0001) 

20R. PUBLIC HEARING - Rezoning, Riverwalk, Pinnacle Peak Road, 75th to 77th Avenue 

PUBLIC HEARING: RE: A request to rezone approximately 68.5 acres of land located north 
and south of the Pinnacle Peak Road alignment, between the 75th and 77th Avenue 
alignments from Single Family Residential, R1-35 and Suburban Ranch, SR-43 to the 
Riverwalk Planned Area Development (PAD). (Z12-0001) 

Staff Report: 
Open Public Hearing: 
Public Comment: 
Close Public Hearing: 
 
COUNCIL ACTION: Discussion and possible action to concur with the Planning and Zoning 
Commission's recommendation and adopt ORD. 2014-08, rezoning approximately 68.5 
acres located north and south of the Pinnacle Peak Road alignment, between the 75th and 
77th Avenue alignments from Single Family Residential, R1-35 and Suburban Ranch, SR-43 
to the Riverwalk Planned Area Development (PAD). (Z12-0001) 
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21R. PUBLIC HEARING - Rezoning, Sierra Ridge Estates, 107th Avenue and Pinnacle Peak 

Road 

PUBLIC HEARING: RE: A request to rezone approximately 17.5 acres of land located at the 
northeast corner of 107th Avenue and Pinnacle Peak Road from Suburban Ranch (SR-43) 
to the Sierra Ridge Planned Area Development (PAD).  (Z13-0001) 

Staff Report: 
Open Public Hearing: 
Public Comment: 
Close Public Hearing: 
 
COUNCIL ACTION: Discussion and possible action to concur with the Planning and Zoning 
Commission’s recommendation and adopt ORD. 2014-07, rezoning approximately 17.5 
acres of land located at the northeast corner of 107th Avenue and Pinnacle Peak Road from 
Suburban Ranch (SR-43) to the Sierra Ridge Planned Area Development(PAD). (Z13-0001) 

22R. Contract, Professional Sports Catering LLC, Concessionaire Services for Peoria 
Sports Complex 

Discussion and possible action to (a) award a contract to Professional Sports Catering LLC 
to provide concessionaire services at the Peoria Sports Complex; and (b) authorize the 
appropriation of $1.85 million in funds provided by Professional Sports Catering LLC for the 
capital grant provision of the contract to be used for stadium improvement project. 

Call To The Public (Non-Agenda Items) 
If you wish to address the City Council, please complete a Speaker Request Form and return it to 
the clerk before the call to order for this meeting. The City Council is not authorized by state law to 
discuss or take action on any issue raised by public comment until a later meeting. 

Reports from City Manager  

23. Council Calendar 

24. CM Reports  

A. Citizen Online Reporting System 

B. Community Policing - Nextdoor.com 

C. Peoria Sports Complex Phase I Clubhouse Improvements 
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Reports from City Council 
Reports from the Mayor 

Adjournment 

 

Vistancia Community Facilities  
District Board Meeting 

 

 Convene immediately following Regular City Council Meeting 
 

VCFD Roll Call 
Final Call To Submit Speaker Request Forms 

VCFD Consent Agenda 

CONSENT AGENDA:  All items listed with a “C” are considered to be routine or have been previously reviewed by the 
District Board, and will be enacted by one motion.  There will be no separate discussion of these items unless a Board 
Member so requests; in which event the item will be removed from the General Order of Business, and considered in 
its normal sequence on the Agenda. 
 
25C. Disposition of Absence 

Discussion and possible action to approve the absence of Board Member Tony Rivero from 
the Special Meeting held on December 10, 2013. 

26C. Minutes 

Discussion and possible action to approve the December 10, 2013 Special Meeting minutes. 

27C. Investment Report, Quarter Ending December 31, 2013 

Discussion and possible action to review and accept the Investment Report for the Quarter 
Ending December 31, 2013. 

Call To The Public (Non-Agenda Items) 

If you wish to address the Board, please complete a Speaker Request Form and return it to the 
clerk before the call to order for this meeting. The Board is not authorized by state law to discuss or 
take action on any issue raised by public comment until a later meeting. 
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Adjournment 
 
NOTE:  Documentation (if any) for items listed on the Agenda is available for public inspection, a 
minimum of 24 hours prior to the Council Meeting, at any time during regular business hours in the 
Office of the City Clerk, 8401 W. Monroe Street, Room 150, Peoria, AZ 85345. 
 
Accommodations for Individuals with Disabilities.  Alternative format materials, sign language interpretation and 
assistive listening devices are available upon 72 hours advance notice through the Office of the City Clerk, 8401 West 
Monroe Street, Peoria, Arizona 85345 – Phone: (623) 773-7340 or FAX (623) 773-7304.  To the extent possible, 
additional reasonable accommodations will be made available within the time constraints of the request. The City has a 
TDD line where accommodations may be requested at: (623) 773-7221. 
 
PUBLIC NOTICE: 
In addition to the City Council members noted above, one or more members of the City of Peoria Boards and 
Commissions may be present to observe the City Council meeting as noticed on this agenda. 
 
City Council Meetings can be viewed live on Channel 11 (Cox Cable) and are available for viewing on demand at 
http://www.peoriaaz.gov/content2.aspx?id=2151.  



CITY OF PEORIA, ARIZONA  
COUNCIL COMMUNICATION        

 

Date Prepared: January 27, 2014  Study Session Meeting Date: February 18, 2014    
 

 

 

TO:      Carl Swenson, City Manager   
 
FROM:     John R. Sefton, Jr., Community Services Director 
 
THROUGH:    Jeff Tyne, Deputy City Manager 
 
SUBJECT:    City Council Policy on Special Events  
 

 
Purpose: 
 
This study session item is a continuation of City Council’s directive to establish Council Policy on 
Special Events  in Peoria. The attached policy draft contains comments received by all Council 
Members.     
 
Previous Actions: 
 
City‐sponsored special events are proposed and adopted as part of the annual budget process.  
Discussion during the FY14 budget planning process prompted the City Council directive to 
develop a policy regarding special event offerings and support in the City of Peoria.  
 
July 2, 2013 ‐ Special Events Policy (Study Session Item) 
 
Draft policy presentation included the following: 

Purpose of the policy 
 Definition of a special event 
 Key outcomes for City special events 
 Classification of special events 

- Signature events 
- Community events 
- One‐time events 
- Private‐promoter events 

 
Discussion ensued regarding: 
 Classification of the P83 event 
 Temporary use permits 
 Special events application 
 Special Events Review Committee 
 Affiliate event status and in‐kind support 
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 Process for in‐kind support requests 
 Reporting requirements for in‐kind support 
 Soliciting donations and contributions for events 
 Special Events Standards and Guidelines 
 Post‐event reporting as part of the budget process 
 Signature events and how costs are broken down 
 Changing affiliated events to non‐profit events 
 Increasing in‐kind services to $5,000 for non‐profit events 
 Auditing in‐kind services 

 
It was the consensus of Council to: 
 Allow Council Members to participate in planning signature events 
 Waive fees to use City property for non‐profit events 
 Audit financial records specifically related to the event when in‐kind support is 

provided by the City    
 
September 3, 2013 ‐ City Council Policy on City Special Events (Regular Agenda Item) 
 
Changes and recommendations from the July 2 Council Meeting were incorporated into the 
updated draft policy and presented for discussion. 
 
The consensus of Council was to create a policy draft, “red‐lined” version, with Councilmember 
comments and returned to a future Study Session agenda.   
 
Since September, the City Attorney has compiled the draft version attached.  Updates include: 
 
 Limiting political activity at city events 
 Defining deterioration of asset life versus impact to future use of a city facility 
 Clarifying logistical assistance provided by the city 
 Clarifying the advisory committee’s function 
 Outlining post event reporting for city signature events 
 Specifying options for neighborhood events sponsored by each Councilmember 
 Clarifying affiliate event standards 
 Clarifying Special Event Application standards 
 Specifying financial requirements for events requesting city support 
 Determining time frames and deadlines for requests for City support 
 Specifying potential liability associated with using district funds for affiliate events 
 
This Study Session will include a discussion on each edit/suggestion and the operational impacts 
that they may, or may not, have on the process for funding, creating, and executing city special 
events. Staff has also added a section (page 2) that outlines the protocol for the order to follow 
when more than one Councilmember is speaking at a City Special Event or other function.  
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Options:  
 
The following options are possible for the City Council to recommend: 
 
A. Forward an agenda item for a future City Council meeting to finalize the Draft Policy on City 

Special Events as a Council Policy.  
 

B. Request  staff  to  provide  additional  information  as  needed  and  consider  returning  for  a 
future Study Session  item for more discussion, and an updated Draft Policy on City Special 
Events. 

 
C. Direct  staff  to maintain  current  practices  and  not  adopt  a  Council  Policy  on  City  Special 

Events. 
 
Staff’s Recommendation: 
 
With City Council input, City staff recommends moving forward an agenda item to a future City 
Council meeting to approve the Council Policy on City Special Events.  
 
Fiscal Analysis: 
 
There are no anticipated costs associated with the approval of a Council Policy on City Special 
Events;  however,  when  requested,  there  could  be  financial  responsibilities  associated  with 
waiving of  fees  for  facility  rentals and permits, and/or other City support  requests. The  fiscal 
impact of each request will be determined by City Council during the budget process for each 
fiscal year. 
 
Exhibit(s): DRAFT Council Policy on City Special Events 
 
Contact Name and Number: Brenda Rehnke, 623‐773‐7131 
 



 

 

 

            CITY COUNCIL 
POLICY 

          

CP 1-15 
Category: General
 
Department: Community 
Services Department 

 
TITLE: City Special Events Policy 

 
Approved: 

 
 
A. Introduction 
 

Special events have proven to be an important dimension to the overall vitality 
and livability of the city.  Peoria’s blend of community events help to congregate 
citizens from across the city, enhance community awareness, and attract tourists 
from the state and beyond.    

 
This City Special Events Policy supplements Peoria City Code Chapter 16 and 
Section 14-39-13 of the Zoning Ordinance of the City Code as it pertains to City 
Special Events, details the general processes for Peoria events, and aligns with 
the 24-month Council Policy Goals – Community Building, Enhance Our Current 
Services, Economic Development, and Leadership and Image.  

 
B. Purpose  
 

To establish definitions, criteria, and processes for conducting Special Events on 
City property and for events requesting City Support. Therefore, the City of 
Peoria is establishing a policy which will outline:  

 
1. Definition of a Special Event 
2. Key Outcomes for City Special Events 
3. Special Events Standards  
4. Classifications of Special Events 
5. Special Events Application Process 
6. Special Event Review Committee 
7. Requests for Affiliate Event Status and City Support  

 
C. Definitions 
 

1. City Special Event  
Any of the following organized activities: 
 
a. Any indoor or outdoor public gathering or celebration that uses City-owned 

property for any of the following activities:  
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1) Entertainment 
2) Dancing 
3) Music 
4) Dramatic productions 
5) Amusements, festivals or carnivals 
6) Sale of merchandise, food, or alcohol, including sidewalk sales  
7) Parades, walks, bicycle rides or runs that will not comply with the 

normal or usual traffic regulations or controls or are likely to impede, 
obstruct, impair or interfere with the free flow of traffic 

8) Any temporary extension of premises of an existing use 
9) This does not include the regularly scheduled visit of a public official of 

the State or Nation (President, Vice President, U.S. Senators, 
Governor, U.S. Congress member, etc.) 

 
b. Any activity taking place on City-owned property which requires: 

 
1) A State issued temporary extension of liquor licenses premises or a 

special event liquor license.   
2) The City to temporarily relinquish its liquor license for purposes of the 

event.  
3) Any activity taking place on City-owned property that is not designated 

as a First Amendment Public Forum Area and used as a public 
gathering place that involves a substantial deviation from the current 
legal land use, or legal nonconforming use. 

0)4) Pursuant to Arizona Revised Statutes Section 9-500.14, no event 
may permit any candidate for city, county, state or federal paid elective 
office to appear on the stage or speak as a speaker at the event.  A 
city elected official may only speak to welcome individuals to the event 
and may not engage in promotion of themselves as part of the 
welcome. 

 
 .c. Any activity taking place on City-owned property which may require for its 

successful execution City Support provided to a degree significantly over 
and above that routinely provided under ordinary circumstances, as 
determined by the Special Events Committee. 
 

 .d. Any activity taking place on City-owned property that is designated as a 
First Amendment Public Form Area and for which protected First 
Amendment activity is proposed, however in such cases, the time limits in 
this policy shall not apply and the City shall provide a decision on all 
permitting within ten (10) working days after the application is made. 

 
0.2. City Support 

All financial support and/or in-kind contributions of City personnel, resources, 
services, facilities, permitting fees, rental fees or City-owned property 

Comment [SMK1]: Councilmember Carlat raised 
a concern about the meaning of this provision.  
When certain public officials visit the City, the City 
may incur costs as those units of government that the 
public official represents insist on the City providing 
those services and they are generally superior units 
of government.  This provision acknowledges that 
such matters are not special events under this policy 

Comment [SMK2]: Mayor Barrett.  This is 
designed to limit political activity at city events to 
booths and normal first amendment activity. 
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provided to a City Special Event.  City support does not include 
reimbursement for normal wear and tear on City facilities resulting from 
operation for their intended use. 

 
D. Key Outcomes for City Special Events 
 

The primary goals for the City of Peoria through this policy are to produce, 
facilitate, and support special events that benefit the public and are intended to 
meet one or more of the following:  

 
0.1. Promote a sense of community 
0.2. Create an awareness of cultural and educational opportunities 
0.3. Promote economic development efforts for business retention and attraction 

 
E. City Special Events Standards  
 

City Special Events should be organized with the following standards. The City 
will: 

 
0.1. Protect City facilities and property and minimize risk to Peoria citizens who 

attend or participate in Special Events 
0.2. Produce and coordinate all budgeted City Special Events  
0.3. Create events with specific goals, target markets, and at venues throughout 

the city 
0.4. Comply with all federal, state and city laws  
0.5. Promote Peoria as a premiere place to hold and experience special events  
0.6. Achieve cost recovery goals as set during the annual budget process by the 

City Council 
0.7. Collaborate between departments to develop and implement events  
0.8. Complete a post-evaluation report for each special event with input from 

City department liaisons and planning committee 
0.9. At the request of sponsoring organizations private promoters pProvide 

logistical assistance to private promoters and sponsoring organizations who 
to assist them to develop and implement special events on City property 

0.10. Ensure the Special Event Applications submitted by private promoters 
and/or sponsoring organizations are treated fairly and in an equitable 
manner 

 
F. Classification of City Special Events 
 

Classification of City Events shall be recommended by the Community Services 
Department and reflected in the annual budget process as approved by the City 
Council.  The examples are included only for illustration and are not established 
in this policy. City Special Events are categorized by the following characteristics: 

 

Comment [SMK3]: Councilman Rivero.  Normal 
wear and tear occurs every day, the city should not  
equate such normal use with City support of  an 
event. 

Comment [SMK4]: Councilman Leone has 
indicated his support for Council member Rivero’s 
comments throughout the policy. 

Comment [SMK5]: Councilmember Rivero, 
clarify the city’s supporting role in affiliate events. 
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1. Signature Events 
 

Signature Events are defined as having a distinguishing theme and have 
community recognition by the name alone. These events are marketed and 
implemented to attract a target audience of many thousands from the region 
and typically are long-standing and funded as part of the department 
budget.  Signature events enhance and support economic development for 
surrounding businesses and entertainment districts.  Signature Events can 
be developed in partnership with outside agencies. City Signature Events 
are managed by a cross-functional Special Events Planning Committee, 
which can include representatives from the partner agency, including a 
private promoter, and are guided by the Special Events Supervisor.  An 
Advisory Committee that directs the vision and handles high level event 
development may be formed for specific special events. At the City 
Manager’s discretion this committee may Upon request of an elected 
official, the City Manager shall include an elected official, providing input 
through the City Manager to the Director. However, the Director is ultimately 
responsible for effective and efficient communication, supervision and 
execution of special events in accordance with the advisory committee’s 
direction. The Director must also consider other issues associated with 
event execution and the provision of public safety for events Examples: July 
4th Celebration; Halloween Monster Bash; Peoria Arts and Cultural Festival 
– partnership with the Peoria Education Foundation & PUSD. 
 
a. City staff will prepare a post-event report within thirty (30) calendar 

days after the event date. The post-event report is a public record.  
The post event report shall include: 

 
1) Hours of City staff, exempt and hourly, directly spent planning the 

event 
2) Hours/salary of City staff, exempt and hourly, who worked the event 

day. 
3) Itemization of City Support 

 
b. City staff will be responsible to provide, within one month after the 

event date, a comprehensive event evaluation detailing successes, 
challenges, attendance figures, outcomes and how the City Support 
aided in meeting the event goals. 

 
2. Community Events 

 
Community Events are smaller in size and may attract people only in a 
certain area of the City and are usually undertaken on an annual basis.  At 
the time of the review of the annual budget and subject to the approval of 

Comment [SMK6]: Councilman Rivero.  An 
elected official should be included in the advisory 
committee for such events.  This change ensures that 
will happen. 

Comment [SMK7]: Councilman Rivero, this 
change is to ensure that the Director will not ignore 
the advisory committee 

Comment [SMK8]: Councilman Rivero.  
Signature events should be treated the same as 
affiliate events and issues such as event execution 
and public safety should be addressed for these 
events as well. 

Comment [SMK9]: Councilman Rivero.  We 
should have the same reports for signature events as 
others.  This enables the council to know how much 
the actual costs were compared to budget and 
whether the event met the expected goals 
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city council, the Mayor and each council member may request a community 
event be included in the budget.  The budget for council included community 
events shall include an appropriation to pay all fees for use of city facilities 
for such council requested community events.  A council member may elect 
to use the amount of budgeted funds for a community event to be 
designated for an affiliate event sponsored by a not for profit organization 
with the consent of the council and in accordance with the provisions of this 
policy .  However, council requested community events shall be limited to 
one event per year for each councilmember and the Mayor.  The 
professional staff in the respective departments who control the budgeted 
funds, plans, coordinates and evaluates the event with input from the 
Special Events Supervisor, if requested.  Should an event continue to 
increase in participation and the target market broadens in scope, it may be 
re-classified as a Signature Event.  Typical examples: Polar Plunge, G.A.I.N 
event and Bravo Peoria. 
 

3. One-Time Events 
 
One-Time Events are produced as stand-alone activities and occur only 
once.  Typically, they are smaller in attendance.  These events are 
developed and implemented by the Special Events Supervisor and 
approved through the budget process.  Typical examples:  Park or Facility 
Dedications. 
 

4. Private Promoter Events 
 
Private Promoter Events are specified as Affiliate and Non-Affiliate. 
 
a. Affiliate Events are developed in conjunction with the City and by an 

outside private sponsor (typically sponsored by a not for profit 
corporation) and are requesting City Support. The City may provide 
City Support to the event (refer to section I for eligibility requirements 
for agencies to receive City Support) when specific criteria is are met. 
Logistical support and promotional responsibilities can be shared with 
the sponsor.  Promotional responsibilities rest with the sponsoring 
organization.  The City can be requested to provide assistance with the 
promotions and logistics as the sponsor determines. The City Council, 
in the budget process, shall identify those Private Promoter Events 
which are designated Affiliate Events. The budget appropriation for an 
affiliate event shall separately identify any City Support and any funds 
requested by a council member in the budget process for a community 
event and allocated to an affiliate event with the approval of the 
council.  Historical examples: Fiesta Peoria, Relay for Life, Black 
History Celebration. 

 

Comment [SMK10]: This language is based on 
the request from Councilman Aames for the ability 
of each council member to have one event in their 
district. 

Comment [SMK11]: Councilman Rivero, the 
affiliate event should be developed by the sponsor, 
who then seeks support from the City which may 
elect to or not to support the event. 

Comment [SMK12]: Councilman Rivero, the 
intent is to clarify that in affiliate events, the City is 
in a supporting role, the responsibilities for 
managing the event rests with the sponsor, not the 
City or its staff. 

Comment [SMK13]: The connection with the 
Change above implementing Councilmember 
Aames” suggested change. 



Category: General 
Title: City Special Events Policy 
CP 1-15 
Page 6 of 10 
 
 

 

b. Non-Affiliate Events are managed solely by the private promoter and 
held in the City of Peoria.  Logistics, promotional responsibilities, 
organization, implementation, etc. are fully conducted by the private 
promoter. Generally, the City does not include as part of its adopted 
budget appropriation and or/funding for financial support to private 
promoters producing non-affiliate events and expects to be reimbursed 
for all City Support associated with the activity. Typical examples: 
sports tournaments and running races. 

 
G. Special Event Application Process (as established in Chapter 16 of the City 

Code) 
 
The Special Event Application is intended to regulate uses on city owned 
property (i.e., streets, parks, facilities) per Chapter 16 of the City Code. The 
Special Event Application is completed by outside organizations to formally 
request use of city property to execute an event or activity of any nature. 
 
With the exception of protected First Amendment Forum activity, the Special 
Event Application is submitted a minimum of sixty (60) days prior to the start of 
the event to ensure sufficient time for review and approval. Upon submittal of a 
complete application, staff will review the proposed use for conformance with 
Peoria codes and policies and site availability.  If additional permits are required, 
staff will inform the applicant of additional procedures. The applicant will be 
contacted by the Community Services Department with the City’s decision 
regarding the proposed use within ten (10) business days of the final submission. 
Additional permits may take longer (i.e., Special Event liquor license) and require 
a physical inspection prior to final approval.  Generally, it should be recognized 
that a Special Event Liquor License will take a minimum of ninety (90) days after 
submission for approval by both the City and the Arizona Department of Liquor 
Licenses and Control.   
 
Sec. 16-4 of the City Code addresses the suspension and revocation of Special 
Event Licenses and Permits. 
 

H. Special Event Review Committee 
 

The Event Review Committee, comprised of staff from various City departments, 
reviews all Special Event Applications, per Sec. 16-3 of the City Code.  The 
application forms and directions are located at www.peoriaaz.gov.  The objective 
of the Committee is to ensure the safety and well-being of all citizens who attend 
or are in the general event area; and compliance of all federal, state, and city 
laws. Follow-up meetings may be needed for the committee members to receive 
detailed information on the event that supports city code and safety procedures. 
Private promoters will receive a written Special Event Permit upon successful 
completion of the Special Event Application. The Event Review committee shall 
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provide that any permit issued shall not permit amplified music prior to 7:00 a.m. 
and after 10:00 p.m. 

 
I. Requests for Affiliate Event Status and City Support   
 

The Request for a Private Promoter Event to be designated as an Affiliate Event 
shall be submitted to the Community Services Department on or before 
December 15 of the year prior to the upcoming budget year.   

 
City Support for Private Promoter Affiliate Events will be established in 
accordance with this policy. This Council Policy provides procedures for private 
promoters to request City Support in delivering an Affiliate Event.  The City 
Council has recognized the value and positive impacts in supporting private 
promoter events, but must also consider other issues associated with event 
execution and the provision of public safety for events, together with working with 
applicants to ensure prompt and efficient action on their applications. 
 
During the annual budget process, City Council will determine the specific 
amount of budget appropriation for City Support of City Special Events.   

 
Private Sponsors for designated Affiliate events shall meet the following 
requirements in order to be eligible for City Support: 
 
0.1. Sponsoring organization is an Arizona not for profit organization 
0.2. The event benefits the City of Peoria 
3. The sponsor shall identify how the proposed Affiliate  event relates to the 

outcomes listed above (section D) 
0.4. The Sponsor of the proposed Affiliate event shall submit as part of the 

application, annual financial statements for the past three years or for the 
period that the Sponsor has been in existence.  The City reserves the right 
to request additional financial information from the Affiliate as part of the 
application. 

0.5. The event complies with all Special Events Application requirements 
 
 .a. Request for City Support 

 
0)1) A sponsoring organization may petition the City of Peoria for City 

Support by submitting a Request for City Support form (see 
appendix).  

 
0)2) Requests are evaluated during the budget process. 

 
 )a) Requests for City Support must be submitted by December 15 

to the Community Services Department for potential support in 
the following fiscal year (July 1 through June 30).  However, 

Comment [SMK14]: Mayor Barrett, we need to 
make sure that neighborhoods are not subjected to 
music late in the evening or early in the morning. 

Comment [SMK15]: Councilman Rivero.  The  
review process should also have a focus on customer 
service to the applicant. 

Comment [SMK16]: Mayor Barrett.  If an 
applicant wants city support, the applicant should be 
prepared to provide financial information regarding 
their activities.  This is similar to what is done for 
many grants, if one would like the money you have 
to provide financial information. 

Comment [SMK17]: Councilmember Carlat.  
The City needs to ensure that the sponsor is a 
legitimate not for profit organization, which actually 
puts money back into the community 
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requests submitted after the deadline will be considered based 
on available funding. 

b) The request must outline the desired amount of City Support, 
the event audience, concept, and components and 
demonstrate how the event achieves the criteria as listed 
above. 

 )c) The request should identify the fees which the applicant is 
seeking to have the City not charge the applicant, but pay from 
City sources of revenue.  The city will only consider not 
charging for fees for events sponsored by a not for profit 
entity.  For events sponsored  by a councilmember, the City 
will not charge fees for use of its parks and facilities 

 )d) All requests that meet the criteria will be listed as individual 
items in the Special Events Budget Presentation to City 
Council.  The staff shall notify all applicants of the City Council 
meeting where their request will be considered.   

 )e) Budget presentations are public meetings and requestors may 
have the opportunity to respond to questions from City 
Council.  

 
Any request for a private promoter event to obtain affiliate status may be 
filed at any time; however, any request for City Support of an affiliate 
event filed outside of the budget process set forth in this policy shall 
require a budget amendment to appropriate additional funding to the 
Special Events Budget and must be approved by the City Council.  Such 
request shall be filed not less than One Hundred and Twenty (120) Sixty 
(60) days prior to the event. 
 

 .b. Process/Reporting: Affiliated Events receiving City Support 
 

Upon City Council approval in the budget process of funding for City 
Support, the following is the process and reporting requirements: 

 
0)1) The sponsoring organization will be notified of approval by the 

Council of funding by City staff and the requirements of this section 
in order to receive such funding. 

0)2) The sponsoring organization/private promoter submits a Special 
Events Application.  

0)3) A formal City of Peoria agreement will be executed. 
0)4) Based on the application information, the sponsoring 

organization/private promoter will receive a pre-event estimate of 
City Support. 

0)5) If the sponsor of an Affiliate Event desires to request additional City 
Support, The Sponsor may: 

Comment [SMK18]: Councilman Rivero.  We 
may have a new event come up after the deadline, 
there should be a means to consider the event. 

Comment [SMK19]: Councilman Rivero.  For 
special events sponsored by a not for profit or 
assisted by a councilmember from district funds, the 
City should not charge the event its fees, but pay for 
those from some other source. 

Comment [SMK20]: Councilman Rivero.  For 
special events sponsored by a council member, the 
City should not charge the event fees for use of parks 
and facilities, but should pay those from some other 
source. 

Formatted: Font: (Default) Arial, 12 pt

Comment [SMK21]: Councilman Rivero, we 
need to make sure that applicants do have the ability 
to appear before the Council 

Comment [SMK22]: Councilman Rivero. This is 
too long, the time period should be shorter.   
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a. Request a budget amendment be approved by the council to 
provide additional City Support.  Such budget amendment shall be 
submitted not less than Ninety (90) Sixty (60) days prior to the 
event.  Recommendation of approval of budget amendments by 
City Staff is solely within staff’s discretion and Approval of budget 
amendments by the City Council is solely within Council’s 
discretion. 
b. Request individual Council members support the event 
through the provision of District Funds.  Such requests shall be 
made and reviewed in accordance with the City Council policy on 
District Funds. 
c. The provision of District Funds to Affiliate Events results in 
potential liability to the City from a Risk Management Standpoint.  
In all such cases, the City Attorney’s Office will procure such 
insurance policies needed to protect the city from liability or 
exposure within its self insured retention levels.   
 

1)6) City staff will prepare a post-event report within thirty (30) calendar 
days after the event date. The post-event report is a public record 
and a copy provided to the Sponsor.  The post event report shall 
include: 

 
d)a) Hours of City staff, exempt and hourly, directly spent planning 

the event 
e)b) Hours/salary of City staff, exempt and hourly, who worked the 

event day 
f)c) Itemization of City Support 

 
2)7) Sponsoring organizations/private promoters who receive City 

Support will be responsible to provide the following within one 
month after the event date: 

 
a) A comprehensive event evaluation detailing successes, 

challenges, attendance figures, outcomes and how the City 
Support aided in meeting the event goals. 

b) Payment for City services over and above the approved City 
Support amount. 
 

J. Appendix 
 

1.  Request for City Support Form 
 
 
 
 

Comment [SMK23]: Councilman Rivero.  This 
is too long, the time period should be shorter. 

Comment [SMK24]: This is from the City 
Attorney’s Office.  When District Funds are used for 
special events, even if undertaken by private entities, 
the City may now be subject to liability.  Our 
standard practice for several years is to obtain first 
dollar coverage at a minimum cost to protect against 
such risks.  We want council members to be aware 
that when they support events with district funds, we 
will be protecting them and the city itself against  
risk that may arise out of the event. 



Category: General 
Title: City Special Events Policy 
CP 1-15 
Page 10 of 10 
 
 

 

 
APPROVED: 
 
     
Bob Barrett, Mayor 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
 
Stephen M. Kemp, City Attorney 
 
Adopted: 00/00/13, CC # _____ [Completed by CMO] 
 
 



CITY OF PEORIA, ARIZONA  
COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 

 

Date Prepared:  February 4, 2014 Council Meeting Date:  February 18, 2014  
 

 

 

TO: Mayor and City Council 
 
FROM: Bobby Ruiz, Fire Chief 
 
SUBJECT: Anthony Bates Foundation Presentation 
 

 
Purpose:  
 
Fire Chief Bobby Ruiz will introduce Sharon Bates to present the Council with information on 
the Anthony Bates Foundation.  
 
Background/Summary: 
 
Sharon Bates is the mother of Anthony Bates, who died from an undiagnosed Hypertrophic 
Cardiomyopathy (HCM) at the age of 20. Shortly after his death, Sharon started The Anthony 
Bates Foundation (ABF), a non-profit organization dedicated to saving young lives though early 
detection of HCM. ABF believes that no parent should suffer the heartbreak of losing a child to 
an undiagnosed cardiac malady; they seek to eliminate preventable Sudden Cardiac Arrest 
(SCA). 
 
Previous Actions: 
 
N/A 
 
Options:  
 
N/A 
 
Staff’s Recommendation: 
 
This is for presentation purposes only. 
 
Fiscal Analysis:  
 
N/A 
 
 
 

26

rhondas
Typewritten Text
Agenda Item: 2



 

Council Communication   
Page 2 of 2 REV. 08/2011 
 
 

Narrative:   
 
The Anthony Bates Foundation is partnering with the Peoria United School District to bring 
affordable Cardiac Screenings to the community and raise money to place AEDs (Automatic 
External Defibrillators) in Peoria Unified schools and train staff. The Peoria Fire Department is 
partnering with ABF and the Peoria High Schools to provide the EKG screenings and AED 
training for the schools’ staff. The next event will be held at Liberty High School on Saturday, 
February 22, 2014 from 10:00 am to 4:00 pm. 
 
Exhibit(s):  
 
N/A 
 
Contact Name and Number:  Bobby Ruiz, Fire Chief; 623-773-7380 
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MINUTES OF THE PEORIA CITY COUNCIL 
CITY OF PEORIA, ARIZONA 

DEVELOPMENT AND COMMUNITY SERVICES BUILDING 
POINT OF VIEW ROOM 

9875 NORTH 85TH AVENUE 
December 6, 2013 

 
 
A City Council Workshop of the City Council of the City of Peoria, Arizona was convened at 
9875 North 85th Avenue, Peoria, Arizona in open and public session at 8:34 a.m. 
 
Members Present: Mayor Bob Barrett; Vice Mayor Tony Rivero; Councilmembers Ron 
Aames, Cathy Carlat, Jon Edwards, Carlo Leone and Bill Patena. 
 
Council Youth Liaisons:  Jacob Jelinek and Thomas Prior. 
 
Members Absent:  None. 
 
Municipal Officials Present:  Carl Swenson, City Manager; Susan Daluddung, Deputy City 
Manager; Jeff Tyne, Deputy City Manager; Steve Kemp, City Attorney; Rhonda Geriminsky, 
City Clerk; Julie Ayers, Human Resources Director; Andy Granger, Engineering Director; 
Stacy Irvine, Deputy Fire Chief; Chris Jacques, Planning and Community Development 
Director; John Imig, Information Technology Director; Bo Larsen, Public Information Director; 
Bill Mattingly, Public Works and Utilities Director; Brent Mattingly, Finance and Budget 
Director; Roy Minter, Police Chief; John Schell, Intergovernmental Affairs Director; John 
Sefton, Community Services Director; Scott Whyte, Economic Development Services 
Director; and Corina Russo, Assistant to the City Manager. 
 
Audience:  Four members of the public were present. 
 
Economic Development Projects and Programs 
 
Carl Swenson, City Manager, outlined the Workshop items regarding Fiscal Year 2015 
Budget Direction. 
 
Discussion ensued regarding Luke Air Force Base and related construction.  
 
Katie Gregory, Budget and Finance Deputy Director, provided information on: 
 

 The economic outlook 
o Job growth 
o Job recovery 
o Recovery in housing 
o Commercial markets – consumer confidence 

 Peoria trends 
o Monthly single-family permits issued per fiscal year 

 Peoria’s financial outlook 
o Major operating funds 
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 General Funds 
 Half-Cent Sales Tax 
 Transportation Funds 

o Peoria Sales Tax by Category 
 Restaurants and bars 
 Construction 
 Property rental 
 Retail sales tax 

o Peoria Retail Sales Tax 
 Vehicle dealerships 
 Department stores 
 Grocery and accessories 
 Home furnishings 
 Home centers and building materials 
 Drug and personal care 

o Operating Budget by Service Area 
 Public Safety 
 Community Services 
 Administrative Services 

o General Fund 
 Revenue history 
 Budget reductions by department 

 
Discussion ensued regarding: 
 

 The full-time equivalent positions that were eliminated and the distribution of workload 
as determined by the needs 

o The need for full-time equivalent positions 
o Data management practices 

 
Ms. Gregory provided information regarding: 
 

 Allocation of new financial resources 
 Position additions by department 
 General Fund revenue projections 
 General Fund forecast assumptions 

o Expenditures 
 Employee compensation and benefits 
 Operating costs for Northern Community Park 
 Three police officers (COPS Grant) 
 Development Services needs 

 
Ms. Gregory discussed other costs not included in the expenditure forecast. 
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Discussion ensued regarding: 
 

 Codification of the Peoria City Code 
 Grants and how they factor into the general fund 
 State-shared revenues 
 Tax relief for taxpayers 

 
10:07 a.m.  Mayor Barrett called a recess. 
 
10:20 a.m.  Mayor Barrett resumed the meeting. 
 
Steve Kemp, City Attorney, updated Council regarding the City’s self-insurance and related 
costs. 
 
Discussion ensued regarding additional Legislative impacts to the City’s budget. 
 
Ms. Gregory discussed current uses of the half-cent sales tax. 
 
Discussion ensued regarding: 
 

 Peoria Sports Complex revenues 
o RV Sales 

 Half-cent sales tax and expenditures forecast 
 How the Half-Cent Sales Tax Fund can be used 

 
Ms. Gregory outlined the Transportation Fund. 
 
Discussion ensued regarding limitations on the transportation sales tax and how funds can be 
used. 
 
Ms. Gregory discussed: 
 

 Funding sources used for capital and growth 
 General Obligation Bonds and the requirements to use debt 

 
Andy Granger, Engineering Director, updated Council on the 10-year Capital Improvement 
Program (CIP) including: 
 

 Current CIP Budget for the next ten years 
 Completed projects 
 Projects currently under construction 
 Projects in design 
 Upcoming projects 
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Discussion ensued regarding: 
 

 Projects currently in design 
 Repealing sales tax in the City of Peoria 
 Impact of changing sales tax on food 
 Incrementally decreasing the sales tax on food 

 
Consensus of the Council was to decrease sales tax on food sales by .2 percent. 
 
11:50 Mayor Barrett called a recess. 
 
12:05 Mayor Barrett resumed the meeting. 
 
Ms. Gregory discussed utility rate planning. 
 
Bill Mattingly, Utilities and Public Works Director, provided an overview of water and 
wastewater including: 
 

 Cost reductions 
 Staffing 
 Cost pressures 

 
Discussion ensued regarding: 
 

 Average water consumption 
 Probable increases to the cost of Central Arizona Project water 

 
Mr. Mattingly provided an overview of solid waste services including: 
 

 Residential services 
 Same day trash and recycling 
 Landfill and recycling 
 Commercial solid waste 

 
Discussion ensued regarding: 
 

 Recycling 
 Placement of trash receptacles 
 Aerovac 
 Cost recovery for commercial service 

 
Ms. Gregory outlined the Fiscal Year 2015 Budget calendar. 
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ADJOURNMENT: 
 
Being no further business to come before the Council, the Council Workshop was duly 
adjourned at 12:53 p.m. 
 
  
 
 ______________________________________ 
                                                                                     Bob Barrett, Mayor 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
______________________________________ 
Rhonda Geriminsky, City Clerk 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CERTIFICATION 
 
I hereby certify that the foregoing minutes are a true and correct summary of the proceedings 
of the City Council Workshop of the City Council of Peoria, Arizona held on the 6th day of 
December, 2013.  I further certify that the meeting was duly called and held and that a 
quorum was present. 
 
Dated this 18th day of February, 2014. 
 
 
(Seal) 
 
 
 
______________________________________ 
Rhonda Geriminsky, City Clerk 
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MINUTES OF THE PEORIA CITY COUNCIL 
CITY OF PEORIA, ARIZONA 
CITY COUNCIL CHAMBER 

December 10, 2013 
 
 
A Special Meeting of the City Council of the City of Peoria, Arizona was convened at 
8401 West Monroe Street in open and public session at 5:00 p.m. 
 
Members Present: Mayor Bob Barrett; Councilmembers Ron Aames, Cathy Carlat, Jon 
Edwards, Carlo Leone and Bill Patena. 
 
Members Absent: Vice Mayor Tony Rivero. 
 
Other Municipal Officials Present:  Susan Daluddung, Deputy City Manager; Rhonda 
Geriminsky, City Clerk; John Schell, Intergovernmental Affairs Director; and Scott 
Whyte, Economic Development Services Director. 
 
Audience:  Approximately 200 members of the public were present. 
 
Note:  The order in which items appear in the minutes is not necessarily the order 
in which they were discussed in the meeting. 
 

CONSENT AGENDA 
 
CONSENT AGENDA:    All items listed with a “C” are considered to be routine or have 
been previously reviewed by the City Council, and will be enacted by one motion.  
There will be no separate discussion of these items unless a Councilmember so 
requests; in which event the item will be removed from the General Order of Business, 
and considered in its normal sequence on the Agenda. 
 
Motion was made by Councilmember Aames, seconded by Councilmember Carlat, to 
approve the Consent Agenda.  Upon vote, the motion carried unanimously 6 to 0. 
 
1C. Authorization to Hold an Executive Session 

Authorized the holding of an Executive Session for discussion with legal counsel and 
designated representatives of the public body for legal advice regarding issues 
pertaining to a pending litigation case: Peter See and Casey See v. Arturo Francisco 
Avina, Jr. and City of Peoria, Maricopa County, Superior Court CV2012-094670 
pursuant to A.R.S. § 38-431.03.A.3. 

ADJOURNMENT: 
 
Being no further business to come before the Council, the meeting was duly adjourned 
at 5:01 p.m. 
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A Study Session Meeting of the City Council of the City of Peoria, Arizona was 
convened at 8401 West Monroe Street in open and public session at 5:23 p.m. 
 
Members Present: Mayor Bob Barrett; Councilmembers Ron Aames, Cathy Carlat, Jon 
Edwards, Carlo Leone and Bill Patena. 
 
Council Youth Liaison:  Jacob Jelinek. 
 
Members Absent: Vice Mayor Tony Rivero. 
 
Other Municipal Officials Present:  Carl Swenson, City Manager; Susan Daluddung, 
Deputy City Manager; Jeff Tyne, Deputy City Manager; Steve Kemp, City Attorney; 
Rhonda Geriminsky, City Clerk; Stacy Irvine, Deputy Fire Chief; Bo Larsen, Public 
Information Director; Roy Minter, Police Chief; John Sefton, Community Services 
Director; Scott Whyte, Economic Development Services Director; and Corina Russo, 
Assistant to the City Manager. 
 
Audience:  Approximately 200 members of the public were present. 

 
STUDY SESSION AGENDA 

 
Subject(s) for Discussion Only 

2. Economic Analysis, Revised Sports Complex Redevelopment Project 

Scott Whyte, Economic Development Services Director, introduced the Peoria Sports 
Park (PSP) development team. 

Mr. Whyte discussed the following: 

 Refining the development program 
 Improvements to the second proposal 
 Ernst & Young report recommendations 
 Possibility for a development agreement 
 Staff recommendation 
 Next steps 
 Process pursuant to the Memorandum of Understanding 
 First PSP Project proposal 
 Challenges in the first PSP Project proposal 

 
Discussion ensued regarding the total cost of the first PSP Project proposal ($180 
million). 
 
Mr. Whyte continued regarding: 
 

 City’s investment in the project 
 Second PSP Project proposal options 
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Discussion ensued regarding: 

 
 Overall cost for second proposal ($180 million to $90 million) 
 Potential anchor tenants 
 Marketability of the project 

 
Mr. Whyte continued the discussion regarding: 
 

 Design elements in the entertainment district 
 Comparison of the first project proposal and the second project proposal 
 Master developer 
 Ernst & Young recommendations 

 
Discussion ensued regarding elements of the proposed development agreement. 
 
Mr. Whyte continued regarding: 
 

 Staff recommendation of a one-year development agreement 
 National/regional retail partner 
 Tenant leases (80 percent) 
 Equity financing (100 percent) 
 Debt financing (100 percent) 
 City obtaining anchor tenant approval rights 
 No billboards until allowed by the City’s sign code 
 Development agreement to have an automatic termination provision with an 

option for the City to extend based on developer performance 
 

Discussion ensued regarding: 
 

 Anchor tenant approval rights 
 Length of term of the development agreement 
 City’s Sign Code 

 
Mr. Whyte advised the next step in the process would be for a development agreement 
and amended ground lease to be submitted to the Council for approval. 
 
Discussion ensued regarding: 
 

 Staff recommendations 
 Parking 
 Tenant leases in relation to the current market 
 Lack of quality retail space 
 Vacancy rates 
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It was the consensus of Council to proceed with a development agreement and an 
amended ground lease with the provisions outlined in staff’s recommendation and the 
option for Council to amend the agreement after one year. 

ADJOURNMENT: 
 
Being no further business to come before the Council, the meeting was duly adjourned 
at 6:09 p.m. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION AGENDA 
 

3. An Executive Session was convened immediately following the Special City 
Council Meeting for the purpose of discussion with legal counsel and designated 
representatives of the public body for legal advice regarding issues pertaining to 
a pending litigation case:  Peter See and Casey See v. Arturo Francisco Avina, 
Jr. and City of Peoria, Maricopa County, Superior Court CV2012-094670, 
pursuant to A.R.S. § 38-431.03.A.3. 

Clerk’s Note:  In accordance with A.R.S. § 38-431.03(B), minutes of executive 
sessions must be kept confidential except as outlined in statute. 
 
A Regular Meeting of the City Council of the City of Peoria, Arizona was convened at 
8401 West Monroe Street in open and public session at 7:00 p.m. 
 
Following a moment of silent reflection, Councilmember Patena led the Pledge of 
Allegiance. 
 
Members Present: Mayor Bob Barrett; Vice Mayor Tony Rivero; Councilmembers Ron 
Aames, Cathy Carlat, Jon Edwards, Carlo Leone and Bill Patena. 
 
Council Youth Liaison:  Jacob Jelinek. 
 
Members Absent: None. 
 
Other Municipal Officials Present:  Carl Swenson, City Manager; Susan Daluddung, 
Deputy City Manager; Jeff Tyne, Deputy City Manager; Steve Kemp, City Attorney; 
Rhonda Geriminsky, City Clerk; Julie Ayers, Human Resources Director; Andy Granger, 
Engineering Director; Chris Jacques, Planning and Community Development Director; 
Bo Larsen, Public Information Director; Bill Mattingly, Public Works Director; Brent 
Mattingly, Finance and Budget Director; Roy Minter, Police Chief; John Schell, 
Intergovernmental Affairs Director;  John Sefton, Community Services Director; 
Rebecca Zook, Deputy Economic Development Services Director; Corina Russo, 
Assistant to the City Manager; and Linda Blas, Deputy City Clerk. 
 
Audience:  Approximately 400 members of the public were present. 
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Note:  The order in which items appear in the minutes is not necessarily the order 
in which they were discussed in the meeting. 

Presentation: 

4. Relay for Life Presentation - Katrina Eaton 

Katrina Eaton and Troy Baker, American Cancer Society representatives, presented 
information on the annual Relay for Life fundraising event to be held at the Peoria 
Sports Complex on April 26, 2014. 

5. Certificates of Appointment to the following Board and Commission members 
who were appointed by Resolution at the November 19, 2013 City Council 
meeting: 

Mayor Barrett and Councilmember Carlat presented Certificates of Appointment to the 
following Board and Commission members who were appointed by Resolution at the 
November 19, 2013 City Council meeting: 

 Brian Wiley to the Municipal Development Authority, and 
 Gloria Migal to the Personnel Board. 

 
Clerk’s Note:  At the discretion of the Mayor, Agenda Item 21R was presented 
prior to the Consent Agenda.  Vice Mayor Rivero left the meeting following the 
vote on Agenda Item 21R. 
 
CONSENT AGENDA:    All items listed with a “C” are considered to be routine or have 
been previously reviewed by the City Council, and will be enacted by one motion.  
There will be no separate discussion of these items unless a Councilmember so 
requests; in which event the item will be removed from the General Order of Business, 
and considered in its normal sequence on the Agenda. 
 
Mayor Barrett asked if any Councilmember wished to have an item removed from the 
Consent Agenda. 
 
Councilmember Carlat requested that Agenda Item 6C be removed for separate 
discussion. 
 
Motion was made by Councilmember Aames, seconded by Councilmember Edwards, to 
approve the Consent Agenda with the exception of Agenda Item 6C.  Upon vote, the 
motion carried unanimously 6 to 0. 
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6C. General Plan Amendment, General Plan Circulation Element Text and Map 

Revisions 

Clerk’s Note:  This item was heard separately at the end of the Consent Agenda. 
 
At the request of Councilmember Carlat, Agenda Item 6C was pulled from the Consent 
Agenda for separate discussion. 

 
RESOLUTION NO. 2013-192 

 
A RESOLUTION OF THE MAYOR AND COUNCIL OF THE 
CITY OF PEORIA, MARICOPA COUNTY, ARIZONA 
AMENDING THE CIRCULATION ELEMENT OF THE 
PEORIA GENERAL PLAN AND THE STREET 
CLASSIFICATION MAP FOR THE CITY OF PEORIA, 
ARIZONA;  AND PROVIDING FOR SEPARABILITY AND 
AN EFFECTIVE DATE. 
 

Shawn Kreuzwiesner, Planning Manager, provided background on a City-initiated 
amendment to the General Plan Circulation Element to ensure it is current with local, 
regional and development planning efforts and to incorporate changes in the City’s 
transportation system. 

Dr. William Jennings addressed Council in support of classifying Vistancia Boulevard as 
a limited access parkway. 

Motion was made by Councilmember Carlat, seconded by Councilmember Patena, to 
concur with the Planning and Zoning Commission’s recommendation and adopt RES. 
2013-192 amending the General Plan Circulation Element, including the Circulation 
Plan Map and Street Classification Map pertaining to the City's transportation systems. 
(GPA 13-0005) 

Upon vote, the motion carried unanimously 6 to 0. 

7C. Intergovernmental Agreement, Maricopa County, HOME Investment 
Partnership Program 

Approved an Intergovernmental Agreement with Maricopa County for the use of the 
City's annual program allocation as a member of the Maricopa County HOME 
Consortium. 

8C. Agreement, Drug Enforcement Administration, Organized Crime Drug 
Enforcement Task Force 

(a)  Authorized the City Manager to enter into an Agreement with the Drug 
Enforcement Administration to allow the Peoria Police Department to participate 
in Organized Crime Drug Enforcement Task Force Investigations; and 
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(b)  Approved a budget amendment in the amount of $15,000 from the Proposed 

Grants Contingency account to the Federal Drug Enforcement Administration 
account for overtime. 

9C. Temporary Water Service Agreement, EPCOR Water Arizona Incorporated 

Approved a Temporary Water Service Agreement with EPCOR Water Arizona 
Incorporated to enable the City to provide water in emergency situations in areas served 
by EPCOR Water Arizona Incorporated. 

10C. Fiscal Year 2013 Comprehensive Annual Financial Report, Single Audit, 
Management Letter, and SAS114 Letter 

Received and filed the Comprehensive Annual Financial Report, Single Audit, 
Management Letter, and SAS114 Letter for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013. 

11C. Exemption Request, Requirement to Post Security for Self-Insured Workers 
Compensation Claims 

Authorized the execution of documents necessary to certify the City of Peoria 
exemption from the Industrial Commission of Arizona requirements to post security for 
pending self-insured Workers Compensation claims.  

12C. Termination, Nationwide Retirement Solutions Retiree Health Savings Plan, 
Peoria Police Officers Association 

RESOLUTION NO. 2013-193 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE MAYOR AND COUNCIL OF THE 
CITY OF PEORIA, ARIZONA, AUTHORIZING THE 
TERMINATION OF AN EMPLOYER PARTICIPATION 
AGREEMENT WITH NATIONWIDE RETIREMENT 
SOLUTIONS, CURRENTLY PROVIDING 
ADMINISTRATION OF A RETIREMENT HEALTH SAVINGS 
PROGRAM FOR CERTAIN CITY EMPLOYEES AND 
AUTHORIZING THE CITY MANAGER TO EXECUTE 
CERTAIN TRUST DOCUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 
CITY FOR TRANSFER OF TRUST PROCEEDS INTO AN 
INTEGRAL PART TRUST ADMINISTERED BY THE 
INTERNATIONAL. CITY MANAGEMENT ASSOCIATION 
RETIREMENT CORPORATION (ICMA-RC). 
 

(a)  Adopted RES. 2013-193 approving the termination of the Peoria Police Officers 
Association's Retiree Health Savings Plan with Nationwide Retirement Solutions; 
and  

(b)  Authorized the City Manager to execute documentation for the distribution of 
funds to the International City Management Association Retirement Corporation, 
Retiree Health Savings Plan. 
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13C. Budget Amendment, Fleet Reserve Fund, Fiscal Year 2014 Proposed 

Budget 

Approved a budget amendment in the amount of $133,000 from the General Fund 
Contingency account to the Fleet Reserve Fund, Trucks and Vans account for the 
purchase of one Ford F-250 4x4 for the North Peoria Battalion and one Ford F-550 4x4 
chassis and related equipment to replace the existing Brush Truck. 

14C. Maintenance Improvement District No. 1110, The Meadows Parcel 11, 97th 
Avenue and Deer Valley Road 

RESOLUTION NO. 2013-188 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF 
PEORIA, ARIZONA, DECLARING ITS INTENTION TO 
CREATE AN IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT TO MAINTAIN 
LANDSCAPING INCLUDED WITHIN, NEAR AND 
ADJACENT TO A PARKWAY AND RELATED FACILITIES 
TOGETHER WITH APPURTENANT STRUCTURES AS 
SHOWN ON THE PLANS, FOR MAINTENANCE WITHIN AN 
AREA IN THE CITY OF PEORIA AS DESCRIBED HEREIN; 
ADOPTING PLANS FOR CITY OF PEORIA MAINTENANCE 
IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT NO. 1110, THE MEADOWS 
PARCEL 11, AS MORE PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED 
HEREIN, AND DECLARING THE WORK OR 
IMPROVEMENT TO BE OF MORE THAN LOCAL OR 
ORDINARY PUBLIC BENEFIT, AND THAT THE COST OF 
SAID WORK OR IMPROVEMENT SHALL BE ASSESSED 
UPON A CERTAIN DISTRICT, AND PROVIDING THAT THE 
PROPOSED WORK OR IMPROVEMENT SHALL BE 
PERFORMED UNDER ARIZONA REVISED STATUTES 
TITLE 48, CHAPTER 4, ARTICLE 2, AND AMENDMENTS 
THERETO AND DECLARING AN EMERGENCY. 
 

RESOLUTION NO. 2013-189 
 

RESOLUTION OF THE MAYOR AND COUNCIL OF THE 
CITY OF PEORIA, ARIZONA DECLARING ITS INTENTION 
TO ORDER THE IMPROVEMENTS OF A CERTAIN AREA 
WITHIN THE CORPORATE LIMITS OF THE CITY AND 
CREATING AN IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT KNOWN AS 
THE CITY OF PEORIA MAINTENANCE IMPROVEMENT 
DISTRICT NO. 1110, THE MEADOWS PARCEL 11; 
PROVIDING THAT THE COST OF THE MAINTENANCE 
OF THE LANDSCAPING INCLUDED WITHIN, NEAR, AND 
ADJACENT TO A PARKWAY AND RELATED FACILITIES 
TOGETHER WITH APPURTENANT STRUCTURES AS 
SHOWN ON THE PLANS, SHALL BE ASSESSED UNDER 
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THE PROVISIONS OF TITLE 48, CHAPTER 4, ARTICLE 2, 
ARIZONA REVISED STATUTES, AS AMENDED; AND 
DECLARING AN EMERGENCY.  
 

Approved the Petition for Formation and adopted RES. 2013-188 intention and ordering 
the formation of proposed Maintenance Improvement District No. 1110, The Meadows 
Parcel 11, located at 97th Avenue and Deer Valley Road; and adopted RES. 2013-189 
ordering the improvements within the proposed Maintenance Improvement District and 
declaring an emergency. 

15C. Street Light Improvement District No. 1053, The Meadows Parcel 11, 97th 
Avenue and Deer Valley Road 

RESOLUTION NO. 2013-190 
 

RESOLUTION OF THE MAYOR AND COUNCIL OF THE 
CITY OF PEORIA, ARIZONA DECLARING ITS INTENTION 
TO ORDER THE PURCHASE OF ELECTRICITY FOR 
LIGHTING THE STREETS AND PUBLIC PARKS WITHIN 
THE PROPOSED DISTRICT AND THAT THE COST OF 
THE PURCHASE OF ELECTRICITY FOR LIGHTING THE 
STREETS AND PUBLIC PARKS, BE ASSESSED UPON A 
CERTAIN IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT TO BE KNOWN AS 
CITY OF PEORIA STREETLIGHT IMPROVEMENT 
DISTRICT NO. 1053, THE MEADOWS PARCEL 11; 
PROVIDING THAT THE COST OF THE ELECTRICITY 
REQUIRED TO OPERATE THE SYSTEM BE ASSESSED 
UNDER THE PROVISIONS OF TITLE 48, CHAPTER 4, 
ARTICLE 2, ARIZONA REVISED STATUTES, AS 
AMENDED; AND DECLARING AN EMERGENCY. 
 

RESOLUTION NO. 2013-191 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE MAYOR AND COUNCIL OF THE 
CITY OF PEORIA, ARIZONA ORDERING THE 
IMPROVEMENTS OF CERTAIN STREETS AND RIGHTS-
OF-WAY WITHIN THE CORPORATE LIMITS OF THE 
TOWN AND CREATING AN IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT 
KNOWN AS THE CITY OF PEORIA STREETLIGHT 
IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT NO. 1053, THE MEADOWS 
PARCEL 11 PURSUANT TO TITLE 48, CHAPTER 4, 
ARIZONA REVISED STATUTES AND AMENDMENTS 
THERETO FOR THE PURPOSE OF PURCHASING 
ELECTRICITY, WHICH INCLUDES A CHARGE FOR THE 
USE OF LIGHTING FACILITIES AND OTHER RELATED 
ITEMS TOGETHER WITH ALL APPURTENANT 
STRUCTURES AS SHOWN ON THE PLANS, AND 
DECLARING AN EMERGENCY.  
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Approved the Petition for Formation and adopted RES. 2013-190 intention and ordering 
the formation of proposed Street Light Improvement District No. 1053, The Meadows 
Parcel 11, located at 97th Avenue and Deer Valley Road; and adopted RES. 2013-191 
ordering the improvements within the proposed Street Light Improvement District and 
declaring an emergency. 

16C. Final Plat, Habitat for Humanity on 86th Avenue, 86th Avenue and Monroe 
Street 

Approved the Final Plat of Habitat for Humanity on 86th Avenue, located at 86th Avenue 
and Monroe Street, subject to stipulations. 

17C. Final Plat, Vistancia Parcel A18, Ridgeline and El Mirage Road 

Approved the Final Plat of Vistancia Parcel A18, located at Ridgeline and El Mirage 
Road, subject to stipulations. 

18C. Final Plat, Vistancia Parcels A21 and A22, Westward Skies Drive and El 
Mirage Road 

Approved the Final Plat of Vistancia Parcels A21 and A22, located at Westward Skies 
Drive and El Mirage Road, subject to stipulations. 

 
REGULAR AGENDA 

New Business: 
 
19R. PUBLIC HEARING - Liquor Licenses, Various Locations 

Brent Mattingly, Finance and Budget Director, reported on staff’s recommendation to 
recommend approval to the State Liquor Board for: 

(a)  A New Restaurant Liquor License (Series 12) for Sushi Doraku, located at 9940 
West Happy Valley Road #1060, Eunjung Kim, Applicant, LL#20008355;  

(b)  A Person to Person Transfer for an On-Sale All Liquor License (Series 06) for 
Pleasant Harbor Marina/Waterfront Grill, located at 40202 North 87th Avenue, 
Andrea Lewkowitz, Applicant, LL#20009425; 

(c)  A New Wine and Beer Liquor License (Series 10) for Pleasant Harbor located at 
8708 W. Harbor Blvd, Andrea Lewkowitz, Applicant, LL#20009425; and  

(d)  A Person to Person Transfer for an On-Sale All Liquor License (Series 06) for 
Funugyz Sports Grill, located at 8378 West Thunderbird Road #B101-B104, 
Raymond A. Shelley, Applicant, LL#20009425. 
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Mr. Mattingly advised that the properties were posted in accordance with Arizona law, 
all fees were paid, all reviewing Departments recommended approval and no comments 
were received from the public. 

Public Hearing: 
 
Mayor Barrett opened the Public Hearing and asked if any Councilmember or citizen 
wished to comment on the requests for: 

(a)  A New Restaurant Liquor License (Series 12) for Sushi Doraku, located at 9940 
West Happy Valley Road #1060, Eunjung Kim, Applicant, LL#20008355;  

(b)  A Person to Person Transfer for an On-Sale All Liquor License (Series 06) for 
Pleasant Harbor Marina/Waterfront Grill, located at 40202 North 87th Avenue, 
Andrea Lewkowitz, Applicant, LL#20009425; 

(c)  A New Wine and Beer Liquor License (Series 10) for Pleasant Harbor located at 
8708 W. Harbor Blvd, Andrea Lewkowitz, Applicant, LL#20009425; and  

(d)  A Person to Person Transfer for an On-Sale All Liquor License (Series 06) for 
Funugyz Sports Grill, located at 8378 West Thunderbird Road #B101-B104, 
Raymond A. Shelley, Applicant, LL#20009425. 

Having no requests from those present to address this item, Mayor Barrett declared the 
Public Hearing closed. 

Council Action: 

Motion was made by Councilmember Edwards, seconded by Councilmember Carlat, to 
recommend approval to the State Liquor Board for: 

(a)  A New Restaurant Liquor License (Series 12) for Sushi Doraku, located at 9940 
West Happy Valley Road #1060, Eunjung Kim, Applicant, LL#20008355;  

(b)  A Person to Person Transfer for an On-Sale All Liquor License (Series 06) for 
Pleasant Harbor Marina/Waterfront Grill, located at 40202 North 87th Avenue, 
Andrea Lewkowitz, Applicant, LL#20009425; 

(c)  A New Wine and Beer Liquor License (Series 10) for Pleasant Harbor located at 
8708 W. Harbor Blvd, Andrea Lewkowitz, Applicant, LL#20009425; and  

(d)  A Person to Person Transfer for an On-Sale All Liquor License (Series 06) for 
Funugyz Sports Grill, located at 8378 West Thunderbird Road #B101-B104, 
Raymond A. Shelley, Applicant, LL#20009425. 

Upon vote, the motion carried unanimously 6 to 0. 
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20R. PUBLIC HEARING - Annexation, 83rd Avenue and Pinnacle Peak Road 

Chris Jacques, Planning and Community Development Director, provided an overview 
of a proposed annexation of four parcels comprised of approximately 7.22 acres of City-
owned property located at the northwest corner of 83rd Avenue and Pinnacle Peak 
Road. (ANX13-0004) 

Public Hearing: 

Mayor Barrett opened the Public Hearing and asked if any Councilmember or citizen 
wished to comment on the rezoning request. 

Having no requests from those present to address this item, Mayor Barrett declared the 
Public Hearing closed. 

Council Action:  No Council action required. 

21R. PUBLIC HEARING - Rezoning, Trilogy West, Vistancia Boulevard and 
Dixileta Parkway 

ORDINANCE NO 2013-26 
 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF PEORIA, MARICOPA 
COUNTY, ARIZONA REZONING CERTAIN PROPERTY 
FROM THREE SEPARATE SINGLE FAMILY PLANNED 
AREA DEVELOPMENTS (PADS) [ENCLAVE AT WHITE 
PEAK, VISTAS AT WHITE PEAK, AND BOULDERS AT 
WHITE PEAK] AND SUBURBAN RANCH SR-43 TO THE 
TRILOGY WEST PLANNED AREA DEVELOPMENT (PAD) 
ZONING DISTRICT; AMENDING THE ZONING MAP AND 
PROVIDING FOR AN EFFECTIVE DATE. 
 

Chris Jacques, Planning and Community Development Director, introduced the 
following staff members who were in attendance to answer questions related to the 
requested rezone: Andy Granger, Engineering Director; Rebecca Zook, Deputy 
Economic Development Services Director; Melissa Sigmund, Senior Planner; and Bill 
Mattingly, Public Works Director. 

Ms. Sigmund provided an overview of the request to rezone a 360+ acre site located 
west of the northwest corner of Vistancia Boulevard and Dixileta Parkway from three 
individual Single-Family Residential Planned Area Developments (PAD) and Suburban 
Ranch SR-43 to a Single-Family PAD for the Trilogy West property. 

Ms. Sigmund presented the following key findings pertaining to the proposed 
development: 

• The proposal is consistent with the General Plan Land Use designations. 
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• The development character and density is compatible with adjacent development 
and will continue a cohesive development pattern with Vistancia. 

• The development plan is an improvement in quality and design to the underlying 
existing entitlements. 

• The development will integrate a thematic palette and amenity program that 
greatly exceeds City standards and is comparable to adjacent neighborhoods. 

• The development will preserve sensitive areas while providing opportunities to 
access open spaces and other trail systems and recreational networks. 

Public Hearing: 

Mayor Barrett opened the Public Hearing and asked if any Councilmember or citizen 
wished to comment on the rezoning request. 

The following citizens addressed Council citing their concerns in opposition of the 
rezoning request: 

Dr. William Jennings 
Chris Langowski 
Keith Jones 
Ann Bryan 
Adrienne Kirschner  
John Vekich 
Matthew Lewandowski 
Carol Eicher-Vekich 
Fred Coad 
Barbara Brown 
Sue Goldberg 
Stuart Kirschner 
Jacqueline Vogle 
Eleanor Hess 
Lee Lewandowski 
Yvonne Blackman 
Joel Brosse 
Peggy Mandelbaum 
Elaine Hertz 
Melvin Bazerman 
Annette Winnick 
Andrea Dixon 
Brian Bailey 
Cheryl Lyons 
Sabrina Forgan 
Harry Newman 
Frank Riebli 
Thomas Bergantino 
Howard Radziminsky 
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Jackie Radziminsky 
Mike Holpuch 
Brian Kullman 
Mary Grammas 
George Stevens 
Tom Nolan 
Walter Schumacher 
Darnell Allen 
Jeff Kelly 
Don Paisley 
Mary Jacoby 
Rex McDowell 
Joyce Frame 
Eric Rosenstein 
Robert Schwarz 
Gail Long 
Linda Parker 
Marie Britain 
 
The following citizens addressed Council in support of the rezoning request: 
 
Franklin Schiller 
Laree Graham 
Joe Setticase 
Kathleen Johnson 
Corinne Haynes  
Bruce  Strand 
Stan McCormack 
Robert Johnson 
Gloria Migal 
Scott Carty 
Ron Schaub 
Jack McCleary 
Murray Allen 
 
In response to questions from Council, Rod Jarvis, representing the applicant, reported 
that Shea Homes will not be annexing additional territory for homes beyond the 360+ 
acres. 

Discussion ensued regarding: 

 Traffic impacts 
 Transportation target goals 
 Formation of a Community Facilities District 

 
Having no additional requests from those present to address this item, Mayor Barrett 
declared the Public Hearing closed.  
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Motion was made by Councilmember Carlat, seconded by Councilmember Edwards, to 
concur with the Planning and Zoning Commission's recommendation and adopt ORD. 
2013-26 rezoning approximately 360 gross acres located west of the northwest corner 
of Vistancia Boulevard and Dixileta Parkway from Single-Family Planned Area 
Developments (Z02-26, Z04-23, Z04-10) and Suburban Ranch SR-43, to the Trilogy 
West Planned Area Development (Z13-0007). 

Upon vote, the motion carried 6 to 1 with Vice Mayor Rivero voting “no”.   

Clerk’s Note:  Councilmember Aames abstained from voting.  In accordance with 
Article II, Section 18, of the Peoria City Charter, should the Mayor or 
Councilmember fail to vote, his vote shall be counted with the majority vote on 
the issue. 

Mayor Barrett declared a short recess at 10:00 p.m. and reconvened the meeting at 
10:10 p.m. 

22R. Fiscal Year 2014 Mid-Year Budget Request, Development Services 
Departments 

Chris Jacques, Planning and Community Development Director, and Rebecca Zook, 
Deputy Economic Development Services Director, presented an overview of the Fiscal 
Year 2014 Mid-Year Budget request. 

 The presentation included: 

 A review of entitlement and development activity 
 A review of Fiscal Year 2013 and Fiscal Year 2014 staffing adjustments 
 Development trends 
 Current service area challenges 

o Administrative support 
o Plan review times beyond accepted level of service 
o Development activity has consumed capacity leading to challenges in 

progressing strategic planning work plan 
o Plan review times beyond accepted level of service  
o Rolled over inspections  
o Unanswered phone calls and emails 

 Development service enhancements 
o Self-certification 
o Over-the-counter permitting 
o Electronic document review 
o On-line permitting 

 
Discussion ensued regarding: 

 Fees charged by credit card companies 
 Cost recovery 
 Service delivery enhancements 

 

47



City Council Meeting Minutes 
December 10, 2013  
Page 16 of 18 
 
Motion was made by Councilmember Carlat, seconded by Councilmember Aames to: 
 
(a)  Authorize and appropriate the use of one-time General Fund reserves, not to 

exceed $327,370, to fund various specified staffing and resource requests 
pertaining to the steady increase in development-related activities;  

(b) Approve a budget transfer in the amount of $11,232, from the General Fund 
Contingency account to the Planning and Community Development Services 
Contract Labor account;  

(c)  Approve a budget transfer in the amount of $100,438, from the General Fund 
Contingency account to the Planning and Community Development Services 
Other Professional Services account;  

(d)  Approve a budget transfer in the amount of $1,285, from the General Fund 
Contingency account to the Planning and Community Development Services 
Computer Hardware account and an amount of $630 to the Planning and 
Community Development Services Computer Software account;  

(e)  Approve a budget transfer in the amount of $83,200, from the General Fund 
Contingency account to the Economic Development Services Building 
Development Division Other Professional Services account;  

(f)  Approve a budget transfer in the amount of $22,500, from the General Fund 
Contingency account to the Economic Development Services Contract Labor 
account;  

(g)  Approve a budget transfer in the amount of $60,000, from the General Fund 
Contingency account to the Economic Development Services Administrative 
Division Other Professional Services account; and  

(h)  Approve a budget transfer in the amount of $50,000 from the General Fund 
Contingency account to the Economic Development Services Building 
Development Division Bank Services Charges account. 

Upon vote, the motion carried unanimously 6 to 0. 

23R. City Council Policy 1-3, Procedure for Consideration of Candidates when 
Vacancies Occur on the City Council 

Steve Kemp, City Attorney, reviewed the proposed changes to City Council Policy 1-3. 

Motion was made by Councilmember Patena, seconded by Councilmember Carlat, to 
adopt proposed amendments to City Council Policy 1-3, Procedure for Consideration of 
Candidates when Vacancies Occur on the City Council. 

Upon vote, the motion carried unanimously 6 to 0.  
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Call To The Public (Non-Agenda Items) 
 
None. 
 
Reports from City Manager 

24. Council Calendar 

25. CM Reports with Presentation 

None. 

26. CMInformational (The following items are included for informational purposes 
only.  There will be no separate discussion of these items unless a 
Councilmember so requests.) 

Carl Swenson, City Manager, provided information to Council related to the following 
items: 
 

A. Council Subcommittee Update 
B. 2014 Winter Water Safety Day and Polar Plunge 
C. Sustainability Update 

 
Mr. Swenson reminded citizens to shop in Peoria during the holiday season in order to 
support local businesses and the community.  
 
Reports from City Council: 
 
Councilmember Leone reported on the various City of Peoria activities he attended. 
Councilmember Leone wished everyone a Happy Holiday season. 
 
Councilmember Carlat thanked the citizens of Peoria for their involvement during the 
past year.  Councilmember Carlat extended her wishes for a Merry Christmas and 
Happy New Year. 
 
Councilmember Edwards wished Happy Holidays to the citizens of Peoria. 
 
Council Youth Liaison Jelinek reported on his attendance at a Phoenix Suns basketball 
game on SWAG (Students with Aspiring Goals) night.  The SWAG Program, sponsored 
by the Peoria Police Officers Association, selects students from each Peoria high school 
and middle school twice each year and recognizes the youth for their outstanding 
achievements. Council Youth Liaison Jelinek wished everyone a Merry Christmas and 
Happy New Year. 
 
Councilmember Aames reported on the various City of Peoria activities and events he 
attended.  Councilmember Aames extended Happy Holiday wishes to everyone. 
 
Councilmember Patena reported on his attendance at various City of Peoria events. 
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Reports from the Mayor: 
 
Mayor Barrett wished everyone a very Merry Christmas and a Happy New Year. 
 
ADJOURNMENT: 
 
Being no further business to come before the Council, the meeting was duly adjourned 
at 11:05 p.m. 
 
 
 
 ______________________________________ 
 Bob Barrett, Mayor                      
 
 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
 
______________________________________ 
Rhonda Geriminsky, City Clerk 
 
 
CERTIFICATION 
 
I hereby certify that the foregoing minutes are a true and correct summary of the 
proceedings of the City Council Meetings of the City Council of Peoria, Arizona held on 
the 10th day of December, 2013.  I further certify that the meeting was duly called and 
held and that a quorum was present. 
 
Dated this 18th day of February, 2014.                                                    
 
 
(Seal) 
 
 
 
______________________________________ 
Rhonda Geriminsky, City Clerk 
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MINUTES OF THE PEORIA CITY COUNCIL 

CITY OF PEORIA, ARIZONA 
CITY COUNCIL CHAMBER 

December 17, 2013 
 
 
A Special Meeting of the City Council of the City of Peoria, Arizona was convened at 
8401 West Monroe Street, Ironwood Conference Room, in open and public session at 
6:00 p.m. 
 
Members Present: Mayor Bob Barrett; Vice Mayor Tony Rivero; Councilmembers Ron 
Aames, Cathy Carlat, Jon Edwards, Carlo Leone and Bill Patena. 
 
Members Absent:  None. 
 
Other Municipal Officials Present:  Rhonda Geriminsky, City Clerk. 
 
Audience:  No members of the public were present. 
 
Note:  The order in which items appear in the minutes is not necessarily the order 
in which they were discussed in the meeting. 
 

CONSENT AGENDA 
 
CONSENT AGENDA:    All items listed with a “C” are considered to be routine or have 
been previously reviewed by the City Council, and will be enacted by one motion.  
There will be no separate discussion of these items unless a Councilmember so 
requests; in which event the item will be removed from the General Order of Business, 
and considered in its normal sequence on the Agenda. 
 
Motion was made by Councilmember Aames, seconded by Councilmember Edwards, to 
approve the Consent Agenda.  Upon vote, the motion carried unanimously 7 to 0. 
 
1C. Authorization to Hold an Executive Session 

Authorized the holding of an Executive Session for the purpose of discussion or 
consideration of assignment, appointment, promotion, or salaries of a public officer or 
appointee pertaining to the evaluation process and performance reviews of the 
Municipal Judge and City Attorney pursuant to A.R.S. § 38-431.03.A.1. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION AGENDA 
 

2. An Executive Session was convened immediately following the Special City 
Council Meeting for the purpose of discussion or consideration of assignment, 
appointment, promotion, or salaries of a public officer or appointee pertaining to 
the evaluation process and performance reviews of the Municipal Judge and City 
Attorney pursuant to A.R.S. § 38-431.03.A.1. 
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Clerk’s Note:  In accordance with A.R.S. § 38-431.03(B), minutes of executive 
sessions must be kept confidential except as outlined in statute. 
 
ADJOURNMENT: 
 
Being no further business to come before the Council, the meeting was duly adjourned 
at 6:01 p.m. 
 
 
 
 ______________________________________ 
 Bob Barrett, Mayor                      
 
 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
 
______________________________________ 
Rhonda Geriminsky, City Clerk 
 
 
CERTIFICATION 
 
I hereby certify that the foregoing minutes are a true and correct summary of the 
proceedings of the City Council Meetings of the City Council of Peoria, Arizona held on 
the 17th day of December, 2013.  I further certify that the meeting was duly called and 
held and that a quorum was present. 
 
Dated this 18th day of February, 2014.                                                    
 
 
(Seal) 
 
 
 
______________________________________ 
Rhonda Geriminsky, City Clerk 
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CITY OF PEORIA, ARIZONA  
COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 
 

Date Prepared:  February 4, 2014 Council Meeting Date:   February 18, 2014 
 

 
TO:  Carl Swenson, City Manager 
 

FROM:  Rhonda Geriminsky, CMC, City Clerk 
 

THROUGH: Susan Daluddung, Deputy City Manager 
 

SUBJECT: Board and Commission Appointments 
 

 

Purpose:  
 

This is a request for City Council to appoint board and commission members as recommended 
by the Council Subcommittee on Policy and Appointments as follows: 
 

New Appointments 
 

Board/Commission Name Term Expiration 

Citizens Commission on Salaries for Elected 
City Officials 

Joan Evans 12/2014 

Veterans Memorial Board Russ Lachance 12/2016 

 
Background/Summary: 
 
The Council Subcommittee makes recommendations for board and commission membership 
based on term expirations and vacancies from resignations or changes to member eligibility 
status.   
  
Previous Actions: 
 
On January 22, 2014, the Council Subcommittee on Policy and Appointments recommended 
appointments to various boards and commissions.  
 
On January 24, 2014, a memorandum was submitted to Mayor and Council, outlining the 
appointment and reappointment recommendations from the January 22, 2014 Subcommittee 
meeting, asking for concerns to be submitted in writing to the Mayor.  No comments were 
received. 
 
Options:  
 
A.  Appoint recommended board and commission members.  
  
B:  Continue recruitment efforts to fill board and commission vacancies. 
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Staff’s Recommendation: 
 
This is a request for City Council to discuss and approve the recommendations from the Council 
Subcommittee on Policy and Appointments pertaining to the following appointments and adopt 
the Resolutions as presented: 
 
Adopt RES. 2014-17 appointing Joan Evans, as a regular member, to the Citizens Commission on 
Salaries for Elected City Officials to a partial term to expire December 2014, and 
 
Adopt RES. 2014-18 appointing Russ Lachance, as a regular member, to the Veterans Memorial 
Board to a partial term to expire December 2016. 
 
Fiscal Analysis: 
       
There is no fiscal impact regarding this item. 
 
Narrative:   
 
If appointed, the newly appointed board and commission members will be invited to attend the 
March 4, 2014 City Council meeting to accept Certificates of Appointment. 
 
Exhibit(s):  
 
Exhibit 1:   Resolution No. 2014-17 
Exhibit 2:   Resolution No. 2014-18 
 
Contact Name and Number:  Rhonda Geriminsky, CMC, City Clerk, 623-773-7340 
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RESOLUTION 2014-17 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL 
OF THE CITY OF PEORIA, MARICOPA COUNTY, 
ARIZONA, APPOINTING JOAN EVANS TO THE 
CITIZENS COMMISSION ON SALARIES FOR 
ELECTED CITY OFFICIALS AND ESTABLISHING THE 
TERM OF OFFICE. 

 
WHEREAS, a vacancy exists on the Citizens Commission on Salaries for Elected 

City Officials; and  
 
WHEREAS Joan Evans desires to be a member of and appointed to the Citizens 

Commission on Salaries for Elected City Officials; and  
 

 WHEREAS, the Mayor and City Council of the City of Peoria desires to confirm 
said appointment of Joan Evans, as a regular member, to the City of Peoria Citizens 
Commission on Salaries for Elected City Officials.  
 
 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Mayor and City Council of the 
City of Peoria that Joan Evans is appointed, as a regular member, to the City of Peoria 
Citizens Commission on Salaries for Elected City Officials. 
 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that said appointment shall expire as follows: 
 
Joan Evans December 2014 

 
PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Mayor and City Council of the City of Peoria, 

Arizona this 18th day of February 2014. 
 

 
 
CITY OF PEORIA, an Arizona municipal 
corporation 
 
 
_______________________________ 

 Bob Barrett, Mayor          
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ATTEST: 
 
 
___________________________ 
Rhonda Geriminsky, City Clerk 
 
 
Approved as to Form: 
 
 
___________________________ 
Stephen M. Kemp, City Attorney 
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RESOLUTION 2014-18 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE MAYOR AND CITY COUNCIL 
OF THE CITY OF PEORIA, MARICOPA COUNTY, 
ARIZONA, APPOINTING RUSS LACHANCE TO THE 
VETERANS MEMORIAL BOARD AND ESTABLISHING 
THE TERM OF OFFICE. 

 
WHEREAS, a vacancy exists on the Veterans Memorial Board; and  
 
WHEREAS Russ Lachance desires to be a member of and appointed to the 

Veterans Memorial Board; and  
 

 WHEREAS, the Mayor and City Council of the City of Peoria desires to confirm 
said appointment of Russ Lachance, as a regular member, to the City of Peoria 
Veterans Memorial Board.  
 
 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Mayor and City Council of the 
City of Peoria that Russ Lachance is appointed, as a regular member, to the City of 
Peoria Veterans Memorial Board. 
 

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that said appointment shall expire as follows: 
 
Russ Lachance December 2016 

 
PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Mayor and City Council of the City of Peoria, 

Arizona this 18th day of February 2014. 
 

 
 
CITY OF PEORIA, an Arizona municipal 
corporation 
 
 
_______________________________ 

 Bob Barrett, Mayor          
 

 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
___________________________ 
Rhonda Geriminsky, City Clerk 
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RESOLUTION NO. 2014-18 
Page 2 of 2 
 

 
Approved as to Form: 
 
 
___________________________ 
Stephen M. Kemp, City Attorney 
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CITY OF PEORIA, ARIZONA  
COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 
 
Date Prepared: December 17, 2013 Council Meeting Date: February 18, 2014  
 
 
TO:  Carl Swenson, City Manager 
  
FROM:  Chris Jacques, AICP, Planning & Community Development Director 
 
THROUGH: Susan J. Daluddung, AICP, Deputy City Manager 
 
SUBJECT: ANX 13-0001 – Sierra Ridge Annexation 
 
 
Purpose:  
 
This is a request for the City Council to adopt an Ordinance approving the annexation of 
approximately 31.76  acres of property located at the northeast corner of Pinnacle Peak Road 
and 107th Avenue.  
 
Background/Summary: 
  
The City of Peoria is initiating a request on behalf of the property owner, D.R. Horton Homes 
Inc, the City of Peoria, and Maricopa County residents, for annexation of nine (9) parcels of 
privately owned property and portions of 107th Avenue totaling approximately 31.76 acres 
located at the northeast corner of Pinnacle Peak Road and 107th Avenue. The subject property 
is more specifically depicted in the map attached to this report (Exhibit 1).  The property is 
contiguous to the City’s jurisdictional boundaries, lies within the City’s Planning Area (General 
Plan) and is in conformance with the adopted annexation policy. Four of the nine parcels, a 
total of 17.5 gross acres, are a part of a rezoning application for the Sierra Ridge Estates single-
family residential Planned Area Development (PAD) (case Z13-0001).  
 
The annexation process pursuant to A.R.S. §9-471 is briefly described below: 
 

(a) Filing of blank petition with County Recorder by the City opens up a thirty (30) day 
waiting period to discuss the proposal – COMPLETED 

(b) The City must then hold a public hearing (no action) to discuss the proposal within the 
waiting period – COMPLETED; Public Hearing held September 17, 2013. 

(c) At the conclusion of the 30-day waiting period, the municipality has up to 1-year to 
collect signatures satisfying the annexation “test.” – COMPLETED 

(d) The City holds a final meeting to consider and take action on the annexation request – 
CITY COUNCIL (1/21/2014) 

(e) The annexation is effective 30 days upon adoption of the ordinance.  
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Under State Statute, a successful annexation requires the completion of a petition with (a) 
signatures of owners of one-half or more in value of the real and personal property; and (b) 
more than one-half of the persons owning real and personal property that would be subject to 
taxation by the City in the event of annexation.  This annexation case originally involved eleven 
parcels of land. As of the date of this communication, nine of the eleven parcel owners have 
completed a signed petition thereby satisfying the above requirements. It should be noted that 
one parcel owner, Salt River Project (SRP), supported the annexation but didn’t sign a petition, 
and one county resident withdrew from the request completely.  
 
Previous Actions: 
 
The initial public hearing was held by the City Council on September 17, 2013.  Pursuant to 
A.R.S. §9-471, no action was taken. There were no speakers or council discussion on the item.  
 
Options:  
 
A: Adopt the Annexation Ordinance through the second of two City Council meetings.  
B: Do not adopt the Annexation Ordinance and allow the subject property to remain in the 

County. 
 
Staff’s Recommendation: 
 
Adopt the Annexation Ordinance approving the annexation of approximately 31.76 acres 
located at the northeast corner of Pinnacle Peak Road and 107th Avenue.   
 
Fiscal Analysis: 
       
This request will not generate any direct budgetary impacts. However, as newly annexed 
territory, the City would assume operational costs associated with the provision and 
maintenance of services for public safety, transportation, recreation, and general governance 
and would be the beneficiary of new property tax revenues. 
 
Narrative:   
 
The request to annex is composed of a total of nine parcels, four D. R. Horton parcels that are 
vacant undeveloped land, one SRP parcel, five single-family residential parcels, and portions of 
a 107th Avenue north and south of Pinnacle Peak Road. All parcels are currently zoned Rural-43 
in the County, which retains a suburban/rural, one-acre lot minimum character. The Peoria 
General Plan Land Use designation is Residential Estate (0-2 du/ac, target of 1 du/ac). It is 
anticipated that should the properties be annexed into the City, the comparable City zoning 
designation of SR-43 (Suburban Ranch) would be applied to the parcels. Subsequently, the four 
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(4) D.R. Horton parcels will be considered in conjunction with a current proposal (Case No. Z13-
0001) seeking a rezone to R1-18 (single-family residential).  
 
 
Exhibit(s): 
 
Exhibit 1: Location Map 
Exhibit 2:   Signed Petition 
Exhibit 3: Draft Ordinance 
 
 
Contact Name and Number:  Rick Williams, Planner, x 7565 
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Applicant: City of Peoria

Request: To annex approximately 32.76 acres of land located
north and east of 107th Avenue and Pinnacle Peak Road as
identified in Exhibit "A"

Location Map

Exhibit 1
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  ORDINANCE NO. 2014‐03 
 

AN  ORDINANCE  OF  THE  MAYOR  AND  COUNCIL  OF  THE  CITY  OF 
PEORIA,  ARIZONA  EXTENDING  AND  INCREASING  THE  CORPORATE 
LIMITS OF  THE CITY OF  PEORIA OF MARICOPA COUNTY,  STATE OF 
ARIZONA, PURSUANT  TO  THE PROVISIONS OF  TITLE  9, CHAPTER  4, 
ARTICLE  7,  ARIZONA  REVISED  STATUTES  AND  AMENDMENTS 
THERETO,  BY  ANNEXING  THERETO  CERTAIN  TERRITORY 
CONTIGUOUS TO THE EXISTING CITY LIMITS OF THE CITY OF PEORIA, 
AND PROVIDING FOR SEVERABILITY. 

 
WHEREAS, a petition in writing, accompanied by a map or plot of said real property, having 

been  filed and presented to the Mayor and Council of the City of Peoria, Arizona, signed by the 
owners of more than one‐half in value of the real and personal property and more than one‐half 
of the persons owning real and personal property as would be subject to taxation by the City of 
Peoria in the event of annexation within the territory and land hereinafter described as shown by 
the  last assessment of said property, which said territory  is contiguous to the City of Peoria, and 
not  now  embraced  within  its  limits,  asking  that  the  property  more  particularly  hereinafter 
described be annexed to the City of Peoria, and to extend and increase the corporate limits of the 
City of Peoria so as to embrace the same; and 
 

WHEREAS, the Mayor and Council of the City of Peoria, Arizona, are desirous of complying 
with said petition and extending and increasing the corporate limits of the City of Peoria to include 
said territory; and 
 

WHEREAS,  the  said  petition  sets  forth  a  true  and  correct  description  of  all  the  exterior 
boundaries of  the entire area proposed  to be  annexed  to  the City of Peoria, and had attached 
thereto at all times an accurate map to the territory desired to be annexed; and 

 
WHEREAS, no alterations  increasing or  reducing  the  territory sought  to be annexed have 

been made after the said petition had been signed by any owner of real and personal property in 
such territory; and 
 
  WHEREAS, none of the  land  in the area proposed to be annexed consists of Arizona State 
Trust Land and therefore no approval of the State Land Commissioner and State Selection Board is 
required; and  
 

WHEREAS,  the  provisions  of  Sections  9‐471, Arizona Revised  Statutes,  and  amendments 
thereto, have been fully observed; and 
 

WHEREAS, proper and sufficient certification and proof of the foregoing facts are now on 
file  in the office of the City Clerk of the City of Peoria, Arizona, together with a true and correct 
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copy of the original petition referred to herein, which is on file in the office of the county recorder; 
and 

 
WHEREAS,  the City of Peoria may elect  to provide  regular  fire department  services  to a 

newly annexed area under A.R.S. § 48.813(A). 
 

NOW,  THEREFORE,  BE  IT  ORDAINED  by  the Mayor  and  Council  of  the  City  of  Peoria, 
Arizona, as follows: 
 

SECTION 1.  That the following described territory be, and the same hereby is, annexed to 
the City of Peoria, and that the present corporate  limits be, and the same hereby are, extended 
and increased to include the following described territory contiguous to the present City limits, to 
wit: 
 
 
  See EXHIBIT “A” to this Ordinance 
 
  SECTION 2.  Upon  Annexation,  the  property  shall  be  placed  in  the Willow  District  for 
purposes of Council Elections. 
 

SECTION 3.    Pursuant  to  A.R.S.  §  48.813(A),  the  property  described  in  Exhibit  A  is  hereby 
placed under the City’s fire, emergency medical, and police protection generally provided to other residents 
within  the city.   The services shall  take effect on  the date on which  this annexation becomes  final as set 
forth in Section 5 below, without further action by the City Council.  

 
SECTION 4.  That  a  copy  of  this  ordinance,  together  with  an  accurate  maps  of  the 

territory hereby annexed to the City of Peoria, certified by the Mayor of said city and attached as 
EXHIBIT “A, Page 2” to this Ordinance, be forthwith filed and recorded in the office of the County 
Recorder of Maricopa County, Arizona. 
 

SECTION 5.   This ordinance shall become effective in the manner provided by law. 
 
PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Mayor and Council of the City of Peoria, Arizona, this 18th 

day of February, 2014. 
 
 
 
  _____________________________________ 

Bob Barrett, Mayor      
 
  _____________________________________ 
                                                                                   Date Signed                 
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ATTEST: 
 
 
____________________________________ 
Rhonda Germinsky, City Clerk 
 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
 
____________________________________ 
Stephen M. Kemp, City Attorney 
 
 
 
 
Published in: Peoria Times 
Publication Dates: February 28 and March 7, 2014  
Effective Date:                ___________________       
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I, Bob Barrett, Mayor of the City of Peoria, Arizona, do hereby certify that the foregoing map is a 
true and correct map of the territory annexed under any by virtue of the petition of the real and 
personal  property  owners  in  the  said  territory  and  by  Ordinance  No.  2014‐03,  annexing  the 
territory described in Ordinance No. 2014‐03 and as shown on said map as a part of the territory 
to be included within the corporate limits of the City of Peoria, Arizona. 
 
 
 
  _______________________________ 
  Bob Barrett, Mayor      
            
ATTEST: 
 
_______________________________ 
Rhonda Germinsky, City Clerk 
 



CITY OF PEORIA, ARIZONA  
COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 

 

Date Prepared:  December 16, 2013  Council Meeting Date:   February 18, 2014   
 

 
 

TO:    Carl Swenson, City Manager 
 
FROM:   Chris Jacques, AICP, Planning and Community Development Director 
 
THROUGH:  Susan J. Daluddung, AICP, Deputy City Manager 
 
SUBJECT:  Z13‐0012 – Initial Zoning, Sierra Ridge Estates  
 

 
Purpose:   
 

This  is a request for City Council to consider a request to establish  initial zoning of Suburban 
Ranch, SR‐43 on approximately 31.76 acres of recently annexed land generally located on the 
northeast corner of 107th Avenue and Pinnacle Peak Road.   
 

Background/Summary: 
 

The  subject  site  is 31.76 gross acres  comprised of nine parcels of  land and portions of 107th 
Avenue north and south of Pinnacle Peak Road. This Annexation request has the support of the 
property owners and is also on the January 21, 2014 City Council Agenda for action.   
 

Pursuant to A.R.S. §9‐471.D and Section 14‐4‐3 of the Peoria City Code, the City must begin the 
process of assigning City  zoning  to  the annexed property within  six  (6) months  following  the 
official adoption of the annexation.   
 

Per  State  Statute,  the  initial  corresponding  zoning  shall  not  permit  densities  and  uses more 
intense than those permitted by the County prior to the annexation.  The property is currently 
zoned  Maricopa  County  Rural‐43,  which  retains  a  suburban/rural,  one‐acre  lot  minimum 
character. The closest City of Peoria zoning category  to  the Maricopa County Rural‐43 zoning 
district  is the City of Peoria Suburban Ranch, SR‐43.   This request  is consistent with the State 
Statute. 
 

Two of  the  ten parcels have developed as single‐family residences with  the remainder of  the 
subject  area  being  vacant,  undeveloped  land.  Currently  under  review  by  City  staff  is  an 
application by DR Horton Homes (Case No. Z13‐0001) to rezone approximately 17.5 acres of the 
subject property from Suburban Ranch (SR‐43) to Planned Area Development (PAD) for a 24‐lot 
residential subdivision known as Sierra Ridge Estates which is also scheduled for action on the 
January 21, 2014 City Council agenda.  
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Previous Actions: 
 

A  public  hearing  was  held  for  this  item  at  the  December  5,  2013  Planning  and  Zoning 
Commission Meeting.     
 

Options:  
 

A:   Approve as recommended by Staff and the Planning & Zoning Commission; or 
B:   Approve with modifications; or  
C:   Deny; or 
D:   Continue action to a date certain or indefinitely; or 
E:   Remand to the Planning & Zoning Commission for further consideration.   
 
Staff’s Recommendation: 
 

Staff recommends the City Council concur with the Planning & Zoning Commission’s December 
5, 2013 recommendation to approve Case Z13‐0012. 
 

Fiscal Analysis: 
 

This request is not expected to have immediate budgetary impacts to the City.  
 

Narrative:   
 

If the City Council takes action to approve this case, the Council may take action on the pending 
Sierra Ridge Estates PAD rezoning case (Z13‐0001) associated with this property. 
 

Exhibit(s):  
 

Exhibit 1: Location Map 
Exhibit 2: December 5, 2013 Planning and Zoning Commission Staff Report with Exhibits  
Exhibit 3: Draft Ordinance 
 
Contact Name and Number: Rick Williams, Planner,  x 7565 
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Applicant: City of Peoria

Request: To annex approximately 32.76 acres of land located
north and east of 107th Avenue and Pinnacle Peak Road as
identified in Exhibit "A"

Location Map

Exhibit 1
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INITIAL ZONING 
REPORT TO THE PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION 
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CASE NUMBER: Z13-0012 

DATE: December 5, 2013 

AGENDA ITEM: 8R 
 

Applicant: City of Peoria 
 

Request: 
 

Establish initial zoning for approximately 32.76 gross acres 
of land proposed for annexation from Maricopa County 
Rural-43 District to City of Peoria Suburban Ranch (SR-43) 
District pursuant to state annexation statutes. 

Existing Development: 
 

Two single-family residences, vacant undeveloped land, and 
portions of 107th Avenue north and south of Pinnacle Peak 
Road.  
 

Location: Northeast corner of Pinnacle Peak Road and 107th Avenue.  
 

Site Acreage: Approximately 32.76 acres 
 

Support / Opposition: As of the date of this report, staff has not received any public 
comment in support or opposition to this proposal.   
 

Recommendation: Recommend approval of Case Z13-0012, to the City 
Council.  

 

AREA CONTEXT 
Table 1: Existing Land Use, General Plan Designation, Current Zoning. (Exhibits A-C) 

 LAND USE GENERAL PLAN ZONING 

Site 

Single-Family 
Residential, Vacant 
undeveloped land, and 
Portions of 107th 
Avenue 

Residential/Estate (0-2 du/ac) Maricopa County Rural-43 
zoning 

North Maricopa County single-
family residences Residential/Estate (0-2 du/ac) Maricopa County Rural-43 zoning                            

South 

Pinnacle Peak Road, 
Community of Grace 
Church, undeveloped 
land.  

Residential/Estate (0-2 du/ac) 
Intermediate Commercial (C-2) 
and Single-Family Residential 
 (R1-18)                             

East Maricopa County single-
family residences Residential/Estate (0-2 du/ac) Maricopa County Rural-43 zoning                            

West Hooton Quarry Mine Park/Open Space Maricopa County Rural-43 zoning                            
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Annexation and Case History 
1. The site is currently undergoing annexation into the City with support of the 

property owners (Case ANX13-0001).  The City Council held its initial Public 
Hearing for ANX13-0001 on September 17, 2013.  The case is scheduled to 
come before City Council for approval on January 21, 2014. 
   

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 
 

Site and Project Details 
2. The subject area is 32.76 gross acres comprised of ten parcels of land and 

portions of 107th Avenue north and south of Pinnacle Peak Road. The subject 
area is generally located at the northeast corner of 107th Avenue and Pinnacle 
Peak Road.  

 
3. Two of the ten parcels have developed as single-family residences with the 

remainder of the subject area being vacant, undeveloped land. Currently under 
review by City staff is an application by DR Horton Homes (Case No. Z13-0001) 
to rezone approximately 17.5 acres of the subject property from Suburban Ranch 
(SR-43) to Planned Area Development (PAD) for a 24-lot residential subdivision 
known as Sierra Ridge Estates. 

 
DISCUSSION AND ANALYSIS 
 
4. Pursuant to A.R.S. §9-471.D and Section 14-4-3 of the Peoria City Code, the City 

must begin the process of assigning City zoning to the annexed property within 
six (6) months following the official adoption of the annexation. 
 

5. Per State Statute, the initial corresponding zoning shall not permit densities and 
uses more intense than those permitted by the County prior to the annexation.  
The closest City of Peoria zoning category to the Maricopa County Rural-43 
zoning district is City of Peoria Suburban Ranch, SR-43. This request is 
consistent with the State Statute. 

 
Public Notice 
6. Public notice was provided in the manner prescribed under Section 14-39-6.  

Additionally, the site was posted with a sign at least 15 days prior to the Public 
Hearing by the Planning Division. As of the printing of this report, no support or 
opposition to this case has been received from the public. 
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FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATION 
7. Based on the following findings: 

 The initial zoning request is mandated by the State Laws on annexation of 
properties into a municipal jurisdiction. 

 The proposed initial zoning of Peoria’s Suburban Ranch SR-43 district is similar 
in density and uses as permitted by Maricopa County’s Rural-43 District. 

 The proposed zoning district is in conformance with the goals and objectives set 
forth in the Peoria General Plan 
 

It is recommended that the Planning and Zoning Commission take the following action: 
 
Recommend to the City Council approval of Case Z13-0012, establishing the 
initial zoning of properties as City of Peoria Suburban Ranch SR-43. 

ATTACHMENTS 
Exhibit A  Vicinity/Location Map 
Exhibit B  General Plan Land Use Map 
Exhibit C  Zoning Map 
 
 
Prepared by:  Rick Williams 
   Planner 



Z13-0001 Sierra Ridge Estates Rezone
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Z13-0001 Vicinity Map

Applicant: D.R. Horton Homes
Request:  To rezone approximately 17.5 Acres of land from the
Suburban Ranch (SR-43) Zoning District to the Planned Area
Development (PAD) Zoning District.
Location:  NWC  of 107th Ave and Pinnacle Peak Road
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Z13-0012 City of Peoria Initial Zoning
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Z13-0012 Land Use Map

Applicant: City of Peoria
Request:  To rezone approximately 32.76 Acres of land from
Maricopa County (Rural-43)  to Suburban Ranch (SR-43)
Location:  NEC  of 107th Ave and Pinnacle Peak Road
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EXHIBIT B

Pinnacle Peak Road
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Sierra Ridge Estates

Hooton
Quarry Mine

Hooton
Quarry Mine

Residential/Estate 0-2 du/ac
             Target 1.0 du/ac

Residential/Low 2-5 du/ac
             Target 3.0 du/ac

Residential/Estate 0-2 du/ac
             Target 1.0
Residential/Estate 0-2 du/ac
             Target 1.0 du/ac

Park/Open Space
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Z94-32
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Z01-02 AG

 

SR-35
Z95-19

SR-35
Z07-01

Z13-0001 Sierra Ridge Estates Rezone

Not to Scale

Z13-0001 Zoning Map

Applicant: D.R. Horton Homes
Request:  To rezone approximately 17.5 Acres of land from the
Suburban Ranch (SR-43) Zoning District to the Planned Area
Development (PAD) Zoning District.
Location:  NWC  of 107th Ave and Pinnacle Peak Road
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ORDINANCE NO 2014-04  
 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF PEORIA, MARICOPA COUNTY, 
ARIZONA ESTABLISHING INITIAL ZONING ON PROPERTY FROM 
MARICOPA COUNTY RURAL-43 ZONING DISTRICT TO CITY OF 
PEORIA SR-43 ZONING DISTRICT; AMENDING THE ZONING MAP 
AND PROVIDING FOR AN EFFECTIVE DATE. 

 
WHEREAS, the City of Peoria Planning and Zoning Commission held a public 

hearing on December 5, 2013 in zoning case Z13-0012 in the manner prescribed by law for 
the purpose of considering an amendment to the district boundaries of property within the 
City of Peoria, Arizona to provide for initial city zoning of the subject parcel as described 
below from Maricopa County Rural-43 zoning district to City of Peoria SR-43 zoning district 
as provided in Section 14-19A of Chapter 14 of the Peoria City Code (1977 edition); 
 

WHEREAS, due and proper notice of such Public Hearing was given in the 
time, form, substance and manner provided by law including publication of such notice in 
the Peoria Times Newspaper on November 8, 2013; and 
 

WHEREAS, the City of Peoria Planning and Zoning Commission has 
recommended to the Mayor and the Council of the City of Peoria, Arizona, the initial zoning 
of property as aforesaid and the Mayor and the Council of the City of Peoria, Arizona 
desires to accept such recommendation and rezone the property as described below as 
aforesaid. 
 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT ORDAINED by the Mayor and Council of the City 
of Peoria, Arizona that: 
 

SECTION 1.  A parcel of land in Peoria, Maricopa County, Arizona, which is 
more accurately described in Exhibit A to this Ordinance, is hereby initially zoned from 
Maricopa County Rural-43 zoning district to City of Peoria Suburban Ranch SR-43 zoning 
district.  
 

SECTION 2.  Amendment of Zoning Map.  The City of Peoria zoning map is 
herewith amended to reflect the change in districts referred to in Section 1 above. 

 
SECTION 3: Effective Date.  This Ordinance shall become effective at the 

time and in the manner prescribed by law. 
 

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Mayor and Council for the City of Peoria, 
Arizona this 18th day of February, 2014. 
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Bob Barrett, Mayor  
 
 
 
 

     Date Signed  
 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
 
 
Rhonda Geriminsky, City Clerk 
 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
 
 
Stephen M. Kemp, City Attorney 
 
 
Published in: Peoria Times  
Pub. Dates: February 28 and March 7, 2014 
 
Effective Date:                                         
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CITY OF PEORIA, ARIZONA  
COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 
 
Date Prepared:  February 10, 2014  Council Meeting Date:   February 18, 2014 
  
 
 
TO:  Carl Swenson, City Manager 
 
FROM:  William Mattingly, Public Works – Utilities Director 
 
THROUGH: Jeff Tyne, Deputy City Manager 
 
SUBJECT: Bureau of Reclamation – FY 2014 WaterSMART: Water and Energy Efficiency 

Grant  
Purpose:  
Discussion and possible action to authorize the following item: 
 
Resolution No. 2014-21 to authorize the applicant for a U.S. Department of Interior, Bureau of 
Reclamation WaterSMART: Water and Energy Efficiency Grants for 2014 
 
Background/Summary: 
The Bureau of Reclamation is funding the WaterSMART: Water and Energy Efficiency Grants for 
2014. The Public Works-Utilities Department has identified a project titled, Implementation of 
System Optimization Review and WaterSMART Basin Study Adaptation Strategies in Peoria, 
Arizona (“Peoria Implementation Project”), which consists of design and construction of three 
new vadose zone recharge wells to recharge A+ reclaimed water from the Butler WRF.  This 
provides sustained and improved water management, and enhances the sustainability of the 
State’s water resources and drought protection for an estimated 25,206 acre feet (AF).  
 
The potential total of federal grant funding that may be received for this project is $300,000. As 
part of the grant application what was submitted on January 23, 2014, a resolution must also 
be submitted that commits to the City‘s funding portion of $1,327,507.  The Department of the 
Interior is scheduled to announce grant recipients as early as May 2014.  Staff will bring the 
formal grant agreements for the project back to Council for approval should the City be 
selected to receive all or part of the grant request.    
 
The total project funding is listed below. 
 
City Funding   $1,327,507  81.5% 
BOR Grant      $300,000  18.5% 
 
Total project cost  $1,627,507  100% 
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  Council Meeting Date:  February 18, 2014 
  Resolution No. 2014-21 
 

Council Communication   
Page 2 of 2 REV. 08/2011 
 
 

 
Previous Actions: 
 
None. 
 
Options:  
A: The Council could act to approve the resolution that identifies the City’s  funding obligation, 
if the City is awarded the grant from the United States Department of Interior, Bureau of 
Reclamation to design and construct three new vadose zone recharge wells to recharge  A+ 
reclaimed water from the Butler WRF. 
 
B: The Council could decline to finalize the grant application. 
 
Staff’s Recommendation: 
Staff recommends that the Mayor and Council approve the resolution to finalize the City’s grant 
application to obtain $300,000 in grant funds from the United States Department of Interior, 
Bureau of Reclamation. 
 
Fiscal Analysis: 
The FY 2014 Capital Improvement Plan already includes the following project: 
  

 FY 2014 FY 2015 
UT 00309 $ 183,700 $ 1,443,807 
Total $ 183,700 $ 1,443,807 $1,627,507  

 
Requested in this grant application:           $300,000 
 
Surplus remaining if grant awarded:               $1,327,507  
 
Narrative:   
 
Approval of the resolution No. 2014-21 allows the City to formally complete its grant 
application. 
 
Exhibit:  
 
Exhibit 1:  Resolution to authorize the applicant for a U.S. Department of Interior, Bureau of 
Reclamation WaterSMART: Water and Energy Efficiency Grants for FY 2014. 
 
Contact Name and Number:   
Robin Bain, Environmental Resources Manager, 623-773-7213 
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RESOLUTION NO. 2014-21 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY OF PEORIA, 
MARICOPA COUNTY, ARIZONA, APPROVING THE 
APPLICATION FOR THE  WATERSMART: WATER 
AND ENERGY EFFICIENCY GRANT FOR FY 2014. 

 
 

 
WHEREAS, the United States Department of Interior, Bureau of Reclamation  

under the authority of Section 9504(a) of the Secure Water Act, Subtitle F of 
Title IX of the Omnibus Public Land Management Act of 2009, Public Law. 111-
11(42 USC 10364) has authorized the establishment of the WaterSMART: 
Water and Energy Efficiency Grants for FY 2014 and 
 

WHEREAS, United States Department of Interior, Bureau of Reclamation 
(Bureau) is responsible for the administration of the program within the Federal 
Government, setting up necessary rules and procedures governing application by 
local agencies under the program; and  
 

WHEREAS, said adopted procedures established by the Bureau require the 
applicant to certify by resolution the approval of applications, signature 
authorization, the availability of local matching funds, and authorization to sign a 
Participant Agreement with the Bureau of Reclamation prior to submission of said 
applications to the BOARD; and 
 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED THAT Peoria City Council hereby: 
 
1. Approves the filing of an application for the WaterSMART: Water and 

Energy Efficiency Grants FY 2014 and 
 

2. Certifies that the application is consistent and compatible with all adopted 
plans and programs of City of Peoria for water marketing and efficiency; 
and 

 
3. Agrees to comply with all appropriate procedures, guidelines, and 

requirements established by the Bureau as a part of the application 
process; and 
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Resolution No. 2014-21 
February 18, 2014 

4. Certifies that the City of Peoria will comply with all appropriate state and 
federal regulations, policies, guidelines, and requirements as they relate to 
the application; and 

 
5. Certifies that the City of Peoria has matching funds in the amount of 

$1,327,507 from the Capital Improvement Program; and 
  
6. Appoints Carl Swenson, City Manager as an agent of the City of Peoria, 

Arizona to execute and submit all documents including, but not limited to, 
applications, agreements and amendments.  
 

 
PASSED, ADOPTED AND APPROVED by the Mayor and Council 

of the City of Peoria, Arizona this 18th day of February, 2014. 
 
  
 
   
 Bob Barrett, Mayor               
 
        
 
 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
 
 
  
Rhonda Geriminsky, City Clerk 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
 
 
 
  
Stephen M. Kemp, City Attorney 
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CITY OF PEORIA, ARIZONA  
COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 
 
Date Prepared:  February 4, 2014 Council Meeting Date:   February 18, 2014  
 
 
TO:  Carl Swenson, City Manager 
 
FROM:  Brent Mattingly, Chief Financial Officer 
  John Imig, Chief Technology Officer 
 
THROUGH: Jeff Tyne, Deputy City Manager 
  Susan Daluddung, Deputy City Manager 
 
SUBJECT: Single Source Request for Harris Computer Systems 
 
 
Purpose:  
 
Discussion and possible action to approve a single source procurement request to contract with 
Harris Computer Systems for the upgrade of the Utility Billing System in an amount not to 
exceed amount of $125,000. 
 
Background/Summary: 
 
The Northstar Utility Billing System (Northstar) was originally implemented in 2006.  A major 
upgrade to a newer version of the system is necessary in order for the system to be compatible 
with the city’s Windows 7 platform.  The cost of the Northstar software exceeds the small 
purchase procurement threshold.  A Single Source Procurement authorized by the Mayor and 
Council is required. 
 
Previous Actions: 
 
Prior authorization for budget approval was given on November 19, 2013. 
 
Options:  
 
A:  Approve a single source procurement request to enter into a contract with Harris 

Computer Systems, authorizing the upgrade of the Northstar Billing System. 
 
B: Do not approve a single source procurement request to enter into a contract with Harris 

Computer Systems.  This would mean the Revenue Division would not be able to 
upgrade the billing system and the City would not be able to completely migrate to 
Windows 7. 
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Council Communication   
Page 2 of 2 REV. 08/2011 
 
 

 
 
Staff’s Recommendation: 
 
Staff recommends approval of a single source procurement to enter into a contract with Harris 
Computers to upgrade the Utility Billing System.  
 
Fiscal Analysis: 
 
Funding for this contract was previously approved and is available in the adopted 2014 budget 
in the water, wastewater, and residential solid waste operating funds. 
       
Contact Name and Number:   
 
Brent Mattingly, Chief Financial Officer, 623-773-7134 
John Imig, Chief Technology Officer, 623-773-7253 
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CITY OF PEORIA, ARIZONA  
COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 

 

Date Prepared:  January 29, 2014  Council Meeting Date: February 18, 2014      
 

 
TO:    Carl Swenson, City Manager 
 
FROM:   Brent Mattingly, Finance and Budget Director 
 
THROUGH:  Jeff  Tyne, Deputy City Manager 
 
SUBJECT:  Budget Amendments 
 

 
Purpose:   
 
This is a request for City Council to approve the FY 2014 Second Quarter Budget Amendments.  
 
Background/Summary: 
 
The attached schedules list budget amendments for FY 2014 that, under current Council and/or 
Administrative policy, require Council approval.  These amendments have been reviewed by the 
Finance  and  Budget Department  and  are  submitted  to  Council  for  approval.    The  following 
listing describes the budget amendments by category. 
 
 
FY 2014 Second Quarter Amendments Summary: 
 
Clean‐up – The amendments in this category include moving appropriations from an old impact 
fee fund to a new impact fee fund, to correct coding within Sports Complex improvements and 
Pioneer  Park  capital  projects,  and  to  create  budget  authorization  for  the Online  Permitting 
program  that was approved  in  the budget but was not  include during budget  loading.     The 
Clean‐up adjustments total $6,548,358. 
 
Personnel – The adjustment  in the Personnel category  is to move budget appropriation  for a 
position  that  was  moved  to  another  division  during  the  Economic  Development  Services 
reorganization.  The Personnel adjustment total is $122,573. 
 
Operating  –  The  adjustment  in  this  category  provides  expenditure  authorization  for  a 
contribution made to the Solid Waste program.  The adjustment totals $1,000. 
 
Capital – This category  includes moving budget from a construction account to the IT systems 
account for cabling and equipment capital for the Sports Complex clubhouses, to reduce project 
budgets  in the Lake Pleasant Parkway and Agua Fria Truck Reliever projects  in order to reflect 
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Council Communication     
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project savings, first quarter chargebacks for Engineering, Materials Management and Arts, and 
moving budget within  the Bio  Inspire projects  to  the  correct accounts.       The Capital adjust‐
ments total $8,263,436. 
 
Carryover  ‐ Capital – This category  includes capital  items budgeted  in FY 2013  that were not 
completed and were carried over into the FY 2014 budget for completion and payment.  Capital 
carryovers  include adjustments  for capital projects  for repairs  to various park  restrooms, and 
for payment of software fees for the Neo Gov system.  The Carryover‐Capital adjustments total 
$33,560. 
 
Previous Actions: 
 
No previous action has been taken on these budget amendments. 
 
Options:  
 
A:  Approve all Budget Amendments as recommended 
 
B:  Approve only select Budget Amendments 
 
C:  Do not approve the Budget Amendments and request further information from Staff. 
 
 
Staff’s Recommendation: 
 
Finance  and  Budget  Department  staff  recommends  approval  of  the  attached  budget 
amendments. 
 
Fiscal Analysis: 
 
These  budget  amendments  have  no  net  fiscal  impact  to  the  city.    Some  of  the  budget 
amendments  are  to  provide  expenditure  authority  for  funds  that  have  been  received,  i.e., 
through grants, IGAs, and/or reimbursements.  Other budget amendments are moving existing 
appropriation to the proper accounts.       
         
Narrative:   
 
 
Exhibit(s):  
 
Exhibit 1:  FY 2014 Budget Amendment Schedule 
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Contact Name and Number:  Katie Gregory, 623‐773‐7364 
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CreditDebitTransfer #  -  Department - Division Fund - Division - Account - Account Description - Prgm - Proj/Grant

Budget Amendment Schedule

Fiscal Year 2014 Amendments

Clean-up
- Non-Departmental - Gen Fund Capital Projects#4358

7008 7058 CIPST ED00009543001 $2,400,000Street System

7008 7058 561502 $2,304,890Devl/Impact Fee Repymts/Reimb

7008 7058 561501 $1,027,133

7008 7058 570000 $486,760Contingencies

7008 7058 CIPOF AT02014525515 $54,518Arts Commission Service Charge

7008 7058 520099 $13,240Other Professional Services

7008 7058 CIPST EN00241544001 $7,343

7008 7058 CIPST ED00009544001 $1,474

7002 7052 CIPST ED00009544001 $1,474

7002 7052 CIPST EN00241544001 $7,343

7002 7052 520099 $13,240Other Professional Services

7002 7052 CIPOF AT02014525515 $54,518Arts Commission Service Charge

7002 7052 570000 $486,760Contingencies

7002 7052 561501 $1,027,133

7002 7052 561502 $2,304,890Devl/Impact Fee Repymts/Reimb

7002 7052 CIPST ED00009543001 $2,400,000Street System

CIP - Move all appropriation from old north transportation impact fee fund to new north transportation impact fee fund. The old fund will 
be closed. This transaction is administrative and has no financial impact to the city.

Comment:

- Non-Departmental - Gen Fund Capital Projects#4374

4240 4240 CIPPK CS00034543005 $200,000Park Improvements

4232 4232 CIPPK CS00022520099 Other Professional Services

4240 4240 CIPPK CS00034543007 $200,000Technical Systems

Correct coding within Sports Complex Improvements and Pioneer Park Capital projects.Comment:

- Information Technology - IT Projects#4378

3500 3850 543007 $53,000Technical Systems

1000 0300 570000 $53,000Contingencies

This transfer is to create authorization for Online Permitting Program approved during FY14 Council Budget Work Sessions but was 
not included during budget loading.

Comment:

$6,548,358Subtotal for Clean-up Amendments: $6,548,358

Page 1Printed Thursday, January 30, 2014
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CreditDebitTransfer #  -  Department - Division Fund - Division - Account - Account Description - Prgm - Proj/Grant

Budget Amendment Schedule

Fiscal Year 2014 Amendments

Personnel
- Economic Development Services - Building Safety#4354

1000 0810 510000 $92,492Salaries and Wages - Regular

1000 0810 511501 $10,673Retirement - State

1000 0810 512000 $6,865Hospital, Dental and Life Insurance

1000 0810 511001 $5,734Social Security - OASDI

1000 0810 512800 $3,739401(a) Compensation

1000 0810 512500 $1,702Workmen's Compensation

1000 0810 511002 $1,341Social Security - HI

1000 0810 513800 $27EAP Charges

1000 0650 513800 $27EAP Charges

1000 0650 511002 $1,341Social Security - HI

1000 0650 512500 $1,702Workmen's Compensation

1000 0650 512800 $3,739401(a) Compensation

1000 0650 511001 $5,734Social Security - OASDI

1000 0650 512000 $6,865Hospital, Dental and Life Insurance

1000 0650 511501 $10,673Retirement - State

1000 0650 510000 $92,492Salaries and Wages - Regular

During the EDS reorganization a Manager position was downgraded to a Development Technician II and moved from Building Safety 
0650 to Site Development 0810.  This amendment will move the personnel budget to reflect the change.

Comment:

$122,573Subtotal for Personnel Amendments: $122,573

Page 2Printed Thursday, January 30, 2014

108



CreditDebitTransfer #  -  Department - Division Fund - Division - Account - Account Description - Prgm - Proj/Grant

Budget Amendment Schedule

Fiscal Year 2014 Amendments

Operating
- Public Works - Solid Waste Environmental#4384

2600 2810 0000522099 $1,000Miscellaneous Community Promotions

2600 0000 0000570000 $1,000Contingencies

Moves $1,000 in contribution revenue from acct 481500 to Community Promotions acct #522099 per direction of the contributor.  
Money received in Oct. 2013 and was journaled as revenue on Jrnl 14-04-141.

Comment:

$1,000Subtotal for Operating Amendments: $1,000

Page 3Printed Thursday, January 30, 2014
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CreditDebitTransfer #  -  Department - Division Fund - Division - Account - Account Description - Prgm - Proj/Grant

Budget Amendment Schedule

Fiscal Year 2014 Amendments

Capital
- Non-Departmental - Gen Fund Capital Projects#4345

4232 4232 CIPPK CS00022543007 $430,000Technical Systems

4232 4232 CIPPK CS00022540500 $430,000Buildings

CIP - Sports Complex Improvements - Move budget within the project from construction account to IT systems account for cabling and 
equipment capital for the clubhouses. This action has no financial impact.

Comment:

- Non-Departmental - Gen Fund Capital Projects#4346

1000 0300 570000 $5,000,000Contingencies

4220 4220 CIPST EN00241543001 $1,484,714Street System

4220 4220 CIPST EN00271543001 $2,000,000Street System

7002 7052 CIPST EN00241543001 $4,484,714Street System

CIP - To reduce project budgets for Lake Pleasant Parkway and Agua Fria Truck Route Reliever and reflect savings in these projects. 
The impact fee appropriation will be used to pay back the Transportation Sales Tax Fund for interfund loan related to Happy Valley 
Road project.

Comment:

Page 4Printed Thursday, January 30, 2014
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CreditDebitTransfer #  -  Department - Division Fund - Division - Account - Account Description - Prgm - Proj/Grant

Budget Amendment Schedule

Fiscal Year 2014 Amendments

Capital
- Non-Departmental - Gen Fund Capital Projects#4347

4550 4550 CIPPK CS00034544001 $31,186

4220 4220 CIPST EN00271544001 $13,862

4240 4240 CIPPK CS00034544001 $8,850

7000 7050 CIPST COP0001544001 $8,813

1000 0310 CIPPK COP0001544001 $8,250

4220 4220 CIPST EN00241544001 $7,887

7010 7075 CIPST EN00241544001 $7,346

7002 7052 CIPST EN00241544001 $7,343

2400 2550 CIPWW UT00191544001 $7,268

1000 0310 CIPOF ED00002544001 $7,155

7010 7075 CIPST EN00177544001 $6,805

7001 7051 CIPST EN00177544001 $6,463

7010 7075 CIPTC EN00170544001 $6,210

2050 2140 CIPWR UT00266544001 $6,108

4240 4240 CIPDR EN00139544001 $5,715

4550 4550 CIPST EN00313544001 $5,666

2050 2140 CIPWR UT00272544001 $5,523

2050 2140 CIPWR UT00330544001 $5,220

2161 2221 CIPWR UT00117544001 $5,108

2161 2221 CIPWR UT00272544001 $5,097

7901 7901 CIPPK CS00054544001 $4,815

7930 7930 CIPPS PD00021544001 $4,770

7010 7075 CIPST EN00422544001 $4,520

4240 4240 CIPDR EN00137544001 $4,140

7010 7075 CIPST EN00243544001 $3,960

4240 4240 CIPOF CS00070544001 $3,881

4251 4251 CIPDR EN00177544001 $3,742

4550 4550 CIPST EN00324544001 $3,698

4240 4240 CIPST EN00241544001 $3,535

7000 7050 CIPST PW00025544001 $3,263

2050 2140 CIPWR UT00313544001 $3,154

7010 7075 CIPST PW11190544001 $3,153

7000 7050 CIPST PW00046544001 $2,928

7010 7075 CIPTC EN00430544001 $2,745

7010 7075 CIPST EN00088544001 $2,565

2400 2550 CIPWW UT00266544001 $2,375

7010 7075 CIPTC EN00348544001 $2,160

4250 4250 CIPPK CS00034544001 $2,107

4251 4251 CIPOF PD00018544001 $1,988

7010 7075 CIPST ED00009544001 $1,967

Page 5Printed Thursday, January 30, 2014
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CreditDebitTransfer #  -  Department - Division Fund - Division - Account - Account Description - Prgm - Proj/Grant

Budget Amendment Schedule

Fiscal Year 2014 Amendments

Capital
2400 2550 CIPWW UT00303544001 $1,919

4240 4240 CIPRT CS00125544001 $1,905

7010 7075 CIPTC PW00133544001 $1,800

2400 2550 CIPWW UT00116544001 $1,530

7010 7075 CIPST EN00081544001 $1,485

7002 7052 CIPST ED00009544001 $1,474

7010 7075 CIPST EN00395544001 $1,350

2400 2550 CIPWW UT00313544001 $1,166

2400 2550 CIPWW UT00256544001 $1,153

1000 0310 CIPDR COP0001544001 $1,125

2400 2550 CIPWW UT00271544001 $1,103

2050 2140 CIPWR UT00271544001 $1,102

4550 4550 CIPST EN00241544001 $1,087

4550 4550 CIPST EN00089544001 $1,087

2400 2550 CIPWW UT00296544001 $1,080

4210 4210 CIPST EN00271544001 $1,043

4220 4220 CIPST EN00214544001 $855

2050 2140 CIPWR UT00309544001 $810

2400 2550 CIPWW UT00307544001 $788

4250 4250 CIPRT EN00371544001 $758

2050 2140 CIPWR UT00256544001 $737

4240 4240 CIPRT CS00091544001 $666

2161 2221 CIPWR UT00148544001 $663

2510 2630 CIPWW UT00151544001 $641

7010 7075 CIPST EN00459544001 $630

4240 4240 CIPPK CS00134544001 $585

7920 7920 CIPRT CS00091544001 $576

7920 7920 CIPRT COP0001544001 $562

4210 4210 CIPRT CS00091544001 $558

1000 0310 CIPPK CS00070544001 $529

7010 7075 CIPST EN00089544001 $511

2050 2140 CIPWR UT00301544001 $495

4550 4550 CIPST CD00003544001 $495

4240 4240 CIPST CS00123544001 $450

7010 7075 CIPST EN00252544001 $450

7920 7920 CIPRT CS00125544001 $450

2050 2140 CIPWR UT00303544001 $421

2050 2140 CIPWR ED00009544001 $409

7000 7050 CIPST PW01001544001 $405

4210 4210 CIPST EN00011544001 $388

2400 2550 CIPWW UT00309544001 $270

Page 6Printed Thursday, January 30, 2014
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CreditDebitTransfer #  -  Department - Division Fund - Division - Account - Account Description - Prgm - Proj/Grant

Budget Amendment Schedule

Fiscal Year 2014 Amendments

Capital
2400 2550 CIPWW ED00009544001 $245

2050 2140 CIPWR UT00203544001 $213

4220 4220 CIPST EN00313544001 $212

7010 7075 CIPST PW00109544001 $163

4250 4250 CIPRT CS00125544001 $150

2050 2140 CIPWR UT00098544001 $90

2050 2140 CIPWR UT00319544001 $90

2161 2221 CIPWR UT00233544001 $90

7010 7075 CIPST EN00250544001 $90

4240 4240 CIPOF PD00018544001 $82

2400 2550 CIPWW UT00151544001 $79

7010 7075 CIPST PW13000544001 $73

2050 2140 CIPWR UT00329544001 $68

2050 2140 CIPWR UT00148544001 $57

2400 2550 CIPWW UT00262544001 $47

2050 2140 CIPWR UT00206544001 $45

2400 2550 CIPWW UT00314544001 $36

2050 2140 CIPWR UT00309544001 $30

4550 4550 CIPST PW13000544001 $25

2400 2550 CIPWW UT00329544001 $22

2050 2140 CIPWR UT00262544001 $21

2400 2550 CIPWW UT00309544001 $10

2050 2140 CIPWR UT00314544001 $9

2510 2630 CIPOF CB02014544001 $641

4250 4250 CIPOF CB02014544001 $1,442

7920 7920 CIPOF CB02014544001 $1,588

4210 4210 CIPOF CB02014544001 $1,989

7930 7930 CIPOF CB02014525507 $4,770Service Charges - Engineering

7901 7901 CIPOF CB02014544001 $4,815

4251 4251 CIPOF CB02014544001 $7,303

2161 2221 CIPOF CB02014544001 $10,958

7001 7051 CIPOF CB02014544001 $15,280

7000 7050 CIPOF CB02014544001 $15,409

1000 0310 CIPOF CB02014544001 $17,059

2400 2550 CIPOF CB02014544001 $19,091

4220 4220 CIPOF CB02014544001 $22,816

2050 2140 CIPOF CB02014544001 $24,602

4240 4240 CIPOF CB02014544001 $29,809

4550 4550 CIPOF CB02014544001 $43,244

7010 7075 CIPOF CB02014544001 $47,983
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Budget Amendment Schedule

Fiscal Year 2014 Amendments

Capital
CIP - Q1 FY2014 Engineering Charge Backs.Comment:

- Non-Departmental - Gen Fund Capital Projects#4355

1000 0300 570000 $392,708Contingencies

2050 2140 CIPWR UT00148543002 $120,208Water System

2050 2140 CIPWR UT00319543002 $272,500Water System

Project reductions based upon savings on the Lake Pleasant Parkay Waterline Project and withdrawl form the Peoria/SRP Aquifer 
Project.

Comment:

- Non-Departmental - Gen Fund Capital Projects#4356

4810 4810 CIPST EN00177543001 $66,939Street System

1000 0300 570000 $66,939Contingencies

This transfer is to create expenditure authority for developers contribution to 91st Ave street project.Comment:
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CreditDebitTransfer #  -  Department - Division Fund - Division - Account - Account Description - Prgm - Proj/Grant

Budget Amendment Schedule

Fiscal Year 2014 Amendments

Capital
- Non-Departmental - Gen Fund Capital Projects#4359

7010 7075 CIPST PW13000544002 $3,595

7000 7050 CIPST COP0001544002 $2,624

1000 310 CIPPK COP0001544002 $2,453

2050 2140 CIPWR UT00203544002 $2,324

7000 7050 CIPST PW00046544002 $2,324

4220 4220 CIPST EN00271544002 $2,306

4550 4550 CIPST EN00324544002 $2,113

2050 2140 CIPWR UT00266544002 $1,673

4550 4550 CIPST PW13000544002 $1,263

2050 2140 CIPWR UT00272544002 $1,208

4240 4240 CIPPS FD00101544002 $1,185

2161 2221 CIPWR UT00272544002 $1,125

7935 7935 CIPPS FD00101544002 $929

2400 2550 CIPWW UT00314544002 $844

2050 2140 CIPWR UT00309544002 $792

2400 2550 CIPWW UT00266544002 $650

1000 310 CIPDR COP0001544002 $342

2400 2550 CIPWW UT00309544002 $264

4210 4210 CIPST EN00271544002 $228

2050 2140 CIPWR UT00314544002 $211

2050 2140 CIPWR UT00206544002 $211

4232 4232 CIPPK CS00022544002 $210

4250 4250 CIPPS FD00101544002 $209

7920 7920 CIPRT COP0001544002 $171

7010 7075 CIPST EN00177544002 $169

7001 7051 CIPST EN00177544002 $160

4550 4550 CIPPK CS00034544002 $156

1000 310 CIPOT COP0001544002 $114

4251 4251 CIPDR EN00177544002 $93

4240 4240 CIPPK CS00034544002 $44

4250 4250 CIPPK CS00034544002 $10

4251 4251 CIPOF CB02014544001 $93

7001 7051 CIPOF CB02014544001 $160

4232 4232 CIPPK CS00022544001 $210

4210 4210 CIPOF CB02014544001 $228

7920 7920 CIPOF CB02014544001 $1,100

2161 2221 CIPOF CB02014544001 $1,125

4240 4240 CIPOF CB02014544001 $1,448

2400 2550 CIPOF CB02014544001 $1,758

4220 4220 CIPOF CB02014544001 $2,306
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Budget Amendment Schedule

Fiscal Year 2014 Amendments

Capital
1000 310 CIPOF CB02014544001 $2,909

4550 4550 CIPOF CB02014544001 $3,532

7010 7075 CIPOF CB02014544001 $3,764

7000 7050 CIPOF CB02014544001 $4,948

2050 2140 CIPOF CB02014544001 $6,419

CIP - Q1 FY2014 Materials Management Charge Backs.Comment:

- Police - St Anti-Racketeering-Pd#4380

7350 7500 542502 $31,153Trucks

7350 7500 542006 $31,153Other Equipment

Grant funding for the purchase of a Police Department surveillance tower was also adequate to fund the purchase of a tow vehicle.  
This transfer provides for expenditure authority to purchase that vehicle.

Comment:

- Economic Development Services - Economic Development#4385

1900 1900 CIPOF ED00010522070 $559,123

1900 1900 CIPOF ED00010524506 $559,123Building - Lease and Rental

This transfer moves budget within the Bio Inspire projects to the correct account.Comment:

$8,263,436Subtotal for Capital Amendments: $8,263,436
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CreditDebitTransfer #  -  Department - Division Fund - Division - Account - Account Description - Prgm - Proj/Grant

Budget Amendment Schedule

Fiscal Year 2014 Amendments

Carryover - Capital
- Community Services - Parks North#4344

1000 1560 524004 $16,960Grounds/Detention - Repairs and Maintenance

1000 0300 570000 $16,960Contingencies

Carryover for Community Services FY2013 supplemental for Repairs to Various Park Restrooms $16,960.  The work was completed 
and invoice received in Sept 2013.

Comment:

- Human Resources - Human Resources#4357

1000 0070 524509 $16,600

1000 0300 570000 $16,600Contingencies

Carryover for Neo Gov software fees for FY2013 but due to mailing error, the invoice was not received until October.  Payment will be 
made in FY2014.

Comment:

$33,560Subtotal for Carryover - Capital Amendments: $33,560
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Staff’s Recommendation: 
 
Staff recommends that Council review and accept the Investment Report for the Quarter Ended 
December 31, 2013 as presented. 
 
Fiscal Analysis: 
       
This item has no financial implications.  
 
Narrative:   
 
The quarterly investment report provides comparative investment yields, portfolio 
composition, average maturity lengths, comparisons of market value and book value, and a 
brief summary of the economy.  An Inventory Holdings Report, which itemizes each security in 
the City’s investment portfolio by fund, security type, and cusip number has been included as 
Exhibit 2.  A brief glossary of security definitions has also been included as Exhibit 3. 
 
Exhibit(s):  
 
Exhibit 1:  Investment Report for the Quarter Ended December 31, 2013  
 
Exhibit 2:  Inventory Holdings Report for the Quarter Ended December 31, 2013 
 
Exhibit 3:  Glossary of Security Definitions   
 
 
 
Contact: 
 
Paula Keto, Senior Accountant   X7153  
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CITY OF PEORIA, ARIZONA  
COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 

 

Date Prepared:  February 10, 2014 Council Meeting Date: February 18, 2014     
 

 
TO:  Carl Swenson, City Manager 
 
FROM:  Katie Gregory, Deputy Finance and Budget Director 
 
THROUGH: Brent Mattingly, Finance and Budget Director  
 
SUBJECT: 2013-14 Impact Fee Study Adoption 
 

 
Purpose:  
The purpose of this request is for Council to adopt the 2014 Development Impact Fee Studies.  For 
the past 18 months, the City has been working with two firms, Duncan Associates and Raftelis 
Financial Consultants to update the General Government and Utility impact fee studies.   During this 
time, City staff has put forth efforts to keep the Council and the development stakeholders involved 
with the review.  These reviews have resulted in the attached drafts of the impact fee studies.   Staff 
recommends that Council formally adopt these studies. 
 
Background/Summary: 
 
Development Impact Fees are assessed by the City of Peoria to help pay for the one-time capital 
infrastructure costs resulting from new developments in the City.  These fees are assessed at the 
time of building permit and are currently collected for the following categories:   
 

General Government Fees 

 Libraries 

 Parks 

 Transportation 

 Police 

 Fire 
 

Utility Fees 

 Water 

 Wastewater 

 Water Resources 
 
 
 

The new Development Impact Fee Statute requires that updated fees be in place no later than 
August 1, 2014.   Staff has completed the updated studies for formal adoption.   
 
Growth Projections 
Growth projections are used to estimate development fee revenue and to indicate the anticipated 
need for growth-related infrastructure.  State statute requires that the Infrastructure 
Improvements Plan (IIP) must identify improvement needs for a period not to exceed 10 years (15 
years for Utility projects); therefore, a 10-year time-frame was used for both the land use 
assumptions and the IIP. 
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Housing projections were developed collaboratively with a number of the city’s development 
stakeholders.  Estimates were calculated by reviewing past permit data and growth rates, along 
with evaluating planned residential development and recent Maricopa Association of Government 
(MAG) projections for defined areas.  Commercial growth projections are based on employment 
projections and square foot per employee ratios as identified in the 2013 MAG projections.  
 
Over the next ten years, the development fee study assumes an average increase of approximately 
1,700 housing units per year throughout the city.  These estimates were further broken down to 
coincide with the assumed growth within certain service areas in the city.  Approximately 90% of 
the residential growth is projected to occur north of Deer Valley Road.  During the same period, the 
City is projected to add approximately 16 million square feet of commercial development, with 
approximately 81% projected in the areas South of Deer Valley Road.   
 
Service Areas   
Service areas are a key requirement for impact fees under the new statute.  Growth projections and 
an Infrastructure Improvements Plan (IIP) must be prepared for each service area. Multiple service 
areas are not mandated as long as it can be shown that developments located within a service area 
will be served by (or benefit from) improvements anywhere in the area.  Below is a summary of the 
service areas recommended as part of the studies:   
 

Transportation:  Currently the City charges differential impact fees between three zones; 
South (south of Bell Road), Central (North of Bell Road and east of the Agua Fria River) and 
North (west of the Agua Fria River).  The updated study maintains three transportation 
service areas; however the South zone boundary moves north from Bell Road to Deer Valley 
Road.  Additionally, there are no growth-related transportation projects identified south of 
Deer Valley Road.  Therefore, no transportation fees may be calculated for this zone. 

 
Parks: The City currently charges a neighborhood park fee and a community park fee.  The 
new statute authorizes fees for “neighborhood parks,” and includes certain restrictions. 
Most important of these restrictions is that neighborhood parks cannot not exceed 30 acres 
unless a “direct benefit” can be demonstrated. The recommended fees will include only a 
single “park” fee that includes parks up to 30 acres in size, as well as 30-acre portions of 
larger parks. 

 
The City’s currently has three park impact fee zones; Zone 1 (south of Pinnacle Peak Road),  
Zone 2 (north of Pinnacle Peak Road and east of the Agua Fria River) and Zone 3 (north of 
Pinnacle Peak Road and west of the River).  The final study maintains the current park 
zones; however, staff recommends that Zone 1 is split at Bell Road and that no park fees are 
collected for the area south of Bell Road.  

 
Public Safety:  Given the nature of public safety services, the current and recommended 
service areas for fire and police facilities are city-wide.  Most police facilities are centralized 
in the Public Safety Administration Building and police protection is provided throughout 
the city from roving patrol cars.  Fire protection and emergency response is provided by 
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response units located in eight stations, supported by central facilities in the Public Safety 
Administration Building. The City participates in a regional Automatic Aid System with 22 
other municipalities that dispatches apparatus to an incident from the closest location, even 
when the apparatus is not at its assigned station.  The City’s fire facilities and equipment 
form an integrated system, therefore a city-wide service area is proposed. 

 
Utilities Fees (Water, Wastewater and Water Resources):   Currently Peoria utilizes a city-
wide service area for water and wastewater expansion fees.   As the City's utility service 
area has grown and based on the planned infrastructure required to serve development, 
staff recommends multiple service areas for water, wastewater and water resources.   

 
Three water service areas are identified for the City's water system; South of Bell Road, 
North of Bell Road and the Vistancia CFD Area. 

 
Three wastewater service areas are identified for the City's wastewater system.  East of the 
Agua Fria River, West of the Agua Fria River and the Vistancia CFD Area.   

  
The Water Resource fee has two separate service areas based on the Salt River Project (SRP) 
On-Project and Off-Project lands.  No fees are charged for development occurring in the On-
Project lands. 

 
Infrastructure Improvement Plans   
Over the next ten years, the City plans to make a number of capacity-expanding improvements to 
major roadways, parks and public safety facilities and utility systems.  The timing of individual 
improvements will depend on the pace and location of development that actually occurs.  
Therefore, it is possible that not all of the planned improvements will be needed in the next ten 
years.  Moreover, some of the improvements may be constructed by developers in return for 
credits against their impact fees.  
 
Staff has spent a considerable amount of time working with our development stakeholders to 
review proposed projects, make amendments to the infrastructure plans and fine tune the timing 
and cost estimates for each project.     
 
Summary: 
New adoption procedures, outlined in the Development Impact Fee Statute, require the city to 
adopt a study which includes Land Use Assumptions (growth projections) and Infrastructure 
Improvement Plans.  Once adopted, these documents serve as the basis for calculation of the final 
impact fee levels for each fee category.   New Impact fees will be brought back to council in the 
form of a fee ordinance, which has similar public hearing and adoption requirements. 
 
Previous Actions: 
February 4, 2014 – Council held a study session to review service areas and proposed fee levels.  
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January 7, 2014 - Public Hearing on the proposed Land Use Assumptions (growth projections) and 
Infrastructure Improvement Plans  
 
December 3, 2013 – Council Study Session on “Financing Growth in the New Impact Fee Era”.  Staff 
presented an overview of the impact fee legislation, financing options for paying for growth and an 
impact fee study update.   
 
October 16, 2013 to November 20, 2013 – Multiple meetings with Development stakeholders to 
review and update development plans and growth projections, service areas and capital projects 
and project estimates.  
 
October 15, 2013 – Council Study session to review legal requirements, fee methodologies and 
service area considerations. 
 
October 10, 2013 - Draft reports were made available on the City’s Impact Fee webpage. 
 
February 26, 2013 – Developer Stakeholder Meeting to review planned methodologies and policy 
recommendations. 
 
October 23, 2012 - Staff provided an update to Council on some of the early policy decisions 
regarding the impact fees.   
 
August 21, 2012 - City Council approved two consultant contracts for the 2014 Impact Fee Update.   
 
 
Options:  
 

1. Council may adopt the Development Impact Fee studies including the Land Use 
Assumptions and the Infrastructure Improvement Plans and direct staff to finalize the 
impact fee ordinance. 
 

2. Council may choose to NOT adopt the Development Impact Fee studies and direct staff to 
amend the Land Use Assumptions and Infrastructure Plans.  This would delay the adoption 
and reset the public hearing and adoption requirements.  This would result in the city 
missing the required effective date of August 1, 2014, and the city could no longer collect 
impact fees from new development projects.  
 

 
Staff’s Recommendation: 
 
Staff recommends that Council adopt the 2014 Development Impact Fee studies. 
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Fiscal Analysis: 
 
NA   
     
Exhibit(s):  
 
A:  Peoria Non-Utility Infrastructure Improvement Plans and Land Use Assumptions (Study) 
B:  Peoria Utility Infrastructure Improvement Plans and Land Use Assumptions (Study)  
 
 
Contact Name and Number:  Katie Gregory, 623-773-7364 
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City of Peoria, AZ FINAL DRAFT 
Non-Utility Impact Fee Update 1 January 30, 2014 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
Duncan Associates has been retained by the City of Peoria to update the City’s non-utility 
development impact fees (transportation, parks, fire and police).  This report constitutes the “written 
report of the land use assumptions and infrastructure improvements plan” required by the new state 
enabling act (SB 1525 – see Legal Framework section).   
 
Background 
 
The last comprehensive update of the City’s non-utility fees was based on a 2007 study by Red Oak 
Consulting (“2007 study”).1  The updated fees became effective on March 3, 2008.  On January 1, 
2012, the City ceased collecting general government, open space and trail impact fees, and reduced 
its parks, library and fire impact fees to remove unauthorized components in compliance with the 
January 1, 2012 requirements of SB 1525.  The City must now update its fees to be in full 
compliance with all provisions of the new enabling act by August 1, 2014.  Assisting the City in this 
endeavor is the purpose of this project. 
 
This study does not update the City’s current library impact fees.  The City has no plans to build 
another library in the next ten years, and intends to retain its current library impact fees until an 
interfund loan from the general fund to the library impact fee fund used to construct existing library 
facilities has been repaid or until August 1, 2014, whichever comes first.   
 
The City currently assesses transportation impact fees that vary between three subareas of the city, 
as well as city-wide fees for neighborhood parks, community parks, libraries, police and fire facilities.  
While the neighborhood park fees were calculated city-wide, there are three benefit zones – funds 
collected in each zone are earmarked to be spent in that zone.  The current fees that have been 
effective since January 1, 2012 are summarized in Table 1. 
 

Table 1.  Current Non-Utility Impact Fee Schedule 
N'hood Comm.

Land Use Type Unit South Central North Parks Parks Libr. Police Fire South Central North
Single-Family Det. Dwelling $2,300 $5,304 $8,160 $1,281 $931 $209 $452 $624 $5,797 $8,801 $11,657
Single-Family Att. Dwelling $1,409 $3,247 $4,996 $1,281 $931 $209 $452 $624 $4,906 $6,744 $8,493
Multi-Family Dwelling $1,615 $3,725 $5,730 $880 $640 $144 $311 $429 $4,019 $6,129 $8,134
Mobile Home Dwelling $1,199 $2,766 $4,256 $880 $640 $144 $311 $429 $3,603 $5,170 $6,660
Other Residential Dwelling $1,353 $3,121 $4,802 $880 $640 $144 $311 $429 $3,757 $5,525 $7,206
Commercial/Shop Ctr 1,000 sq. ft $5,218 $12,019 $18,490 $0 $0 $0 $434 $602 $6,254 $13,055 $19,526
Office/Institutional 1,000 sq. ft $1,778 $4,098 $6,305 $0 $0 $0 $434 $602 $2,814 $5,134 $7,341
Business Park 1,000 sq. ft $3,443 $7,934 $12,206 $0 $0 $0 $434 $602 $4,479 $8,970 $13,242
Light Industrial 1,000 sq. ft $1,034 $2,382 $3,665 $0 $0 $0 $434 $602 $2,070 $3,418 $4,701
Warehousing 1,000 sq. ft $736 $1,695 $2,608 $0 $0 $0 $434 $602 $1,772 $2,731 $3,644
Manufacturing 1,000 sq. ft $567 $1,307 $2,010 $0 $0 $0 $434 $602 $1,603 $2,343 $3,046

Transportation Total Non-Utility Fee

 
Source:  City of Peoria, Economic Development Services, Development & Impact Fees, Single-Family, Multi-Family, Commercial, eff. 1/1/2012. 

 
  

                                                 
1 Red Oak Consulting, City of Peoria Development Impact Fee Study, October 2007. 
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Summary of Recommendations 
 
The consultant’s major policy recommendations are summarized as follows.  The rationales for 
these recommendations, as well as a few more technical recommendations, are provided in the 
Impact Fee Policy Memorandum 2 or in the individual sections of this study. 
 
□ Number of Fees.  Consolidate the neighborhood and community park fees into a single 

park fee, consistent with SB 1525 authority for “neighborhood park” fees.  Discontinue 
collecting library fees on or before August 2, 1014, because no library improvements have 
been identified for the next ten years. 

 
□ Land Use Categories.  In general, reduce the number of land use categories included in the 

fee schedules to well-defined categories.  Single-family attached should be merged with 
multi-family, “other residential” should be defined as hotel/motel and assessed per room, 
office should be separated from institutional, business park is hard to define and should be 
eliminated, and light industrial and manufacturing should be combined. 

 
□ Service Areas.  Revise the three service areas for transportation, but cease collecting 

transportation fees in the proposed South service area (south of Deer Valley Road), because 
no improvements are planned for that area.   Retain city-wide service areas for fire and 
police.  Retain the three neighborhood park benefit zone boundaries as the new service areas 
for the consolidated park fee, and consider dividing the southern park zone into two service 
areas, which would allow the possibility of charging no or reduced park fees in the more 
developed southern part. 

 
□ Transportation Methodology.  Simplify the transportation fee methodology to make it 

consistent with the standard consumption-based approach.  Abandon the oversizing 
approach, where developers are required to build the outer lanes without credit, and provide 
credits for any eligible arterial road improvement.  Exclude right-of-way costs from the fee 
to avoid higher fees and reduce the administrative burden of tracking developer credits. 

 
□ Other Fee Methodologies.  Base the fees on the existing level of service in each service 

area, consistent with the requirements of SB 1525.  Use the ratio of the replacement cost of 
existing facilities to the development served by those facilities, expressed in service units, to 
determine the cost per service unit.  For all fee types, ensure that the updated fees do not 
generate more revenue than required to finance planned eligible expenditures over the next 
ten years. 

 
□ Developer Credits.  Continue to prohibit the transfer of credits outside the development 

project for which the improvement was made to avoid additional administrative 
complexities.  Cease treating fee components like separate fees for credit purposes.  Provide 
full credits even if fees are adopted at less than 100%.  Provide full credit for arterial 
improvements, but no credit for right-of-way dedication, since right-of-way costs have been 
excluded from the updated fees.  These recommendations will be addressed as part of the 
ordinance amendments to implement the updated fees. 

 

                                                 
2 Duncan Associates, Impact Fee Policy Memorandum prepared for the City of Peoria, Arizona, February 2013. 
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□ Ordinance and Procedures.  Incorporate administrative procedures into the ordinance.  

Revise the ordinance to be consistent with SB 1525, using the model ordinance prepared by 
the League of Cities and Towns as the starting point.  Revise the definitions of the fee 
schedule land use categories for greater clarity and consistency.  These recommendations will 
be addressed as part of the ordinance amendments to implement the updated fees. 

 
 
Summary of Findings 
 
The updated fees calculated in this study are compared to current non-utility fees in Table 2 on the 
next page.  The comparison table assumes that the City will not charge park fees south of Bell Road, 
although the City has several other options.  These include charging reduced fees or not splitting the 
current Zone 1 service area (the potential consolidated Zone 1 park fees are shown in Table 35). 
 
In general, the updated total non-utility fees are lower than current fees.  The exceptions are for 
hotel/motels and office buildings between Deer Valley and Dynamite and west of the Agua Fria.   
 
The updated transportation fees will no longer be assessed in the South transportation service area 
(south of Deer Valley Road), because the City has not identified any planned improvements in this 
area.  The library fee is not being updated because there are no planned improvements over the next 
ten years – it will be discontinued when the updated fees go into effect.   
 
The summary table assumes that the City will charge the full net costs calculated in this study.  The 
City could adopt updated fees at less than 100%, but the adoption percentage should be uniform for 
all land uses within a service area.   
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Table 2.  Comparison of Current and Updated Non-Utility Fees 
Single- Multi- Mobile Hotel/
Family Family Home Motel Retail/ Indus-  Ware-  Public/ 

Fee Type and Service Area (unit) (unit) (space) (room) Comm. Office  trial    house  Instit. 
Updated Fees
Roads, South (S of Deer Valley) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Roads, Central (N of DV, E of Agua Fria) $5,591 $3,460 $2,597 $4,975 $6,763 $5,111 $2,754 $1,801 $3,870
Roads, North (W of Agua Fria) $8,597 $5,319 $3,994 $7,650 $10,398 $7,859 $4,234 $2,769 $5,950
Parks, Zone 1.1 (S of Bell Rd)* $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Parks, Zone 1.2 (Bell-Pinnacle Pk) $749 $442 $509 $45 $45 $37 $15 $15 $7
Parks, Zone 2 (Northeast) $970 $572 $660 $58 $58 $49 $19 $19 $10
Parks, Zone 3 (Northwest) $1,416 $835 $963 $85 $85 $71 $28 $28 $14
Library (to be discontinued) $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Fire $417 $248 $283 $219 $458 $142 $48 $42 $81
Police $503 $299 $342 $264 $553 $171 $58 $50 $98
Total Updated Fee, South of Bell Rd $920 $547 $625 $483 $1,011 $313 $106 $92 $179
Total Updated Fee, Bell-Deer Valley $1,669 $989 $1,134 $528 $1,056 $350 $121 $107 $186
Total Updated Fee, Deer Valley-Pinn Pk $7,260 $4,449 $3,731 $5,503 $7,819 $5,461 $2,875 $1,908 $4,056
Total Updated Fee, N of Pin Pk, E of Agua Fria $7,481 $4,579 $3,882 $5,516 $7,832 $5,473 $2,879 $1,912 $4,059
Total Updated Fee, West of Agua Fria $10,933 $6,701 $5,582 $8,218 $11,494 $8,243 $4,368 $2,889 $6,143

Current Fees
Roads, Zone 1 (S of Bell Rd) $2,300 $1,615 $1,199 $1,353 $5,218 $1,778 $1,034 $736 $1,778
Roads, Zone 2 (Bell-Dynamite) $5,304 $3,725 $2,766 $3,121 $12,019 $4,098 $2,382 $1,695 $4,098
Roads, Zone 3 (N of Dynamite) $8,160 $5,730 $4,256 $4,802 $18,490 $6,305 $3,665 $2,608 $6,305
Neighborhood & Community Parks $2,212 $1,520 $1,520 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Library $209 $144 $144 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0
Fire $624 $429 $429 $429 $602 $602 $602 $602 $602
Police $452 $311 $311 $434 $434 $434 $434 $434 $434
Total Current Fee, South of Bell Rd $5,797 $4,019 $3,603 $2,216 $6,254 $2,814 $2,070 $1,772 $2,814
Total Current Fee, Bell-Dynamite $8,801 $6,129 $5,170 $3,984 $13,055 $5,134 $3,418 $2,731 $5,134
Total Current Fee, North of Dynamite $11,657 $8,134 $6,660 $5,665 $19,526 $7,341 $4,701 $3,644 $7,341

Percent Change
Total Fee, South of Bell Rd -84% -86% -83% -78% -84% -89% -95% -95% -94%
Total Fee, Bell-Deer Valley -81% -84% -78% -87% -92% -93% -96% -96% -96%
Total Fee, Deer Valley-Pinnacle Peak -18% -27% -28% 38% -40% 6% -16% -30% -21%
Total Fee, Pinnacle Peak-Dynamite -15% -25% -25% 38% -40% 7% -16% -30% -21%
Total Fee, N of Dynamite, E of Agua Fria -36% -44% -42% -3% -60% -25% -39% -48% -45%
Total Fee, West of Agua Fria -6% -18% -16% 45% -41% 12% -7% -21% -16%

Nonresidential Fees per 1,000 sq. ft.

 
* assumes City will not charge fees in Zone 1.1; however, potential fees are calculated for this area in Table 35. 
Source:  Updated fees from Table 24 (transportation), Table 35 (parks), Table 44 (fire) and Table 53 (police); current fees from Table 1. 
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LEGAL FRAMEWORK 
 
Impact fees are a way for local governments to require new developments to pay a proportionate 
share of the infrastructure costs they impose on the community.  In contrast to traditional 
“negotiated” developer exactions, impact fees are charges that are assessed on new development 
using a standard formula based on objective characteristics, such as the number and type of dwelling 
units constructed.  The fees are one-time, up-front charges, with the payment usually made at the 
time of building permit issuance.  Impact fees require each new development project to pay its pro-
rata share of the cost of new capital facilities required to serve that development. 
 
Arizona’s enabling act for municipalities is codified in Sec. 9-463.05, Arizona Revised Statutes 
(ARS).  In 2011, the legislature passed SB 1525, which was signed by the governor on April 26, 
2011. SB 1525 constituted a major overhaul of Arizona’s enabling act for municipalities.  This 
section summarizes some of the major provisions of the new state act. 
 
Eligible Facilities 
 
Prior to SB 1525, municipalities could assess impact fees for any “necessary public services” (which 
was not defined) that constituted “costs to the municipality.”  SB 1525 amended the statute to limit 
the types of facilities for which impact fees can be assessed.  Authorized facilities for which impact 
fees can be assessed, after January 1, 2012, are limited to the following defined “necessary public 
services:” 
 

"Necessary public service" means any of the following facilities that have a life expectancy of three or more 
years and that are owned and operated by or on behalf of the municipality:  
 
(a)  Water facilities, including the supply, transportation, treatment, purification and distribution of 
water, and any appurtenances for those facilities.  
 
(b)  Wastewater facilities, including collection, interception, transportation, treatment and disposal of 
wastewater, and any appurtenances for those facilities.  
 
(c)  Storm water, drainage and flood control facilities, including any appurtenances for those facilities.  
 
(d)  Library facilities of up to ten thousand square feet that provide a direct benefit to development, not 
including equipment, vehicles or appurtenances.  
 
(e)  Street facilities located in the service area, including arterial or collector streets or roads that have 
been designated on an officially adopted plan of the municipality, traffic signals and rights-of-way and 
improvements thereon.  
 
(f)  Fire and police facilities, including all appurtenances, equipment and vehicles. Fire and police 
facilities do not include a facility or portion of a facility that is used to replace services that were once provided 
elsewhere in the municipality, vehicles and equipment used to provide administrative services, helicopters or 
airplanes or a facility that is used for training firefighters or officers from more than one station or substation.  
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(g)  Neighborhood parks and recreational facilities on real property up to thirty acres in area, or parks 
and recreational facilities larger than thirty acres if the facilities provide a direct benefit to the development. 
Park and recreational facilities do not include vehicles, equipment or that portion of any facility that is used 
for amusement parks, aquariums, aquatic centers, auditoriums, arenas, arts and cultural facilities, bandstand 
and orchestra facilities, bathhouses, boathouses, clubhouses, community centers greater than three thousand 
square feet in floor area, environmental education centers, equestrian facilities, golf course facilities, 
greenhouses, lakes, museums, theme parks, water reclamation or riparian areas, wetlands, zoo facilities or 
similar recreational facilities, but may include swimming pools.  
 
(h)  Any facility that was financed and that meets all of the requirements prescribed in subsection R of 
this section. (Sec. 9-463.05.S.5, ARS) 

 
No longer authorized are fees for general government facilities, sanitation facilities, library buildings 
larger than 10,000 square feet and library books or equipment, fire and police administrative and 
training facilities and aircraft, parks larger than 30 acres and community centers larger than 3,000 
square feet.  No changes were made to authorized improvements for road, stormwater drainage, 
water or wastewater facilities, other than the new requirement that eligible facilities must have a life 
expectancy of at least three years. 
 
Compliance Deadlines 
 
Municipalities may continue to collect fees for unauthorized facilities after January 1, 2012 if the fees 
were pledged to retire debt for such facilities issued prior to June 1, 2011.   However, the City of 
Peoria had not pledged fee revenue in this sense for any of its development impact fees.  
Consequently, the City ceased collecting general government, open space and trail fees, and reduced 
its parks, fire and police impact fees to remove unauthorized components on January 1, 2012. 
 
SB 1525 added numerous new requirements related to how impact fees are calculated.  Land use 
assumptions (growth projections) must be prepared for each service area, covering at least a ten-year 
period.  Many new requirements were added for the infrastructure improvements plan (IIP) and the 
impact fee analysis.  However, compliance with these is not required until August 1, 2014: 
 

A development fee that was adopted before January 1, 2012 may continue to be assessed only to the extent 
that it will be used to provide a necessary public service for which development fees can be assessed pursuant to 
this section and shall be replaced by a development fee imposed under this section on or before August 1, 
2014. (9-463.05K, ARS) 

 
Significant changes were made to the requirements for adopting updated infrastructure 
improvements plans and fee schedules.  These requirements are effective as of January 1, 2012, but 
only apply to the updated IIP and impact fee schedules that must be in place by August 1, 2014. 
 
Provisions were also added relating to refunds.  However, these provisions only apply to fees 
collected after August 1, 2014. 
 
Other changes, however, are effective as of January 1, 2012.  These include new provisions or 
amendments related to developer credits, the locking-in of fee schedules for 24 months following 
development approval, and annual reporting requirements.  In addition, the expenditure of impact 
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fees collected after January 1 is restricted to facilities authorized by SB 1525 (and repayment of 
pledged debt for unauthorized facilities, although this is not an option for Peoria). 
 
Service Areas 
 
Service areas are a key requirement for impact fees under SB 1525.  A service area is defined as “any 
specified area within the boundaries of a municipality in which development will be served by 
necessary public services or facility expansions and within which a substantial nexus exists between 
the necessary public services or facility expansions and the development being served as prescribed 
in the infrastructure improvements plan.” Land use assumptions (growth projections) and an 
infrastructure improvements plan (list of capital improvements and impact fee analysis) must be 
prepared for each service area.   
 
It should be emphasized that multiple service areas are not mandated by SB 1525.  A service area 
may include all of the area within the City limits, or within the City’s water and wastewater service 
area, as long as it can be shown that developments located anywhere within the service area will be 
served by or benefit from improvements located in the service area.  Additional discussion of service 
areas can be found in the next section of this report. 
 
Service Units 
 
In impact fee analysis, demand for facilities must be expressed in terms of a common unit of 
measurement, called a “service unit.”  SB 1525 defines a service unit as “a standardized measure of 
consumption, use, generation or discharge attributable to an individual unit of development 
calculated pursuant to generally accepted engineering or planning standards for a particular category 
of necessary public services or facility expansions.”  The service units used in the 2007 impact fee 
study are compared with the recommended service units in Table 3.  The recommended service 
units are described in the individual facility sections of this report.  All of the service units can be 
translated into Equivalent Dwelling Units (EDUs), based on the demand relative to that generated 
by a typical single-family detached dwelling unit. 
 

Table 3.  Current and Recommended Service Units 
Facilty Type Current Service Units Recommended Service Units
Transportation Daily Vehicle-Miles of Travel Daily Vehicle-Miles of Travel
Parks Population Equivalent Dwelling Units (EDUs)
Fire Dwellings and 1,000 sq. ft of Nonresidential Functional Population
Police Dwellings and 1,000 sq. ft of Nonresidential Functional Population  
Source:  Current service units from Red Oak Consulting, City of Peoria Development Impact Fee Study, 2007.   

 
 
Methodologies 
 
SB 1525 is sometimes misunderstood to dictate a particular methodology for calculating impact fees.  
Because cities must forecast anticipated growth over a fixed time period and identify improvements 
over the same time period, some are led to think that a “plan-based” methodology is required, where 
the cost per service unit is calculated by dividing planned costs by anticipated new service units.  In 
fact, however, SB 1525 does not dictate this methodology, and most impact fees in the state have 
not been calculated in this way.  The reason is that, to support a plan-based methodology, the list of 
planned improvements must be developed using a rigorous analysis, such as the modeling used to 
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develop a transportation master plan, in order to establish the required nexus between the 
anticipated growth and the specific list of improvements required to serve that growth.  In many 
cases, such a master plan is not available.   
 
The principal alternative to the plan-based methodology is “standards-based.” The key difference is 
that the plan-based approach is based on a complex level of service (LOS) standard, such as “every 
road shall function at LOS D or better,” or “the average fire response time shall not exceed three 
minutes,” that requires projecting growth by small areas and using sophisticated modeling or analysis 
to determine the specific improvements needed to maintain the desired LOS.  In contrast, a 
standards-based approach uses a generalized LOS standard, such as the ratio of park acres to 
population, which does not require an extensive master planning effort in order to determine the 
improvements and costs that are attributable to a specific quantity of growth.   
 
There are advantages and disadvantages to the two methodologies.  The major advantage of a 
standards-based methodology is that it is more flexible, because the fees are not dependent on the 
specific projects included in the list of improvements, only on the average cost to construct a unit of 
capacity.  Changing the list of planned projects typically does not require recalculation of standards-
based impact fees, as a single project is likely to have an insignificant impact on the average cost of 
capacity added by all of the improvements.  This allows the capital plan to change in response to 
unforeseen development without triggering the need for an impact fee update. 
 
Level of Service (LOS) Standards 
 
SB 1525 does not define the term “level of service” (LOS), nor does it require the formal adoption 
of LOS standards.  It does require, however, that impact fees be based on the same LOS provided 
to existing development in the service area.  This reflects a basic principle of impact fees, which is 
that new development should not be charged for a higher LOS than existing development.  This 
does not mean that impact fees cannot be based on a higher standard than is currently actually 
provided to existing development in a service area.  If the fees are based on a higher-than-existing 
LOS, however, there must be a plan to use non-impact fee funds to remedy the existing deficiency.   
 
The level of service standards used in the City’s 2007 study are compared with the recommended 
LOS measures in Table 4.  For fire and police, the 2007 study used a plan-based approach, dividing 
the cost attributable to residential/nonresidential land uses by new dwelling units/1,000s of square 
feet.  This plan-based approach does not clearly meet the requirement of SB 1525 that the fees not 
be based on a LOS that exceeds the LOS provided to existing development.  To ensure compliance 
with this requirement, the recommended LOS standards are based on the existing LOS in each 
service area. 
 

Table 4.  Current and Recommended Level of Service Standards 
Type of Fee Current LOS Standard Recommended LOS Standard
Transportation 1.00 Vehicle-Mile of Capacity (VMC) per VMT 1.00 Vehicle-Mile of Capacity (VMC) per VMT
Parks Ratio of Park Acres to Population Existing Capital Cost per EDU
Fire Planned Cost per New Dwelling/1,000 sf Existing Cost per Functional Population
Police Planned Cost per New Dwelling/1,000 sf Existing Cost per Functional Population  
Notes:  VMT stands for vehicle-miles of travel, EDU is equivalent dwelling unit. 
Source:  Current LOS standards from Red Oak Consulting, City of Peoria Development Impact Fee Study, 2007.   
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Land Use Assumptions 
 
An impact fee update must now include the development of land use assumptions (growth 
projections) for each service area.  SB 1525 defines land use assumptions as “projections of changes 
in land uses, densities, intensities and population for a specified service area over a period of at least 
ten years and pursuant to the general plan of the municipality.”  Since the infrastructure 
improvements plan (IIP) that must be prepared for each service area must identify improvement 
needs for a period not to exceed 10 years, a 10-year time-frame would seem to be the most 
appropriate for both the land use assumptions and the IIP.  The land use assumptions for Peoria’s 
impact fee update can be found in a separate section of this report. 
 
Infrastructure Improvements Plan 
 
SB 1525 requires that an infrastructure improvements plan (IIP) be prepared for each facility type 
and service area.  Impact fees may only be collected to pay for improvements identified in the IIP.  
By implication, impact fees can only be spent on improvements listed in the IIP.   
 
The IIP is often confused with a list of planned capital improvements.  While the IIP must include 
such a list, it must also contain much more analysis.  The IIP is basically the impact fee study.  To 
avoid confusion, this study refers to the list of improvements that must be included in the IIP as the 
“capital plan.”  This study provided a single, consolidated document that includes land use 
assumptions, infrastructure improvement plans and impact fee analyses for all of the City’s non-
utility impact fees.   
 
As noted above, the IIP must identify planned projects over a period of not more than 10 years, and 
it is suggested that the City’s IIPs and capital plans cover a 10-year period.  Of course, the impact fee 
analysis could cover a longer period, such as to build-out, which may be required if the fees are 
based on build-out master plans. 
 
The cost of the projects listed in the capital plan will not necessarily determine the impact fee 
amounts.  As described in the Methodologies subsection above, there are two basic methodologies.  
Under a plan-based approach, the fee will be determined by the projects listed in the applicable 
master plan, some but not all of which will be listed in the impact fee capital plan.  Under the 
standards-based approach, the fees will be based on the existing level of service and the average cost 
per unit of capacity (e.g., for fire, the average cost to build a square foot of fire station).  So the 
impact fee capital plan is primarily a list of improvements that are eligible to be funded with impact 
fees.  However, if the updated impact fees based on the existing level of service would generate 
more revenue, based on the land use assumptions, than the cost of the planned eligible expenditures, 
the fees will be reduced so that planned revenues equal planned expenditures. 
 
Eligible improvements are those that add capacity to accommodate future growth.  Replacing an 
existing fire truck or an existing fire station, or remodeling or repairing an existing building, are 
examples of improvements that do not add capacity.  Some projects may be partially eligible.  For 
example, replacing an existing two-bay fire station with a larger three-bay fire station would be 
partially eligible for impact fee funding. 
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Refunds 
 
A common and understandable misinterpretation of SB 1525 is that a municipality may be required 
to refund fees collected if any improvement listed in the IIP is not completed within the timeframe 
of the IIP.  Section 9-463.05.B.7 provides that collection of impact fees is allowed only to pay for a 
project that is identified in the IIP, “and the municipality plans to complete construction and have 
the service available within the time period established in the infrastructure improvements plan, but 
in no event longer than the time period provided in subsection H, paragraph 3 of this section [i.e., 
15 years for water and wastewater, and 10 years for other facilities].”  The key terms in this section 
are “plans to complete” and “have the service available.”  No community has a crystal ball that 
allows them to know with certainty how much development is going to occur over a 10-15 year 
period in the future.  While the City may plan to complete an improvement in this time period in 
order to serve anticipated growth, if the anticipated growth does not materialize and the need for the 
improvement is not required to serve the growth that does occur, the City should not be compelled 
to refund fees it collected and spent on other planned improvements.   
 
The refund provisions in the referenced refund subsection (H) reinforce this interpretation.  The 
first two subparagraphs refer to the collection of fees when “service is not provided” (H.1) or when 
“service is not available” and the municipality has failed to complete construction within the time 
period identified in the IIP (H.2), a clear echo of the “have the service available” phrase in 
subsection B.7.  In general, impact fees are not collected when services are not available.  A clear 
case would be collecting water and wastewater fees from a development that is not able to connect 
to the water and wastewater system.  However, the City of Peoria does not do this.  For other 
facilities, service is provided immediately upon development, even if a planned facility could provide 
service from a closer location. 
 
Section 9-463.05.B.7 directly references only the final paragraph of subsection H (H.3), which simply 
requires that the impact fees be spent within a certain time period (15 years for water and 
wastewater, and 10 years for other facilities) from the date they were collected.  It is reasonable to 
conclude that this is the only refund provision that will likely be applicable, as long as the City does 
not collect impact fees and deny access to services.  However, there is always the possibility that 
refunds could be required if a construction project comes in significantly lower than its estimated 
cost, per Section 9-463.05.I of the Arizona impact fee enabling act for municipalities. 
 
Offsets 
 
A fundamental principle of impact fees is that new development should not be required to pay twice 
for the cost of new facilities – once through impact fees and again through other taxes or fees that 
are used to fund the same facilities.  To avoid such potential double-payment, impact fees may be 
reduced, and such a reduction is referred to as an “offset.”  Typically, offsets are incorporated into 
the impact fee calculation, although they can also be addressed through an independent fee study for 
an individual development project.  While this has long been a part of impact fee practice in 
Arizona, SB 1525 amended the state enabling act to add the following provision (Section 9-
463.05.B.12): 
 
 The municipality shall forecast the contribution to be made in the future in cash or by taxes, fees, assessments 

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

 
The required revenue forecast is provided in Appendix D.  In general, however, offsets are only 
required for funding that is dedicated for capacity-expanding improvements of the type addressed by 
the impact fee.  A municipality is not required to use general fund revenue to pay for growth-related 
improvements.  If, for example, a municipality decides that the existing level of service on which 
impact fees are based is insufficient, and opts to use general revenue to raise the level of service for 
both existing and new development, no offset would be required. 
 
The clearest situation that requires an offset is when there is outstanding debt on the facilities that 
are providing existing development with the level of service that new development will be expected 
to pay for through impact fees.  In this case, new development will be paying for the facilities that 
will serve them, while also paying for a portion of the cost of facilities serving existing development 
through property or other taxes.  Consequently, the impact fees should be reduced to avoid this 
potential double-payment. 
 
Another clear case requiring offsets is when the impact fees for a particular service area have been 
adopted based on a level of service that is higher than what is currently provided to existing 
development in the service area.  In such a case, the cost of remedying the existing deficiency will 
almost always be funded by future revenue sources to which new development in the service area 
will contribute.  To the extent that this is the case, an offset is required. 
 
As noted above, an offset will generally be warranted when new development will be contributing 
toward a funding source that is dedicated to fund the same growth-related improvements addressed 
by the impact fee.  Offsets are also often provided for anticipated grant funding that may be 
available to help fund growth-related improvements, although the uncertainty of such funding and 
the fact that it is not paid for by property owners make this type of offset discretionary. 
 
Finally, the new language inserted in the state enabling act by SB 1525, cited above, now requires 
municipalities to provide offsets for the excess portion of any construction contracting excise tax.  
Since the City of Peoria does not charge a construction excise tax higher than for other types of 
business activities, no such offset is required.   
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SERVICE AREAS 
 
As noted in the Legal Framework section, service areas are a key requirement for impact fees under 
SB 1525.  Land use assumptions (growth projections) and an infrastructure improvements plan (list 
of capital improvements and impact fee analysis) must be prepared for each service area.  Multiple 
service areas are not mandated by SB 1525, as long as it can be shown that developments located 
anywhere within the service area will be served by or benefit from improvements anywhere in the 
service area – which is another way of saying that a “substantial nexus” can be demonstrated. 
 
For the non-utility fees, the City currently has two transportation service areas, and city-wide service 
areas for neighborhood parks, community parks, fire and police (although the neighborhood park 
service area is currently divided into three benefit districts).  These are discussed individually below. 
 
Transportation 
 
The City currently charges differential impact fees between three areas: South, Central and North 
(see Figure 1 below).  Prior to the 2007 study, the City had these three service areas.  However, the 
2007 study calculated fees for only two areas: north and south of Bell Road. 3  The fees that the City 
adopted in 2007 charged 65% of the calculated maximum fees for south of Bell Road in the South 
area, 65% of the fees calculated for north of Bell Road in the Central area, and 100% of the fees 
calculated for north of Bell Road in the North area, as shown in Table 5.  Transportation impact fee 
revenues collected in the Central and North assessment districts both go into the Zone 2 service 
area impact fee account.  Thus, despite the fact that the current transportation fees differ between 
three different assessment districts, in fact the City currently has only two service areas:  Zone 1 
(south of Bell Road) and Zone 2 (north of Bell Road).   
 

Table 5.  Current Transportation Impact Fees 

Land Use Type Unit South North South Central North South Central  North
Single-Family Detached Dwelling $3,539 $8,160 $2,300 $5,304 $8,160 65% 65% 100%
Single-Family Attached Dwelling $2,167 $4,996 $1,409 $3,247 $4,996 65% 65% 100%
Multi-Family Dwelling $2,484 $5,730 $1,615 $3,725 $5,730 65% 65% 100%
Mobile Home Dwelling $1,844 $4,256 $1,199 $2,766 $4,256 65% 65% 100%
Other Residential Dwelling $2,081 $4,802 $1,353 $3,121 $4,802 65% 65% 100%
Commercial/Shop Ctr 1,000 sq. ft. $8,028 $18,490 $5,218 $12,019 $18,490 65% 65% 100%
Office/Institutional 1,000 sq. ft. $2,736 $6,305 $1,778 $4,098 $6,305 65% 65% 100%
Business Park 1,000 sq. ft. $5,297 $12,206 $3,443 $7,934 $12,206 65% 65% 100%
Light Industrial 1,000 sq. ft. $1,590 $3,665 $1,034 $2,382 $3,665 65% 65% 100%
Warehousing 1,000 sq. ft. $1,132 $2,608 $736 $1,695 $2,608 65% 65% 100%
Manufacturing 1,000 sq. ft. $872 $2,010 $567 $1,307 $2,010 65% 65% 100%

Adopted2007 Study Percent of 2007 Study

 
Source:  2007 Study fees from Red Oak Consulting, City of Peoria Development Impact Fee Study, October 2007; adopted fees from City 
of Peoria, Economic Development Services, Development & Impact Fees, Single-Family, Multi-Family, Commercial, eff. 3/3/2008 and 
1/1/2012. 

 
 
  

                                                 
3 The actual boundary line is one-half mile north of Bell Road, or halfway between Bell Road and Union Hills Drive.  
For convenience, this boundary is referred to in this study as Bell Road. 
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Figure 1.  Current Transportation Assessment Districts 

 
  

158



Service Areas 
 

 
City of Peoria, AZ FINAL DRAFT 
Non-Utility Impact Fee Update 14 January 30, 2014 

Transportation planners classify roadways according to function.  Local streets primarily function to 
provide access to adjacent development.  Collector roads serve a dual function, providing both 
access and a way for traffic to get to the arterial system.  Arterial roadways also provide some access 
to adjacent properties, but their primary function is to move traffic long distances within a 
community.  The City’s street classification map is shown in Figure 2. 

 
Figure 2.  Street Classification Map 
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The City’s current transportation impact fees are restricted to improvements to arterial roadways.  
Because this roadway classification is designed to move traffic throughout the community, a city-
wide service area could be justified.  However, the City is proposing to divide the community into 
three service areas, as shown in Figure 3.  The City has not planned any transportation 
improvements in the proposed South service area, and consequently no fees are calculated for that 
area.  The proposed North transportation service area is consistent with the Zone 3 park service 
area. 
 

Figure 3.  Proposed Transportation Service Areas 
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Parks 
 
The City currently charges a neighborhood park fee and a community park fee.  SB 1525 authorizes 
fees for “neighborhood parks,” although the term is undefined except for certain restrictions.  The 
most important restriction is that neighborhood parks cannot not exceed 30 acres unless a “direct 
benefit” (another undefined term) can be demonstrated.  The updated fees will include only a single 
park fee that includes parks up to 30 acres in size, as well as a 30-acre portion of larger parks that 
provides functions similar to parks of the authorized size.   
 
The City’s 2006 Parks, Recreation and Trails Master Plan contains planning standards for neighborhood 
and community parks.  A neighborhood park should have a minimum size of 8.75 acres and a 
service area of about a one-half mile radius, while a community park has a minimum size of 75 acres 
and a service area of about a three-mile radius.  The 30-acre park size authorized for impact fees falls 
somewhere between a neighborhood and community park. 
 
Park impact fee service areas can reasonably be larger than the service area of a single park.  
Residents do not always use the park closest to them.  A park impact fee system where each existing 
or potential park has its own service area would be unworkable.   
 
The City’s current park impact fee benefit zones are shown in Figure 4 on the following page.  Zone 
1 is the area south of Pinnacle Peak, while Zones 2 and 3 are north of Pinnacle Peak.  Zone 2 is east 
of the Agua Fria River, and Zone 3 is west of the River.  Each area is roughly the size of two 
community park service areas.  Zone 1, for example, is roughly 50 square miles, compared to 72 
square miles for two community park service areas.  Zone 2 is somewhat larger than Zone 1, and 
Zone 3 is the largest, but these areas have large expanses to the north and west that are not likely to 
see any significant development over the next ten years.   Based on these considerations, the City’s 
current neighborhood park benefit zones appear to be reasonable for the updated park service areas 
in compliance with SB 1525. 
 
An alternative would be to split Zone 1 into two service areas, divided at Bell Road (or more 
precisely, one-half mile north of Bell Road).  The City might want to consider not charging park 
impact fees in the area south of Bell Road.  This area is relatively built-out – only about 4% of new 
dwelling units anticipated to be constructed in the city over the next ten years are located south of 
Bell Road.  
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Figure 4.  Park Service Areas 
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Figure 5.  Existing and Planned Parks 
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Fire and Police  
 
The current and recommended service areas for fire and police facilities are city-wide.  Most police 
facilities are centralized in the Public Safety Administration Building (although there is a northern 
substation), and police protection is provided throughout the city from roving patrol cars.  Fire 
protection and emergency response is provided by response units located in eight stations, 
supported by central facilities in the Public Safety Administration Building.  The City participates in 
a regional Automatic Aid System with 22 other municipalities that dispatches apparatus to an 
incident from the closest location, even when the apparatus is not at its assigned station.  All Fire 
Department apparatus are equipped with an Automatic Vehicle Locator (AVL) to help locate the 
closest, most appropriate piece of equipment (engines, ladders, Advanced Life Support (paramedics), 
Basic Life Support (emergency medical technicians), hazmat, brush trucks, etc.) to respond to the 
emergency.  The City’s fire facilities and equipment thus form an integrated system, and a city-wide 
service area is appropriate. 
 
Summary 
 
The recommended service areas are as follows: 
 
□ Transportation:  Replace the current three assessment districts with three service areas, and 

cease collecting transportation impact fees in the proposed South service area (south of Deer 
Valley Road); 

 
□ Parks:  Use the current three neighborhood park benefit zones as the new service areas, or 

split Zone 1 into two service areas at Bell Road; and 
 
□ Fire and Police:  Retain city-wide service areas for these facilities. 
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LAND USE ASSUMPTIONS 
 
This section presents land use assumptions covering a ten-year period (2013-2023) to serve as the 
basis for the updated IIP and impact fee calculations for the City of Peoria’s transportation, parks, 
fire and police impact fees.   
 
SB 1525 requires that land use assumptions be developed for each service area “pursuant to the 
general plan.”  The City of Peoria’s General Plan, which was last updated in January 2010, prior to 
the 2010 U.S. Census, projects 10-year growth of 48,931 residents and 18,649 housing units.  These 
General Plan projections have been superseded by more recent City forecasts that take into account 
2010 Census results as well as actual permit activity in recent years.  In addition, the General Plan 
does not provide projections for subareas of the city.  Consequently, this analysis relies primarily on 
other sources for projections by service area.   
 
Geographic Areas 
 
Land use assumptions have been prepared for five areas of the City of Peoria, which can be 
aggregated to the proposed city-wide service area for fire and police impact fees, the proposed four 
park service areas and three transportation service areas, as shown in Table 6. 
 

Table 6.  Geographic Areas Composing Service Areas 
Park Transportation

Geographic Area Service Area Service Area

South (S of Bell Rd) Zone 1 (South)

South Central (Bell-Deer Valley)

North Central (Deer Valley-Pinnacle Peak)

Northeast (N of Pinnacle Peak, E of Agua Fria) Zone 2

Northwest (W of Aqua Fria) Zone 3 North

Zone 1 (North)

South

Central

 
Note:  Boundary line referred to as Bell Road is actually ½ mile north of Bell Road (see Figure 1). 
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2010 Housing Units by Type 
 
Determining estimates of 2010 housing units by housing type for each of the five geographic areas 
requires some analysis, because the 2010 Census does not provide counts of housing units by 
housing type.  However, the Census Bureau conducts annual 1% samples of housing units as part of 
the American Community Survey (ACS).  The results from the most recent five years are provided 
as a 5% sample derived from the years 2007-2011.  The distribution of housing units by type derived 
from the ACS sample data at the census tract level is summarized in Table 7. 
 

Table 7.  Housing Unit Distribution by Type and Area 

Single-  Multi-  Mobile
Geographic Area Family  Family Home Total     
South (S of Bell Rd) 66.41% 26.42% 7.17% 100.00%
South Central (Bell-Deer Valley) 70.80% 25.09% 4.11% 100.00%
North Central (Deer Valley-Pinnacle Peak) 91.40% 8.08% 0.52% 100.00%
Northeast (N of Pinn Pk, E of Agua Fria) 96.74% 1.29% 1.97% 100.00%
Northwest (W of Aqua Fria) 91.98% 2.07% 5.95% 100.00%

Percentage of Housing

 
Source:  2007-2011 5% sample data for City of Peoria census tracts, consisting of annual 1% samples 
from the US Census Bureau, American Community Survey. 

 
Table 8 below shows total population and total housing units by geographic area from the 2010 U.S. 
Census, as well as housing units by type based on the percentages shown in the preceding table. 
 

Table 8.  Population and Housing Units by Area, 2010 
Total     Total  Single- Multi- Mobile

Geographic Area Population Units  Family Family Home
South (S of Bell Rd) 84,662 34,982 23,232 9,242 2,508
South Central (Bell-Deer Valley) 28,616 14,327 10,144 3,595 589
North Central (Deer Valley-Pinnacle Peak) 14,067 5,371 4,909 434 28
Northeast (N of Pinn Pk, E of Agua Fria) 18,916 6,369 6,161 82 125
Northwest (W of Aqua Fria) 7,804 3,769 3,467 78 224
City-Wide 154,065 64,818 47,913 13,431 3,474  
Source:  Total population and total housing units from 2010 U.S. Census data by census tract for the City of 
Peoria; housing units by type determined according to the housing distribution for each geographic area from 
Table 7. 

 
 
2013-2023 Projections 
 
Estimates of current (2013) housing units and projections of new housing units over the next ten 
years are based on recent actual building permits and projections of future building permits prepared 
by the City for planning and impact fee revenue forecasting purposes.  While the City’s projections 
are by current transportation and park service areas, these can be translated into the geographic area 
components of the proposed service areas, as shown in Table 9 on the following page. 
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Table 9.  New Housing Units by Type and Area, 2011-2023 
Housing South  North  North North  

Year Type South Central Central East West  Total 
Single-Family 64 29 19 118 161 391
Multi-Family 0 0 0 0 0 0
Single-Family 7 25 17 295 256 600
Multi-Family 0 0 0 0 0 0
Single-Family 25 68 45 403 302 843
Multi-Family 0 0 0 0 0 0
Single-Family 95 81 54 407 373 1,010
Multi-Family 224 0 0 0 0 224
Single-Family 113 108 72 590 420 1,303
Multi-Family 0 0 0 0 0 0
Single-Family 110 86 58 647 665 1,566
Multi-Family 0 0 0 0 200 200
Single-Family 80 105 70 849 735 1,839
Multi-Family 0 0 0 0 0 0
Single-Family 10 165 110 782 875 1,942
Multi-Family 0 0 0 0 200 200
Single-Family 10 165 110 705 1,060 2,050
Multi-Family 0 0 0 0 0 0
Single-Family 10 180 120 695 1,171 2,176
Multi-Family 0 0 0 0 200 200
Single-Family 10 180 120 610 1,120 2,040
Multi-Family 0 0 0 0 0 0
Single-Family 10 114 76 575 1,137 1,912
Multi-Family 0 0 0 0 200 200
Single-Family 10 15 10 625 1,162 1,822
Multi-Family 0 0 0 0 0 0

FY 2023

FY 2016

FY 2017

FY 2018

FY 2019

FY 2020

FY 2021

FY 2011 
(actual)
FY 2012 
(actual)
FY 2013 
(actual)

FY 2014

FY 2015

FY 2022

 
Source:  City of Peoria, Population and Permit Activity Projections, November 13, 2013. 

 
Projections of housing, population and employment by geographic area from 2013-2023 are shown 
in Table 10 on the following page.  The following procedure was used to prepare the projections. 
 
(1) Housing projections are based on the City’s most recent area projections from Table 9 

above; 
 
(2) Population projections are derived from housing projections by applying the 2010 average 

persons per unit for the area to the projected housing units; 
 
(3) Employment projections are based on the most recent Maricopa Association of 

Government (MAG) projections by small areas.   
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Table 10.  Housing, Population and Employment by Area, 2013-2023 

South    North    North   North     
Land Use and Year South Central  Central  East    West     Total   
Single-Family Units, 2013 23,328 10,266 4,990 6,977 4,186 49,747
Multi-Family Units, 2013 9,242 3,595 434 82 78 13,431
Mobile Home Units, 2013 2,508 589 28 125 224 3,474
Total Dwelling Units, 2013 35,078 14,450 5,452 7,184 4,488 66,652
Total Population, 2013 84,894 28,862 14,279 21,337 9,293 158,665
Retail Employees, 2013 11,914 2,126 391 1,077 302 15,810
Office Employees, 2013 5,366 386 8 218 337 6,315
Industrial Employees, 2013 3,676 195 9 48 37 3,965
Public Employees, 2013 2,377 670 130 239 167 3,583

Single-Family Units, 2023 23,786 11,465 5,790 13,462 12,904 67,407
Multi-Family Units, 2023 9,466 3,595 434 82 878 14,455
Mobile Home Units, 2023 2,508 589 28 125 224 3,474
Total Dwelling Units, 2023 35,760 15,649 6,252 13,669 14,006 85,336
Total Population, 2023 86,545 31,257 16,374 40,598 29,001 203,775
Retail Employees, 2023 13,969 2,691 685 1,940 995 20,280
Office Employees, 2023 7,424 646 26 777 1,160 10,033
Industrial Employees, 2023 5,763 304 0 86 63 6,216
Public Employees, 2023 3,929 772 120 362 306 5,489  
Source:  2013 dwelling units are 2010 housing units from Table 8 plus new units for FY 2011-FY 2013 from 
Table 9; 2023 dwelling units are 2013 housing units plus new units for FY 2014-FY 2023 from Table 9; 2013 
employment is straight-line interpolation between 2010 and 2020 projections from Maricopa Association of 
Governments (MAG), Socioeconomic Projections of Population, Housing and Employment, June 2012; 2023 
employment is straight-line interpolation between 2020 and 2030 MAG projections; 2013 and 2023 population 
is total housing units times 2010 ratio of population to housing units by geographic area from Table 8.  

 
Projected employment can be converted to building square footage using the average square feet per 
employee, as shown in Table 11.  These square footage-to-employment ratios are based on city-wide 
estimates of building square footage and the 2013 employment estimates provided above. 
 

Table 11.  Square Feet per Employee Ratios 
Building   Sq. Feet/ 

Land Use Sq. Feet   Employees Employee
Retail 10,160,332 15,810 643
Office 4,618,620 6,315 731
Industrial 8,744,648 3,965 2,205
Institutional 10,430,760 3,583 2,911
Total 33,954,360 29,673 1,144  
Source:  Building square feet from City of Peoria, October 18, 2012, based on 
Maricopa County Assessor’s Office data and City of Peoria geographic 
information system data; employees are 2013 city-wide estimates from Table 
10. 

 
The land use assumptions for 2013-2023 by geographic area are summarized in Table 12.  Housing 
and population projections are simply replicated from Table 10 above.  Nonresidential square 
footage projections are based on employment projections and square foot per employee ratios. The 
South transportation service area (south of Deer Valley Road) is projected to capture only 10% of 
housing growth, but 81% of nonresidential square footage growth. 
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Table 12.  Housing, Population and Nonresidential Square Feet , 2013-2023 
City-Wide

Land Use and Year South Central North Zone 1S Zone 1N Zone 2 Zone 3 Total   
Single-Family Units, 2013 33,594 11,967 4,186 23,328 15,256 6,977 4,186 49,747
Multi-Family Units, 2013 12,837 516 78 9,242 4,029 82 78 13,431
Mobile Home Units, 2013 3,097 153 224 2,508 617 125 224 3,474
Total Dwelling Units, 2013 49,528 12,636 4,488 35,078 19,902 7,184 4,488 66,652
Total Population, 2013 113,756 35,616 9,293 84,894 28,862 35,616 9,293 158,665
Retail Sq. Ft. (000s), 2013 9,028 944 194 7,661 1,618 693 194 10,166
Office Sq. Ft. (000s), 2013 4,205 165 246 3,923 288 159 246 4,616
Industrial Sq. Ft. (000s), 2013 8,536 126 82 8,106 450 106 82 8,744
Institutional Sq. Ft. (000s), 2013 8,869 1,074 486 6,919 2,328 696 486 10,429
Total Sq. Ft. (000s), 2013 30,638 2,309 1,008 26,609 4,684 1,654 1,008 33,955

Single-Family Units, 2023 35,251 19,252 12,904 23,786 17,255 13,462 12,904 67,407
Multi-Family Units, 2023 13,061 516 878 9,466 4,029 82 878 14,455
Mobile Home Units, 2023 3,097 153 224 2,508 617 125 224 3,474
Total Dwelling Units, 2023 51,409 19,921 14,006 35,760 21,901 13,669 14,006 85,336
Total Population, 2023 117,802 56,972 29,001 86,545 31,257 56,972 29,001 203,775
Retail Sq. Ft. (000s), 2023 10,712 1,687 640 8,982 2,170 1,247 640 13,039
Office Sq. Ft. (000s), 2023 5,899 587 848 5,427 491 568 848 7,334
Industrial Sq. Ft. (000s), 2023 13,377 190 139 12,707 670 190 139 13,706
Institutional Sq. Ft. (000s), 2023 13,684 1,403 891 11,437 2,596 1,054 891 15,978
Total Sq. Ft. (000s), 2023 43,672 3,867 2,518 38,553 5,927 3,059 2,518 50,057

0
New Single-Family Units, 2013-23 1,657 7,285 8,718 458 1,999 6,485 8,718 17,660
New Multi-Family Units, 2013-23 224 0 800 224 0 0 800 1,024
New Mobile Home Units, 2013-23 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total New Dwelling Units, 2013-23 1,881 7,285 9,518 682 1,999 6,485 9,518 18,684
Total New Population, 2013-23 4,046 21,356 19,708 1,651 2,395 21,356 19,708 45,110
New Retail Sq. Ft. (000s), 2013-23 1,684 743 446 1,321 552 554 446 2,873
New Office Sq. Ft. (000s), 2013-23 1,694 422 602 1,504 203 409 602 2,718
New Industrial Sq. Ft. (000s), 2013-23 4,841 64 57 4,601 220 84 57 4,962
New Institutional Sq. Ft. (000s), 2013-23 4,815 329 405 4,518 268 358 405 5,549
Total New Sq. Ft. (000s), 2013-23 13,034 1,558 1,510 11,944 1,243 1,405 1,510 16,102

Transportation Fee District Park Service Areas

 
Source:  Housing and population from Table 10; nonresidential square footage based on employment from Table 10 and square feet per 
employee ratios from Table 11. 
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TRANSPORTATION 
 
This section addresses the update of the City’s current transportation impact fees to ensure that they 
fully comply with the requirements of SB 1525. 
 
Methodology 
 
Alternative Methodologies.  There are two basic road impact fee methodologies:  consumption-
based and plan-based.  In the standard consumption-based approach, the total cost of a 
representative set of improvements is divided by the capacity added by those improvements in order 
to determine an average cost per vehicle-mile of capacity (VMC).  This cost per VMC is then 
multiplied by the vehicle-miles of travel (VMT) generated by a unit of development of a particular 
land use type to determine the gross impact fee.  A variant is the modified consumption-based 
approach, which uses a system-wide VMC/VMT ratio higher than the 1:1 ratio implicit in the 
standard approach. 
 
The alternative is the plan-based approach.  The key to a defensible plan-based methodology is a 
well-designed transportation master plan that establishes a strong nexus between anticipated growth 
over a 10-20 year period and the improvements that will be required to accommodate growth over 
that planning horizon.  The cost per VMT4 is determined by dividing the cost of the planned 
improvements by the growth in VMT.  The cost per VMT is then multiplied by the vehicle-miles of 
travel (VMT) generated by a unit of development of a particular land use type to determine the gross 
impact fee.   
 
There are advantages and disadvantages to the two methodologies.  The consumption-based 
approach, at least in its standard form, tends to be conservative and generally results in lower impact 
fees than the plan-based approach.  This is because most roadway systems need more than one unit 
of capacity (VMC) for each unit of travel demand (VMT) in order to function at an acceptable level 
of service (the modified consumption-based approach addresses this issue and is less conservative).  
Plan-based fees using a transportation plan that identifies all of the improvements needed to provide 
acceptable levels of service on all roadways will almost always result in higher fees.   
 
The major advantage of a consumption-based methodology is that it is more flexible, because the 
fees are not dependent on the specific projects included in the list of improvements, only on the 
average cost to construct a vehicle-mile of capacity.  Changing the list of planned projects typically 
does not require recalculation of consumption-based road impact fees, since a single project is likely 
to have an insignificant impact on the average cost of capacity added by all of the improvements.  
This allows the capital plan to change in response to unforeseen developments without triggering 
the need for an impact fee update. 
 
Proposed Methodology.  The City’s current transportation impact fee methodology is 
fundamentally a consumption-based approach.  Our recommendation would be to retain this basic 
approach and simplify it.  The proposed methodology has the following elements. 
 

                                                 
4  Some plan-based fees use trips rather than VMT as the service unit.  This is not an option with the consumption-
based approach. 
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Standard Approach.  The standard consumption-based approach bases the fees on the average cost 
to construct a vehicle-mile of capacity (VMC).  This is calculated by dividing the total cost of the 
planned improvements by the new capacity (VMC) created by those improvements.  It is not 
appropriate, for example, to subtract the costs attributable to pass-through traffic from the 
numerator, without also subtracting the capacity of those improvements from the denominator.  In 
addition, costs like advance right-of-way acquisition and intersection improvements that are 
unrelated to specific segment improvements with measurable capacity (in terms of vehicle-miles) can 
be included in the IIP, but should not be included in calculating the cost per VMC. 
 
Abandon the Oversizing Approach. The oversizing approach requires developers to make certain 
improvements to adjacent roads without credit against their impact fees.  The concept is that the 
adjacent lanes primarily benefit the development by providing access to their project.  However, 
arterial streets are by design intended to accommodate long-distance trips, and it is unlikely that 
adjacent developments consume two full lanes of their capacity.  The oversizing approach is 
essentially a hybrid of impact fees and developer exactions, which keeps impact fees lower by 
putting a portion of the cost on adjacent developers.  However, this hybrid approach complicates 
the impact fee system, by requiring the City to anticipate which improvements are likely to be made 
by adjacent developers versus the City.  And while it is likely to be popular with builders and 
smaller-scale developers who are seldom required to make such improvements, it is less fair than a 
standard impact fee approach by putting more of the burden on major developers.     
 
Eliminate ROW Costs.  Communities can get into trouble if they adopt transportation impact fees 
that are only a fraction of the true cost, since this can create an imbalance between fee revenues and 
developer credits.  Adopting fees at a fraction of the calculated net cost will tend to devalue credits.  
It is much better to remove some of the cost components in order to reduce the cost than to simply 
adopt the fees at a fraction of the full net cost.  One way to do this is to remove right-of-way 
(ROW) costs from the fee calculation, and to cease giving developers credit for ROW dedications.  
Based on discussions with City staff, it appears that the oversizing approach was adopted in order to 
keep fees lower and to reduce the administrative cost of dealing with developer credits.  However, 
since ROW costs, even those related to developer-built adjacent lanes, were retained in the fees, the 
oversizing approach has not had the effect of reducing the administrative burden.  Excluding ROW 
costs, on the other hand, would be a way of furthering both objectives, without the complications 
involved in the oversizing approach. 
 
Service Units 
 
A service unit creates the link between supply (roadway capacity) and demand (traffic generated by 
new development).  An appropriate service unit basis for road impact fees is vehicle-miles of travel 
(VMT).  Vehicle-miles is a combination of the number of vehicles traveling during a given time 
period and the distance (in miles) that these vehicles travel.   
 
The two time periods most often used in traffic analysis are the 24-hour day (average daily trips or 
ADT) and the single hour of the day with the highest traffic volume (peak hour trips or PHT).  Due 
to the fact that available traffic counts are in terms of ADT and to be consistent with the City’s 
current fees, which are based on ADT, daily VMT will be used as the service unit for the 
transportation impact fees.   
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Transportation service units are defined in terms of vehicle travel.  The travel demand generated by 
a specific land use is a product of three factors:  1) trip generation, 2) percent primary trips and 3) 
average trip length. 
 
 
Trip Generation 
Trip generation rates are based on information published in the most recent edition of the Institute 
of Transportation Engineers’ (ITE) Trip Generation manual.  Trip generation rates represent trip ends, 
or driveway crossings at the site of a land use.  Thus, a single one-way trip from home to work 
counts as one trip end for the residence and one trip end for the work place, for a total of two trip 
ends.  To avoid over-counting, all trip rates have been divided by two.  This places the burden of 
travel equally between the origin and destination of the trip and eliminates double charging for any 
particular trip. 
 
Primary Trip Factor 
Trip rates must also be adjusted by a “primary trip factor” to exclude pass by and diverted-linked 
trips.  This adjustment is intended to reduce the possibility of over-counting by only including 
primary trips generated by the development.  Pass by trips are those trips that are already on a 
particular route for a different purpose and simply stop at a development on that route.  For 
example, a stop at a convenience store on the way home from the office is a pass by trip for the 
convenience store.  A pass by trip does not create an additional burden on the street system and 
therefore should not be counted in the assessment of impact fees.  Diverted-linked trips are similar 
to pass by trips, but a small diversion is made from the primary trip route.  The primary trip factor 
excludes both pass by and diverted-linked trips. 
 
Average Trip Length 
In the context of a transportation impact fee based on a consumption-based methodology, it is 
necessary to determine the average length of a trip on the major roadway system within Peoria.  The 
point of departure in developing local trip lengths is to utilize national data.  The U.S. Department 
of Transportation’s 2009 National Household Travel Survey identifies average trips lengths for 
specific trip purposes.  However, these trip lengths are unlikely to be representative of travel on the 
major roadway system in Peoria.  An adjustment factor for local trip lengths can be derived by 
dividing the vehicle-miles of travel (VMT) that is actually observed on the major roadway system by 
the VMT that would be expected using national average trip lengths and trip generation rates.   
 
The first step is to estimate the total VMT that would be expected to be generated by existing 
development in Peoria based on national travel demand characteristics.  This can be accomplished 
by multiplying existing development in each land use category by the appropriate national trip 
generation rates, primary trip factors and trip lengths, as shown in Table 13.  The expected VMT is 
considerably higher than the actual estimated VMT on the City’s major roadway system that was 
calculated earlier.  This is not surprising, since the major roadway system does not include State 
roads, collectors, local streets or any portion of a trip that occurs outside the City limits.  
Consequently, it is necessary to develop an adjustment factor to account for this variation.  The local 
adjustment factor is the ratio of actual to projected VMT on the major roadway system.  The 
national average trip length for each land use type should be multiplied by a local adjustment factor 
of 0.347. 
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Table 13.  Local Trip Length Adjustment Factor 

ITE 2013 Trip  Primary Daily   Length  Daily     
Land Use Type Code Unit Units Rate Trips  Trips   (miles)  VMT     
Single-Family Detached 210 Dwelling 49,747 4.76 100% 236,796 9.75 2,308,761
Multi-Family 220 Dwelling 13,431 3.33 100% 44,725 8.62 385,530
Mobile Home 240 Dwelling 3,474 2.50 100% 8,685 8.62 74,865
Retail/Commercial 820 1,000 sq ft 10,166 21.35 42% 91,159 6.27 571,567
Office 710 1,000 sq ft 4,616 5.52 80% 20,384 9.61 195,890
Industrial/Warehouse 140/151 1,000 sq ft 8,744 1.58 100% 13,816 11.98 165,516
Public/Institutional 620 1,000 sq ft 10,429 3.80 100% 39,630 8.47 335,666
Total Expected VMT 4,037,795
÷ Total Actual VMT 1,401,448
Ratio of Actual to Total VMT 0.347  
Source:  Existing 2013 units from Table 12; trip rates are one-half daily trip ends during a weekday from Institute of Transportation 
Engineers (ITE), Trip Generation, 9th ed., 2012 (see Table 15 – industrial/warehouse is average of two); primary trip percentage from 
Table 15; daily trips is product of units, trip rate and primary trip percentage; national average trip lengths from Table 14; daily VMT 
is product of daily trips and average trip length; actual city-wide VMT from Table 18. 

 
National average trip lengths derived from the U.S. Department of Transportation’s 2009 National 
Household Travel Survey are available for a variety of trip types and purposes.  These have been 
adjusted downward by the local adjustment factor, as shown in Table 14. 
 

Table 14.  Average Trip Lengths 
National Local Local   

Trip     Adjustment Trip    
Land Use Trip Type Length  Factor Length 
Single-Family Detached Single-Family 9.75 0.347 3.38
Multi-Family Multi-Family 8.62 0.347 2.99
Retail/Commercial Shopping 6.27 0.347 2.17
Office Medical/Dental 9.61 0.347 3.33
Industrial/Warehouse To or From Work 11.98 0.347 4.15
Public/Institutional School/Church 8.47 0.347 2.93  

Source:  National average trip lengths from U.S. Department of Transportation, National Household 
Travel Survey, 2009; local adjustment factor from Table 13. 

 
 
Service Unit Summary 
The result of combining trip generation rates, primary trip factors and localized average trip lengths 
is a travel demand schedule that establishes the daily VMT during the average weekday on the major 
roadway system generated by various land use types per unit of development for Peoria.  The 
recommended travel demand schedule is presented in Table 15 below. 
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Table 15.  Transportation Service Unit Multipliers 

ITE Trip  Primary Length VMT/
Land Use Type Code Unit Rate Trips  (miles) Unit 
Single-Family Detached 210 Dwelling 4.76 100% 3.38 16.08
Multi-Family 220 Dwelling 3.33 100% 2.99 9.95
Mobile Home Park 240 Space 2.50 100% 2.99 7.47
Hotel/Motel 310/320 Room 3.45 100% 4.15 14.31
Retail/Commercial 820 1,000 sq ft 21.35 42% 2.17 19.45
Office 710 1,000 sq ft 5.52 80% 3.33 14.70
Industrial 140 1,000 sq ft 1.91 100% 4.15 7.92
Warehouse 151 1,000 sq ft 1.25 100% 4.15 5.18
Public/Institutional 620 1,000 sq ft 3.80 100% 2.93 11.13  
Source:  Trip rates are one-half daily trip ends during a weekday from Institute of Transportation 
Engineers (ITE), Trip Generation, 9th ed., 2012; retail primary trip percentage from ITE, Trip Generation 
Handbook, June 2004; average trip lengths from Table 14; daily VMT per unit is product of trip rate, 
primary trip percentage and average trip length. 

 
Transportation service units are expressed in terms of vehicle-miles of travel (VMT).  VMT 
projections for the 2013-2023 planning period by service area are shown in Table 16 below.  Note 
that using existing land uses and the transportation service unit multipliers under-estimates actual 
city-wide VMT by two-tenths of a percent.  This indicates that the calibration worked well and that 
the multipliers are slightly conservative in terms of reflecting actual demand. 
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Table 16.  Transportation Service Units, 2013-2023 

VMT/   
Land Use Type Unit 2013  2023  Unit     2013  2023  New
Single-Family Detached Dwelling 33,594 35,251 16.08 540,192 566,836 26,644
Multi-Family Dwelling 12,837 13,061 9.95 127,728 129,957 2,229
Mobile Home Dwelling 3,097 3,097 7.47 23,135 23,135 0
Retail/Commercial 1,000 sq ft 9,028 10,712 19.45 175,595 208,348 32,753
Office 1,000 sq ft 4,205 5,899 14.70 61,814 86,715 24,901
Industrial/Warehouse 1,000 sq ft 8,536 13,377 6.55 55,911 87,619 31,708
Public/Institutional 1,000 sq ft 8,869 13,684 11.13 98,712 152,303 53,591
Total Service Units, South Service Area (South of Deer Valley Rd) 1,083,087 1,254,913 171,826

Single-Family Detached Dwelling 11,967 19,252 16.08 192,429 309,572 117,143
Multi-Family Dwelling 516 516 9.95 5,134 5,134 0
Mobile Home Dwelling 153 153 7.47 1,143 1,143 0
Retail/Commercial 1,000 sq ft 944 1,687 19.45 18,361 32,812 14,451
Office 1,000 sq ft 165 587 14.70 2,426 8,629 6,203
Industrial/Warehouse 1,000 sq ft 126 190 6.55 825 1,245 420
Public/Institutional 1,000 sq ft 1,074 1,403 11.13 11,954 15,615 3,661
Total Service Units, Central Service Area (N Deer Vy, E Agua Fria) 232,272 374,150 141,878

Single-Family Detached Dwelling 4,186 12,904 16.08 67,311 207,496 140,185
Multi-Family Dwelling 78 878 9.95 776 8,736 7,960
Mobile Home Dwelling 224 224 7.47 1,673 1,673 0
Retail/Commercial 1,000 sq ft 194 640 19.45 3,773 12,448 8,675
Office 1,000 sq ft 246 848 14.70 3,616 12,466 8,850
Industrial/Warehouse 1,000 sq ft 82 139 6.55 537 910 373
Public/Institutional 1,000 sq ft 486 891 11.13 5,409 9,917 4,508
Total Service Units, North Service Area (West of Aqua Fria) 83,095 253,646 170,551

Total Service Units, City-Wide 1,398,454 1,882,709 484,255

         Units                               VMT                      

 
Source:  2013 and 2023 units from Table 12 (Zone 1 is South, Zone 2 is remainder of the city); VMT per unit from 
Table 15 (industrial/warehouse is average of industrial and warehouse). 
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Cost per Service Unit 
 
As described in the Methodology section above, the level of service used in the consumption-based 
methodology is a system-wide capacity/demand (VMC/VMT) ratio of one.  This means that the 
cost per service unit (VMT) is the same as the cost per VMC.  The first step in calculating the cost 
per service unit is to demonstrate that the existing levels of service in each of the City’s 
transportation impact fee service areas meet or exceed this standard. 
 
To determine the capacity of a roadway, or maximum volumes at the desired roadway level of 
service (LOS), it is necessary to identify the desired LOS.  According to the City’s General Plan, the 
City desires to maintain LOS C on its roadway system.5 However, in practice, the City uses LOS D 
for transportation planning purposes.  Maximum volumes at varying levels of service are shown in 
Table 17.  At LOS D, arterial capacities range from 10,000 vehicles per day for a 2-lane road up to 
60,000 vehicles per day for an 8-lane road. 
 

Table 17.  Arterial Roadway Capacities by Level of Service 
Facility Type/
Functional Classification A B C D E
Principal Arterial (8-lane) 40,000 46,700 53,300 60,000 66,700
Principal Arterial (6-lane) 30,000 35,000 40,000 45,000 50,000
Minor Arterial (4-lane) 16,500 19,000 22,000 25,000 27,500
Minor Arterial (2-lane) 6,700 7,800 8,900 10,000 11,100

Level of Service

 
Source:  BRW Inc. for Maricopa County DOT, Northwest Valley Transportation Study, Table 2.1, 
June 2000. 

 
An analysis of the existing level of service was conducted for each of the City’s transportation 
service areas.  A detailed inventory of the existing arterial road network was prepared (see Appendix 
A).  For each roadway segment, information was gathered on segment length in miles, number of 
through lanes, and current volume based on recent traffic counts. The vehicle-miles of capacity 
(VMC) provided by each segment was determined by multiplying the length of the segment by the 
daily capacity of the segment at LOS D, based on the number of lanes and the generalized roadway 
capacities shown in the table above.  The VMC of all road segments in each service area was 
summed to determine the total capacity provided by the City’s arterial system in each service area.  
Similarly, the existing demand on each roadway segment was quantified in terms of vehicle-miles of 
travel (VMT) by multiplying the length of the segment by the current daily traffic volume, and 
summed for each service area.   
 
The results of the existing level of service analysis are shown in Table 18.  While some individual 
road segments are operating at a worse level of service than LOS D, the appropriate level of service 
measurement for a consumption-based road fee is the overall ratio of capacity to demand for the 
service area.  As shown below, existing levels of service exceed the minimum VMC/VMT ratio of 
one-to-one in all three service areas. 
  

                                                 
5 City of Peoria, General Plan, updated January 2010, Table 12-1, page 12-1. 
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Table 18.  Existing Transportation Levels of Service 

VMC/  
Service Area VMC    VMT    VMT   
South (South of Deer Valley Road) 1,380,545 956,895 1.44
Central (N of Deer Valley, E of Agua Fria) 743,050 385,632 1.93
North (West of Agua Fria) 265,275 58,921 4.50
City-Wide 2,388,870 1,401,448 1.70  

Source:  Vehicle-miles of capacity (VMC) and vehicle-miles of travel (VMT) from Table 58 in Appendix A. 

 
The cost per service unit is derived from the capacity-expanding transportation improvements 
planned to accommodate anticipated growth over the next ten years.  Project descriptions and cost 
estimates are detailed in Table 19 below.  The cost estimates include roadway and median 
construction, new bridges, box culverts and traffic signals, but do not include rights-of-way.  The 
City has not identified any planned improvements in the South service area (south of Deer Valley 
Road).  Consequently, updated transportation impact fees will not be calculated for that area. 
 

Table 19.  Planned Transportation Improvements, 2013-2023 
New  

Street Name From To Miles Exist 10-Yr Exist 10-Yr VMC  Project Cost
83rd Ave Happy Valley Rd Jomax 1.22 2 4 10,000 25,000 18,300 $6,791,457
91st Ave Deer Valley Rd Pinnacle Peak Rd 1.00 2 4 10,000 25,000 15,000 $6,051,612
Deer Valley Rd Lake Pleasant Pw 97th Ave 0.67 2 4 10,000 25,000 10,050 $4,232,396
Deer Valley Rd 97th Ave 91st Ave 0.75 2 4 10,000 25,000 11,250 $4,205,090
Happy Valley Rd Lake Pleasant Pw Agua Fria 3.17 4 6 25,000 45,000 63,400 $10,865,867
Jomax Rd 83rd Ave 67th Ave 2.19 2 4 10,000 25,000 32,850 $22,064,233
Lone Mountain Pw Agua Fria Lake Pleasant Pw 1.27 0 2 0 10,000 12,700 $14,447,831
Subtotal, Central Service Area 10.27 163,550 $68,658,486

Bullard Ave El Mirage Rd SR 74 4.13 0 2 0 10,000 41,300 $25,560,661
Dixeleta Blvd Vistancia Blvd 135th Ave 1.17 0 2 0 10,000 11,700 $6,878,549
El Mirage Rd Vistancia Blvd Lone Mountain Pw 1.06 2 4 10,000 25,000 15,900 $9,165,436
El Mirage Rd Lone Mountain Pw Twin Buttes Rd 2.97 2 4 10,000 25,000 44,550 $23,298,861
El Mirage Rd Twin Buttes Rd Bullard Ave 0.85 0 2 0 10,000 8,500 $5,651,041
El Mirage Rd Happy Valley Rd Vistancia Blvd 1.15 2 4 10,000 25,000 17,250 $9,904,541
Happy Valley Rd Agua Fria Loop 303 0.60 4 6 25,000 45,000 12,000 $7,274,976
Jomax Rd El Mirage Rd Dysart Rd 1.00 0 2 0 10,000 10,000 $6,065,433
Lone Mountain Pw Blackstone Dr El Mirage Rd 0.31 2 4 10,000 25,000 4,650 $1,195,242
Lone Mountain Pw El Mirage Rd Loop 303 1.09 2 4 10,000 25,000 16,350 $4,277,085
Lone Mountain Pw Loop 303 Agua Fria 1.03 0 2 0 10,000 10,300 $18,153,033
Twin Buttes Rd Vistancia Blvd Parcel J-16/17 Bdry 1.28 0 2 0 10,000 12,800 $7,353,639
Vistancia Blvd Westland Rd Twin Buttes Rd 0.85 2 4 10,000 25,000 12,750 $9,923,363
Vistancia Blvd Twin Buttes Rd Bullard Ave 2.08 0 2 0 10,000 20,800 $12,860,135
Westland Rd El Mirage Rd Loop 303 1.88 0 2 0 10,000 18,800 $10,709,156
Westland Rd Vistancia Blvd El Mirage Rd 1.34 0 2 0 10,000 13,400 $9,356,917
Subtotal, North Service Area 22.79 271,050 $167,628,068

Total 33.06 434,600 $236,286,554

No. of Lanes Capacity

 
Source:  Project descriptions and costs from City of Peoria Engineering Department, January 30, 2014 (project costs exclude right-of-way costs and 
construction engineering and inspection costs); capacities from Table 17; new VMC is increase in capacity times miles. 

 
Not all of the future costs will be borne by the City.  Regional transportation funding is 
programmed to reimburse the City in future fiscal years (FY 2025 and FY 2026) for a significant 
share of the cost of the Lake Pleasant Parkway widening project.  Although this reimbursement will 
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not occur until after the 10-year planning horizon, it is appropriate to take it into consideration.  The 
percentage of planned costs that will be paid for with regional funding is shown in Table 20. 
 

Table 20.  Transportation Cost and Funding, 2013-2023 

Programmed Regional Funding Reimbursements $13,867,000
÷Total Cost of Planned Improvements, 2013-2023 $236,286,554
Regional Funding Percentage 5.9%  

Source:  Regional funding from MAG, Arterial Life Cycle Program, June 19, 2013; 
total project costs from Table 19. 

 
The transportation cost per service unit is calculated by dividing the cost of planned improvements 
over the next ten years by the additional capacity that will be provided by those improvements.  The 
resulting costs per VMC for the two service areas are reduced by the anticipated regional funding 
percentage, and then multiplied by the VMC/VMT ratio to determine the cost per VMT, as shown 
in Table 21.   
 

Table 21.  Transportation Cost per Service Unit 

Central    North      
Total Cost of Planned Improvements, 2013-2023 $68,658,486 $167,628,068
÷ New Vehicle-Miles of Capacity (VMC) Added 163,550 271,050
Average Cost per Vehicle-Mile of Capacity (VMC) $419.80 $618.44
x Local Percentage of Costs 94.1% 94.1%
Local Cost per Vehicle-Mile of Capacity (VMC) $395.03 $581.95
x VMC/VMT Ratio 1.00 1.00
Average Cost per Vehicle-Mile of Travel (VMT) $395.03 $581.95

               Service Area               

 
Source:  Total cost of planned improvements and new VMC from Table 19; local percentage of 
costs is 100% less regional funding percentage from Table 20; VMC/VMT ratio assumed. 

 
 
Net Cost per Service Unit 
 
As noted in the Legal Framework section of this report, impact fees should be reduced (or “offset”) 
in order to account for other types of revenues that will be generated by new development and used 
to fund capacity-expanding improvements of the same type as those to be funded by the impact 
fees.  Cases in which such an offset is warranted include funding of existing deficiencies, outstanding 
debt payments on existing facilities, and dedicated revenue sources to fund growth-related 
improvements.   
 
Because the transportation impact fees calculated in this report are based on the one-to-one 
VMC/VMT ratio assumed in the consumption-based methodology, and the existing level of service 
is higher than a 1.00 VMC/VMT ratio in all three service areas, there are no existing deficiencies.  
Other than impact fees, the City has no dedicated source of revenue to fund growth-related 
transportation improvements.  Anticipated regional funding for planned improvements has already 
been deducted from the cost used to calculate the cost per service unit.     
 
The City has funded past transportation improvements with impact fees, general funds or by issuing 
bonds.  The bond debt is retired with sales tax, property tax or other general revenues of the City.  
New development will generate a portion of the general revenue that will be used to retire the debt, 
and consequently an offset should be calculated to account for this future general revenue 
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contribution.  The amount of currently-outstanding debt principal on bond issues used to fund 
existing transportation improvements amounts to $65.6 million. 
   
While future debt service payments will include both principal and interest costs, the offset is 
calculated based on the outstanding principal only.  No financing or interest costs have been 
included in determining the improvement costs, and it would be inconsistent to provide an offset 
for a cost component that is not included in the fee calculation.  In addition, inclusion of interest 
costs would raise complicated issues about the time value of money.  The simplest approach to 
calculating the offset is to determine the current amount of outstanding debt principal per existing 
service unit.  This represents the costs of existing transportation facilities that are being paid for 
through debt by existing development.  Deducting this same amount from the cost per service unit 
puts new development on an equal footing with existing development.  The debt offset is 
appropriately calculated city-wide, because new development will be paying the same amount to 
retire this debt, regardless of service area.  The transportation debt offset is calculated in Table 22. 
 

Table 22.  Transportation Debt Offset per Service Unit 

Outstanding Debt for Street Capacity Projects $65,632,250
÷Existing Vehicle-Miles of Travel (VMT) 1,379,498
Debt Offset per VMT $47.58  
Source:  Outstanding debt from City of Peoria Finance and Budget 
Department, July 1, 2013; existing city-wide VMT from Table 16. 

 
The net cost per service unit is shown in Table 23 for the Central and North service areas.  The city-
wide debt offset amount is deducted from the cost per service unit and the cost of required studies 
is added to determine the net costs per service unit for the two service areas.     
 

Table 23.  Transportation Net Cost per Service Unit 

Central North
Local Non-ROW Cost per VMT $395.03 $581.95
– Debt Offset per VMT -$47.58 -$47.58
Study Update Cost per VMT $0.24 $0.24
Net Cost per VMT $347.69 $534.61

       Service Area               

 
Source:  Cost per VMT from Table 21; debt offset from Table 22; study update cost 
from Table 68, 
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Updated Impact Fees 
 
The updated transportation impact fees that may be adopted by the City based on this study is the 
product of the number of service units generated by a unit of development and the net cost per 
service unit calculated above.  The resulting net cost schedules for the two service areas are 
presented in Table 24.   
 

Table 24.  Transportation Net Cost Schedule 
VMT/ Net Cost/ Net Cost/

Land Use Type Unit Unit  VMT      Unit     
Central Service Area
Single-Family Detached Dwelling 16.08 $347.69 $5,591
Multi-Family Dwelling 9.95 $347.69 $3,460
Mobile Home Park Space 7.47 $347.69 $2,597
Hotel/Motel Room 14.31 $347.69 $4,975
Retail/Commercial 1,000 sq ft 19.45 $347.69 $6,763
Office 1,000 sq ft 14.70 $347.69 $5,111
Industrial 1,000 sq ft 7.92 $347.69 $2,754
Warehouse 1,000 sq ft 5.18 $347.69 $1,801
Public/Institutional 1,000 sq ft 11.13 $347.69 $3,870
North Service Area
Single-Family Detached Dwelling 16.08 $534.61 $8,597
Multi-Family Dwelling 9.95 $534.61 $5,319
Mobile Home Park Space 7.47 $534.61 $3,994
Hotel/Motel Room 14.31 $534.61 $7,650
Retail/Commercial 1,000 sq ft 19.45 $534.61 $10,398
Office 1,000 sq ft 14.70 $534.61 $7,859
Industrial 1,000 sq ft 7.92 $534.61 $4,234
Warehouse 1,000 sq ft 5.18 $534.61 $2,769
Public/Institutional 1,000 sq ft 11.13 $534.61 $5,950  

Source:  VMT per unit from Table 15; net cost per VMT from Table 23. 

 
The updated transportation fees are compared to current fees in Table 25 below.  Not shown in the 
table is south of Deer Valley Road, where the transportation fees will be eliminated.  Current fees 
for a single-family unit in this area are $2,300 south of Bell Road and $5,304 between Bell Road and 
Deer Valley Road. 
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Table 25.  Current and Updated Transportation Impact Fees 

Geographic Area and Current Updated Percent
Land Use Type Unit Fee   Fee   Change
North of Deer Valley/South of Dynamite
Single-Family Detached Dwelling $5,304 $5,591 5%
Multi-Family Dwelling $3,725 $3,460 -7%
Mobile Home Park Space $2,766 $2,597 -6%
Hotel/Motel Room $3,121 $4,975 59%
Retail/Commercial 1,000 sq ft $12,019 $6,763 -44%
Office 1,000 sq ft $4,098 $5,111 25%
Industrial 1,000 sq ft $2,382 $2,754 16%
Warehouse 1,000 sq ft $1,695 $1,801 6%
Public/Institutional 1,000 sq ft $4,098 $3,870 -6%
North of Dynamite/East of Agua Fria
Single-Family Detached Dwelling $8,160 $5,591 -31%
Multi-Family Dwelling $5,730 $3,460 -40%
Mobile Home Park Space $4,256 $2,597 -39%
Hotel/Motel Room $4,802 $4,975 4%
Retail/Commercial 1,000 sq ft $18,490 $6,763 -63%
Office 1,000 sq ft $6,305 $5,111 -19%
Industrial 1,000 sq ft $3,665 $2,754 -25%
Warehouse 1,000 sq ft $2,608 $1,801 -31%
Public/Institutional 1,000 sq ft $6,305 $3,870 -39%
West of Agua Fria
Single-Family Detached Dwelling $8,160 $8,597 5%
Multi-Family Dwelling $5,730 $5,319 -7%
Mobile Home Park Space $4,256 $3,994 -6%
Hotel/Motel Room $4,802 $7,650 59%
Retail/Commercial 1,000 sq ft $18,490 $10,398 -44%
Office 1,000 sq ft $6,305 $7,859 25%
Industrial 1,000 sq ft $3,665 $4,234 16%
Warehouse 1,000 sq ft $2,608 $2,769 6%
Public/Institutional 1,000 sq ft $6,305 $5,950 -6%  

Source:  Current fees from Table 1; updated fees from Table 24. 

 
 
Capital Plan 
 
Over the next ten years, the City plans to make a number of capacity-expanding improvements to 
the major road system, as summarized in Table 26 below.  In addition, the City has obligations 
against future impact fees to provide developer credits or reimbursements and to repay an interfund 
loan for past improvements.  Finally, the City will need to pay for a minimum of two transportation 
impact fee updates over the next ten years.  It should be noted that the timing of individual 
improvements will be dependent on the pace and location of development that actually occurs, and 
not all of the planned improvements will necessarily be needed in the next ten years.  Some of the 
improvements may be constructed by developers in return for credits against their transportation 
impact fees.   
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Table 26.  Transportation Capital Plan, 2013-2023 

Project Cost     
83rd Ave, Happy Valley Rd-Jomax $6,791,457
91st Ave, Deer Valley Rd-Pinnacle Peak Rd $6,051,612
Deer Valley Rd, Lake Pleasant Pkwy-97th Ave $4,232,396
Deer Valley Rd, 97th Ave-91st Ave $4,205,090
Happy Valley Rd, Lake Pleasant Pkwy-Agua Fria $10,865,867
Jomax Rd, 83rd Ave-67th Ave $22,064,233
Lone Mountain Pkwy, Agua Fria-Lake Pleasant Pkwy $14,447,831
Interfund Loan from Bond Fund for Happy Valley, Terramar-Lk Pleasant $1,819,656
Outstanding Developer Credits $16,389,334
Required Transportation Impact Fee Update Studies $37,098
Total, Central Service Area $86,904,574

Bullard Ave, El Mirage Rd-SR 74 $25,560,661
Dixeleta Blvd, Vistancia Blvd-135th Ave $6,878,549
El Mirage Rd, Vistancia-Lone Mountain Pkwy $9,165,436
El Mirage Rd, Lone Mountain Pkwy-Twin Buttes Rd $23,298,861
El Mirage Rd, Twin Buttes Rd-Bullard Ave $5,651,041
El Mirage Rd, Happy Valley Rd-Vistancia Blvd $9,904,541
Happy Valley Rd, Agua Fria-Loop 303 $7,274,976
Jomax Rd, El Mirage Rd-Dysart Rd $6,065,433
Lone Mountain Pkwy, Blackstone Dr-El Mirage Rd $1,195,242
Lone Mountain Pkwy, El Mirage Rd-Loop 303 $4,277,085
Lone Mountain Pkwy, Loop 303-Agua Fria $18,153,033
Twin Buttes Rd, Vistancia Blvd-Parcel J-16/17 Boundary $7,353,639
Vistancia Blvd, Westland Rd-Twin Buttes Rd $9,923,363
Vistancia Blvd, Twin Buttes Rd-Bullard Ave $12,860,135
Westland Rd, El Mirage Rd-Loop 303 $10,709,156
Westland Rd, Vistancia Blvd-El Mirage Rd $9,356,917
Outstanding Developer Credits $25,292,165
Required Transportation Impact Fee Update Studies $44,596
Total, North Service Area $192,964,829  
Source:  Planned projects and costs from Table 19; outstanding developer credits and interfund loan 
amount from Table 66 (developer credits have been allocated to service areas based on location of 
developments); update study cost from Table 68 (allocated based on new VMT from Table 16). 

 
Assuming that the updated fees are adopted at 100%, projected transportation impact fee revenues 
over the next ten years, based on new development anticipated by the land use assumptions, are 
summarized in Table 27.  The projected fee revenues should cover 57% of the planned impact fee-
eligible expenditures in the Central service area and 47% of planned expenditures in the North 
service area.   
 

Table 27.  Projected Transportation Impact Fee Revenues, 2013-2023 

Central     North     
Net Cost per VMT $347.69 $534.61
x New VMT, 2013-2023 141,878 170,551
Projected Fee Revenue, 2013-2023 $49,329,562 $91,178,270
÷ Planned Expenditures, 2013-2023 $86,904,574 $192,964,829
Percent of Planned Costs 57% 47%

Service Area

 
Source:  Net cost per VMT from Table 23; new VMT from Table 16; planned 
expenditures from Table 26. 
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PARKS 
 
This section updates the City’s park impact fees to ensure that they are fully compliant with the 
requirements of SB 1525.  In place of the City’s current separate fees for neighborhood and 
community parks, a single park fee is proposed.  
 
Methodology 
 
The 2007 study calculated neighborhood and community park fees using an “incremental 
expansion” methodology.  This approach uses the existing level of service to determine the cost 
required to serve future development.  The study used 1.57 acres of neighborhood parks per 1,000 
persons, and 1.46 acres of community parks per 1,000 persons as the levels of service.   
 
Rather than using population as the service unit for parks, we suggest using Equivalent Dwelling 
Units (EDUs).  A typical single-family home is 1.00 EDU, while the EDUs for other land use types 
are based on the number of people relative to the average household size for a typical single-family 
unit.  Using EDUs rather than population has the advantage of taking volatile occupancy rates out 
of the equation. 
 
While a ratio of acres to population may be a useful level of service (LOS) measure for park 
planning purposes, it is less appropriate as the basis for impact fee calculation.  An acre developed 
with ball fields represents a much lower capital investment than an acre developed with a 
community center or a swimming pool.  Our preference is to inventory actual improvements and 
use current replacement costs to quantify the capital investment in each service area.  The existing 
LOS will be defined in terms of capital investment per EDU.   
 
The fees could be based on the existing LOS in each service area, or, if the City desires to have a fee 
that is uniform across the city, the fees could be based on the existing LOS for the service area that 
currently has the lowest level of service.  Basing the fees on the existing LOS will avoid creating 
existing deficiencies and the need to deal with the accompanying complexities.  For example, since 
new development will contribute to whatever funding source is used to remedy existing deficiencies, 
a city-wide deficiency offset would be required to reflect the amount that new development would 
contribute toward the cost of remedying the existing deficiencies. 
 
Service Units 
 
As noted above, the service unit for the park impact fees will be an Equivalent Dwelling Unit 
(EDU).  An EDU represents the average number of people residing in an occupied single-family 
detached dwelling unit.  A single-family detached unit is, by definition, one EDU.  The number of 
EDUs per dwelling unit for other housing types is the ratio of the average household size to the 
average household size of a single-family detached unit.   
 
SB 1525 provides that “… the fees shall be assessed against commercial, residential and industrial 
development, except that the municipality may distinguish between different categories of 
residential, commercial and industrial development in assessing the costs to the municipality of 
providing necessary public services to new development and in determining the amount of the 
development fee applicable to the category of development.” (9-463.05.C.12, A.R.S.)  Park impact 
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fees are traditionally only assessed on residential development, because there is a much clearer nexus 
between the number of residents and the demand for park facilities than is the case for 
nonresidential development.  Any additional demand on park facilities attributable to nonresidential 
development would come from nonresidents who work in the city using parks during their lunch 
breaks, before or after work or on company-sponsored events.  While this impact is likely to be 
relatively insignificant, this update will calculate park fees for nonresidential uses.  
 
For nonresidential development, the number of employees per unit is adjusted by two factors to 
estimate equivalent persons per unit.  The “occupancy factor” adjusts for the fact that nonresident 
workers are in Peoria only about one-quarter of the total number of hours in a week, assuming a 
typical 40-hour work week.  The “nonresident factor” takes into account the fact that about half of 
jobs in Peoria are filled by residents.  The resulting park service unit multipliers are presented in 
Table 28. 
 

Table 28.  Park Service Unit Multipliers 
Pop./Emp. Occupancy Nonresident Equivalent EDUs/

Land Use Unit per Unit   Factor Factor Persons/Unit Unit   
Single-Family Detached Dwelling 2.98 1.00 1.00 2.98 1.00
Multi-Family Dwelling 1.77 1.00 1.00 1.77 0.59
Mobile Home Park Space 2.03 1.00 1.00 2.03 0.68
Hotel/Motel Room 1.57 0.24 0.49 0.18 0.06
Retail/Commercial 1,000 sq ft 1.56 0.24 0.49 0.18 0.06
Office 1,000 sq ft 1.37 0.24 0.49 0.16 0.05
Industrial 1,000 sq ft 0.45 0.24 0.49 0.05 0.02
Warehouse 1,000 sq ft 0.45 0.24 0.49 0.05 0.02
Public/Institutional 1,000 sq ft 0.34 0.24 0.49 0.04 0.01  
Source:  Residential population per unit is average household size from Table 63 in Appendix B; hotel/motel population 
per room is one-half of average vehicle occupancy on vacation trips from U.S. Department of Transportation, National 
Household Travel Survey, 2009; nonresidential employees per 1,000 sq. ft. from Table 11; occupancy factor for 
nonresidential is ratio of 40 hour work week to 168 hours in a week; nonresident factor is percent of jobs in Peoria filled 
by nonresidents derived by subtracting the number of residents who work in Peoria from the 2008-2012 American 
Community Survey (15,234) from the total number of jobs in Peoria from Table 10, then dividing by the total number of 
jobs; equivalent persons per unit is product of population/employee per unit, occupancy factor and nonresident factor; 
EDUs per unit is ratio of equivalent persons per unit to single-family detached. 

 
The number of existing and future service units in each service area can be determined by taking the 
existing and projected land uses from the Land Use Assumptions and multiplying by the 
corresponding service unit multipliers, as shown in Table 29.  City-wide, about 2% of park service 
units are attributable to nonresidential development. 
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Table 29.  Park Service Units by Service Area, 2013-2023 

EDUs/
Land Use (Unit) Zone 1.1 Zone 1.2 Zone 2 Zone 3 Unit Zone 1.1 Zone 1.2 Zone 2 Zone 3 Total  
Single-Family (unit) 23,328 15,256 6,977 4,186 1.00 23,328 15,256 6,977 4,186 49,747
Multi-Family (unit) 9,242 4,029 82 78 0.59 5,453 2,377 48 46 7,924
Mobile Home (unit) 2,508 617 125 224 0.68 1,705 420 85 152 2,362
Retail (1000 sf) 7,661 1,618 693 194 0.06 460 97 42 12 611
Office (1000 sf) 3,923 288 159 246 0.05 196 14 8 12 230
Ind/Whse (1000 sf) 8,106 450 106 82 0.02 162 9 2 2 175
Public (1000 sf) 6,919 2,328 696 486 0.01 69 23 7 5 104
Total, 2013 31,373 18,196 7,169 4,415 61,153

Single-Family (unit) 23,786 17,255 13,462 12,904 1.00 23,786 17,255 13,462 12,904 67,407
Multi-Family (unit) 9,466 4,029 82 878 0.59 5,585 2,377 48 518 8,528
Mobile Home (unit) 2,508 617 125 224 0.68 1,705 420 85 152 2,362
Retail (1000 sf) 8,982 2,170 1,247 640 0.06 539 130 75 38 782
Office (1000 sf) 5,427 491 568 848 0.05 271 25 28 42 366
Ind/Whse (1000 sf) 12,707 670 190 139 0.02 254 13 4 3 274
Public (1000 sf) 11,437 2,596 1,054 891 0.01 114 26 11 9 160
Total, 2023 32,254 20,246 13,713 13,666 79,879

New Service Units (EDUs), 2013-23 881 2,050 6,544 9,251 18,726

Development Units Service Units (EDUs)

 
Source:  Dwelling units from Table 12; EDUs per unit from Table 28. 

 
 
Cost per Service Unit 
 
As noted in the Methodology section, the updated park impact fees will be calculated using the 
incremental expansion methodology, based on the existing level of service.  The existing level of 
service is quantified as the replacement cost of existing facilities per service unit.   
 
The inventory of existing parks, acres and improvements in each service area is provided in Table 
30.  For existing parks that exceed the 30-acre limit imposed by SB 1525, only 30 acres are eligible.  
Facilities or improvements located on land beyond the 30-acre maximum have been excluded.   
 
The replacement costs of the existing eligible park facilities are determined using current unit 
replacement costs.  These are summarized for each service area in Table 31. 
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Table 30.  Existing Park Inventory 
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Arrowhead Shores 1.1 8.91 8.91 8.91 1 2 2
Braewood Park 1.1 7.09 7.09 7.09 1 1 2.0 1 4 1 18
Calbrisa Park 1.1 3.73 3.73 3.73 1 1 3.0 1 2 1
Centennial HS Pool 1.1 n/a n/a n/a 1
Centennial Plaza 1.1 4.20 4.20 4.20 1 1
Hayes Park 1.1 15.72 15.72 15.72 1 1 1 2 2 2 2 52
Country Meadows Park 1.1 7.93 7.93 7.93 2 1 1.5 2 1 1 1 19
Ira Murphy Park 1.1 4.45 4.45 4.45 1 1 1 3.0 2 1 1 22
Osuna Park 1.1 3.26 3.26 3.26 1 19
Kiwanis Park 1.1 4.61 4.61 4.61 1 1 3.0 1 3
Monroe Park 1.1 3.92 3.92 3.92 1 1 1.0 2 2 26
Paseo Verde Park 1.1 11.75 11.75 11.75 1 1 1.0 2 1 2
Peoria Community Ctr 1.1 6.00 6.00 6.00 1 87
Peoria HS Pool 1.1 n/a n/a n/a 1
Peoria Sports Complex 1.1 125.06 30.00 30.00 4 5 6
Pioneer Park 1.1 85.00 30.00 30.00 3 1 1 6
Rio Vista Park 1.1 54.69 30.00 30.00 3 4 1 3 1 1 3 4 4
Roundtree Ranch Park 1.1 9.50 9.50 9.50 1 1 1 20
Scotland Yard Park 1.1 8.90 8.90 8.90 1 1 1.0 1 1 1 1 35
Stone Park 1.1 0.21 0.21 0.21 0.5
Sundance Park 1.1 9.55 9.55 9.55 1 1 3.0 2 1 2 1 1 27
Sunnyslope Park 1.1 22.35 22.35 22.35 1 1 1.5 2 1 1 2 1 2 50
Sweetwater Park 1.1 10.64 10.64 10.64 1 1 2.0 2 1 5 1 45
Varney Park 1.1 8.53 8.53 8.53 1 1 2.0 3 1 2 2 103
Wacker Park 1.1 4.54 4.54 4.54 1
Westgreen Park 1.1 3.94 3.94 3.94 1 1 2 1 2 1 21
Windrose Park 1.1 7.39 7.39 7.39 1 1 1.5 2 4 1 30
Alta Vista Park 1.2 11.44 11.44 11.44 1 1 2.0 2 3 1 1 1 37
Apache Park 1.2 9.21 9.21 9.21 1 1 2.0 2 1 3 1 2 35
Camino a Lago 1.2 7.48 7.48 1.00
Deer Village Park 1.2 8.67 8.67 8.67 1 2 2.0 2 3 1 1 25
Desert Amethyst 1.2 11.06 11.06 11.06 1
Fletcher Hts Park 1.2 7.45 7.45 7.45 1 1 3.0 2 3 1 1 24
Fletcher Hts Park N 1.2 4.24 4.24 4.24 1 2.0 2 1
Parkridge Park 1.2 20.04 20.04 20.04 1 1 2.0 2 1 3 1 1 2 30
Sunrise Family Center 1.2 n/a n/a n/a 1
Sunrise HS Pool 1.2 n/a n/a n/a 1
Sunrise Park 1.2 0.24 0.24 0.24 1 1
Palo Verde 2 4.14 4.14 4.14 1 1 1.0 2 16
Sonoran Mtn Ranch 2 7.59 7.59 7.59 1 1 1.5 1
Terramar Park 2 9.39 9.39 9.39 1 1 2 1 16
West Wing Park 2 19.29 19.29 19.29 1 1 2 1 2 1 1 32
Sunset Park 3 11.14 11.14 11.14 1 1 2 4 2 47
Westland Park 3 4.22 4.22 4.22 1 1 2.0 2 1 13
Subtotal, Zone 1.1 431.87 257.12 257.12 28 11 19 26.0 15 8 2 2 38 6 1 0 1 2 20 6 27 2 574
Subtotal, Zone 1.2 79.83 79.83 73.35 5 0 10 13.0 10 2 1 0 18 5 0 0 0 2 0 0 8 0 151
Subtotal, Zone 2 40.41 40.41 40.41 4 0 4 2.5 2 0 0 0 5 2 0 1 0 0 0 0 3 0 64
Subtotal, Zone 3 15.36 15.36 15.36 2 0 2 2.0 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 3 0 60
Total 567.47 392.72 386.24 39 11 35 43.5 27 10 3 2 65 13 1 1 1 4 20 10 41 2 849  
Notes:  The following facilities were excluded as being outside the 30-acre maximum area:  Peoria Sports Complex: rec center and 9 
baseball fields; Rio Vista Park: recreation center and lake; Pioneer Park: lake, 4 multi-use fields, 7 picnic pavilions and 3 restrooms. 
Source:  City of Peoria Parks Department, October 19, 2012 and September 26, 2013. 
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Table 31.  Existing Park Replacement Costs 

Component Zone 1.1 Zone 1.2 Zone 2 Zone 3 Cost/Unit
Eligible Land (acres) 257.12 79.83 40.41 15.36 $100,000
Development Cost (acres) 257.12 73.35 40.41 15.36 $59,976
Restroom 28 5 4 2 $143,750
Concession Bldg 11 0 0 0 $632,500
Play Area 19 10 4 2 $109,250
Basketball Court 26.0 13.0 2.5 2.0 $63,250
Tennis Court 15 10 2 0 $85,100
Volleyball Court 8 2 0 0 $17,825
Swimming Pool 2 1 0 0 $4,000,000
Splash Pad 2 0 0 0 $225,000
Small  Picnic Ramada 38 18 5 4 $23,000
Large Picnic Ramada 6 5 2 0 $36,800
Skate Park 1 0 0 0 $1,150,000
Skate Ramp 0 0 1 0 $100,000
Rec/Community Ctr (sq. ft.) 3,000 0 0 0 $396
Off-Leash Dog Area 2 2 0 0 $100,356
Baseball Field 20 0 0 0 $623,000
Softball Field 6 0 0 4 $623,000
Multi-Use Field 27 8 3 3 $467,000
Soccer Field 2 0 0 0 $467,000
Parking Space 574 151 64 60 $4,072

Component Zone 1.1 Zone 1.2 Zone 2 Zone 3 Total   
Eligible Land $25,712,000 $7,983,000 $4,041,000 $1,536,000 $39,272,000
Land Development $15,421,029 $4,399,240 $2,423,630 $921,231 $23,165,130
Restroom $4,025,000 $718,750 $575,000 $287,500 $5,606,250
Concession Bldg $6,957,500 $0 $0 $0 $6,957,500
Play Area $2,075,750 $1,092,500 $437,000 $218,500 $3,823,750
Basketball Court $1,644,500 $822,250 $158,125 $126,500 $2,751,375
Tennis Court $1,276,500 $851,000 $170,200 $0 $2,297,700
Volleyball Court $142,600 $35,650 $0 $0 $178,250
Swimming Pool $8,000,000 $4,000,000 $0 $0 $12,000,000
Splash Pad $450,000 $0 $0 $0 $450,000
Small  Picnic Ramada $874,000 $414,000 $115,000 $92,000 $1,495,000
Large Picnic Ramada $220,800 $184,000 $73,600 $0 $478,400
Skate Park $1,150,000 $0 $0 $0 $1,150,000
Skate Ramp $0 $0 $100,000 $0 $100,000
Rec/Community Ctr $1,188,000 $0 $0 $0 $1,188,000
Off-Leash Dog Area $200,712 $200,712 $0 $0 $401,424
Baseball Field $12,460,000 $0 $0 $0 $12,460,000
Softball Field $3,738,000 $0 $0 $2,492,000 $6,230,000
Multi-Use Field $12,609,000 $3,736,000 $1,401,000 $1,401,000 $19,147,000
Soccer Field $934,000 $0 $0 $0 $934,000
Parking Space $2,337,328 $614,872 $260,608 $244,320 $3,457,128
Total $101,416,719 $25,051,974 $9,755,163 $7,319,051 $143,542,907

Existing Facility Units

Existing Replacement Cost

 
Source:  Existing facility units from Table 30; unit costs from City of Peoria Parks Department, December 18, 2012; 
replacement costs are facility units times cost per unit. 

 
The existing level of service for each service area is the existing cost per service unit, calculated by 
dividing the replacement cost of existing eligible park land and improvements by the existing 
number of service units.  First, however, it is necessary to adjust the total replacement cost to 
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account for certain liabilities and assets.  Developers of projects in Zone 1.2 have contributed $1.4 
million in assets that are essentially reserved for use by remaining development in their projects, and 
this amount should not be counted in determining the level of service paid for by existing 
development in the service area.  Such liabilities are counterbalanced by current park impact fee 
account balances, which have been generated by existing development. 
 
As shown in Table 32, the existing park level of service is highest in Zone 1.1 (the southern part of 
the current Zone 1), at $3,235 per EDU.  Outside of Zone 1.1, the three other areas have existing 
levels of service ranging from a low of $1,384 per EDU in Zone 1.2 to a high of $2,051 in Zone 3. 
 

Table 32.  Existing Park Cost per Service Unit by Service Area 
Total        Less       Plus       Net          

Replacement Outstanding Account   Replacement Existing Cost/ 
Service Area Cost        Credits    Balance   Cost         EDUs  EDU  
Zone 1.1 (South) $101,416,719 $0 $86,729 $101,503,448 31,373 $3,235
Zone 1.2 (North) $25,051,974 -$1,409,258 $1,544,599 $25,187,315 18,196 $1,384
Zone 1 Total $126,468,693 -$1,409,258 $1,631,329 $126,690,764 49,569 $2,556
Zone 2 $9,755,163 -$94,773 $1,844,242 $11,504,632 7,169 $1,605
Zone 3 $7,319,051 $0 $1,738,097 $9,057,148 4,415 $2,051
City Total $143,542,907 -$1,504,031 $5,213,668 $147,252,544 61,153 $2,408  

Source:  Existing replacement costs from Table 31; outstanding developer credits and account balances as of June 30, 2013 
from City of Peoria City of Peoria Finance and Budget Department, September 12, 2013 (entire Zone 1 neighborhood park 
balance assigned to Zone 1.2 to offset credit liability; city-wide balance allocated based on percent of new 2013-2023 EDUs 
from Table 29); existing (2013) EDUs from Table 29. 

 
 
Net Cost per Service Unit 
 
As noted in the Legal Framework section of this report, impact fees should be reduced (or “offset”) 
in order to account for other types of revenues that will be generated by new development and used 
to fund capacity-expanding improvements of the same type as those to be funded by the impact 
fees.  Cases in which such an offset is warranted include funding of existing deficiencies, outstanding 
debt payments on existing facilities, and dedicated revenue sources to fund growth-related 
improvements.   
 
The park impact fees calculated in this report are based on the existing level of service, so there are 
no existing deficiencies.  Other than impact fees, the City has no dedicated source of revenue to 
fund growth-related park improvements.  The City has not received any grant funding for park 
improvements in recent years, and does not anticipate any grants over the next ten years.      
 
The City has funded park improvements with impact fees, general funds or by issuing general 
obligation bonds.  The debt is retired with sales tax, property tax or other general revenues of the 
City.  New development will generate a portion of the general revenue that will be used to retire the 
debt, and consequently an offset should be calculated to account for this future revenue 
contribution toward existing park facilities.  The amount of currently-outstanding debt principal on 
bond issues used to fund park improvements amounts to $39 million. 
 
While future debt service payments will include both principal and interest costs, the offset is 
calculated based on the outstanding principal only.  No financing or interest costs have been 
included in determining the improvement costs, and it would be inconsistent to provide an offset 
for a cost component that is not included in the fee calculation.  In addition, inclusion of interest 
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costs would raise complicated issues about the time value of money.  The simplest approach to 
calculating the offset is to determine the current amount of outstanding debt principal per existing 
service unit.  This represents the cost of existing park facilities that is being paid for through debt by 
existing development.  Deducting this same amount from the park cost per service unit puts new 
development on an equal footing with existing development.  The park debt offset is calculated in 
Table 33. 
 

Table 33.  Park Debt Offset 

Outstanding Park Debt $39,008,950
÷ Existing Park Service Units 61,153
Debt Offset per Service Unit $638  
Source:  Outstanding debt from City of Peoria Finance and Budget 
Department, July 1, 2013; existing city-wide park service units from 
Table 29. 

 
The potential net cost per service unit for each service area is shown in Table 34.  The city-wide 
debt offset amount is deducted from the cost per service unit for each service area.  This is 
appropriate, because new residences will be paying the same amount of debt service for existing 
parks regardless of their location.  The study cost per service unit is added to address the cost of 
required five-year updates to the park impact fee study.  The city-wide row represents what the net 
cost per service unit would be if calculated city-wide, and is provided for reference only. 
  

Table 34.  Park Net Cost per Service Unit 
Cost/ Debt   Study Net Cost/

Service Area EDU  Offset  Cost  EDU     
Zone 1.1 (South) $3,235 -$638 $3 $2,600
Zone 1.2 (North) $1,384 -$638 $3 $749
Zone 1 Total $2,556 -$638 $3 $1,921
Zone 2 $1,605 -$638 $3 $970
Zone 3 $2,051 -$638 $3 $1,416
City-Wide $2,408 -$638 $3 $1,773  
Source:  Cost per EDU from Table 32; debt offset Table 33; study cost from Table 
68. 

 
 
Updated Impact Fees 
 
The park impact fees that may be adopted by the City based on this study are derived by multiplying 
the number of service units generated by a unit of development and the net cost per service unit for 
each service area calculated above.  The resulting fee schedule is presented in Table 35.  The updated 
fee schedule presents the option of splitting the current Zone 1 service area into two service areas.  
With this option, the City could choose to charge no fees or lower than maximum fees in Zone 1.1.  
For example, if the City chose to charge the same fee in Zone 1.1 as in Zone 1.2, the updated single-
family fees would range from a low of $749 in Zone 1 to a high of $1,416 in Zone 3.  The city-wide 
figures represent what the fees would be if calculated city-wide, and are provided for reference only. 
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Table 35.  Park Net Cost Schedule 

EDUs/
Land Use Unit Unit Zone 1.1 Zone 1.2 Zone 1 Ttl. Zone 2  Zone 3  
Net Cost per EDU>> $2,600 $749 $1,921 $970 $1,416
Single-Family Detached Dwelling 1.00 $2,600 $749 $1,921 $970 $1,416
Multi-Family Dwelling 0.59 $1,534 $442 $1,133 $572 $835
Mobile Home Park Space 0.68 $1,768 $509 $1,306 $660 $963
Motel Room 0.06 $156 $45 $115 $58 $85
Retail/Commercial 1,000 sq. ft. 0.06 $156 $45 $115 $58 $85
Office 1,000 sq. ft. 0.05 $130 $37 $96 $49 $71
Industrial 1,000 sq. ft. 0.02 $52 $15 $38 $19 $28
Warehouse 1,000 sq. ft. 0.02 $52 $15 $38 $19 $28
Public/Instititional 1,000 sq. ft. 0.01 $26 $7 $19 $10 $14

Net Cost per Unit by Service Area

 
Source:  Net cost per EDU from Table 34; EDUs per unit from Table 28; net cost per unit is net cost per EDU times 
EDUs per unit. 

 
The updated park fees are compared to current fees for typical land uses in Table 36.  Except for 
Zone 1.1, the updated fees are lower than current fees for residential uses.  Because the City does 
not currently charge park fees for nonresidential uses, the new nonresidential fees represent an 
increase.  However, the nonresidential fees are relatively small, with the fee per 1,000 square feet 
being 1% to 6% of the fee per single-family detached dwelling unit.  Again, the city-wide figures 
represent what the fees would be if calculated city-wide, and are provided for reference only. 
 

Table 36.  Current and Updated Park Impact Fees 
Single- Multi- Mobile Hotel/
Family Family Home Motel Retail Office Indus. Whse. Public 

Service Area Unit  Unit  Space Room 1000 sf 1000 sf 1000 sf 1000 sf 1000 sf
Updated Fee
Zone 1.1 (South) $2,600 $1,534 $1,768 $156 $156 $130 $52 $52 $26
Zone 1.2 (North) $749 $442 $509 $45 $45 $37 $15 $15 $7
Zone 1 Total $1,921 $1,133 $1,306 $115 $115 $96 $38 $38 $19
Zone 2 $970 $572 $660 $58 $58 $49 $19 $19 $10
Zone 3 $1,416 $835 $963 $85 $85 $71 $28 $28 $14
City Wide $1,773 $1,046 $1,206 $106 $106 $89 $35 $35 $18

Current Fee $2,212 $1,520 $1,520 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0 $0

Percent Change
Zone 1.1 (South) 18% 1% 16% n/a  n/a  n/a  n/a  n/a  n/a  
Zone 1.2 (North) -66% -71% -67% n/a  n/a  n/a  n/a  n/a  n/a  
Zone 1 Total -13% -25% -14% n/a  n/a  n/a  n/a  n/a  n/a  
Zone 2 -56% -62% -57% n/a  n/a  n/a  n/a  n/a  n/a  
Zone 3 -36% -45% -37% n/a  n/a  n/a  n/a  n/a  n/a  
City Wide -20% -31% -21% n/a  n/a  n/a  n/a  n/a  n/a   
Source:  Current fees (sum of neighborhood and community park fees) from Table 1; updated fees from Table 35. 

 
 
Capital Plan 
 
Over the next ten years, the City plans to develop new parks, improve existing parks, pay for an 
update of the parks master plan and two updates to the park impact fee study, and credit developers 
for past improvements in Zone 1.2 and Zone 2.  The ten-year park capital plan is summarized in 
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Table 37 below.    It should be noted that the timing of individual improvements will be dependent 
on the pace and location of development that actually occurs, and not all of the planned 
improvements will necessarily be needed in the next ten years.  Some of the improvements may be 
constructed by developers in return for credits against their park impact fees. 
 

Table 37.  Park Capital Plan, 2013-2023 
Project Zone FY 2014-18 FY 2019-23 10-Yr Total
99th & Olive Avenue Park 1.1 $0 $3,609,500 $3,609,500
Camino a Lago Park 1.2 $1,518,084 $0 $1,518,084
Camino a Lago Park #2  (The Meadows) 1.2 $0 $3,193,500 $3,193,500
Aloravita South Neighborhood Park 2 $0 $3,684,499 $3,684,499
Aloravita North Neighborhood Park 2 $0 $3,483,500 $3,483,500
Comm Park #3 - N Peoria (50%)* 2 $7,500,000 $0 $7,500,000
Comm Park #3 - N Peoria (50%)* 3 $7,500,000 $0 $7,500,000
Vistancia Neighborhood Park #3 (White Pk) 3 $0 $3,407,499 $3,407,499
Comm Park #4 - N Vistancia (land only) 3 $0 $4,575,000 $4,575,000
Parks, Trails, and OS Master Plan (part)** 1.1 $0 $4,234 $4,234
Parks, Trails, and OS Master Plan (part)** 1.2 $0 $9,853 $9,853
Parks, Trails, and OS Master Plan (part)** 2 $0 $31,451 $31,451
Parks, Trails, and OS Master Plan (part)** 3 $0 $44,462 $44,462
Impact Fee Update Studies 1.1 $755 $754 $1,510
Impact Fee Update Studies 1.2 $2,554 $2,554 $5,108
Impact Fee Update Studies 2 $8,286 $8,286 $16,571
Impact Fee Update Studies 3 $11,747 $11,746 $23,493
Outstanding Developer Credits 1.2 $704,629 $704,629 $1,409,258
Outstanding Developer Credits 2 $47,387 $47,387 $94,773
Zone 1.1 (South) $755 $3,614,488 $3,615,244
Zone 1.2 (North) $2,225,267 $3,910,536 $6,135,803
Zone 1 Total $2,226,022 $7,525,024 $9,751,047
Zone 2 $7,555,673 $7,255,123 $14,810,794
Zone 3 $7,511,747 $8,038,707 $15,550,454
City-Wide Total $17,293,442 $22,818,854 $40,112,295  

* 50% of 60-acre park costs are eligible (only eligible costs shown); near border of boundary line between service areas 
2 and 3 – divided evenly between them 
** 50% attributed to parks, allocated by service area based on projected new EDUs, 2013-2023, from Table 29 
Source:  City of Peoria, August 30, 2013; update study cost from Table 68, allocated by service area based on share of 
projected new EDUs, 2013-2023, from Table 29; outstanding developer credits from Table 66. 

 
Assuming that the updated fees are adopted at 100% for each service area, potential park impact fee 
revenue over the next ten years, based on new development anticipated by the land use assumptions, 
plus current fund balances are compared to planned expenditures in Table 38.  The “City Total” 
rows reflect the overall revenue effects of the various service area options. 
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Table 38.  Potential Park Impact Fee Revenue, 2013-2023 
New     Projected  Current Available  % of    
EDUs    Net Cost/ Revenue  Fund   Funds     Planned    Planned

Service Area 2013-23 EDU     2013-23   Balance 2013-23   Costs      Costs   
Zone 1.1 (South) 881 $2,600 $2,290,600 $86,729 $2,377,329 $3,615,244 66%
Zone 1.2 (North) 2,050 $749 $1,535,450 $1,544,599 $3,080,049 $6,135,803 50%
Zone 1 Total 2,931 $1,921 $5,630,451 $1,631,329 $7,261,780 $9,751,047 74%
Zone 2 6,544 $970 $6,347,680 $1,844,242 $8,191,922 $14,810,794 55%
Zone 3 9,251 $1,416 $13,099,416 $1,738,097 $14,837,513 $15,550,454 95%
City Total, Current Zone1 18,726 n/a $25,077,547 $5,213,668 $30,291,215 $40,112,295 76%
City Total, Split Zone 1 18,726 n/a $23,273,146 $5,213,667 $28,486,813 $40,112,295 71%
City Total, Split Zone 1, 1.2 Fee Both 18,726 n/a $21,642,415 $5,213,668 $26,856,083 $40,112,295 67%
City Total, Split Zone 1, No Fee in 1.1 18,726 n/a $20,982,546 $5,213,668 $26,196,214 $40,112,295 65%  
Source:  New EDUs from Table 29; net cost per EDU from Table 34; fund balance from Table 32; planned costs from Table 37. 
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FIRE 
 
This section updates the City’s fire impact fees to ensure that they are fully compliant with the 
requirements of SB 1525.   
 
Methodology 
 
The 2007 study states that the fire and police fees are based on a “plan-based incremental 
expansion” approach, but it actually appears to be a pure plan-based approach, where future costs 
are divided by anticipated growth.  The study did not identify a service unit, but instead allocated 
planned costs 83% to residential and 17% to nonresidential.  Residential costs were divided by 
anticipated new dwelling units and nonresidential costs were divided by 1,000s of square feet of new 
nonresidential development to determine the cost per dwelling unit and per 1,000 square feet of 
nonresidential development.  The plan-based approach used in the 2007 study does not meet the 
new standards of SB 1525, since it did not include an analysis of the existing level of service.      
 
This update proposes to use the incremental expansion approach, based on the existing city-wide 
level of service.  The level of service will be quantified in terms of the capital investment per service 
unit.   
 
Service Units 
 
The proposed service unit for fire and police fees is “functional population.”  A functional person is 
similar to the concept of a full-time equivalent worker, and represents the equivalent of a person 
being present at the land use for 24 hours a day.  The functional population approach is appropriate 
for fire and police services, since the demand for such services is strongly related to the number of 
people present at a land use.   
 
The major alternative to functional population is calls for service.  The problem with calls-for-
service ratios is that they tend to change over time.   In our experience, there are often significant 
fluctuations in fees for various land uses when the fees are updated.  In addition, we have compared 
calls-for-service and functional population ratios from a large number of studies, and found that the 
average ratios are relatively similar.6   
 
Functional population represents the average number of equivalent persons present at the site of a 
land use for an entire 24-hour day.  For residential development, functional population is simply 
average household size times the percent of time people spend at home.  For nonresidential 
development, functional population is based on a formula that includes square foot per employee 
ratios, trip generation rates, average vehicle occupancy and average number of hours spent by 
employees and visitors at a land use.  These all tend to be stable characteristics that do not change 
significantly over short periods of time.  Functional population multipliers by land use are calculated 
in Appendix C.  The number of service units in the city-wide fire service area can be determined by 
multiplying the amount of existing development by the service unit multipliers for each land use type 

                                                 
6 Clancy Mullen, Fire and Police Demand Multipliers: Calls-for-Service versus Functional Population, proceedings of the National 
Impact Fee Roundtable in Arlington, VA, October 5, 2006 (http://growthandinfrastructure.org/proceedings/ 
2006_proceedings/fire%20police%20multipliers.pdf) 
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and summing.  Existing and projected service units (functional population) are calculated in Table 39 
for the 2013-2023 planning horizon. 
 

Table 39.  Fire Service Units, 2013-2023 
Existing   Func. Pop. Functional  

Land Use Unit Units     per Unit   Population 
Single-Family Detached Dwelling 49,747 2.00 99,494
Multi-Family Dwelling 13,431 1.19 15,983
Mobile Home Dwelling 3,474 1.36 4,725
Retail/Commercial 1,000 sq. ft. 10,166 2.20 22,365
Office 1,000 sq. ft. 4,616 0.68 3,139
Industrial/Warehouse 1,000 sq. ft. 8,744 0.22 1,924
Public/Instititional 1,000 sq. ft. 10,429 0.39 4,067
Total Functional Population, 2013 151,697

Single-Family Detached Dwelling 67,407 2.00 134,814
Multi-Family Dwelling 14,455 1.19 17,201
Mobile Home Dwelling 3,474 1.36 4,725
Retail/Commercial 1,000 sq. ft. 13,039 2.20 28,686
Office 1,000 sq. ft. 7,334 0.68 4,987
Industrial/Warehouse 1,000 sq. ft. 13,706 0.22 3,015
Public/Instititional 1,000 sq. ft. 15,978 0.39 6,231
Total Functional Population, 2023 199,659

New Functional Population, 2013-2023 47,962  
Source:  2013 and 2023 units for city-wide service area from Table 12; functional population per unit 
from Table 64 (residential) and Table 65 (nonresidential – industrial/warehouse is average of 
industrial and warehouse) in Appendix C. 

 
 
Cost per Service Unit 
 
The cost per service unit to provide fire protection to new 
development is based on the existing level of service provided to 
existing development.  The level of service is quantified as the ratio 
of the replacement cost of existing fire capital facilities to existing 
fire service units.  The location of existing fire stations is illustrated 
in Figure 6 (the northernmost station is housed in a temporary 
facility.  An inventory of the City’s existing fire facilities is provided 
in Table 40 below.  

 
 
 
  

Figure 6.  Fire Stations 
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Table 40.  Existing Fire Facilities 

Building Address Acres Bldg Sq. Ft.
Public Safety Admin Building* 8351 W. Cinnabar 1.05 11,000
Fire Station 1 8065 W. Peoria Ave 4.00 14,149
Fire Station 2 18500 N. 89th Ave 1.50 8,808
Fire Station 3 8330 West Emile Zola 1.40 8,213
Fire Station 4 9800 West. Olive Avenue 1.30 7,113
Fire Station 5 23100 Lake Pleasant Road 3.30 10,000
Fire Station 6 28251 N El Mirage Road 2.00 10,319
Fire Station 7 7758 W. Jomax 2.00 10,759
Fire Station 9 40202 N. 87th Ave 2.00 n/a **
Totals 17.50 80,361  
*  fire portion only (total 6.5 acres is allocated based on fire share of total 67,900 square feet) 
** building facilities are temporary 
Source:  City of Peoria, December 18, 2012. 

 
In addition to land and buildings, fire services require vehicles and equipment.  The City’s current 
fire vehicles and equipment have a total replacement cost, based on current unit costs, of $16.5 
million, as summarized in Table 41. 
 

Table 41.  Fire Vehicles and Equipment 
No. of Unit      Replacement

Fire Vehicle/Equipment Type Units Price     Cost        
Fire Engine 11 $480,000 $5,280,000
Fire Engine Equipment 11 $70,000 $770,000
Ladder Truck 2 $1,000,000 $2,000,000
Ladder Tender 2 $343,000 $686,000
Ladder Truck/Tender Equipment 4 $90,000 $360,000
Water Tanker 1 $330,000 $330,000
HazMat Truck 1 $546,000 $546,000
Brush Truck 2 $185,000 $370,000
Fire Boat 1 $225,000 $225,000
TRT Support Truck 1 $150,000 $150,000
Cargo Truck 2 $178,000 $356,000
Cargo Trailers 5 $6,500 $32,500
Large Van 1 $33,000 $33,000
BC Excursion 3 $65,000 $195,000
Tahoe/Explorer 1 $30,000 $30,000
Mechanic Step Van 2 $50,000 $100,000
Cub Cadet/Polaris UTV Vehicles 2 $25,000 $50,000
Mini Van 1 $25,000 $25,000
Automobile 7 $26,000 $182,000
Pick-up Truck 8 $27,000 $216,000
Heart Monitors 13 $29,000 $377,000
Thermal Camera 20 $10,000 $200,000
Extrication Equipment 6 $30,000 $180,000
CAD One-Time Infrastructure 1 $1,578,000 $1,578,000
Medical Mass Casualty Trailer 1 $42,000 $42,000
Mobile Fire & Life Safety House 1 $75,000 $75,000
Electronic Patient Records (ePRCs) 26 $5,000 $130,000
SCBAs 126 n/a $1,000,000
800 Mhz Radios 128 n/a $1,000,000
Total $16,518,500  
Source:  City of Peoria Fire Department, October 19, 2012 and September 26, 2013. 
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The existing level of service is expressed in terms of the current cost per service unit.  The 
replacement cost of existing facilities is determined based on current unit costs.  In 2009, the City 
built Fire Station 7 for about $5.4 million, or about $500 per square foot.  The City’s architectural 
engineers opine that $475 per square foot is reasonable based on current design/construction costs 
and the City’s standards.  The fire cost per service unit is $382.87 per service unit (functional 
population), as shown in Table 42. 
  

Table 42.  Fire Cost per Service Unit 
No. of Unit    Replacement
Units Price   Cost        

Building (sq. ft.) 82,710 $475 $39,287,250
Land (acres) 17.50 $130,000 $2,275,000
Vehicles/Equipment n/a n/a $16,518,500
Total Replacement Cost $58,080,750
Current Fund Balance $2,927,486
– Outstanding Developer Credits -$649,049
Net Replacement Cost $60,359,187
÷ Existing Functional Population 151,697
Cost per Functional Population $382.87  
Source:  Building sq. feet and acres from Table 40; cost per acre and per square foot 
from City of Peoria, December 18, 2012; vehicle and equipment replacement cost 
from Table 41; existing (2013) service units (functional population) from Table 39. 

 
Net Cost per Service Unit 
 
As noted in the Legal Framework section of this report, impact fees should be reduced (or “offset”) 
in order to account for other types of revenues that will be generated by new development and used 
to fund capacity-expanding improvements of the same type as those to be funded by the impact 
fees.  Cases in which such an offset is warranted include funding of existing deficiencies, outstanding 
debt payments on existing facilities, and dedicated revenue sources to fund growth-related 
improvements.   
 
The fire impact fees calculated in this report are based on the existing level of service, so there are 
no existing deficiencies.  Other than impact fees, the City has no dedicated source of revenue to 
fund growth-related fire improvements.  The City has not received any grant funding for fire 
improvements in recent years, and does not anticipate any grants over the next ten years.      
 
The City has funded fire improvements with impact fees, general funds or by issuing general 
obligation bonds.  The debt is retired with sales tax, property tax or other general revenues of the 
City.  New development will generate a portion of the general revenue that will be used to retire the 
debt, and consequently an offset should be calculated to account for this future revenue 
contribution toward existing fire facilities.  The amount of currently-outstanding debt principal on 
bond issues used to fund fire improvements amounts to $6.35 million.   
 
While future debt service payments will include both principal and interest costs, the offset is 
calculated based on the outstanding principal only.  No financing or interest costs have been 
included in determining the improvement costs, and it would be inconsistent to provide an offset 
for a cost component that is not included in the fee calculation.  In addition, inclusion of interest 
costs would raise complicated issues about the time value of money.  The simplest and most 
reasonable approach to calculating the offset is to determine the current amount of outstanding debt 
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principal per existing service unit.  This represents the cost of existing fire facilities that is being paid 
for through debt by existing development.  Deducting this same amount from the fire cost per 
service unit puts new development on an equal footing with existing development.  The resulting 
potential net cost per service unit is shown in Table 43 below. 
 
The revenue that would be generated by this potential net cost per service unit, when coupled with 
the existing fire impact fee fund balance, would result in more impact fee funding than the City’s 
planned expenditures over the next ten years.  Consequently, the net cost per service unit that will be 
used to calculate the updated fire fees is the amount needed to raise only enough revenue to match 
the City’s anticipated 10-year costs, as shown in Table 43. 
 
  

Table 43.  Fire Net Cost per Service Unit 

Outstanding Debt for Existing Fire Facilities $6,352,200
÷Existing Functional Populaiton 151,697
Debt Offset per Functional Population $41.87

Cost per Functional Population $382.87
– Debt Offset per Functional Population -$41.87
Potential Net Cost per Functional Population $341.00
x New Functional Population, 2013-2023 47,962
Potential Impact Fee Revenue, 2013-2023 $16,355,042

Planned Expenditures, 2013-2023 $12,920,051
– Current Fund Balance -$2,927,486
Needed Impact Fee Funds, 2013-2023 $9,992,565
÷Potential Impact Fee Revenue, 2013-2023 $16,355,042
Percent of Funds Needed 61.10%
x Potential Net Cost per Functional Population $341.00
Net Cost per Functional Population $208.34  

Source:  Outstanding debt from Table 67 in Appendix D; existing and new 
functional population from Table 39; cost per functional population from Table 
42; planned expenditures from Table 46; current fund balance from Table 66. 

 
 
Potential Impact Fees 
 
The updated fire impact fees that may be adopted by the City based on this study is the product of 
the number of service units generated by a unit of development and the net cost per service unit 
calculated above.  The resulting fee schedule is presented in Table 44.   
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Table 44.  Fire Net Cost Schedule 

Func. Pop./ Net Cost/ Net Cost/
Land Use Type Unit Unit Func. Pop. Unit     
Single-Family Detached Dwelling 2.00 $208.34 $417
Multi-Family Dwelling 1.19 $208.34 $248
Mobile Home Park Space 1.36 $208.34 $283
Hotel/Motel Room 1.05 $208.34 $219
Retail/Commercial 1,000 sq. ft. 2.20 $208.34 $458
Office 1,000 sq. ft. 0.68 $208.34 $142
Industrial 1,000 sq. ft. 0.23 $208.34 $48
Warehouse 1,000 sq. ft. 0.20 $208.34 $42
Public/Instititional 1,000 sq. ft. 0.39 $208.34 $81  
Source:  Functional population per unit from Table 64 and Table 65; net cost per 
functional population from Table 43. 

 
The updated fire fees are compared to current fees for typical land uses in Table 45.  The updated 
fees are lower than current fees for all land use categories. 
 

Table 45.  Current and Updated Fire Impact Fees 
Current Updated Percent

Current Land Use Type Unit Fee    Fee    Change
Single-Family Detached Dwelling $624 $417 -33%
Multi-Family Dwelling $429 $248 -42%
Mobile Home Park Space $429 $283 -34%
Motel Room $429 $219 -49%
Retail/Commercial 1,000 sq. ft. $602 $458 -24%
Office 1,000 sq. ft. $602 $142 -76%
Industrial 1,000 sq. ft. $602 $48 -92%
Warehouse 1,000 sq. ft. $602 $42 -93%
Public/Instititional 1,000 sq. ft. $602 $81 -87%  
Source:  Current fees from Table 1; updated fees from Table 44. 

 
 
Capital Plan 
 
Over the next ten years, the City plans to construct Fire Station #8 and equip it with a pumper.  The 
City also plans to construct the Northern Peoria Public Safety Facility, meet its developer credit 
obligations and pay for at least two updates of the fire impact fee study.  The ten-year fire capital 
plan is summarized in Table 46.  It should be noted that the timing of individual improvements will 
be dependent on the pace and location of development that actually occurs, and not all of the 
planned improvements will necessarily be needed in the next ten years.   
 

Table 46.  Fire Capital Plan, 2013-2023 
Project FY 2014-18 FY 2019-23 10-Yr Total
Fire Station #8 $1,382,477 $4,674,257 $6,056,734
N Peoria Public Safety Facility $0 $6,179,256 $6,179,256
Outstanding Developer Credits $324,525 $324,524 $649,049
Impact Fee Update Studies $17,506 $17,506 $35,012
Total $1,724,508 $11,195,543 $12,920,051  
Source:  Planned improvements from City of Peoria, September 13, 2013; credits from Table 66; study 
costs from Table 68. 
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Assuming that the updated fees are adopted at 100%, potential fire impact fee revenue over the next 
ten years, based on new development anticipated by the land use assumptions, would be about $10 
million, as shown in Table 47.  This, along with the current fire impact fee account balance, should 
be sufficient to cover 100.0% of the planned capital expenditures. 
 

Table 47.  Potential Fire Impact Fee Revenue, 2013-2023 

Net Cost per Functional Population $208.34
x New Functional Population, 2013-2023 47,962
Potential Revenue, 2013-2023 $9,992,403
Current Fund Balance $2,927,486
Available Impact Fee Funds, 2013-2023 $12,919,889
÷ Planned Expenditures, 2013-2023 $12,920,051
Percent of Expenditures 100.0%  
Source:  Net cost per functional population from Table 43; new functional 
population from Table 39. 
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POLICE 
 
This section updates the City’s police impact fees to ensure that they are fully compliant with the 
requirements of SB 1525.   
 
Methodology 
 
The 2007 study states that the fire and police fees are based on a “plan-based incremental 
expansion” approach, but it actually appears to be a pure plan-based approach, where future costs 
are divided by anticipated growth.  The study did not identify a service unit, but instead allocated 
planned costs 83% to residential and 17% to nonresidential.  Residential costs were divided by 
anticipated new dwelling units and nonresidential costs were divided by 1,000s of square feet of new 
nonresidential development to determine the cost per dwelling unit and per 1,000 square feet of 
nonresidential development.  The plan-based approach used in the 2007 study does not comply with 
new SB 1525 requirements, since it did not identify the existing level of service.  This update 
proposes to use the incremental expansion approach, based on the existing city-wide level of service.  
The level of service will be quantified in terms of the capital investment per service unit.   
 
Service Units 
 
The proposed service unit for fire and police fees is “functional population.”  A functional person is 
similar to the concept of a full-time equivalent worker, and represents the equivalent of a person 
being present at the land use for 24 hours a day.  The functional population approach is appropriate 
for fire and police services, since the demand for such services is strongly related to the number of 
people present at a land use.   
 
The major alternative to functional population is calls for service.  The problem with calls-for-
service ratios is that they tend to change over time.   In our experience, there are often significant 
fluctuations in fees for various land uses when the fees are updated.  In addition, we have compared 
calls-for-service and functional population ratios from a large number of studies, and found that the 
average ratios are relatively similar.7   
 
Functional population represents the average number of equivalent persons present at the site of a 
land use for an entire 24-hour day.  For residential development, functional population is simply 
average household size times the percent of time people spend at home.  For nonresidential 
development, functional population is based on a formula that includes square foot per employee 
ratios, trip generation rates, average vehicle occupancy and average number of hours spent by 
employees and visitors at a land use.  These all tend to be stable characteristics that do not change 
significantly over short periods of time.  Functional population multipliers by land use are calculated 
in Appendix C. 
 
The number of service units in the city-wide police service area can be determined by multiplying 
the amount of existing development by the service unit multipliers for each land use type and 
summing.  Existing and projected service units (functional population) for police are the same as 
                                                 
7 Clancy Mullen, Fire and Police Demand Multipliers: Calls-for-Service versus Functional Population, proceedings of the National 
Impact Fee Roundtable in Arlington, VA, October 5, 2006 (http://growthandinfrastructure.org/proceedings/ 
2006_proceedings/fire%20police%20multipliers.pdf) 
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those for fire calculated earlier for fire (see Table 39 in Fire section) for the 2013-2023 planning 
horizon. 
 
Cost per Service Unit 
 
The cost per service unit to provide police protection to new development is based on the existing 
level of service provided to existing development.  The level of service is quantified as the ratio of 
the replacement cost of existing police capital facilities to existing police service units.  The 
inventory of the City’s existing police facilities is provided in Table 48.  
 

Table 48.  Existing Police Facilities 
Land   Building

Facility Acres  Sq. Feet
Public Safety Administration  Building* 5.45 56,900
Technology Center (Servers) n/a 2,583
Pinnacle Peak Public Safety Facility 8.20 10,000
Total 13.65 69,483  
*  police portion only (total 6.5 acres is allocated based on police share of total 
67,900 square feet) 
Source:  City of Peoria, December 18, 2012. 

 
The current construction cost per square foot for police buildings is based on cost estimates 
prepared by the City for a planned annex for the Pinnacle Peak Public Safety facility, as shown in 
Table 49. 
 

Table 49.  Police Building Cost per Square Foot 

Professional Services $675,281
Other Soft Costs $189,676
Construction $4,761,992
IT/CATV Cabling $198,052
Total Capital Cost $5,825,001
÷ Square Feet 15,000
Cost per Square Foot $388
Discounted for LEEDS/Offsite $325  

Source:  City of Peoria, October 19, 2012 

 
In addition to land and buildings, police services require vehicles and equipment.  The City’s current 
police vehicles and equipment have a total replacement cost, based on current unit costs, of $8.4  
million, as summarized in Table 50. 
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Table 50.  Police Vehicles and Equipment 

Units in Unit     Replacement
Type of Vehicle Service Cost     Cost        
Crown Victoria-Marked* 48 $43,000 $2,064,000
Impala-Marked 1 $32,500 $32,500
Charger-Marked 1 $40,000 $40,000
Caprice-Marked* 3 $40,500 $121,500
Unmarked Sedan 38 $27,500 $1,045,000
Marked SUV 16 $45,000 $720,000
Unmarked SUV 4 $35,500 $142,000
Pickup Truck-Gas* 19 $32,000 $608,000
Pickup Truck-Diesel* 2 $41,500 $83,000
Van 2 $33,500 $67,000
Transport Van 3 $43,500 $130,500
Undercover Vehicle 7 $17,000 $119,000
Armored Vehicle 1 $244,500 $244,500
Mobile Command Vehicle 1 $544,000 $544,000
Motorcycle 14 $31,000 $434,000
Speed Monitoring Device 4 $15,000 $60,000
TSS Light Trailer 1 $20,000 $20,000
Trailer Enclosed (CNT) 1 $46,000 $46,000
Trailers (flat bed) 2 $2,500 $5,000
Golf Cart 1 $10,000 $10,000
SWAT Support Vehicle 1 $318,000 $318,000
MRT Response Trailer 1 $40,000 $40,000
Ranger All-Terrain Vehicle 2 $12,000 $24,000
Gun 220 $500 $110,000
Taser 230 $850 $195,500
Portable Radio 255 $3,500 $892,500
Vest 215 $1,000 $215,000
Handheld eCitation Device 17 $3,500 $59,500
Narcotics Dog 3 $9,000 $27,000
Total $8,417,500  
Source:  City of Peoria Police Department, October 19, 2012. 

 
The existing level of service is expressed in terms of the current cost per service unit.  The 
replacement cost of existing facilities is determined based on current unit costs.  The police cost per 
service unit is $271 per functional population, as shown in Table 51. 
  

Table 51.  Police Cost per Service Unit 
No. of Unit    Replacement
Units Price   Cost        

Building (sq. ft.) 69,483 $325 $22,581,975
Land (acres) 13.65 $130,000 $1,774,500
Vehicles and Equipment n/a n/a $8,417,500
Total Replacement Cost $32,773,975
Current Fund Balance $8,646,261
– Outstanding Developer Credits -$240,335
Net Replacement Cost $41,179,901
÷ Existing Functional Population 151,697
Cost per Functional Population $271.46  
Source:  Building sq. feet and acres from Table 48; cost per square foot from Table 49; cost 
per acre from City of Peoria, December 18, 2012; vehicle/equipment replacement cost from 
Table 50; existing (2013) service units (functional population) from Table 39. 
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Net Cost per Service Unit 
 
As noted in the Legal Framework section of this report, impact fees should be reduced (or “offset”) 
in order to account for other types of revenues that will be generated by new development and used 
to fund capacity-expanding improvements of the same type as those to be funded by the impact 
fees.  Cases in which such an offset is warranted include funding of existing deficiencies, outstanding 
debt payments on existing facilities, and dedicated revenue sources to fund growth-related 
improvements.   
 
The police impact fees calculated in this report are based on the existing level of service, so there are 
no existing deficiencies.  Other than impact fees, the City has no dedicated source of revenue to 
fund growth-related police improvements.  The City has not received any grant funding for police 
improvements in recent years, and does not anticipate any grants over the next ten years.      
 
The City has funded police improvements with impact fees, general funds or by issuing general 
obligation bonds.  The debt is retired with sales tax, property tax or other general revenues of the 
City.  New development will generate a portion of the general revenue that will be used to retire the 
debt, and consequently an offset should be calculated to account for this future revenue 
contribution toward existing police facilities.  Currently-outstanding debt principal on bond issues 
used to fund police improvements amounts to $2.93 million.   
 
While future debt service payments will include both principal and interest costs, the offset is 
calculated based on the outstanding principal only.  No financing or interest costs have been 
included in determining the improvement costs, and it would be inconsistent to provide an offset 
for a cost component that is not included in the fee calculation.  In addition, inclusion of interest 
costs would raise complicated issues about the time value of money.  The simplest and most 
reasonable approach to calculating the offset is to determine the current amount of outstanding debt 
principal per existing service unit.  This represents the cost of existing police facilities that is being 
paid for through debt by existing development.  Deducting this same amount from the police cost 
per service unit puts new development on an equal footing with existing development.  The 
resulting potential net cost per service unit is shown in Table 52 below. 
 
The revenue that would be generated by this potential net cost per service unit, when coupled with 
the existing police impact fee fund balance, would result in slightly more impact fee funding than the 
City’s planned expenditures over the next ten years.  Consequently, the net cost per service unit that 
will be used to calculate the updated police fees is the amount needed to raise only enough revenue 
to match the City’s anticipated 10-year costs, as shown in Table 52. 
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Table 52.  Police Net Cost per Service Unit 

Outstanding Debt for Existing Police Facilities $2,930,850
÷Existing Functional Populaiton 151,697
Debt Offset per Functional Population $19.32

Cost per Functional Population $271.46
– Debt Offset per Functional Population -$19.32
Potential Net Cost per Functional Population $252.14
x New Functional Population, 2013-2023 47,962
Potential Impact Fee Revenue, 2013-2023 $12,093,139

Planned Expenditures, 2013-2023 $20,708,347
– Current Fund Balance -$8,646,261
Needed Impact Fee Funds, 2013-2023 $12,062,086
÷Potential Impact Fee Revenue, 2013-2023 $12,093,139
Percent of Funds Needed 99.74%
x Potential Net Cost per Functional Population $252.14
Net Cost per Functional Population $251.49  

Source:  Outstanding debt from City of Peoria Finance and Budget Department, 
July 1, 2013; existing and new functional population from Table 39; cost per 
functional population from Table 51; planned expenditures from Table 55; fund 
balance from Table 66. 

 
 
Potential Impact Fees 
 
The maximum police impact fees that may be adopted by the City based on this study is the product 
of the number of service units generated by a unit of development and the net cost per service unit 
calculated above.  The resulting fee schedule is presented in Table 53.   
  

Table 53.  Police Net Cost Schedule 
Func. Pop./ Net Cost/ Net Cost/

Land Use Type Unit Unit Func. Pop. Unit     
Single-Family Detached Dwelling 2.00 $251.49 $503
Multi-Family Dwelling 1.19 $251.49 $299
Mobile Home Park Space 1.36 $251.49 $342
Hotel/Motel Room 1.05 $251.49 $264
Retail/Commercial 1,000 sq. ft. 2.20 $251.49 $553
Office 1,000 sq. ft. 0.68 $251.49 $171
Industrial 1,000 sq. ft. 0.23 $251.49 $58
Warehouse 1,000 sq. ft. 0.20 $251.49 $50
Public/Instititional 1,000 sq. ft. 0.39 $251.49 $98  
Source:  Functional population per unit from Table 64 and Table 65; net cost per 
functional population from Table 52. 

 
The updated police fees are compared to current fees in Table 54 below.   
  

204



Police 
 

 
City of Peoria, AZ FINAL DRAFT 
Non-Utility Impact Fee Update 60 January 30, 2014 

 
Table 54.  Current and Updated Police Impact Fees 

Current Updated Percent
Current Land Use Type Unit Fee    Fee    Change
Single-Family Detached Dwelling $452 $503 11%
Multi-Family Dwelling $311 $299 -4%
Mobile Home Park Space $311 $342 10%
Hotel/Motel Room $311 $264 -15%
Retail/Commercial 1,000 sq. ft. $434 $553 27%
Office 1,000 sq. ft. $434 $171 -61%
Industrial 1,000 sq. ft. $434 $58 -87%
Warehouse 1,000 sq. ft. $434 $50 -88%
Public/Instititional 1,000 sq. ft. $434 $98 -77%  
Source:  Current fees from Table 1; updated fees from Table 53. 

 
 
Capital Plan 
 
The police capital plan for 2013-2023 is summarized in Table 55.  Over the next ten years, the City 
plans to expand the Pinnacle Peak Public Safety Facility to provide additional space for the Police 
Department and construct the Northern Peoria Public Safety Facility.  The City also has outstanding 
developer credit obligations to fulfill, and will need to pay for a minimum of two updates to the 
police impact fee study.  It should be noted that the timing of individual improvements will be 
dependent on the pace and location of development that actually occurs, and not all of the planned 
improvements will necessarily be needed in the next ten years.   
 

Table 55.  Police Capital Plan, 2013-2023 
Project FY 2014-18 FY 2019-23 10-Yr Total
Pinnacle Peak Public Safety Facility Expansion $9,835,100 $0 $9,835,100
N Peoria Public Safety Facility $0 $9,020,900 $9,020,900
Police Vehicle Fleet Expansion * $788,500 $788,500 $1,577,000
Outstanding Developer Credits $120,168 $120,169 $240,335
Impact Fee Update Studies $17,506 $17,506 $35,012
Total $10,761,274 $9,947,075 $20,708,347  

* based on projected population growth (see Table 56 below) 
Source:  Planned improvements from City of Peoria, December 4, 2013; outstanding credits from Table 66; study cost 
from Table 68. 

 
The planned police vehicle expansion cost is based on projected population growth and the need to 
expand the police vehicle fleet proportionately to population growth.  Details for the planned cost 
estimate are provided in Table 56 below.  However, it should be understood that the mix of vehicles 
acquired may vary from the estimates shown and the types of vehicles could change to respond to 
evolving policing needs and technologies. 
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Table 56.  Police Vehicle Fleet Expansion Cost 

2013   2013-2023 New Vehicles Unit     Total      
Vehicle Type Vehicles Pop. Growth 2013-2023   Cost     Cost      
Marked Sedans 53 28.43% 15 $39,000 $585,000
Unmarked Sedans 38 28.43% 11 $27,500 $302,500
Marked SUV's 16 28.43% 5 $45,000 $225,000
Unmarked SUV's 4 28.43% 1 $35,500 $35,500
Pickup Trucks 21 28.43% 6 $36,750 $220,500
Vans 5 28.43% 1 $38,500 $38,500
Undercover Vehicles 7 28.43% 2 $17,000 $34,000
Motorcycles 14 28.43% 4 $31,000 $124,000
Armored Vehicle 1 28.43% 0 $244,500 $0
Mobile Command Vehicle 1 28.43% 0 $544,000 $0
Speed Monitoring Devices 4 28.43% 0 $15,000 $0
Trailers 5 28.43% 0 $27,125 $0
Golf Cart 1 28.43% 0 $10,000 $0
SWAT Support Vehicle 1 28.43% 0 $318,000 $0
All-Terrain Vehicles 2 28.43% 1 $12,000 $12,000
Total $1,577,000  
Source:  City of Peoria Finance and Budget Department, September 19, 2013; existing vehicles and unit costs 
(some unit costs are averages) from Table 50; 2013-2023 population growth rate based on city-wide 
population growth from Table 12. 

 
Assuming that the updated fees are adopted at 100%, potential police impact fee revenue over the 
next ten years, based on new development anticipated by the land use assumptions, would be $12.1 
million, as shown in Table 57.  This should be sufficient, along with the current police impact fee 
fund balance, to fund the planned capital expenditures. 
  

Table 57.  Potential Police Impact Fee Revenue, 2013-2023 

Net Cost per Functional Population $251.49
x New Functional Population, 2013-2023 47,962
Potential Revenue, 2013-2023 $12,061,963
Current Fund Balance $8,646,261
Available Impact Fee Funds, 2013-2023 $20,708,224
÷ Planned Expenditures, 2013-2023 $20,708,347
Percent of Expenditures 100.0%  
Source:  Net cost per functional population from Table 43; new functional 
population from Table 39. 
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APPENDIX A:  EXISTING ROAD INVENTORY 
 

Table 58.  Existing Arterial Street Inventory 
Thru Daily  

Street Name From To Area Miles Lns Volume VMT    VMC  
67th Ave Pinnacle Peak Rd Happy Valley Rd Central 1.000 4 26,245 26,245       25,000
75th Ave Northern Ave Olive Ave South 0.998 4 19,750 19,711       24,950
75th Ave Olive Ave Peoria Ave South 0.923 4 20,517 18,937       23,075
75th Ave Peoria Ave Cactus Rd South 0.999 4 17,460 17,443       24,975
75th Ave Cactus Rd Thunderbird Rd South 0.997 4 19,844 19,784       24,925
75th Ave Thunderbird Rd Greenway Rd South 0.999 4 19,379 19,360       24,975
75th Ave Greenway Rd Bell Rd South 0.997 4 11,452 11,418       24,925
83rd Ave Olive Ave Mountain View Rd South 0.500 4 6,551   3,276         12,500
83rd Ave Peoria Ave Cactus Rd South 0.867 4 11,875 10,296       21,675
83rd Ave Cactus Rd Thunderbird Rd South 0.999 4 16,820 16,803       24,975
83rd Ave Thunderbird Rd Bridge South 0.851 4 21,988 18,712       21,275
83rd Ave Bridge Bell Rd South 1.153 6 17,955 20,702       51,885
83rd Ave Union Hills Dr Beardsley Rd South 0.994 6 28,043 27,875       44,730
83rd Ave Lk Pleasant Pwy Deer Valley Rd South 0.722 4 15,838 11,435       18,050
83rd Ave Deer Valley Rd Happy Valley Rd Central 0.245 4 11,748 2,878         6,125
83rd Ave Happy Valley Rd Jomax Rd Central 1.648 2 7,285   12,006       16,480
91st Ave Northern Ave Butler Dr South 1.002 4 12,244 12,268       25,050
91st Ave Butler Dr Olive Ave South 0.500 2 12,039 6,020         5,000
91st Ave Olive Ave Mountain View Rd South 0.500 2 11,047 5,524         5,000
91st Ave Mountain View Rd Peoria Ave South 0.500 4 10,897 5,449         12,500
91st Ave Peoria Ave Cactus Rd South 1.002 4 8,691   8,708         25,050
91st Ave Thunderbird Rd Greenway Rd South 1.037 4 8,333   8,641         25,925
91st Ave Greenway Rd Bell Rd South 1.034 4 9,163   9,475         25,850
91st Ave Bell Rd Union Hills Dr South 1.035 4 10,615 10,987       25,875
91st Ave Union Hills Dr Beardsley Rd South 1.007 4 13,860 13,957       25,175
91st Ave Beardsley Rd Deer Valley Rd South 1.002 4 7,473   7,488         25,050
91st Ave Deer Valley Rd Williams Rd Central 0.499 2 7,209   3,597         4,990
91st Ave Williams Rd Pinnacle Peak Rd Central 0.500 2 7,209   3,605         5,000
91st Ave Villa Lindo Happy Valley Rd Central 0.362 2 4,930   1,785         3,620
99th Ave Northern Ave Butler Dr South 0.497 2 2,151   1,069         4,970
99th Ave Jomax Rd White Feather Ln Central 0.941 2 411      387            9,410
99th Ave Butler Dr Olive Ave South 0.522 2 2,151   1,123         5,220
107th Ave Union Hills Dr Wikie Up South 0.595 2 5,405   3,216         5,950
107th Ave Wikie Up Beardsley Rd South 0.409 4 5,405   2,211         10,225
107th Ave Beardsley Rd Deer Valley Rd South 1.006 4 6,025   6,061         45,270
107th Ave Deer Valley Rd Williams Rd Central 0.503 4 7,007   3,525         22,635
107th Ave Williams Rd Villa Chulla Central 0.248 4 6,465   1,603         6,200
107th Ave Villa Chulla North end of St Central 0.248 2 6,465   1,603         2,480
107th Ave Hatfield Rd Happy Valley Rd Central 0.546 2 7,366   4,022         5,460
Beardsley Rd 81st Ave 83rd Ave South 0.222 4 17,675 3,924         5,550
Beardsley Rd 83rd Ave 91st Ave South 0.997 4 11,077 11,044       24,925
Beardsley Rd 91st Ave Lake Pleasant Rd South 1.432 4 10,063 14,410       35,800
Beardsley Rd Lake Pleasant Rd 107th Ave South 0.582 4 5,296   3,082         14,550
Beardsley Rd 107th Ave 111th Ave South 0.495 4 4,074   2,017         12,375
Bell Rd Loop 101 91st Ave South 0.867 6 63,381 54,951       39,015
Bell Rd 91st Ave City Limit South 0.378 6 51,966 19,643       17,010
Cactus Rd 67th Ave 75th Ave South 1.011 4 22,112 22,355       25,275  
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Table 58.  Continued 

Thru Daily  
Street Name From To Area Miles Lns Volume VMT    VMC  
Cactus Rd 75th Ave 83rd Ave South 1.012 4 19,773 20,010       25,300
Cactus Rd 83rd Ave 91st Ave South 1.000 4 17,869 17,869       25,000
Castle Hot Spgs Rd SR 74 North end of St North 5.528 2 309      1,708         55,280
Cotton Crossing 83rd Ave Grand Ave South 0.293 6 7,175   2,102         13,185
Deer Valley Rd 75th Ave 83rd Ave Central 1.009 4 28,020 28,272       25,225
Deer Valley Rd 83rd Ave 91st Ave Central 0.990 4 17,527 17,352       24,750
Deer Valley Rd 91st Ave 95th Ave Central 0.499 4 10,848 5,413         12,475
Deer Valley Rd 95th Ave Lk Pleasant Pwy Central 0.929 2 10,226 9,500         9,290
Deer Valley Rd Lk Pleasant Pwy 107th Ave Central 0.574 4 5,815   3,338         14,350
Deer Valley Rd 107th Ave 109th Ave Central 0.254 4 630      160            6,350
Happy Valley Rd 67th Ave Terramar Blvd Central 0.890 6 20,381 18,139       40,050
Happy Valley Rd Terramar Blvd 83rd Ave Central 1.039 6 20,381 21,176       46,755
Happy Valley Rd 83rd Ave 91st Ave Central 1.091 6 17,379 18,960       49,095
Happy Valley Rd 91st Ave Lk Pleasant Pwy Central 1.021 6 19,085 19,486       45,945
Happy Valley Pkwy Lk Pleasant Pwy 107th Ave Central 0.776 4 29,461 22,862       19,400
Happy Valley Pkwy 107th Ave Bridge Central 0.430 4 29,461 12,668       10,750
Jomax Pkwy Tierra Del Rio Bl end of Rd Central 0.316 4 2,756   871            7,900
Jomax Rd 67th Ave 75th Ave Central 1.004 2 2,036   2,044         10,040
Jomax Rd El Mirage Rd 126th Dr North 0.371 2 207      77              3,710
Jomax Rd Lk Pleasant Pwy 103rd Ave Central 0.856 2 3,136   2,684         8,560
Jomax Rd 75th Ave 83rd Ave Central 1.129 2 3,814   4,306         11,290
Lake Pleasant Pkwy Beardsley Rd 83rd Ave South 0.360 4 25,551 9,198         9,000
Lake Pleasant Pkwy 83rd Ave 91st Ave South 0.880 4 17,786 15,652       22,000
Lake Pleasant Pkwy 91st Ave 95th Ave South 0.504 4 17,789 8,966         12,600
Lake Pleasant Pkwy 95th Ave Lake Pleasant Rd South 0.902 4 16,000 14,432       22,550
Lake Pleasant Pkwy Lake Pleasant Rd Deer Valley Rd South 0.295 4 18,167 5,359         7,375
Lake Pleasant Pkwy Deer Valley Rd Pinnacle Peak Rd Central 1.050 4 19,784 20,773       26,250
Lake Pleasant Pkwy Pinnacle Peak Rd Happy Valley Rd Central 1.038 4 19,782 20,534       25,950
Lake Pleasant Pkwy Happy Valley Rd Jomax Rd Central 1.018 4 12,821 13,052       25,450
Lake Pleasant Pkwy Jomax Rd Westwing Pkwy Central 0.964 4 9,082   8,755         24,100
Lake Pleasant Pkwy Westwing Pkwy Dixileta Dr Central 1.200 2 3,706   4,447         12,000
Lake Pleasant Pkwy Dixileta Dr Lone Mountain Rd Central 1.030 2 3,706   3,817         10,300
Lake Pleasant Pkwy Lone Mountain Rd Dove Vlly Ranch Central 1.018 4 3,706   3,773         25,450
Lake Pleasant Pkwy Dove Vlly Ranch Carefree Hwy Central 1.466 2 3,706   5,433         14,660
Lake Pleasant Rd Beardsley Rd Rose Garden Lane South 0.502 4 9,554   4,796         12,550
Lake Pleasant Rd Rose Garden Lane Lk Pleasant Pwy South 0.267 4 7,180   1,917         6,675
Lone Mountain Rd Loop 303 El Mirage Rd North 1.326 2 1,723   2,285         13,260
Lone Mountain Rd El Mirage Rd Vistancia Blvd North 1.717 4 312      536            42,925
Lone Mountain Rd Vistancia Blvd 138th Ave North 1.197 4 2,500   2,993         29,925
New River Rd State Route 74 City Limit Central 0.553 2 230      127            5,530
Northern Ave 71st Ave 75th Ave South 0.499 4 20,526 10,242       12,475
Northern Ave 75th Ave 83rd Ave South 1.010 4 20,526 20,731       25,250
Northern Ave 83rd Ave 91st Ave South 0.993 4 25,134 24,958       24,825
Northern Ave 91st Ave Loop 101 South 0.659 4 25,863 17,044       16,475
Northern Ave Loop 101 99th Ave South 0.322 4 25,481 8,205         8,050
Northern Ave 99th Ave 103rd Ave South 0.846 4 24,255 20,520       21,150
Northern Ave 103rd Ave 107th Ave South 0.499 4 22,061 11,008       12,475
Northern Ave 107th Ave 115th Ave South 0.993 4 13,830 13,733       24,825  
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Table 58.  Continued 

Thru Daily  
Street Name From To Area Miles Lns Volume VMT    VMC  
Olive Ave 67th Ave 75th Ave South 1.068 4 25,003 26,703       26,700
Olive Ave 75th Ave 83rd Ave South 1.001 4 24,933 24,958       25,025
Olive Ave 83rd Ave 91st Ave South 1.000 4 26,691 26,691       25,000
Olive Ave 91st Ave Loop 101 South 0.049 4 27,612 1,353         1,225
Olive Ave Loop 101 New River Bridge South 0.856 4 30,324 25,957       21,400
Peoria Ave 67th Ave 75th Ave South 1.006 4 22,643 22,779       25,150
Peoria Ave 75th Ave 83rd Ave South 1.032 4 18,405 18,994       25,800
Peoria Ave 83rd Ave 91st Ave South 1.073 4 15,668 16,812       26,825
Peoria Ave 91st Ave Loop 101 South 0.182 4 21,506 3,914         4,550
Peoria Ave Loop 101 New River Bridge South 0.378 4 21,506 8,129         9,450
Peoria Ave New River Bridge 99th Ave South 0.254 4 17,141 4,354         6,350
Pinnacle Peak Rd 71st Ave 73rd Ave Central 0.249 2 1,533   382            2,490
Pinnacle Peak Rd 79th Ave 81st Ave Central 0.249 2 689      172            2,490
Pinnacle Peak Rd 81st Ave 83rd Ave Central 0.248 2 689      171            2,480
Thunderbird Rd 67th Ave 75th Ave South 1.007 4 32,692 32,921       25,175
Thunderbird Rd 75th Ave 83rd Ave South 1.010 4 33,479 33,814       25,250
Thunderbird Rd 83rd Ave Loop 101 South 0.250 6 32,382 8,096         11,250
Thunderbird Rd Loop 101 New River Bridge South 0.273 6 30,295 8,271         12,285
Thunderbird Rd New River Bridge 94th Dr South 0.713 4 23,888 17,032       17,825
Tierra Del Rio Bl Happy Valley Pkwy Jomax Pkwy Central 0.850 4 2,756   2,343         21,250
Union Hills Dr 83rd Ave 91st Ave Central 0.999 4 27,388 27,361       24,975
Union Hills Dr 91st Ave Palo Verde Ave Central 1.003 4 16,311 16,360       25,075
Vistancia Blvd Loop 303 Jomax Rd North 0.970 4 13,201 12,805       24,250
Vistancia Blvd Jomax Rd Bridge North 0.981 4 13,201 12,950       24,525
Vistancia Blvd Bridge Trilogy Blvd North 0.650 4 13,201 8,581         16,250
Vistancia Blvd Trilogy Blvd Ridgeline Rd North 0.388 4 14,506 5,628         9,700
Vistancia Blvd Ridgeline Rd Whispering Ridge North 0.449 4 14,506 6,513         11,225
Vistancia Blvd Whispering Ridge Lone Mountain Pwy North 0.798 4 3,539   2,824         19,950
Vistancia Blvd Lone Mountain Pwy Westland Rd North 0.571 4 3,539   2,021         14,275
Westwing Pkwy Jomax Rd Black Rock Blvd Central 0.863 4 7,032   6,069         21,575
Westwing Pkwy Black Rock Blvd Lake Pleasant Rd Central 0.936 4 3,821   3,576         23,400
Subtotal, South 52.619 956,895 1,380,545
Subtotal, Central 34.281 385,632 743,050
Subtotal, North 14.946 58,921 265,275
Total 101.846 1,401,448 2,388,870  
Source:  City of Peoria Engineering Department, December 15, 2013; daily volumes based on annual average daily traffic (AADT) counts 
from 2010-2012; VMT is vehicle-miles of travel, which is product of segment miles and daily volume; VMC is vehicle-miles of capacity, 
which is product of segment miles and maximum volume at LOS D from Table 17. 
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APPENDIX B:  AVERAGE HOUSEHOLD SIZE 
 
A key input into impact fee analysis is the average number of people residing in different types of 
dwelling units. This statistic, known as average household size, is the ratio of household population 
to households (which is the same as occupied dwelling units). 
 
The most reliable data on average household size comes from the decennial census counts.  
Unfortunately, these 100%-count data are only available for all housing units, with no distinction by 
housing type.  Overall, the trend in Peoria between the 2000 and 2010 census was one of a slight 
decline in overall average household size, as can be seen in Table 59. 
 

Table 59.  Average Household Size, 2000 and 2010 
2000  2010  % Change

Household Population 106,850 152,838 43.04%
÷ Number of Households 39,184 57,457 46.63%
Average Household Size 2.73 2.66 -2.45%  
Source:  2000 and 2010 US Census for Peoria, AZ, SF1 data (100% counts). 

 
The 2000 census provided data on average household size by housing type for a 1-in-6 sample 
(about 17%).  Those data are shown in Table 60.  The last two rows show average household sizes if 
single-family attached units are included with single-family detached and with multi-family. 
 

Table 60.  Average Household Size by Housing Type, 2000 
Household Occupied Avg. HH 

Housing Type Population Units    Size    
Single-Family Detached 88,750 29,705 2.99
Single-Family Attached 3,862 2,150 1.80
Multi-Family 7,574 4,199 1.80
Mobile Home 6,532 3,050 2.14
Other 232 141 1.65
Total 106,950 39,245 2.73

Single-Family Detached/Attached 92,612 31,855 2.91
Multi-Family/SF Attached 11,436 6,349 1.80  
Source:  2000 US Census for Peoria, AZ, SF3 data (1-in-6 sample) 

 
The Census Bureau has discontinued collecting sample data as part of the decennial census, and 
instead conducts annual data from 1% samples, which has been aggregated into a 5% sample for the 
2006-2010 period.  These data are based on a much smaller sample than the 2010 census, and also 
collapse single-family detached and attached housing into the same category.  They are shown in 
Table 61. 
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Table 61.  Average Household Size by Housing Type, 2006-2010 

Household Occupied Avg. HH 
Housing Type Population Units    Size    
Single-Family Detached/Attached 129,616 44,657 2.90
Multi-Family 11,499 6,526 1.76
Mobile Home 6,318 3,114 2.03
Other 160 101 1.58
Total 147,593 54,398 2.71  
Source:  US Census Bureau, 2006-2010 American Community Survey data (5% 
sample), Peoria, AZ. 

 
Average household sizes by housing type from the 2000 US Census and the 2006-2010 American 
Community Survey (ACS) are compared in Table 62.  While the ACS data are based on a smaller 
sample size, they should still be reasonably accurate.   
 

Table 62.  Average Household Size by Housing Type, 2000-2010 

2000   2006-10 2000    2006-10 Percent
Housing Type Census  ACS    Census  ACS    Change
Single-Family Detached/Attached 5,582 2,448 2.91 2.90 -0.34%
Multi-Family 841 395 1.80 1.76 -2.22%
Mobile Home 580 175 2.14 2.03 -5.14%
Total 7,003 3,018 2.73 2.66 -2.56%

Sample Size (Units) Average Household Size

 
Source:  Table 60 and Table 61.  

 
An estimate of current average household size by housing type starts with the data from the 2000 
census, since these numbers are based on the most robust sample.  The average household sizes 
from the 2000 census are adjusted downward for all housing types by the percentage changes 
calculated above, as shown in Table 63. 
  

Table 63.  Current Average Household Size by Housing Type 
2000 Percent Adjusted Estimated

Housing Type AHHS Change AHHS  Weight AHHS   
Single-Family Detached 2.99 -0.34% 2.98 n/a 2.98
Single-Family Attached 1.80 -0.34% 1.79 33.9% n/a
Multi-Family 1.80 -2.22% 1.76 66.1% n/a
Multi-Family/Single-Family Att. 1.80 n/a n/a n/a 1.77
Mobile Home 2.14 -5.14% 2.03 n/a 2.03  

Source:  2000 average household size (AHHS) from Table 60; percent change from Table 62; adjusted 
AHHS is 2000 AHHS adjusted downward by percent change; weighting factors are occupied single-
family attached and multi-family units as percent of total occupied single-family attached/multi-family 
units from Table 60; estimated AHHS for multi-family/single-family attached category is adjusted 
AHHS weighted by weighting factor. 
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APPENDIX C:  FUNCTIONAL POPULATION 
 
The two most common methodologies used in calculating public safety service units and impact fees 
are the “calls-for-service” approach and the “functional population” approach.  This update utilizes 
the “functional population” approach to calculate and assess the fire and police impact fees.  This 
approach is a generally-accepted methodology for these impact fee types and is based on the 
observation that demand for public safety facilities tends to be proportional to the presence of 
people at a particular site.   
 
Functional population is analogous to the concept of “full-time equivalent” employees.  It 
represents the number of “full-time equivalent” people present at the site of a land use, and it is 
used for the purpose of determining the impact of a particular development on the need for 
facilities.  For residential development, functional population is simply average household size times 
the percent of time people spend at home.  For nonresidential development, functional population 
is based on a formula that factors in trip generation rates, average vehicle occupancy, employee 
density and average number of hours spent by employees and visitors at a land use.   
 
Residential Functional Population 
 
For residential land uses, the impact of a dwelling unit on the need for capital facilities is generally 
proportional to the number of persons residing in the dwelling unit.  This can be measured for 
different housing types in terms of either average household size (average number of persons per 
occupied dwelling unit) or persons per unit (average number of persons per dwelling unit, including 
vacant as well as occupied units).  In this analysis, average household size is used to develop the 
functional population multipliers, as it avoids the need to make assumptions about occupancy rates. 
 
Determining residential functional population multipliers is considerably simpler than the 
nonresidential component.  It is estimated that people, on average, spend 16 hours, or 67 percent, of 
each 24-hour day at their place of residence and the other 33 percent away from home.  A similar 
approach is used for the hotel/motel category.  The functional population per unit for these uses is 
shown in Table 64.   
 

Table 64.  Functional Population per Unit for Residential Uses 
Average Occupancy Func. Pop.

Housing Type Unit HH Size Factor    per Unit  
Single-Family Detached Dwelling 2.98 0.67 2.00
Multi-Family Dwelling 1.77 0.67 1.19
Mobile Home Dwelling 2.03 0.67 1.36  
Source:  Average household size for dwelling units from Table 63.   

 
 
Nonresidential Functional Population 
 
The functional population methodology for nonresidential land uses is based on trip generation data 
utilized in developing the transportation demand schedule prepared for the updated transportation 
impact fees.  Functional population per 1,000 square feet is derived by dividing the total number of 
hours spent by employees and visitors during a weekday by 24 hours. Employees are estimated to 
spend 8 hours per day at their place of employment, and visitors are estimated to spend one hour 
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per visit. The formula used to derive the nonresidential functional population estimates is 
summarized in Figure 7. 
 

Figure 7.  Nonresidential Functional Population Formula 

FUNCPOP/UNIT = (employee hours/1000 sf + visitor hours/1000 sf) ÷ 24 hours/day

Where:

Employee hours/1000 sf = employees/1000 sf x 8 hours/day

Visitor hours/1000 sf = visitors/1000 sf x 1 hour/visit

Visitors/1000 sf = weekday ADT/1000 sf x avg. vehicle occupancy – employees/1000 sf

Weekday ADT/1000 sf = one-way avg. daily trips (total trip ends ÷ 2)

 
Using this formula and information on trip generation rates, vehicle occupancy rates from the 
National Household Travel Survey and other sources and assumptions, nonresidential functional 
population estimates per 1,000 square feet of gross floor area are calculated in Table 65.   
 

Table 65.  Functional Population per Unit for Nonresidential Uses 
Trip Persons/ Employee/ Visitors/ Func. Pop./

Land Use Unit Rate Trip Unit Unit    Unit      
Retail/Commercial 1,000 sq. ft. 21.35 1.96 1.56 40.29 2.20
Office 1,000 sq. ft. 5.52 1.24 1.37 5.47 0.68
Industrial 1,000 sq. ft. 1.91 1.24 0.45 1.92 0.23
Warehouse 1,000 sq. ft. 1.25 1.24 0.45 1.10 0.20
Public/Institutional 1,000 sq. ft. 3.80 1.86 0.34 6.73 0.39  
Source: Trip rates from Table 15; persons/trip is average vehicle occupancy from Federal Highway Administration, 
Nationwide Household Travel Survey, 2009; employees/unit from Table 11 (derived by dividing 1,000 sq. ft. by square 
feet per employee); visitors/unit is trips times persons/trip minus employees/unit; functional population/unit calculated 
based on formula in Figure 7. 
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APPENDIX D:  FINANCIAL DATA 
 
Fund Balances, Interfund Loans and Developer Credits 
 
The City’s impact fee fund balances (negative numbers represent the outstanding balance of an 
interfund loan) and outstanding developer credits by fee type and service area are summarized in 
Table 66. 
 

Table 66.  Impact Fee Fund Balances and Outstanding Developer Credits 
Outstanding  

Fee Type/Service Area Fund Balances Credits       
Transportation 1-South, Streets $3,880,604 $0
Transportation 1-South, Intersections $390,792 $0
Transportation 2-North, Streets * -$1,819,656 $42,406,960
Transportation 2-North, Intersections $1,707,199 $275,940
Fire $2,927,486 $649,049
Police $8,646,261 $240,335
Library ** -$140,709 $245,596
Citywide Park $2,680,977 $269,280
Neighborhood Park 1 $1,251,246 $1,139,978
Neighborhood Park 2 $892,568 $94,773
Neighborhood Park 3 $388,877 $0
Subtotal, Authorized Facilities $20,805,645 $45,321,911
Open Space $2,077,125 $0
Trails $797,424 $0
General Government $2,063,239 $0
Sanitation $7,189,904 $0
Subtotal, Unauthorized Facilities $12,127,692 $0
Total $32,933,337 $45,321,911  
* negative number reflects balance of a $10,190,543 interfund loan from the MDA Debt 
Service Fund 
** negative number reflects balance of a $309,811 interfund loan from the General Fund 
Source:  Fund and credit balances as of June 30, 2013 from City of Peoria Finance and Budget 
Department, September 11 and 12, 2013 (city-wide park credit for Camino a Lago in new Zone 
1.2; neighborhood park 1 credit for new Zone 1.2). 

 
Outstanding Debt 
 
The outstanding debt on existing facilities of the types covered by impact fees are summarized in 
Table 67. 
 

Table 67.  Outstanding Debt 
Fee Category 2012B     2012A     2010      2009A     2007B     2007A     Total      
Transportation $4,517,700 $735,750 $4,106,350 $28,458,750 $3,988,600 $23,825,100 $65,632,250
Parks $2,464,200 $12,802,050 $9,420,450 $379,450 $1,724,800 $12,218,000 $39,008,950
Library $0 $0 $0 $0 $215,600 $1,832,700 $2,048,300
Fire $2,601,100 $1,030,050 $241,550 $0 $646,800 $1,832,700 $6,352,200
Police $273,800 $0 $2,657,050 $0 $0 $0 $2,930,850
General Government $273,800 $147,150 $0 $3,415,050 $0 $10,385,300 $14,221,300
Drainage $3,559,400 $0 $7,729,600 $5,691,750 $4,204,200 $10,996,200 $32,181,150
Total $13,690,000 $14,715,000 $24,155,000 $37,945,000 $10,780,000 $61,090,000 $162,375,000  
Source:  Outstanding debt as of July 2, 2012 from City of Peoria Finance and Budget Department, July 1, 2013. 
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Impact Fee Study Update Costs 
 
According to State law, impact fees may be used to pay for the costs of “professional services 
required for the preparation or revision of a development fee” (Sec. 9-463.05.A, ARS).  The current 
impact fee study cost provides the basis for estimating future update costs.  Since SB 1525 requires 
impact fees to be updated every five years, a minimum of two additional studies will be required 
over the next ten years.  Dividing the cost of the two required update studies for each facility by the 
new service units projected over the next ten years results in the following study costs per service 
unit. 
 

Table 68.  Impact Fee Study Update Costs per Service Unit, 2013-2023 
2013   No. of Study     New       

Facility Service Study  Studies Cost      Service Units Cost per   
Type Unit Cost   2013-2023 2013-2023 2013-2023  Service Unit
Roads VMT $40,847 2 $81,694 346,727 $0.24
Parks EDU $23,341 2 $46,682 18,269 $3.00
Fire Func. Pop. $17,506 2 $35,012 47,962 $1.00
Police Func. Pop. $17,506 2 $35,012 47,962 $1.00
Total $99,200 $198,400  
Source:  Total 2013 study cost breakdown by Duncan Associates; new service units from Table 16 (transportation – 
excluding South service area, where no fees will be charged), Table 29 (parks), Table 39 (fire and police).  

 
 
New Development Revenue Forecast 
 
SB 1525 requires that the infrastructure improvements plan include (Section 9-463.05.E.7): 
 

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

 
The total revenues from these sources that can be attributed to new development over the next ten 
years are summarized in Table 69 on the following page.  However, most of this revenue will be 
used for ongoing operations and maintenance purposes.   
 
Only revenue generated by new development that is dedicated to growth-related capital 
improvements needs to be considered in determining the extent of the burden imposed by new 
development.  As discussed in greater detail in the Legal Framework section, offsets against impact 
fees are warranted in the following cases:  (1) new development will be paying taxes or fees used to 
retire debt on existing facilities serving existing development; (2) new development will be paying 
taxes or fees used to fund an existing deficiency, or (3) new development will be paying taxes or fees 
that are dedicated to be used for growth-related improvements.  The analysis provided in the 
individual sections of this report has identified the need for the following offsets against the fees:  
(1) outstanding debt for transportation, park, fire and police improvements; and (2) regional funding 
for major road improvements. 
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Table 69.  Revenue Attributable to New Development, 2013-2023 
Revenue Type Fund FY2015 FY2016 FY2017 FY2018
City Sales Tax General $1,997,321 $2,425,476 $2,997,781 $3,587,735
City Sales Tax Half Cent Sales Tax $960,501 $1,153,620 $1,418,393 $1,691,443
City Sales Tax Transportation Sales Tax $576,301 $692,172 $851,036 $1,014,866
City Sales Tax HURF $95,974 $165,805 $236,357 $309,149
State Shared Revenues General $0 $0 $0 $0
State Shared Revenues HURF $0 $0 $0 $0
Primary Property Tax General $65,157 $101,176 $146,448 $204,402
Secondary Property Tax GO Bonds $428,664 $665,631 $963,477 $1,344,747
Total $4,123,918 $5,203,880 $6,613,492 $8,152,342
Revenue Type Fund FY2019 FY2020 FY2021 FY2022
City Sales Tax General $4,156,539 $4,704,372 $5,179,656 $5,638,518
City Sales Tax Half Cent Sales Tax $1,953,769 $2,205,483 $2,421,474 $2,629,169
City Sales Tax Transportation Sales Tax $1,172,261 $1,323,290 $1,452,884 $1,577,501
City Sales Tax HURF $378,789 $445,317 $501,650 $555,553
State Shared Revenues General $0 $0 $0 $532,629
State Shared Revenues HURF $0 $0 $0 $103,973
Primary Property Tax General $268,422 $329,708 $391,689 $454,639
Secondary Property Tax GO Bonds $1,765,936 $2,169,128 $2,576,900 $2,991,043
Total $9,695,717 $11,177,298 $12,524,254 $14,483,024
Revenue Type Fund FY2023 FY2024 Total  
City Sales Tax General $6,070,657 $6,481,785 $43,239,841
City Sales Tax Half Cent Sales Tax $2,823,583 $3,007,530 $20,264,965
City Sales Tax Transportation Sales Tax $1,694,150 $1,804,518 $12,158,979
City Sales Tax HURF $605,630 $652,684 $3,946,909
State Shared Revenues General $1,087,602 $1,665,966 $3,286,198
State Shared Revenues HURF $208,362 $313,168 $625,503
Primary Property Tax General $518,993 $582,246 $3,062,879
Secondary Property Tax GO Bonds $3,414,430 $3,830,564 $20,150,520
Total $16,423,408 $18,338,461 $106,735,794  
Source:  City of Peoria Finance and Budget Department, September 16, 2013 (no State-shared revenues attributable to new 
development in FY 2015-21 because the population-based distribution formula will not change until after the 2020 census). 
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Charlotte, NC 28203

Phone 704 . 373 . 1199
Fax 704 . 373 . 1113

www.raftelis.com

February 4, 2014

Ms. Katie Gregory
Deputy Director
City of Peoria
Finance and Budget Department
8401 W. Monroe Street
Peoria, AZ 85345

Dear Ms. Gregory:

Raftelis Financial Consultants, Inc. (RFC) is pleased to submit the attached Utilities Expansion Fee Report
and Infrastructure Improvements Plan (IIP) describing the results of our 2014 Expansion Fee Study
(Study) to provide updated water, wastewater, and water resources expansion fees for the City of Peoria
(City) under the requirements of Arizona Revised Statutes (ARS) §9-463.05.

The revised legislation requires all existing expansion fees be replaced by fees adopted under new
adoption procedures, guidelines, and requirements by August 1, 2014. The legislation also requires the
fee structures be based on adopted Land Use Assumptions (LUA) and IIPs. Lastly, the legislation requires
that the City prepare and make public an Expansion Fee Report that documents the LUA, IIP, and
methodology used to determine the fees, the approach used to assess the fees to development, and
provides a schedule of fees. This Report meets these requirements and describes the City of Peoria's
updated water, wastewater, and water resources expansion fees.

We have enjoyed this opportunity to work with the City of Peoria again on this very important
engagement. We appreciate the efforts made by the Finance and Budget and Utilities Departments in
providing timely and accurate input during the project. In particular, we wish to acknowledge the
important contributions provided by Howell Lindsay in helping us determine and develop the key utility
capital project information necessary to update the water, wastewater, and water resource expansion
fees under ARS §9-463.05.

If you have any questions or concerns, please do not hesitate to contact me at (704) 373-1199.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Raftelis Financial Consultants, Inc. (RFC) is pleased to submit this Utility Expansion Fee Report
(Report) to the City of Peoria (City).  This report documents the City's Utility Infrastructure
Improvements Plan (IIP) and presents the results of the 2014 Water and Wastewater Expansion Fee
Calculation Update (2014 Utility Expansion Fee Update) under the legal requirements of Arizona
Revised Statutes (ARS) §9-463.05. This legislation requires that all existing expansion fees (also
known as impact fees) be replaced by fees adopted under the adoption procedures, guidelines, and
requirements of ARS §9-463.05by January 1, 2014.  The legislation also prohibited municipalities
from collecting impact fees for certain types of facilities as of January 1, 2012. Other provisions of
ARS §9-463.05 required fee structures be based on an adopted Infrastructure Improvements Plan
(IIP) which is a central document disclosing existing infrastructure, available capacity, units of
demand, and planning for new infrastructure required to serve development.

The 2014 Utility Expansion Fee Update reflects a modified approach to determining the fees
provided by RFC. These modifications are necessary to address the new legislative requirements
and changes in the City's planning approach to providing necessary public services to different
planning areas.  Specifically, ARS §9-463.05 prohibits the City from collecting utility expansion fees
for solid waste facilities.  Additionally, the City's service area and infrastructure planning have
evolved to a point that is more representative of multiple service areas for water, wastewater, and
water resources.  Finally, since much of the City's existing utilities capacity was recently constructed
and because ARS §9-463.05 requires that available capacity in existing facilities be considered as part
of the IIP, the expansion fees will be determined based on a combined system buy-in and marginal
incremental cost approach.  This hybrid approach considers both existing capacity (system buy-in)
available and planned capacity (marginal incremental) necessary to serve development.

1.1 Utility Service Areas

As the City's utility service area has evolved and based on the planned infrastructure required to
serve development, the City has decided that multiple service areas are required for each of the
utilities expansion fees.

Water

Three water service areas are proposed for the City's water system.  The three proposed service areas
include the following:

1. South of Bell Road: The portion of the City located south of Bell Road is served by the 16
million gallon per day (MGD) Greenway Water Treatment Plant (WTP) and has a water
collection network that is largely built-out.  This part of the City is mostly developed and is
not anticipated to need substantial infrastructure during the 12-year planning period.

2. North of Bell Road: The portion of the City located north of Bell Road, but exclusive of
the Vistancia Community Facilities District (CFD), is currently served by the City's 11 MGD
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portion of the City of Glendale's Pyramid Peak WTP.  This area is where the majority of the
City's development is anticipated to occur and thus includes the majority of the additional
infrastructure and capacity needs.  The City anticipates purchasing and/or constructing
additional water treatment capacity to support the additional capacity requirements.

3. Vistancia CFD Area: This portion of the City represents its own unique service area since
most of the infrastructure providing service to the area was funded through a Communities
Facility District (CFD).  The CFD funded several ground water wells and a collection
network that provides service to the Vistancia development.  As such, the CFD customers
will be assessed fees based solely on the water infrastructure costs that were not funded
through the CFD.

Exhibit 1 on the next page shows the City of Peoria water service area map. More information on
the existing and planned facilities and infrastructure is provided in Section 3, Water Infrastructure
Improvements Plan.
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Exhibit 1. Water Service Area Map
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Wastewater

Three wastewater service areas are also proposed for the City's wastewater system.  The three
proposed service areas include the following:

1. East of the Agua Fria River: The portion of the City located East of the Agua Fria River
is served by the 4.0 MGD Beardsley Water Reclamation Facility (WRF), the 10.0 MGD
Butler WRF, and has a wastewater collection network.  This part of the City has additional
infrastructure needs, including expansions to each of the WRFs, during the 12-year planning
period.

2. West of the Agua Fria River: The portion of the City located West of the Agua Fria River,
but exclusive of the Vistancia CFD, is served by the City's 2.25 MGD Jomax WRF.
However, only 0.80 MGD of the Jomax WRF was funded by the City to serve this area as
the remaining 1.45 MGD was funded through the CFD and serves the Vistancia CFD area.
Anticipated development in the area results in the need to expand the non-CFD capacity of
the Jomax WRF by an additional 1.10 MGD during the 12-year planning period.
Furthermore, the City requires wastewater transmission facilities to support the development
that is anticipated to occur in the area during the 12-year planning period.

3. Vistancia CFD Area: Similar to water, this portion of the City represents its own unique
service area since most of the infrastructure providing service to the area was funded
through a Communities Facility District.  The CFD funded the majority (1.45 MGD) of the
2.25 MGD Jomax WRF and the wastewater transmission network that provides service to
the Vistancia development.  As such, the CFD customers will be assessed fees based solely
on the wastewater infrastructure costs that were not funded through the CFD.

Exhibit 2 on the next page shows the City of Peoria wastewater service area map. More information
on the existing and planned facilities and infrastructure is provided in Sections 5, Wastewater
Infrastructure Improvements Plan.
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Exhibit 2. Wastewater Service Area Map
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Water Resources

For water resources, two separate service areas based on the Salt River Project (SRP) On-Project
and Off-Project lands within the City's service area are appropriate.  New customers locating in the
On-Project service area will not pay a water resource fee as the City has no capital cost basis to
recover from these customers.  The SRP water allocation is restricted to those parcels of land used
as collateral in the construction of the SRP infrastructure.  Property owners of On-Project land own
the “rights” to the SRP water allocation associated with that land.  Conversely, properties located
Off-Project do not own any rights to the SRP water allocations.  Under the Arizona Groundwater
Management Act and Assured Water Supply, for development to occur a developer must
demonstrate that an assured supply of water exists for the area to be developed.

As part of demonstrating an assured water supply, Peoria has developed a program as part of its
long-term planning to acquire additional surface water allocations to supplement the City’s
entitlements to CAP water to address the demand of future development on Off-Project lands.
These surface water acquisitions consist of Central Arizona Project (CAP) water reallocations, Gila
River Indian Community (GRIC) Water Rights, and White Mountain Apache Tribe Water Lease.
For this reason, the City's water resources service area is segregated according to the On-Project and
Off-Project SRP land boundaries with those new customers locating Off-Project being assessed the
water resources expansion fee.

Exhibit 3 on the next page shows the City of Peoria water resource service area map.  More
information on the existing and planned facilities and infrastructure is provided in Section 7, Water
Resource Infrastructure Improvements Plan.
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Exhibit 3. Water Resources Service Area Map
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2. UTILITIES LAND USE ASSUMPTIONS

The Utility Land Use Assumptions (LUA) presented in this chapter cover a 12-year period (FY 2013
though fiscal year FY 2024) and serve as the basis for the water, wastewater, and water resources IIP
and development fee calculations.  The ARS requires that LUAs be developed for each development
fee service area pursuant to the City's general plan.

For the LUA, the City provided RFC with existing development (FY 2013) and anticipated growth
in land uses for the utility systems over the next twelve (12) years.  Since the City's utility billing
system is based on three customer classifications (single-family residential, multi-family residential,
and commercial), the utility LUA are also developed for those three customer classifications.
Furthermore, since the City bills its utility customers and assesses its expansion fees based on utility
accounts and water meter size, the projection of land uses for each customer category is expressed
by the number of customer accounts and the service units, or equivalent demand units (EDU),
determined based on 500 gpd demand factor per water account and the 160 gpd demand factor per
wastewater account.1 For this reason, and because some of the City's residences and businesses are
served by private water companies, the number of current accounts and EDU within each utility
customer classification does not necessarily equal the number of housing units developed for the
Non-Utility Impact Fee Report’s LUAs.

Table 1 summarizes the City's current and projected water customers and EDU within each of the
water expansion fee service areas.

Table 1. Water Expansion Fee Land Use Assumptions by Service Area

1
An equivalent demand unit represents the equivalent demand of a single-family residential dwelling

unit with a 3/4-inch meter.

Land Use Assumptions Total SFR MFR Commercial Total SFR MFR Commercial
Water Accounts

South of Bell Road 26,745 24,752 389 1,604 27,338 25,292 407 1,639
North of Bell Road 18,051 17,136 184 731 33,082 28,745 3,111 1,226
Vistancia 4,545 4,280 14 251 8,855 7,798 600 457

Total 49,341 46,168 587 2,586 69,275 61,835 4,118 3,322

Water EDU
South of Bell Road 36,767 24,752 6,561 5,454 37,569 25,292 6,704 5,573
North of Bell Road 22,724 17,136 3,103 2,485 38,118 28,745 5,205 4,168
Vistancia 5,369 4,280 236 853 9,782 7,798 430 1,554

Total 64,860 46,168 9,900 8,792 85,469 61,835 12,339 11,295

Fiscal Year Ending June 30, 2013 Projected by End of Planning Period FY 2024
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Table 2 summarizes the City's current and projected wastewater customers and EDU within each of
the wastewater expansion fee service areas.

Table 2. Wastewater Expansion Fee Land Use Assumptions by Service Area

Table 3 summarizes the City's current and projected water resources customers and EDU within
each of the water expansion fee service areas.

Table 3. Water Resources Fee Land Use Assumptions by Service Area

Land Use Assumptions Total SFR MFR Commercial Total SFR MFR Commercial
Wastewater Accounts

East of River 47,918 46,295 426 1,197 58,366 54,998 1,946 1,422
West of River 16 11 5 0 5,195 587 4,608 0
Vistancia 4,637 4,367 14 256 8,947 7,877 607 463

Total 52,571 50,673 445 1,453 72,508 63,462 7,161 1,885

Wastewater EDU
East of River 58,041 46,295 7,677 4,069 68,952 54,998 9,120 4,834
West of River 101 11 90 0 5,390 587 4,803 0
Vistancia 5,491 4,367 251 873 9,904 7,877 453 1,575

Total 63,633 50,673 8,018 4,942 84,246 63,462 14,376 6,409

Projected by End of Planning Period FY 2024Fiscal Year Ending June 30, 2013

Land Use Assumptions Total SFR MFR Commercial Total SFR MFR Commercial
Water Resources Acct.

On-SRP Project 22,809 21,026 355 1,428 23,402 25,292 407 1,639
Off-SRP Project 26,532 25,142 232 1,158 45,873 36,543 3,711 1,683

Total 49,341 46,168 587 2,586 69,275 61,835 4,118 3,322

Water Resources EDU
On-SRP Project 31,868 21,026 5,987 4,855 32,670 25,292 6,704 5,573
Off-SRP Project 32,988 25,141 3,913 3,934 52,795 36,543 5,635 5,722

Total 64,856 46,167 9,900 8,789 85,465 61,835 12,339 11,295

Fiscal Year Ending June 30, 2013 Projected by End of Planning Period FY 2024
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3. UTILITIES EXPANSION FEES METHODOLOGY

There are numerous approaches to determining expansion fees (also known as impact fees) that
have been adopted by water and wastewater utilities across the country.  However, two approaches
are most often used and are recognized in the industry as cost-justified by the American Water
Works Association (AWWA)2. These two approaches are the system buy-in method and the
incremental cost method.

Under the System Buy-In Method, impact fees are based upon the "buy-in" concept that existing
users, through service charges and other up-front charges, have developed a valuable public capital
facility. This method is appropriate for utility systems, or components of utility systems, with
additional capacity already in place, and provides an estimate of the cost of providing a unit of
capacity based upon the net equity of the existing assets.  This method calculates a fee based upon
the proportional cost of each user’s share of the existing system capacity available for new
customers.  The costs of the facilities are based on a review of fixed asset records and can be based
on original asset costs, or may include escalation of the original asset costs to current dollars.
Excluded from the calculation are local service lines that are dedicated to serving existing customers
and all assets contributed by or paid for by developers.  Also, outstanding principal on funds
borrowed to construct the core assets is deducted, since this cost will be recovered from all present
and future customers through the retail utility rates.

The Incremental Cost Method focuses on the cost of adding additional facilities to serve new
customers.  It is most appropriate in situations where additional capacity and/or trunk line
extensions/expansions to provide service to new customers and the costs of the capacity can be tied
to an approved capital improvements plan (CIP), infrastructure improvements plan (IIP), or master
plan.  Under this method, it is important that any proposed capital projects required to address
deficiencies in the existing facilities be excluded from the determination of the impact fee.  This
includes projects required to meet new or existing regulatory requirements and/or renewals and
replacements of existing facilities. The process of identifying projects required to address
deficiencies is also important in meeting the requirements of ARS §9-463.05, as a substantial nexus
must exist between the demand generated by new customers and the need for new or expanded
capital facilities.

Another approach that has become increasing more common for determining water and wastewater
impact fees is a Hybrid Approach that combines the system buy-in method and the incremental
cost method.  This hybrid approach recognizes that new customers of water and wastewater systems
benefit from both facilities already in place and improvements to expand or extend those facilities.
Under this method, the charge is determined to reflect the average unit cost of the planned system
capacity at the end of the capital planning period based on previous and planned investments in the
system divided by the total capacity available in those facilities.

2
AWWA Manual M26 – Water Rates and Related Charges, Ch. 3: System Development Charges,

pp.19-33.
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Current Methodology

For years, the City of Peoria has employed the Incremental Cost Methodology which specifically
focuses on the cost of adding additional facilities to serve new customers. The methodology
includes the calculation of an adjustment or credit for relevant principal payments related to the new
assets that will be recovered through future utility rates.  This credit is designed to consider the
contributions in user fees that will be made in the future by the utility rate payers towards the capital
costs of the necessary public services covered through the expansion fees.  In other words, this
credit addresses the issue of double payment by new customers for the same unit of capacity
through the expansion fee and through user rates and charges. For years, the City of Peoria had the
type of growth and infrastructure profile that made the Incremental Cost Methodology suitable for
establishing expansion fees. However, in the mid-to-late 2000's, the City completed many of the
expansion and growth-related investments that were included in its CIPs/IIPs.  At this point, the
City's recent investment in facilities are now included in its fixed asset records.

Proposed Utilities Methodology

For the update to the utilities impact fees under ARS §9-463.05, we recommend the use of a hybrid
approach that combines the system buy-in and incremental cost approach. In addition, we
recommend creating and implementing additional water and wastewater service areas to more
accurately reflect the evolving development and infrastructure needs in different areas of the City.

This hybrid approach recognizes that new customers of utility systems benefit from both facilities
already in place and planned capital projects required to expand and extend capacity. The impact
fees are determined to reflect the average unit cost of the planned system capacity at the end of the
capital planning period based on previous and planned investments in the system divided by the
total capacity available to new customers in those facilities.  This hybrid approach essentially puts the
unit cost of capacity for existing and future customers on par.  As with both the system buy-in and
incremental cost methodologies, local service lines and assets contributed or to be contributed by
developers are excluded. Offsets are provided for any outstanding principal on funds borrowed, or
anticipated to be borrowed, to construct the facilities that benefit new customers but are repaid
through the user rates generated by those new customers.

The system buy-in component of the utilities impact fees consists of the replacement cost new
less depreciation (RCNLD) value of existing facilities with capacity available to serve new customers.
This replacement value represents the current value of the City's original investment in water and
wastewater system assets as of July 1, 2012.3 However, only the available portion of the replacement
value for the various system infrastructure is included in the impact fee calculations.

3
For CAP water rights associated with the water resources impact fee, the system buy-in costs

represent the original value since the water rights are not depreciated nor do they represent facilities
that would be appropriate for escalation by a construction cost index.

229



12

The incremental cost component of the utilities impact fee consists of the planned capital project
costs included in the City's utilities IIP which benefit growth and development. Since these projects
benefit growth and development, the capital costs associated with these projects are divided by the
total capacity to be added during the 12-year planning period.
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4. WATER INFRASTRUCTURE IMPROVEMENTS PLAN

ARS § 9-463.05(K) requires that the City replace its expansion and impact fees adopted prior to
January 1, 2012.  The purpose of this section is to meet the requirements of a Water Infrastructure
Improvement Plan (IIP) as defined in the subject ARS and to provide a basis for the Expansion Fee
Study.  This IIP has been developed for a 12-year period, 2013 to 2024.

Water Expansion Fee Level of Service

In general, the available portion of the City's existing water system facilities is tied to the surface
water treatment plant capacities less the current level of service based on fiscal year (FY) peak
surface water production data. The current capacities and level of service for the various
components of the water service facilities in each of the water expansion fee service areas are
discussed below.

4.1 Water Treatment Facilities Capacities and Level of Service

The water treatment component for each of the expansion fee areas includes surface water
treatment, 25% of water reclamation facilities which provide treated wastewater effluent for ground
water recharge, and ground water wells.

Surface Water Treatment Facilities

The surface water treatment facilities for each water expansion fee service area are discussed below.

South of Bell Road Surface Water Treatment Level of Service: The total capacity of the
Greenway WTP is 16.00 MGD and the current level of service is 13.98 MGD.  The current level of
service for water is the peak day water production during FY 2012 since water systems are sized to
meet peak period demands.  Thus the capacity available at the Greenway WTP is 2.02, or
approximately 13% of the current treatment capacity in the South of Bell Road Area. Since 2.02
MGD of capacity is available in Greenway WTP, the RCNLD value for this water treatment facility
is reduced to reflect only that portion of the value that is available to serve new customers. For
more information on the RCNLD buy-in value see Section 4.6, Buy-In to Existing Water Facilities.

North of Bell Road Surface Water Treatment Level of Service: The total capacity the City of
Peoria ownership stake in the City of Glendale Pyramid Peak WTP is 11.00 MGD and the current
level of service is 11.00 MGD.  The current level of service for water is the peak day water
production during FY 2012 since water systems are sized to meet peak period demands.  Thus no
capacity is currently available at the Pyramid Peak WTP to serve new customers in the North of Bell
Road Area. Since no capacity is available in Pyramid Peak WTP, the RCNLD value for the water
treatment facilities is completely reduced to reflect none of the current value is available to serve
new customers. It should be noted however, that the City does have ground water well capacity
available as a redundant, or emergency supply to augment the Pyramid Peak during its peak periods.
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These ground water wells will be used during the interim period until the City acquires and/or
constructs additional water treatment capacity in the Pyramid Peak WTP service area in 2018. For
more information on the RCNLD buy-in value see Section 4.6, Buy-In to Existing Water Facilities.

Vistancia CFD Surface Water Treatment and Level of Service: There are no surface water
treatment facilities located in the Vistancia CFD.

The total current water treatment capacity, existing level of service, and available capacity for both
the South of Bell Road and North of Bell Road Areas are shown in Table 4.

Table 4.  Total Water Treatment Plant Capacities and Current Level of Service

(1) The City owns 11.0 MGD of capacity at the City of Glendale's Pyramid Peak Water Treatment Plant.

Planned Water Treatment Capital Improvements Benefiting New Customers

In addition to available capacity in the existing system, the City plans to increase its surface
treatment water capacity by 10.00 MGD in the North of Bell Road area through either the purchase
or construction of additional treatment capacity.  No additional surface treatment water capacity is
planned in the South of Bell Road area.  The capital costs of adding the 10.00 MGD of treatment
capacity in the North of Bell Road area is $106.7 million over the 12-year IIP planning period.

For more information on the planned water improvements, see Schedule 1, Water Infrastructure
Improvements Plan in Appendix A of this Report.

4.2 Water Portion of Water Reclamation Facilities

The water reclamation facilities for each expansion fee service area are discussed below.

Water Treatment Plant Capacities Current Planned Total
South of Bell Road

Greenway Water Treatment Plant 16.00 - 16.00
Current Level of Service 13.98 13.98

Available Capacity to Serve New Customers 2.02 - 2.02

North of Bell Road
Pyramid Peak Water Treatment Service Area (1) 11.00 - 11.00
Northern Peoria Water Treatment Capacity - 10.00 10.00

Total Capacity 11.00 10.00 21.00
Current Level of Service 11.00 - 11.00

Available Capacity to Serve New Customers - 10.00 10.00

Total Available Capacity to Serve New Customers 2.02 10.00 12.02

Million Gallons Per Day
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South of Bell Road Water Reclamation Facilities and Level of Service: The total capacity of
the South of Bell water reclamation facilities is 10.00 MGD and the current level of service is 7.44
MGD.  The current level of service is the average day wastewater effluent that was available for
recharge during 2012 at the Butler Water Reclamation Facility (WRF) which is located South of Bell
Road.  Thus the capacity available in the South of Bell Road area is 2.56 MGD, or approximately
26% of the current capacity of the Butler WRF.  Since 2.56 MGD of capacity is available for
recharge at the Butler WRF, the RCNLD value for the water reclamation facilities allocated to the
water expansion fee is reduced to reflect only that portion of value that is available to serve new
customers. For more information on the RCNLD buy-in value see Section 4.6, Buy-In to Existing
Water Facilities.

NOTE: Because water reclamation facilities also provide wastewater treatment services, the total
RCNLD of the Butler WRF is allocated 25% to water expansion fees and 75% to wastewater
expansion fees before the reduction in RCNLD value is made based on the capacity available to
serve new customers.

North of Bell Road Water Reclamation Facilities and Level of Service: The total capacity of
the North of Bell area water reclamation facilities is 4.8 MGD and the current level of service is 2.51
MGD.  The current level of service is the average day wastewater effluent that was available for
recharge during 2012 at the Beardsley WRF and the Jomax WRF which are located North of Bell
Road.  Thus the capacity available in the North of Bell Road area is 2.29 MGD, or approximately
48% of the current capacities of the Beardsley WRF and Jomax WRF.  Since 2.29 MGD of capacity
is available for recharge, the RCNLD value for the water reclamation facilities allocated to the water
expansion fee is reduced to reflect only that portion of value for each water reclamation facility
serving the North of Bell Road area that is available to serve new customers. For more information
on the RCNLD buy-in value see Section 4.6, Buy-In to Existing Water Facilities.

NOTE: Because water reclamation facilities also provide wastewater treatment services, the total
RCNLD of the Beardsley WRF and the Jomax WRF is allocated 25% to water expansion fees and
75% to wastewater expansion fees before the reduction in RCNLD value is made based on the
capacity available to serve new customers.  The RCNLD for each WRF is allocated based on the
available capacity in that WRF that is available to serve new customers.

Vistancia CFD Reclaimed Water Facilities and Level of Service: A portion of the Jomax WRF
serves the Vistancia CFD.  However, the portion serving Vistancia was funded through the CFD so
there is no cost basis for these facilities to be included in the Vistancia CFD water expansion fee.

The total current water reclamation facilities capacity, existing level of service, and available capacity
for both the South of Bell Road and North of Bell Road Areas are shown in Table 5.
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Table 5. Water Reclamation Facility for Recharge Capacities and Current Level of Service

Planned Water Reclamation Facilities Improvements Benefiting New Customers

In addition to available capacity in the existing system, the City plans to increase its water
reclamation facility capacity in the South of Bell Road area by expanding the Butler WRF by 3.00
MGD and North of Bell Road by expanding the Beardsley WRF by 2.00 MGD and the Jomax WRF
by 1.10 MGD.  The capital costs of adding the 3.00 MGD of reclamation capacity for recharge in
the South of Bell Road area is $535,000 over the 12-year IIP planning period. The capital costs of
adding the 3.10 MGD of reclamation capacity for recharge in the North of Bell Road area is $7.4
million over the 12-year IIP planning period, which consists of $4.3 million for the Beardsley WRF
expansion and $3.1 million for the Jomax WRF expansion.

For more information on the planned water improvements, see Schedule 1, Water Infrastructure
Improvements Plan in Appendix A of this Report.

4.3 Ground Water Well Facilities

The ground water well facilities for each expansion fee service area are discussed below.

South of Bell Road Ground Water Well Capacities and Level of Service: The total capacity of
the South of Bell Road ground water wells is 6.10 MGD and the current level of service is 4.16
MGD.  Although the City does use the ground water wells located in pressure zones 1 and 2, it is
the utility's policy that the ground water wells in these zones serve as an emergency and redundant
source of water to the surface water treated at the Greenway WTP.  It is the City's intent to have

Water Reclamation Facility Capacities (Water Fee) Current Planned Total
South of Bell Road

Butler Water Reclamation Facility (1) 10.00 3.00 13.00
Current Level of Service 7.44 - 7.44

Available Capacity to Serve New Customers 2.56 3.00 5.56

North of Bell Road
Beardsley Water Reclamation Facility 4.00 2.00 6.00
Jomax Reclamation Facility 0.80 1.10 1.90

Total Capacity 4.80 3.10 7.90
Current Level of Service 2.51 - 2.51

Available Capacity to Serve New Customers 2.29 3.10 5.39

Total Available Capacity to Serve New Customers 4.84 6.10 10.94

Million Gallons Per Day
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100% of its daily water demand provided through its surface water supplies.  As part of its overall
water resources plan, it is the utility's policy to utilize its ground water wells in zones 1 and 2 as a
supplement to Greenway WTP in drought periods, peak use periods, when surface water supplies
are restricted, and when CAP and/or SRP performs periodic maintenance on their conveyance
facilities.  As a result, the ground water wells in zones 1 and 2, which are located South of Bell Road,
are considered to be a component of the existing 16.00 MGD Greenway WTP. For more
information on the RCNLD buy-in value see Section 4.6, Buy-In to Existing Water Facilities.

North of Bell Road Ground Water Well Capacities and Level of Service: The total capacity of
the North of Bell Road ground water wells is 12.56 MGD and the current level of service is 3.00
MGD.  Although the City does use the ground water wells located in pressure zones 3 and 5, it is
the utility's policy that the ground water wells in these zones serve as an emergency and redundant
source of water to the surface water treated at the Pyramid Peak WTP.  It is the City's intent to have
100% of its daily water demand provided through its surface water supplies. As part of its overall
water resources plan, it is the utility's policy to utilize its ground water wells in zones 3 and 5 as a
supplement to Pyramid Peak WTP in drought periods, peak use periods, when surface water
supplies are restricted, and when CAP and/or SRP performs periodic maintenance on their
conveyance facilities.  As a result, the ground water wells in zones 3 and 5, which are located North
of Bell Road, are considered to be a component of the 11.00 MGD Pyramid Peak WTP. For more
information on the RCNLD buy-in value see Section 4.6, Buy-In to Existing Water Facilities.

Vistancia CFD Ground Water Well Capacities and Level of Service: The total capacity of the
Vistancia ground water wells is 6.39 MGD and the current level of service is 3.35 MGD.  Although
the City does use the ground water wells located in pressure zone 4 to meet demands in the CFD,
there is no cost basis for these ground water wells since they were funded through the CFD and are
not eligible for the expansion fees.

The total current ground water well capacity, existing level of service, and available capacity for both
the South of Bell Road and North of Bell Road Areas are shown in Table 6.
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Table 6.  Total Ground Water Well Capacities and Current Level of Service

Planned Ground Water Well Capital Improvements Benefiting New Customers

In addition to the ground water wells necessary to serve as an emergency and redundant source of
water to the surface water treatment plants serving the South of Bell Road and North of Bell Road
areas, the City plans approximately $6.1 million in ground water improvements that will benefit new
customers in the South of Bell Road Area and will add an additional 2.00 MGD of ground water
well capacity in the North of Bell Road area.  The capital costs of adding the 2.00 MGD of ground
water well capacity in the North of Bell Road area is $11.7 million over the 12-year IIP planning
period.

For more information on the planned water improvements, see Schedule 1, Water Infrastructure
Improvements Plan in Appendix A of this Report.

4.4 Underground Storage and Recharge Facilities Capacities and Levels of Service

As mentioned above, the City utilizes the wastewater effluent from its water reclamation facilities for
ground water recharge.  In addition, the City currently uses a portion of its non-SRP surface water
rights for ground water recharge.  In order to recharge these water resources, the City has and will

Ground Water Well Capacities Current Planned Total
South of Bell Road

Pressure Zone 1 3.30 - 3.30
Pressure Zone 2 2.80 - 2.80

Total Capacity 6.10 - 6.10
Current Level of Service 4.16 4.16

Available Capacity to Serve New Customers 1.94 - 1.94

North of Bell Road
Pressure Zone 3 12.56 2.00 14.56
Pressure Zone 5 - - -

Total Capacity 12.56 2.00 14.56
Current Level of Service 3.00 3.00

Available Capacity to Serve New Customers 9.56 2.00 11.56

Total Available Capacity to Serve New Customers 11.50 2.00 13.50

Vistancia CFD
Pressure Zone 4 6.39 - 6.39
Current Level of Service 3.35 - 3.35

Available Capacity to Serve New Customers 3.04 - 3.04

Million Gallons Per Day
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continue to invest in underground recharge and storage facilities.  These facilities recharge and store
raw surface and reclaimed water into the aquifer to be withdrawn later through the City's well
facilities and/or banked as ground water credits that can be used for future demands. It is the City's
plan to eventually use all of its raw surface water to supply the surface water treatment facilities and
recharge 100% of the wastewater effluent from the water reclamation facilities.

City-Wide Underground Storage and Recharge Facilities and Level of Service: The total
capacity of the City's existing underground storage and recharge facilities is 14.80 MGD and the
current level of service is 9.96 MGD.  The total capacity is equal to the combined capacity of the
City's three water reclamation facilities and the current level of service is the combined average day
wastewater effluent from the City's three water reclamation facilities. Thus the capacity available in
the underground recharge and storage facilities is 4.84 MGD, or approximately 33% of the current
capacity of the three water reclamation facilities.  Since 4.84 MGD of capacity is available for
recharge at the water reclamation facilities, 75% of the total RCNLD value of the underground
recharge and storage facilities allocated to the water expansion fee is reduced to reflect only that
portion of value that is available to serve new customers. For more information on the RCNLD
buy-in value see Section 4.6, Buy-In to Existing Water Facilities.

The total current underground recharge and storage capacity, existing level of service, and available
capacity for both the South of Bell Road and North of Bell Road Areas are shown in Table 7.

Table 7.  Total Underground Recharge and Storage Capacities and Current Level of Service

NOTE: Because recharged water represents ground water resources that benefit all areas of the
City, this component of the water expansion fee is not allocated among the service areas.
Furthermore, since the underground recharge and storage facilities dispose of effluent from the
water reclamation facilities which is ultimately withdrawn from the ground and treated by the
ground water well facilities, these facilities are considered to have a dual benefit to both water and
wastewater.  As such, the underground recharge and storage facilities are allocated 75% to the water
expansion fees and 25% to the wastewater expansion fees.

Underground Recharge & Storage Facilities Capacity Current Planned Total
Beardsley Water Reclamation Facility 4.00 2.00 6.00
Butler Water Reclamation Facility 10.00 3.00 13.00
Jomax Reclamation Facility 0.80 1.10 1.90

Total Capacity 14.80 6.10 20.90
Current Level of Service

Beardsley Water Reclamation Facility 2.51
Butler Water Reclamation Facility 7.44
Jomax Reclamation Facility -
Current Level of Service 9.96 - 9.96

Available Capacity to Serve New Customers 4.84 6.10 10.94

Million Gallons Per Day
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Planned Underground Storage and Recharge Improvements Benefiting New Customers

In addition to the existing underground storage and recharge facilities serving the South of Bell
Road and North of Bell Road areas, the City has plans to add facilities to support the 6.10 MGD
planned expansions to the City's water reclamation facilities.  The capital costs of adding the
additional underground storage and recharge facilities is $4.6 million over the 12-year IIP planning
period.

For more information on the planned water improvements, see Schedule 1, Water Infrastructure
Improvements Plan in Appendix A of this Report.

4.5 Water Distribution Facilities Capacities and Levels of Service

The water distribution system component of the expansion fee includes water distribution lines,
storage facilities, and pumping stations. The water distribution facilities for each expansion fee
service area are discussed below.

South of Bell Road Water Distribution System Capacities and Level of Service: The total
capacity of the South of Bell Road water distribution system is 24.00 MGD and the current level of
service is 13.98 MGD. Although the current treatment capacity of the Greenway WTP is 16.00
MGD, the City has already constructed the existing water distribution system in the South of Bell
Road service area to support the 24.00 MGD build-out capacity of the Greenway WTP.  Although
the City will not construct the 8.00 MGD capacity expansion during the 12-year planning period,
excluding the full 24.00 MGD of capacity from the existing distribution system would result in an
incorrect value of the South of Bell Road water distribution system.

The current level of service for the South of Bell Road water distribution system is the current peak
day water production during FY 2012 at the Greenway WTP.  Thus the capacity available in the
South of Bell Road water distribution system is 10.02 MGD, or approximately 42% of the current
distribution system in the South of Bell Road Area. Since 10.02 MGD of capacity is available in the
distribution system, the RCNLD value for the existing distribution system is reduced to reflect only
that portion of the value that is available to serve new customers. For more information on the
RCNLD buy-in value see Section 4.6, Buy-In to Existing Water Facilities.

North of Bell Road Water Distribution System Capacities and Level of Service: The total
capacity of the North of Bell Road water distribution system is 18.00 MGD and the current level of
service is 11.00 MGD. In addition, the North of Bell Road distribution system includes an
additional 3.0 MGD of the total 10.00 MGD of capacity the City plans to acquire and/or construct
in the second phase of its treatment expansion.  However, excluding the full 18.00 MGD of capacity
from the existing distribution system would result in an incorrect value for the North of Bell Road
water distribution system.

238



21

The current level of service for the North of Bell Road water distribution system is the current peak
day water production during FY 2012 at the Pyramid Peak WTP.  Thus the capacity available in the
North of Bell Road water distribution system is 7.00 MGD, or approximately 39% of the current
distribution system in the North of Bell Road Area. Since 7.00 MGD of capacity is available in the
distribution system, the RCNLD value for the existing distribution system is reduced to reflect only
that portion of the value that is available to serve new customers. For more information on the
RCNLD buy-in value see Section 4.6, Buy-In to Existing Water Facilities.

Vistancia CFD Water Distribution System Capacities and Level of Service: Since the water
distribution facilities serving the Vistancia CFD were funded through the CFD, there is no cost basis
for these facilities.  As a result, the water distribution system facilities serving Vistancia are not
eligible to be recovered through expansion fees.

The total current water distribution capacity, existing level of service, and available capacity for both
the South of Bell Road and North of Bell Road Areas are shown in Table 8.

Table 8.  Total Distribution System Capacities and Current Level of Service

(1) Although the 8.0 MGD expansion to the Greenway WTP is not planned during the IIP planning period, the
water distribution system the City has constructed in the South of Bell Road area are sized to meet that eventual
treatment capacity. Thus, the total existing distribution capacity in the South of Bell Road area is 24.0 MGD.

(2) The City currently owns only 11.0 MGD of capacity at the Pyramid Peak WTP.  However, the City has already
constructed 18.0 MGD of capacity in the distribution system serving the North of Bell Road area.  This 18.0
MGD of existing capacity plus additional distribution projects will support the entire 21.0 MGD of the
additional capacity to be acquired or constructed in northern Peoria.

Water Distribution Line Capacities Current Planned Total
South of Bell Road

Greenway Water Treatment Facility (1) 24.00 - 24.00
Current Level of Service 13.98 - 13.98

Available Capacity to Serve New Customers 10.02 - 10.02

North of Bell Road
Pyramid Peak Water Treatment Service Area (2) 11.00 - 11.00
Northern Peoria Water Treatment Capacity 7.00 3.00 10.00

Total Capacity 18.00 3.00 21.00
Current Level of Service 11.00 11.00

Available Capacity to Serve New Customers 7.00 3.00 10.00

Million Gallons Per Day
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Planned Water Distribution System Improvements Benefiting New Customers

In addition to available capacity in the existing distribution systems serving the South of Bell Road
and North of Bell Road areas, the City has plans to extend and expand its water distribution systems
to support an additional 3.00 MGD of treatment capacity in the North of Bell Road area.  No
additional distribution facilities to benefit new customers are planned in the South of Bell Road area.
The capital costs of supporting the 3.00 MGD of treatment capacity in the North of Bell Road area
is $18.3 million over the 12-year IIP planning period.

For more information on the planned water improvements, see Schedule 1, Water Infrastructure
Improvements Plan in Appendix A of this Report.

4.6 Buy-In to Existing Water Facilities

The Buy-In value of the existing water system represents the replacement cost new less depreciation
of each component of the water system.  This RCNLD is determined by escalating depreciated
facility asset values based on the Engineering News Record (ENR) construction cost index.  Again,
the value of any assets that are reserved, were contributed by developers, contributed by other
parties, or have contractual restrictions, are excluded from the Buy-In value of facilities available to
serve new EDUs. By including the RCNLD of the water facilities available to serve new EDUs, the
City can use water expansion revenues to pay annual payments on, or retire debt issued to fund the
existing water facilities.

The allocation of the total buy-in value of the existing facilities eligible to be recovered from new
customers among the three service areas is shown in Table 9.

Table 9. Buy-In to Existing Water Facilities

(1) Adjustments represent assets that were reserved, contributed, or funded through CFD.

(2) The total buy-in represents the value of all water system facilities eligible to be included in the water expansion
fee.

(3) Includes 25% of the City's water reclamation facilities which provide reclaimed water for recharge purposes.

(4) Since recharge facilities benefit both water service areas equally, 75% of the buy-in value for these facilities is
allocated 50/50 to these areas.  However, in the calculation of the expansion fees for each area, the entire cost
and capacity of these facilities is reflected. Since these recharge facilities also benefit wastewater customers, only
75% of the value for these facilities are recovered through the water expansion fee.

Water Utility RCNLD Adjustments (1) Total Buy-In (2) South of Bell North of Bell Vistancia Common to All
Water Treatment Facilities 55,685,628$ (4,238,760)$ 51,446,867$ 35,913,798$ 15,533,070$ -$ -$
Wells 20,466,147$ (13,343,151)$ 7,122,996$ 1,027,015$ 6,095,981$ -$ -$
Water Reclamation (3) 43,950,734$ -$ 43,950,734$ 34,449,387$ 9,501,346$ -$ -$
Recharge Facilities (4) 3,333,005$ -$ 3,333,005$ -$ -$ -$ 3,333,005$
Water Distribution System 191,358,672$ (126,063,578)$ 65,295,094$ 42,253,306$ 23,041,788$ -$ -$
Storage Facilities 9,541,181$ (4,745,380)$ 4,795,801$ 3,587,445$ 1,208,356$ -$ -$
Pumping Stations 580,447$ -$ 580,447$ 371,524$ 208,923$ -$ -$
SCADA System (5) 1,317,975$ -$ 1,317,975$ -$ -$ -$ 1,317,975$

TOTAL 326,233,788$ (148,390,869)$ 177,842,919$ 117,602,476$ 55,589,464$ -$ 4,650,979$
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(5) SCADA system are recovered through the billing and customer service component of the water expansion fee.
Since the billing and customer service component is allocated to all service areas equally, the buy-in cost for the
SCADA system are allocated equally among the three service areas.

New connections in each service area are required to buy into the portion of capacity in each
component of the existing water system that is available to serve new customers as shown in Table
10.

Table 10. Buy-In to Available Existing Water Facilities by Service Area

(1) The percent available for each component of the water facilities reflects the weighted average of facilities within
that component.  For example, the percent available for two treatment facilities would reflect the weighted value
of the portion of facilities values in each treatment plant.

(2) Since wells provide redundancy and emergency back-up capacity for the surface water treatment plants, 100% of
the buy-in value for those facilities is available to serve new customers.

(3) Since recharge facilities benefit both water service areas equally, the buy-in value of available capacity for these
facilities is included in the common-to-all category and is allocated 50/50 to the two areas.  However, in the
calculation of the expansion fees for each area, the entire costs and capacity available at these facilities is
reflected.

(4) Since SCADA system benefits all water service areas equally, the buy-in value for the portion of the system
assets that will benefit new customers is included in the common-to-all category and is allocated equally among
the three service areas as part of the billing and customer service component of the water expansion fee.

4.7 Water Service Units

A service unit creates a nexus between the available water capacity and the demand for water
services.  An appropriate service unit basis for water impact fees is the typical daily water use for a
residential dwelling unit. To determine the typical peak daily demand for a residential dwelling unit,
the demands for various customer types should be standardized using a common unit of measure, or
an EDU.  An EDU represents the equivalent demand of a single-family residential dwelling unit
with a 3/4-inch meter. Because single-family residential customers typically use 3/4-inch meters and
the City assesses its utility expansion fees to customers based on meter size, the number of EDU or
service units currently served by the City can be determined based on the current number of water
metered accounts and the ratio of capacity for different meter sizes.  The total current number of
metered accounts and the resulting number of EDU are shown in Table 11.

Water Utility Total RCNLD % Available (1) Available RCNLD Total RCNLD % Available (1) Available RCNLD Common to All
Water Treatment Facilities 35,913,798$ 12.63% 4,534,117$ 15,533,070 0.00% -$ -$
Wells 1,027,015$ 100.00% 1,027,015$ 6,095,981 100.00% 6,095,981$ -$
Water Reclamation (2) 34,449,387$ 25.56% 8,806,532$ 9,501,346 61.69% 5,861,203$ -$
Recharge Facilities (3) -$ -$ - -$ 2,115,252$
Water Distribution System 42,253,306$ 41.75% 17,640,755$ 23,041,788 38.89% 8,960,695$ -$
Storage Facilities 3,587,445$ 41.75% 1,497,758$ 1,208,356 38.89% 469,916$ -$
Pumping Stations 371,524$ 41.75% 155,111$ 208,923 38.89% 81,248$ -$
SCADA System (4) -$ 0.00% -$ - 0.00% -$ 384,433$

TOTAL 117,602,476$ 33,661,289$ 55,589,464$ 21,469,043$ 2,499,685$

South of Bell North of Bell
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Table 11.  Water Service Units and Demand Factors by Meter Size

(1) Flow in gallons per minute are based on meter capacity standards published in the American Water Works
Association (AWWA) Manual M-6, Water Meters - Selecting, Testing, Installation, and Maintenance.

(2) From City of Peoria billing records.  Represents current active water metered customers as of June 30, 2013.

The typical peak daily demand is then determined by dividing the peak day water use (32.5 MGD)
during FY 2012 by the total number of current service units (64,857). This results in a peak daily
demand, or demand factor of 500 gallons per day (gpd) per service unit.  A demand factor for each
meter size can be determined by multiplying the number of service units per meter size times the
500 gpd demand factor.  Table 12 presents the water service units and demand factors by meter size.

Table 12. Water Service Units and Demand Factors by Meter Size

Meter Meter Flow Capacity Current Service
Size Type (gpm) 1 Ratio Meters 2 Units (EDU)
3/4" Displacement 30 1.00 36,688 36,688

1" Displacement 50 1.67 10,627 17,712
1.5" Displacement 100 3.33 670 2,233
2" Displacement 160 5.33 1,277 6,811
3" Compound 300 10.00 33 330
4" Compound 500 16.67 29 483
6" Compound 1,000 33.33 14 467
8" Compound 2,000 66.67 2 133

Total 49,340 64,857

South of Bell Road 37,105
North of Bell Road 22,971
Vistancia CFD 4,782

Meter Meter Flow Capacity Service Demand
Size Type (gpm) Ratio Units Factor (gpd)
3/4" Displacement 30 1.00 1.00 500
1" Displacement 50 1.67 1.67 833

1.5" Displacement 100 3.33 3.33 1,388
2" Displacement 160 5.33 5.33 2,313
3" Compound 300 10.00 10.00 3,855
4" Compound 500 16.67 16.67 6,425
6" Compound 1,000 33.33 33.33 10,708
8" Compound 2,000 66.67 66.67 17,847
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5. WATER EXPANSION FEES CALCULATION

The water expansion fees for both the South of Bell Road and North of Bell Road are calculated
based on the same hybrid approach that recognizes that new customers of water utility systems
benefit from both facilities already in place and planned capital projects required to expand and
extend capacity. The expansion fees for both areas are determined to reflect the average unit cost of
the planned system capacity at the end of the capital planning period based on previous and planned
investments in the system divided by the total capacity available to new customers in those facilities.
This hybrid approach essentially puts the unit cost of capacity for existing and future customers on
par.  As with both the system buy-in and incremental cost methodologies, local service lines and
assets contributed or to be contributed by developers are excluded. Offsets are provided for any
outstanding principal on funds borrowed, or anticipated to be borrowed, to construct the facilities
that benefit new customers but are repaid through the user rates generated by those new customers.

5.1 Water Expansion Fee (Capacity Component)

The water expansion fees for both service areas are designed to recover the unit cost of capacity, or
the cost per gallon per day (gpd) for the following water system components:

1. Water Treatment Component: Includes the value of available and planned capacity in
surface water treatment facilities, 25% of water reclamation facilities providing reclaimed
water for recharge purposes, and ground water wells that provide an emergency and
redundant source of water for the surface water facilities.

2. Water Storage and Recharge Component:  Includes 75% of the value of available and
planned capacity in facilities that will allow underground storage and recharge of reclaimed
water effluent produced at the City's three water reclamation facilities.

3. Water Distribution Facilities Component:  Includes the value of available and planned
capacity in water distribution lines, storage facilities, and pumping stations.

Table 13 presents the calculation of the South of Bell Road Area unit cost of capacity and impact fee
per EDU. The water capacity expansion fee component is $2,057.50.
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Table 13.  Calculation of South of Bell Road Water Expansion Fee

(1) The system buy-in costs represent the replacement cost new less depreciation (RCNLD) of the City's water system assets.  The RCNLD was determined based on
annual escalation factors from the Engineering News Record.

(2) Available capacity represents the available capacity to serve new customers in existing facilities and planned facilities for each water system component.
(3) Includes available capacity in the City's Greenway WTP which serves customers located south of Bell Road. For more information on the existing and planned

water treatment capacity south of Bell Road, see Level of Service Table 1.
(4) Includes 25% of the costs for the Butler WRF which provides effluent for water recharge south of Bell Road.  For more information on the existing and planned

WRF capacity south of Bell Road, see Level of Service Table 2.
(5) Well facilities include only potable water producing wells.  The water producing wells in pressure zones 1 & 2 serve the area South of Bell Road. No available

capacity is included for these facilities as the wells are used to augment the Greenway WTP for redundancy, support for peak use periods, and emergency purposes
in the area south of Bell Road.

(6) Represents 75% of the value of facilities that allow City to recharge and storage of effluent from water reclamation facilities and raw Central Arizona Project
surface water.  The available capacity for these facilities is related to the WRF capacities and these facilities benefit areas south and north of Bell Road.  For more
information on the existing and planned WRF capacity, see Level of Service Table 2.

(7) The water distribution system facilities provide distribution, storage, and pumping capacity to convey potable water produced at the City's Greenway WTP and
potable water wells in pressure zones 1 & 2.  The capacity for these facilities is limited to the available potable water capacity of the Greenway WTP plus the
eventual 8 MGD of capacity at the Greenway WTP.  Although the Greenway WTP expansion is not included in the IIP planning period the distribution lines are
sized to meet that eventual capacity.  For more information on the existing and planned water distribution system capacity, see Level of Service Table 2.

SOUTH OF BELL ROAD AREA System Buy-In Marginal Cost Total Debt Principal Net Available Per Unit Cost
Water Treatment Component Replacement Costs (1) IIP Costs Water Costs Credit (NPV) Water Costs Capacity (MGD) (2) (GPD)

Greenway Water Treatment Plant (3) 4,534,117$ -$ 4,534,117$ (128,585)$ 4,405,532$ 2.02
Butler Water Reclamation Facility (4) 8,806,532$ 535,000$ 9,341,532$ (3,395,704)$ 5,945,829$ 5.56
Well Facilities (5) 1,027,015$ 6,110,411$ 7,137,426$ -$ 7,137,426$

Total Water Treatment Component 14,367,664$ 6,645,411$ 21,013,075$ (3,524,289)$ 17,488,787$ 7.58 2.308$

Underground Storage and Recharge
Recharge Facilities (6) 2,115,252$ 4,648,808$ 6,764,060$ 6,764,060$

Total Underground Storage and Recharge 2,115,252$ 4,648,808$ 6,764,060$ -$ 6,764,060$ 10.94 0.618$

Water Distribution System Component (7)
Water Distribution Lines 17,640,755$ -$ 17,640,755$ (7,384,968)$ 10,255,788$
Storage Facitlities 1,497,758$ -$ 1,497,758$ -$ 1,497,758$
Pumping Stations 155,111$ -$ 155,111$ -$ 155,111$

Total Water Distribution System 19,293,625$ -$ 19,293,625$ (7,384,968)$ 11,908,658$ 10.02 1.188$

Water Utility Unit Cost (GPD) 4.115$

Seasonal Water Demand Factor (3/4-inch Meter) 500

Water System Expansion Fee Per 3/4-Inch Residential Meter 2,057.50$
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Table 14 presents the calculation of the North of Bell Road Area unit cost of capacity and impact
fee per EDU. The water capacity expansion fee component is $3,697.90
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Table 14.  Calculation of North of Bell Road Water Expansion Fee

(1) The system buy-in costs represent the replacement cost new less depreciation (RCNLD) of the City's water system assets. The RCNLD was determined based on
annual escalation factors from the Engineering News Record.

(2) Available capacity represents the available capacity to serve new customers in existing facilities and planned facilities for each water system component.
(3) Northern Peoria Water Treatment Capacity. This facility (or facilities) will serve the area north of Bell Road.  For more information on the existing and planned

water treatment capacity north of Bell Road, see Level of Service Table 1.
(4) Includes 25% of the costs for the Beardsley and the City funded portion of the Jomax WRF which provides effluent for water recharge north of Bell Road.  For

more information on the existing and planned WRF capacity in the area north of Bell Road, see Level of Service Table 2.
(5) Well facilities include only potable water producing wells.  The water producing wells in pressure zones 3 & 5 serve the area north of Bell Road.  No available

capacity is included for these facilities as the wells are used to augment the WTPs for redundancy, support for peak use periods, and emergency purposes in the
area north of Bell Road.

(6) Represents 75% of the value of facilities that allow City to recharge and storage of effluent from water reclamation facilities and raw Central Arizona Project
surface water.  The available capacity for these facilities is related to the WRF capacities and these facilities benefit areas south and north of Bell Road.  For more
information on the existing and planned WRF capacity, see Level of Service Table 2.

NORTH OF BELL ROAD AREA System Buy-In Marginal Cost Total Debt Principal Net Available Per Unit Cost
Water Treatment Component Replacement Costs (1) IIP Costs Water Costs Credit (NPV) Water Costs Capacity (MGD) (2) (GPD)

Northern Peoria Water Treatment Capacity (3) -$ 106,656,728$ 106,656,728$ (59,030,618)$ 47,626,110$ 10.00
Beardsley Water Reclamation Facility (4) 2,150,884$ 4,314,502$ 6,465,386$ (282,150)$ 6,183,236$ 3.49
Jomax Water Reclamation Facility (4) 3,710,318$ 3,111,875$ 6,822,193$ 6,822,193$ 1.90
Well Facilities (5) 6,095,981$ 11,670,905$ 17,766,886$ 17,766,886$ 2.00

Total Water Treatment Component 11,957,184$ 125,754,010$ 137,711,194$ (59,312,767)$ 78,398,426$ 17.39 4.509$

Underground Storage and Recharge
Recharge Facilities (6) 2,115,252$ 4,648,808$ 6,764,060$ 6,764,060$

Total Underground Storage and Recharge 2,115,252$ 4,648,808$ 6,764,060$ -$ 6,764,060$ 10.94 0.618$

Water Distribution System Component (7)
Water Distribution Lines 8,960,695$ 18,329,911$ 27,290,606$ (5,159,159)$ 22,131,447$
Storage Facitlities 469,916$ -$ 469,916$ -$ 469,916$
Pumping Stations 81,248$ -$ 81,248$ -$ 81,248$

Total Water Distribution System 9,511,859$ 18,329,911$ 27,841,770$ (5,159,159)$ 22,682,611$ 10.00 2.268$

Water Utility Unit Cost (GPD) 7.396$

Seasonal Water Demand Factor (3/4-inch Meter) 500

Water System Expansion Fee Per 3/4-Inch Residential Meter 3,697.90$
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(7) The water distribution system facilities provide distribution, storage, and pumping capacity to convey potable water produced at the Pyramid Peak WTP a
northern Peoria treatment facility, and potable water wells in pressure zones 1 & 2.  The capacity for these facilities is limited to the available distribution capacity
to serve the Pyramid Peak WTP and the additional treatment capacity to be acquired or constructed in the northern area of the City. For more information on the
existing and planned water distribution system capacity, see Level of Service Table 2.
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5.2 Calculation of Billing and Customer Service Component of Water Expansion Fee

The customer service component of the water expansion fee recovers costs related to the Beardsley
Operations Building, the new utility billing system, SCADA system, and updates the expansion fees
and master plans during the planning period. The water customer service component is calculated
separately from the other capacity-related components of the water expansion fees because it would
not be equitable to determine the unit costs for these billing and customer service costs by system
capacity.  Similarly, it would not be appropriate to assess this customer-related component based on
meter size since all customers receive an equal benefit regardless of the number of demand units
each customer places on the water system.  Finally, since the billing and customer service
component benefits all customers, this component represents the water expansion fee that will be
assessed to the Vistancia service area.

It should be noted that portions of the Beardsley Operations Building and SCADA system serve
existing utility customers.  As a result, the portion of these projects that will serve new water utility
customers is determined based on the portion of new water accounts (19,934) to existing water
accounts (48,407). Additionally, the City plans to construct a Jomax Administrative Modular at the
Jomax WRF to provide customer service functions to customers located North of Bell Road and
Vistancia.  As such, the planned costs for this facility are recovered solely in the North of Bell Road
Area and Vistancia expansion fees.

Table 15 presents the calculation of the billing and collection component of the water expansion
fees to be assessed per new customer account.
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Table 15.  Calculation of Billing and Collection Component of Water Expansion Fee

System Buy-In Marginal Cost Total Debt Principal Net Total Cost Per Account
Water Component (Common to All) Replacement Costs (1) IIP Costs Water Costs Credit (NPV) Water Costs Water Accounts (2)

Beardsley Operations Center (3) 682,928$ 682,928$ 682,928$ -
Billing System 250,000$ 250,000$ 250,000$
Update Impact Fees 212,500$ 212,500$ 212,500$
Integrated Utility Infrastructure Master Plan 538,600$ 538,600$ 538,600$
SCADA 379,249$ 225,000$ 604,249$ 604,249$

Total South of Bell Road Area 1,062,178$ 1,226,100$ 2,288,278$ -$ 2,288,278$ 19,934 114.793$

Additional Component for North of Bell Road and Vistancia
Jomax Administration Modular 64,500$ 64,500$ 64,500$ 19,341 3.335$

Total North Bell Road and Vistancia CFD Areas 118.128$
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5.3 Proposed Water Expansion Fees by Meter Size and Fee Area

The City will continue to assess its water expansion fees to different customers based on the size of
the meter needed by the new customers.  The maximum water impact fees per meter type that may
be adopted by the City, within the three expansion fee service areas based on this study, are
presented in Table 16. For comparison purposes, the total current water expansion fee assessed is
also presented in Table 16.
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Table 16. Proposed Water Expansion Fee by Meter Size and Service Area

Meter EDU Current Fee
Size Capacity Customer Total
3/4" 1.00 2,057$ 115$ 2,172$ 3,269$

1" 1.67 3,429$ 115$ 3,544$ 5,283$
1.5" 3.33 6,858$ 115$ 6,973$ 10,271$
2" 5.33 10,973$ 115$ 11,088$ 16,281$
3" 10.00 20,575$ 115$ 20,690$ 32,328$
4" 16.67 34,292$ 115$ 34,406$ 50,358$
6" 33.33 68,583$ 115$ 68,698$ 100,421$
8" 66.67 137,166$ 115$ 137,281$ 160,521$

Meter EDU Current Fee
Size Capacity Customer Total
3/4" 1.00 3,698$ 118$ 3,816$ 3,269$

1" 1.67 6,163$ 118$ 6,281$ 5,283$
1.5" 3.33 12,326$ 118$ 12,444$ 10,271$
2" 5.33 19,722$ 118$ 19,840$ 16,281$
3" 10.00 36,979$ 118$ 37,097$ 32,328$
4" 16.67 61,632$ 118$ 61,750$ 50,358$
6" 33.33 123,263$ 118$ 123,382$ 100,421$
8" 66.67 246,527$ 118$ 246,645$ 160,521$

Meter EDU Current Fee
Size Capacity Customer Total
3/4" 1.00 -$ 118$ 118$ 722$

1" 1.67 -$ 118$ 118$ 1,029$
1.5" 3.33 -$ 118$ 118$ 1,790$
2" 5.33 -$ 118$ 118$ 2,706$
3" 10.00 -$ 118$ 118$ 5,151$
4" 16.67 -$ 118$ 118$ 7,899$
6" 33.33 -$ 118$ 118$ 15,530$
8" 66.67 -$ 118$ 118$ 24,690$

South of Bell Road

North of Bell Road

Vistancia CFD
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6. WASTEWATER INFRASTRUCTURE IMPROVEMENTS PLAN

ARS § 9-463.05(K) requires the City replace its expansion and impact fees adopted prior to January
1, 2012.  The purpose of this section is to meet the requirements of a Wastewater Infrastructure
Improvement Plan (IIP) as defined in the subject ARS and to provide a basis for the Expansion Fee
Study.  This IIP has been developed for a 12-year period, 2013 to 2024.

Wastewater Expansion Fee Level of Service

In general, the available portion of the City's existing wastewater system facilities are tied to the
water reclamation facilities capacities less the current level of service based on FY average
wastewater influent data. The current capacities and level of service for the various components of
the wastewater service facilities in each of the wastewater expansion fee service areas are discussed
below.

6.1 Wastewater Treatment Facilities Capacities and Level of Service

The wastewater treatment component for each expansion fee service area includes 75% of water
reclamation facilities which provide treatment of wastewater influent. The water reclamation
facilities for each expansion fee service area are discussed below.

East of Agua Fria River Reclaimed Wastewater Facilities and Level of Service: The total
capacity of the East of Agua Fria River wastewater reclamation facilities is 14.00 MGD and the
current level of service is 9.56 MGD.  The current level of service is the average day wastewater
treated during 2012 at the Beardsley WRF and Butler WRF which are located East of the Agua Fria
River. Thus, the capacity available to EDU located East of the Agua Fria River area is 4.44 MGD,
or approximately 32% of the current capacity of the 4.00 MGD Beardsley WRF and 10.00 MGD
Butler WRF.  Since 4.44 MGD of capacity is available for wastewater treatment at the Beardsley
WRF and Butler WRF, the RCNLD value for the water reclamation facilities allocated to the
wastewater expansion fee is reduced to reflect only that portion of value that is available to serve
new customers. For more information on the RCNLD buy-in value see Section 6.4, Buy-In to
Existing Wastewater Facilities.

NOTE: Because wastewater reclamation facilities also provides reclaimed water for recharge, the
total RCNLD of the Beardsley WRF and Butler WRF are allocated 25% to water expansion fees and
75% to wastewater expansion fees before the reduction in RCNLD values are made based on the
capacity available to serve new customers.

West of Agua Fria River Reclaimed Wastewater Facilities and Level of Service: The total
capacity of the West of Agua Fria River area water reclamation facilities is 0.80 MGD and the
current level of service is 0.00 MGD.  The current level of service is the average day wastewater
treated, exclusive of the Vistancia CFD wastewater flows, at the Jomax WRF which is located West
of Agua Fria River.  Thus the capacity available in the West of Agua Fria River area is 0.80 MGD, or
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100% of the current City-owned capacity at the Jomax WRF.  Since all of the City's capacity at the
Jomax WRF is available for new customers, the total RCNLD value for the City's portion of the
water reclamation facility allocated to the wastewater expansion fee is available to serve new
customers located West of the Agua Fria River. For more information on the RCNLD buy-in value
see Section 6.4, Buy-In to Existing Wastewater Facilities.

NOTE: Because wastewater reclamation facilities also provide reclaimed water for recharge, the
total RCNLD of the Beardsley WRF and Butler WRF are allocated 25% to water expansion fees and
75% to wastewater expansion fees before the reduction in RCNLD values are made based on the
capacity available to serve new customers.

Vistancia CFD Reclaimed Wastewater Facilities and Level of Service: A portion of the Jomax
WRF serves the Vistancia CFD.  However, the portion serving Vistancia was funded through the
CFD, so there is no cost basis for these facilities to be included in the Vistancia CFD wastewater
expansion fee.

The total current reclaimed water facilities capacity, existing level of service, and available capacity
for both the East of Agua Fria River and West of Agua Fria River Areas are shown in Table 17.

Table 17. Water Reclamation Facility for Recharge Capacities and Current Level of Service

Water Reclamation Facility Capacities (Wastewater Fee) Current Planned Total
East of Agua Fria River

Butler Reclamation Facility (1) 10.00 3.00 13.00
Beardsley Reclamation Facility 4.00 2.00 6.00
Current Level of Service 9.56 - 9.56

Available Capacity to Serve New Customers 4.44 5.00 9.44

West of Agua Fria
Jomax Reclamation Facility 0.80 1.10 1.90

Total Capacity 0.80 1.10 1.90
Current Level of Service - - -

Available Capacity to Serve New Customers 0.80 1.10 1.90

Total Available Capacity to Serve New Customers 5.24 6.10 11.34

Million Gallons Per Day
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Planned Wastewater Treatment Improvements Benefiting New Customers

In addition to available capacity in the existing system, the City plans to increase its water
reclamation facility capacity by 5.00 MGD in the East of Agua Fria River area by expanding the
Butler WRF by 3.00 MGD, the Beardsley WRF by 2.00 MGD. An additional 1.10 MGD expansion
is planned for the Jomax WRF that will benefit the West Agua Fria service area.  The capital costs of
adding the 5.00 MGD of treatment capacity in the East of the Agua Fria River area is $14.5 million
and the capital costs of adding the 1.10 MGD of treatment capacity in the West of Agua Fria River
area is $9.3 million over the 12-year IIP planning period.

For more information on the planned wastewater improvements, see Schedule 2, Wastewater
Infrastructure Improvements Plan in Appendix A of this Report.

6.2 Underground Storage and Recharge Facilities and Level of Service

The City utilizes the wastewater effluent from its water reclamation facilities for ground water
recharge.  In addition, the City currently uses a portion of its non-SRP surface water rights for
ground water recharge.  In order to recharge these water resources, the City has and will continue to
invest in underground recharge and storage facilities. These facilities store and recharge raw surface
and reclaimed water into the aquifer to be withdrawn later through the City's well facilities and/or
banked as ground water credits that can be used for future demands.  It is the City's plan to
eventually use all of its raw surface water to supply the surface water treatment facilities and recharge
100% of the wastewater effluent from the water reclamation facilities. Since the City would
otherwise need to dispose of wastewater effluent from its water reclamation facilities, 25% of the
underground storage and recharge facilities are allocated to the wastewater expansion fees.

City-Wide Underground Storage and Recharge Facilities and Level of Service: The total
capacity of the City's existing underground storage and recharge facilities is 14.80 MGD and the
current level of service is 9.96 MGD.  The total capacity is equal to the combined capacity of the
City's three water reclamation facilities and the current level of service is the combined average day
wastewater effluent from the City's three water reclamation facilities.  Thus the capacity available in
the underground recharge and storage facilities is 4.84 MGD, or approximately 33% of the current
capacity of the three water reclamation facilities.  Since 4.84 MGD of capacity is available for
recharge at the water reclamation facilities, 75% of the total RCNLD value of the underground
recharge and storage facilities allocated to the water expansion fee is reduced to reflect only that
portion of value that is available to serve new customers. For more information on the RCNLD
buy-in value see Section 6.4, Buy-In to Existing Wastewater Facilities.

The total current water treatment capacity, existing level of service, and available capacity for both
the East of Agua Fria River and West of Agua Fria River areas are shown in Table 18.
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Table 18.  Total Underground Recharge and Storage Capacities and Current Level of Service

NOTE: Because underground storage and recharged water represents wastewater effluent disposal
that benefits all areas of the City, this component of the wastewater expansion fee is not allocated
among the service areas.  Furthermore, since the underground recharge and storage facilities have a
dual benefit to both water and wastewater, the underground recharge and storage facilities are
allocated 75% to the water expansion fees and 25% to the wastewater expansion fees.

Planned Underground Storage and Recharge Improvements Benefiting New Customers

In addition to the existing underground storage and recharge facilities serving the East of Agua Fria
River and West of Agua Fria River areas, the City has plans to add facilities to support the 6.10
MGD planned expansions to the City's water reclamation facilities.  The capital costs of adding the
additional underground storage and recharge facilities is $1.4 million over the 12-year IIP planning
period.

For more information on the planned water recharge improvements included in the wastewater
expansion fees, see Schedule 1, Water Infrastructure Improvements Plan in Appendix A of this
Report.  Note, the underground storage and recharge facilities included in the Water IIP are
allocated 25% to wastewater.

6.3 Wastewater Collection System Facilities and Level of Service

The wastewater collection system component of the expansion fee includes wastewater collection
lines and lift stations. The water reclamation facilities for each expansion fee service area are
discussed below.

East of Agua Fria River Wastewater Collection System Capacities and Level of Service: The
total capacity of the East of Agua Fria River wastewater collection system is 19.00 MGD and the
current level of service is 9.56 MGD. Although the current treatment capacities of the Butler WRF

Underground Recharge & Storage Facilities Capacity Current Planned Total
Beardsley Water Reclamation Facility 4.00 2.00 6.00
Butler Water Reclamation Facility 10.00 3.00 13.00
Jomax Reclamation Facility 0.80 1.10 1.90

Total Capacity 14.80 6.10 20.90
Current Level of Service

Beardsley Water Reclamation Facility 2.51
Butler Water Reclamation Facility 7.44
Jomax Reclamation Facility -
Current Level of Service 9.96 - 9.96

Available Capacity to Serve New Customers 4.84 6.10 10.94

Million Gallons Per Day
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is 10.00 MGD and the Beardsley WRF is 4.00 MGD, the City has already constructed the existing
wastewater collection system in the East of Agua Fria River service area to meet support the 19.00
MGD build-out capacities of the water reclamation facilities.  Although the City will construct the
additional 5.00 MGD capacity expansion during the 12-year planning period, excluding the full 19.00
MGD of capacity from the existing collection system would result in an incorrect value of the East
of Agua Fria River wastewater collection system.

The current level of service for the East of Agua Fria River wastewater collection system is the
current average day wastewater treatment of 9.56 MGD during FY 2012 at Butler and Beardsley
WRFs.  Thus the capacity available in the East of Agua Fria River wastewater collection system is
9.44 MGD, or approximately 50% of the current collection system in the East of Agua Fria River
area. Since 9.44 MGD of capacity is available in the collection system, the RCNLD value for the
existing collection system is reduced to reflect only that portion of the value that is available to serve
new customers. For more information on the RCNLD buy-in value see Section 6.4, Buy-In to
Existing Wastewater Facilities.

West of Agua Fria River Wastewater Collection System Capacities and Level of Service: The
total capacity the West of Agua Fria River wastewater collection system is 0.80 MGD and the
current level of service is 0.00 MGD.  The current level of service is the average day wastewater
treated, exclusive of the Vistancia CFD wastewater flows, at the Jomax WRF which is located West
of Agua Fria River. For more information on the RCNLD buy-in value, see Section 6.4, Buy-In to
Existing Wastewater Facilities.

Vistancia CFD Wastewater Collection System Capacities and Level of Service: Since the
wastewater collection facilities serving the Vistancia CFD were funded through the CFD, there is no
cost basis for these facilities.  As a result, the wastewater collection system facilities serving Vistancia
are not eligible to be recovered through expansion fees.

The total current wastewater collection capacity, existing level of service, and available capacity for
both the East of Agua Fria River and West of Agua Fria River areas are shown in Table 19.
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Table 19.  Total Collection System Capacities and Current Level of Service

Planned Wastewater Collection System Improvements Benefiting New Customers

In addition to available capacity in the existing collection systems serving the East of Agua Fria
River and West of Agua Fria River areas, the City has plans to extend its wastewater collection
systems to provide wastewater collection services to new areas in the East of the Agua Fria River
service area and construct wastewater collection facilities to support the 1.90 MGD of capacity in
the West of the Agua Fria River area. Although the new wastewater collection facilities East of the
Agua Fria will benefit new customers, the facilities will not expand or add to the overall collection
system capacity in that area.  The capital costs of extending wastewater collection facilities East of
the Agua Fria River is $5.5 million over the 12-year IIP planning period. The capital costs of
providing wastewater collection facilities West of the Agua Fria River is $4.5 million over the 12-year
IIP planning period.

For more information on the planned wastewater improvements, see Schedule 2, Wastewater
Infrastructure Improvements Plan in Appendix A of this Report.

6.4 Buy-In to Existing Wastewater Facilities

The Buy-In value of the existing wastewater system represents the replacement cost new less
depreciation of each component of the wastewater system.  This RCNLD is determined by
escalating depreciated facility asset values based on the ENR construction cost index.  Again, the
value of any assets that are reserved, were contributed by developers, contributed by other parties,
or have contractual restrictions, are excluded from the Buy-In value of facilities available to serve
new EDUs. By including the RCNLD of the wastewater facilities available to serve new EDUs, the
City can use wastewater expansion revenues to pay annual payments on, or retire debt issued to fund
the existing wastewater facilities.

Wastewater Collection System Capacities Current Planned Total
East of Agua Fria River

Butler Reclamation Facility 13.00 - 13.00
Beardsley Reclamation Facility 6.00 - 6.00

Total Capacity 19.00 - 19.00
Current Level of Service 9.56 - 9.56

Available Capacity to Serve New Customers 9.44 - 9.44

West of Agua Fria
Jomax Reclamation Facility 0.80 1.10 1.90
Current Level of Service - - -

Available Capacity to Serve New Customers 0.80 1.10 1.90

Million Gallons Per Day
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The allocation of the total buy-in value of the existing facilities eligible to be recovered from new
customers among the three service areas is shown in Table 20.

Table 20. Buy-In to Existing Wastewater Facilities

(1) Adjustments represent assets that were reserved, contributed, or funded through community facilities district
(CFD).

(2) The total buy-in represents the value of all water system facilities eligible to be included in the water expansion
fee.

(3) Includes 75% of the City's water reclamation facilities which provide wastewater treatment services.

(4) Since recharge facilities benefit both wastewater service areas equally, 25% of the buy-in value for these facilities
is included in the common-to-all category and is allocated 50/50 to these areas.  However, in the calculation of
the expansion fees for each area, the entire cost and capacity of these facilities is reflected.  Since these recharge
facilities also benefit water customers, only 25% of the value for these facilities are recovered through the
wastewater expansion fee.

(5) The Beardsley Operations Center is recovered through the billing and customer service components of both the
water and wastewater expansion fees. As such, the Beardsley Operations Center is excluded from the total buy-
in value of the wastewater facilities.

New connections in each service area are required to buy into the portion of capacity in each
component of the existing wastewater system that is available to serve new customers as shown in
Table 21.

Wastewater Utility RCNLD Adjustments (1) Total Buy-In (2) West of River East of River Vistancia Common to All
Water Reclamation (3) 159,760,793$ (27,908,592)$ 131,852,201$ 120,721,246$ 11,130,955$ -$ -$
Recharge Facilities (4) 1,111,002$ -$ 1,111,002$ -$ -$ -$ 1,111,002$
Wastewater Collection System 152,496,124$ (106,530,354)$ 45,965,769$ 45,965,769$ -$ -$ -$
Lift Stations 1,140,250$ -$ 1,140,250$ 1,140,250$ -$ -$
SCADA System Telemetry -$ -$ -$ -$ -$ -$
Beardsley Operations Center (5) 5,236,387$ (5,236,387)$ -$ -$ -$ -$ -$

TOTAL 319,744,556$ (139,675,333)$ 180,069,222$ 167,827,265$ 11,130,955$ -$ 1,111,002$
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Table 21. Buy-In to Available Existing Wastewater Facilities by Service Area

(1) The percent available for each component of the wastewater facilities reflects the weighted average of facilities
within that component.  For example, the percent available for two water reclamation facilities would reflect the
weighted value of the portion of facilities values in each treatment plant.

(2) Since the water reclamation facilities also benefit water customers through water recharge capabilities, only 75%
of the total RCNLD is included in the wastewater buy-in value.

(3) Since recharge facilities benefit both water service areas equally, the buy-in value of available capacity for these
facilities is included in the common-to-all category and is allocated 50/50 to the two areas.  However, in the
calculation of the expansion fees for each area, the entire costs and capacity available at these facilities is
reflected.

6.5 Wastewater Service Units

A service unit creates a nexus between the available wastewater capacity and the demand for
wastewater services.  An appropriate service unit basis for wastewater impact fees is the typical daily
wastewater use for a residential dwelling unit.  To determine the typical daily demand for a
residential dwelling unit, the demands for various customer types should be standardized using a
common unit of measure, or EDU.  An EDU represents the equivalent demand of a single-family
residential dwelling unit with a 3/4-inch meter. Because single-family residential customers typically
use 3/4-inch meters and the City assesses its utility expansion fees to customers based on meter size,
the number of EDU or service units currently served by the City can be determined based on the
current number of wastewater metered accounts and the ratio of capacity for different meter sizes.
The total current number of metered accounts and the resulting number of EDU are shown in
Table 22.

Wastewater Utility Total RCNLD % Available (1) Available RCNLD Total RCNLD % Available (1) Available RCNLD Common to All
Water Reclamation (2) 120,721,246$ 30.77% 37,142,415$ 11,130,955$ 100.00% 11,130,955$ -$
Recharge Facilities (3) -$ 0.00% 359,495$ -$ 0.00% 359,495$ -$
Wastewater Collection System 45,965,769$ 31.71% 14,576,074$ -$ 0.00% -$ 718,991$
Lift Stations 1,140,250$ 31.71% 361,581$ -$ 0.00% -$ 718,991$
SCADA System Telemetry -$ 0.00% -$ -$ 0.00% -$ -$

TOTAL 167,827,265$ 52,439,566$ 11,130,955$ 11,490,451$ 1,437,982$

East of Agua Fria River West of Agua Fria River
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Table 22. Wastewater Service Units and Demand Factors by Meter Size

(1) Flow in gallons per minute are based on meter capacity standards published in the American Water Works
Association (AWWA) Manual M-6, Water Meters - Selecting, Testing, Installation, and Maintenance.

(2) From City of Peoria billing records.  Represents current active wastewater metered customers as of June 30,
2013.

The typical daily demand is then determined by dividing the average day wastewater flows (10.0
MGD) during FY 2012 by the total number of current service units (63,634).  This results in a daily
demand, or demand factor of 160 gallons per day (gpd) per service unit.  A demand factor for each
meter size can be determined by multiplying the number of service units per meter size times the
160 gpd demand factor.  Table 23 presents the wastewater service units and demand factors by
meter size.

Table 23. Wastewater Service Units and Demand Factors by Meter Size

Meter Meter Flow Capacity Current Service
Size Type (gpm) 1 Ratio Meters 2 Units (EDU)

3/4" 3 Displacement 30 1.00 42,121 42,121
1" Displacement 50 1.67 9,334 15,557

1.5" Displacement 100 3.33 350 1,167
2" Displacement 160 5.33 710 3,787
3" Compound 300 10.00 27 270
4" Compound 500 16.67 20 333
6" Compound 1,000 33.33 8 267
8" Compound 2,000 66.67 2 133

52,572 63,634

East of Agua Fria 58,648
West of Agua Fria 151
Vistancia CFD 4,835

Meter Meter Flow Capacity Service Demand
Size Type (gpm) Ratio Units Factor (gpd)

3/4" 3 Displacement 30 1.00 1.00 160
1" Displacement 50 1.67 1.67 267

1.5" Displacement 100 3.33 3.33 445
2" Displacement 160 5.33 5.33 742
3" Compound 300 10.00 10.00 1,237
4" Compound 500 16.67 16.67 2,062
6" Compound 1,000 33.33 33.33 3,437
8" Compound 2,000 66.67 66.67 5,728
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7. WASTEWATER EXPANSION FEES CALCULATION

The wastewater expansion fees for both the East of Agua Fria River and the West of Agua Fria
River are calculated based on the same hybrid approach that recognizes that new customers of
wastewater utility systems benefit from both facilities already in place and planned capital projects
required to expand and extend capacity. The expansion fees for both areas are determined to reflect
the average unit cost of the planned system capacity at the end of the capital planning period based
on previous and planned investments in the system divided by the total capacity available to new
customers in those facilities.  This hybrid approach essentially puts the unit cost of capacity for
existing and future customers on par.  As with both the system buy-in and incremental cost
methodologies, local service lines and assets contributed or to be contributed by developers are
excluded. Offsets are provided for any outstanding principal on funds borrowed, or anticipated to
be borrowed, to construct the facilities that benefit new customers but are repaid through the user
rates generated by those new customers.

7.1 Wastewater Expansion Fee (Capacity Component)

The wastewater expansion fees for both service areas are designed to recover the unit cost of
capacity, or the cost per gallon per day (gpd) for the following wastewater system components:

1. Wastewater Treatment Component:  Includes the value of available and planned capacity in
75% of water reclamation facilities providing wastewater treatment services.

2. Water Storage and Recharge Component:  Includes the 25% of the value of available and
planned capacity in facilities that dispose of wastewater effluent produced at the City's three
water reclamation facilities.

3. Wastewater Collection Facilities Component:  Includes the value of available and planned
capacity in wastewater collection lines and lift stations.

Table 24 presents the calculation of the East of Agua Fria River Area unit cost of capacity and
impact fee per EDU. The wastewater capacity expansion fee component is $990.28
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Table 24.  Calculation of East of Agua Fria River Wastewater Expansion Fee

(1) The system buy-in costs represent the replacement cost new less depreciation (RCNLD) of the City's wastewater system assets.  The RCNLD was determined
based on annual escalation factors from the Engineering News Record.

(2) Available capacity represents the available capacity to serve new customers in existing facilities and planned facilities for each wastewater system component.
(3) Includes 75% of the costs for the available capacity in the Butler WRF and the Beardsley WRF which serve the area east of the Agua Fria River. For more

information on the existing and planned WRF capacity, see Level of Service Table 2.
(4) Represents 25% of the value for facilities that allow City to recharge and storage of effluent from water reclamation facilities and raw Central Arizona Project

surface water.  The available capacity for these facilities is related to the WRF capacities.  For more information on the existing and planned WRF capacity, see
Level of Service Table 2.

(5) The wastewater collection facilities provide collection and pumping capacity to convey wastewater discharge to the Butler and Beardsley WRFs. The capacity for
these facilities is limited to the available and planned wastewater treatment capacity of the WRF's that serve the area east of the Agua Fria River. For more
information on the existing and planned wastewater collection facilities capacity, see Level of Service Table 4.

Change footnote number in Table.

EAST OF AQUA FRIA RIVER System Buy-In Marginal Cost Total Debt Principal Net Available Per Unit Cost
Wastewater Treatment Component Replacement Costs (1) IIP Costs Wastewater Costs Credit (NPV) Wastewater Costs Capacity (MGD) (2) (GPD)

Beardsley Water Reclamation Facilities (3) 6,334,902$ 12,941,502$ 19,276,404$ (831,003)$ 18,445,401$
Butler Water Reclamation Facilities (3) 30,807,513$ 1,605,000$ 32,412,513$ (11,879,045)$ 20,533,468$

Total Water Treatment Component 37,142,415$ 14,546,502$ 51,688,917$ (12,710,048)$ 38,978,869$ 9.44 4.129$

Underground Storage and Recharge
Recharge Facilities (4) 718,991$ 1,449,603$ 2,168,594$ -$ 2,168,594$

Total Underground Storage and Recharge 718,991$ 1,449,603$ 2,168,594$ -$ 2,168,594$ 10.94 0.198$

Wastewater Collection Facilities Component (5)
Wastewater Collection Lines 14,576,074$ 3,194,216$ 17,770,290$ (2,818,189)$ 14,952,101$
Lift Stations 361,581$ 2,260,100$ 2,621,681$ -$ 2,621,681$

Total Wastewater Distribution System 14,937,655$ 5,454,316$ 20,391,971$ (2,818,189)$ 17,573,782$ 9.44 1.862$

Wastewater Utility Unit Cost (GPD) 6.189$

Winter Water Demand Factor (3/4-inch Meter) 160

Wastewater System Expansion Fee Per 3/4-Inch Residential Meter 990.28$
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Table 25 presents the calculation of the West of Agua Fria River Area unit cost of capacity and
impact fee per equivalent demand unit (EDU). The wastewater capacity expansion fee component
is 2,131.14.
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Table 25.  Calculation of West of Agua Fria River Wastewater Expansion Fee

(1) The system buy-in costs represent the replacement cost new less depreciation (RCNLD) of the City's wastewater system assets.  The RCNLD was determined
based on annual escalation factors from the Engineering News Record.

(2) Available capacity represents the available capacity to serve new customers in existing facilities and planned facilities for each wastewater system component.
(3) Includes 75% of the costs for the City funded portion of the Jomax WRF which serve the area west of the Agua Fria River. For more information on the existing

and planned WRF capacity, see Level of Service Table 2.
(4) Represents 25% of the value for facilities that allow City to recharge and storage of effluent from water reclamation facilities and raw Central Arizona Project

surface water.  The available capacity for these facilities is related to the WRF capacities.  For more information on the existing and planned WRF capacity, see
Level of Service Table 2.

(5) The wastewater collection facilities provide collection and pumping capacity to convey wastewater discharge, exclusive of Vistancia, to the Jomax WRF. The
capacity for these facilities is limited to the available wastewater treatment capacity of the Jomax WRF that serve the non CFD area east of the Agua Fria River.
For more information on the existing and planned water collection facilities capacity, see Level of Service Table 4.

WEST OF AQUA FRIA RIVER System Buy-In Marginal Cost Total Debt Principal Net Available Per Unit Cost
Wastewater Treatment Component Replacement Costs (1) IIP Costs Wastewater Costs Credit (NPV) Wastewater Costs Capacity (MGD) (2) (GPD)

Jomax Water Reclamation Facilities (3) 11,130,955$ 9,335,625$ 20,466,580$ 20,466,580$ 1.90
Total Water Treatment Component 11,130,955$ 9,335,625$ 20,466,580$ -$ 20,466,580$ 1.90 10.772$

Underground Storage and Recharge
Recharge Facilities (4) 718,991$ 1,449,603$ 2,168,594$ -$ 2,168,594$

Total Underground Storage and Recharge 718,991$ 1,449,603$ 2,168,594$ -$ 2,168,594$ 10.94 0.198$

Wastewater Collection Facilities Component (5)
Wastewater Collection Lines -$ 4,464,130$ 4,464,130$ -$ 4,464,130$
Lift Stations -$ -$ -$ -$ -$

Total Wastewater Distribution System -$ 4,464,130$ 4,464,130$ -$ 4,464,130$ 1.90 2.350$

Wastewater Utility Unit Cost (GPD) 13.320$

Winter Water Demand Factor (3/4-inch Meter) 160

Wastewater System Expansion Fee Per 3/4-Inch Residential Meter 2,131.14$
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7.2 Calculation of Billing and Customer Service Component of Wastewater Expansion
Fee

The customer service component of the wastewater expansion fee recovers costs related to the
Beardsley Operations Building, the new utility billing system, SCADA system, and updates the
expansion fees and master plans during the planning period. The wastewater customer service
component is calculated separately from the other capacity-related components of the wastewater
expansion fees because it would not be equitable to determine the unit costs for these billing and
customer service costs by system capacity.  Similarly, it would not be appropriate to assess this
customer-related component based on meter size since all customers receive an equal benefit
regardless of the number of demand units each customer places on the wastewater system.  Finally,
since the billing and customer service component benefits all customers, this component represents
the wastewater expansion fee that will be assessed to the Vistancia service area.

It should be noted that portions of the Beardsley Operations Building and SCADA system serve
existing utility customers.  As a result, the portion of these projects that will serve new wastewater
utility customers is determined based on the portion of new wastewater accounts (19,934) to existing
wastewater accounts (51,449). Additionally, the City plans to construct a Jomax Administrative
Modular at the Jomax WRF to provide customer service functions to customers located West of
Agua Fria River and Vistancia.  As such, the planned costs for this facility are recovered solely in the
West of Agua Fria River Area and Vistancia expansion fees.

Table 26 presents the calculation of the billing and collection component of the wastewater
expansion fees to be assessed per new customer account.
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Table 26.  Calculation of Billing and Collection Component of Wastewater Expansion Fee

System Buy-In Marginal Cost Total Debt Principal Net Total Cost Per Account
Wastewater Component (Common to All) Replacement Costs (1) IIP Costs Water Costs Credit (NPV) Water Costs Wastewater ERU (2)

Beardsley Operations Center (3) 683,031$ 683,031$ 683,031$ -
Billing System 250,000$ 250,000$ 250,000$
Update Impact Fees 212,500$ 212,500$ 212,500$
Integrated Utility Infrastructure Master Plan 538,600$ 538,600$ 538,600$
SCADA 75,000$ 75,000$ 75,000$

Total East of Agua Fria River Area 683,031$ 1,076,100$ 1,759,131$ -$ 1,759,131$ 19,937 88.234$

Additional Component for East of Agua Fria and Vistancia
Jomax Administration Modular 187,500$ 187,500$ 187,500$ 9,489 19.760$

Total East of Agua Fria River Area 107.994$
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7.3 Proposed Wastewater Expansion Fees by Meter Size and Fee Area

The City will continue to assess its wastewater expansion fees to different customers based on the
size of the meter needed by the new customers.  The maximum wastewater impact fees per meter
type that may be adopted by the City, within the three expansion fee service areas based on this
study, are presented in Table 27. For comparison purposes, the total current wastewater expansion
fee assessed is also presented in Table 27.

Table 27. Proposed Wastewater Expansion Fee by Meter Size and Service Area

Meter EDU Current Fee
Size Capacity Customer Total
3/4" 1.00 990$ 88$ 1,079$ 1,923$

1" 1.67 1,650$ 88$ 1,739$ 3,067$
1.5" 3.33 3,301$ 88$ 3,389$ 5,901$
2" 5.33 5,281$ 88$ 5,370$ 9,315$
3" 10.00 9,903$ 88$ 9,991$ 18,430$
4" 16.67 16,505$ 88$ 16,593$ 28,672$
6" 33.33 33,009$ 88$ 33,098$ 57,111$
8" 66.67 66,019$ 88$ 66,107$ 91,251$

Meter EDU Current Fee
Size Capacity Customer Total
3/4" 1.00 2,131$ 108$ 2,239$ 1,923$

1" 1.67 3,552$ 108$ 3,660$ 3,067$
1.5" 3.33 7,104$ 108$ 7,212$ 5,901$
2" 5.33 11,366$ 108$ 11,474$ 9,315$
3" 10.00 21,311$ 108$ 21,419$ 18,430$
4" 16.67 35,519$ 108$ 35,627$ 28,672$
6" 33.33 71,038$ 108$ 71,146$ 57,111$
8" 66.67 142,076$ 108$ 142,184$ 91,251$

Meter EDU Current Fee
Size Capacity Customer Total
3/4" 1.00 -$ 108$ 108$ 216$

1" 1.67 -$ 108$ 108$ 216$
1.5" 3.33 -$ 108$ 108$ 216$
2" 5.33 -$ 108$ 108$ 216$
3" 10.00 -$ 108$ 108$ 216$
4" 16.67 -$ 108$ 108$ 216$
6" 33.33 -$ 108$ 108$ 216$
8" 66.67 -$ 108$ 108$ 216$

Vistancia CFD

East of Agua Fria River

West of Agua Fria River
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8 WATER RESOURCES INFRASTRUCTURE IMPROVEMENTS PLAN

ARS § 9-463.05(K) requires the City replace its expansion and impact fees adopted prior to January
1, 2012.  The purpose of this section is to meet the requirements of a Water Resources
Infrastructure Improvement Plan (IIP) as defined in the subject ARS and to provide a basis for the
Expansion Fee Study.  This IIP has been developed for a 12-year period, 2013 to 2024.

Water Resources Level of Service

There is one component to the water resource fee which recovers the capital costs for the City to
secure surface water rights for the Off-SRP Project area.  For the water resources fee, the available
portion of the City's existing eligible water rights are based on the total current acre-feet of water
rights owned by the City less the current level of service determined based on the annual amount of
Off-Project surface water used to meet current customer demands.

The Arizona Groundwater Management Act (GMA) and Assured Water Supply (AWS) were
enacted into Arizona law to address groundwater overdraft problems experienced throughout the
State and other areas of the Southwestern United States.  Under the GMA, in order for development
to occur a developer must demonstrate to the Arizona Department of Water Resources (ADWR)
that an assured or adequate supply of water exists for the area to be developed.  To demonstrate an
assured water supply, the developer can obtain its own AWS designation or have its development
served by an AWS designated water system.  The AWS certification is designed to encourage
participating water systems to reduce their reliance on groundwater.  The City applied for and
received an AWS designation in 1998 by demonstrating a sufficient water supply to meet 100 years
of projected demand for the existing population, committed demand, and incremental growth.

As part of demonstrating an assured water supply, the City of Peoria’s has developed a program as
part of its Water Resources Master Plan to acquire surface water allocations adequate to meet the
anticipated demands of future development. These surface water acquisitions have consisted of
Central Arizona Project (CAP) water reallocations and Gila River Indian Community (GRIC) Water
Rights.

8.1 Surface Water Rights and Level of Service

The City's existing water rights consist of SRP entitlements which are rights to surface water
associated with the On-Project lands located in Peoria and water rights that can be used for Off-
Project lands located in Peoria. (For more information on the On and Off-Project Lands, see the
water resources service area map on page 7.) Because the SRP entitlements are restricted to the On-
Project area and there is no cost basis for the SRP surface water rights, the SRP entitlements are not
considered in the water rights level of service nor recovered through the water resources fee.

Since the City's current Off-Project customer demands are less than its total water rights capacity to
serve that area, a portion of the CAP water currently delivered to the City is recharged into the
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aquifer and banked as ground water credits that can be used for future demands.  Therefore, the
annual amount of CAP water that is treated at the City's surface water treatment plants to meet
current demands represents the current level of service for water rights.  Conversely, the annual
amount that is banked as ground water credits for future use represents the water rights that are
available for new customers locating on the Off-Project lands within Peoria.

Based on FY 2012 water recharge data, the City treated and delivered to existing customers
approximately 7,687 acre-feet (6.86 MGD) of the total 12,527 acre-feet (11.18 MGD) of CAP
surface water eligible to be recovered in the water resources fee.4 Thus, the available capacity of
CAP water resources is 4,840 acre-feet (4.32 MGD), or approximately 39%.

The total current water resources capacity eligible to serve new customers in the Off-Project service
area, existing level of service, and available capacity are shown in Table 28.

Table 28.  Total Water Resources Capacity and Current Level of Service

Planned Water Resources Capital Improvements Benefiting New Customers

In addition to available capacity of existing CAP water rights, the City has plans to purchase an
additional 1,289 acre-feet (1.15 MGD) of water rights through the White Mountain Apache Tribe
Water (WMAT) Settlement for approximately $3.6 million. Also, the City has nearly $10.4 million in
outstanding principal and interest lease payments on the GRIC water rights that will be recovered
through the water resource fee.

For more information on the planned purchases of WMAT Settlement water rights, see Schedule 1,
Water Infrastructure Improvements Plan in Appendix A of this Report.  The WMAT Settlement is
project UT00234.

4
The City has an additional 6,336 acre-feet of CAP water obtained through its original CAP water

allocation.  Since this original allocation has no cost basis, this water resource is excluded from the
water resource fee.  The overall 39% portion of available CAP water resources was based on the
City's total allocation of Off-Project water rights and the amount of the Off-Project water that was
treated at the City's surface water treatment plants.

Off-Project Eligible Water Rights Acre-Feet MGD Acre-Feet MGD Acre-Feet MGD
Gila River Indian Community Water Rights 7,000 6.25 4,295 3.83 2,705 2.41
Central Arizona Water (CAP) Re-allocation 5,527 4.93 3,392 3.03 2,135 1.91

Total 12,527 11.18 7,687 6.86 4,840 4.32

Total Water Rights Treated Available for Growth
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8.2 Buy-In to Existing Water Facilities

The Buy-In value of the existing Off-Project water resources represents the acquisition cost of the
GRIC water rights and the CAP Re-allocation water rights. Unlike other water and wastewater
facilities buy-in values, the water rights are not escalated to a replacement value. This is because the
water rights are not applicable to construction replacement values nor are the water rights
depreciated similar to capital assets.

The allocation of the total buy-in value of the existing facilities eligible to be recovered from new
customers among the three service areas is shown in Table 29.

Table 29. Buy-In to Existing Water Resources

(1) Excludes the $7,920,000 in remaining principal lease payments on the GRIC water rights.  The remaining
principal lease payments are recovered through the marginal cost component of the water resources fee.

8.3 Water Service Units

A service unit creates a nexus between the available water capacity and the demand for water
services.  An appropriate service unit basis for water impact fees is the typical daily water use for a
residential dwelling unit.  To determine the typical peak daily demand for a residential dwelling unit,
the demands for various customer types should be standardized using a common unit of measure, or
an EDU.  An EDU represents the equivalent demand of a single-family residential dwelling unit
with a 3/4-inch meter. Because single-family residential customers typically use 3/4-inch meters and
the City assesses its water resources fees to customers based on meter size, the number of EDU or
service units currently served by the City can be determined based on the current number of water
metered accounts and the ratio of capacity for different meter sizes. The EDU or service units are
then allocated between the On and Off-Project areas by the proportion of current demand within
those two areas. The total current number of metered accounts and the resulting number of EDU
are shown in Table 30.

Total Percent Available
Off-Project Eligible Water Rights Buy-In Available Buy-In

Gila River Indian Community Water Rights (1) 7,284,243$ 38.6% 2,814,375$
Central Arizona Water (CAP) Re-allocation 3,670,364$ 38.6% 1,418,100$

Total 10,954,607$ 4,232,475$
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Table 30. Off-Project Water Service Units and Demand Factors by Meter Size

(1) Flow in gallons per minute are based on meter capacity standards published in the American Water Works
Association (AWWA) Manual M-6, Water Meters - Selecting, Testing, Installation, and Maintenance.

(2) From City of Peoria billing records. Represents current active water metered customers as of June 30, 2013.

The typical peak daily demand is the same peak daily demand determined for the water system, or a
demand factor of 500 gpd per service unit.  A demand factor for each meter size can be determined
by multiplying the number of service units per meter size times the 500 gpd demand factor.  Table
31 presents the water service units and demand factors by meter size.

Table 31.  Water Service Units and Demand Factors by Meter Size

Meter Meter Flow Capacity Current Service
Size Type (gpm) 1 Ratio Meters 2 Units (EDU)
3/4" Displacement 30 1.00 36,688 36,688

1" Displacement 50 1.67 10,627 17,712
1.5" Displacement 100 3.33 670 2,233
2" Displacement 160 5.33 1,277 6,811
3" Compound 300 10.00 33 330
4" Compound 500 16.67 29 483
6" Compound 1,000 33.33 14 467
8" Compound 2,000 66.67 2 133

Total 49,340 64,857

SRP On-Project 32,289
SRP Off-Project 32,569
Total 64,858

Meter Meter Flow Capacity Service Demand
Size Type (gpm) Ratio Units Factor (gpd)
3/4" Displacement 30 1.00 1.00 500
1" Displacement 50 1.67 1.67 833

1.5" Displacement 100 3.33 3.33 1,388
2" Displacement 160 5.33 5.33 2,313
3" Compound 300 10.00 10.00 3,855
4" Compound 500 16.67 16.67 6,425
6" Compound 1,000 33.33 33.33 10,708
8" Compound 2,000 66.67 66.67 17,847
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9. WATER RESOURCE FEES CALCULATION

The water resource fees for the Off-Project service area are calculated based on the same hybrid
approach that recognizes that new customers of the Off-Project service area benefit from both
water rights already purchased and planned purchases or remaining lease payments on water rights.
The water resource fees are determined to reflect the average unit cost of the water rights
acquisitions at the end of the capital planning period based on previous and planned investments in
water rights divided by the total capacity available, or unused water rights to serve new customers.
This hybrid approach essentially puts the unit cost of capacity for existing and future customers on
par.  As with both the system buy-in and incremental cost methodologies, water rights contributed
or with no cost basis are excluded. No offsets are provided because all debt on the water rights
included in the water resource fee calculation will be paid directly through the water resource fee
revenues and are not recovered through the City's monthly user rates and charges.

9.1 Water Resource Fee

The water expansion fees for Off-Project service area are designed to recover the unit cost of
surface water rights, or the cost per gpd.  The surface water rights include:

1. Gila River Indian Community Water Rights

2. White Mountain Apache Tribe Settlement

3. Central Arizona Project Re-allocation Water Rights

Table 32 presents the calculation of the Off-Project service unit cost of capacity and water resource
fee per EDU. New customers in the On-Project service area will not be assessed a water resource
fee. The water resource expansion fee component is $1,073.63.
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Table 32.  Calculation of Off-Project Water Resource Fee

(1) System buy-in costs for water resources represent previous investments to acquire long-term water rights.
(2) Total capacity in MGD represents the daily amount of water rights available to the City through various water rights contracts.  Although, water rights allocations

are expressed in acre-feet per year the capacities for the water resources component are converted into MGD.  One acre-foot equates to 325,851 gallons of water.
(3) Represents a 99-year lease of 7,000 acre-feet of Gila River Indian Community water rights.  The City made initial payments of $7,284,243 from FY 2008 through

FY 2010.  The remaining $7,920,000 in lease payments funded through a General Obligation (GO) Bond Issue in FY 2012.  The debt principal credit represents
the present value of the remaining principal on the GO Bond Issue.

(4) The City has an agreement is to lease 1,289 AF of water rights from the White Mountain Apache Tribe for a period of 99 years. Agreement is estimated to be
finalized in FY2014.  Prices are tied to the contract costs for two components of CAP Water as of 2009. These prices will be adjusted for inflation to the date that
the agreement is executed.  City pays 50% of the total contract cost in the first year, followed by four annual payments on the outstanding balance.

(5) Represents available portion of a $3,670,364 acquisition or re-allocated CAP water in FY 2008.

Off-Project Service Area System Buy-In Marginal Cost Total Interest on Net Total Per Unit Cost
Water Resources Costs (1) IIP Costs Water Resource Costs Lease (NPV) Water Costs Capacity (MGD) (2) (GPD)

Gila River Indian Community Water Rights (3) 2,814,375$ 3,060,010$ 5,874,385$ $849,060 6,723,445$ 2.41 2.785$
White Mountain Apache Tribe Water Lease (4) -$ 3,607,382$ 3,607,382$ 3,607,382$ 1.15 3.135$
Central Arizona Water (CAP) Re-allocation (5) 1,418,100$ -$ 1,418,100$ 1,418,100$ 1.91 0.744$

Total Water Resources 4,232,475$ 6,667,392$ 10,899,867$ 849,060$ 11,748,927$ 5.47 2.147$

Water Resource Unit Cost of Capacity (GPD) 2.147$

Seasonal Water Demand Factor (3/4-inch Meter) 500

Water Resource Expansion Fee Per 3/4-Inch Residential Meter 1,073.63$
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9.2 Proposed Water Resources Expansion Fees by Meter Size and Fee Area

The City will continue to assess its water resources expansion fees to different customers based on
the size of the meter needed by the new customers.  The maximum water resources impact fees per
meter type that may be adopted by the City within Off-Project water resources service areas based
on this study are presented in Table 33. For comparison purposes, the total current water resource
fee assessed is also presented in Table 33.

Table 33.  Proposed Off-Project Water Resource Fees by Meter Size

Meter EDU Current Fee
Size Capacity Customer Total
3/4" 1.00 1,074$ -$ 1,074$ 621$

1" 1.67 1,789$ -$ 1,789$ 1,037$
1.5" 3.33 3,579$ -$ 3,579$ 2,068$
2" 5.33 5,726$ -$ 5,726$ 3,310$
3" 10.00 10,736$ -$ 10,736$ 6,626$
4" 16.67 17,894$ -$ 17,894$ 10,352$
6" 33.33 35,788$ -$ 35,788$ 20,698$
8" 66.67 71,575$ -$ 71,575$ 33,118$

Off-Project Service Area
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10. FORECAST OF EXPANSION FEE REVENUES AND CASH FLOWS

The City may assess expansion fees as a means to offset costs associated with providing necessary
public services to a development.  These services include the costs of infrastructure, improvements,
real property, engineering and architectural services, and financing and professional services required
for the preparation or revision of expansion fees, including the relevant portion of the infrastructure
improvements plan. Projected interest charges and other finance costs on the portion of the bonds,
notes, or other obligations issued to finance construction of necessary public services or facility
expansions identified in the infrastructure improvements plan, can be included in the expansion fee
calculation costs and are eligible to be offset by the impact fee revenues.

This section forecasts the anticipated expansion fee revenues and the extent to which those revenues
offset the costs associated with providing the water and wastewater capacity to new EDUs that are
included in the water and wastewater IIPs.

10.1 Forecast of Water Expansion Fee Revenues and IIP Capital Costs

For water, the forecast of annual water impact fee revenues is based on the forecast of additional
20,609 water EDU to be added during the 12-year IIP planning period.  The annual expansion fees
are assumed to be adjusted 2.54% annually to reflect escalation in construction costs.  The 2.54%
escalation factor is the average increase in the ENR construction cost index from 2009 through
2013.

The IIP capital costs include the planned capital projects benefitting new EDUs identified in the IIP
and included in the impact fee calculation.

A summary of water impact fee revenues and the 12-year IIP capital cost requirements are presented
in Table 34.
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Table 34.  Summary of Water Expansion Fee Cash Flows

As Table 34 demonstrates, the forecast of water expansion fee revenue will generate a deficit of
approximately $77.4 million during the 12-year IIP planning period.  Since the determination of the
water expansion fee includes the buy-in value of facilities eligible to serve new customers, the
forecast of impact fee revenues will not necessarily equal the capital requirements during the 12-year
IIP planning period.

For more information on the annual impact fee revenues and capital requirements of the IIP, see
Schedule 3, Forecast of Water EDUs, Expansion Fee Revenues, and Cash Flow in Appendix A.

10.2 Forecast of Wastewater Expansion Fee Revenues and IIP Capital Costs

For wastewater, the forecast of annual wastewater expansion fee revenues is based on the forecast of
additional 20,613 water EDU to be added during the 12-year IIP planning period. The annual
impact fees are assumed to be adjusted 2.54% annually to reflect escalation in construction costs.
The 2.54% escalation factor is the average increase in the ENR construction cost index from 2009
through 2013.

The IIP capital costs include the planned capital projects benefitting new EDUs identified in the IIP
and included in the impact fee calculation.

Expansion Fee Revenues Total Revenue
South of Bell Road 1,895,337$
North of Bell Road 67,859,220$
Vistancia 590,788$

Total 70,345,345

IIP Project Capital Costs Total IIP Costs
South of Bell Road 8,644,929$
North of Bell Road 138,829,634$
Vistancia 242,267$

Total 147,716,830

Total
Expansion Fee Cash Flow - Surplus / (Deficit) Surplus/(Deficit)

South of Bell Road (6,749,593)$
North of Bell Road (70,970,414)$
Vistancia 348,521$

Total (77,371,485)
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The forecast of wastewater impact fee revenues and 12-year IIP capital cost requirements are
presented in Table 35.

Table 35.  Summary of Wastewater Expansion Fee Cash Flows

As Table 35 demonstrates, the forecast of wastewater impact fee revenue will generate a deficit of
approximately $4.6 million during the 12-year IIP planning period.  Since the determination of the
wastewater impact fee includes the buy-in value of facilities eligible to serve new customers, the
forecast of impact fee revenues will not necessarily equal the capital requirements during the 12-year
IIP planning period.

For more information on the annual impact fee revenues and capital requirements of the IIP, see
Schedule 4, Forecast of Wastewater EDUs, Expansion Fee Revenues, and Cash Flow in Appendix
A.

Expansion Fee Revenues Total Revenue
East of Agua Fria River 13,355,142$
West of Agua Fria River 13,930,674$
Vistancia 441,285$

Total 27,727,101

IIP Project Capital Costs Total IIP Costs
East of Agua Fria River 17,900,923$
West of Agua Fria River 14,162,299$
Vistancia 265,676$

Total 32,328,898

Total
Expansion Fee Cash Flow - Surplus / (Deficit) Surplus/(Deficit)

East of Agua Fria River (4,545,781)$
West of Agua Fria River (231,625)$
Vistancia 175,609$

Total (4,601,797)
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10.3 Forecast of Water Resource Fee Revenues and IIP Capital Costs

For water resources, the forecast of annual water resource fee revenues is based on the forecast of
additional 19,807 Off-Project water resource EDU to be added during the 12-year IIP planning
period.    The annual impact fees are assumed to be adjusted 2.54% annually to reflect escalation in
construction costs.  The 2.54% escalation factor is the average increase in the ENR construction
cost index from 2009 through 2013.

The IIP capital costs include the planned capital projects benefitting new EDUs identified in the IIP
plus the principal and interest payments on lease payments to purchase GRIC water rights
benefitting growth and included in the water resource fee calculation.

The forecast of water resource fee revenues and 12-year IIP capital cost requirements are presented
in Table 36.

Table 36.  Summary of Water Resource Fee Cash Flows

As Table 36 demonstrates, the forecast of water resource fee revenue will generate a surplus of
approximately $13.2 million during the 12-year IIP planning period.  Since the determination of the
water resource fee includes the buy-in value of previously purchased water rights to serve new
customers. The forecast of water resource fee revenues will not necessarily equal the capital
requirements during the 12-year IIP planning period.

Water Resource Fee Revenues Total Revenue
On-Project -$
Off-Project 24,461,433$

Total 24,461,433$

IIP Project Capital Costs Total IIP Costs
On-Project -$
Off-Project 11,300,022$

Total 11,300,022$

Total
Resource Fee Cash Flow - Surplus / (Deficit) Surplus/(Deficit)

On-Project -$
Off-Project 13,161,411$

Total 13,161,411$
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For more information on the annual impact fee revenues and capital requirements of the IIP, see
Schedule 5, Forecast of Water Resource EDUs, Expansion Fee Revenues, and Cash Flow in
Appendix A.
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APPENDIX A
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Schedule 1
Peoria Utility Economic Model
Water Capital Improvements Plan 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

Total
Water Utility Capital Projects Exp 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2013-2024

00037 Pyramid Peak Water Treatment Plant Upgrades 100% 289,209$ 433,435$ 173,984$ 896,628
00117 Wells (New Wells) 100% 858,769 1,908,279 - - - - 839,544 1,908,279 5,514,871
00148 Lk. Pleasant Pkwy. 24" Waterline Dynamite-Loop 303 100% 2,779,501 2,779,501
00149 New River/Agua Fria USP 100% 708,375 708,375
00160 Utility Billing System 100% 250,000 250,000
00170 West Agua Fria Water Lines 100% 401,736 673,775 970,357 88,627 632,007 433,290 332,037 3,531,829
00225 Butler WRF Expansions to 13MGD 100% 35,000 - - 500,000 - 535,000
00234 White Mtn. Apache Tribe Water Right Purchase 100% 1,726,020$ 509,176$ 483,286$ 457,385$ 431,505$ 3,607,372
00245 Agua Fria West Booster/PRV - Phase I 100% 649,254 3,700,000 4,349,254
00272 Country Club/Union Hills Well Mixing (Well Water Quality Mitigation) 100% 219,311 3,206,163 3,425,474
00284 Agua Fria Lift Station/Water Campus Land Purchase 100% 760,100 760,100
00285 Jomax In-line Booster Station Upgrades 100% 1,283,062 1,283,062
00286 Zone 5/6E Well Reservoir Booster PRV 100% 1,104,900 1,104,900

Waterline - El Mirage Road - Vistancia Blvd to Lone Mountain Pkwy 100% 716,665 716,665
00309 Butler Recharge Wells (9) 100% 137,775 1,082,855 157,815 1,234,226 150,300 1,177,462 3,940,433
00312 Desert Harbor/Arrowhead Shores Well Mixing 100% - 296,651 5,164,469 5,461,120
00314 Beardsley WRF Equipment Upgrade & Expansion to 6MGD 100% 2,157,251 2,157,251 4,314,502
00317 Jomax Administration Modular 100% 64,500 64,500
00334 CAP Water Treatment Capacity - 10 MGD 100% 5,000,000 50,000,000 50,000,000 105,000,000
00327 ADOT-Sports Complex Well Mixing 100% 3,379,851$ 3,379,851
00070 Update Water & Wastewater Expansion Fees 100% 62,500 - - 50,000 - - 50,000 - - 50,000 212,500
00271 Integrated Utility Infrastructure Master Plan 100% 178,600 110,000 - - - 40,000 150,000 60,000 538,600
00304 Integrated Technology/Security/SCADA Master Plan 100% 225,000 225,000
00233 Lone Mtn. 36” O/S Waterline; Lk Plsnt Pkwy-L303 100% 3,743,118 3,743,118
00336 Westland Road Reservoir and Booster Station 100% 821,582 821,582
00338 Jomax WRF Expansion - 1.1 MGD 100% 275,000 1,836,875 1,000,000 - 3,111,875

-
Total Water Utility Capital Projects 8,951,910 6,752,657 4,890,023 1,999,153 7,588,003 56,156,731 64,999,954 2,968,279 - 2,707,251 2,157,251 1,104,900 160,276,112

South of Bell Road $361,360 $72,160 $541,428 $80,395 $617,113 $3,618,647 $3,211,915 $1,785 $0 $501,487 $0 $0 9,006,289
North of Bell Road $8,538,421 $6,656,714 $2,622,576 $1,398,771 $6,458,307 $51,969,349 $61,313,291 $2,953,521 $0 $2,194,953 $2,157,251 $1,104,900 147,368,055
Vistancia $52,129 $23,783 $0 $10,811 $29,297 $111,350 $43,243 $12,973 $0 $10,811 $0 $0 294,396
Total $8,951,910 $6,752,657 $3,164,003 $1,489,977 $7,104,717 $55,699,346 $64,568,449 $2,968,279 $0 $2,707,251 $2,157,251 $1,104,900 $156,668,740

Water Resources - - 1,726,020 509,176 483,286 457,385 431,505 - - - - - 3,607,372
GRIC Lease Payments $674,800 $699,525 $701,550 $703,125 $701,900 $697,800 $700,525 $699,825 $700,900 $698,900 $696,100 $692,500 8,367,450

Fiscal Year Ending June, 30
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Schedule 2
Peoria Utility Economic Model
Wastewater Capital Improvements Plan

Total
Wastewater Utility Capital Projects 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2013-2024

00160 Utility Billing System 100% 250,000 250,000
00151 18"/21" Sewerline - LPP/Dynamite-Loop 303 100% 3,194,216 3,194,216
00171 West Agua Fria Wastewater Lines 100% 613,437 646,653 824,211 125,669 45,540 38,380 2,293,890

Trilogy West 21-24" OS Sewer Line 100% 1,800,000 1,800,000
Wastewater Line - El Mirage Road - Vistancia Blvd to Lone Mountain Parkway 100% 370,240 370,240

00225 Butler WRF Expansions to 13MGD 100% 105,000 - - 1,500,000 - 1,605,000
00284 Agua Fria Lift Station/Water Campus Land Purchase 100% 200,000 2,060,100 2,260,100
00309 Butler Recharge Wells (9) 100% 45,925 360,952 52,605 411,409 50,100 392,487 1,313,478
00314 Beardsley WRF Equipment Upgrade & Expansion to 6MGD 100% 6,470,751 6,470,751 12,941,502
00317 Jomax Administration Modular 100% 187,500 187,500
00070 Update Water & Wastewater Expansion Fees 100% 62,500 - - 50,000 - - 50,000 - - 50,000 212,500
00304 Integrated Technology/Security/SCADA Master Plan 100% 75,000 75,000
00271 Integrated Utility Infrastructure Master Plan 100% 178,600 110,000 - - - 40,000 150,000 60,000 538,600
00149 New River/Agua Fria USP 100% 136,125 136,125

00388 Jomax WRF 1.1MGD Expansion 100% 825,000 5,510,625 3,000,000 9,335,625
-

Total Wastewater Utility Capital Projects 4,184,878 1,172,818 3,185,163 2,288,374 644,449 1,278,480 6,208,112 3,060,000 - 8,020,751 6,470,751 - 36,513,776

East of Agua Fria River 3,388,627$ 80,608$ 380,476$ 2,112,605$ 205,705$ 216,329$ 406,054$ 31,443$ -$ 7,996,954$ 6,470,751$ -$ 21,289,551
West of Agua Fria River 744,130$ 1,068,430$ 2,804,687$ 164,960$ 353,580$ 983,245$ 5,758,822$ 3,015,586$ -$ 12,988$ -$ -$ 14,906,429
Vistancia 52,121$ 23,780$ -$ 10,809$ 85,164$ 78,906$ 43,236$ 12,971$ -$ 10,809$ -$ -$ 317,797
Total 4,184,878$ 1,172,818$ 3,185,163$ 2,288,374$ 644,449$ 1,278,480$ 6,208,112$ 3,060,000$ -$ 8,020,751$ 6,470,751$ -$ 36,513,776$

Fiscal Year Ending June, 30
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Schedule 3
Peoria Water and Wastewater Expansion Fee Study
Projection of Water EDUs, Expansion Fee Revenues, and Cash Flow

Water Equivalent Dwelling Units (EDU) 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 Total Added
South of Bell Road 37,105 37,263 37,398 37,535 37,642 37,683 37,719 37,755 37,791 37,823 37,861 37,907 802
North of Bell Road 22,971 23,564 24,431 25,526 26,916 28,433 30,067 31,927 33,651 35,251 36,836 38,365 15,394
Vistancia 4,782 5,150 5,505 5,957 6,367 6,871 7,339 7,749 8,117 8,527 8,838 9,195 4,413

Total 64,858 65,977 67,334 69,018 70,925 72,987 75,125 77,431 79,559 81,601 83,535 85,467 20,609

Annual EDU Added
South of Bell Road 158 135 137 107 41 36 36 36 32 38 46 802
North of Bell Road 593 867 1,095 1,390 1,517 1,634 1,860 1,724 1,600 1,585 1,529 15,394
Vistancia 368 355 452 410 504 468 410 368 410 311 357 4,413

Total 1,119 1,357 1,684 1,907 2,062 2,138 2,306 2,128 2,042 1,934 1,932 20,609

Water Expansion Fees CCI Index (1)
South of Bell Road 2.54% 2,172$ 2,227$ 2,284$ 2,342$ 2,401$ 2,462$ 2,525$ 2,589$ 2,654$ 2,722$ 2,791$
North of Bell Road 2.54% 3,816$ 3,913$ 4,012$ 4,114$ 4,218$ 4,325$ 4,435$ 4,548$ 4,663$ 4,781$ 4,903$
Vistancia 2.54% 118$ 121$ 124$ 127$ 131$ 134$ 137$ 141$ 144$ 148$ 152$

Expansion Fee Revenues Total Revenue
South of Bell Road 343,222$ 300,700$ 312,898$ 250,582$ 98,454$ 88,641$ 90,890$ 93,196$ 84,943$ 103,430$ 128,381$ 1,895,337$
North of Bell Road 2,262,906$ 3,392,450$ 4,393,301$ 5,718,396$ 6,399,229$ 7,067,677$ 8,249,358$ 7,840,198$ 7,460,919$ 7,578,516$ 7,496,266$ 67,859,216$
Vistancia 43,471$ 42,999$ 56,138$ 52,213$ 65,813$ 62,663$ 56,290$ 51,806$ 59,183$ 46,031$ 54,181$ 590,787$

Total 2,649,598 3,736,149 4,762,338 6,021,192 6,563,495 7,218,980 8,396,537 7,985,200 7,605,045 7,727,977 7,678,828 70,345,339

IIP Project Capital Costs Total IIP Costs
South of Bell Road 72,160$ 541,428$ 80,395$ 617,113$ 3,618,647$ 3,211,915$ 1,785$ -$ 501,487$ -$ -$ 8,644,929$
North of Bell Road 6,656,714$ 2,622,576$ 1,398,771$ 6,458,307$ 51,969,349$ 61,313,291$ 2,953,521$ -$ 2,194,953$ 2,157,251$ 1,104,900$ 138,829,634$
Vistancia 23,783$ -$ 10,811$ 29,297$ 111,350$ 43,243$ 12,973$ -$ 10,811$ -$ -$ 242,267$

Total 6,752,657$ 3,164,003$ 1,489,977$ 7,104,717$ 55,699,346$ 64,568,449$ 2,968,279$ -$ 2,707,251$ 2,157,251$ 1,104,900$ 147,716,830

Total
Expansion Fee Cash Flow - Surplus / (Deficit) Surplus/(Deficit)

South of Bell Road 271,062$ (240,727)$ 232,504$ (366,531)$ (3,520,193)$ (3,123,274)$ 89,105$ 93,196$ (416,544)$ 103,430$ 128,381$ (6,749,593)$
North of Bell Road (4,393,808)$ 769,874$ 2,994,530$ (739,911)$ (45,570,121)$ (54,245,615)$ 5,295,836$ 7,840,198$ 5,265,966$ 5,421,265$ 6,391,366$ (70,970,418)$
Vistancia 19,687$ 42,999$ 45,327$ 22,917$ (45,537)$ 19,420$ 43,317$ 51,806$ 48,372$ 46,031$ 54,181$ 348,520$

Total (4,103,059) 572,146 3,272,361 (1,083,525) (49,135,851) (57,349,469) 5,428,258 7,985,200 4,897,794 5,570,726 6,573,928 (77,371,491)

(1) The Construction Cost Index factor represents the average increase in ENR construction costs indices over the past five years.
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Schedule 4
Peoria Water and Wastewater Expansion Fee Study
Projection of Wastewater EDUs, Expansion Fee Revenues, and Cash Flow

Wastewater Equivalent Dwelling Units (EDU) 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 Total Added
East of Agua Fria River 58,648 59,397 60,343 61,340 62,552 63,749 64,852 65,940 66,958 67,845 68,728 69,559 10,911
West of Agua Fria River 151 154 209 444 729 1,091 1,659 2,468 3,211 3,956 4,696 5,440 5,289
Vistancia 4,835 5,203 5,558 6,010 6,420 6,924 7,392 7,802 8,170 8,580 8,891 9,248 4,413

Total 63,634 64,754 66,110 67,794 69,701 71,764 73,903 76,210 78,339 80,381 82,315 84,247 20,613

Annual EDU Added
East of Agua Fria River 749 946 997 1,212 1,197 1,103 1,088 1,018 887 883 831 10,911
West of Agua Fria River 3 55 235 285 362 568 809 743 745 740 744 5,289
Vistancia 368 355 452 410 504 468 410 368 410 311 357 4,413

Total 1,120 1,356 1,684 1,907 2,063 2,139 2,307 2,129 2,042 1,934 1,932 20,613

Wastewater Expansion Fees CCI Index (1)
East of Agua Fria River 2.54% 1,079$ 1,106$ 1,134$ 1,163$ 1,192$ 1,222$ 1,253$ 1,285$ 1,318$ 1,351$ 1,386$
West of Agua Fria River 2.54% 2,219$ 2,276$ 2,333$ 2,393$ 2,453$ 2,516$ 2,579$ 2,645$ 2,712$ 2,781$ 2,851$
Vistancia 2.54% 88$ 90$ 93$ 95$ 98$ 100$ 103$ 105$ 108$ 111$ 113$

Expansion Fee Revenues Total Revenue
East of Agua Fria River 807,808$ 1,046,164$ 1,130,541$ 1,409,212$ 1,427,087$ 1,348,387$ 1,363,799$ 1,308,434$ 1,168,989$ 1,193,246$ 1,151,471$ 13,355,139$
West of Agua Fria River 6,658$ 125,163$ 548,357$ 681,903$ 888,115$ 1,428,866$ 2,086,768$ 1,965,156$ 2,020,446$ 2,057,810$ 2,121,431$ 13,930,673$
Vistancia 32,470$ 32,118$ 41,932$ 39,000$ 49,158$ 46,805$ 42,045$ 38,696$ 44,206$ 34,383$ 40,470$ 441,284$

Total 846,936 1,203,445 1,720,830 2,130,116 2,364,361 2,824,058 3,492,613 3,312,286 3,233,640 3,285,438 3,313,372 27,727,096

IIP Project Capital Costs Total IIP Costs
East of Agua Fria River 80,608$ 380,476$ 2,112,605$ 205,705$ 216,329$ 406,054$ 31,443$ -$ 7,996,954$ 6,470,751$ -$ 17,900,923$
West of Agua Fria River 1,068,430$ 2,804,687$ 164,960$ 353,580$ 983,245$ 5,758,822$ 3,015,586$ -$ 12,988$ -$ -$ 14,162,299$
Vistancia 23,780$ -$ 10,809$ 85,164$ 78,906$ 43,236$ 12,971$ -$ 10,809$ -$ -$ 265,676$

Total 1,172,818$ 3,185,163$ 2,288,374$ 644,449$ 1,278,480$ 6,208,112$ 3,060,000$ -$ 8,020,751$ 6,470,751$ -$ 32,328,898

Total
Expansion Fee Cash Flow - Surplus / (Deficit) Surplus/(Deficit)

East of Agua Fria River 727,200$ 665,688$ (982,064)$ 1,203,508$ 1,210,759$ 942,333$ 1,332,356$ 1,308,434$ (6,827,965)$ (5,277,505)$ 1,151,471$ (4,545,784)$
West of Agua Fria River (1,061,772)$ (2,679,524)$ 383,397$ 328,323$ (95,131)$ (4,329,956)$ (928,818)$ 1,965,156$ 2,007,457$ 2,057,810$ 2,121,431$ (231,626)$
Vistancia 8,690$ 32,118$ 31,122$ (46,164)$ (29,748)$ 3,569$ 29,074$ 38,696$ 33,397$ 34,383$ 40,470$ 175,608$

Total (325,882) (1,981,718) (567,544) 1,485,667 1,085,881 (3,384,054) 432,613 3,312,286 (4,787,111) (3,185,313) 3,313,372 (4,601,802)

(1) The Construction Cost Index factor represents the average increase in ENR construction costs indices over the past five years.
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Schedule 5
Peoria Water and Wastewater Expansion Fee Study
Projection of Water Resources EDUs, Expansion Fee Revenues, and Cash Flow

Water Resource Equivalent Dwelling Units (EDU) 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 Total Added
On-Project 32,289 32,447 32,582 32,719 32,826 32,867 32,903 32,939 32,975 33,007 33,045 33,091 802
Off-Project 32,569 33,530 34,752 36,299 38,099 40,120 42,222 44,492 46,584 48,594 50,490 52,376 19,807

Total 64,858 65,977 67,334 69,018 70,925 72,987 75,125 77,431 79,559 81,601 83,535 85,467 20,609

Annual EDU Added
On-Project 158 135 137 107 41 36 36 36 32 38 46 802
Off-Project 961 1,222 1,547 1,800 2,021 2,102 2,270 2,092 2,010 1,896 1,886 19,807

Total 1,119 1,357 1,684 1,907 2,062 2,138 2,306 2,128 2,042 1,934 1,932 20,609

Water Resource Fees CCI Index (1)
On-Project 2.54% -$ -$ -$ -$ -$ -$ -$ -$ -$ -$ -$
Off-Project 2.54% 1,074$ 1,101$ 1,129$ 1,157$ 1,187$ 1,217$ 1,248$ 1,279$ 1,312$ 1,345$ 1,379$

Water Resource Fee Revenues Total Revenue
On-Project -$ -$ -$ -$ -$ -$ -$ -$ -$ -$ -$ -$
Off-Project 1,031,754$ 1,345,261$ 1,746,258$ 2,083,402$ 2,398,554$ 2,557,988$ 2,832,528$ 2,676,657$ 2,636,997$ 2,550,554$ 2,601,479$ 24,461,433$

Total 1,031,754$ 1,345,261$ 1,746,258$ 2,083,402$ 2,398,554$ 2,557,988$ 2,832,528$ 2,676,657$ 2,636,997$ 2,550,554$ 2,601,479$ 24,461,433$

IIP Project Capital Costs Total IIP Costs
On-Project -$ -$ -$ -$ -$ -$ -$ -$ -$ -$ -$ -$
Off-Project 699,525$ 2,427,570$ 1,212,301$ 1,185,186$ 1,155,185$ 1,132,030$ 699,825$ 700,900$ 698,900$ 696,100$ 692,500$ 11,300,022$

Total 699,525$ 2,427,570$ 1,212,301$ 1,185,186$ 1,155,185$ 1,132,030$ 699,825$ 700,900$ 698,900$ 696,100$ 692,500$ 11,300,022$

Total
Resource Fee Cash Flow - Surplus / (Deficit) Surplus/(Deficit)

On-Project -$ -$ -$ -$ -$ -$ -$ -$ -$ -$ -$ -$
Off-Project 332,229$ (1,082,309)$ 533,957$ 898,216$ 1,243,369$ 1,425,958$ 2,132,703$ 1,975,757$ 1,938,097$ 1,854,454$ 1,908,979$ 13,161,411$

Total 332,229$ (1,082,309)$ 533,957$ 898,216$ 1,243,369$ 1,425,958$ 2,132,703$ 1,975,757$ 1,938,097$ 1,854,454$ 1,908,979$ 13,161,411$

(1) The Construction Cost Index factor represents the average increase in ENR construction costs indices over the past five years.
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Schedule 6
Water Expansion Fee
Peoria Water, Wastewater, and Water Resource Fee Expansion Fee Study
Calculation of Water System Expansion Fee

SOUTH OF BELL ROAD AREA System Buy-In Marginal Cost Total Debt Principal Net Available Per Unit Cost
Water Treatment Component Replacement Costs (1) IIP Costs Water Costs Credit (NPV) Water Costs Capacity (MGD) (2) (GPD)

Greenway Water Treatment Plant (3) 4,534,117$ -$ 4,534,117$ (128,585)$ 4,405,532$ 2.02
Butler Water Reclamation Facility (4) 8,806,532$ 535,000$ 9,341,532$ (3,395,704)$ 5,945,829$ 5.56
Well Facilities (5) 1,027,015$ 6,110,411$ 7,137,426$ -$ 7,137,426$

Total Water Treatment Component 14,367,664$ 6,645,411$ 21,013,075$ (3,524,289)$ 17,488,787$ 7.58 2.308$

Underground Storage and Recharge
Recharge Facilities (6) 2,115,252$ 4,648,808$ 6,764,060$ 6,764,060$

Total Underground Storage and Recharge 2,115,252$ 4,648,808$ 6,764,060$ -$ 6,764,060$ 10.94 0.618$

Water Distribution System Component (7)
Water Distribution Lines 17,640,755$ -$ 17,640,755$ (7,384,968)$ 10,255,788$
Storage Facitlities 1,497,758$ -$ 1,497,758$ -$ 1,497,758$
Pumping Stations 155,111$ -$ 155,111$ -$ 155,111$

Total Water Distribution System 19,293,625$ -$ 19,293,625$ (7,384,968)$ 11,908,658$ 10.02 1.188$

Water Utility Unit Cost (GPD) 4.115$

Seasonal Water Demand Factor (3/4-inch Meter) 500

Water System Expansion Fee Per 3/4-Inch Residential Meter 2,057.50$

(1) The system buy-in costs represent the replacement cost new less depreciation (RCNLD) of the City's water system assets.  The RCNLD was determined
based on annual escalation factors from the Engineering News Record.

(2) Available capacity represents the available capacity to serve new customers in existing facilities and planned facilities for each water system component.
(3) Includes available capacity in the City's Greenway WTP which serves customers located south of Bell Road.

For more information on the existing and planned water treatment capacity south of Bell Road, see Level of Service Table 1.
(4) Includes 25% of the costs for the Butler WRF which provides effluent for water recharge south of Bell Road.

For more information on the existing and planned WRF capacity south of Bell Road, see Level of Service Table 2.
(5) Well facilities include only potable water producing wells.  The water producing wells in pressure zones 1 & 2 serve the area South of Bell Road.

No available capacity is included for these facilities as the wells are used to augment the Greenway WTP for redundancy, support for peak use periods,
and emergency purposes in the area south of Bell Road.

(6) Represents 75% of the value of facilities that allow City to recharge and storage of effluent from water reclamation facilities and raw Central Arizona Project
surface water.  The available capacity for these facilities is related to the WRF capacities and these facilities benefit areas south and north of Bell Road.
For more information on the existing and planned WRF capacity, see Level of Service Table 2.

(7) The water distribution system facilities provide distribution, storage, and pumping capacity to convey potable water produced at the City's Greenway WTP
and potable water wells in pressure zones 1 & 2.  The capacity for these facilities is limited to the available potable water capacity of the Greenway WTP plus
the eventual 8 MGD of capacity at the Greenway WTP.  Although the Greenway WTP expansion is not included in the IIP planning period the distribution lines
are sized to meet that eventual capacity.  For more information on the existing and planned water distribution system capacity, see Level of Service Table 2.
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Schedule  7
Water Expansion Fee
Peoria Water, Wastewater, and Solid Waste Expansion Fee Study
Calculation of Water System Expansion Fee

NORTH OF BELL ROAD AREA System Buy-In Marginal Cost Total Debt Principal Net Available Per Unit Cost
Water Treatment Component Replacement Costs (1) IIP Costs Water Costs Credit (NPV) Water Costs Capacity (MGD) (2) (GPD)

Northern Peoria Water Treatment Capacity (3) -$ 106,656,728$ 106,656,728$ (59,030,618)$ 47,626,110$ 10.00
Beardsley Water Reclamation Facility (4) 2,150,884$ 4,314,502$ 6,465,386$ (282,150)$ 6,183,236$ 3.49
Jomax Water Reclamation Facility (4) 3,710,318$ 3,111,875$ 6,822,193$ 6,822,193$ 1.90
Well Facilities (5) 6,095,981$ 11,670,905$ 17,766,886$ 17,766,886$ 2.00

Total Water Treatment Component 11,957,184$ 125,754,010$ 137,711,194$ (59,312,767)$ 78,398,426$ 17.39 4.509$

Underground Storage and Recharge
Recharge Facilities (6) 2,115,252$ 4,648,808$ 6,764,060$ 6,764,060$

Total Underground Storage and Recharge 2,115,252$ 4,648,808$ 6,764,060$ -$ 6,764,060$ 10.94 0.618$

Water Distribution System Component (7)
Water Distribution Lines 8,960,695$ 18,329,911$ 27,290,606$ (5,159,159)$ 22,131,447$
Storage Facitlities 469,916$ -$ 469,916$ -$ 469,916$
Pumping Stations 81,248$ -$ 81,248$ -$ 81,248$

Total Water Distribution System 9,511,859$ 18,329,911$ 27,841,770$ (5,159,159)$ 22,682,611$ 10.00 2.268$

Water Utility Unit Cost (GPD) 7.396$

Seasonal Water Demand Factor (3/4-inch Meter) 500

Water System Expansion Fee Per 3/4-Inch Residential Meter 3,697.90$

(1) The system buy-in costs represent the replacement cost new less depreciation (RCNLD) of the City's water system assets.  The RCNLD was determined
based on annual escalation factors from the Engineering News Record.

(2) Available capacity represents the available capacity to serve new customers in existing facilities and planned facilities for each water system component.
(3) Northern Peoria Water Treatment Capacity.  This facility (or facilties) will serve the area north of Bell Road.  For more information on the existing and

planned water treatment capacity north of Bell Road, see Level of Service Table 1
(4) Includes 25% of the costs for the Beardsley and the City funded portion of the Jomax WRF which provides effluent for water recharge north of Bell Road.

For more information on the existing and planned WRF capacity in the area north of Bell Road, see Level of Service Table 2.
(5) Well facilities include only potable water producing wells.  The water producing wells in pressure zones 3 & 5 serve the area north of Bell Road.  No available

capacity is included for these facilities as the wells are used to augment the WTPs for redundancy, support for peak use periods, and emergency purposes in
the area north of Bell Road.

(6) Represents 75% of the value of facilities that allow City to recharge and storage of effluent from water reclamation facilities and raw Central Arizona Project
surface water.  The available capacity for these facilities is related to the WRF capacities and these facilities benefit areas south and north of Bell Road.  For
more information on the existing and planned WRF capacity, see Level of Service Table 2.

(7) The water distribution system facilities provide distribution, storage, and pumping capacity to convey potable water produced at the Pyramid Peak WTP
a northern Peoria treatment facility, and potable water wells in pressure zones 1 & 2.  The capacity for these facilities is limited to the available distribution
capacity to serve the Pyramid Peak WTP and the additional treatment capacity to be acquired or constructed in the northern area of the City.  For more
information on the existing and planned water distribution system capacity, see Level of Service Table 2
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Schedule 8
Wastewater Expansion Fee
Peoria Water, Wastewater, and Solid Waste Expansion Fee Study
Calculation of Wastewater System Expansion Fee (East of Agua Fria River)

EAST OF AQUA FRIA RIVER System Buy-In Marginal Cost Total Debt Principal Net Available Per Unit Cost
Wastewater Treatment Component Replacement Costs (1) IIP Costs Wastewater Costs Credit (NPV) Wastewater Costs Capacity (MGD) (2) (GPD)

Beardsley Water Reclamation Facilities (3) 6,334,902$ 12,941,502$ 19,276,404$ (831,003)$ 18,445,401$
Butler Water Reclamation Facilities (3) 30,807,513$ 1,605,000$ 32,412,513$ (11,879,045)$ 20,533,468$

Total Water Treatment Component 37,142,415$ 14,546,502$ 51,688,917$ (12,710,048)$ 38,978,869$ 9.44 4.129$

Underground Storage and Recharge
Recharge Facilities (4) 718,991$ 1,449,603$ 2,168,594$ -$ 2,168,594$

Total Underground Storage and Recharge 718,991$ 1,449,603$ 2,168,594$ -$ 2,168,594$ 10.94 0.198$

Wastewater Collection Facilities Component  (5)
Wastewater Collection Lines 14,576,074$ 3,194,216$ 17,770,290$ (2,818,189)$ 14,952,101$
Lift Stations 361,581$ 2,260,100$ 2,621,681$ -$ 2,621,681$

Total Wastewater Distribution System 14,937,655$ 5,454,316$ 20,391,971$ (2,818,189)$ 17,573,782$ 9.44 1.862$

Wastewater Utility Unit Cost (GPD) 6.189$

Winter Water Demand Factor (3/4-inch Meter) 160

Wastewater System Expansion Fee Per 3/4-Inch Residential Meter 990.28$

(1) The system buy-in costs represent the replacement cost new less depreciation (RCNLD) of the City's wastewater system assets.  The RCNLD was determined
based on annual escalation factors from the Engineering News Record.

(2) Available capacity represents the available capacity to serve new customers in existing facilities and planned facilities for each wastewater system component.
(3) Includes 75% of the costs for the available capacity in the Butler WRF and the Beardsley WRF which serve the area east of the Agua Fria River.

For more information on the existing and planned WRF capacity, see Level of Service Table 2.
(4) Represents 25% of the value for facilities that allow City to recharge and storage of effluent from water reclamation facilities and raw Central Arizona Project

surface water.  The available capacity for these facilities is related to the WRF capacities.  For more information on the existing and planned WRF capacity,
see Level of Service Table 2.

(5) The wastewater transmission system facilities provide collection and pumping capacity to convey wastewater discharge to the Butler and Beardsley WRFs.
The capacity for these facilities is limited to the available and planned wastewater treatment capacity of the WRF's that serve the area east of the Agua Fria River.
For more information on the existing and planned wastewater transmission system capacity, see Level of Service Table 4.
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Schedule 9
Wastewater Expansion Fee
Peoria Water, Wastewater, and Solid Waste Expansion Fee Study
Calculation of Wastewater System Expansion Fee (West of Agua Fria River)

WEST OF AQUA FRIA RIVER System Buy-In Marginal Cost Total Debt Principal Net Available Per Unit Cost
Wastewater Treatment Component Replacement Costs (1) IIP Costs Wastewater Costs Credit (NPV) Wastewater Costs Capacity (MGD) (2) (GPD)

Jomax Water Reclamation Facilities (3) 11,130,955$ 9,335,625$ 20,466,580$ 20,466,580$ 1.90
Total Water Treatment Component 11,130,955$ 9,335,625$ 20,466,580$ -$ 20,466,580$ 1.90 10.772$

Underground Storage and Recharge
Recharge Facilities (4) 718,991$ 1,449,603$ 2,168,594$ -$ 2,168,594$

Total Underground Storage and Recharge 718,991$ 1,449,603$ 2,168,594$ -$ 2,168,594$ 10.94 0.198$

Wastewater Collection Facilities Component  (5)
Wastewater Collection Lines -$ 4,464,130$ 4,464,130$ -$ 4,464,130$
Lift Stations -$ -$ -$ -$ -$

Total Wastewater Distribution System -$ 4,464,130$ 4,464,130$ -$ 4,464,130$ 1.90 2.350$

Wastewater Utility Unit Cost (GPD) 13.320$

Winter Water Demand Factor (3/4-inch Meter) 160

Wastewater System Expansion Fee Per 3/4-Inch Residential Meter 2,131.14$

(1) The system buy-in costs represent the replacement cost new less depreciation (RCNLD) of the City's water system assets.  The RCNLD was determined
based on annual escalation factors from the Engineering News Record.

(2) Available capacity represents the available capacity to serve new customers in existing facilities and planned facilities for each wastewater system component.
(3) Includes 75% of the costs for the City funded portion of the Jomax WRF which serve the area west of the Agua Fria River.

For more information on the existing and planned WRF capacity, see Level of Service Table 2.
(4) Represents 25% of the value for facilities that allow City to recharge and storage of effluent from water reclamation facilities and raw Central Arizona Project

surface water.  The available capacity for these facilities is related to the WRF capacities.  For more information on the existing and planned WRF capacity,
see Level of Service Table 2.

(5) The wastewater transmission system facilities provide collection and pumping capacity to convey wastewater discharge, exclusive of Vistancia, to the Jomax WRF.
The capacity for these facilities is limited to the available wastewater treatment capacity of the Jomax WRF that serve the non CFD area east of the Agua Fria River.
For more information on the existing and planned water distribution system capacity, see Level of Service Table 4.
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Schedule 10
Water Expansion Fee
Peoria Water, Wastewater, and Solid Waste Expansion Fee Study
Calculation of Water Resource Expansion Fee

Off-Project Service Area System Buy-In Marginal Cost Total Interest on Net Total Per Unit Cost
Water Resources Costs (1) IIP Costs Water Resource Costs Lease (NPV) Water Costs Capacity (MGD) (2) (GPD)

Gila River Indian Community Water Rights (3) 2,814,375$ 3,060,010$ 5,874,385$ $849,060 6,723,445$ 2.41 2.785$
White Mountain Apache Tribe Water Lease (4) -$ 3,607,382$ 3,607,382$ 3,607,382$ 1.15 3.135$
Central Arizona Water (CAP) Re-allocation (5) 1,418,100$ -$ 1,418,100$ 1,418,100$ 1.91 0.744$

Total Water Resources 4,232,475$ 6,667,392$ 10,899,867$ 849,060$ 11,748,927$ 5.47 2.147$

Water Resource Unit Cost of Capacity (GPD) 2.147$

Seasonal Water Demand Factor (3/4-inch Meter) 500

Water Resource Expansion Fee Per 3/4-Inch Residential Meter 1,073.63$

(1) System buy-in costs for water resources represent previous investments to acquire long-term water rights.
(2) Total capacity in MGD represents the daily amount of water rights available to the City through various water rights contracts.  Although, water rights allocations are expressed in acre-feet per year

the capacities for the water resources component are converted into MGD.  One acre-foot equates to 325,851 gallons of water.
(3) Represents a 99-year lease of 7,000 acre-feet of Gila River Indian Community water rights.  The City made initial payments of $7,284,243 from FY 2008 through FY 2010.  The remaining $7,920,000 in

lease payments funded through a General Obligation (GO) Bond Issue in FY 2012.  The debt principal credit represents the present value of the remaining principal on the GO Bond Issue.
(4) The City has an agreement is to lease 1,289 AF of water rights from the White Mountain Apache Tribe for a period of 99 years.  Agreement is estimated to be finalized in FY2014.  Prices are tied to

the contract costs for two components of CAP Water as of 2009. These prices will be adjusted for inflation to the date that the agreement is executed.  City pays 50% of the total contract cost in the
first year, followed by four annual payments on the outstanding balance.

(5) Represents available portion of a $3,670,364 acquistion or re-allocated CAP water in FY 2008.
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Schedule 11
Water Expansion Fee
Peoria Water, Wastewater, and Solid Waste Expansion Fee Study
Calculation of Water Billing and Customer Service Component

System Buy-In Marginal Cost Total Debt Principal Net Total Cost Per Account
Water Component (Common to All) Replacement Costs (1) IIP Costs Water Costs Credit (NPV) Water Costs Water Accounts (2)

Beardsley Operations Center (3) 682,924$ 682,924$ 682,924$ -
Billing System 250,000$ 250,000$ 250,000$
Update Impact Fees 212,500$ 212,500$ 212,500$
Integrated Utility Infrastructure Master Plan 538,600$ 538,600$ 538,600$
SCADA 379,249$ 225,000$ 604,249$ 604,249$

Total South of Bell Road Area 1,062,173$ 1,226,100$ 2,288,273$ -$ 2,288,273$ 19,934 114.792$

Additional Component for North of Bell Road and Vistancia
Jomax Administration Modular 64,500$ 64,500$ 64,500$ 19,341 3.335$

Total North Bell Road and Vistancia CFD Areas 118.127$

System Buy-In Marginal Cost Total Debt Principal Net Total Cost Per Account
Wastewater Component (Common to All) Replacement Costs (1) IIP Costs Water Costs Credit (NPV) Water Costs Wastewater ERU (2)

Beardsley Operations Center (3) 683,026$ 683,026$ 683,026$ -
Billing System 250,000$ 250,000$ 250,000$
Update Impact Fees 212,500$ 212,500$ 212,500$
Integrated Utility Infrastructure Master Plan 538,600$ 538,600$ 538,600$
SCADA 75,000$ 75,000$ 75,000$

Total East of Agua Fria River Area 683,026$ 1,076,100$ 1,759,126$ -$ 1,759,126$ 19,937 88.234$

Additional Component for East of Agua Fria and Vistancia
Jomax Administration Modular 187,500$ 187,500$ 187,500$ 9,489 19.760$

Total East of Agua Fria River Area 107.994$
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CITY OF PEORIA, ARIZONA  
COUNCIL COMMUNICATION  
 

Date Prepared: January 28, 2014  Council Meeting Date: February 18, 2014     
 

 
TO:      Carl Swenson, City Manager 
 
FROM:     John R. Sefton Jr., Community Services Director 
 
THROUGH:    Jeff Tyne, Deputy City Manager 
 
SUBJECT:  City Funding for Cinco de Mayo Event  
 

 
Purpose: 
 
This  is a  request  for City Council  to approve  that  funds previously allocated  to  the Cinco de 
Mayo event be re‐allocated for use towards the Multicultural Music Festival.  
 
Background/Summary: 
 
During  the  annual  operating  budget  process  for  FY2014,  City  Council  approved  the  use  of 
$10,000  in City  funding  for expenses  related  to  the Cinco de Mayo event.  It has  since been 
requested  that  these  funds  be  used  for  another  affiliate  event  in  the  City  of  Peoria,  the 
Multicultural Music Festival.  
 
A Council Policy  regarding City Special Events  is  in progress.  Included  in  the Council Policy  is 
information regarding affiliate event support and the process whereby any requests for in‐kind 
support for special events that are City supported can be made (and approved by City Council) 
through the annual City operating budget process. 
 
Previous Actions: 
 
The City Council approved the use of $10,000 in City funds for expenses and in‐kind services to 
support the Cinco de Mayo event through the FY14 annual budget process.  
 
Options:  
 
The following options are possible for the City Council to recommend: 
 
A. Approve  that  funds allocated  for  the Cinco de Mayo event be  re‐allocated  for use at  the 

Multicultural Music Festival.  
 

B. Deny authorization for the re‐allocation of funds.  
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Staff’s Recommendation: 
 
Staff  recommends  that City Council  approve  that  funding  ($10,000)  be  reallocated  from  the 
Cinco de Mayo event to the Multicultural Music Festival to cover expenses and in‐kind services 
provided by the City for the event.  
 
Fiscal Analysis: None 
 
Exhibit(s): None 
 
Contact Name and Number:  Brenda Rehnke, Recreation Manager, 623‐773‐7131  
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CITY OF PEORIA, ARIZONA  
COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 
 
Date Prepared:  January 31, 2014 Council Meeting Date: February 18, 2014 
 
 
 
TO:  Carl Swenson, City Manager 
 
FROM:  William Mattingly, Public Works – Utilities Director 
 
THROUGH: Jeff Tyne, Deputy City Manager 
 
SUBJECT: Transit Division Budget Adjustment for a total amount of $50,000 
 
 
 
Purpose: 
 
Discussion and possible action to authorize use of reserves and cash transfers totaling $50,000 
for additional on-demand taxi services as a supplement to the City’s Transit Program.  The City 
will seek reimbursement for qualifying Americans with Disability Act (ADA) trips from Valley 
Metro Regional Public Transit Authority.   
 
 
Background/Summary: 
 
The City Of Peoria Transit Division currently provides paratransit service through the Dial-A-Ride 
program.  The program utilizes a hybrid of City-owned buses that are funded through various 
federal grants and on-demand taxi service utilizing Regional Public Transit Authority’s (RPTA’s) 
existing contract with Total Transit.  The City has determined that this hybrid delivery model is a 
cost effective way to provide this service for qualifying citizens.  
 
The FY 2014 Operational Budget for the Transit Division includes a total of $149,493 for outside 
services to cover taxi services.  This demand for this service has steadily increased and is 
projected to exceed the approved FY 2014 budget. While the approved budget for this service 
has been steadily increasing from year to year, this year it has become necessary for a mid-year 
budget adjustment to meet current demands.  
 
The City of Peoria annually enters into an Intergovernmental Agreement (IGA) with Valley Metro 
Regional Public Transit Authority for actual costs of Americans with Disability Act (ADA) trips and 
other requests for paratransit services made by ADA certified riders. In FY 2014, the IGA allowed 
for a maximum reimbursement in the amount of $208,000, which is greater than the current 
authorized budget.  The City intends to seek reimbursement for qualifying Americans with 
Disability Act (ADA) trips from Valley Metro Regional Public Transit Authority.   
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Previous Actions: 
 
On June 18, 2014, Council approved an amended and Restated Intergovernmental Agreement 
(IGA) for ADA Paratransit Service between the City of Peoria and the Regional Public 
Transportation Authority (RPTA) (Valley Metro Mobility Services FY2014) for actual costs of ADA 
trips and other requests for paratransit services made by ADA certified riders in a maximum 
amount of $208,000.  
 
Options:  
 
A:  The Council could act to approve a budget adjustment for an amount equal to $50,000 from 
the Transit Fund contingency (7150-7200-570000) to the Public Transit Fund Transit Division 
Other Professional Services account (7150-7200-520099) to allow the continuation of services 
at the level of current demand.  
 
B:  The Council could decline to approve the authorization of additional funding authority, 
which will result in the restriction of services during the remainder of the fiscal year.  
 
Staff’s Recommendation: 
 
Staff recommends that the Council approve a budget adjustment for $50,000 from Public 
Transit Fund Transit Division contingency (7150-7200-570000) to Public Transit Fund Transit 
Division Other Professional Services account (7150-7200-520099) which will allow continuation 
of services at the level of current demand.  
 
Fiscal Analysis: 
 
There are sufficient contingency funds in the Transit Fund from which transfers are being made.  
Additionally, the City is already approved to receive sufficient regional funding to cover costs of 
this program. 
 
Contact Name and Number:  William Mattingly, Public Works – Utilities Director, 623-773-5151 

295



CITY OF PEORIA, ARIZONA  
COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 

 

Date Prepared:  December 5, 2013 Council Meeting Date: February 18, 2014 
 

 
 TO:  Carl Swenson, City Manager 
 
FROM:  Scott Whyte, Economic Development Services Director 
 
THROUGH: Susan J. Daluddung, Deputy City Manager 
 
SUBJECT: Maintenance Improvement District No. 1147, Tierra Buena II, 75th Avenue and 

Greenway Road 
 

 
Purpose:  
 
This is a request for City Council to approve a Petition for Formation, adopt the Resolution of 
Intention, and Resolution Ordering the Improvements for a proposed Maintenance 
Improvement District No. 1147, Tierra Buena, located at 75th Avenue and Greenway Road, as 
well as authorize the City Clerk to record the Maintenance Improvement District with the 
Maricopa County Recorder’s Office subject to the following stipulations: 
 

1. All civil and landscape/irrigation plans must be approved by the City of Peoria (City) 
prior to recordation of the Maintenance Improvement District; 

 

2. The final plat for the subdivision must be approved by City Council and recorded 
with the Maricopa County Recorder’s Office prior to recordation of the Maintenance 
Improvement District; and 

 
3. The developer must provide a fully executed Petition, Waiver and Consent to 

Formation of a Municipal Improvement District.  
 
Background/Summary: 
 
The purpose of the Maintenance Improvement District is for the operations, maintenance, repair 
and improvements to landscaping adjacent to designated public roadways and parkways within 
the proposed district, as well as drainage and retention within each proposed district.   Until such 
time as the Homeowner’s Association fails, and the Council directs City staff to assume 
maintenance responsibility, the additional charge to the residents will show as $0.00 on their 
property tax bills. 
 
Pursuant to the provision of A.R.S. 48-574, et. seq., the Mayor and Council are empowered to 
adopt a Resolution ordering the formation of a Maintenance Improvement District.  A Petition 
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and Resolution of Intention are attached for formation of City of Peoria Maintenance 
Improvement District No. 1147, Tierra Buena II, located at 75th Avenue and Greenway Road.  In 
this special situation, in which all of the property owners have presented a petition for 
formation, the ordinary publication and protest period are not required by law, and the Council 
may then adopt a Resolution ordering the improvements when necessary once the Resolution 
of Intention is first adopted. The Resolution Ordering the improvements finalizes the formation 
of the Maintenance Improvement District process. 
 
Under Arizona State law, commencing in October 2015, the residents will receive an additional 
charge on their property tax bill for maintenance of the landscape, irrigation and drainage 
improvements, located adjacent to and within the public rights-of-way and tracts. However, 
until such time as the Homeowner’s Association fails, and the Council directs City staff to 
assume maintenance responsibility, the additional charge to the residents will be $0.00.  In 
accordance with State statute, an assessment diagram and map, listing each parcel of property 
within the district has been prepared. 
 
Previous Actions: 
 
The final plat for Tierra Buena II was approved by the City on January 21, 2014 and recorded 
with the County. 
  
Options:  
 
A: The Maintenance Improvement District has been approved through the Economic 
Development Services Department.  An option would be to not accept the proposed 
Maintenance Improvement District; although it should be noted that not approving the 
Maintenance Improvement District will prevent any additional charges from being assessed on 
the property tax bills for those properties located within the District, and any and all fees 
incurred by the City of Peoria as a result of assuming the maintenance responsibility would be 
paid using City of Peoria funds. 
 
B:  The other option would be to formally approve the Maintenance Improvement District to 
allow for the taxing district to be recorded and in place in the event the Homeowner’s 
Association fails. 
 
Staff’s Recommendation: 
 
Staff recommends the approval and subsequent recordation of the attached Petition for 
Formation, Resolution of Intention to Create, and Resolution Declaring Intention to Order. 
 
Fiscal Analysis: 
There is no direct budgetary impact to the City to approve the Maintenance Improvement 
District.  However, the City would incur the additional charges associated with the maintenance 
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responsibilities should the taxing district not be approved and recorded, and the Homeowner’s 
Association fail. 
 
Narrative:   
 
The acceptance of this Maintenance Improvement District will allow any additional charges 
associated with the maintenance responsibilities should the Homeowner’s Association fail, to 
be assessed on the property tax bill for the properties located within the District. 
 
Exhibit(s):  
 
Exhibit 1:  Petition for Formation 
 
Exhibit 2:  Proposed Resolution of Intention to Create 
 
Exhibit 3:  Proposed Resolution Declaring Intention to Order 
 
 
Contact Name and Number:  Traci Varland, Associate Engineer, x7612 
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CITY OF PEORIA, ARIZONA  
COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 

 

Date Prepared:  December 5, 2013 Council Meeting Date:  February 18, 2014 
 

 
TO:  Carl Swenson, City Manager 
 
FROM:  Scott Whyte, Economic Development Services Director  
 
THROUGH: Susan J. Daluddung, Deputy City Manager 
 
SUBJECT: Street Light Improvement District No. 1083, Tierra Buena II, 75th Avenue and 

Greenway Road 
 

 
Purpose:  
 
This is a request for City Council to approve the Petition for Formation and adopt the Resolution 
of Intention and Resolution Ordering the Improvements for the proposed Street Light 
Improvement District No. 1083, Tierra Buena II, located at 75th Avenue and Greenway Road, 
and authorize the City Clerk to record the Street Light Improvement District with the Maricopa 
County Recorder’s Office subject to the following stipulations: 
 

1. All civil and street light plans must be approved by the City of Peoria (City) prior to 
recordation of the Street Light Improvement District. 

 

2. The final plat for the subdivision must be approved by City Council and recorded 
with the Maricopa County Recorder’s Office prior to recordation of the Street Light 
Improvement District. 

 
3. The developer must provide a fully executed Petition, Waiver and Consent to 

Formation of a Municipal Improvement District.  
 
Background/Summary: 
 
The purpose of the Streetlight Improvement District is for the purchase of electricity for lighting 
the streets and public parks within the proposed district. 
 
Pursuant to the provisions of A.R.S. §48-616, et seq., Mayor and Council are empowered to 
adopt a resolution ordering the formation of a Street Light Improvement District.  A Petition, 
Resolution of Intention and Resolution Ordering the Improvements are attached for formation 
of City of Peoria Street Light Improvement District No. 1083, Tierra Buena II, located at 75th 
Avenue and Greenway Road.  In this special situation, in which all of the property owners have 
presented a petition for formation, the ordinary publication and protest period are not required 
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by law, and the Council may then immediately adopt a Resolution Ordering the improvements 
once the Resolution of Intention is first adopted.  The Resolution ordering the improvements 
finalizes the formation of the Street Light Improvement District process.  
  
Under Arizona State law, commencing in October 2015, the residents will receive, on their 
property tax bill, an additional charge for operation of the street light system.  In accordance 
with state statute, an assessment diagram and map listing each parcel of property within the 
district has been prepared. 
 
Previous Actions: 
 
The final plat for Tierra Buena was approved by the City on January 21, 2014 and recorded. 
 
Options:  
 
A:  The Street Light Improvement District has been approved through the Economic 
Development Services Department.  An option would be to not accept the proposed Street 
Light Improvement District; although it should be noted that not approving the Street Light 
Improvement District will prevent the purchase of electricity for lighting the streets and public 
parks within the proposed district from being assessed on the property tax bill. 
 
B:  The other option would be to formally approve the Street Light Improvement District to 
allow for the taxing district to be recorded and fees assessed to the property tax bills. 
 
 
Staff’s Recommendation: 
 
Staff recommends the approval and subsequent recordation of the attached Petition for 
Formation, Resolution of Intention, and Resolution Ordering the Improvements. 
 
Fiscal Analysis: 
       
There is no direct budgetary impact to the City to approve the Street Light Improvement 
District.  However, the City would incur the cost associated with the purchase of electricity for 
lighting the streets and public parks within the proposed district should the taxing district not 
be approved and recorded. 
 
Narrative:   
 
The acceptance of this Street Light Improvement District will allow the purchase of electricity 
for lighting the streets and public parks within the proposed district to be assessed on the 
property tax bill for the properties located within the District. 
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Exhibit(s):  
 
Exhibit 1:  Petition for Formation 
 
Exhibit 2:  Proposed Resolution of Intention  
 
Exhibit 3:  Proposed Resolution Ordering the Improvements 
 
Contact Name and Number:  Traci Varland, Associate Engineer, x7612 
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CITY OF PEORIA, ARIZONA  
COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 
 
Date Prepared:  January 27, 2014 Council Meeting Date:  February 18, 2014 
 
 
TO:  Carl Swenson, City Manager  
 
FROM:  Scott Whyte, Economic Development Services Director 
 
THROUGH: Susan J. Daluddung, Deputy City Manager 
 
SUBJECT: Deeds and Easements, Various Locations  
 
 
Purpose: 
 
This is a request for City Council to adopt a Resolution accepting Deeds and Easements for 
various Real Property interests acquired by the City.  The deeds and easements have been 
recorded by the Maricopa County Recorder’s Office and this process will formally accept them 
into the system. 
 
Background/Summary: 
 
The City of Peoria periodically acquires a number of property interests including deeds, 
roadway dedications and various types of easements. All documents are reviewed for accuracy 
and recorded.  A Resolution to accept these documents has been prepared, which lists each 
document by recording number and provides information related to each so the property 
interest to be accepted can be identified. 
 
Previous Actions: 
 
This is an ongoing process which occurs when we have acquired a number of real property 
interests. 
 
Options: 
 
A: Approve the adoption of the Resolution accepting Deeds and Easements into our 

system. 
 
B: Deny adoption of the Resolution that formally accepts the Deeds and Easements into 

our system, resulting in the City not having an official record of what has been 
transferred to the City through recordation in the Maricopa County Recorder’s office. 
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Staff’s Recommendation: 
 
Staff recommends the adoption of a Resolution accepting Deeds and Easements for various 
Real Property interests acquired by the City and previously recorded by the Maricopa County 
Recorder’s Office to ensure completeness of the process. 
 
Fiscal Analysis: 
 
There is no fiscal impact to the City. 
 
Narrative: 
 
This Resolution includes Real Property interests acquired since the adoption of the previous 
acceptance resolution.  The acceptance of the Resolution by City Council would bring the deeds 
and easements into our system and is the final step in the process. 
 
Exhibit(s): 
 
Exhibit 1: Resolution 
 
Contact Name and Number:  Rebecca Zook, Deputy Director, EDS, (623) 773-7589 
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RESOLUTION NO. 2014-19 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE MAYOR AND COUNCIL 
OF THE CITY OF PEORIA, MARICOPA COUNTY, 
ARIZONA ADOPTING A RESOLUTION FORMALLY 
ACCEPTING DEEDS AND EASEMENTS FOR 
PROPERTY RIGHTS CONVEYED TO THE CITY OF 
PEORIA.  

 
WHEREAS, the real estate interests hereinafter referenced have been 

conveyed to the City of Peoria; 
 
WHEREAS, it is to the advantage of the City of Peoria to accept said real 

property interests; and 
 
WHEREAS, the City has determined that acquisition of these property 

interests is in the interest of the public health, safety and welfare. 
 

NOW THEREFORE, be it resolved by the Mayor and Council of the City of 
Peoria, Maricopa County, Arizona as follows: 

 
SECTION 1.  That the following real property interests are hereby 

accepted by the City of Peoria and referenced by the recording number issued by the 
Maricopa County Recorder’s Office. 

 
 

 
 
Kissling Residence       6763 W. Hatfield Road 
Richard & Darla Kissling 
INGRESS/EGRESS & UTILITY EASEMENT 
Maricopa County Recording No. 2014-0045296 
(Project No.  1303460 / Deed 14-003) 
 
Jones Sewer Line        71st Avenue/ Corrine Drive 
Loel Anne Jones 
PUBLIC UTILITY EASEMENT 
Maricopa County Recording No. 2014-0056738 
(Project No. R130077/ Deed 14-005) 
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Resolution No. 2014-19 
Acceptance of Deeds and Easements  
February 18, 2014 
Page: 2 
 
 
 
 

SECTION 2.  Public Easement and Land Rights 
 

That the Mayor and Council accept the deeds and public easements 
transferred to the City of Peoria as described herein. 

 
 
SECTION 3. Recording Authorized 

 
That the City Clerk shall record the original of this Resolution with the 

Maricopa County Recorder's Office.  
 

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Mayor and Council of the City of Peoria, 
Arizona, this 18th day of February 2014. 
 
  
                                   _______________________________ 
                                                                             Bob Barrett, Mayor               
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
_____________________________ 
Rhonda Geriminsky, City Clerk 
 
 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
 
_____________________________ 
Stephen M. Kemp, City Attorney 
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CITY OF PEORIA, ARIZONA  
COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 
 
Date Prepared:   January 22, 2014 Council Meeting Date:   February 18, 2014  
 
 
TO:  Carl Swenson, City Manager 
 
FROM:  Andrew Granger, P. E., Engineering Director 
 
THROUGH: Susan J. Daluddung, Deputy City Manager 
 
SUBJECT: Right of Way Acquisition, Old Carefree Highway and the Beardsley Canal 
 
 
Purpose: 
 
This is a request for City Council to approve the adoption of a Resolution authorizing the 
acquisition of property on the Old Carefree Highway at the Beardsley Canal (approximately the 
99th Avenue alignment) to accommodate the construction of a bridge over the Beardsley Canal 
by outright purchase or the power of eminent domain.  Included in this request is a budget 
adjustment, which has been outlined in the Fiscal Analysis portion of this report. 
 
Background/Summary: 
 
Public access to properties west of the Beardsley Canal (Canyon Speedway and Cowtown) along 
the Old Carefree Highway alignment is only available by crossing a Maricopa Water District 
(MWD) or Arizona Public Service (APS) bridge approximately ¼ mile north of Old Carefree 
Highway (see attached Location Map).  These bridges are not considered to be safe for public 
safety vehicles or overweight vehicles.  After crossing the canal, traffic then returns a ¼ mile 
south to the existing roadway. 
 
The current crossings have been used for many years by the patrons of Canyon Speedway, 
Cowtown and others desiring to travel further west. 
 
MWD has notified the City and property owners to the west of the canal of their intent to close 
this bridge to the public for liability reasons.  As such, the owner of Canyon Speedway, Doug 
Gabbard, has been working with the City to build a new bridge across the canal at the Old 
Carefree Highway alignment. 
 
Canyon Speedway has taken responsibility for the construction of the bridge crossing and 
certain roadway improvements at the crossing.  APS has committed to contribute funding for 
the bridge construction to obtain better access to their substation to the west of the canal. 
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Construction of the bridge will require 2 fee parcels, one on each side of the bridge totaling 
approximately 13,712 square feet, and a temporary construction easement containing 11,492 
square feet.  The individual descriptions for two partial takes and two temporary construction 
easements are part of the attached resolution. 
 
The property owner representative with whom we have been dealing has been notified of this 
Council meeting.  The property has been appraised for a total estimated value of all the land 
rights we require at $18,800.  An offer has been sent to the property owner based on the 
appraised value.  This offer has been made subject to formal City Council approval.  The City 
hopes to acquire the property at the appraised value, in a negotiated settlement or, as a last 
resort, request the City Attorney to file for condemnation. 
 
Previous Actions: 
 
• The Beardsley Canal is owned and operated by the MWD, which will only grant 

easements to agencies that will be responsible for maintaining canal crossings.  The City 
entered into an agreement with the water district for this crossing and in September of 
2012.  The MWD recorded a Bridge Construction and Access Easement to the City. 
 

Options:  
 
A: Approve the adoption of the Resolution and associated budget adjustment authorizing 

the acquisition of right-of-way to allow for the construction of the Beardsley Canal 
crossing. 

 
B: Deny adoption of the Resolution and associated budget adjustment authorizing the 

acquisition of right-of-way which will result in the construction project being postponed. 
 
Staff’s Recommendation: 
 
Staff recommends that the Mayor and Council adopt the attached Resolution authorizing the 
acquisition of the property described in the Resolution by purchase or the power of eminent 
domain.  Staff’s recommendation also includes the approval of the associated budget 
adjustment outlined in the Fiscal Analysis portion of this report. 
 
Fiscal Analysis: 
 
This land acquisition will require the use of the Transportation Sales Tax Fund Contingency in 
the amount of $30,000 to cover the cost of the land, appraisal, title and incidental costs 
associated with the closing.  The funds will need to be transferred from the Transportation 
Sales Tax Fund Contingency Account 7010-7075-570000 to a Transportation Sales Tax Fund 
Land Account 7010-7075-540000. 
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Narrative: 
 
The City has made a written offer to the property owner based on the appraised value, subject 
to City Council adoption of the attached resolution.  If we are unable to acquire the property in 
a negotiated settlement, as a last resort, we will request that the City Attorney file for 
condemnation. 
 
 
Exhibit(s): 
 
Exhibit 1:  Vicinity Map 
 
Exhibit 2:  Location Map 
 
Exhibit 3:  Resolution 
 
Contact Name and Number:  Kris Luna, Sr Real Property Administrator, 623-773-7199 
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 RESOLUTION NO. 2014-20 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY OF PEORIA, MARICOPA 
COUNTY, ARIZONA DECLARING A PUBLIC NEED AND 
NECESSITY AND A PUBLIC USE; AUTHORIZING AND 
DIRECTING THE CITY ATTORNEY TO ACQUIRE ON 
BEHALF OF THE CITY OF PEORIA THROUGH 
DONATION, OUTRIGHT PURCHASE OR UNDER THE 
POWER OF EMINENT DOMAIN FOR PUBLIC PURPOSES 
OF ALL INTEREST IN CERTAIN DESCRIBED REAL 
PROPERTY IN THE CITY OF PEORIA, MARICOPA 
COUNTY, ARIZONA, IN ORDER FOR THE CITY TO 
PROPERLY AND ADEQUATELY IMPROVE AND 
DEVELOP A BRIDGE CROSSING OF THE BEARDSLEY 
CANAL AT THE OLD CAREFREE HIGHWAY AS A 
MATTER OF PUBLIC NEED AND NECESSITY; 
REFERENCING TITLE 12 OF STATE LAW CONCERNING 
THE EXERCISE OF EMINENT DOMAIN FOR PUBLIC 
ROADS, STREETS, AND PUBLIC SAFETY PURPOSES; 
STATING THE CONCLUSION OF THE PLANNING AND 
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT THAT THE 
ACQUISITION IS IN CONFORMITY WITH THE ADOPTED 
GENERAL PLAN; AS A MATTER OF PUBLIC NEED AND 
NECESSITY AND DECLARING AN EMERGENCY. 
 

 
THEREFORE IT IS RESOLVED by the Mayor and Council of the City of Peoria, 

Arizona as follows: 
 

SECTION 1. AUTHORIZATION TO ACQUIRE 
 

That the City Attorney on behalf of the City of Peoria, Arizona is authorized and 
directed to acquire and/or condemn all the real property described in the attached 
Exhibit "A" pursuant to Title 12, Chapter 8, Article 2, Arizona Revised Statutes and to 
file on behalf of the City such litigation as necessary to consummate the acquisition of 
such property under the power of eminent domain and to do all things necessary to 
accomplish this purpose, including but not limited to obtaining title reports and 
appraisals and other expert assistance for such purposes.  Assessor parcel numbers 
associated with the legal descriptions in the attached Exhibit “A” are as follows: 
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201-31-001G Partial Take and Temporary Construction Easement  

201-31-001M Partial take and Temporary Construction Easement 

 
 

SECTION 2. EMINENT DOMAIN AUTHORITY PURSUANT TO TITLE 12 OF 
STATE LAW: AUTHORIZATION TO OBTAIN IMMEDIATE 
POSSESSION 

 
That the City Attorney on behalf of the City of Peoria, Arizona is authorized to 

petition the Superior Court to enter an order that the City of Peoria be allowed 
immediate possession and full use of all of the real property described in Exhibit "A" 
pursuant to Title 12, Chapter 8, Article 2, Section 12-1116 and to immediately determine 
the probable damages resulting from City of Peoria being allowed to have immediate 
possession of the real property described in Exhibit "A" and to set the amount of a bond 
in a form to be approved by the Court or to deposit the equivalent amount of City funds 
budgeted and appropriated and to do all things necessary to accomplish this purpose. 

 
 
SECTION 3. DETERMINATION OF CONFORMITY WITH GENERAL PLAN 
 
That the Planning and Community Development Department, which is the 

designated “planning agency” for the City of Peoria for purposes of Arizona Revised 
Statutes Title 9, Chapter 4, Article 6 (“Municipal Planning”), has reviewed the acquisition 
of the Property for conformity with the adopted Peoria General Plan pursuant to A.R.S. 
§ 9-461.07(C) and reported that the location, purpose, and extent of the acquisition of 
the Property conforms with the Peoria General Plan. 
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Page 3 
 
 

SECTION 4. EFFECTIVE DATE 
 
WHEREAS, the immediate operation of the provisions of this Resolution is 

necessary for the preservation of the public peace, health and safety, an Emergency is 
declared to exist and this Resolution shall be in full force and effect from and after its 
passage by the Council as required by the City Charter and is exempted from the 
referendum clause of the Charter. 
 

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Mayor and Council of the City of Peoria, 
Arizona, this 18th day of February, 2014.  
 
 
 _____________________________________ 

Bob Barrett, Mayor 
 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
____________________________________ 
Rhonda Geriminsky, City Clerk 
 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
 
____________________________________ 
Stephen M. Kemp, City Attorney 
 
 
ATTACHMENTS: 
 
Exhibit A - Legal Descriptions 
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EXHIBIT "A" 
LEGAL DESCRIPTION 

ROADWAY EASEMENT 
DEDICATION 

 
 
AN EASEMENT FOR ROADWAY AND PERMANENT SLOPE PURPOSES SITUATED WITHIN THE 
SOUTHWEST QUARTER OF SECTION 4, TOWNSHIP 5 NORTH, RANGE 1 EAST, OF THE GILA AND 
SALT RIVER BASE & MERIDIAN, CITY OF PEORIA, MARICOPA COUNTY, ARIZONA.  MORE 
PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: 
 
COMMENCING AT THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF SAID SECTION 4, BEING A 3-INCH 
MARICOPA COUNTY BRASS CAP, STAMPED "LS 29891", SAID POINT ALSO BEING ON THE 
SOUTH RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE FOR OLD CAREFREE HIGHWAY, AS RECORDED IN 1991-
0440570 OF MARICOPA COUNTY RECORDS; 
 
THENCE NORTH 89° 59’ 45” EAST ALONG THE SOUTH LINE OF SAID SECTION 4, AND ALSO 
SAID SOUTH RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE, A DISTANCE OF 2328.27 FEET; 
 
THENCE DEPARTING SAID SOUTH RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE NORTH 00°00’15” WEST A 
DISTANCE OF 65.00 FEET TO A POINT ON THE NORTH RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE OF SAID OLD 
CAREFREE HIGHWAY, ALSO BEING THE POINT OF BEGINNING; 
 
THENCE ALONG SAID NORTH RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE SOUTH 89°59’45” WEST A DISTANCE OF 
312.97 FEET TO A POINT ON THE EAST RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE OF THE BEARDSLEY CANAL, 
AS RECORDED IN BOOK 584, PAGE 19 OF MARICOPA COUNTY RECORDS, SAID POINT 
BEING ON A NON-TANGENT CURVE, CONCAVE WESTERLY, THE RADIUS OF WHICH BEARS 
N84°46'59"W, A DISTANCE OF 674.49 FEET; 
 
THENCE ALONG SAID EAST RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE  AND SAID CURVE TO THE LEFT A 
DISTANCE OF 45.61 FEET, THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 03°52’27”; 
  
THENCE DEPARTING SAID EAST RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE, SOUTH 52°58’47” EAST A DISTANCE 
OF 54.85 FEET; 
 
THENCE NORTH 89°59’45” EAST A DISTANCE OF 250.00 FEET; 
 
THENCE SOUTH 52°58’47” EAST A DISTANCE OF 20.76 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING. 
 
SAID PARCEL CONTAINING 4,546.23 SQUARE FEET OR 0.1044 ACRES. 
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Development	Engineering,	Inc.		d.b.a.		Vesecky	Engineering	&	Surveying	
8125 E. Indian Bend Road, Suite 105, Scottsdale, AZ  85250 | Phone 480-393-3640 | Fax 480-393-3839 | www.devenginc.com 1 of 2 

EXHIBIT "A" 
LEGAL DESCRIPTION 

TEMPORARY CONSTRUCTION EASEMENT 
DEDICATION 

 
 
AN EASEMENT FOR TEMPORARY CONSTRUCTION PURPOSES SITUATED WITHIN THE 
SOUTHWEST QUARTER OF SECTION 4, TOWNSHIP 5 NORTH, RANGE 1 EAST, OF THE GILA AND 
SALT RIVER BASE & MERIDIAN, CITY OF PEORIA, MARICOPA COUNTY, ARIZONA.  MORE 
PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: 
 

COMMENCING AT THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF SAID SECTION 4, BEING A 3-INCH 
MARICOPA COUNTY BRASS CAP, STAMPED "LS 29891", SAID POINT ALSO BEING ON THE 
SOUTH RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE FOR OLD CAREFREE HIGHWAY, AS RECORDED IN 1991-
0440570 OF MARICOPA COUNTY RECORDS; 
 

THENCE NORTH 89° 59’ 45” EAST ALONG THE SOUTH LINE OF SAID SECTION 4, AND ALSO 
SAID SOUTH RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE, A DISTANCE OF 2353.18 FEET; 
 

THENCE DEPARTING SAID SOUTH RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE NORTH 00°00’15” WEST A 
DISTANCE OF 65.00 FEET TO A POINT ON THE NORTH RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE OF SAID OLD 
CAREFREE HIGHWAY, ALSO BEING THE POINT OF BEGINNING; 
 

THENCE ALONG SAID NORTH RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE SOUTH 89°59’45” WEST A DISTANCE OF 
24.91 FEET; 
 

THENCE DEPARTING SAID NORTH RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE NORTH 52°58’47” WEST A 
DISTANCE OF 20.76 FEET; 
 

THENCE SOUTH 89°59’45” WEST A DISTANCE OF 250.00 FEET; 
 

THENCE NORTH 52°58’47” WEST A DISTANCE OF 54.85 FEET TO A POINT ON THE EAST 
RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE OF THE BEARDSLEY CANAL, AS RECORDED IN BOOK 584, PAGE 19 OF 
MARICOPA COUNTY RECORDS, SAID POINT BEING ON A NON-TANGENT CURVE, CONCAVE 
WESTERLY, THE RADIUS OF WHICH BEARS N88°39'26"W, A DISTANCE OF 674.49 FEET; 
 

THENCE ALONG SAID EAST RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE  AND SAID CURVE TO THE LEFT A 
DISTANCE OF 18.65 FEET, THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 01°35’04”; 
 

THENCE DEPARTING SAID EAST RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE, SOUTH 52°58’47” EAST A DISTANCE 
OF 60.91 FEET; 
 

THENCE NORTH 89°59’45” EAST A DISTANCE OF 250.00 FEET; 
 

THENCE SOUTH 52°58’47” EAST A DISTANCE OF 45.67 FEET, TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING. 
 
SAID PARCEL CONTAINING 5,115.47 SQUARE FEET OR 0.1174 ACRES. 
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Development Engineering, Inc.  d.b.a.  Vesecky Engineering & Surveying 
8502 E. Via De Ventura, Suite 101, Scottsdale, AZ  85258 | Phone 480-393-3640 | Fax 480-393-3839 | www.devenginc.com  1 of 2 

 

EXHIBIT "A" 
LEGAL DESCRIPTION 

ROADWAY EASEMENT 
DEDICATION 

 
 
AN EASEMENT FOR ROADWAY AND PERMANENT SLOPE PURPOSES SITUATED WITHIN THE 
SOUTHWEST QUARTER OF SECTION 4, TOWNSHIP 5 NORTH, RANGE 1 EAST, OF THE GILA AND 
SALT RIVER BASE & MERIDIAN, CITY OF PEORIA, MARICOPA COUNTY, ARIZONA.  MORE 
PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: 
 
COMMENCING AT THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF SAID SECTION 4, BEING A 3-INCH 
MARICOPA COUNTY BRASS CAP, STAMPED "LS 29891", SAID POINT ALSO BEING ON THE 
SOUTH RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE FOR OLD CAREFREE HIGHWAY, AS RECORDED IN 1991-0440570 
OF MARICOPA COUNTY RECORDS; 
 
THENCE NORTH 89° 59’ 45” EAST ALONG THE SOUTH LINE OF SAID SECTION 4, AND ALSO 
SAID SOUTH RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE, A DISTANCE OF 1478.38 FEET; 
 
THENCE DEPARTING SAID SOUTH RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE NORTH 00°00’15” WEST A 
DISTANCE OF 65.00 FEET TO A POINT ON THE NORTH RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE OF SAID OLD 
CAREFREE HIGHWAY, ALSO BEING THE POINT OF BEGINNING; 
 
THENCE DEPARTING SAID NORTH RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE NORTH 60°24’18” EAST A 
DISTANCE OF 30.38 FEET; 
 
THENCE NORTH 89°59’45” EAST A DISTANCE OF 194.03 FEET; 
 
THENCE NORTH 76°48’47” EAST A DISTANCE OF 126.40 FEET; 
 
THENCE NORTH 89°59’45” EAST A DISTANCE OF 56.94 FEET TO A POINT ON THE WEST 
RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE OF THE BEARDSLEY CANAL, AS RECORDED IN BOOK 584, PAGE 19 OF 
MARICOPA COUNTY RECORDS, SAID POINT BEING ON A NON-TANGENT CURVE, CONCAVE 
WESTERLY, THE RADIUS OF WHICH BEARS N88°07'34"W, A DISTANCE OF 535.51 FEET; 
 
THENCE ALONG SAID CURVE TO THE RIGHT A DISTANCE OF 43.96 FEET, THROUGH A 
CENTRAL ANGLE OF 04°42’12”, TO A POINT ON THE NORTH RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE OF SAID 
OLD CAREFREE HIGHWAY; 
 
THENCE SOUTH 89°59’45” WEST ALONG SAID NORTH RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE A DISTANCE OF 
397.21 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING. 
 
SAID PARCEL CONTAINING 9,166.05 SQUARE FEET OR 0.2104 ACRES.  
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EXHIBIT "A" 
LEGAL DESCRIPTION 

TEMPORARY CONSTRUCTION EASEMENT 
DEDICATION 

 
 
AN EASEMENT FOR TEMPORARY CONSTRUCTION PURPOSES SITUATED WITHIN THE 
SOUTHWEST QUARTER OF SECTION 4, TOWNSHIP 5 NORTH, RANGE 1 EAST, OF THE GILA AND 
SALT RIVER BASE & MERIDIAN, CITY OF PEORIA, MARICOPA COUNTY, ARIZONA.  MORE 
PARTICULARLY DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS: 
 
COMMENCING AT THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF SAID SECTION 4, BEING A 3-INCH 
MARICOPA COUNTY BRASS CAP, STAMPED "LS 29891", SAID POINT ALSO BEING ON THE 
SOUTH RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE FOR OLD CAREFREE HIGHWAY, AS RECORDED IN 1991-
0440570 OF MARICOPA COUNTY RECORDS; 
 
THENCE NORTH 89° 59’ 45” EAST ALONG THE SOUTH LINE OF SAID SECTION 4, AND ALSO 
SAID SOUTH RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE, A DISTANCE OF 1448.00 FEET; 
 
THENCE DEPARTING SAID SOUTH RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE NORTH 00°00’15” WEST A 
DISTANCE OF 65.00 FEET TO A POINT ON THE NORTH RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE OF SAID OLD 
CAREFREE HIGHWAY, ALSO BEING THE POINT OF BEGINNING; 
 
THENCE DEPARTING SAID NORTH RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE NORTH 60°24’18” EAST A 
DISTANCE OF 60.75 FEET; 
 
THENCE NORTH 89°59’45” EAST A DISTANCE OF 196.26 FEET; 
 
THENCE NORTH 76°48’47” EAST A DISTANCE OF 126.40 FEET; 
 
THENCE NORTH 89°59’45” EAST A DISTANCE OF 58.95 FEET TO A POINT ON THE WEST 
RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE OF THE BEARDSLEY CANAL, AS RECORDED IN BOOK 584, PAGE 19 OF 
MARICOPA COUNTY RECORDS, SAID POINT BEING ON A NON-TANGENT CURVE, CONCAVE 
WESTERLY, THE RADIUS OF WHICH BEARS N89°43'53"W, A DISTANCE OF 535.51 FEET; 
 
THENCE ALONG SAID CURVE TO THE RIGHT 15.00 FEET THROUGH A CENTRAL ANGLE OF 
01°36’19”; 
 
THENCE SOUTH 89°59’45” WEST A DISTANCE OF 56.94 FEET; 
 
THENCE SOUTH 76°48’47” WEST A DISTANCE OF 126.40 FEET; 
 
THENCE SOUTH 89°59’45” WEST A DISTANCE OF 194.03 FEET; 
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THENCE SOUTH 60°24’18” WEST A DISTANCE OF 30.38 FEET, TO A POINT ON THE NORTH 
RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE OF SAID OLD CAREFREE HIGHWAY; 
 
THENCE SOUTH 89°59’45” WEST ALONG SAID NORTH RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE A DISTANCE OF 
30.38 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING. 
 
SAID PARCEL CONTAINING 6376.33 SQUARE FEET OR 0.1464 ACRES. 
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CITY OF PEORIA, ARIZONA  
COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 

 

Date Prepared: February 4, 2014 Council Meeting Date: February 18, 2014    
 

 
TO:   Carl Swenson, City Manager 
 
FROM:   Brent Mattingly, Finance Director 
 
THROUGH:  Jeff Tyne, Deputy City Manager 
 
SUBJECT:   Public Hearing: Proposed Recommendations by the City to the Arizona   

State Liquor Board for Various Liquor Licenses. 
 

 
Purpose:  
 
Pursuant to Arizona Law the City must recommend to the State Liquor Board for approval, 
applications to sell alcoholic beverages in the City.  The Standard for the recommendation is 
whether the best interest of the community will be served by the issuance of these licenses and 
whether the public convenience is served.   
 
Background/Summary: 
 

David J. Smith, Agent for Lake Pleasant Cruises, has applied for a New Conveyance Liquor 
License (Series 08) located at 8708 W. Harbor Boulevard Dock D-1.  
 
Andrea Lewkowitz, Agent for Applebee’s Neighborhood Grill & Bar, has applied for a New 
Restaurant Liquor License (Series 12) located at 8001 W. Bell Road. 
 
Andrea Lewkowitz, Agent for Applebee’s Neighborhood Grill & Bar, has applied for a New 
Restaurant Liquor License (Series 12) located at 9330 W. Northern Avenue. 
 
 

The public hearing notices were posted for at least 20 days, and no comments were received 
during the posting period.  The license applications were reviewed according to State law and 
all Departments gave approvals.   
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Council Communication   
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Previous Actions: 
 

There has never been a Conveyance (Series 08) Liquor License at 8708 W. Harbor Boulevard. 
 

In December 1994, the Mayor and Council recommended approval to the Arizona State Liquor 
Board for Applebee’s Neighborhood Grill & Bar for a New Restaurant Liquor License (Series 12) 
located at 8001 W. Bell Road.  The Restaurant was sold and the new owners are applying for a 
Series 12 liquor license into their name. 
 
In July 2004, the Mayor and Council recommended approval to the Arizona State Liquor Board 
for Applebee’s Neighborhood Grill & Bar for a New Restaurant Liquor License (Series 12) 
located at 9330 W. Northern Avenue. The Restaurant was sold and the new owners are 
applying for a Series 12 liquor license into their name. 
 
Options:  
 
A: Recommend approval to the Arizona State Liquor Board for a New Conveyance Liquor 
License (Series 08) for Lake Pleasant Cruises, located at 8708 W. Harbor Boulevard Dock D-1, 
David J. Smith, Applicant, LL#20009735. 
 
Recommend approval to the Arizona State Liquor Board for a New Restaurant Liquor License 
(Series 12) for Applebee’s Neighborhood Grill & Bar, located at 8001 W. Bell Road, Andrea 
Lewkowitz, Applicant, LL#20009734. 
 
Recommend approval to the Arizona State Liquor Board for a New Restaurant Liquor License 
(Series 12) for Applebee’s Neighborhood Grill & Bar, located at 9330 W. Northern Avenue, 
Andrea Lewkowitz, Applicant, LL#20009736. 
 
B: Recommend denial to the Arizona State Liquor Board for a New Conveyance Liquor License 
(Series 08) for Lake Pleasant Cruises, located at 8708 W. Harbor Boulevard Dock D-1, David J. 
Smith, Applicant, LL#20009735. 
 
Recommend denial to the Arizona State Liquor Board for a New Restaurant Liquor License 
(Series 12) for Applebee’s Neighborhood Grill & Bar, located at 8001 W. Bell Road, Andrea 
Lewkowitz, Applicant, LL#20009734. 
 
Recommend denial to the Arizona State Liquor Board for a New Restaurant Liquor License 
(Series 12) for Applebee’s Neighborhood Grill & Bar, located at 9330 W. Northern Avenue, 
Andrea Lewkowitz, Applicant, LL#20009736. 
 
 
Staff’s Recommendation: 
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That the Mayor and Council recommend approval to the Arizona State Liquor Board for a New 
Conveyance Liquor License (Series 08) for Lake Pleasant Cruises, located at 8708 W. Harbor 
Boulevard Dock D-1, David J. Smith, Applicant, LL#20009735. 
 
That the Mayor and Council recommend approval to the Arizona State Liquor Board for a New 
Restaurant Liquor License (Series 12) for Applebee’s Neighborhood Grill & Bar, located at 8001 
W. Bell Road, Andrea Lewkowitz, Applicant, LL#20009734. 
 
That the Mayor and Council recommend approval to the Arizona State Liquor Board for a New 
Restaurant Liquor License (Series 12) for Applebee’s Neighborhood Grill & Bar, located at 9330 
W. Northern Avenue, Andrea Lewkowitz, Applicant, LL#20009736. 
 

Fiscal Analysis: 
 

The item has no financial implications. 
 

Narrative:   
 

The appropriate fees have been paid and the applicants have been advised that a 
representative needs to be present at the meeting to answer any questions that the Council or 
public may have. 
 

Exhibit 1:  New Liquor License Application. 
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CITY OF PEORIA, ARIZONA  
COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 
 
Date Prepared: December 16, 2013 Council Meeting Date: February 18, 2014  
 
 
TO:  Carl Swenson, City Manager 
 
FROM:  Chris Jacques, AICP, Planning & Community Development Director 
 
THROUGH: Susan J. Daluddung, AICP, Deputy City Manager 
 
SUBJECT: GPA12-0001 – Riverwalk 
 
 
Purpose:  
 
This is a request for City Council to hold a Public Hearing to consider a request for a minor 
amendment to the General Plan Land Use Map for approximately 40 acres from Residential 
Estate (0-2 du/ac, target 1 du/ac) to Residential Low (2-5 du/ac, target 3 du/ac). 
 
Background/Summary: 
 
The applicant is requesting a minor amendment to the General Plan Land Use Map for 
approximately 40 acres of land located south of the Pinnacle Peak Road alignment, between 
75th Avenue and 77th Avenue alignments. The amendment would change the Land Use 
Designation from Residential Estate (0-2 du/ac, target 1 du/ac) to Residential Low (2-5 du/ac, 
target 3 du/ac).  The proposed land use change would allow the development of up to 105 
detached single-family homes within the proposed Riverwalk development, as shown on the 
attached Preliminary Development Plan (Exhibit D of the P&Z Staff Report).  This request is 
accompanied by the Riverwalk Planned area Development (PAD) rezoning application for a 
larger approximately 68.5 acre site, which would allow a total of up to 122 single family 
residences with a mix of lot sizes ranging from 8,000 s.f.to 22,730 s.f.  Within the area of this 
General Plan Amendment, minimum lot sizes would be 8,000 s.f. and 10,000 s.f. 
 
The Residential Low land use category denotes areas where detached single-family homes with 
moderate-sized lots are desirable. The category is intended to provide for increased density 
range while still maintaining a detached single-family home character. Suitability is determined 
on the basis of location, access, availability of existing or proposed public facilities and utilities, 
existing and future land use patterns, and natural or man-made constraints. Within the area of 
the GPA, this project is proposed to maintain a density of 2.62 dwelling units per acre (du/ac).  
Overall density within the Riverwalk PAD is proposed at 1.68 du/ac, with density in the 
individual development units of the PAD ranging from 0.58-3 du/ac, all within the target density 
of 3 du/ac prescribed by the Residential Low Land Use designation. 
 
The Residential-Estate Density land use designation extends to the properties to the north, 
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south, and west of the proposed site (Exhibit B of the P&Z Staff Report).  However, these 
properties are currently undeveloped. In addition, a request has been submitted for a 
General Plan Amendment for the 80 acre property to the south (Hidden Paradise 
Estates,  case  GPA13-0004)  to change the Land Use designation from Residential 
Estate to Residential Low, creating the opportunity for a continuous transition from the 
existing higher density Fletcher Heights development to the south. The property to the 
east across New River is within the City of Glendale’s jurisdiction and has been developed as 
the Wyndam Place single family residential subdivision. Home lots within the Wyndam 
Place subdivision are separated from the Riverwalk site by the New River corridor, and are 
located more than 225 feet away from the eastern boundary of the Riverwalk site. 
 
It is staff’s assessment that the proposed amendment creates a logical extension of the 
Residential Low Land Use category that will allow development in a manner that will create 
an appropriate transition between lower density development north of and the higher 
density development south of the area in question. In addition, this proposal will allow for 
a single-family development of a character that is similar to the existing developments to 
the east across New River. The proposed Residential/Low Density designation will 
support the associated Riverwalk PAD rezoning, and allow the structured development of this 
area, bringing with it amongst other enhancements, appropriate improvements to the traffic 
circulation system, as well as bridging a gap in the public trail and bank protections along the 
New River. 

   
Previous Actions: 
 
This amendment has been subject to the City’s Minor General Plan Amendment process.  A 
public hearing was held for this item at the December 5, 2013 Planning & Zoning Commission 
Meeting.  The Planning & Zoning Commission unanimously recommended approval of this 
request.  A public hearing was held at the same meeting for a related Planned Area 
Development (PAD) rezoning application (Z12-0001) for the Riverwalk development.   
 
Options:  
 
A:  Approve as recommended by Staff and the Planning & Zoning Commission; or 
B:  Approve with modifications; or  
C:  Deny; or 
D:  Continue action to a date certain or indefinitely; or 
E:  Remand to the Planning & Zoning Commission for further consideration.  
 
Staff Recommendation: 
 
Staff recommends the City Council concur with the Planning & Zoning Commission’s December 
5, 2013 unanimous recommendation (4-0) to approve Case GPA 12-0001. 
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Fiscal Analysis: 
 
This request is not expected to have immediate budgetary impacts to the City.  
  
Narrative:   
 
No further action would be necessary should the City Council take action to approve this 
application.  If this General Plan Amendment is approved, the City Council may take action to 
approve the associated Planned Area Development (PAD) Rezoning application for the 
Riverwalk development (Z12-0001). 
 
Exhibit(s) 
 
Exhibit 1: Vicinity Map 
Exhibit 2: December 5, 2013 Planning and Zoning Commission Staff Report with Exhibits 
Exhibit 3: Draft Resolution 
 
Contact Name and Number: Melissa Sigmund, AICP, Senior Planner, x 7603 
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EXHIBIT 2 

Planning and Zoning Commission Staff Report with Exhibits 

December 5, 2013 
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MINOR GENERAL PLAN AMENDMENT 
REPORT TO THE PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION 

CASE NUMBER: GPA12-0001 

DATE: December 5, 2013 

AGENDA ITEM: 6R 

Applicant: Burch and Cracchiolo for Melcor Developments Arizona 

Request: A Minor Amendment to the Peoria General Plan Land Use 
Map to change approximately 40 acres from 
Residential/Estate Density (0-2 du/ac, Target 1 du/ac) to 
Residential/Low Density (2-5 du/ac, Target: 3 du/ac).  

Proposed 
Development 

A portion of the Riverwalk single family residential 
development consisting of approximately 105 lots. 

Location: The property is located south of Pinnacle Peak between the 
75th Avenue and 77th Avenue alignments. 

Site Acreage 40.13 acres 

Support / Opposition: Staff has received two letters of opposition. 

Recommendation: Recommend approval of case GPA12-0001 to the City 
Council 

AREA CONTEXT 

Table 1: Existing Land Use, Future Land Use, Current Zoning. (Exhibits A-C) 

LAND USE GENERAL PLAN ZONING 
Subject
Property 

Vacant, undeveloped Residential/Estate Density R1-35, Single Family Residential 

North Vacant, undeveloped Residential/Estate Density R1-35, Single Family Residential 

South Vacant, undeveloped Residential/Estate Density R1-35, Single Family Residential 

East 
New River, then single family 
residential  

City of Glendale Park/Open 
Space 

City of Glendale, SR-12 Planned 
Residential 

West Vacant, undeveloped Residential/Estate Density R1-35, Single Family Residential 

j:\commdevelopment\development review\gpa & specific plans\2012\g12-0001_riverwalk\p&z 12.5.13\gpa12-0007_pz staff report 12.5.13.docx GPA12-0001 – Page 1 
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Staff Report GPA12-0001 
December 5, 2013 
Page 2 

PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Site and Project Details 
1. The applicant is requesting a minor amendment to the General Plan Land Use

Map for approximately 40 acres of land located south of Pinnacle Peak Road 
between the 75th Avenue and 77th Avenue alignments.  The amendment would 
change the land use designation from Residential Estate Density (0-2 du/ac, 
target of 1 du/ac) to Residential Low Density (2-5 du/ac, target of 3 du/ac).  The 
proposed land use change will allow for approximately 105 new home lots as a 
portion of the proposed 128 lot Riverwalk development. 

2. This request is accompanied by a rezoning application for the Riverwalk Planned
Area Development (case Z12-0001) and preliminary plat (case P12-0009). The
proposed Riverwalk development comprises approximately 68.5 acres situated
both north and south of Pinnacle Peak Road.  The proposed General Plan
Amendment encompasses roughly the southern half of the Riverwalk project.

LAND USE BACKGROUND 

3. In 1982, the Mayor and City Council adopted Ordinance 82-21, thereby annexing
the subject property and surrounding areas. Initial City zoning of the property was
AG, General Agricultural.

4. An application for rezoning to R1-18 and SR-43 was submitted to the City in
2000. On June 19, 2001 the City Council approved the portion of the request for
R1-18 (Ordinance 01-18B) and denied the portion of the request for SR-43
(Ordinance 01-18A) due to the requirement of a three-fourths vote.  On March
11, 2003, the Ordinance was defeated by a referendum put before public vote.

5. In 2004, the property was rezoned from AG, General Agricultural to R1-35,
Single Family Residential.  Initial opposition from a number of nearby property
owners led to a number of stipulations on the zoning approval meant to increase
the compatibility of future development on the site with existing development in
the vicinity.

6. The site includes the New River Corridor.  This development will include
construction of the bank protection and trails as shown in the Middle New River
Watercourse Master Plan.

7. It has been determined that a small 40-foot wide strip of land, originally intended
as right-of-way on the eastern boundary of the property was not previously
annexed.  This strip is undergoing concurrent annexation and initial zoning under
cases ANX13-0002 and Z13-0009.
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DISCUSSION AND ANALYSIS 

Minor General Plan Amendment Evaluative Criteria 
8. Chapter 14 of the Peoria General Plan (“Plan Administration”) directs the City to

make an affirmative finding that the proposal substantially demonstrates or
exhibits the following evaluative criteria:

i. The development pattern contained in the Land Use Plan inadequately
provides appropriate optional sites for the use or change proposed in the
amendment.

ii. The amendment constitutes an overall improvement to the General Plan
and is not solely for the good or benefit of a particular landowner or
owners at a particular point in time.

iii. The amendment will not adversely impact the community as a whole or a
portion of the community by:
 Significantly altering acceptable existing land use patterns,
 Requiring larger and more expensive improvements to roads, sewer or

water delivery systems than are needed to support the prevailing land
uses and which, therefore, may impact developments in other areas,

 Adversely impacting existing uses because of increased traffic on
existing systems, or

 Affecting the livability of the area or the health and safety of the
residents.

iv. That the amendment is consistent with the overall intent of the General
Plan and other adopted plans, codes and ordinances.

Existing General Plan Land Use Designation 
9. The existing land use designation (Exhibit B) for the subject property is

Residential-Estate (0-2 du/ac) with an underlying target density of 1 du/ac. This
designation is intended to provide areas where single family residential
development of 18,000 square foot or larger lots is desirable or areas of
maximized open spaces are sought. This land use designation also provides
transitional areas between natural open spaces and residential development.

Request to Designate Site to Residential-Low Density 
10. The request is to change the land use designation for the site to Residential-Low

(2-5 du/ac) with a target density of 3 du/ac. This category denotes areas where
detached single-family homes with moderate-sized lots of 8,000 sf or greater are
desirable. The category is intended to provide for increased density range while
still maintaining a detached single-family home character. Suitability is
determined on the basis of location, access, availability of existing or proposed
public facilities and utilities, existing and future land use patterns, and natural or
man-made constraints.

The Residential-Estate Density land use designation extends to the properties to 
the north, south, and west of the proposed site (Exhibit B).  However, these 
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properties are currently undeveloped.  In addition, a request has been submitted 
for a General Plan Amendment for the 80 acre property to the south to change 
the Land Use designation from Residential/Estate Density to Residential/Low 
Density, creating the opportunity for a continuous transition from the existing 
higher density development to the south.  The property to the east across New 
River is within the City of Glendale’s jurisdiction and has been developed as the 
Wyndam Place single family residential subdivision. Home lots within the 
Wyndam Place subdivision are more than 225 feet away from the eastern 
boundary of the Riverwalk site. 

11. It is staff’s assessment that the proposed amendment creates a logical extension
of the Residential-Low Density land use category that will allow development in a
manner that will create an appropriate transition between lower density
development north of and the higher density development south of the area in
question.  In addition, this proposal will allow for a single-family development of a
character that is similar to the existing developments to the east across New
River. The proposed Residential/Low Density designation will support the
associated Riverwalk PAD rezoning, and allow the structured development of this
area, bringing with it amongst other enhancements, appropriate improvements to
the traffic circulation system, as well as bridging a gap in the public trail and bank
protections along the New River.

Relevant General Plan Policies and Objectives 
12. The applicant has identified goals and policies from the General Plan that

support this request (Exhibit E).

Goal 1: Provide a balance of land uses that will preserve and enhance 
neighborhoods, promote economic development and encourage 
redevelopment at appropriate locations. 

Objective 1A: Manage and control development to facilitate orderly growth 
and an efficient urban form. 

Policy 1.A.1.: Promote planned developments where resources and 
infrastructure are in place to facilitate orderly and efficient growth. 

Objective 1M: Provide a diversity of housing types to meet the needs of 
persons of all income levels and ages. 

Policy 1.M.1: Accommodate an adequate supply and mix of 
developable residential land to accommodate future housing needs. 

Objective 1.N: Support healthy residential environments that provide for 
safe and convenient access, open space and recreation opportunities, 
access to public schools and services, and protection from incompatible 
land uses.  

Policy 1.N.1:  Require adequate buffering to protect residential 
neighborhoods from intrusion by incompatible land uses. 

Citizen Participation Plan - Neighborhood Meeting 
13. As a requirement of the General Plan Amendment and Rezoning application

processes, the applicant conducted a neighborhood meeting and provided a
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Citizen Participation Process Report detailing the results of the meeting. The 
applicant notified all property owners within 1320 feet and registered 
Homeowner’s Associations within 1 mile of the subject site for the 
required neighborhood meeting, which was held on May 8, 2012 at Frontier 
Elementary School at 6:00 pm.  Seven neighboring property owners attended 
the meeting. Meeting attendees provided several comments regarding the 
proposed project, which have been addressed in the associated 
Rezoning case Z12-0001.  Opposition to the proposed Riverwalk project 
was stated by several meeting attendees, who generally indicated that they 
would prefer the area develop with larger lots.  Two letters of general 
opposition to the Riverwalk project have been received (Exhibit F) 

Public Notice 
14. Public notice was provided in the manner prescribed under Section 14-39-6.

Additionally, the site was posted with a sign meeting the size and content
requirements prescribed by the Planning Division.

Proposition 207 
15. The applicant has furnished a signed and notarized Proposition 207 Waiver for

recordation pending the outcome of the City Council action.

FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATION 

16. Based on the following findings:

 The amendment constitutes an overall improvement to the City’s General
Plan; and

 The proposal provides for a land use category that will allow for a
development of a transitional scale and intensity to existing development
within the project vicinity; and

 That the amendment will better reflect the development needs of the area
while accounting for the existing built environment; and

 The amendment is in conformance with the Goals, Objectives, and Policies of
the Peoria General Plan; and

 That the amendment will not adversely impact the community as a whole or a
portion of the community by:

i. Significantly altering acceptable existing land use patterns,
ii. Requiring larger and more expensive improvements to roads, sewer or

water systems than are needed to support the prevailing land uses and
which, therefore, may impact development of other lands,

iii. Adversely impacting existing uses because of increased traffic on
existing systems, or

iv. Affecting the livability of the area or the health and safety of the
residents.
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It is recommended that the Planning and Zoning Commission take the following action: 

Recommend approval of Case GPA 12-0001 to the City Council. 

Attachments: 

Exhibit A Vicinity/Context Map 
Exhibit B Existing General Plan Land Use Map 
Exhibit C Proposed Land Use Map 
Exhibit D Preliminary Development Plan 
Exhibit E Description and Justification for Request 
Exhibit F Letters of Opposition 

Prepared by: Melissa Sigmund, AICP, LEED Green Associate 
Senior Planner 
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TO:  Melissa Sigmund 

FROM:  Carlos Montanez 

DATE:  3/17/2013 

RE:  Riverwalk, Case Nos. GPA12‐0001 and Z12‐0001 

Dear Melissa, 

I attended the neighborhood meeting last Thursday, March 14, 2013 at 6:00pm.  My home is located in 
Wyndham Place, east of the affected area and south of Pinnacle Peak.  I am particularly concerned with 
Melcor’s desire to modify the City of Peoria General Plan Land Use designation from Residential Estate 
(0‐2 du/ac) to Residential Low (2‐5 du/ac). 

My home sits on an 18,000 sqf lot, and is a relatively modest property for the area.  Melcor is proposing 
to build 133 homes with lot sizes in the 8,400 sqf range.   Yes, I am not kidding. 

Melcor’s plan is akin to Delta Airlines selling the same seat in First Class rows 1 through 3 for double 
occupancy, where one passenger sits on another one’s lap.  At this time Melcor is asking the FAA, i.e., 
the Peoria City Planner, permission to double sell the seats and is enticing the FAA with the promise of 
new revenues.  The rest of the passengers are very upset because Melcor is going to privatize all of the 
gains while socializing the losses unto the rest of the passengers.   

The buyers of these small homes would gladly pay a premium to Melcor for the location, because of the 
good schools, and high quality of living that our community has earned the right to enjoy.   By filing a 
few forms with the City Planner, Melcor and its attorneys hopes to extract the gains made by me and my 
neighbors over decades, and convert our collective years of hard work into cash deposits for their 
private financial gain. 

But wait, there is more, Melcor will build 133 houses that have only one exit to the west, via 83rd 
Avenue.  In about two year’s time, they will probably ask the City Planner for permission to open 
Pinnacle Peak to the East.  In Thursday’s meeting the opposition to the plan seemed unanimous, but the 
real poison pill is going to be when they have to open Pinnacle Peak. 

I ask the City Planner to think this zoning changes very carefully, especially the change to the City of 
Peoria General Plan Land Use designation from Residential Estate (0‐2 du/ac) to Residential Low (2‐5 
du/ac).  Our community has certain expectations of our City Planners to protect our interests from the 
selfish greed of others. 

 

Respectfully, 

Carlos Montanez 
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RESOLUTION NO. 2014-14 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE MAYOR AND COUNCIL OF THE 
CITY OF PEORIA, MARICOPA COUNTY, ARIZONA 
AMENDING THE GENERAL PLAN LAND USE MAP FOR 
THE CITY OF PEORIA, ARIZONA; AND PROVIDING FOR 
SEPARABILITY AND AN EFFECTIVE DATE. 

 
WHEREAS, the General Plan heretofore adopted by the City of Peoria, Arizona 

provides for periodic review and amendment of the General Plan; 
 

WHEREAS, the City of Peoria is required to follow the procedures of A.R.S. 9-
461.06 in adopting any amendments to the General Plan; and 
 

WHEREAS, the Peoria Planning and Zoning Commission, after due and proper 
notice as required by law, held a public hearing regarding amendment number GPA12-
0001, on December 5, 2013; and 
 

WHEREAS, after such public hearing and consideration of GPA12-0001, the 
Peoria Planning and Zoning Commission recommended adoption of GPA12-0001 on 
December 5, 2013, a copy of which recommendation is on file with the City Clerk of the 
City of Peoria, Arizona, and which said case number GPA12-0001 was transmitted to 
the Mayor and Council of the City of Peoria prior to the meeting of January 21, 2014; 
and 
 

WHEREAS, after notice in the manner and form provided by law, a public 
hearing regarding case number GPA 12-0001 was held by the City Council on January 
21, 2014, as required by A.R.S. 9-461.06; and 
 

WHEREAS, after due and proper consideration of such GPA 12-0001, the Mayor 
and Council of the City of Peoria, Arizona have found that GPA 12-0001 will properly aid 
in the orderly growth and development of the City of Peoria, Arizona. 
 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED BY THE MAYOR AND COUNCIL OF 
THE CITY OF PEORIA, ARIZONA AS FOLLOWS: 
 
Section 1. Amendments to the Peoria General Plan 
 

1. The City Council of the City of Peoria, Arizona, does hereby accept and adopt 
amendment number GPA12-0001, amending the Land Use Map of the Peoria 
General Plan, for the area described in Exhibits A and B. 
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SECTION 2.     Separability. 
 
In the event any part, portion or paragraph of this Resolution is found to be invalid by 
any court of competent jurisdiction, the invalidity of such part, portion, or paragraph shall 
not affect any other valid part, portion, or paragraph of this Resolution and effectiveness 
thereof; 
 
SECTION 3. This Resolution shall become effective in the manner provided by law. 
 

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Mayor and Council of the City of Peoria, 
Maricopa County, Arizona this 18th day of February, 2014. 
 
 
 

__________________________                       
Bob Barrett, Mayor          

 
 
 

Date Signed_________________ 
 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
 ______________________________                                                
Rhonda Geriminsky, City Clerk 
 
 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
 
____________________________  
Stephen M. Kemp, City Attorney
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EXHIBIT A 
 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION 
 
The Northeast quarter of the Northeast quarter of Section 14, Township 4 North, Range 1 East, 
Gila and Salt River Meridian, Maricopa County, Arizona, as shown on Exhibit "A" attached 
herewith as page 2 of 2 and subject to all easements of record. 
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EXHIBIT B 
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CITY OF PEORIA, ARIZONA  
COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 
 
Date Prepared:  December 16, 2013 Council Meeting Date:   February 18, 2014  
 
 
 
TO:  Carl Swenson, City Manager 
 
FROM:  Chris Jacques, AICP, Planning and Community Development Director 
 
THROUGH: Susan J. Daluddung, AICP, Deputy City Manager 
 
SUBJECT: Z12-0001– Riverwalk Rezone 
 
 
Purpose:  
 
This is a request for City Council to hold a Public Hearing to consider a request for the Rezoning 
of an approximately 68.5 acre site from Single Family Residential, R1-35 and Suburban Ranch, 
SR-43, to the Riverwalk PAD in order to allow the development of a single-family residential 
community of up to 122 homes. 
 
Background/Summary: 
 
The subject site is a 68.5 acre undeveloped property located north and south of Pinnacle Peak 
Road between the 75th Avenue and 77th Avenue alignments.  The site is bounded on the east by 
the New River.  
 
The majority of the property was annexed into the City in 1982.  Initial City zoning of General 
Agricultural (AG) was provided.  An application for rezoning to R1-18 and SR-43 was submitted 
to the City in 2000. On June 19, 2001 the City Council approved the portion of the request for 
R1-18 (Ordinance 01-18B) and denied the portion of the request for SR-43 (Ordinance 01-18A) 
due to the requirement of a three-fourths vote.  On March 11, 2003, the Ordinance was 
defeated by a referendum put before public vote.   

 
In 2004, the property was rezoned from General Agricultural (AG) to Single Family Residential 
(R1-35).  Initial opposition from a number of nearby property owners led to a number of 
stipulations on the zoning approval meant to increase the compatibility of future development 
on the site with existing development in the vicinity. 

 
It has been determined that a small 40-foot wide strip of land, originally intended as right-of-
way on the eastern boundary of the property was not previously annexed.  This strip is 
undergoing concurrent annexation and initial zoning under cases ANX13-0002 and Z13-0009. 
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The current request is to rezone the property from R1-35 and SR-43 (remnant parcel) to the 
Riverwalk Planned Area Development (PAD) for a single family residential development of up to 
122 homes. The Riverwalk PAD would consist of three development areas of various densities, 
allowing a transition from existing lower density developments to the north and the nearby 
developments to the east and west.  The minimum lot sizes will range from 18,000 square feet 
north of Pinnacle Peak Road, to 10,000 square feet and 8,000 square feet on the southwestern 
and southeastern portions of the development respectively.  The average density of the overall 
PAD is 1.78 du/acre.  Outside of this rezoning request, the applicant intends to develop an 
additional 11.3 acres of property to the north of this site under the existing R1-35 Single Family 
Residential zoning.   
 
There is a concurrent request for a General Plan Amendment (GPA) for the portion of the 
property located south of the Pinnacle Peak Road alignment (GPA12-0001) to change the 
General Plan Land Use designation from Residential/Estate (0-2 du/ac, Target: 1 du/ac), Water, 
and Open Space to Residential/Low (2-5 du/ac, Target: 3 du/ac). 

As with all Rezones, a citizen participation component is required. The applicant held an initial 
neighborhood meeting on May 8, 2012 with seven members of the public in attendance.  
Primary concerns included increased lot size/density, traffic through the area, and questions 
regarding future roadways (extension of Pinnacle Peak Road across New River, extension of 77th 
Avenue south of Pinnacle Peak Road. The applicant chose to hold a second neighborhood 
meeting to discuss revised plans on March 14, 2013, with approximately 19 property owners 
attending Nearly half of the meeting’s attendees were owners of property located one mile or 
more away from the proposed site. The applicant subsequently made further changes to the 
plan to address neighbors concerns regarding lot sizes/density in those areas in closest 
proximity to existing residences.  The final PAD provides a development plan with the following 
features: 
 

� New River corridor provides a buffer for properties to the east 
� Largest lots (18,000 s.f. +) located north of Pinnacle Peak Road, in closest proximity to 

existing residences. 
� PAD boundary pulled back to the south to leave a buffer of R1-35 zoning in place near 

adjacent residences. 
� Greater areas of Natural and Useable Open space than required. 
� Regional trail connection along New River corridor and internal trail connections. 

 
It is staff’s assessment that the proposed PAD creates an appropriate development form that 
will provide a range of housing opportunities through various lot sizes, while creating a 
transition to the lower density residential uses in surrounding areas.  The development will 
continue the transition from the more dense Fletcher Heights single family development that 
exists near Deer Valley Road to the south of the project site and will preserve considerable area 

Council Communication   
Page 2 of 3 REV. 08/2011 
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(at least 10.8 acres) of Natural Open Space (NOS) at the northeast corner of the site, 
maintaining the natural desert character. 
 
Previous Actions: 
 
This amendment has been subject to the City’s rezoning process.  A public hearing was held for 
this item at the December 5, 2013 Planning & Zoning Commission Meeting.  The Planning & 
Zoning Commission unanimously recommended approval of this request.  
 
Options:  
 
A:  Approve as recommended by Staff and the Planning & Zoning Commission; or 
B:  Approve with modifications; or  
C:  Deny; or 
D:  Continue action to a date certain or indefinitely; or 
E:  Remand to the Planning & Zoning Commission for further consideration.  
 
Staff’s Recommendation: 
 
Staff recommends the City Council concur with the Planning & Zoning Commission’s December 
5, 2013 recommendation (4-0) to approve Case Z12-0001.  
 
Fiscal Analysis: 
 
This request is not expected to have immediate budgetary impacts to the City.  
 
Narrative:   
 
If the City Council takes action to approve this case, the applicant may move forward with the 
development process through Preliminary Plat review and approval. 
 
Exhibit(s): 
 
Exhibit 1: Vicinity Map  
Exhibit 2: December 5, 2013 Planning and Zoning Commission Staff Report with Exhibits 
Exhibit 3: Draft Ordinance 
Exhibit 4: Riverwalk PAD Standards & Guidelines Report 
 
 
Contact Name and Number: Melissa Sigmund, AICP, Senior Planner,  x7603   

Council Communication   
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EXHIBIT 2 

Planning and Zoning Commission Staff Report with Exhibits 

December 5, 2013 
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REZONING
REPORT TO THE PLANNING AND ZONING COMMISSION

CASE NUMBER: Z12-0001

DATE: December 5, 2013

AGENDA ITEM: 7R

Applicant: Burch and Cracchiolo for Melcor Developments Arizona

Request: Rezone approximately 68.5 acres from Single Family 
Residential R1-35 to Planned Area Development (PAD) to 
allow a single family residential development of up to 122
lots.

Proposed 
Development: Riverwalk, a proposed detached single-family residential 

development consisting of up to 128 homes on 
approximately 80 acres, 122 lots and 68.5 acres of which are 
included in this rezoning request

Location: The property is located north and south of Pinnacle Peak 
between the 75th Avenue and 77th Avenue alignments.

Site Acreage 68.5 acres (rezoning request)

Support / Opposition: Staff has received written opposition from two individuals.  

Recommendation: Recommend approval of case Z12-0001 to the City Council,
subject to conditions.

AREA CONTEXT
Table 1: Existing Land Use, Future Land Use, Current Zoning. (Exhibits A-C)

LAND USE GENERAL PLAN ZONING
Subject 
Property Vacant, undeveloped

Residential/Estate (0-2 du/ac), 
Residential/Low (2-5 du/ac), 
Park/Open Space, and Water

R1-35, Single Family Residential

North Vacant, undeveloped Residential/Estate (0-2 du/ac) R1-35, Single Family Residential, 
and AG, General Agricultural

South Vacant, undeveloped Residential/Estate (0-2 du/ac), Water R1-35, Single Family Residential

East New River, then single 
family residential 

North of Pinnacle Peak: Water and 
Park/Open Space 
South of Pinnacle Peak: City of 
Glendale Park/Open Space

North of Pinnacle Peak Rd.: SR-43
South of Pinnacle Peak Rd.: City of 
Glendale SR-12, Planned 
Residential

West

North of Pinnacle Peak 
Rd.: 77th Avenue, then 
single family residential  
South of Pinnacle Peak 
Rd.: vacant, undeveloped

Residential/Estate (0-2 du/ac)
North of Pinnacle Peak Rd.: SR-
43, South of Pinnacle Peak Rd.: 
R1-35

j:\commdevelopment\development review\zoning\zoning2012\z12-0001_riverwalk\p&z 12.5.13\z12-0001_pz staff report 12.5.13.docx Z12-0001 – Page 1 
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December 5, 2013 
Page 2 

Land Use Background
1. In 1982, the Mayor and City Council adopted Ordinance 82-21, thereby annexing 

the subject property and surrounding areas. Initial City zoning of the property was 
AG, General Agricultural.

2. An application for rezoning to R1-18 and SR-43 was submitted to the City in 
2000. On June 19, 2001 the City Council approved the portion of the request for 
R1-18 (Ordinance 01-18B) and denied the portion of the request for SR-43
(Ordinance 01-18A) due to the requirement of a three-fourths vote.  On March 
11, 2003, the Ordinance was defeated by a referendum put before public vote.  

3. In 2004, the property was rezoned from AG, General Agricultural to R1-35, 
Single Family Residential.  Initial opposition from a number of nearby property 
owners led to a number of stipulations on the zoning approval meant to increase 
the compatibility of future development on the site with existing development in 
the vicinity.

4. It has been determined that a small 40-foot wide strip of land, originally intended 
as right-of-way on the eastern boundary of the property was not previously 
annexed.  This strip is undergoing concurrent annexation and initial zoning under 
cases ANX13-0002 and Z13-0009.

5. The site includes the New River Corridor. This development will include 
construction of the bank protection and trails as shown in the Middle New River 
Watercourse Master Plan.

PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Site and Project Details
6. The project site is a 68.5 acre undeveloped parcel located north and south of 

Pinnacle Peak Road between the 75th Avenue and 77th Avenue alignments.  The 
site is bounded on the east by the New River.

7. The request is to rezone the property from R1-35 to the Riverwalk Planned Area 
Development (PAD) for single family residential development. The PAD would 
allow the development of up to 122 single family homes.  The Riverwalk PAD
would consist of three development areas of various densities, allowing a 
transition from existing lower density developments to the north and the nearby 
developments to the east and west.  The minimum lot sizes will range from 
18,000 square feet north of Pinnacle Peak Road, to 10,000 square feet and 
8,000 square feet on the southwestern and southeastern portions of the 
development respectively (Exhibit D). The average density of the overall PAD is 
1.78 du/acre. 
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8. In addition to the development within the PAD boundaries, the applicant intends 
to develop an additional 11.3 acres of property to the north of this site under that 
property’s current R1-35 Single Family Residential zoning. Aside from the area 
that will be maintained/preserved as NOS, the remainder of the site was 
previously graded in concert with earlier development plans.

9. Approximately 17 acres of the 68.5 acre site (24.8%) will be maintained as open 
space, and of this at least 10.8 acres (15.8%) will be Natural Open Space (NOS).

DISCUSSION AND ANALYSIS

Conformance with the General Plan
10. The proposal will split the development into two underlying General Plan land 

use designations. North of Pinnacle Peak Road, the Land Use designation is 
Residential/Estate (0-2 du/acre, target 1 du/ac).  This designation allows for 
large-lot single-family detached residential development.  The proposed density 
for the portion of the project within this Land Use designation is 0.59 du/ac, within
the density range for this category and therefore in conformance with the General 
Plan. 

11. At this time, the rezoning request is not in conformance with the Land Use 
designation for the portion of the project south of Pinnacle Peak 
(Residential/Estate 0-2 du/ac, Target:1 du/ac).  There is a companion Minor 
General Plan Amendment Request (Case GPA12-0001).  Staff recommended 
that the Planning & Zoning Commission issue a recommendation of approval to 
the City Council for the General plan Amendment request on the basis of the 
findings identified below:
The request is to change the land use designation for the site from 
Residential/Estate (0-2 du/ac, target density of 1 du/ac) to Residential/Low (2-5
du/ac, target density of 3 du/ac). The Residential/Low category denotes areas 
where detached single-family homes with moderate-sized lots of 8,000 sf or 
greater are desirable. This category will allow for a transitional density between 
the more dense developments south of the project area to the larger-lot, lower 
density development north of the project site.  The PAD offers a range of lot sizes 
that offer a variety of housing options for the community.  A large proportion of 
the property will be maintained as open space, with both landscaped areas and 
natural desert areas with recreational trails.  

12. In addition to the Residential/Estate and Residential/Low Land Use designations, 
smaller portions of the site are designated as Park/Open Space and water
(floodway for the New River).  Portions of the site designated as Park/Open 
Space will be maintained as open space.  Areas that are within the floodway as 
determined by the CLOMAR and LOMAR accepted by the Federal Emergency 
Management Agency (FEMA) will be maintained as open space.

13. The portion of the project located south of Pinnacle Peak Road is subject to the 
requirements of the Desert Lands Conservation Overlay (DLCO) district, which 
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includes requirements for Natural Open Space (NOS).  The DLCO requires a 
minimum of 15% of the site be maintained as NOS.  The PAD prescribes at least 
10.8 acres (15.76% of the site) to be maintained as NOS.  The applicant has 
designed the Preliminary Development Plan for the site to preserve and enlarge 
the portion of the site that retains natural topography and native plants.

Riverwalk PAD Development Standards Exhibit E
14. The applicant is seeking to rezone the site from R1-35 to PAD to allow a single

family residential development with up to 122 lots.  The PAD allows the
development framework for the property to be tailored to permit several sub-
areas within the project with differing development densities, while retaining a
large proportion (approximately 25%) of the site as open space.  The PAD
standards are based on the R1-8, R1-10, and R1-18 Single Family development
standards, however all of the proposed lot depths are greater and more
compatible with the larger-lot character of some of the existing developments
within the vicinity. The key development standards are represented in the table
that follows:

Riverwalk Development Standards
Table 1 – Development Standards

Neigh-
borhood

Min. 
Lot 
Size

Min. 
Lot 

Width

Min. 
Lot 

Depth

Max.
Bldg.
Height

Minimum Yard Setbacks Max.
Lot 

Coverage
Front* Rear Side 

Min./Total
Street 
Side

A 18,000 90 117 30 20 15 5/15 10 35%
B 10,000 80 121 30 20 15 5/15 10 45%
C 8,000 70 115 30 20 15** 5/15 10 45%

* Front setbacks will be a minimum 10' for side entry garages.  Front setbacks will be a
minimum 10' to the livable one-story elements of the home, a minimum 15' to second story
pop-out architectural features of the home and balconies, and a minimum 20' to two story
elements of the home for forward facing garages.  The front setback to a forward facing
garage shall always be maintained at a minimum of 20'.

** The minimum rear setback shall be 15 feet to the building wall or 10 feet to a 
covered patio.

Citizen Participation Plan - Neighborhood Meeting
15. As a requirement of the General Plan Amendment and Rezoning application�

processes, the applicant conducted a neighborhood meeting and provided a�
Citizen Participation Process Report detailing the results of the meeting. The�
applicant notified all property owners within 1320 feet and registered�
Homeowner’s Associations within 1 mile of the subject site for the required�
neighborhood meeting, which was held on May 8, 201� at Frontier Elementary�
School at 6:00 pm.  Seven neighboring property owners attended the meeting.�
The applicant described the details of the proposed project and meeting�
attendees provided several comments/concerns regarding the proposed project.
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Major comments/questions are summarized and addressed (responses are in 
italics) below:
� Access for the development south of Pinnacle Peak

o Gates on Pinnacle Peak and 77th Avenue will provide access/egress
from the southern portion of the development.

� Maintenance of Pinnacle Peak Road
o The developer will improve the portion of the road within the�

boundaries of their project and will be responsible for a constructing �
crossing across Rock Springs wash to the west of the property if one�
does not exist at the time of development.  The whole of Pinnacle Peak�
Road will be maintained, as is typical, through the City’s Capital�
Improvements Program.  The Traffic Impact Analysis provided by the�
applicant has not indicated that the project would create a need for the�
widening of Pinnacle Peak Road to the west of the site.

� Extension of Pinnacle Peak Road east to 75th Avenue?
o Some residents expressed an interest in Pinnacle Peak extending east

to connect to 75th Avenue, while others were opposed to the concept.
While Pinnacle Peak is shown in the City’s long-term circulation plan
as connecting to 75th Avenue, such work is not currently in the City’s
10 year Capital Improvement Program.  In addition, such a connection
will required coordination with Glendale, given their jurisdiction over the
property south and east of Pinnacle Peak Road and the 75th Avenue
alignment.  Given the costs involved in bridging the New River and the
interjurisdictional coordination required for the process, any extension
would be a long-range project outside of current planning horizons.
The developer will be required to grant the City an easement for future
right-of-way purposes and the area will have a dust-proof finish such
as decomposed granite.

� Height limit of homes in the proposed development
o Homes may be single-story or two stories, up to 30 feet in height,

consistent with the City’s standard Single Family Zoning Districts.
� Increased traffic from the proposed development

o The applicant has furnished a Traffic Impact Analysis that has been
accepted by the City’s Traffic Engineering staff.  The analysis indicates
the current circulation system (roadways) in the area is sufficient to
accommodate the increased traffic from the proposed development.

� Extension of 77th Avenue to the southern boundary of the site (Patrick Lane
alignment).

o The developer will be required to develop the 77th Avenue half-street to
the south for the length of the site.  This roadway will accommodate
traffic from the proposed development as well as surrounding
developments and will play a role in meeting the overall circulation
needs of the area.

16. A second neighborhood meeting was conducted by the applicant on March 14,
2013 following the applicant’s receipt of the second review comments.  Nearly
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half of the meeting’s attendees were owners of property located one mile or more 
away from the proposed site (Exhibit G).  The applicant provided an update on 
the project’s status and characteristics and again took comments and questions 
from meeting attendees. There were questions regarding technical 
considerations for the site ranging from traffic circulation to flood control.  These 
topics are addressed through the City’s staff review of the proposed project.  

17. Staff members from various disciplines, including the Fire Department,
Engineering Site Development, Traffic Engineering, Capital Improvements
Engineering, and Planning have reviewed the case for compliance with the City’s
development regulations.  Proper fire access and/or sprinklers will be provided,
and the developer must provide adequate ingress/egress to the site, allowing for
fire/emergency needs to be met for residents of the proposed development. In
addition, the site must provide retention for 1” of rainfall (first flush) in addition to
maintaining the pre-development flow and volume of drainage based on the 100
year, 6 hour storm event.  This ensures that homes within this development and
the surrounding area are not unduly impacted by water drainage. The project has
been found to meet these and numerous other requirements, which are intended
to ensure the health, safety, and welfare of the citizens of Peoria.

18. Staff received two letters of opposition in March, around the time of the second
neighborhood meeting, which have been included as Exhibit H. It should be
noted that this citizen feedback was received prior to the latest iteration of the
plan and individuals may have altered their opinions of the proposal given these
revisions.  As a result, these statements do not necessarily represent current
sentiment, but rather are included in this report to illustrate the concerns raised
during the course of the rezoning review process.

19. In order to further mitigate neighbors’ concerns regarding the size of the lots
north of Pinnacle Peak, the applicant has reduced the size of the proposed PAD,
shifting the northern boundary of the proposed PAD southward, leaving a larger
buffer of property outside of the PAD adjacent to existing residences along 77th

Avenue that will retain the current R1-35 Single Family zoning. The applicant
intends to develop this property in conformance with the existing R1-35 zoning.
Plans for the area that will retain the existing R1-35 zoning will be reviewed
through the Preliminary Plat Subdivision Application and other development
processes. The applicant sent a letter to neighboring property owners and other
interested parties to keep them apprised of these changes to the PAD.

Land use compatibility
20. It is staff’s assessment that the proposed PAD creates an appropriate

development form that will provide a range of housing opportunities through
various lot sizes.  The lots are arranged to decrease in density to the north and
west, creating a transition to the lower density residential uses in those
surrounding areas.  The development will continue the transition from the more
dense single family development that exists near Deer Valley Road to the south
of the project site. The New River runs along the eastern edge of the site
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creating separation from the existing residential developments within Glendale to 
the east.  The properties immediately to the north, and south are currently 
undeveloped, and most of the western edge of the site borders undeveloped 
property as well.  North of Pinnacle Peak Road immediately west of the site, 
there are two single family residences each on an approximately one acre lot. 
The PAD has provided consideration of these existing larger-lot residences by 
placing the largest lots in the development (over 18,000 square feet) north of 
Pinnacle Peak Road. In addition, at least 10.8 acres of Natural Open Space 
(NOS) will be preserved at the northeast corner of the site, maintaining its natural
desert character.  

21. As previously noted, the applicant has further mitigated the perceived impacts of
the proposed project on adjacent residents by reducing the size of the proposed
PAD, maintaining an area of R1-35 zoned property along the east side of 77th

Avenue north of Pinnacle Peak Road, and thereby creating a buffer of larger lots
along 77th Avenue, near the existing larger-lot residences.

City Review
22. As previously discussed, this request has been reviewed and commented on

through the City’s standard rezoning application review process.  Recommended 
conditions of approval have been provided by the Planning, Site Development / 
Engineering, and Fire Safety Division as provided in the Conditions of Approval
portion this report.

Public Notice
23. Public notice was provided in the manner prescribed under Section 14-39-6.

Additionally, the site was posted with a sign meeting the size and content 
requirements prescribed by the Planning Division. Two letters stating general 
opposition to the case have been received (Exhibit H).

Proposition 207
24. The applicant has furnished a signed and notarized Proposition 207 Waiver for

recordation pending the outcome of the City Council action.

FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATION

25. Based on the following findings:

� Subject to the minor General Plan Amendment proposed under case GPA12-
0001, the proposed zoning district is in conformance with the goals and
objectives set forth in the Peoria General Plan; and

� The PAD benefits the public interest by promoting a development framework
that maximizes compatibility, provides appropriate land use transition and
reduces the potential for conflict; and

� The proposal will advance the City’s goals and objectives by providing a mix
of housing options; and
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� The proposal provides a transitional land use between the more densely
developed areas south of the project area near Deer Valley Road and the
more rural, large-lot development in areas t north of the site.

It is recommended that the Planning and Zoning Commission take the following action:

Recommend to the City Council approval of Case Z12-0001 subject to the 
following conditions:

1. The development shall conform in all material respects to the “Riverwalk”
Planned Area Development Standards and Guidelines Report, (case Z12-0001)
dated November 12, 2013.

2. The Developer will be required to construct the public improvements on the 30'
public trail easement, and provide access for the community to connect to the
path.  The developer will be required to construct a 10 foot wide concrete path
with 2 foot wide shoulders finished in ¼” minus DG on both sides of the path.
The developer will also be required to landscape the remaining 14-16 foot-wide
landscape buffer between the DG shoulder and the wall along the rear of the
adjacent lots.

3. The developer shall provide an ALTA Survey reflecting existing boundary and
recorded easements on the site.

4. A Final Drainage Report shall be submitted with the Civil Improvement Plans.
This project will provide the first flush (1” rainfall) retention in addition to
maintaining the pre-development flow and volume based on the 100 year, 6 hour
storm even.  The basis of design must demonstrate that there will not be re-
suspension of sediments from larger storm events.

5. A Final Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) for the site is required to be submitted with
the Civil Improvement Plans.  The developer shall show the access to this site for
the 100-year storm event.  If current dry access does not exist the developer may
need to construct a dry crossing across Rock Springs wash.  The developer shall
also show access from a paved roadway to meet PM10 requirements.  If that
access does not exist the developer shall submit plans to construct a temporary
pavement to meet these requirements.

6. A final water network analysis and final sewer report will be required for final
design.
Per previous emails, the City agreed to permit the following, subject to a waiver
request being submitted:

� A minimum of 4’ of cover, measured from the top of the pipe, will be
allowed.

� A 0.34% slope will be permitted from the existing eastern manhole to the
proposed manhole 880’ upstream, and from the existing western manhole
to the proposed manhole 700’ upstream.

� A 0.50% slope will be permitted up to the last 10 homes.
� A 0.76% slope will be permitted for the last 10 homes.
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7. In order for the City to issue a “Will Serve Letter” the Developer shall submit the
water and sewer reports and the Approval to Construct (ATC) form with an
original signature by the owner.

8. Streetlights are required to be installed by the Developer.  The streetlight plan
must be submitted with the second submittal of the Civil Improvement Plans.
The streetlights shall also be indicated on the paving or grading plan.

9. The Developer will be responsible to underground any overhead utilities rated
less than 69 kV, which are adjacent to the subdivision.

10.The Developer is responsible to provide an Agreement to Install Improvement for
the public improvements required by the development with an accompanying
financial assurance for subdivision improvements in accordance with City's
requirements.

11.The Developer will be responsible to form a Street Light Improvement District
(SLID) for this subdivision.  A SLID Submittal will be required with the second
submittal of the improvement plans.

12.The Developer will be responsible to form a Maintenance Improvement District
(MID) for this subdivision. The MID submittal shall be made with the second
submittal of the improvement plans.

13.The Water Company for this project is Sunrise Water.  A looped water system
must be provided; no connections to City water are permitted.  Prior to Final Plat
approval the City must receive a certificate for a 100-year water supply from
ADWR.

14.Any modification to existing flood plain shall be pre-approved by FEMA through
the City of Peoria Engineering Department.

15.No structure shall be constructed within the limits of the FEMA designated flood
plain.

16.No permits shall be issued until the CLOMR is approved by FEMA (if the existing
CLOMR is modified).

17.The Developer will be responsible for providing the required channelization and
bank improvements including erosion protection and stabilization within the
project boundaries, and possibly for areas adjacent that are adversely impacted
by such channelization and bank improvements, in accordance with the Middle
New River Watercourse Master Plan, and the corresponding FEMA CLOMR.
This project shall be in conformance with the DHS-FEMA approved CLOMR case
05-09-A453R and the applicable 404 permit would remain in effect. A LOMR will
also be required prior to issuance of any building occupancies. If any changes
are proposed to this Plan, the developer would be responsible for submitting a
new or updated Watercourse Master Plan, a corresponding CLOMR, and obtain
a corresponding 404 permit.

18. It is the Developer’s responsibility to achieve a public roadway connection that
meets the definition of a “100Yr. Dry Crossing” criteria for either of New River or
Rock Spring Creek, unless it can be demonstrated to be achieved through
connected public streets in cooperation with adjacent developments meeting the
same “100Yr. Dry Crossing” criteria.

19.The developer will acquire all ROW or easements required for construction of off-
site infrastructure including utilities, roadways, and the New River improvements.
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20.The Development will be responsible for complying with the phase 2 AZPDES
Storm Water Pollution Prevention criteria. This should include runoff control,
erosion control, and sediment control. A Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan
(SWPPP) shall be submitted with the improvement plans in accordance with the
SWPPP checklist.

21.The Developer shall dedicate an 8’ PUE outside of the required ROW or private
roadway Tract.  No walls or retention shall be allowed within the PUE.

22.The Developer shall construct the half-street for 77th Avenue along the frontage
of the project.

23.The developer shall construct Pinnacle Peak Road from 77th Avenue east to the
subdivision entrance.  From the subdivision entrance to the eastern edge of the
project, the developer shall place the future Pinnacle Peak Road ROW into a
tract, to be dedicated in the future at no cost to the City.  This project will be
responsible for an-lieu of payment for the construction of Pinnacle Peak.  No
landscaping or amenities may be placed in this future ROW.

24.The Developer shall dedicate a 30-foot by 30-foot ROW chamfer at all
intersections with collectors or arterials.  The Developer shall dedicate a 20-foot
by 20-foot ROW chamfer at all local/local roadway intersections.

25.All driveways shall be in accordance with the requirements of Peoria Detail PE-
251.  Any deviations from this detail shall be addressed in a Traffic Impact
Analysis.

26.Prior to Final Plat recordation, the applicant shall obtain approval of final grading,
drainage, utilities, and paving plans in conjunction with a Final Drainage Report
and Final TIA.  These final plans and reports shall be in conformance with the
approved preliminary plans and report.  The Final Plat shall be submitted with the
first submittal of the improvement plans.  The Final Plat shall be approved prior to
permits being issued for the site.

Attachments:

Exhibit A Vicinity/Location Map
Exhibit B Zoning Map
Exhibit C Proposed General Plan Land Use Map
Exhibit D Preliminary Development Plan (for reference)
Exhibit E PAD Standards and Guidelines Report
Exhibit F Citizen Participation Report
Exhibit G Property Locations of 2nd Neighborhood Meeting Attendees
Exhibit H Letters of Opposition
Exhibit I PUSD letter of support

Prepared by: Melissa Sigmund, AICP
Senior Planner
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Exhibit E 

Riverwalk PAD Standards and Guidelines Report 
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RIVERWALK

Planned Area Development

1. Introduction

Melcor Developments Arizona, Inc. ("Melcor") owns and plans to develop approximately 80
acres located generally between 77th Avenue and 75,th Avenue, north and south of Pinnacle 
Peak Road in the City of Peoria, Arizona. Melcor Developments Arizona Inc. is a wholly 
owned subsidiary of Melcor Developments Ltd., Edmonton, Alberta. Melcor Developments 
Ltd. and its predecessor companies have operated in the real estate and development industry 
in Canada since 1923 and Melcor Developments Arizona Inc. has been active in the United 
States since the late 1970s. Melcor has enjoyed 90 years of longevity in the real estate 
industry including land development, ownership and management of investment properties, 
and commercial development. Melcor Developments Arizona Inc. manages all of Melcor's 
United States operations and is active in Arizona, Colorado, and Texas.

Melcor has requested a zone change to Planned Area Development ("PAD") on 
approximately 68.5 acres (the “Site”) to enable development of the Site as a single-family 
residential community comprised of approximately 122 lots. Outside of this zoning 
request, an additional approximately 11.3 acres (located north of the Site and west of 77th

Avenue) will be developed under the current R1-35 zoning with 6 lots. This request has 
been made in conjunction with a separate application requesting a minor General Plan 
Amendment ("GPA") to modify the City of Peoria General Plan Land Use designation from 
Residential Estate to Residential Low on approximately 40 acres located south of Pinnacle 
Peak Road. In addition, a Desert Lands Conservation Report for the property north of Pinnacle 
Peak Road has been filed with this PAD.

The use of a Planned Area Development (PAD) Zoning District will provide for the 
development of compatible land uses that create a gradual, rather than abrupt, change in 
residential densities, thus bridging the gap between existing developments, while providing a 
range of housing options.

a. Site and Surrounding Area

The Site is shown on the Aerial/Vicinity Maps (Exhibit 1). The Riverwalk PAD is a 68.5±
acre property located north and south of the alignment for Pinnacle Peak Road, between 77th

Avenue on the west and 75th Avenue alignment on the east. The Site is bounded on the north 
by the Avenida del Sol alignment. It is bounded on the south by the alignment for Patrick 
Drive. Campanos Estates is located across 77th Avenue to the west of the Site. The New 
River and the boundary line for the City of Glendale are located to the east of the Site. The 
Site has been annexed into Peoria and is currently vacant.

The Aerial/Vicinity Maps (Exhibit 1) shows the use and general condition of the Site and 
adjacent land within one mile. The area surrounding the Site is predominantly residential 
uses or vacant land.

1
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b. Consistency with General Plan

The City of Peoria General Plan Land Use Map currently designates the Site "Residential 
Estate." The Site is currently zoned Rl-35. Melcor's minor General Plan Amendment 
("GPA") proposes to modify the Land Use designation from Residential Estate (0-2 du/acre) 
to Residential Low (2-5 du/acre) on approximately 40 acres south of Pinnacle Peak Road; 
whereas, the General Plan north of Pinnacle Peak Road will remain Residential Estate. 
Those land use designations correspond to the Preliminary Development Plan of this PAD 
(Exhibit 2). As modified by the proposed minor GPA, the Riverwalk PAD conforms to the 
General Plan.

c. Project Overview

Riverwalk is a master-planned, single-family detached residential community. The 
community has been designed to provide a range of lot sizes with a decrease in density going 
from the southeastern corner of the Site proximate to New River, across the Site to the west 
and to the north. This density change affords a transition to the lower density residential uses 
existing or planned to the north and west of the Site.

The Riverwalk PAD is comprised of three development areas: (1) minimum/average lot 
sizes of 18,000 sq. ft. minimum/18,434 sq. ft. average for the PAD lots north of Pinnacle Peak 
Road; (2) 10,000 sq. ft. minimum/10,243 sq. ft. average south of Pinnacle Peak Road - western 
area; and (3) 8,000 sq. ft. minimum/8,874 sq. ft. average south of Pinnacle Peak Road - 
eastern area. A loop road featuring numerous cul-de-sacs will serve to define these various 
neighborhood areas. The densities of the development units range from approximately 0.59
du/ac (north of Pinnacle Peak Road) to approximately 3.04 du/acre (south of Pinnacle Peak 
Road), with an average density of 1.78 du/acre for the PAD as a whole. In addition to a diverse 
variety of densities, Riverwalk will provide HOA parks and other open spaces, trails and 
amenities distributed throughout the development.

2. Legal Description

The legal description of this approximate 68.5 acre rezoning Site is at Exhibit 8.

3. Preliminary Development Plan

The Preliminary Development Plan (Exhibit 2) shows the land use and distribution of the 
development units, lots and open spaces within Riverwalk. The community is designed to be 
generally consistent with the existing and proposed uses and densities surrounding the Site, 
and does not exceed the densities provided by the General Plan (as modified by the minor 
GPA). The community design utilizes open space buffers as a further transition to 
surrounding development.

The community design incorporates elements and amenities such as enhanced Pinnacle Peak 
Road and entry features, curvilinear and looped streets with cul-de-sacs, furtherance of the 
New River Trail system with pedestrian connectivity throughout the Site, varied lot sizes and 
shapes, abundant natural and maintained open space, compatible buffers and transitions, and 
private streets.
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4. Principal, Conditional, and Accessory Uses

Permitted Principal, Conditional and Accessory Uses shall conform to those set forth in 
Article 14-5 (Sections 14-5-2 Permitted Principal Uses, 14-5-3 Permitted Uses, and 
14-5-4 Permitted Accessory Uses) of the Peoria Zoning Ordinance.

5. Project Phasing

Riverwalk will consist of one final plat and will be constructed in one phase, including 
the infrastructure. It is generally anticipated that development of infrastructure will 
begin approximately 18 months following the City's approval of this application; home 
construction will commence approximately six months after that; and substantial build 
out is expected to occur by the end of 2016. The Site as proposed will give the 
owner/developer the opportunity to bring to market three different lot sizes which will 
in turn respond to three different home sizes and price ranges.1 This balance of sizes and 
price ranges will allow an increased pace of overall absorption, thereby reducing the 
timeframe required for the "construction phase" of the community.

6. Project Development Standards

Table 1 below sets forth the Development Standards for minimum lot area, width and 
depth, maximum building height and stories, minimum setbacks, and maximum lot 
coverage for lots included in this rezoning application. The homes may be one and two 
stories, not to exceed 30' in building height as measured from adjacent finished grade.

Table 1 – Development Standards
Neigh-
borhood

Min. 
Lot 
Size

Min. Lot 
Width

Min. Lot 
Depth

Max.
Bldg.
Height

Minimum Yard Setbacks Max.
Lot 
Coverage

Front* Rear Side 
Min./Total

Street 
Side

A 18,000 90 117 30 20 15 5/15 10 35%
B 10,000 80 121 30 20 15 5/15 10 45%
C 8,000 70 115 30 20 15** 5/15 10 45%

* Front setbacks will be a minimum 10' for side entry garages.  Front setbacks will be a minimum 10' to the
livable one-story elements of the home, a minimum 15' to second story pop-out architectural features of the
home and balconies, and a minimum 20' lo two story elements of the home for forward facing garages.  The
front setback to a forward facing garage shall always be maintained at a minimum of 20'.

** The minimum rear setback shall be 15 feet to the building wall or 10 feet to a covered patio.

a. Open Space Requirements and Landscape Theme

As shown on the Preliminary Development Plan (Exhibit 2) and Conceptual Landscape Plan 
(Exhibit 5), the Site will include a total of 16.9+/- acres of HOA owned and maintained parks 
and usable and natural area open space which is more the 15.5± acres required. Of this, at least 
10.8+ acres will be maintained as natural open space. Public trails along Pinnacle Peak Road 
and the New River alignment, in accordance with City design requirements, will be provided in 
either the public right-of-way or by trail easements, as necessary. The HOA parks, trails,
retention areas, and other open spaces will be improved with a low water consumptive palette 
and provide numerous opportunities for walking, jogging, biking, and other forms of active and 
passive recreation. The pedestrian trails and bike paths will accommodate pedestrian and 

3

1 The six lots north of Pinnacle Peak Road that are to remain R1-35 and are not part of this rezoning case will add a fourth lot 
size to the overall development. 439



bicycle access between and among the residential and park uses within Riverwalk and 
residential uses surrounding it, as well as providing a connection to Peoria's regional trail 
system.

Riverwalk will designate a substantial amount of the overall Site as Usable Open Space, 
specifically running north and south throughout the middle portion of the development. Usable 
Open Space will be provided in general conformance with the Conceptual Landscape Plan 
(Exhibit 5), which identifies the required "Useable Open Space," as defined below, and total 
open space. "Useable Open Space" is defined and calculated per the City's Design Review 
Manual (Section 20-78-3.II.A.5) and shown on the Conceptual Landscape Plan at (Exhibit 5) 
as:

Required Usable Open Space = 5.2 ac

Provided Usable Open Space = 6.06 ac

All plant material will conform to the low water use plant requirements of the Arizona 
Department of Water Resources.

b. Lighting

Lighting shall conform to Section 14-3-2F of the Peoria Zoning Ordinance governing exterior 
lighting for residential development.

c. Screening, Fencing, Walls

The standards for fencing and walls shall be as presented in Section 14-3-5 of the Peoria Zoning 
Ordinance. Screening shall conform to the standards set forth in Section 14-3-4 of Peoria 
Zoning Ordinance. Conceptual entry and community walls are shown in Exhibit 3. The 
Community Entry Concept Plan (for the Pinnacle Peak frontage) is set forth at Exhibit 4. Walls 
are designed to complement the community identity established by the entry monumentation 
and blend with the adjacent subdivisions. Community theme walls will be provided along the 
arterial streets and residential walls will be used interior to the subdivision (except where view 
fencing is used adjacent to open space). The Master Walls Plan is provided at Exhibit 6. The 
community theme will be emphasized by a consistent use of materials and simple detailing.

d. Roadway Standards and Circulation

Riverwalk will be characterized by desert appropriate landscaping at the community entries and 
along open space corridors connecting the neighborhoods while providing buffers to the 
surrounding uses. The plant material for the street environment will draw from the same plant 
palette utilized for the entries and parks.

Pinnacle Peak Road will have a dry crossing at Rock Springs Wash to the west of the Site.  The
crossing at Rock Springs Wash wil l  be improved to an all-weather crossing as part of the site
improvements for Riverwalk.  Riverwalk wil l have access to/from 77th Avenue and Pinnacle
Peak Road which, at this time, constitutes a single point of access. As a condition of approval, 
Riverwalk will stipulate that all homes built within the subdivision be equipped with an 
approved automatic sprinkler system in accordance with Section 903.3.1.1, 903.3.1.2 or 
903.3.1.3.3 to mitigate th is single point of access. This single point of access will be further 
mitigated as future development occurs to the north and south of Riverwalk.
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Within the community, curvilinear streets and cul-de-sacs provide a looped road circulation 
system which results in diverse street scenes and traffic calming within the neighborhood 
areas. The Preliminary Development Plan (Exhibit 2) depicts the proposed street alignments 
serving Riverwalk and connecting the neighborhoods within the community. A Traffic 
Impact Report has been separately submitted to City Staff.

Roadway standards for dedication of right-of-way and construction of private streets are 
provided on Sheet 1 of the proposed Conceptual Preliminary Plat (Exhibit 7)2. As is generally 
depicted on the Entry Concept Sketch and Sequence Plan (Exhibit 4), Pinnacle Peak Road will 
be improved with partial improvements as a collector up to the community entries to 
Riverwalk3. Future homebuyers will be provided with notice that the future ROW of 
Pinnacle Peak Road is intended to someday be dedicated as public street ROW at no cost to 
the City. A bond or other assurance mutually acceptable to the City and Melcor, assuring the 
future completion of improvements to Pinnacle Peak Road along Riverwalk's frontage, shall 
be provided to the City prior to the Recordation of the Final Plat of Riverwalk.

77th Avenue will be improved as a collector south of Pinnacle Peak Road. The road will also 
include a fire truck turn-around at the south end.  

Pedestrian circulation is accomplished by sidewalks along streets and a network of pedestrian 
trails through the open space areas creating connections to the community amenities and 
between the individual neighborhoods.

e. Parking

Parking requirements shall conform to the parking standards contained with Article 14-23 of 
the Peoria Zoning Ordinance.

f. Enhanced Design Review Standards

The site will be developed in accordance with the City of Peoria's Design Review Manual. 
The project will include enhanced entry features, curvilinear and looped streets with 
cul-de-sacs, furtherance of the New River Trail system with pedestrian connectivity 
throughout the Site, varied lot sizes and shapes, abundant natural and maintained open space, 
compatible buffers and transitions.

7. Project Signage Standards

Signage for Riverwalk shall conform to the standards contained in Section 14-34 of the 
Peoria Zoning Ordinance. As shown on the Entry Monumentation and Community Wall & 
Fencing Concepts (Exhibit 3) and the Community Entry Concept Sketch and Sequence Plan 
(Exhibit 4), signage announcing arrival at Riverwalk is planned for at the northeast and  

5

2 The proposed Preliminary Plat that is attached as Exhibit 7 includes both the acreage that is included 
in this Rezoning Application and additional acreage that is not being rezoned as a part of this Application 
but will be platted as part of Riverwalk.
3 Construction of Pinnacle Peak Road improvements east of the entries to Riverwalk (prior to extending 
Pinnacle Peak Road through New River) would result in an undesirable dead-end "roadway to nowhere" and 
an unintended invitation to dumping and other inappropriate activities at the east end of the dead-end. 
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southeast corners of 77th Avenue and Pinnacle Peak Road. An additional entry sign,
consistent with but on a smaller scale than the Pinnacle Peak Road entry monuments, 
may be provided at the neighborhood entry from 77th Avenue. 

8. Project Landscaping Standards

Landscaping for Riverwalk shall conform to the requirements set forth in Article 14-35
of the Peoria Zoning Ordinance. 

9. Slope Analysis

Slope analysis is inapplicable. 

10. Infrastructure / Utilities

a. Grading / Drainage / Retention

The Site has been graded and the topography is generally flat, sloping from the north to the 
south. Retention facilities will be constructed as necessary to handle on-site retention 
requirements. A landscaped swale is proposed to convey offsite flows through the property. A 
Master Drainage and Hydrology Report has been separately submitted to City Staff.

b. Water

Water services will be provided by Sunrise Water Company.   Public infrastructure currently 
exists adjacent to the Site with adequate capacity to serve the proposed use. A Master Water 
Report has been separately submitted to City Staff. A Hydrological Analysis was applied for 
and received a Certificate of Assured Water Supply from the Arizona Department of Water 
Resources.

c. Wastewater
Wastewater services will be provided by the City of Peoria. Public infrastructure currently 
exists adjacent to the Site with adequate capacity to serve the proposed use. A Master Sewer 
System Report has been separately submitted to City Staff.

d. Electric Power / Natural Gas / Telephone

Electric service will be provided by Arizona Public Service. Southwest Gas provides natural 
gas service in the area. Telephone and Internet service will be available from both Qwest (aka 
Century Link) and Cox Cable.

11. Miscellaneous

a. Schools

Riverwalk is in the Peoria Unified School District ("PUSD").
Frontier Elementary School (K-8) 
21258 N. 81st Avenue  
Peoria. AZ 85382 

Enrollment- 1,125+/- 
Capacity-1,200+/- 

6
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Sunrise Mountain High School (9-12) 21200
N. 83rd Avenue  
Peoria, AZ 85382 

Enrollment-1,600+/- 
Capacity-1,800+/- 

We have been in contact with the Peoria Unified School District. A school site for K-8 grades has 
been donated in the area north of Happy Valley, South of Jomax and East of 83rd Avenue. As the area 
develops with residential developments in the coming years, the District will continue to balance the 
enrollment at each school by shifting the boundaries to be able to accommodate enrollment of all 
school age children in the Peoria school system.

b. HOA

A homeowners' association ("HOA") will be created to maintain the community amenities, private 
streets, open space areas, and other community improvements. The HOA will also create and 
implement private design review guidelines to assure quality and consistent architectural design 
throughout the Site. 

c. Desert Lands Conservation Overlay

A portion of the Site is north of Pinnacle Peak Road and thus within the Desert Lands Conservation 
Overlay District. A Desert Lands Conservation Report has been simultaneously filed with this 
PAD.

12. Conclusion

The Riverwalk PAD is consistent with the goals and overall intent of the General Plan and 
the surrounding residential development. With eye-catching entry features, diverse 
transitional lot sizes, significant internal open spaces, and appropriate extensions of the 
regional trail system, Riverwalk is designed as four diverse but integrated neighborhoods 
that will be compatible with each other and neighboring properties.

Melcor Developments Arizona, Inc.

7
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TO:��Melissa�Sigmund�

FROM:��Carlos�Montanez�

DATE:��3/17/2013�

RE:��Riverwalk,�Case�Nos.�GPA12�0001�and�Z12�0001�

Dear�Melissa,�

I�attended�the�neighborhood�meeting�last�Thursday,�March�14,�2013�at�6:00pm.��My�home�is�located�in�
Wyndham�Place,�east�of�the�affected�area�and�south�of�Pinnacle�Peak.��I�am�particularly�concerned�with�
Melcor’s�desire�to�modify�the�City�of�Peoria�General�Plan�Land�Use�designation�from�Residential�Estate�
(0�2�du/ac)�to�Residential�Low�(2�5�du/ac).�

My�home�sits�on�an�18,000�sqf�lot,�and�is�a�relatively�modest�property�for�the�area.��Melcor�is�proposing�
to�build�133�homes�with�lot�sizes�in�the�8,400�sqf�range.���Yes,�I�am�not�kidding.�

Melcor’s�plan�is�akin�to�Delta�Airlines�selling�the�same�seat�in�First�Class�rows�1�through�3�for�double�
occupancy,�where�one�passenger�sits�on�another�one’s�lap.��At�this�time�Melcor�is�asking�the�FAA,�i.e.,�
the�Peoria�City�Planner,�permission�to�double�sell�the�seats�and�is�enticing�the�FAA�with�the�promise�of�
new�revenues.��The�rest�of�the�passengers�are�very�upset�because�Melcor�is�going�to�privatize�all�of�the�
gains�while�socializing�the�losses�unto�the�rest�of�the�passengers.���

The�buyers�of�these�small�homes�would�gladly�pay�a�premium�to�Melcor�for�the�location,�because�of�the�
good�schools,�and�high�quality�of�living�that�our�community�has�earned�the�right�to�enjoy.���By�filing�a�
few�forms�with�the�City�Planner,�Melcor�and�its�attorneys�hopes�to�extract�the�gains�made�by�me�and�my�
neighbors�over�decades,�and�convert�our�collective�years�of�hard�work�into�cash�deposits�for�their�
private�financial�gain.�

But�wait,�there�is�more,�Melcor�will�build�133�houses�that�have�only�one�exit�to�the�west,�via�83rd�
Avenue.��In�about�two�year’s�time,�they�will�probably�ask�the�City�Planner�for�permission�to�open�
Pinnacle�Peak�to�the�East.��In�Thursday’s�meeting�the�opposition�to�the�plan�seemed�unanimous,�but�the�
real�poison�pill�is�going�to�be�when�they�have�to�open�Pinnacle�Peak.�

I�ask�the�City�Planner�to�think�this�zoning�changes�very�carefully,�especially�the�change�to�the�City�of�
Peoria�General�Plan�Land�Use�designation�from�Residential�Estate�(0�2�du/ac)�to�Residential�Low�(2�5�
du/ac).��Our�community�has�certain�expectations�of�our�City�Planners�to�protect�our�interests�from�the�
selfish�greed�of�others.�

�

Respectfully,�

Carlos�Montanez�

(602)�460�0959�
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ORDINANCE NO 2014-08 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF PEORIA, MARICOPA 
COUNTY, ARIZONA REZONING CERTAIN PROPERTY FROM 
SINGLE FAMILY RESIDENTIAL, R1-35 AND SUBURBAN RANCH 
SR-43, TO THE RIVERWALK PLANNED AREA DEVELOPMENT 
(PAD) ZONING DISTRICT; AMENDING THE ZONING MAP AND 
PROVIDING FOR AN EFFECTIVE DATE. 

WHEREAS, the City of Peoria Planning and Zoning Commission held a 
public hearing on December 5, 2013 in zoning case Z12-0001 in the manner prescribed 
by law for the purpose of considering an amendment to the district boundaries of 
property within the City of Peoria, Arizona to provide for rezoning of the subject parcel 
as described below from Single Family Residential, R1-35 and Suburban Ranch, SR-43 
to the Riverwalk Planned Area Development (PAD) zoning district as provided in 
Section 14-39 of Chapter 14 of the Peoria City Code (1977 edition); 

WHEREAS, due and proper notice of such Public Hearing was given in 
the time, form, substance and manner provided by law including publication of such 
notice in the Peoria Times Newspaper on November 8, 2013; and 

WHEREAS, the City of Peoria Planning and Zoning Commission has 
recommended to the Mayor and the Council of the City of Peoria, Arizona, the zoning of 
property as aforesaid and the Mayor and the Council of the City of Peoria, Arizona 
desires to accept such recommendation and rezone the property as described below as 
aforesaid.

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT ORDAINED by the Mayor and Council of the 
City of Peoria, Arizona that: 

SECTION 1.  A parcel of land in Peoria, Maricopa County, Arizona, which 
is more accurately described in Exhibit A to this Ordinance, is hereby rezoned from the 
Single Family Residential R1-35 and Suburban Ranch SR-43 zoning districts to the 
Riverwalk Planned Area Development (PAD) zoning district.  

SECTION 2.  The amendment to the zoning herein provided be 
conditioned and subject to the following stipulations: 

1. The development shall conform in all material respects to the “Riverwalk” 
Planned Area Development Standards and Guidelines Report, (case Z12-0001) 
dated November 12, 2013.
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2. The Developer will be required to construct the public improvements on the 30' 
public trail easement, and provide access for the community to connect to the 
path.  The developer will be required to construct a 10 foot wide concrete path 
with 2 foot wide shoulders finished in ¼” minus DG on both sides of the path.  
The developer will also be required to landscape the remaining 14-16 foot-wide 
landscape buffer between the DG shoulder and the wall along the rear of the 
adjacent lots.

3. The developer shall provide an ALTA Survey reflecting existing boundary and 
recorded easements on the site.

4. A Final Drainage Report shall be submitted with the Civil Improvement Plans.  
This project will provide the first flush (1” rainfall) retention in addition to 
maintaining the pre-development flow and volume based on the 100 year, 6 hour 
storm even.  The basis of design must demonstrate that there will not be re-
suspension of sediments from larger storm events. 

5. A Final Traffic Impact Analysis (TIA) for the site is required to be submitted with 
the Civil Improvement Plans.  The developer shall show the access to this site for 
the 100-year storm event.  If current dry access does not exist the developer may 
need to construct a dry crossing across Rock Springs wash.  The developer shall 
also show access from a paved roadway to meet PM10 requirements.  If that 
access does not exist the developer shall submit plans to construct a temporary 
pavement to meet these requirements. 

6. A final water network analysis and final sewer report will be required for final 
design. 
Per previous emails, the City agreed to permit the following, subject to a waiver 
request being submitted: 

� A minimum of 4’ of cover, measured from the top of the pipe, will be 
allowed. 

� A 0.34% slope will be permitted from the existing eastern manhole to the 
proposed manhole 880’ upstream, and from the existing western manhole 
to the proposed manhole 700’ upstream. 

� A 0.50% slope will be permitted up to the last 10 homes. 
� A 0.76% slope will be permitted for the last 10 homes. 

7. In order for the City to issue a “Will Serve Letter” the Developer shall submit the 
water and sewer reports and the Approval to Construct (ATC) form with an 
original signature by the owner.

8. Streetlights are required to be installed by the Developer.  The streetlight plan 
must be submitted with the second submittal of the Civil Improvement Plans.  
The streetlights shall also be indicated on the paving or grading plan. 

9. The Developer will be responsible to underground any overhead utilities rated 
less than 69 kV, which are adjacent to the subdivision. 

10. The Developer is responsible to provide an Agreement to Install Improvement for 
the public improvements required by the development with an accompanying 
financial assurance for subdivision improvements in accordance with City's 
requirements.
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11. The Developer will be responsible to form a Street Light Improvement District 
(SLID) for this subdivision.  A SLID Submittal will be required with the second 
submittal of the improvement plans.

12. The Developer will be responsible to form a Maintenance Improvement District 
(MID) for this subdivision. The MID submittal shall be made with the second 
submittal of the improvement plans.

13. The Water Company for this project is Sunrise Water.  A looped water system 
must be provided; no connections to City water are permitted.  Prior to Final Plat 
approval the City must receive a certificate for a 100-year water supply from 
ADWR. 

14. Any modification to existing flood plain shall be pre-approved by FEMA through 
the City of Peoria Engineering Department. 

15. No structure shall be constructed within the limits of the FEMA designated flood 
plain.

16. If the existing CLOMR is modified, no permit shall be issued until the CLOMR is 
re-approved by FEMA.

17. The Developer will be responsible for providing the required channelization and 
bank improvements including erosion protection and stabilization within the 
project boundaries, and possibly for areas adjacent that are adversely impacted 
by such channelization and bank improvements, in accordance with the Middle 
New River Watercourse Master Plan, and the corresponding FEMA CLOMR.  
This project shall be in conformance with the DHS-FEMA approved CLOMR case 
05-09-A453R and the applicable 404 permit would remain in effect. A LOMR will 
also be required prior to issuance of any building occupancies. If any changes 
are proposed to this Plan, the developer would be responsible for submitting a 
new or updated Watercourse Master Plan, a corresponding CLOMR, and obtain 
a corresponding 404 permit. 

18. It is the Developer’s responsibility to achieve a public roadway connection that 
meets the definition of a “100Yr. Dry Crossing” criteria for either of New River or 
Rock Spring Creek, unless it can be demonstrated to be achieved through 
connected public streets in cooperation with adjacent developments meeting the 
same “100Yr. Dry Crossing” criteria. 

19. The developer will acquire all ROW or easements required for construction of off-
site infrastructure including utilities, roadways, and the New River improvements. 

20. The Development will be responsible for complying with the phase 2 AZPDES 
Storm Water Pollution Prevention criteria. This should include runoff control, 
erosion control, and sediment control. A Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan 
(SWPPP) shall be submitted with the improvement plans in accordance with the 
SWPPP checklist. 

21. The Developer shall dedicate an 8’ PUE outside of the required ROW or private 
roadway Tract.  No walls or retention shall be allowed within the PUE. 

22. The Developer shall construct the half-street for 77th Avenue along the frontage 
of the project. 

23. The developer shall construct Pinnacle Peak Road from 77th Avenue east to the 
subdivision entrance.  From the subdivision entrance to the eastern edge of the 
project, the developer shall place the future Pinnacle Peak Road ROW into a 

489



Ordinance No. 2014-08 
Page 4 of 7 

 

tract, to be dedicated in the future at no cost to the City.  This project will be 
responsible for an-lieu of payment for the construction of Pinnacle Peak.  No 
landscaping or amenities may be placed in this future ROW. 

24. The Developer shall dedicate a 30-foot by 30-foot ROW chamfer at all 
intersections with collectors or arterials.  The Developer shall dedicate a 20-foot 
by 20-foot ROW chamfer at all local/local roadway intersections. 

25. All driveways shall be in accordance with the requirements of Peoria Detail PE-
251.  Any deviations from this detail shall be addressed in a Traffic Impact 
Analysis. 

26. Prior to Final Plat recordation, the applicant shall obtain approval of final grading, 
drainage, utilities, and paving plans in conjunction with a Final Drainage Report 
and Final TIA.  These final plans and reports shall be in conformance with the 
approved preliminary plans and report.  The Final Plat shall be submitted with the 
first submittal of the improvement plans.  The Final Plat shall be approved prior to 
permits being issued for the site. 

SECTION 3.  Amendment of Zoning Map.  The City of Peoria zoning map 
is herewith amended to reflect the change in districts referred to in Section 1 above and 
as defined by the Legal Description and map as represented in Exhibit A. 

SECTION 4: Effective Date.  This Ordinance shall become effective at the 
time and in the manner prescribed by law. 

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Mayor and Council for the City of Peoria, 
Arizona this 18th day of February, 2014. 

Bob Barrett, Mayor  

     Date Signed  

ATTEST:

Rhonda Geriminsky, City Clerk 
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APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

Stephen M. Kemp, City Attorney 

Published in: Peoria Times 
Pub. Dates:  February 28 & March 7, 2014
Effective Date:
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EXHIBIT A 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION
 

Situated in the Southeast quarter of the Southeast quarter of Section 11 and the Northeast quarter 
of the Northeast quarter of Section 14, Township 4 North, Range 1 East of the Gila and Salt 
River Meridian, being more particularly described as follows; 

COMMENCING at a found Aluminum Cap marking the Northeast corner of the Northeast 
quarter of Section 14, from which the Southeast corner being a found Brass Cap, bears South 00 
degrees 02 minutes 08 seconds West, 2654.62 feet; 
THENCE South 00 degrees 02 minutes 08 seconds West, along the East line of said Northeast 
quarter of the Northeast quarter of Section 14,  a distance of 1327.31 feet to a point marking the 
Southeast corner of the Northeast quarter of the Northeast quarter of Section 14; 
THENCE South 89 degrees 53 minutes 25 seconds West, along the South line of said Northeast 
quarter of the Northeast quarter of Section 14, a distance of 1318.13 feet to a point marking the 
Southwest corner of the Northeast quarter of the Northeast quarter of Section 14; 
THENCE North 00 degrees 09 minutes 53 seconds East, along the West line of said Northeast 
quarter of the Northeast quarter, a distance of 1328.11 feet to a point marking the Northwest 
corner of the Northeast quarter of the Northeast quarter of Section 14, also marking the 
Southwest corner of the Southeast quarter of the Southeast quarter of Section 11; 
THENCE North 00 degrees 17 minutes 59 seconds East, along the West line of the Southeast 
quarter of the Southeast quarter of Section 11, a distance of 440.23 feet; 
THENCE South 89 degrees 42 minutes 01 seconds East, 340.00 feet; 
THENCE North 00 degrees 17 minutes 59 seconds East, 682.57 feet; 
THENCE North 89 degrees 58 minutes 14 seconds East, 968.38 feet to a point on the East line of 
the Southeast quarter of the Southeast quarter of Section 11;
THENCE South 00 degrees 02 minutes 41 seconds East, along the East line of said Southeast 
quarter of the Southeast quarter of Section 11, a distance of 1119.77 feet to the POINT OF 
COMMENCEMENT, said point marking the Northeast corner of the Northeast quarter of 
Section 14, also marking the Southeast corner of the Southeast  
quarter of Section 11, as shown on Exhibit “A” attached
herewith as page 2 of 2. Subject parcel comprising 68.547 Acres,  
more or less, and subject to all easements of record. 
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EXHIBIT 4 

Riverwalk Planned Area Development (PAD)  

Standards and Guidelines Report 
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STANDARDS AND GUIDELINES REPORT 
PLANNED AREA DEVELOPMENT

RIVERWALK

NEC & SEC OF 77th AVENUE & PINNACLE PEAK
ROAD PEORIA, 

ARIZONA

MELCOR DEVELOPMENTS ARIZONA, INC.

Approved X, XX, 2013 
Case: Z 12-0001

November 12, 2013 
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RIVERWALK

Planned Area Development

1. Introduction

Melcor Developments Arizona, Inc. ("Melcor") owns and plans to develop approximately 80
acres located generally between 77th Avenue and 75,th Avenue, north and south of Pinnacle 
Peak Road in the City of Peoria, Arizona. Melcor Developments Arizona Inc. is a wholly 
owned subsidiary of Melcor Developments Ltd., Edmonton, Alberta. Melcor Developments 
Ltd. and its predecessor companies have operated in the real estate and development industry 
in Canada since 1923 and Melcor Developments Arizona Inc. has been active in the United 
States since the late 1970s. Melcor has enjoyed 90 years of longevity in the real estate 
industry including land development, ownership and management of investment properties, 
and commercial development. Melcor Developments Arizona Inc. manages all of Melcor's 
United States operations and is active in Arizona, Colorado, and Texas.

Melcor has requested a zone change to Planned Area Development ("PAD") on
approximately 68.5 acres (the “Site”) to enable development of the Site as a single-family 
residential community comprised of approximately 122 lots. Outside of this zoning 
request, an additional approximately 11.3 acres (located north of the Site and ���� of 77th

Avenue) will be developed under the current R1-35 zoning with 6 lots. This request has 
been made in conjunction with a separate application requesting a minor General Plan 
Amendment ("GPA") to modify the City of Peoria General Plan Land Use designation from 
Residential Estate to Residential Low on approximately 40 acres located south of Pinnacle 
Peak Road. In addition, a Desert Lands Conservation Report for the property north of Pinnacle 
Peak Road has been filed with this PAD.

The use of a Planned Area Development (PAD) Zoning District will provide for the 
development of compatible land uses that create a gradual, rather than abrupt, change in 
residential densities, thus bridging the gap between existing developments, while providing a 
range of housing options.

a. Site and Surrounding Area

The Site is shown on the Aerial/Vicinity Maps (Exhibit 1). The Riverwalk PAD is a 68.5±
acre property located north and south of the alignment for Pinnacle Peak Road, between 77th

Avenue on the west and 75th Avenue alignment on the east. The Site is bounded on the north 
by the Avenida del Sol alignment. It is bounded on the south by the alignment for Patrick 
Drive. Campanos Estates is located across 77th Avenue to the west of the Site. The New 
River and the boundary line for the City of Glendale are located to the east of the Site. The 
Site has been annexed into Peoria and is currently vacant.

The Aerial/Vicinity Maps (Exhibit 1) shows the use and general condition of the Site and 
adjacent land within one mile. The area surrounding the Site is predominantly residential 
uses or vacant land.

1
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b. Consistency with General Plan

The City of Peoria General Plan Land Use Map currently designates the Site "Residential 
Estate." The Site is currently zoned Rl-35. Melcor's minor General Plan Amendment 
("GPA") proposes to modify the Land Use designation from Residential Estate (0-2 du/acre) 
to Residential Low (2-5 du/acre) on approximately 40 acres south of Pinnacle Peak Road; 
whereas, the General Plan north of Pinnacle Peak Road will remain Residential Estate. 
Those land use designations correspond to the Preliminary Development Plan of this PAD 
(Exhibit 2). As modified by the proposed minor GPA, the Riverwalk PAD conforms to the 
General Plan.

c. Project Overview

Riverwalk is a master-planned, single-family detached residential community. The 
community has been designed to provide a range of lot sizes with a decrease in density going 
from the southeastern corner of the Site proximate to New River, across the Site to the west 
and to the north. This density change affords a transition to the lower density residential uses 
existing or planned to the north and west of the Site.

The Riverwalk PAD is comprised of three development areas: (1) minimum/average lot 
sizes of 18,000 sq. ft. minimum/18,434 sq. ft. average for the PAD lots north of Pinnacle Peak 
Road; (2) 10,000 sq. ft. minimum/10,243 sq. ft. average south of Pinnacle Peak Road - western 
area; and (3) 8,000 sq. ft. minimum/8,874 sq. ft. average south of Pinnacle Peak Road - 
eastern area. A loop road featuring numerous cul-de-sacs will serve to define these various 
neighborhood areas. The densities of the development units range from approximately 0.59
du/ac (north of Pinnacle Peak Road) to approximately 3.04 du/acre (south of Pinnacle Peak 
Road), with an average density of 1.78 du/acre for the PAD as a whole. In addition to a diverse 
variety of densities, Riverwalk will provide HOA parks and other open spaces, trails and 
amenities distributed throughout the development.

2. Legal Description

The legal description of this approximate 68.5 acre rezoning Site is at Exhibit 8.

3. Preliminary Development Plan

The Preliminary Development Plan (Exhibit 2) shows the land use and distribution of the 
development units, lots and open spaces within Riverwalk. The community is designed to be 
generally consistent with the existing and proposed uses and densities surrounding the Site, 
and does not exceed the densities provided by the General Plan (as modified by the minor 
GPA). The community design utilizes open space buffers as a further transition to 
surrounding development.

The community design incorporates elements and amenities such as enhanced Pinnacle Peak 
Road and entry features, curvilinear and looped streets with cul-de-sacs, furtherance of the 
New River Trail system with pedestrian connectivity throughout the Site, varied lot sizes and 
shapes, abundant natural and maintained open space, compatible buffers and transitions, and 
private streets.
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4. Principal, Conditional, and Accessory Uses

Permitted Principal, Conditional and Accessory Uses shall conform to those set forth in 
Article 14-5 (Sections 14-5-2 Permitted Principal Uses, 14-5-3 Permitted Uses, and 
14-5-4 Permitted Accessory Uses) of the Peoria Zoning Ordinance.

5. Project Phasing

Riverwalk will consist of one final plat and will be constructed in one phase, including 
the infrastructure. It is generally anticipated that development of infrastructure will 
begin approximately 18 months following the City's approval of this application; home 
construction will commence approximately six months after that; and substantial build 
out is expected to occur by the end of 2016. The Site as proposed will give the 
owner/developer the opportunity to bring to market three different lot sizes which will 
in turn respond to three different home sizes and price ranges.1 This balance of sizes and 
price ranges will allow an increased pace of overall absorption, thereby reducing the 
timeframe required for the "construction phase" of the community.

6. Project Development Standards

Table 1 below sets forth the Development Standards for minimum lot area, width and 
depth, maximum building height and stories, minimum setbacks, and maximum lot 
coverage for lots included in this rezoning application. The homes may be one and two 
stories, not to exceed 30' in building height as measured from adjacent finished grade.

Table 1 – Development Standards
Neigh-
borhood

Min. 
Lot 
Size

Min. Lot 
Width

Min. Lot 
Depth

Max.
Bldg.
Height

Minimum Yard Setbacks Max.
Lot 
Coverage

Front* Rear Side 
Min./Total

Street 
Side

A 18,000 90 117 30 20 15 5/15 10 35%
B 10,000 80 121 30 20 15 5/15 10 45%
C 8,000 70 115 30 20 15** 5/15 10 45%

* Front setbacks will be a minimum 10' for side entry garages.  Front setbacks will be a minimum 10' to the
livable one-story elements of the home, a minimum 15' to second story pop-out architectural features of the
home and balconies, and a minimum 20' lo two story elements of the home for forward facing garages.  The
front setback to a forward facing garage shall always be maintained at a minimum of 20'.

** The minimum rear setback shall be 15 feet to the building wall or 10 feet to a covered patio.

a. Open Space Requirements and Landscape Theme

As shown on the Preliminary Development Plan (Exhibit 2) and Conceptual Landscape Plan 
(Exhibit 5), the Site will include a total of 16.9+/- acres of HOA owned and maintained parks 
and usable and natural area open space which is more the 15.5± acres required. Of this, at least 
10.8+ acres will be maintained as natural open space. Public trails along Pinnacle Peak Road 
and the New River alignment, in accordance with City design requirements, will be provided in 
either the public right-of-way or by trail easements, as necessary. The HOA parks, trails,
retention areas, and other open spaces will be improved with a low water consumptive palette 
and provide numerous opportunities for walking, jogging, biking, and other forms of active and 
passive recreation. The pedestrian trails and bike paths will accommodate pedestrian and 

3

1 The six lots north of Pinnacle Peak Road that are to remain R1-35 and are not part of this rezoning case will add a fourth lot 
size to the overall development. 501



bicycle access between and among the residential and park uses within Riverwalk and 
residential uses surrounding it, as well as providing a connection to Peoria's regional trail 
system.

Riverwalk will designate a substantial amount of the overall Site as Usable Open Space, 
specifically running north and south throughout the middle portion of the development. Usable 
Open Space will be provided in general conformance with the Conceptual Landscape Plan 
(Exhibit 5), which identifies the required "Useable Open Space," as defined below, and total 
open space. "Useable Open Space" is defined and calculated per the City's Design Review 
Manual (Section 20-78-3.II.A.5) and shown on the Conceptual Landscape Plan at (Exhibit 5) 
as:

Required Usable Open Space = 5.2 ac

Provided Usable Open Space = 6.06 ac

All plant material will conform to the low water use plant requirements of the Arizona 
Department of Water Resources.

b. Lighting

Lighting shall conform to Section 14-3-2F of the Peoria Zoning Ordinance governing exterior 
lighting for residential development.

c. Screening, Fencing, Walls

The standards for fencing and walls shall be as presented in Section 14-3-5 of the Peoria Zoning 
Ordinance. Screening shall conform to the standards set forth in Section 14-3-4 of Peoria 
Zoning Ordinance. Conceptual entry and community walls are shown in Exhibit 3. The 
Community Entry Concept Plan (for the Pinnacle Peak frontage) is set forth at Exhibit 4. Walls 
are designed to complement the community identity established by the entry monumentation 
and blend with the adjacent subdivisions. Community theme walls will be provided along the 
arterial streets and residential walls will be used interior to the subdivision (except where view 
fencing is used adjacent to open space). The Master Walls Plan is provided at Exhibit 6. The 
community theme will be emphasized by a consistent use of materials and simple detailing.

d. Roadway Standards and Circulation

Riverwalk will be characterized by desert appropriate landscaping at the community entries and 
along open space corridors connecting the neighborhoods while providing buffers to the 
surrounding uses. The plant material for the street environment will draw from the same plant 
palette utilized for the entries and parks.

Pinnacle Peak Road will have a dry crossing at Rock Springs Wash to the west of the Site.  The
crossing at Rock Springs Wash wil l  be improved to an all-weather crossing as part of the site
improvements for Riverwalk.  Riverwalk wil l have access to/from 77th Avenue and Pinnacle
Peak Road which, at this time, constitutes a single point of access. As a condition of approval, 
Riverwalk will stipulate that all homes built within the subdivision be equipped with an 
approved automatic sprinkler system in accordance with Section 903.3.1.1, 903.3.1.2 or 
903.3.1.3.3 to mitigate th is single point of access. This single point of access will be further 
mitigated as future development occurs to the north and south of Riverwalk.

4
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Within the community, curvilinear streets and cul-de-sacs provide a looped road circulation 
system which results in diverse street scenes and traffic calming within the neighborhood 
areas. The Preliminary Development Plan (Exhibit 2) depicts the proposed street alignments 
serving Riverwalk and connecting the neighborhoods within the community. A Traffic 
Impact Report has been separately submitted to City Staff.

Roadway standards for dedication of right-of-way and construction of private streets are 
provided on Sheet 1 of the proposed Conceptual Preliminary Plat (Exhibit 7)2. As is generally 
depicted on the Entry Concept Sketch and Sequence Plan (Exhibit 4), Pinnacle Peak Road will 
be improved with partial improvements as a collector up to the community entries to 
Riverwalk3. Future homebuyers will be provided with notice that the future ROW of 
Pinnacle Peak Road is intended to someday be dedicated as public street ROW at no cost to 
the City. A bond or other assurance mutually acceptable to the City and Melcor, assuring the 
future completion of improvements to Pinnacle Peak Road along Riverwalk's frontage, shall 
be provided to the City prior to the Recordation of the Final Plat of Riverwalk.

77th Avenue will be improved as a collector south of Pinnacle Peak Road. The road will also 
include a fire truck turn-around at the south end.  

Pedestrian circulation is accomplished by sidewalks along streets and a network of pedestrian 
trails through the open space areas creating connections to the community amenities and 
between the individual neighborhoods.

e. Parking

Parking requirements shall conform to the parking standards contained with Article 14-23 of 
the Peoria Zoning Ordinance.

f. Enhanced Design Review Standards

The site will be developed in accordance with the City of Peoria's Design Review Manual. 
The project will include enhanced entry features, curvilinear and looped streets with 
cul-de-sacs, furtherance of the New River Trail system with pedestrian connectivity 
throughout the Site, varied lot sizes and shapes, abundant natural and maintained open space, 
compatible buffers and transitions.

7. Project Signage Standards

Signage for Riverwalk shall conform to the standards contained in Section 14-34 of the 
Peoria Zoning Ordinance. As shown on the Entry Monumentation and Community Wall & 
Fencing Concepts (Exhibit 3) and the Community Entry Concept Sketch and Sequence Plan 
(Exhibit 4), signage announcing arrival at Riverwalk is planned for at the northeast and

5

2 The proposed Preliminary Plat that is attached as Exhibit 7 includes both the acreage that is included 
in this Rezoning Application and additional acreage that is not being rezoned as a part of this Application 
but will be platted as part of Riverwalk.
3 Construction of Pinnacle Peak Road improvements east of the entries to Riverwalk (prior to extending 
Pinnacle Peak Road through New River) would result in an undesirable dead-end "roadway to nowhere" and 
an unintended invitation to dumping and other inappropriate activities at the east end of the dead-end. 
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southeast corners of 77th Avenue and Pinnacle Peak Road. An additional entry sign,
consistent with but on a smaller scale than the Pinnacle Peak Road entry monuments, 
may be provided at the neighborhood entry from 77th Avenue.

8. Project Landscaping Standards

Landscaping for Riverwalk shall conform to the requirements set forth in Article 14-35
of the Peoria Zoning Ordinance.

9. Slope Analysis

Slope analysis is inapplicable.

10. Infrastructure / Utilities

a. Grading / Drainage / Retention

The Site has been graded and the topography is generally flat, sloping from the north to the 
south. Retention facilities will be constructed as necessary to handle on-site retention 
requirements. A landscaped swale is proposed to convey offsite flows through the property. A 
Master Drainage and Hydrology Report has been separately submitted to City Staff.

b. Water

Water services will be provided by Sunrise Water Company.   Public infrastructure currently 
exists adjacent to the Site with adequate capacity to serve the proposed use. A Master Water 
Report has been separately submitted to City Staff. A Hydrological Analysis was applied for 
and received a Certificate of Assured Water Supply from the Arizona Department of Water 
Resources.

c. Wastewater
Wastewater services will be provided by the City of Peoria. Public infrastructure currently 
exists adjacent to the Site with adequate capacity to serve the proposed use. A Master Sewer 
System Report has been separately submitted to City Staff.

d. Electric Power / Natural Gas / Telephone

Electric service will be provided by Arizona Public Service. Southwest Gas provides natural 
gas service in the area. Telephone and Internet service will be available from both Qwest (aka 
Century Link) and Cox Cable.

11. Miscellaneous

a. Schools

Riverwalk is in the Peoria Unified School District ("PUSD").
Frontier Elementary School (K-8) 
21258 N. 81st Avenue 
Peoria. AZ 85382

Enrollment- 1,125+/-
Capacity-1,200+/-

6
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Sunrise Mountain High School (9-12) 21200
N. 83rd Avenue  
Peoria, AZ 85382 

Enrollment-1,600+/- 
Capacity-1,800+/- 

We have been in contact with the Peoria Unified School District. A school site for K-8 grades has 
been donated in the area north of Happy Valley, South of Jomax and East of 83rd Avenue. As the area 
develops with residential developments in the coming years, the District will continue to balance the 
enrollment at each school by shifting the boundaries to be able to accommodate enrollment of all 
school age children in the Peoria school system.

b. HOA

A homeowners' association ("HOA") will be created to maintain the community amenities, private 
streets, open space areas, and other community improvements. The HOA will also create and 
implement private design review guidelines to assure quality and consistent architectural design 
throughout the Site. 

c. Desert Lands Conservation Overlay

A portion of the Site is north of Pinnacle Peak Road and thus within the Desert Lands Conservation 
Overlay District. A Desert Lands Conservation Report has been simultaneously filed with this 
PAD.

12. Conclusion

The Riverwalk PAD is consistent with the goals and overall intent of the General Plan and 
the surrounding residential development. With eye-catching entry features, diverse 
transitional lot sizes, significant internal open spaces, and appropriate extensions of the 
regional trail system, Riverwalk is designed as four diverse but integrated neighborhoods 
that will be compatible with each other and neighboring properties.

Melcor Developments Arizona, Inc.

7
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CITY OF PEORIA, ARIZONA  
COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 

 

Date Prepared:  December 17, 2013  Council Meeting Date:   February 18, 2014   
 

 
 

TO:    Carl Swenson, City Manager 
 
FROM:   Chris Jacques, AICP, Planning and Community Development Director 
 
THROUGH:  Susan J. Daluddung, AICP, Deputy City Manager 
 
SUBJECT:  Z13‐00001 – Sierra Ridge Estates Rezone 
 

 
Purpose:   
 
This  is a request for City Council to hold a Public Hearing to consider an application to rezone 
approximately 17.5 acres of  land from Suburban Ranch (SR‐43) to Planned Area Development 
(PAD) for a 24‐lot single family residential subdivision located on the northeast corner of 107th 
Avenue and Pinnacle Peak Road, known as Sierra Ridge Estates.  
 
Background/Summary: 
 
The subject property is approximately 17.5 acres in size and is located on the northeast corner 
of 107th Avenue and Pinnacle Peak Road. The  site  is currently  located within unincorporated 
Maricopa County and is in the process of being annexed into the City of Peoria. Once annexed, 
the subject property will be designated with an equivalent city zoning of Suburban Ranch (SR‐
43). 
 
The vacant site  is  located at the corner of 107th Avenue  (arterial roadway) and Pinnacle Peak 
Road (minor arterial roadway).  The 107th Avenue alignment provides north‐south access from 
Sun  City  to  Jomax  Road  through  Tierra  del  Rio.  Pinnacle  Peak  Road will  eventually  provide 
access  to  Lake  Pleasant  Parkway  as  development  occurs  or  through  a  future  City  Capital 
Improvement Project  (CIP). Contextually,  the site abuts existing vacant and developed single‐
family residential lots of one‐acre and larger to the north and east.  Across Pinnacle Peak Road 
to  the  south  is  the  existing  Community  of Grace Church  and  a  vacant  parcel  hard‐zoned  as 
Intermediate  Commercial  (C‐2).  These  parcels  abut  Alta  Vista  Estates,  a  residential 
neighborhood zoned R1‐8.   Finally, to the west across 107th Avenue, there  is an SRP overhead 
power line corridor and the Hooten Quarry Mine.    
 
The applicant  is requesting to rezone the 17.5 acre property  from Suburban Ranch  (SR‐43) to 
Planned Area Development  (PAD)  to allow  for a 24‐lot  single‐family  residential development. 
The Sierra Ridge Estates PAD contains development  standards  that are consistent with  those 
contained  in  the R1‐18  zoning district. Through  the accompanying preliminary plat  (Case No. 
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P13‐0005),  the minimum  lot  sizes of  this proposal are depicted  to be 103’ x 177’  (18,231  sf) 
with a maximum proposed lot size of 19,467 sf.  
 
The  City’s Design  Review Manual  prescribes,  among  other  elements,  the minimum  required 
open  space  for  residential  developments.  For  projects with minimum  lot  sizes  in  excess  of 
18,000 square feet in size, 5% of the project area is to be useable open space. The Sierra Ridge 
Estates provides a total of 3.6 acres of open space (21.0%).  In addition, the development is also 
subject  to  the Desert Conservation  Land Overlay  (DLCO) District, which  requires  15%  of  the 
development  to  remain  natural  and  undisturbed,  and  has  been  designed  to  meet  the 
development guidelines per the Ordinance. The natural open space along the western border of 
the project will be preserved,  the useable open  space will be  accommodated by  connective 
trails,  and  landscaping/retention  compliment  the  character  of  the  area.  The Conceptual  Site 
Plan  depicts  a  neighborhood  of  open  space,  pedestrian  connections,  and  other  outdoor 
amenities.  
 
The underlying General Plan  land use designation  for  the property  is Residential/Estate  (0‐2 
du/ac,  target  of  1.0  du/ac).    This  designation  is  intended  to  provide  areas where  large‐lot, 
generally  18,000  sf  and  larger,  for  single‐family  development  is  desirable.  This  land  use 
designation will provide a transitional area between the single‐family county residences to the 
north and east, the arterial intersection of 107th and Pinnacle Peak, the commercial and single‐
family residential zoning to the south, and the power line corridor and quarry mine to the west.  
This density, although slightly above  the  target,  falls well within  the range, and based on  the 
additional open space and the amenities provided essentially meets the target density. 
 
As a requirement of the Rezoning application process, the applicant conducted a neighborhood 
meeting and provided a Citizen Participation Report detailing  the  results of  the meeting. The 
applicant notified  all property owners within  a 600  foot  radius of  the  site  and  all  registered 
Homeowner’s Associations within 1 mile for the required neighborhood meeting. Three citizen 
participation meetings were held for this request. The first meeting was held on September 5, 
2012  (prior  to  formal submittal),  the second on February 11, 2013, and  the  third on May 20, 
2013.  All meetings  were  held  at  the  at  the  Sunrise Mountain  Library.  There  was  a  strong 
turnout of Maricopa County  residents at all  three meetings as well as  the applicant and City 
staff.  The  applicant  presented  the  details  of  the  proposed  project  and meeting  attendees 
provided several comments/concerns regarding the plans (Exhibit E) to the Planning and Zoning 
Commission staff report. A summary of the three meetings are listed below: 
 
September 5, 2012: 

 Sierra Ridge Estates originally proposed more than 50 lots on the 17.5 acre site.  

 Proposed a density of 3.0 du/ac 

 Proposed access via Pinnacle Peak Road and Camino de Oro 

 County residents strongly opposed the  lot size, density, access via Camino de Oro, and 
lack of conformance with the General Plan.  
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February 11,2013: 

 First official submittal proposed 34 lots on the 17.5 acre site.  

 Proposed a minimum lot size of 8,000 sf and a density of 2.0 du/ac.  

 Proposed access via Pinnacle Peak Road and Camino de Oro.  

 Again,  County  residents  were  strongly  opposed  to  the  lot  size,  density,  access  via 
Camino  de  Oro,  and  lack  of  conformance  with  the  General  Plan  as  well  as  the 
infringement to their rural lifestyle.  

 
May 20, 2013: 

 Second submittal proposed 24 lots on the 17.5 acre site.  

 Increased the minimum lot size from 8,000 sf to 18,000 sf and reduced the density  from 
2.0 du/ac to 1.3 du/ac.  

 Proposed access via Pinnacle Peak Road and Camino de Oro.  

 The increase in lot size and the reduction in density were well received by citizens.  

 Access to the development via Camino de Oro and  infringement to their rural  lifestyle 
continued to garner strong opposition.   

 
Previous Actions: 
 
At the December 5, 2013 Planning and Zoning Commission meeting, there was one citizen who 
spoke in favor of the proposed development and two citizens who spoke in opposition. The two 
citizens who spoke  in opposition stated that the road conditions along the county portions of 
Camino de Oro and Pinnacle Peak were poor at best. They stated that an increase in local traffic 
would  create  additional maintenance  needs  and  that  the  burden  of maintaining  the  roads 
would be placed upon local county residents. In addition, both citizens recommended that the 
City form a committee to study the circulation patterns in the area. Staff stated that proposed 
development would be responsible for roadway improvements to those portions of Camino de 
Oro  and  Pinnacle  Peak  Road  that  bordered  the  development  and  that  the  main  point  of 
entrance  into the subdivision would be from 107th Avenue and Pinnacle Peak Road. A motion 
was made  to  recommend  approval  of  the  application  subject  to  the  conditions  of  approval 
contained in the staff report. The Commission vote unanimously (4‐0) in favor of the motion.   
 
Options:  
 
A:  Approve  as  recommended  by  Planning  &  Zoning  Commission  with  conditions  of 

approval; or 
B:  Approve with modifications; or 
C:  Deny; or 
D:  Continue action to a date certain or indefinitely; or 
E:  Remand to the Planning & Zoning Commission for further consideration.  
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Staff’s Recommendation: 
 
Staff  recommends  that  the  City  Council  concur with  the  Planning  and  Zoning  Commission’s 
December 5, 2013 recommendation (4‐0) to approve Case Z13‐0001. 
 
Fiscal Analysis: 
 
This request is not expected to have immediate budgetary impacts to the City.  
 
Narrative: 
 
If the City Council takes action to approve this case, the applicant may move forward with the 
development process through Preliminary Plat review and approval. 
 
Exhibit(s): 
 
Exhibit 1: Vicinity Map 
Exhibit 2: December 5, 2013 Planning and Zoning Commission Staff Report with Exhibits 
Exhibit 3: Draft Ordinance 

 
 
 
Contact Name and Number: Rick Williams, Planner, x7565 
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Applicant: D.R. Horton Homes
Request:  To rezone approximately 17.5 Acres of land from the
Suburban Ranch (SR-43) Zoning District to the Planned Area
Development (PAD) Zoning District.
Location:  NWC  of 107th Ave and Pinnacle Peak Road
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CASE NUMBER: Z13-0001 

DATE: December 5, 2013 

AGENDA ITEM: 9R 
 

Applicant: Bowman Consulting on behalf of D.R. Horton Homes 
 

Request: 
 

Rezone approximately 17.5 acres of land from Suburban 
Ranch (SR-43) Zoning to Planned Area Development (PAD) 
Zoning.  

Proposed Development: 
 

Sierra Ridge Estates:

 

 a 24-lot single-family residential 
subdivision.  

Location: Northeast corner of Pinnacle Peak Road and 107th Avenue.  
 

Site Acreage Approximately 17.5 acres 
 

Support / Opposition: As of the date of this report, Staff has received three letters 
in opposition of this application.  
 

Recommendation: Recommend approval of case Z13-0001, with stipulations to 
the City Council.  

 

Table 1: 

AREA CONTEXT 

Existing Land Use, General Plan Designation, Current Zoning. (Exhibits A-C

 

) 

 

 LAND USE GENERAL PLAN ZONING 

Site Vacant, undeveloped Residential/Estate (0-2 du/ac) Suburban Ranch (SR-43) 

North Maricopa County single-
family residences Residential/Estate (0-2 du/ac) Maricopa County Rural-43 zoning                            

South 

Pinnacle Peak Road, 
then Community of 
Grace Church, 
undeveloped land.  

Residential/Estate (0-2 du/ac) 
Intermediate Commercial (C-2) 
and Single-Family Residential (R1-
18)                             

East Maricopa County single-
family residences Residential/Estate (0-2 du/ac) Maricopa County Rural-43 zoning                            

West 
SRP Easement, 107th 
Avenue, and then the 
Hooton Quarry Mine 

Park/Open Space Maricopa County Rural-43 zoning                            
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Sierra Ridge Estates Annexation 
1. The City of Peoria initiated, on behalf of D.R. Horton Homes (Case ANX13-

0001), an application to annex approximately 32.76 acres of land located within 
unincorporated Maricopa County at 107th Avenue and Pinnacle Peak Road on 
January 28, 2013. Included in the annexation request are portions of 107th 
Avenue, north and south of Pinnacle Peak Road, an SRP parcel, four D.R. 
Horton Parcels for the development of Sierra Ridge Estates, and five single-
family residential parcels. Blank petitions and sworn affidavits were filed with the 
County Recorder, land values were obtained from the Assessor’s Office and the 
Department of Revenue, and the first public hearing before the City Council was 
conducted on September 17, 2013. 
  

2. Currently, the official petitions to annex are being circulated for signatures by the 
land owners and it is anticipated that the second public hearing before City 
Council to adopt the annexation request will be held on January 21, 2014. Upon 
final adoption of the ordinance annexing the county land, and by separate action 
(Z13-0012), the 32.76 will be rezoned with an equivalent Peoria zoning of 
Suburban Ranch (SR-43)   
   

 
PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

Site and Project Details 
3. The subject property is approximately 17.5 acres in size and is located on the 

northeast corner of 107th

 

 Avenue and Pinnacle Peak Road. The site is currently 
located within unincorporated Maricopa County and is in the process of being 
annexed into the City of Peoria. Once annexed, the subject property will be 
designated with an equivalent city zoning of Suburban Ranch (SR-43). 

4. The vacant site is located at the corner of 107th Avenue (arterial roadway) and 
Pinnacle Peak Road (minor arterial roadway).  107th Avenue provides north-
south access from Sun City to Jomax Road through Tierra del Rio. Pinnacle 
Peak Road will eventually provide access to Lake Pleasant Parkway as 
development occurs or through a future City Capital Improvement Project (CIP). 
Contextually, the site abuts existing vacant and developed single-family 
residential lots of one-acre and larger to the north and east.  Across Pinnacle 
Peak Road to the south is the existing Community of Grace Church and a vacant 
parcel hard-zoned as Intermediate Commercial (C-2). These parcels abut Alta 
Vista Estates, a residential neighborhood zoned R1-8.  Finally, to the west across 
107th

 

 Avenue, there is an SRP overhead power line corridor and the Hooten 
Quarry Mine.    

5. The applicant is requesting to rezone the 17.5 acre property from Suburban 
Ranch (SR-43) to Planned Area Development (PAD) to allow for a 24-lot single-
family residential development. The Sierra Ridge Estates PAD contains 
development standards that are consistent with those contained in the R1-18 
zoning district. Through the accompanying preliminary plat (Case No. P13-0005), 
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the minimum lot sizes of this proposal are depicted to be 103’ x 177’ (18,231 sf) 
with a maximum proposed lot size of 19,467 sf.  

 
6. The Sierra Ridge Estates PAD Standards and Guidelines Report provides 

specific development standards that the applicant is proposing which are similar 
to the R1-18 Development Standards. The difference in development standards 
are shown in bold text in the table below:  
 
Development Standards R1-18 Development 

Standards 
Sierra Ridge Estates 

Development Standards 

Min. Lot Area 18,000 sf 18,000 sf 
Min. Lot Width 90’ 90 
Min. Lot Depth 100’ 155’ 
Min. Front Setback 20’ 20’ 
Min. Rear Setback 15’ 15’ 
Min. Side Setback (min/total ft) 5/15’ 5/10’ 
Max. Building Height 30’ 30’ 
Max. Percentage Lot Coverage 35%  45% 

 
7. The City’s Design Review Manual prescribes, among other elements, the 

minimum required open space for residential developments. For projects with 
minimum lot sizes in excess of 18,000 square feet in size, 5% of the project area 
is to be useable open space. The Sierra Ridge Estates provides a total of 3.6 
acres of open space (20.05%).  In addition, the development is also subject to 
the Desert Conservation Land Overlay (DLCO) District, which requires 15% of 
the development to remain natural and undisturbed, and has been designed to 
meet the development guidelines per the Ordinance. 

 

 
DISCUSSION AND ANALYSIS 

Conformance with the General Plan 
8. The underlying General Plan land use designation for the property is 

Residential/Estate (0-2 du/ac, target of 1.0 du/ac).  This designation is intended 
to provide areas where large-lot, generally 18,000 sf and larger, for single-family 
development is desirable. This land use designation will provide a transitional 
area between the single-family county residences to the north and east, the 
arterial intersection of 107th

 

 and Pinnacle Peak, the commercial and single-family 
residential zoning to the south, and the power line corridor and quarry mine to the 
west.    

9. The project provides a density of 1.3 du/acre with 3.6 acres (21.0%) of open 
space (useable, natural, and landscape/retention). Of the 3.6 acres reserved for 
open space, 1.25 acres (7.1%) is designated as active open space exceeding the 
requirement by 2.1%. The natural open space along the western border of the 
project will be preserved, the useable open space will be accommodated by 
connective trails, and landscaping/retention compliment the character of the 



Staff Report Z13-0001 
December 5, 2013 
Page 4 

  

area.  The development is also subject to the Desert Conservation Land Overlay 
(DLCO) District, and has been designed to meet the Natural Open Space 
development guidelines per the Ordinance. Lastly, the Conceptual Site Plan 
depicts a neighborhood of open space, pedestrian connections, and other 
outdoor amenities. This density, although slightly above the target, falls well 
within the range, and based on the additional open space and the amenities 
provided essentially meets the target density. 

 
Public Participation Plan 
10. As a requirement of the Rezoning application process, the applicant conducted a 

neighborhood meeting and provided a Citizen Participation Report detailing the 
results of the meeting. The applicant notified all property owners within a 600 foot 
radius of the site and all registered Homeowner’s Associations within 1 mile for 
the required neighborhood meeting. Three citizen participation meetings were 
held for this request. The first meeting was held on September 5, 2012 (prior to 
formal submittal), the second on February 11, 2013, and the third on May 20, 
2013. All meetings were held at the at the Sunrise Mountain Library. There was a 
strong turnout of Maricopa County residents at all three meetings as well as the 
applicant and City staff. The applicant presented the details of the proposed 
project and meeting attendees provided several comments/concerns regarding 
the plans (Exhibit E). 
 

11. As originally submitted, the Sierra Ridge Estates proposed a 34-lot, single-family 
subdivision on the 17.5 acres. A minimum lot size of 8,000 sf was proposed 
resulting in a gross density of 2.0 du/ac which was not in conformance with the 
Peoria General Plan for the area. Attendees of the first two meetings were 
adamantly opposed to the proposed lot size and density as well as access to the 
development via Camino de Oro. More specifically, the county residents thought 
the development would result in the depreciation of their property values and 
result in the creation of cut-through traffic from 107th and Pinnacle Peak Road to 
Lake Pleasant Parkway via Camino de Oro. As submitted, Pinnacle Peak Road 
would be improved from 107th

 

 Avenue east to the Sierra Ridge development 
boundary and dead end at that point. Currently there are no future plans to 
extend Pinnacle Peak Road east to Lake Pleasant Parkway. Given the 
substantial opposition to the application and the non-conformance with the 
General Plan, the applicant revised the application.  

12. On May 20, 2013 a third citizen review meeting was held and a revised 
application was presented to the public. The conceptional lot layout indicated that 
the minimum lot size had been increased from 8,000 square feet to 18,000 
square feet resulting in a density of 1.3 du/ac which brought the proposed 
development into conformance with the City’s General Plan. Again, there was a 
strong turnout from the county residents and there appeared to be more support 
for the increased lot size and density reduction. However, there was still strong 
opposition regarding the access via Camino de Oro, through the county island, to 
the proposed development.    
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City Review 
13. As previously discussed, this request has been reviewed and commented on 

through the City’s standard rezoning application review process.  
Recommended conditions of approval have been provided by the Planning, Site 
Development / Engineering, and Fire Safety Division as provided in the 
Conditions of Approval portion of this report. 

 
Peoria Unified School District 
14. This development lies within the boundaries of the Peoria Unified School District 

(PUSD). The Developer and the District have reached an agreement concerning 
developer assistance to the district and this agreement has received Governing 
Board approval. 

 
Public Notice 
15. Public notice was provided in the manner prescribed under Section 14-39-6.  

Additionally, the site was posted with a sign meeting the size and content 
requirements prescribed by the Planning.  

 
Proposition 207 
16. The applicant has furnished a signed and notarized Proposition 207 Waiver for 

recordation pending the outcome of the City Council action. 

17. Based on the following findings: 

FINDINGS AND RECOMMENDATION 

• The proposed zoning district is in conformance with the goals and objectives 
set forth in the Peoria General Plan. 

• This rezoning request is consistent with General Plan Residential / Estate 
Density (0-2 du/ac, target of 1 du/ac) land use designation. 

• This rezoning request will result in a residential development that is 
compatible with the existing adjacent neighborhood(s) and will act as a 
transition between the commercial zoning to the south and the 1+ acre lot 
residences to the north. 
 

It is recommended that the Planning and Zoning Commission take the following action: 
 

 

Recommend to the City Council approval of Case Z13-0001 subject to the 
following conditions: 

 
1. The development shall substantially conform to the “Sierra Ridge Estates” 

Narrative and Conceptual Plans (case Z13-0001) date stamped November 13, 
2013. 
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2. The Developer shall provide an ALTA Survey reflecting existing boundary and 

recorded easements on the site. 
 

3. A Final Drainage Report shall be submitted with the Civil Improvement Plans.   
 

4. The Developer shall be responsible for all of half street improvements along 
Pinnacle Peak.  

 
5. Internal streetlights are required to be installed by the Developer.  At the time of 

civil submittal, a streetlight plan shall also be submitted. 
 

6. Permission from SRP for utility crossings will be necessary for this subdivision. 
 

7. The Developer shall provide an Agreement to Install Improvement for the public 
improvements required by the development with an accompanying financial 
assurance for subdivision improvements in accordance with City's requirements. 

 
8. In order for the City to issue a “Will Serve Letter” the Developer shall submit the 

water and sewer reports and the Approval to Construct (ATC) form with an 
original signature by the owner.  The current ATC forms are available at 
http://www.maricopa.gov/EnvSvc/WaterWaste/Subdivisions/Downloads.aspx 

 
9. A flow test will need to be conducted to determine fire flow rates upon. This can 

be done as part of the construction documents submittal. 
 

10. The Developer will be responsible to form a Maintenance Improvement District 
(MID).  The MID submittal shall be made with the second submittal of the 
improvement plans. 

 
11. The Developer will be responsible to form a Street Light Improvement District 

(SLID) for this subdivision.  A SLID Submittal will be required with the second 
submittal of the improvement plans.  

 
12. The preservative seal required for the new streets shall be applied 1-year after 

completion of the streets.  A fee to cover this cost will be required at the time of 
the paving permit. The City will determine the amount at the time of permit 
issuance. 

 
13. Pavement sections shall be verified by the project soils report.  The proposed 

pavement design shall meet the City of Peoria’s minimum requirements. 
 

14. The Developer will be responsible to verify visibility and sight distance triangles 
for intersections, driveways, and grade separations. 

 
15. All flood plains must be shown on the final plat. 

 

http://www.maricopa.gov/EnvSvc/WaterWaste/Subdivisions/Downloads.aspx�


Staff Report Z13-0001 
December 5, 2013 
Page 7 

  

16. No structure shall be constructed within the limits of the FEMA designated flood 
plain. 

 
17. Any modification to existing flood plain shall be pre-approved by FEMA through 

the City of Peoria Engineering Department. 
 

18. The Development will be responsible to comply with the phase 2 AZPDES Storm 
Water Pollution Prevention criteria. This should include runoff control, erosion 
control, and sediment control. A Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) 
shall be submitted with the improvement plans in accordance with the SWPPP 
checklist. 

 
19. Prior to Final Plat recordation, the applicant shall obtain approval of final grading, 

drainage, utilities, and paving plans in conjunction with a Final Drainage Report 
and Final TIA.  These final plans and reports shall be in conformance with the 
approved preliminary plans and report.  The Final Plat shall be submitted with the 
first submittal of the improvement plans.  The Final Plat shall be approved prior to 
permits being issued for the site. 

 
20. All subdivisions shall submit a local street signing plan with the second review of 

the improvement plans. 

Exhibit A  Vicinity/Location Map 

ATTACHMENTS 

Exhibit A.1  Annexation Vicinity Map 
Exhibit B  General Plan Land Use Map 
Exhibit C  Zoning Map 
Exhibit D  Proposed Conceptual Site Plan (for reference) 
Exhibit E  Citizen Participation Report 
Exhibit F Sierra Ridge Estates Planned Area Development Standards and 

Guidelines Report 
 
 
Prepared by:  Rick Williams 
   Planner 
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Request:  To rezone approximately 17.5 Acres of land from the
Suburban Ranch (SR-43) Zoning District to the Planned Area
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ANX13-0001 Sierra Ridge Annexation 

Not to Scale

ANX13-0001 Vicinity Map

Applicant: City of Peoria
Request:  To rezone approximately 32.76 Acres of land from
Maricopa County (Rural-43)  to Suburban Ranch (SR-43)
Location:  NWC  of 107th Ave and Pinnacle Peak Road
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Z13-0001 Sierra Ridge Estates Rezone
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Z13-0001 Land Use Map

Applicant: D.R. Horton Homes
Request:  To rezone approximately 17.5 Acres of land from the
Suburban Ranch (SR-43) Zoning District to the Planned Area
Development (PAD) Zoning District.
Location:  NWC  of 107th Ave and Pinnacle Peak Road

³
EXHIBIT B

Pinnacle Peak Road

107th Avenue

10
7th

 A
ve

nu
e

Sierra Ridge Estates

Hooton
Quarry Mine

Hooton
Quarry Mine

Residential/Estate 0-2 du/ac
             Target 1.0 du/ac

Residential/Low 2-5 du/ac
             Target 3.0 du/ac

Residential/Estate 0-2 du/ac
             Target 1.0
Residential/Estate 0-2 du/ac
             Target 1.0 du/ac

Park/Open Space



PAD
Z96-19

R1-8
Z94-32

C-2
 

R1-18
Z01-02 AG

 

SR-35
Z95-19

SR-35
Z07-01

Z13-0001 Sierra Ridge Estates Rezone
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Z13-0001 Zoning Map

Applicant: D.R. Horton Homes
Request:  To rezone approximately 17.5 Acres of land from the
Suburban Ranch (SR-43) Zoning District to the Planned Area
Development (PAD) Zoning District.
Location:  NWC  of 107th Ave and Pinnacle Peak Road
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Notice of Neighborhood Meeting 
 

August 28, 2012 
 
 
 
 
Dear Neighbor, 
 
You are cordially invited to a neighborhood meeting regarding a proposed 
annexation and Rezoning in your area.   
 
The property is approximately 17.24 acres and located on the northeast corner of 
Pinnacle Peak Road and 107th Avenue.  Our request will be for the City of Peoria 
to annex and zone the property from the current Maricopa County Zoning 
classification R-43 to single-family residential R1-8, which could allow for the 
development of single-family residential homes. A neighborhood meeting will be 
held at the time and place listed below to discuss the proposed Annexation and 
Rezoning and answer any questions you may have.   
 
The neighborhood meeting will be held: 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
If you have any questions regarding this Proposed Annexation and Rezoning, 
please contact Shelby Duplessis at Bowman Consulting Group (602) 679-4438. 
 
 
Attachment:  Project site map 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Bowman Consulting Group 
 
Shelby JM Duplessis 
 
Shelby JM Duplessis, PE, LEED AP 
Senior Project Manager 
 
 

Wednesday, September 5
th

, 2012 

6:00 pm 

Sunrise Mountain Library, Community Room 

21109 N 98
th

 Ave Peoria, AZ 85382 
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Notice of Neighborhood Meeting 
 

January 30, 2013 
 
 
Dear Neighbor, 
 
The purpose of this letter is to inform you that DR Horton has recently filed an 
Annexation request, Rezone application and General Plan Amendment for 
approximately 17.24 acres located on the northeast corner of Pinnacle Peak Road 
and 107th Avenue. 
 
Our request will be for the City of Peoria to annex, Amend the General Plan and 
Zone the property from the current Maricopa County Zoning classification R-43 to 
single-family residential R1-8, which would allow for the development of single-
family residential homes. The request is to change the existing General Plan 
Land Use designation from Residential Estate (0-2 du/ac) to Residential Low 
category (2-5 du/ac).  A neighborhood meeting will be held at the time and place 
listed below to discuss the proposed Annexation, General Plan Amendment and 
Rezoning and to answer any questions you may have. 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
If you have any questions regarding this Proposed Annexation, Rezoning, and 
General Plan Amendment please contact Shelby Duplessis at Bowman 
Consulting Group (602) 679-4438 or sduplessis@bowmanconsulting.com. 
 
Attachment:  Project site map 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Bowman Consulting Group 
 
 
 
Shelby JM Duplessis, PE, LEED AP 
Senior Project Manager 

Monday, February 11, 2013 

6:00 pm 

Sunrise Mountain Library, Community Room 

21109 N 98
th

 Ave Peoria, AZ 85382 
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321 N CLARK STREET SUITE 2800,  

CHICARGO, IL  606545313 

20108023 

 

 S R P A I & P D 

PO BOX 1980,  

PHOENIX, AZ  85001 

20108019B 

 
Dan Coccimiglio 

 

20108019K 

 

 MORLOCK 
GARY/CATHERINE/WADE/STEPHANIE 

  

 

20108019S 

 

 WALTER JAMES J/HEIDI K 

  

20108019T 

 



HARBOR PROPERTIES LLC 

321 N CLARK STREET SUITE 2800,  

CHICARGO, IL  606545313 

20108022 

 

 TM V LLC 

1450 BROADWAY 6TH FL,  

NEW YORK, NY  10018 

20010800A 

 

 HARBOR PROPERTIES LLC 

321 N CLARK STREET SUITE 2800,  

CHICARGO, IL  606545313 

20108020C 

 
SRPAI & PD 

PO BOX 1980,  

PHOENIX, AZ  85001 

20108020B 

 

    

     

     

     

     

     

     

     

     



HARTOO PROPERTIES LLC 

1501 BELVEDERE RD,  

WEST PLAM BEACH, FL  33406 

20122018E 

 

 HARDY PROPERTIES LLC 

4207 E PALO VERDE DR,  

PHOENIX, AZ  85018 

20011256 

 

 PETERSEN RICHARD G 

 

20011255 

 
SCOTT CLAIR T/GILLIAN A 

 

20010029G 

 

 OGG RICK D/KATHLEEN A 

 

20108033J 

 

 BONDI LIVING TRUST 

 

20108033H 

 
KLETTLINGER JERRY/JOZLYN 

  

20108031D 

 

 GRAHAM TONIA 

  

20108034C 

 

 GODINEZ STEVE B/CAROL 

 

20108034D 
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Sierra Ridge Estates Neighborhood Meeting Notes 

 
Monday, February 11, 2013 

Sunrise Mountain Library, Community Room, 21109 N 98th Ave, Peoria, AZ 85382 
Time:  6:00 pm 

 
Attendance:  38 people signed in on the sign-in sheets.  A few individuals did not sign in.  See 
attached sign-in sheets for list of names of the attendees. 
 
Concerns/Responses: 
 
Below is a summary of the concerns voiced by the community: 
 

1. Site Plan: 
a. Why are we requesting to change the general plan amendment from residential 

estate and what amenities are you offering to justify the change?   
b. Why are there no 35,000sf lots?   
c. What size are the lots that are on the east end of property?   
d. Why can’t we do at least ¾ acre lots? 
e. The number and size of lots will decrease their property values, what will DR 

Horton be doing to compensate them? 
f. Will they prevent two story homes? 

 
Based on the market demand and the growth of this area it is the most beneficial 
to offer a variety of home options to proposed residents.  DR Horton will provide 
their higher end homes on the larger lot sizes, and will offer 2-story options.  The 
development plan provides an increased buffer on the east end of the property 
with larger lots siding up to their properties, and we are providing 25%+ open 
space.  DR Horton does not provide financial compensation to neighbors.   

 
2. Camino de Oro connectivity and circulation:   

a. During construction how will we prevent workers from using Camino de Oro or 
Pinnacle Peak as their ingress and egress?   

b. Will Camino de Oro be developed and connect at 107th Ave or continue east to 
Lake Pleasant Parkway? 

c. Can some sort of barrier be put in on Camino de Oro to prevent new residents 
from using “their road” to the east? 

d. Fire Department Access will be affected by the addition of the subdivision.  What 
will be done to prevent increased response times? 

e. How many points of ingress and egress will be required for this number of lots? 
f. Can DR Horton provide the residents along the north end of the property another 

point of access during construction so they can block off Camino de Oro? 
 
Camino de Oro will not be developed with connection to the east.  If the 
Annexation of the properties to the north is aPinnacle Peak Roadoved, Camino 
de Oro will have some sort of a barrier at the east end to prevent through traffic 
to and from the east on Camino de Oro.  There will not be access to 107th Ave 
from Camino de Oro as there is no existing ROW west of Sierra Ridge.  This 



 

 

street cannot be blocked off during construction by DR Horton as this is the only 
legal ingress and egress for the existing homeowners to the north, however all 
construction traffic will be directed to and from 107th Avenue and Pinnacle Peak 
Road only .  There will be a construction fence around the property during the 
construction phase, however the fence cannot extend into the Camino de Oro 
ROW.  Based on the City review we will address the Fire Access issue, if a 
secondary access is necessary it will be added.  Ingress and Egress will be 
determined based on the decision regarding annexation of properties to the north 
of this project.  Once a decision has been made a specific plan for Camino de 
Oro will be coordinated with the City of Peoria departments (fire, planning and 
engineering) which will be detailed and aPinnacle Peak Roadoved in the PAD 
request. 
 

3. Process Questions: 
a. What is the process?   
b. Where are we in the process?  
c. Will they be notified of hearing dates?   
d. Why did some of the neighbors not receive letters?  

 
Annexation, General Plan Amendment, Rezoning and Preliminary Plat applications have 
been submitted to the City of Peoria for review.  The City is currently reviewing the 
applications and will provide comments to the development team that need to be 
addressed.  We are having this neighborhood meeting earlier than typically held, to allow 
residents to voice their concerns.  Hearing dates for P&Z and City Council will be set 
once the City Staff feels all of their comments have been addressed.  Upon scheduling 
of these meetings another mailing will be sent out to notify the residents of the dates and 
times, and a sign will be posted on the project site with the meeting details.  The City 
requires notification of residents within 600 feet.  If you are outside that area your 
neighbors will advise you of the dates and times.  The site plan is in the final stages of 
preliminary submittal applications, however we will still be looking working through 
numerous design issues that we can consider changing (ie: street light layouts, etc) 
 

4. The area is dark at night and they have a great view.  How many street lights will they be 
adding? 

 
The number of street lights has not been decided as of yet, however we will consider the 
request to minimize lights, and perhaps come in under the dark sky ordinance. 
 

5. City Coordination/Contact: 
a. Who is their council person?   
b. How do they contact them?  
c. Is there someone from the city present? 

 
John Edwards is their council person.  They can contact his secretary at the City Council 
Office to schedule a time to meet with him, their contact info can be found on the City of 
Peoria Council Home Page.  Yes there is a representative from City of Peoria in 
attendance, they typically only observe and take notes during this meeting.  (Rob 
Gubser introduced himself). 
 

6. Neighborhood Notification: 
a. Why can’t all the neighborhood be notified?   



 

 

b. Who decides on 600 feet?  
c. Can everyone be added to list? 

 
The City requires a 600-foot notification area around the proposed project boundary.  
We must adhere to these guidelines to maintain consistency in the City of Peoria.  
Clearly, based on the meeting attendance this notification area and process worked as 
the other neighbors further out were notified as well (It is noted that Frank and Sherry 
Lauh, Tom and Vicki Jensen and Rachel McCullough would like to be added to list) 
 

7. Cornelius Rus (  
Supports project.  Says they had a choice to build whatever type of home they wanted 
and new residents should have the same right.  In addition, he has the right to support a 
project that will provide him paved and safe access to Pinnacle Peak Road.   

 
8. Zeke Rios (  

Supports project.  The residents concern about the abuse of Camino de Oro is a 
problem now, before any other homes have been built.  People from the east do not 
respect the neighbors and their rights to not want cut through traffic speeding down over 
the hill spitting up rocks and dirt at their homes at the bottom of the hill.  With the 
proposed subdivision, cut through traffic will most likely decrease if not be stopped with a 
barrier or barricade of some sort.  We need viable access to Pinnacle Peak Road. 
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Sierra Ridge Estates Neighborhood Meeting Notes 

 
Monday, February 11, 2013 

Sunrise Mountain Library, Community Room, 21109 N 98th Ave, Peoria, AZ 85382 
Time:  6:00 pm 

 
Attendance:  38 people signed in on the sign-in sheets.  A few individuals did not sign in.  See 
attached sign-in sheets for list of names of the attendees. 
 

 
 
Detailed Questions: 
 
Guy and Vonda Culp (

Why can’t they just follow the current general plan?  What additional amenities are they 
offering with the general plan amendment request? Why can’t they just give some 
35,000 sf lots on the east and north ends of the project and transition into smaller lots? 
Why so many lots?  Can DR Horton put up barricades to prevent access through 
Pinnacle Peak Road and Camino de Oro? 
 
Jim Walter: 
Where will access to Camino de Oro end?  Why so many lots? How will DR Horton 
compensate the current homeowners for their loss of property value? 
Will we be advised of hearing dates in the future?  Who says only 600’ notification? 
 
James Decker/Tonia Graham (
What will they be doing to prevent traffic going east on Camino de Oro?  Will there be a 
wall around neighborhood? Can the 5 lots on north end of property get temporary 
access from somewhere else during construction?  Concerned about how DR Horton 
plans to protect their neighborhood and children during construction? 
 
Ed Haines  (
Will Camino de Oro go through to 107th Ave? 
 
Steve Godinez  
Fire Department Access to the current residents will be affected.  What are they doing to 
address this issue?  How many points of ingrees/egress are required for this size of a 
neighborhood?  Who decides that? 
 
Lisa Dejoy (  
Why are they changing from RE-35 to R-10?  Why can’t they offer some 35,000 sq ft 
lots?  What size are the lots on east end of property?  Who made the decision to request 
general plan amendment? 
 
Vickie Jensen  
Where is the second emergency access?  What are the plans for Camino de Oro? Why 
can’t the entire neighborhood be notified?  Who decides on 600 feet? 



 

 

 
Jozlyn Klettlinger (
Where exactly are we in the process?  Who decides who gets notified? What is DR 
Horton doing for safety and traffic issues that will arise from increased vehicles in the 
area?  How many street lights are they putting in the new neighborhood? 

 
Gregg Lentz (
Who is our council person?  How do we get in touch with them?  Is there someone from 
the city in attendance? What happens to the property owners north of the properties 
requesting to be annexed? 
 
Dan Coccimiglio  
Can the homes backing Camino de Oro be at least ¾ acre lots?  





 

Bowman Consulting Group  3010 South Priest Drive  Suite 103  Tempe, AZ  85282  480-629-8830 

Notice of Neighborhood Meeting 
 

May 6, 2013 
 
 
Dear Neighbor, 
 
The purpose of this letter is to inform you that DR Horton has modified their recently filed 
Annexation request and Rezone application for approximately 17.24 acres located on 
the northeast corner of Pinnacle Peak Road and 107th Avenue. 
 
Our request will be for the City of Peoria to annex and rezone the property from 
the current Maricopa County Zoning classification R-43 to a Planned Area 
Development that will mirror the City’s R1-18 Single Family Residential zoning 
district, which would allow for the proposed 24 lot community.  A neighborhood 
meeting will be held at the time and place listed below to discuss the proposed 
Annexation and Rezoning and to answer any questions you may have. 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
If you have any questions regarding this Proposed Annexation and Rezoning, 
please contact Shelby Duplessis at Bowman Consulting Group 
sduplessis@bowmanconsulting.com. 
 
Attachment:  Project site map 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Bowman Consulting Group 
 

 
Shelby JM Duplessis, PE, LEED AP 
Senior Project Manager 

Monday, May 20
th

, 2013 

6:00 pm- 7:00 pm 

Sunrise Mountain Library, Community Room 

21109 N 98
th

 Ave Peoria, AZ 85382 



BCW INC 

P O BOX 1500 

HOUSTON, TX  772511500 

20011258 
 

 BONDI LIVING TRUST 

 

20108033H 
 

 BREEDING DONALD B/SIBYLLE 

 

20010029E, F 
 

COMMUNITY OF GRACE LUTHERAN 
CHURCH 

10561 WEST PINNACLE PEAK RD 

PEORIA, AZ  85383 

20010001J 
 

 CULP VONDA R/GUY S 

20010029B 
 

 DEJOY GARRETT/LISA A 

 

20108055A 
 

GODINEZ STEVE B/CAROL 

 

20108034D 
 

 GOKOOL JENNIFER 

 

20108033G 
 

 GRAHAM TONIA 

20108034C 
 

HARBOR PROPERTIES LLC 

321 N CLARK STREET SUITE 2800 

CHICARGO, IL  606545313 

20108021, 20108023, 20108022, 
20108020C 
 

 HARDY PROPERTIES LLC 

4207 E PALO VERDE DR 

PHOENIX, AZ  85018 

20011256 
 

 HARTOO PROPERTIES LLC 

1501 BELVEDERE RD 

WEST PLAM BEACH, FL  33406 

20122018E 
 

KLETTLINGER JERRY/JOZLYN 

20108031D 
 

 LENTZ JOYCE 

20108019U 
 

 LOTTS ROBERT A/MARY E 

20108019K 
 

MARDEN MICKEY/TABATHA 

 

20108019L 
 

 MAYS TODD 

20108055B 
 

 MAYS TODD/HUNT LAURA 

20108055C 
 

METZGER JEREMIAH/HEATHER 

 

20108019H 
 

 MORLOCK 
GARY/CATHERINE/WADE/STEPHANI
E 

20108019S 

 OGG RICK D/KATHLEEN A 

20108033J 
 

PETERSEN RICHARD G 

 

 

20011255, 20011257 
 

 PUCCIO DAVID/QIN 

 

20108033F 
 

 PYLE MARC C/DEBORAH L 

20108031C, A 
 

REVELL SPATA RAILROAD AVENUE 
LLC 

6529 VISTA DEL MAR 

PLAYA DEL REY, CA  90293 

20010799B 
 

 REVELL SPATA RAILROAD AVENUE 
LLC 

6529 VISTA DEL MAR 

PLAYA DEL REY, CA  90293 

20010801B 
 

 RIOS EZEQUIEL/JEANNIE 

20108019J 
 

RUS CORNELIU/MONICA RUS-PAUL 

 

20108019F 
 

 RUS-PAUL CORNELIU/MONICA 

 

20108019E 
 

 S R P A I & P D 

PO BOX 1980 

PHOENIX, AZ  85001 

20108019B, G, 20122018B, 20108020B 
 



SALT RIVER PROJECT AGRI IMP & 
POWER DIST 

P O BOX 52025 

PHOENIX, AZ  850722025 

20108019C 
 

 SCOTT CLAIR T/GILLIAN A 

20010029G 
 

 SINGLETON CHRIS/JEANNIE 

 

20108019M 
 

STEPAN LIVIA 

20108034A 
 

 TM V LLC 

1450 BROADWAY 6TH FL 

NEW YORK, NY  10018 

20010800A 
 

 UNDERBERG EDWARD J JR 

 

20108034B 
 

WADSWORTH MICHAEL T/KRISTI A 

 

20108019P 
 

 WALTER JAMES J/HEIDI K 

20108019T 
 

 WIERSIG FAMILY LIVING TRUST 

 

20010030 
 

WILLIAMS TERESA DIANE 

 

 

20108019R 
 

 LAUH FRANK/SHERRY 

 

 

 JENSEN TOM/VICKI 

 

 

GAMBELL DALE 

 

 MAROTTI BETTY 

 

 HAINES ED 

 

 

CARNEY-ASH BRIDGET 

 

 POETZ LENDANYA 

 

 JEX KEVIN/LUCY 

 

 

MCCULLOUGH RACHEL 

 

 

 WIEBERSIEK LEE 

 

 

 NISBET CHRIS 

 

 

WRIGHT JEFF 
 

 KENNEDY LARRY/FAYE 

 

 ROBINETTE PHYLLIS/JACK 

 

 

GREINER DYLAN 

 

 

 COUNCILMAN JON EDWARDS   CITY 
OF PEORIA 

8401 W MONROE 

PEORIA, AZ  85345 
 

 ROB GRUBSER  CITY OF PEORIA 

9875 NORTH 85TH AVE 

PEORIA, AZ  85345 
 

     







 

 

 
 
 
 
 

SIERRA RIDGE ESTATES 
PAD 

 
 

STANDARDS AND GUIDELINE REPORT 
 
 

Northeast corner of 107th Avenue and Pinnacle Peak Road 
Peoria, Arizona 

 
 
 
 

17.5 Gross Acres 
24 Lots 

 
 
 

Submitted by: 
 

D.R. Horton 
20410 North 19th Ave, Suite 100 

Phoenix, Az  85027 
 
 
 

Prepared by: 
Bowman Consulting Group, Ltd. 
14100 N. 83rd Avenue, Suite 250 

Peoria, Az  85381 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Zoning Case: Z13-0001 
November 13, 2013 
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I. INTRODUCTION 

Sierra Ridge Estates is a 17.5-acre proposed 24-lot subdivision at the northeast corner of 107th 
Avenue and Pinnacle Peak Road. The project will be a detached single-family residential 
subdivision that is complimentary, in both density and proposed product, to the goals of the City of 
Peoria and will enhance the utilization of land according to the established guidelines in Article 14-
33 of the City's zoning ordinance. 
 
Sierra Ridge Estates is owned by D.R. Horton (APN 201-08-020C, 201-08-021, 201-08-022 and 
201-08-023) (refer to the attached Vicinity Map Exhibit 1 and Legal Description Exhibit 5).  The 
proposed architectural style for this subdivision will be compatible and complimentary to the 
existing subdivisions in the northern developing areas of Peoria.  The newly acquired parcels will 
be developed in accordance to the Preliminary Development Plan (refer to the attached Exhibit 4). 
 

 
EXHIBIT 1: VICINITY MAP 
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This request is for a rezone to a Planned Area Development that will match closely to the City’s 
R1-18 single-family residential zoning district to allow for the proposed community.  Sierra Ridge 
Estates is currently situated in an unincorporated part of Maricopa County directly adjacent to the 
City of Peoria.  An annexation application(ANX13-0001) has been filed in conjunction with this 
rezone application (Z13-0001).   
 
Sierra Ridge Estates will be designed to promote the desirability of the residential development by 
adopting the following design criteria: 
 

 The house plans will meet the City of Peoria's design criteria including but not limited to 
desert themed exterior colors, use of exterior stone and complimentary hardscape.   

 
 Roof lines will vary from homes on adjacent lots and directly across the street from each 

other. 
 

Surrounding Site Information 
Surrounding the Property to the north and east are rural residential homes zoned RU-43 within 
the County, to the west is a CEMEX operation also zoned RU-43 within the County, to the 
south is a mix of vacant land zoned C-2 Commercial, a church zoned R1-18 and a subdivision 
further south zoned R1-8 within the City.  The proposed Project is compatible with these 
surrounding land uses and zones by providing a suitable development of transition into the 
proposed PAD, 24-lot subdivision (refer to the attached Aerial Map, Exhibit 2). 
 

 
 

EXHIBIT 2: AERIAL MAP 
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II. CONSISTENCY WITH GENERAL PLAN 

The development goal for the Sierra Ridge Estates P.A.D. is to provide uses and residential 
densities that are compatible with the long range goals of the City of Peoria's General Plan.   

 
The General Plan for the site is Residential Estate (0-2 du/acre) (refer to Exhibit 9 the Existing).  
Due to the surrounding more densely populated communities (R1-8) to the south and the more 
rural communities (1 du/ac) to the north and east, this site is most suitable as a development of 
transition between them.  This project provides stability to the community to the north while 
enhancing the area with site improvements for larger lots and infrastructure improvements.  The 
Project will also increase the ability to provide emergency service with the improved access to 
107th Avenue helping to meet Goal 1 of the Land Use Element. 
 
By providing the transition between the residences in the City and the unincorporated residences 
in the County, the Project helps meet Objective 1.M by providing another housing type to meet the 
needs of persons of different income levels and age.  The type of housing product also 
encourages owner occupied homes which meets Objective 1.B of the Housing Element. 
 
Rezone Request 
Currently the property is vacant land zoned RU-43 within the County.  This Project proposes 
rezoning the property from the RU-43 within the County to PAD within the City.  This change fits 
with the existing Residential Estate  General Plan category as well as the surrounding developed 
parcels (refer to the attached Existing Zoning Map, Exhibit 10 and Proposed Zoning Map, Exhibit 
11). 
 
 
III. GENERAL SITE INFORMATION AND EXISITING CONDITIONS 

The site slopes from east to west; with a natural shelf to the east and a wash to the west. The 
vacant parcel has natural desert terrain and is within the developing areas in northern Peoria. The 
gross acreage is 17.5 acres.  The net acreage after right-of-way dedication will be 16.56 + acres.   
 
Project Design 
Sierra Ridge Estates is designed with larger lots and a larger square footage of home.  The larger 
lots provide a variety of design and development options to the residents as they design and 
upgrade their homes.  The street layout encourages a small neighborhood feel with cul-de-sacs 
and a curved central street and open space area.   
 
Students within Sierra Ridge Estates would attend Zuni Hills Elementary School and Liberty High 
School.  The addition of these 24 lots will have minimal impact on the school district.  
Communication with the Peoria Unified School District is under way to ensure they have capacity 
for these additional students.  Refer to Exhibit 8 for Developer Assistance Agreement and letter of 
support from Peoria Unified School District. 
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IV. SURROUNDING LAND USES AND CONDITIONS 

 
Surrounding the Property to the north and east are rural residential homes zoned RU-43 within the 
County, to the west is a CEMEX operation also zoned RU-43 within the County, to the south is a 
mix of vacant land zoned C-2 Commercial, a church zoned R1-18 and a subdivision further south 
zoned R1-8 within the City.   
 
Primary transportation corridors in the area include Lake Pleasant Parkway and 107th Avenue 
running north-south, and Happy Valley and Williams Roads running east-west. The proposed site 
access would be off of Pinnacle Peak Road and 107th Avenue.  Regional transportation includes 
the Agua Fria Freeway (Loop 101) to the east and Loop 303 to the west.  
 
Lake Pleasant Parkway is the major access road to the Lake Pleasant recreational areas.  The 
project will have access to Lake Pleasant Parkway at the Williams Road and Happy Valley Road 
intersections. 
 
Schools:  Zuni Hills Elementary (K-8) located at 10851 West Williams Road is approximately .7 
miles, and Liberty High School (9-12), located at 9621 West Speckled Gecko Drive is 
approximately 2.6 miles. 
 
Shopping Facilities:  Albertson's Food and Drug Store located at 8240 West Deer Valley Road is 
approximately 4.1 miles south.  Fry' Food and Drug located at 8375 West Deer Valley Road is 
approximately 3.9 miles south. Arrowhead Towne Center Shopping Mall located at 7700 West 
Arrowhead Towne Center, Glendale is approximately 7.7 miles south.  Camino A Lago 
Marketplace located at 21471 Lake Pleasant Parkway is approximately 1.6 miles to the east. All 
four corners of Lake Pleasant Parkway and Happy Valley Road (approximately 1.5 miles to the 
north) have all been developed as community commercial.  
 
Public Recreation:  Alta Vista Park located at 10631 West Williams Road is approximately ½ mile 
south. Parkridge Park located at 9734 West Beardsley Road is approximately 3.3 miles south.  
Deer Village Park located at 21217 N. 88th Lane is approximately 3.6 miles southeast. The 
Sunrise Mountain Branch Public Library is located at 21109 North 98th Avenue, approximately 2.6 
miles south.  Lake Pleasant Regional Park - boating, skiing, camping and general lake recreation, 
located approximately 14 miles north.  
 
Aerial photographs of the project area together with several photographs of the site from different 
directions depicting the site and area conditions are included herewith (refer to Exhibit 3).  
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V. PRELIMINARY DEVELOPMENT PLAN 

Sierra Ridge Estates is a proposed development with a total gross area of 17.5± acres with 24 
dwelling units (refer to The Preliminary Development Plan in Exhibit 4 and the Preliminary Plat as 
shown in Exhibit 7).  
 
Sierra Ridge Estates will be developed in one phase. The proposed use of the subject site is 
single-family detached residential.  The project is planned for 24 dwelling units with an overall 
project density of 1.37 du/ac. 
 
The proposed average lot area within Sierra Ridge Estates shall be 18,492 sq.ft with a minimum 
lot size of 17,529 sq.ft.  The typical lots are maintaining a minimum width of 90 feet.  This project 
will conform to the City of Peoria's staggered setback guidelines.   
 
Access to this project is off Pinnacle Peak Road as indicated on the Preliminary Plat and the ALTA 
Survey (refer to Exhibits 7 and 5 respectively).  All of the lots within the site will be oriented in a 
north/south direction.   
 
VI. LAND USE SUMMARY 

The Land Use Summary below reflects the use, the acreage, and the total number of lots. The 
residential land use as noted within this PAD, which is closely aligned with the City of Peoria’s R1-
18 single family residence zoning designation, is in character with the neighboring subdivisions to 
the south.   
 
 

 
TABLE 1 

LAND USE SUMMARY 
 

Gross 
Acres 

Net 
Acres 

Zoning Min Lot 
Area, 

SF 

Lots Min Lot 
Width 

Open 
Space – 
Acres 

% Open 
Space 

17.54 13.7 PAD 18,000 24 90’ 3.51 20.01% 
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VII. PROJECT DEVELOPMENT 

Unless otherwise specified herein, all properties within Sierra Ridge Estates shall conform to all 
City of Peoria governing codes, ordinances and regulations for single-family residential districts 
(refer to Exhibit 4).  By going to larger and deeper lots, minimizing side yard setbacks and 
increasing lot coverage this will allow more 1-story home options for the future buyers.  The 
standards that exceed the R1-18 standards are shown in bold in the table below.  
 

 
Table 2:  Proposed PAD Standards Comparison Table 

 Existing R1-18 Standards Proposed PAD Standards 
Minimum Lot Area 18,000 sf 17,529 sf 
Minimum Lot Width 90’ 90’ 
Minimum Lot Depth 100” 155’ 
Maximum Lot 
Coverage (Percentage) 

35% 45% 

Maximum Structure 
Height* 

30’ 30’ 

Minimum Front 
Setback (ft)- Side-entry 
garage** 

10’ to living area or side entry 
garage, 20’ to front loaded 
garage, measured from 
property line to face of garage 

10’ to living area or side entry 
garage, 20’ to front loaded garage, 
measured from property line to 
face of garage 

Minimum Front setback 
(ft) – Front-facing 
garage*** 

20’  20’ 

Minimum Interior 
Setback (min/total ft) 

5’/15’ 5’/10’ 

Minimum Rear Setback 
(ft) 

15’ 15’ 

Minimum Corner 
Setback (ft) 

10’ 10’ 

*Ordinance 04-187; 
**Side entry garages shall be prohibited on corner lots; 
***Where front -facing garages are present, a 10-foot front setback shall apply to the livable 
portion of the home provided that not more than 60% of the total front-facing elevation 
occurs at the 10-foot setback. 
 
Use List: 
 

Permitted principal uses  
A. One detached single-family dwelling per lot. (Ord. No. 93-12)  
B. Publicly-owned and operated parks and recreation areas and centers.  
C. Group Homes, in accordance with provisions of Article 14-3, General Provisions Section 
14-3-  12, “Group Homes, Day Care Group Homes, Group Care Facilities and Community 
Residential Setting Facilities,” Subsection 14-3-12(A). (Ord. No. 02-85)  
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D. Public/Charter Schools and Private Schools, provided that the facility shall have direct 
vehicular access to an arterial or collector street and that facilities for repair or storage of 
vehicles and equipment shall be prohibited. (Ord. No. 99-89).  
E. Churches, synagogues, temples, chapels, or similar places of worship, and related 
facilities, subject to review and approval of vehicular access by the City Engineer. (Ord. 
No. 02-19)  
F. Public utility buildings, uses, structures, equipment and storm water retention areas; 
provided that repair or storage facilities in connection therewith are expressly prohibited. 
(Ord. No. 04-207)  

 
Permitted conditional uses  
Any of the following uses may be permitted as principal uses subject to approval by the 
Commission of site development plans prepared in accordance with provisions of this 
Article and Article 14-24 of this Chapter.  

 
A. Public buildings providing cultural, educational, administrative, fire and police protection 
services to district residents; provided that all vehicular access shall be restricted to public 
streets.  
B. Colleges or university facilities, such facilities shall have direct vehicular access to an 
arterial or collector street. Facilities for the repair or storage of vehicles and equipment 
shall be          prohibited. (Ord. No. 05-58A)  
C. Non-commercial recreational uses, provided that all direct vehicular access is from an 
arterial or collector street. (Ord. No. 93-12)  
D. Golf courses, including clubhouses, provided that:  

1. All direct vehicular access shall be from abutting arterial or collector streets.  
2. All principal and accessory buildings shall be located not less than fifty (50) feet 
from any property line adjoining any residential district,  
3. Any accessory restaurant or bar shall be an integral part of a principal building, 
shall have no public entrance except from within the building, and shall make no 
exterior display or advertising of any commercial activity.  
4. Golf greens and tees, swimming pools, tennis courts and similar outdoor 
recreation facilities shall be located not less than twenty-five (25) feet from any 
property line.  

E. Day Care Group Homes with five (5) or more children, in accordance with provision of 
Article 14-3, General Provision, Section 14-3-12, “Group Homes, Day Care Group Homes, 
Group         Care Facilities, and Community Residential Setting Facilities,” subsection 14-3-
12 (B), “Day Care Group Homes” and upon a finding by the Planning and Zoning 
Commission, that such    homes will be operated in a manner that is compatible with and 
not detrimental to, adjacent properties or the neighborhood in general: (Ord. No. 02-85)  
F. Group Care Facility or Community Residential Setting Facility in accordance with 
provision of Article 14-3, General Provision, Section 14-3-12, “Group Homes, Day Care 
Group Homes,      Group Care Facilities, and Community Residential Setting Facilities,” 
subsection 14-3-12 (C) “Group Care Facilities and Community Residential Setting 
Facilities. (Ord. No. 02-85)  
G. Preschool centers or day care centers in accordance with State Department of Health 
Care Services regulations provided that: (Ord. No. 02-19)  

1. The use shall be in conjunction with a non-residential principal or conditional use 
within Article 14-5.  
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2. All vehicular access shall be from an existing arterial or collector street.  
3. No on street parking or drop-off shall be permitted.  
4. Playgrounds or other outdoor activity area shall be separated from adjacent 
residential land uses by no less than twenty-five (25) feet.  
5. All playgrounds or outdoor activity areas shall be properly fenced using the 
following methods:  

a. Solid masonry wall no shorter than 4’–6” or  
b. Wrought-iron view fence no shorter than 4’-6” with vertical members no 
greater than 4” apart; or  
c. Other fencing method approved by the Planning and Zoning Commission.  

6. Hours of operation shall be between 6:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m., or as otherwise 
established by the Planning and Zoning Commission  
7. Hours of outdoor activity shall be limited to between 8:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m.  

 
Permitted accessory uses  
A. Any accessory use customarily incidental to a permitted principal use.  
B. Off-street parking serving a permitted principal use, in accordance with Article 14-23.  
C. Private garage or carport for storage or parking of vehicles. D. Garden house, tool 
house, ramada, outdoor swimming pool and similar home recreational facilities; provided 
that such facilities are used solely by occupants of the premises and their         guests.  
E. Storage or parking of recreational vehicles and utility trailers, in accordance with 
Chapter 14 Motor Vehicles and Traffic of the Peoria City Code (1992 Edition). (Ord. No. 
98-18)  
F. Guest house or servant's quarters; subject to 14-5-9B.  
G. Home occupation, in accordance with Article 14-3, General Provision, Section 14-3-8, 
“Homes Occupations,” of this Ordinance. (Ord. No. 02-85)  
H. Where the keeping of horses and other livestock is otherwise lawful, structures 
customarily accessory to such use. The provisions contained within Article 4-9 of the City 
Code shall apply           to the keeping of horses and livestock.  
I. Day care for four (4) or less children. (Ord. No. 93-25)  

 
Open Space:  This project is designed with active open space access that will exceed the 
minimum requirement of 5% for single family residential lots by 20.01%.  The active open space 
areas will contain multiuse elements that provide retention basin storage combined with public use 
improvements such as a trail, with various bench locations with an emphasis on vegetative shade, 
thereby promoting leisurely usage and enjoyment of the passive open spaces.  The homeowners 
association will be responsible for the maintenance of all open space / retention tracts. 
 
Natural Open Space: The Sierra Ridge Planned Area Development provides ample natural open 
space for the residents as required within the Conservation Standards of the Desert Lands 
Conservation Overlay.  The site provides for a total of 3.51 acres of open space, of which 0.77 ac 
(22%) is considered natural open space.  The site has a slope of 2.4 %, which requires between 
15% and 25% natural open space to be provided within the site, making the site in compliance.  
Natural open space within the site is primarily located along the western portion of the site along 
the existing SRP line and natural drainage area.  This area is designed with plants native to the 
site and to enhance the community through the natural features of the site with low water tolerant 
plants. 
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Building Heights:  The project will allow for both one- and two-story homes with a maximum 30’ 
in height. 
 
Lighting:  Lighting within the project shall conform to the applicable section of the Peoria Zoning 
Ordinance governing exterior lighting. 
 
Screening, Fencing and Walls:  The standards for fencing and walls shall be as per the Peoria 
Zoning Ordinance including wall undulation and noise abatement.   
 
Roadway Standards:  Streets will be developed consistent with City of Peoria street standards.  
 
Parking:  Parking requirements for the project shall conform to the parking standards for single-
family residential use as per the Peoria Zoning Ordinance. 
 
Design Review Standards:  Sierra Ridge Estates subdivision will be developed in accordance 
with the City of Peoria’s Design Review Manual.   
 
VIII. CONCEPTUAL LANDSCAPE PLAN/ STANDARDS 

The project landscaping will be consistent with the Peoria Zoning Ordinance.  The Final 
Landscape Plan will be submitted to the Planning Division.  A  Planting Data Sheet is a part of the 
Conceptual Landscape Plan (The Conceptual Landscape Plan and additional coloring renderings 
are shown in Exhibit 6)   
 
On-Site Landscaped Areas- all open space areas will be landscaped to meet the City of Peoria's 
landscaping requirements.   
 
Street Frontages- Landscaping will be provided within the ROW and side yard tracts per the City 
of Peoria's Landscaping requirements. 

  
Perimeter Walls/Wall Details- Perimeter walls and wall details will comply with the City of 
Peoria’s design specifications. 
 
Signage- Project signage will be processed as a separate application and will be consistent with 
the Peoria Zoning Ordinance.  

 
 

IX. INFRASTRUCTURE/ UTILITIES 

1. Sewer 
 

Sewer service will be provided by the City of Peoria.  An existing 24-inch sanitary sewer 
line is located in 107th Avenue, which will serve Sierra Ridge Estates.  

  
2. Natural Gas 

 
Natural Gas is provided by Southwest Gas. There are existing services that will be 
extended from 107th Avenue to Sierra Ridge Estates. 
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3. Water 

 
Water service will be provided by the City of Peoria.  There is an existing water line in 
Pinnacle Peak Road and 107th Avenue.  This development will connect to these existing 
water lines, which are tied into the City of Peoria water system and will serve Sierra Ridge 
Estates.   

 
4. Telephone 

 
Century Link Communications will be supplying the telephone services to the area.  
Facilities exist in 107th Ave and will be brought to Sierra Ridge Estates to provide services 
accordingly.  The Sunrise central switching office is located on 83rd Avenue just north of 
Deer Valley Road. 

 
5. Electric Power 

 
Electric power will be supplied by Arizona Public Service  

 
 
 
 



 

 

 

 
 
 

CONTEXT PLAN AND SITE PHOTOS 
 

EXHIBIT 3 
 
 







 

 

 
 
 

PRELIMINARY DEVELOPMENT PLAN 
 

EXHIBIT 4 
 
 





 

 

 
 

 
ALTA SURVEY AND  

LEGAL DESCRIPTION 
 

EXHIBIT 5 
 



ALTA/ACSM LAND TITLE SURVEY
NEC OF 107TH AVENUE AND PINNACLE PEAK ROAD

LOCATED IN THE SOUTHWEST QUARTER OF SECTION 8, TOWNSHIP 4 NORTH, RANGE 1 EAST,
OF THE GILA AND SALT RIVER MERIDIAN, MARICOPA COUNTY, ARIZONA.
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CONCEPTUAL LANDSCAPE PLAN/STANDARDS & WALL DETAILS 
 

EXHIBIT 6 
 
 









 

 

 
 
 

PRELIMINARY PLAT  
 

EXHIBIT 7 
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SCHOOL DISTRICT CONTACT COORDINATION 
 

EXHIBIT 8 
 
 



 

 

 

 

 

Bowman Consulting Group  3010 South Priest Drive  Suite 103  Tempe, AZ  85282  480-629-8830 

 
January 18, 2013 
 
 
Peoria Unified School District 
Attn: Christian Williams 
6330 West Thunderbird Road 
Glendale, AZ  85306 
 
 
 Dear Mr. Williams:  
 
 
This letter is being sent to you pursuant to the City of Peoria Planning Division School District 
Notification Policy for General Plan designation and zoning classification changes.  Please be advised 
that we are applying for a zoning change and an amendment to the General Plan that changes the 
zoning designation of a 17.5 acre site located on the northeast corner of 107th Avenue and Pinnacle 
Peak Road, from Vacant Residential Land to PAD resulting in greater residential densities on the subject 
property.  The property will currently allow approximately 17 residential units; and our application(s) will 
result in a total of 35 units, an increase of 200%.  
 
We have attached a Proposed Land Use Map for your reference.  You are requested to respond to the 
City of Peoria Planning Division at 9875 N. 85th Ave, Peoria and reference Zoning Application and 
General Plan Amendment # [Forthcoming] if you have any information you feel is necessary for their 
review.   
 
If you would like to discuss the proposal, I would be happy to answer any questions or hear any 
concerns that you may have regarding this proposal.   I can be reached at 602.679.4438. 
 
 
Sincerely,  
 

ShelbyJM Duplessis, PE, LEED AP 
Senior Project Manager 

















 

 

 
 
 

EXISTING AND PROPOSED LAND USE MAP 
 

EXHIBIT 9 





 

 

 
 
 

EXISTING ZONING MAP 
 

EXHIBIT 10 
























 

 

 
 
 

PROPOSED ZONING MAP 
 

EXHIBIT 11 
 


























 
 
 
 
 
 
 

ORDINANCE NO 2014-07 
 

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF PEORIA, MARICOPA 
COUNTY, ARIZONA ZONING PROPERTY FROM SUBURBAN 
RANCH (SR-43) ZONING DISTRICT TO PLANNED AREA 
DEVELOPMENT (PAD) RESIDENTIAL ZONING DISTRICT FOR A 
DEVELOPMENT KNOWN AS SIERRA RIDGE ESTATES; 
AMENDING THE ZONING MAP AND PROVIDING FOR AN 
EFFECTIVE DATE. 

 
WHEREAS, the City of Peoria Planning and Zoning Commission held a 

public hearing on December 5, 2013 in zoning case Z13-0001 in the manner prescribed 
by law for the purpose of considering an amendment to the district boundaries of 
property within the City of Peoria, Arizona to provide for rezoning of a parcel of land as 
described below from Suburban Ranch (SR-43) zoning district to Planned Area 
Development (PAD) zoning district as provided in Section 14-33 of Chapter 14 of the 
Peoria City Code (1977 edition);  
 

WHEREAS, due and proper notice of such Public Hearing was given in 
the time, form, substance and manner provided by law including publication of such 
notice in the Peoria Times Newspaper on November 14, 2013; and 
 

WHEREAS, the City of Peoria Planning and Zoning Commission has 
recommended to the Mayor and the Council of the City of Peoria, Arizona, the zoning of 
property as aforesaid and the Mayor and the Council of the City of Peoria, Arizona 
desires to accept such recommendation and rezone the property as described below as 
aforesaid. 
 

NOW, THEREFORE BE IT ORDAINED by the Mayor and Council of the 
City of Peoria, Arizona that: 
 

SECTION 1.  A parcel of land in Peoria, Maricopa County, Arizona, which 
is more accurately described in Exhibits A and B to this Ordinance, is hereby 
conditionally rezoned from Suburban Ranch (SR-43) zoning district to Planned Area 
Development (PAD) zoning district.  

 
SECTION 2.  The amendment to the zoning herein provided be 

conditioned and subject to the following stipulations: 
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1. The development shall substantially conform to the “Sierra Ridge Estates” 
Narrative and Conceptual Plans (case Z13-0001) date stamped November 13, 
2013. 
 

2. The Developer shall provide an ALTA Survey reflecting existing boundary and 
recorded easements on the site. 
 

3. A Final Drainage Report shall be submitted with the Civil Improvement Plans.   
 

4. The Developer shall be responsible for all of half street improvements along 
Pinnacle Peak.  

 
5. Internal streetlights are required to be installed by the Developer.  At the time of 

civil submittal, a streetlight plan shall also be submitted. 
 

6. Permission from SRP for utility crossings will be necessary for this subdivision. 
 

7. The Developer shall provide an Agreement to Install Improvement for the public 
improvements required by the development with an accompanying financial 
assurance for subdivision improvements in accordance with City's requirements. 

 
8. In order for the City to issue a “Will Serve Letter” the Developer shall submit the 

water and sewer reports and the Approval to Construct (ATC) form with an 
original signature by the owner.  The current ATC forms are available at 
http://www.maricopa.gov/EnvSvc/WaterWaste/Subdivisions/Downloads.aspx 

 
9. A flow test will need to be conducted to determine fire flow rates upon. This can 

be done as part of the construction documents submittal. 
 

10. The Developer will be responsible to form a Maintenance Improvement District 
(MID).  The MID submittal shall be made with the second submittal of the 
improvement plans. 

 
11. The Developer will be responsible to form a Street Light Improvement District 

(SLID) for this subdivision.  A SLID Submittal will be required with the second 
submittal of the improvement plans.  

 
12. The preservative seal required for the new streets shall be applied 1-year after 

completion of the streets.  A fee to cover this cost will be required at the time of 
the paving permit. The City will determine the amount at the time of permit 
issuance. 

 
13. Pavement sections shall be verified by the project soils report.  The proposed 

pavement design shall meet the City of Peoria’s minimum requirements. 
 



Ordinance No. 2014-07 
February 18, 2014 

 

14. The Developer will be responsible to verify visibility and sight distance triangles 
for intersections, driveways, and grade separations. 

 
15. All flood plains must be shown on the final plat. 

 
16. No structure shall be constructed within the limits of the FEMA designated flood 

plain. 
 

17. Any modification to existing flood plain shall be pre-approved by FEMA through 
the City of Peoria Engineering Department. 

 
18. The Development will be responsible to comply with the phase 2 AZPDES Storm 

Water Pollution Prevention criteria. This should include runoff control, erosion 
control, and sediment control. A Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) 
shall be submitted with the improvement plans in accordance with the SWPPP 
checklist. 

 
19. Prior to Final Plat recordation, the applicant shall obtain approval of final grading, 

drainage, utilities, and paving plans in conjunction with a Final Drainage Report 
and Final TIA.  These final plans and reports shall be in conformance with the 
approved preliminary plans and report.  The Final Plat shall be submitted with the 
first submittal of the improvement plans.  The Final Plat shall be approved prior to 
permits being issued for the site. 

 
20. All subdivisions shall submit a local street signing plan with the second review of 

the improvement plans. 
 
SECTION 3.  Amendment of Zoning Map.  The City of Peoria zoning map 

is herewith amended to reflect the change in districts referred to in Section 1 above and 
as defined by the Legal Description as represented in Exhibit A and the corresponding 
parcel map as shown as Exhibit B. 

 
SECTION 4: Effective Date.  This Ordinance shall become effective at the 

time and in the manner prescribed by law. 
 

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the Mayor and Council for the City of Peoria, 
Arizona this 18th day of February, 2014. 

 
 
 
 

Bob Barrett, Mayor  
 
 
 

     Date Signed  
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ATTEST: 
 
 
 
 
Rhonda Geriminsky, City Clerk 
 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
 
 
 
Stephen M. Kemp, City Attorney 
 
 
Published in: Peoria Times 
Pub. Dates: February 28 & March 7, 2014                           
 
Effective Date:  
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EXHIBIT A 
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CITY OF PEORIA, ARIZONA  
COUNCIL COMMUNICATION  
 

Date Prepared: February 10, 2014   Council Meeting Date: February 18, 2014 
 

 
TO:      Carl Swenson, City Manager 
 
FROM:     John R. Sefton Jr., Community Services Director 
 
THROUGH:    Jeff Tyne, Deputy City Manager 
 
SUBJECT:  Contract,  Professional  Sports  Catering  LLC,  Concessionaire  Services  for 

Peoria Sports Complex 
 

 
Purpose: 
This is a request for City Council to: a) Award a contract to Professional Sports Catering LLC to 
provide  concessionaire  services  at  the  Peoria  Sports  Complex  and,  b)  Authorize  the 
appropriation  of  $1.85 million  in  funds  provided  by  Professional  Sports Catering  LLC  for  the 
capital grant provision of the contract, to be used for stadium improvement projects.  
 
Background/Summary: 
Through  the  standard  City  process,  requests  for  proposals  for  concessionaire  services were 
received and  reviewed.  Interviews were  scheduled  for  the  top  three proposed  companies. A 
panel  reviewed  the proposals  and  conducted  the  interviews.  This panel  consisted of Bridget 
Binsbacher, Executive Director of the Peoria Diamond Club, and City staff members, Christine 
Finney, Chris Easom and Chris Calcaterra. 
 
Professional  Sports  Catering  LLC  is  recommended  to  provide  concessionaire  services  at  the 
Peoria Sports Complex based upon their overall proposal best meeting the City’s requirements, 
their experience providing for the food‐service needs of baseball franchises and their history of 
increasing  per  capita  sales  while  offering  a  unique  food  experience  for  fans  at  the  sports 
complex.  
 
The Professional Sports Catering proposal includes the following: 
 An  initial  contract  term  through  Spring  Training  2028  or  fifteen  (15)  consecutive  Spring 

Training Season. 
 A contract renewal amendment option for one additional extension term of five (5) years. 
 A Capital Grant of $1.85 million for stadium improvements. 
 A $650,000  investment on food and beverage equipment and enhancements, through the 

fifteen year contract. 
 The following sales commission schedule (for which Spring Training sales can apply to other 

professional sporting seasons): 
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Aside  from  the  investment  incentives  listed  above,  other  positive  changes  from  the  past 
concessionaire contract include: 
 The sales commissions rates begin at 2% higher, 
 Alcohol sales are broken out separately, and 
 Catering sales commission rates are 15% higher. 
 
New concepts and themes that Professional Sports Catering LLC will introduce for the upcoming 
Spring Training Season include: 
 Creating new menus and sales sheets  for  the catering department  to help streamline  the 

ordering process for the guest. 
 Simplifying  menus  in  the  concession  stands  to  include  combo  meals  and  the  “Peoria 

Special” (hot dog, popcorn and soda). 
 New product introduction (“Eegees”). 
 Branded concept in the centerfield tent area with “Salsa”, popular Mexican fare. 
 New subcontractors to introduce coffee, pizza and Italian ice cream options for fans.  
 
In  upcoming  years  (2015),  Professional  Sports  Catering  LLC  will  offer  other  themed  menu 
options such as: 
 The Homeplate stand will  introduce the  ‘Flashpoint Grill’ (grilled burgers, chicken, and hot 

dogs) 
 The Third Base & Centerfield stands will introduce the ‘Franx’ concept (loaded hot dogs) 
 The First base stand will introduce the ‘Smokies’ concept (BBQ) 
 The Right & Left stands will introduce the ‘Salsa’ concept (Mexican) 
 The First & Third base beer pubs will introduce the ‘Good Hops’ concept (craft beers) 
 
Previous Actions: 
None 
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Options:  
The following options are possible for the City Council to recommend: 
 
A. Award a contract to Professional Sports Catering LLC to provide concessionaire services at 

the  Peoria  Sports  Complex  and  authorize  the  appropriation  of  $1.85  million  in  funds 
provided by Professional Sports Catering LLC for the capital grant provision of the contract 
for stadium improvement projects. 
 

B. Deny  the  contract  award  to  Professional  Sports  Catering  LLC  and  discontinue  offering 
concessionaire  services  at  the  Peoria  Sports  Complex  for  the  upcoming  Spring  Training 
Season. 

 
Staff’s Recommendation: 
Staff  recommends  that  City  Council  award  a  contract  to  Professional  Sports  Catering  LLC  to 
provide concessionaire services at the Peoria Sports Complex. Staff also recommends approval 
of a budget amendment  in  the amount of $1.85 million  from  the General Fund Contingency 
Account  (1000‐0300‐570000)  to  the  Sports  Complex  Capital  Reserve  Fund  Buildings  & 
Improvements Account (2001‐2021‐540500‐CIPPK‐CS00022). 
 
Fiscal Analysis: 
The $1.85 million from Professional Sports Catering LLC to fulfill the capital grant portion of the 
contract will be deposited in the Sports Complex Capital Reserve Fund. The budget amendment 
requested above will appropriate these funds within the existing Sports Complex Improvements 
project (CS00022) to be used for improvements to the stadium. 
 
Exhibit(s):  
Exhibit 1: Company Background Information, Professional Sports Catering LLC 
Exhibit 2: Contract P14‐0024, Concessionaire Services  for Peoria Sports Complex, Professional 
Sports Catering, LLC 
 
Contact Name and Number:  Chris Calcaterra, Sports Facilities Manager, 623‐773‐8703  
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Company Background Information 
 

Professional Sports Catering, LLC (PSC) was founded in 2006 with the objective of focusing on the 
foodservice needs of today’s sophisticated Minor League Baseball franchises.  As an owner of two 
affiliated Minor League Baseball teams, CEO Tom Dickson modeled PSC as a cutting-edge food and 
beverage company that understands and caters to the needs of these mid-sized baseball stadiums. 
Unlike larger foodservice companies which PSC believes are out of touch with the needs of these 
organizations, PSC’s sole mission is to deliver a world class experience to fans while creating an 
unparalleled level of partnership with its clients.   
  
PSC has delivered results that are unprecedented.  In every instance PSC has increased per caps 
significantly, with increases ranging from 15% to 45%.  Equally as important, PSC has transformed 
the food experience for fans from generic to extraordinary. 
  
PSC’s balance sheet is strong, and its largest clients are signed to long term deals.  The company is 
committed to continued growth and reinvesting in the future.   
  
In addition to its specific food and beverage expertise, PSC’s executive team has over 50 years of 
experience in professional baseball, and has developed over $150MM in new ballparks.  Given PSC’s 
specialization in the operation of mid-sized venues, PSC is expanding its services into Spring Training 
facilities.  PSC is confident that the company’s principles, strategies, and proven track record will 
revolutionize the fan food and beverage experience at Spring Training venues. 
  
PSC began its first season in 2007 with two clients, and currently is in its seventh year with fourteen.  
PSC operates stadiums that generate annual food and beverage revenue from $1MM to $5MM, and 
just completed its most successful year to date, eclipsing $30MM in total sales. This rapid growth is 
attributable to its laser-like focus on the five core operating principles described below. 
 

1. We focus exclusively on mid-size baseball venues:  
• PSC is not trying to be the biggest foodservice provider, just the best. 
• Our size makes us large enough to serve the needs of sophisticated clients, yet small 

enough to provide ‘hands-on’ attention from owners.   
• Our corporate structure, client reporting, food purchasing, accounting all are tailored to 

needs of mid-sized baseball stadiums. 
2. We focus on exciting food: 

• Food should be the reason people come to the ballpark, not just something they have to 
eat because they are there. 

• Fans can always expect freshly cooked innovative food, an incredible variety of concepts, 
portable carts that bring sights and smells to the concourse and proprietary brands that 
elevate food from generic to exceptional. 
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3. We focus on maximizing revenue, not just minimizing cost: 

• An excessive focus on cost cutting leads to uninspired food and poor customer service. 
• While we will diligently watch costs, we believe that customers will gladly pay for great 

food. 
• We have increased per caps for every client we have worked with, ranging from 15%-

45%. 
4. We believe in guest service.  Really. 

• We have an obsessive desire to take of the guests. 
• Our comprehensive guest service program First Impression is designed to codify our 

guest satisfaction principles. 
• PSC’s proprietary Fan Food Feedback program quantifies fan satisfaction. 

5. We look for partners, not just clients:  
• Our goal is to become a valuable, integral and seamless part of your team. 
• We take the word partner as seriously as you do. 
• PSC will be operating our regional office out of the Peoria stadium to ensure that the 

executive oversight the City of Peoria demands is met. 
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City of Peoria, Arizona 

Agreement 

Materials Management 
Procurement 

9875 N. 85th Ave., 2nd Floor 
Peoria, Arizona  85345-6560 

Phone: (623) 773-7115 
Fax: (623) 773-7118   

 

COP 223   (02/11/2014)CF Page 1  

 
Solicitation No: 

 
P14-0024 

 
Materials and/or Services: 

 
Concessionaire Services for Peoria Sports Complex 

 
Location: City of Peoria, Materials Management 

 
Contact: 

 
Christine Finney 

 
Mailing Address:  9875 N 85th Avenue, 2nd Floor, Peoria, AZ 85345 

 
Phone: 

 
(623) 773-7115 

 
 

OFFER 
   

For clarification of this offer contact:  Telephone: (847) 866-9889 Fax:  

Name: Tom Dickson  Email:  tdickson@prosportscatering.com 

Professional Sports Catering, LLC   
Company Name  Authorized Signature for Offer 

1603 Orrington Avenue, Ste 1625  Tom Dickson 
Address  Printed Name 

Evanston IL  60201   CEO, PSC 
                       City                                     State                Zip Code  Title 

 
ACCEPTANCE OF OFFER AND CONTRACT AWARD (For City of Peoria Use Only) 

Your offer is hereby accepted by the City.  The contractor is now bound to provide the products and/or services listed by the attached award notice based on the 
solicitation, including all provisions, terms, conditions, scope of work, and amendments.  The contract consists of the following documents:  1)  Agreed-Upon 
Provisions;  2) The original solicitation Scope of Work and all Terms and Conditions; 3) Your offer in response to the City’s RFP and 4) this written acceptance of 
contract award.  The Contractor shall not commence any billable work or provide any material, service or construction under this contract until the Contractor receives 
a Notice to Proceed. 

 
Attested by: 
 
 
  
Rhonda Geriminsky, City Clerk 

 
City of Peoria, Arizona.          Effective Date:    
 
Approved as to form: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

City Seal 
Copyright 2003 City of Peoria, Arizona 

 
 
CC:   

 
Contract Number: 
 
 
  
 
 
 
Official File:   

  
Stephen M. Kemp, City Attorney 
 
 
  
John R. Sefton, Jr., Community Services Director 
 
 
Contract Awarded Date   
 
 
  
Carl Swenson, City Manager 
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P14-0024, Concessionaire Services for Peoria Sports Complex  
Agreed-Upon Provisions 

 
The following are the agreed-upon provisions from the contractual negotiations between Professional 
Sports Catering, (“PSC”, or “Concessionaire”, or “Contractor”) and the City of Peoria (“City”) for 
Concessionaire Services for Peoria Sports Complex.  The entire contract will consist of  the solicitation 
(P13-0024), these agreed-upon provisions, and the proposal submitted by PSC.  In case of a conflict 
between the documents, the following order of precedence will apply:   
 

(1) Agreed-upon provisions between the City of Peoria and PSC; 
(2) The original solicitation Scope of Work and all Terms and Conditions; 
(3) The best and final offer as submitted by PSC; 
(4) The proposal as submitted by PSC in response to the original solicitation.   

 

I. CONTRACT PROVISIONS

A. Contract Term.  This contract will commence upon the date of award, and is intended to provide 
continuous food and beverage service to the City of Peoria Sports Complex through 

:    

Fifteen (15) 
consecutive Spring Training Seasons.  The First Season will be March 2014 and the Fifteenth Season 
will be in March 2028.  At the end of the initial contract term, a contract renewal amendment may, 
upon mutual agreement, be executed between the City of Peoria and the Concessionaire for one 
additional extension term

Note:  Both parties acknowledge and agree that the above referenced Contract Term and any 
written modifications thereto will contractually control the parties’ agreement and understanding 
of this issue and that the proposed Contract Term outlined in the City’s RFP is hereby rendered 
void.   

 of five (5) years, to expire upon the completion of Spring Training Season 
of March of 2033.  Therefore, the contract shall not exceed twenty (20) years.   

B. “Grant” and “Investment” are defined terms in these Agreed-Upon Provisions, Section II, Financial 
Considerations, Subsections A and B.   

C. Contract Termination, Expiration, or Cancellation.  If the food and beverage services agreement 
expires or terminates for convenience of the City or Force Majeure prior to PSC’s complete 
amortization of the Grant and Investment as outlined in Sections II(A)(ii) and II(B)(iii), the 
unamortized portion of the Grant and Investment will be reimbursed to PSC by the City or the 
successor concessionaire.  

Prior to contract termination for cause by the City, the City will be required to utilize the cure 
remedies as provided in the Contract Special Terms and Conditions, Page 13, item 35, Cancellation 
 which requires the City to notify PSC that it faces termination of its contract for cause.   If a 
resolution cannot be reached and/or PSC fails to cure, the contract  may be  terminated for cause by 
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the City.   

The City will be under no obligation to reimburse the unamortized portion of the Investment for 
contract termination due to Concessionaire’s negligence, misconduct, inadequate performance, 
non-performance or if the contract is cancelled based upon a conflict of interest pursuant to ARS 38-
511, (Standard Terms and Conditions, Section 3, Applicable Law, Paragraph 9).   

The City will be under no obligation to reimburse the unamortized portion of the Grant for contract 
termination due to Concessionaire’s bankruptcy, intentional corporate fraud, or if the contract is 
cancelled based upon a conflict of interest pursuant to ARS 38-511, (Standard Terms and Conditions, 
Section 3, Applicable Law, Paragraph 9). 

Both parties agree that if there is a dispute regarding termination for cause, an independent 
arbitrator will be used for non-binding arbitration to determine if any reimbursement shall be 
awarded to the City and offset against the unamortized portion of the Grant and Investment prior to 
reimbursement to PSC.  Note:  Both parties acknowledge and agree that the Contract 
Termination, Expiration, or Cancellation language above and any written modifications thereto shall 
contractually control the parties’ agreement and understanding of this issue and takes precedence 
over PSC’s proposed contract termination prior to complete amortization of investment

D. Mariners and Padres Clubhouses.  The City is exercising its option not to execute the alternate bid 
submitted by PSC for the Mariners and Padres Clubhouses catering.  Any agreement entered into 
between the PSC and the

 language 
outlined in PSC’s original RFP response (Section II, Financial Proposal, 2nd page), which is hereby 
rendered void.   

 Mariners or Padres is considered sole and separa

E. Catering Rights shall be non-exclusive 

te from this agreement.   

as they relate to areas outside of the stadium as well as to 
the original RFP Scope of Work, Page 24, Section II, Subsection D; however, no other persons shall 
be permitted to u

Note:  Both parties acknowledges and agrees that the 

tilize concession equipment or concession space without the Concessionaire’s 
consent.  The Concessionaire may be considered for catering services by the City. 

Catering Rights language above and any 
written modifications thereto shall contractually control the parties’ agreement and 
understanding of this issue and takes precedence over the proposed Catering Rights language

 

 
outlined in City’s original RFP Scope of Work (Page 24, Section I, Subsection B), which is hereby 
rendered void.   

II. FINANCIAL PROVISIONS

A. Grant.  PSC will provide a capital Grant (“Grant”) to the City in the amount of $1,850,000 at the 
beginning of the Agreement for the City to use towards various stadium projects as the City 
determines.  

:  PSC acknowledges and agrees that the following Financial Provisions, and any 
written modifications thereto shall contractually control the parties’ agreement and understanding of 
this issue and the Financial Proposal provided in PSC’s original RFP response (Section II, Financial 
Proposal), is hereby rendered void.   

i. Amortization of Capital Grant:  The Grant will be amortized on a straight-line, monthly basis, 
commencing on the date of disbursement and ending December 31, 2028.  If the City terminates 
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the contract prior to the initial 15 year term, the unamortized portion of the Grant will be 
reimbursed to PSC by the City in accordance with Section I, Subsection B above.   PSC shall 
submit an amortization schedule for the contract. 

B. Investment.  PSC will provide a $650,000 Investment (the “Investment”) on food and beverage 
equipment and enhancements over the course of the agreement with the timing of the 
investment as follows: 

i. Years 1-10 - PSC will spend up to $400,000 of the Investment dollars over the period of ten (10) 
years for the renovation and upkeep of the current food service equipment. The $400,000 will 
be amortized on a straight line basis over a period of ten (10) years, commencing on the date of 
expenditure and ending on December 31, 2023.  Approximately $100,000 of the Investment 
dollars moved to the grant to include the proposed stadium concessions improvements on the 
club level patio stand and third base line social seating area.   

ii. Year 11 - In Year 11, PSC will spend up to $250,000 of the Investment on the upkeep and 
replacement of foodservice equipment. The $250,000 will be amortized on a straight line basis 
over a period of five (5) years, commencing on the date of expenditure and ending on December 
31, 2028.  

iii.  Amortization of Investment:  The initial $400,000 Investment will be amortized on a straight-
line, monthly basis, commencing on the date of disbursement and ending December 31, 2024.  
The year eleven investment ($250,000) will be amortized on a straight line, monthly basis, 
commencing on the date of disbursement and ending December 31, 2028.  If the City terminates 
the contract prior to the initial 15 year term, the unamortized portion of the investment will be 
reimbursed to PSC by the City in accordance with Section I, Subsection B above.   PSC shall 
submit an investment amortization schedule for the contract. 

iv. Turn-Key Facility:  City acknowledges that it is providing PSC with a ‘turn-key’ facility.  The City 
shall be responsible for paying all costs, fees and expenses incurred in connection with the 
construction, fixturing, equipping and finishing the proposed 2015 stadium improvements 
including, but not limited to, the Foodservice Facilities,  These proposed stadium improvements 
consist of a club level concession stand and third base social seating area. 

C. Commissions –  PSC will pay a percentage of sales to the City using the tiered incremental 
commission schedule below:  

PSC - City of Peoria Commission Schedule 

 Sales Rate 

Spring Training Concession Sales * 
(excluding Alcohol Sales)  

$0 – $600,000  42.0% (on the increment)  

$600,001 and up  45.0% (on the increment) 

Spring Training Concession Alcohol 
Sales * 

$0 –   $450,000 42.0% (on the increment) 

$450,001 – $1,000,000  47.5% (on the increment) 

$1,000,001 and up  50.0% (on the increment) 

Catering Sales (including alcohol)  $0 – $75,000  27.0% (on the increment)  
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$75,000 – $150,000  28.5% (on the increment) 

$150,000 and up  30.0% (on the increment)  

Net Subcontractor Receipts  (net receipts received by PSC)  75.0% 

Non-Spring Training Revenue  All  25.0% 

 

* applies to other professional sporting seasons including, but not limited to soccer.   

i. Soccer Season Concession Revenues.  Soccer Season Concession Non-Alcohol revenues build 
upon the end of Spring Training Revenues in a cumulative fashion, and are commissionable at 
those tiers.  Soccer  Season Concession Alcohol

ii. Concert Revenues.  Spring Training food and alcohol commission and tier structure shall serve 
as a benchmark for establishing concert revenues.  PSC will work in good faith with the City’s 
concert promoters to create a mutually beneficial deal for each event.  

 revenues build upon the end of Spring Training 
Revenues in a cumulative fashion, and are commissionable at those tiers.    

iii. Vending Commission.    Vending commissions if applicable will be paid at the non-spring training 
rate of 25%. 

D. Collaborative Marketing Strategies.  In an effort to maximize marketing opportunities for the 
benefit of both parties, PSC will provide the following additional service enhancements to the 
Peoria Sports Complex and Peoria Diamond Club: 

i. Sales Strategies.  Leveraged sales infrastructure and strategies including listing the Sports 
Complex on their website.   

ii. Graphic Design.  Shared design ideas and graphic design services (within reason) for the 
purposes of creating marketing materials.    

E. Diamond Club Sales Manager Position.  PSC shall pay 50% of salary/benefits/bonuses for Peoria 
Diamond Club sales manager. Each year the amount will be presented to PSC in advance of 
budget process in order to ensure that costs are in-line with that year’s projections.  The current 
2014 projection is approximately $9,000.  The payable percentage is due annually, at the 
conclusion of Spring Training.   

F. Tax waived for Peoria Diamond Club.  Peoria Diamond Club is a nonprofit organization and is 
exempt from sales tax on items that are not being resold (i.e. PDC staff lunches, team 
appreciation events, PDC sponsored events). PSC will not tax PDC in accordance with their  policy 
on all non-profit organizations. 

G. Subcontractor Concepts.  PSC and the City are in agreement that reducing the number of 
subcontractors for the first year (2014) should be avoided.  For the 2015 season and beyond, both 
parties will collectively establish a balanced subcontractor program which reflects the best 
interest of both parties.   

H. At-Cost/Pricing Modeling for City, Volunteer Events.  PSC will work with Sports Complex to 
comply with budgets on internal events.  Events like this will be charged on a ‘cost-plus’ 
arrangement in order to cover food, labor and potential operating costs (linens, other rentals) 
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involved with an event. 

I. Catering Sales. Catering shall mean all food, non-alcoholic beverage and alcohol sales in catering 
or VIP areas.  Catering commissions are cumulative for the year (spring training and non-spring 
training time periods). 

J. All You Can Eat Area.  The All You Can Eat (AYCE) Area shall be commissionable at the rates for 
‘Catering Sales’.  Catering commissions shall be cumulative for the year (spring training and non-
spring training).   For the 2014 season this area will have expenses related to tent rentals shared 
by PSC and City of Peoria.   

K. Utility Fund.  In reference to the original solicitation, page 27, item 5, both parties agree the 
Utility Fund is an annual utility contribution to help offset utility and in house facilities repair and 
maintenance  costs.  If all of these funds are not utilized, the balance for the year would be need 
to paid to the City.   The utility fund will be equal to 0.25% of annual Gross Revenue. 

L. Maintenance & Op Fund.  In reference to the original solicitation, page 29, item 16, both parties 
agree that this fund is not to be utilized as part of a monthly preventative maintenance program.  
This fund is an interest accruing fund that the Concessionaire holds to make mutually agreed upon  
unforeseen repairs (i.e. ice machine, walk-in cooler).  In addition, both parties will work 
collaboratively regarding PM agreements and repairs.  If at the end of the year there is a balance 
remaining in the fund, the Sports Complex and PSC may mutually agree to utilize the remaining 
balance on something other than maintenance.  Otherwise, these funds accrue on an annual basis 
and if not utilized, they would need to be paid out to the City at the end of the contract. The 
maintenance fund will be equal to 1.0% of annual Gross Revenue. 

M. Commitment of Assignment of Vice President of Operations - It is the mutual intent of the 
City and PSC that a PSC Vice President of Operations (the “VP”) remain on-site at the 
Facility.  In the event PSC removes the initial on- site Vice President of Operations (Jason 
Wilson) during the first five (5) years of the agreement and does not replace him with another 
VP suitable to the City, PSC shall incur a fine of $25,000 payable to the City. If a financial loss is 
incurred by PSC that led to Jason  Wilson’s termination, the amount of this financial loss would 
be subtracted from the penalty amount. In the event Jason Wilson resigns from PSC or requests 
transfer due to personal reasons this penalty would not be enforced, and PSC shall make 
reasonable efforts to assign another VP to the Facility as efficiently as possible.   

N. PSC / Levy Merger.  PSC has informed the City it intends to become a subsidiary of Levy 
Restaurants (the “Transaction”).  The City does not object to this proposed Transaction provided 
the transition be completely seamless to the City of Peoria.  PSC/Levy shall notify the City, in 
writing, when the Transaction has been completed (currently expected to be sometime in 
February of 2014).  The contract shall  continue on the same terms following the Transaction.   

Furthermore, the contractual relationship between the City and PSC shall continue to function, in 
all aspects, as negotiated in the contract between the City and PSC; including but not limited to 
service-levels, operating philosophies, financial arrangements (including auditing – see item O 
below), and contract administration.    

Prior to the execution of the Concessionaire agreement, PSC will include a letter from Levy 
confirming that  when the Transaction is consummated PSC  shall operate its business ‘consistent 
with the manner’ PSC has operated historically and as presented in their RFP response.  
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The City recognizes that as part of the Transaction, PSC will receive funding from Levy, including 
for the financing of PSC’s contract with the City.  As such, the City has agreed to wait until no later 
than April of 2014

O. Audit provision – Because PSC will be rolled into Levy’s accounting systems and audit procedures, 
there will not be a stand-alone PSC audited financial statement.  Levy’s contracted audit firm will 
handle audits of Gross Receipts.  PSC & Levy agree to open book records related to the Gross 
Receipts at the Peoria Sports Complex when requested by the City.   However, it is understood 
that PSC’s customer model is to remain intact regardless of Levy’s involvement with PSC’s 
financial systems. 

 to receive payment (in full) of the Grant.   

P. Catering Menus – 2013 Spring Training Catering Menus and Pricing shall serve as a baseline for 
2014, with the option to broaden menu options at any time during the course of the year (with 
agreement by both PSC and the Sports Complex). 

 































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































































City Council Calendar 

 
 

Color Key: 
City Council 
 

< January February 2014 March >

Sunday Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday Saturday

      

1 

2 3 4  
Regular City Council 
Meeting 
 
Special Meeting & 
Study Session 
 

5 6 7 8 

9 10 11  
Council 
Subcommittee on 
Policy and 
Appointments 
Meeting 
 

12 13 14 15 

16 17  
Presidents’ Day 
Holiday - CIty Hall 
Closed 
 

18  
Regular City Council 
Meeting 
 
Special Meeting & 
Study Session 
 

19 20 21 22 

23 24  
** Canceled **City 
Council Subcommitee 
on Community 
Culture & Public 
Safety 
 

25  
Special Meeting & 
Study Session 
 

26 27 28 
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City Council Calendar 

 
 

Color Key: 
City Council 
 

< February March 2014 April >

Sunday Monday Tuesday Wednesday Thursday Friday Saturday

      

1 

2 3 4  
Regular City Council 
Meeting 
 
Special Meeting & 
Study Session 
 

5 6 7 8 

9 10 11 12 13 14 15 

16 17 18  
Regular City Council 
Meeting 
 
Special Meeting & 
Study Session 
 

19
Council 
Subcommittee on 
Policy and 
Appointments 
Meeting 

20 21 22 

23 24  
City Council 
Subcommittee on 
Community Culture & 
Public Safety 
 

25  
Budget Study Session 
 
 

26
Budget Study Session
 

27
Budget Study Session 
 

28 29 

30 31 
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CITY OF PEORIA, ARIZONA  
CITY MANAGER REPORT 
 

Date Prepared:  January 28, 2014  Council Meeting Date:  February 18, 2014    
 

 
TO:      Carl Swenson, City Manager 
 
FROM:   John Imig, IT Director 

Roy W. Minter, Chief of Police 
 
THROUGH:    Susan Daluddung, Deputy City Manager 

Jeff Tyne, Deputy City Manager 
 
SUBJECT:    Citizen Online Reporting System  
 

 
 
Summary: 
 
After many months’ work by a  cross‐functional  Information Technology/Police Department  team,  the 
Online  Crime  Reporting  program,  or  “COPLOGIC”, was  put  into  production  on Monday,  January  27, 
2014.  The web based reporting system allows the public to file certain incident types over the internet 
without having to wait for an officer to respond.  After submittal, the report is viewed by PD staff and is 
merged into the Records portion of the New World CAD/Records Management system. 
 
The City’s online reporting service portal is located at the following web link:  
http://www.peoriaaz.gov/NewSecondary.aspx?id=14395 

             
Staff will give a brief demonstration of the system. 
 
 

Contact Name and Number:  John Imig, 623‐773‐7253 
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CITY OF PEORIA, ARIZONA  
CITY MANAGER REPORT 

 

Date Prepared:  January 30, 2014 Council Meeting Date:   February 18, 2014  
 

 
TO:    Carl Swenson, City Manager 
 
FROM:  Roy W. Minter, Chief of Police 
 
THROUGH: Jeff Tyne, Deputy City Manager 
 
SUBJECT: Nextdoor.Com Presentation 
 

 
 
Summary: 
 
The Police Department currently operates based on a Community Oriented Policing Initiative in 
order to become more effective in identifying and addressing crime and to promote proactive 
and positive partnerships within the Community.  Nextdoor.com is a web-based company that 
provides citizens the ability to form neighborhood groups that create a type of virtual Block 
Watch.   
 
People are using Nextdoor.com to: 
 

 Quickly get the word out about a break-in 
 Organize a Neighborhood Watch Group 
 Track down a trustworthy babysitter 
 Find out who does the best paint job in town 
 Ask for help keeping an eye out for a lost dog 
 Find a new home for an outgrown bike 
 Finally call that nice man down the street by his first name (www.nextdoor.com, 2014) 

 
Justine Fenwick, the Senior City Strategist from Nextdoor.com, will give a brief presentation on: 
 
 The Nextdoor.com business model  
 How the site operates 
 How the site will assist the Peoria Police Department continue to build outstanding 

partnerships in our communities.   
 
Contact Name and Number:  Roy W. Minter, Chief of Police, 623-773-7059 
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CITY OF PEORIA, ARIZONA  
CITY MANAGER REPORT 
 
Date Prepared:  January 23, 2014                          Council Meeting Date:  February 18, 2014   
 
 

 

  
TO:  Carl Swenson, City Manager 
 
FROM:  Andrew Granger, P.E., Engineering Director 
 
THROUGH: Susan J. Daluddung, Deputy City Manager 
 
SUBJECT: Sports Complex Phase 1 Clubhouse Improvements 
 
 
 
Summary: 
 
Ed Striffler, Design & Construction Manager, will make a brief presentation to the Mayor and  
City Council on the completion status of the Sports Complex Phase 1 Clubhouse Improvements 
(CS00022).   
 
The Phase 1 Clubhouse Improvements at the Peoria Sports Complex are progressing toward 
completion in time for Spring Training 2014.  Mortenson Construction, the project’s 
Construction Manager at Risk, has substantially completed the Seattle Mariners and San Diego 
Padres clubhouse buildings, allowing the teams to commence occupancy.  During the past 
month, City, Design Team, Contractor, and Team staff have been working diligently to complete 
the necessary life safety inspections, test critical building systems and Team hydrotherapy pool 
equipment, establish computer networks, and take delivery of all furnishings and equipment.  
On Monday February 3rd, the Team’s moving trucks and training staff arrived with all of their 
Spring Training equipment.  Pitchers and Catchers arrive at the new Peoria Sports Complex 
facilities on Wednesday February 12th. 
 
Those punchlist activities which can be coordinated around Spring Training will be undertaken 
in March, with the balance concluded after Spring Training in April.  At the current time, the 
new clubhouses are on track to attain USGBC LEED Silver level certification. 
 
Contact Name and Number:  Ed Striffler, 623-773-7721 
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 MINUTES OF THE VISTANCIA COMMUNITY FACILITIES DISTRICT BOARD 
 CITY OF PEORIA, ARIZONA 
 COUNCIL CHAMBER 
 December 10, 2013 
 
 
A Special Meeting of the Vistancia Community Facilities District Board was convened 
at 8401 West Monroe Street in open and public session at 11:05 p.m. 
 
Members Present: Board Chairperson Bob Barrett; Board Members Ron Aames, Cathy 
Carlat, Jon Edwards, Carlo Leone and Bill Patena. 
 
Members Absent: Vice Chairperson Tony Rivero. 
 
Other Municipal Officials Present:  Carl Swenson, District Manager; Jeff Tyne, 
Deputy District Manager; Steve Kemp, District Counsel; Rhonda Geriminsky, District 
Clerk; Andy Granger, Engineering Director; Chris Jacques, Planning and Community 
Development Director; Bill Mattingly, Public Works Director; Brent Mattingly, Finance 
and Budget Director; Roy Minter, Police Chief; John Sefton, Community Services 
Director; Rebecca Zook, Deputy Economic Development Services Director; Corina 
Russo, Assistant to the District Manager; and Linda Blas, Deputy District Clerk. 
 
Board Youth Liaison:  Jacob Jelinek. 
 
Audience:  There were no members of the public present. 
 
Note:  The order in which items appear in the minutes is not necessarily the order 
in which they were discussed in the meeting. 
 
CONSENT AGENDA: All items listed with a “C” are considered to be routine or have 
been previously reviewed by the District Board and will be enacted by one motion.  
There will be no separate discussion of these items unless a Board Member so 
requests; in which event the item will be removed from the General Order of Business 
and considered in its normal sequence on the Agenda. 
 
Chairperson Barrett asked if any Board Member wished to have an item removed from 
the Consent Agenda. Having no requests from the Board, motion was made by Board 
Member Carlat, seconded by Board Member Aames, to approve the Consent Agenda. 

Upon vote, the motion carried unanimously 6 to 0. 

CONSENT – New Business: 

Clerk’s Note:  The agenda item numbers shown below reflect the items as they 
were numbered on the agenda. 

 27C. Minutes 

Approved the November 19, 2013 Special Meeting minutes. 
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Vistancia Community Facilities District Board Special Meeting 
December 10, 2013 
Page 2 of 2 
 
28C. Fiscal Year 2013 Annual Financial Report 

Accepted and filed the Vistancia Community Facilities District Annual Financial Report 
for the fiscal year ended June 30, 2013. 

CALL TO THE PUBLIC:  (NON-AGENDA ITEMS) 
 
None. 
 
ADJOURNMENT: 
 
Being no further business to come before the District Board, the meeting was duly 
adjourned at 11:06 p.m. 

 
 
 ______________________________________ 
 Bob Barrett, Board Chairperson   
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
 
______________________________________ 
Rhonda Geriminsky, District Clerk 
 
 
CERTIFICATION 
 
I hereby certify that the foregoing minutes are a true and correct summary of the 
proceedings of the Special Meeting of the Vistancia Community Facilities District held 
on the 10th day of December, 2013.  I further certify that the meeting was duly called 
and held and that a quorum was present. 
 
Dated this 18th day of February, 2014.                                                    
 
 
(Seal) 
 
 
 
______________________________________ 
Rhonda Geriminsky, District Clerk 
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VCFD Council Communication   
Page 2 of 2 REV. 08/2011 
 
 

Staff’s Recommendation: 
 
Staff recommends that the District Board review and accept the Investment Report for the 
Quarter ended December 31, 2013 as presented. 
 
Fiscal Analysis: 
       
This item has no financial implications.  
 
Narrative:   
 
The quarterly investment report provides comparative investment yields, portfolio 
composition, average maturity lengths, comparisons of market value and book value, and a 
brief summary of the economy.  An Inventory Holdings Report, which itemizes each security in 
the District’s investment portfolio by fund, security type, and cusip number has been included 
as Exhibit 2.  A brief glossary of security definitions has also been included as Exhibit 3. 
 
Exhibit(s):  
 
Exhibit 1:  Investment Report for the Quarter Ended December 31, 2013 
 
Exhibit 2:  Inventory Holdings Report for the Quarter Ended December 31, 2013 
 
Exhibit 3:  Glossary of Security Definitions   
 
 
 
Contact: 
 
Paula Keto, Senior Accountant  X7153  
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I. INTRODUCTION  
 
 This report reflects investment activity for the period of October 1, 2013 to 
December 31, 2013 for the District’s investment management program.  The 
District’s funds are invested in accordance with the City’s Investment and Portfolio 
Policies, approved and adopted in January 1992 by the City Council, with revisions 
approved in June 2005.  The policy requires that the investment program meet the 
following criteria, listed in order of importance: 

 
Safety - Investments shall be undertaken in a manner that seeks 

to insure the preservation of capital in the overall 
portfolio. 

 
Liquidity - The investment portfolio will remain sufficiently liquid to  
  enable the City to meet all operating requirements. 
 
Yield - The investment portfolio shall be designed with the 

objective of obtaining a market rate of return throughout 
budgetary and economic cycles, while taking into account 
the City’s strict risk constraints. 

 
 In keeping with these principles, staff continued to invest the District’s 
funds only in allowable, safe securities and to structure the maturity of the 
investment portfolio to assure liquidity.  Short-term needs (6 months or less) are 
being met by investments in overnight repurchase agreements, commercial 
paper, and money market funds.  Funds not required to meet specific short-term 
needs are invested primarily in Treasury Notes and U.S. Government Agency 
Securities.  
 
 Only after the safety and liquidity requirements are met does staff attempt 
to maximize earnings.  For the Quarter Ended December 31, 2013, the weighted 
average annualized yield on investments was as follows:   
 
Table 1 
 

AVERAGE ANNUALIZED 
INVESTMENT YIELD 

 
FY13 
Q2 

FY13 
Q3 

FY13 
Q4 

FY14 
Q1 

FY14 
Q2 

CFD Bonds, Series 2002 (Reserve) 0.54 0.51 0.51 0.53 0.53 

CFD Bonds, Series 2005 0.64 0.61 0.46 0.48 0.48 

CFD Bonds, Series 2006 0.27 0.24 0.22 0.23 0.19 

Total Portfolio 0.35 0.32 0.29 0.31 0.28 

  
   
 The quarter’s average yield of 0.28% for the total portfolio decreased by 
0.03% from the total portfolio annualized yield for the Quarter Ended September 
30, 2013.  
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II. INVESTMENT POLICY COMPLIANCE 
 
 The City’s Investment Policy, as approved by City Council, applies to all 
the financial assets and funds held by the City of Peoria, including Vistancia 
Community Facilities District funds.  All investments follow the provisions 
established in that Policy.  
 

III. INVESTMENT PERFORMANCE 
 
A. Portfolio Composition. All investment proceeds are diversified by 
security type and institution to minimize market volatility risk and credit risk. The 
Policy stipulates maximum investment levels by market sector to insure 
diversification.  Diversification is further accomplished through the laddering of 
maturities, which mirror anticipated cash flows for the various funds.  If not 
matched to specific cash flows, the funds are invested with a priority of liquidity 
and safety until specific cash flow needs are identified.  
 
 The table below illustrates the diversification structured into the portfolio 
composition with dollar amounts and percentages by investment type (market 
sector).  The table shows the overall conservative nature of the portfolio and its 
diversified structure.  The fluctuation in percentages between fiscal quarters 
represents a shifting of value between market sectors from the varying economic 
conditions throughout the year.  The concentration on Treasury Notes and 
Agency Securities illustrates the portfolio’s safety priority. 
 
Table 2 
 

TOTAL PORTFOLIO COMPOSITION 
(In Millions of Dollars) 

Security Type FY 13 – Q3 FY 13 – Q4 FY 14 – Q1 FY 14 – Q2 

 Amt % Amt % Amt % Amt % 

Money Market 1.9 12.0 2.9 18.6 2.3 14.9 5.3 35.0

Agency Securities 10.0 62.9 10.0 62.6 9.9 65.4 8.4 55.2

 
Treasury 
Bills 

0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Treasury Notes 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Commercial 
Paper 4.0 25.1 3.0 18.8 3.0 19.7 1.5 9.8

Repurchase Agreements 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

TOTALS: 15.9 100.0 15.9 100.0 15.2 100.0 15.2 100.0
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B. Average Invested Cash Balances.  The average investment cash 
balance for the portfolio for the Quarter Ending December 31, 2013 was 
$15,243,999 as compared to $15,208,858 for the Quarter Ended September 30, 
2013. 
 
 Fluctuations in the quarterly balances shown in the chart below represent 
normal cash flows throughout the fiscal year, the addition of new bond proceeds, 
investment of earned interest, and the spend down of existing bond proceeds for 
capital projects. 
 
C. Investment Income.  Total investment income for the 2nd Quarter of 
FY14 was $10,606 which represents a decrease of 10.2% from the $11,816 
earned in the 1st Quarter of FY14.   
 
D. Comparative Investment Yields.  Since the Investment Policy restricts 
investment primarily to the U.S. fixed income and money markets, the portfolio 
performance is measured directly against these markets for comparison 
purposes.  The maximum maturity of securities purchased for the portfolio is 
restricted to five (5) years.  The weighted average maturity cannot exceed 365 
days.  The actual weighted average maturity for the 2nd Quarter of FY 14 was 
229 days, in keeping with the investment policy requirement for liquidity and 
safety. The average rates of comparable benchmarks are shown in the table 
below. 
 
Table 3 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
E. Average Maturity of the Portfolio.    For the Quarter ended December 
31, 2013, the average maturity of the portfolio was 229 days as compared to 281 
days on September 30, 2013.  Matching maturities to known cash flows requires 
the maintenance of a somewhat short portfolio. Cash not needed to match 
immediate cash flow needs (within a nine month rolling horizon of liabilities) is 
normally extended somewhat to take advantage of higher yields.  Longer 
maturities are used to capture yields at purchase and to capture capital gains 
during the period. 
 

COMPARATIVE ANNUALIZED 
INVESTMENT YIELDS 

 
 

FY 13 
Q3 

FY 13 
Q4 

FY 14 
Q1 

FY 14 
Q2 

Total Portfolio 0.32 0.29 0.31 0.28 

3 Month T-Bill 0.08 0.05 0.03 0.05 

Money Market Fds 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 

6 Month T- Bill 0.11 0.08 0.06 0.08 

1 Year T-Bill 0.14 0.12 0.11 0.12 

2 Year Treasury 0.25 0.26 0.36 0.32 
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F. Comparison of Market Value and Book Value.    The book value of the 
portfolio is captured on an amortized cost basis recognizing the position in the 
securities on a straight-line amortization of premiums and discounts.  Book and 
market values do not include accrued interest on the securities.  The market 
value reflects the then current market price at which these securities could be 
sold in the open market.  A comparison of book and market reflects the changes 
in market rates as well as the performance of the portfolio against the market.  
Since the shortest portion of the portfolio is matched against anticipated cash 
flows, rate changes will more directly affect their relative gain/loss positions.  A 
summary of market and book values for the total portfolio for the Quarter are 
shown below. 
 
 Beginning Book Value ......................... $15,207,697  
 Beginning Market Value ...................... $15,213,798 
 
 Ending Book Value .............................. $15,245,324 
 Ending Market Value ........................... $15,247,371 
 

 At quarter’s end, the market value of the portfolio exceeded the book 
value of securities resulting in an overall unrealized gain in value of $2,047. 
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ECONOMIC REVIEW AS OF 12-31-13: 
  
Gross Domestic Product (GDP): 
The growth rate of the U.S. economy is measured by its Gross Domestic Product (GDP). 
Over the past seven decades, annual GDP growth has averaged 3.2%. During the most 
recent recession, (which was the most severe since the Great Depression), GDP contracted 
by 4.1%. In the following four years, fueled by massive federal stimulus, GDP has averaged 
just 2.5%. In 2013, despite higher payroll taxes, and the federal budget sequestration, the 
economy has gradually picked up the pace. From 0.1% annualized growth in the fourth 
quarter of 2012, GDP has risen by 1.1%, 2.5% and 4.1%. The initial fourth quarter reading 
had not been released at the time of this report, but early forecasts suggest a relatively 
healthy number in the range of 3.0% to 3.5%. The pick-up in growth has allowed the Fed to 
begin cutting back its QE3. 
 
Nonfarm Payrolls:  Nonfarm payrolls unexpectedly grew by just 74k in December, which 
pulled the 3-month average down from 193k to 172k. Since the Fed taper in December was 
predicated on a strengthening labor market, it was no longer as clear that additional tapering 
would take place at the next FOMC meeting scheduled for January 28-29. The Fed has 
promised that its “measured steps,” will be “data dependent” and this particular piece of 
critical data is weak. In the separate household survey the official unemployment rate fell 
from 7.0% to 6.7%. There was an increase of +143k newly employed workers, but another 
525k exited the labor force dragging the participation rate back down to a 35-year low of 
62.8%  Weather played a role here as the BLS reported 273k Americans were unable to 
work due to bad weather, the most in 36 years.  
 
Housing:  Sales of existing homes fell by 4.3% in November to a seasonally-adjusted annual 
rate of 4.9 million. The National Association of Realtors blamed the third straight monthly 
decline in previously-owned homes on higher mortgage rates and low inventory levels. By 
contrast, new home sales rose to a 464k annual unit rate in November, well above the 440k 
Bloomberg median forecast, while the October reading was revised up from 444k to 474k, 
the highest annualized sales level in five years. The November inventory was a relatively 
lean 2.09 million units, representing a 5.1-month supply. The median price for an existing 
home was 9.4% higher than a year earlier at $196,300. Housing starts rose to their highest 
level in nearly six years in November, increasing by 22.7% to a 1.09 million annualized 
pace.  
 
Retail Sales:  Generally speaking, consumer spending picked up in the final quarter of the 
year but seemed to fade off as the quarter progressed. In fact, the December retail sales 
report proved a mixed bag, rising by just 0.2% and barely topping the 0.1% median forecast. 
The details within the report were better, although downward revisions to prior months 
reduced the luster. Sales ex-autos and gasoline, a closely watched figure that strips out the 
often volatile effects of auto and gas sales, rose by a relatively healthy 0.6%, doubling 
forecasts for a 0.3% gain. Sales ex-autos, gas, and building materials, the so called control 
group that feeds directly into GDP, rose by an even better 0.7%, well above the 0.3% 
expected gain. November sales data was revised lower with headline sales cut from 0.7% to 
0.4% and the ex-autos and gas figure cut in half from 0.6% to 0.3%.   
 
- Scott McIntyre, First Southwest Asset Management 
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 SUMMARY DATA 
 
Table 4 
 

PORTFOLIO COMPOSITION 
Vistancia CFD Bonds, Series 2002*

 
Security Type 

FY 13 – Q3 
Ending 
3/31/13 

FY 13 – Q4 
Ending 
6/30/13 

FY 14 – Q1 
Ending 
9/30/13 

FY 14 – Q2 
Ending 
12/31/13 

Money Market $19,410 $21,598 $28,457 $31,664

Agency Securities $2,040,118 $2,037,061 $2,035,948 $2,033,064

Treasury Notes $0 $0 $0 $0

Treasury Bills $0 $0 $0 $0

Commercial Paper $0 $0 $0 $0

Repurchase 
Agreements 

$0 $0 $0 $0

Totals: $2,059,528 $2,058,659 $2,064,406 $2,064,728

Avg Yield 0.51 0.51 0.53 0.53

Avg Maturity (Years) 1.68 1.43 1.48 1.45

* Represents Debt Service Reserve Funds 
 
Table 5 
 

PORTFOLIO COMPOSITION 
Vistancia CFD Bonds, Series 2005*

 
Security Type 

FY 13 – Q3 
Ending 
03/31/13 

FY 13 – Q4 
Ending 
06/30/13 

FY 14 – Q1 
Ending 
09/30/13 

FY 14 – Q2 
Ending 
12/31/13 

Money Market $9,356 $6,127 $7,923 $13,005

Agency Securities $2,355,637 $2,354,039 $2,354,594 $2,353,379

Treasury Notes $0 $0 $0 $0

Treasury Bills $0 $0 $0 $0

Commercial Paper $0 $0 $0 $0

Repurchase 
Agreements 

$0 $0 $0 $0

Totals: $2,364,993 $2,360,166 $2,362,517 $2,366,384

Avg Yield 0.61 0.46 0.48 0.48

Avg Maturity (Years) 2.15 1.90 1.91 1.85

* Represents Debt Service Reserve Funds 
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Table 6 
 

PORTFOLIO COMPOSITION 
Vistancia CFD Bonds, Series 2006 

 
Security Type 

FY 13 – Q3 
Ending 
03/31/13 

FY 13 – Q4 
Ending 
06/30/13 

FY 14 – Q1 
Ending 
09/30/13 

FY 14 – Q2 
Ending 
12/31/13 

Money Market $1,885,581 $2,941,587 $2,229,104 $5,285,426

Agency Securities $5,603,048 $5,578,575 $5,554,101 $4,029,196

Treasury Notes $0 $0 $0 $0

Treasury Bills $0 $0 $0 $0

Commercial Paper $3,993,547 $2,997,160 $2,997,570 $1,499,590

Repurchase 
Agreements 

$0 $0 $0 $0

Totals: $11,482,176 $11,517,322 $10,780,775 $10,814,212

Avg Yield 0.24 0.22 0.23 0.19

Avg Maturity (Years) 0.52 0.48 0.38 0.20
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City of Peoria EXHIBIT 2

Detail of Security Holdings Page 1 of 1

As of  12/31/2013

CUSIP Settle Date Sec. Type Sec. Description CPN Mty Date Next Call Call Type  Par Value Purch Price  Orig Cost  Book Value Mkt Price  Market Value Days to Mty

Vistancia Project 2002 - Debt Service Re

WF-ADVGOV MMF Wells Fargo Adv Govt MMF 31,664.11 100.000 31,664.11 31,664.11 100.000 31,664.11 1
31398A3G5 03/29/12 AGCY BULET FNMA 1.500 09/08/14 1,025,000.00 102.382 1,049,415.50 1,031,890.69 100.910 1,034,327.50 251
313379ER6 08/09/13 AGCY BULET FHLB 0.500 06/12/15 500,000.00 100.337 501,683.00 501,323.50 100.250 501,250.00 528
3136G1XD6 11/29/13 AGCY CALL FNMA 0.800 11/28/16 05/28/14 QRTLY 500,000.00 99.969 499,845.00 499,849.55 99.710 498,550.00 1,063

Total for  Vistancia Project 2002 - Debt Service Re 2,056,664.11 2,082,607.61 2,064,727.85 2,065,791.61 511

Vistancia Project 2005 - Reserve Fund

WF-ADVGOV MMF Wells Fargo Adv Govt MMF 13,004.65 100.000 13,004.65 13,004.65 100.000 13,004.65 1
31398A3G5 03/29/12 AGCY BULET FNMA 1.500 09/08/14 350,000.00 102.382 358,337.00 352,352.92 100.910 353,185.00 251
313379ER6 08/09/13 AGCY BULET FHLB 0.500 06/12/15 500,000.00 100.337 501,683.00 501,323.50 100.250 501,250.00 528
3135G0WH2 04/30/13 AGCY CALL FNMA 0.375 10/29/15 01/29/14 QRTLY 1,000,000.00 99.980 999,800.00 999,853.44 99.910 999,100.00 667
3136G1XD6 11/29/13 AGCY CALL FNMA 0.800 11/28/16 05/28/14 QRTLY 500,000.00 99.969 499,845.00 499,849.55 99.710 498,550.00 1,063

Total for  Vistancia Project 2005 - Reserve Fund 2,363,004.65 2,372,669.65 2,366,384.06 2,365,089.65 656

Vistancia Project 2006 - Construction

WF-ADVGOV MMF Wells Fargo Adv Govt MMF 5,285,426.21 100.000 5,285,426.21 5,285,426.21 100.000 5,285,426.21 1
89233HBB9 07/17/13 CP - DISC Toyota Mtr Cr 02/11/14 1,500,000.00 99.861 1,497,910.00 1,499,590.01 99.991 1,499,863.50 42
3128X23A1 09/26/12 AGCY BULET FHLMC 4.500 04/02/14 2,000,000.00 106.334 2,126,680.00 2,021,146.84 101.070 2,021,400.00 92
3135G0BJ1 09/26/12 AGCY BULET FNMA 1.125 06/27/14 2,000,000.00 101.440 2,028,800.00 2,008,048.68 100.490 2,009,800.00 178

Total for  Vistancia Project 2006 - Construction 10,785,426.21 10,938,816.21 10,814,211.74 10,816,489.71 57

Total for  City of Peoria 15,205,094.97 15,394,093.47 15,245,323.65 15,247,370.97 211
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Security Acronyms:   

AGCY – DISCO      Agency Discount Note 

AGCY – BULET      Agency Bullet 

AGCY – CALL      Agency Callable Note 

AGCY – STEP      Agency Step‐Up Note 

CP – DISC      Commercial Paper Discounted 

FFCB         Federal Farm Credit Bank   

FHLB        Federal Home Loan Bank  

FNMA         Federal National Mortgage Association or “Fannie Mae” 

FHLMC        Federal Home Loan Mortgage Corporation or “Freddie Mac”   

FCAR Owner Trust    Ford Credit Asset Receivable  

GE Capital Corp     General Electric Capital Corp  

MMF        Money Market Fund 

 

Security Definitions: 

Agency Notes  ‐   A debt security  issued by a  federal or  federally sponsored agency.   These are widely 
considered  to be  among  the  safest  types of  fixed  income  securities,  although  they  are not  explicitly 
guaranteed  by  the  Federal  government,  there  is  a  market  peerception  that  there  is  an  implicit 
government guarantee.   The following are Government‐Related Enterprises, originally created by an act 
of  Congress:    Federal  Farm  Credit  Bank,  Federal  Home  Loan  Bank,  Federal  National  Mortgage 
Association (Fannie Mae) and Federal Home Loan Mortgage Corporation (Freddie Mac).     

  Federal  Farm Credit Bank  (FFCB)  ‐  The  Federal  Farm Credit Bank  System  is  the oldest of  the 
  government  sponsored  enterprises,  created  by  an  act  of  congress  in  1916.    Its mission  is  to 
  provide a reliable and low cost source of funds to support agriculture in the United States.  FFCB 
  debt obligations are highly liquid and its senior debt is AAA‐rated. Yields on FFCB obligations are 
  often slightly lower than yields on FHLB, FNMA or FHLMC obligations because they issue fewer 
  bonds and are in demand as portfolio diversifiers. 

965



EXHIBIT 3 
Page 2 of 3 

 
 

  Federal Home Loan Bank (FHLB) ‐ The Federal Home Loan Bank system was created by an act of 
  Congress  in  1932  as  a  system of  12  regional banks  that provide  funds  to  its member banks. 
  FHLB’s  primary mission  is  to  support  residential  and  community  lending.  Its membership  of 
  more  than 8,000  financial  institutions  includes savings banks, commercial banks, credit unions 
  and  insurance companies active  in housing finance. FHLB debt obligations are highly  liquid and 
  its senior debt is AAA‐rated.  

  Federal National Mortgage Association (FNMA or “Fannie Mae”) ‐ Fannie Mae was chartered in 
  1938 under  the Federal National Mortgage Association Act  to provide a secondary market  for 
  mortgage  loans  in  the  United  States,  by  purchasing  existing  home  loans  and  pooling  them 
  together to create mortgage‐backed securities that can them be sold to investors, along with a 
  guaranty of  the  timely payment of principal and  interest on  the underlying  loans. Fannie Mae 
  was  privatized  in  1968,  and  operated  as  a  private  stockholder‐owned  company  for  40  years 
  before  the  housing market  collapse  forced  them  into  federal  government  conservatorship  in 
  September 2008. Fannie Mae currently continues operation under government control and has 
  been instrumental in the government’s attempts to revive the housing sector. Fannie Mae debt 
  obligations are highly liquid and its senior debt is AAA‐rated.  

  Federal  Home  Loan  Mortgage  Corporation  (FHLMC  or  “Freddie  Mac”)  ‐    Freddie  Mac  was 
  created by an act of Congress  in 1970 as a shareholder‐owned company to further expand the 
  secondary  market  for  mortgage  loans  in  the  United  States.    Freddie  Mac  buys  existing 
  mortgages and pools them together to create mortgage‐backed securities that can then be sold 
  to  investors, thereby providing  liquidity to  lenders who can then make additional  loans.   Along 
  with Fannie Mae, Freddie Mac was placed into government conservatorship in September 2008, 
  but  continues  full  operations  under  government  control  and  has  been  instrumental  in  the 
  government’s attempt to revive the housing sector. Freddie Mac securities are highly liquid and 
  its senior debt is AAA‐rated.     

Agency Bullet‐ An agency  security  that matures at a  single point  in  time and does not  feature a  call 
option. This security will earn a fixed rate of  interest and the entire face value will be returned to the 
investor at maturity. The security does not amortize or make periodic payments of principal. 

Agency  Callable  ‐  An  agency  security where  the  issuer  has  the  option  to  call  the  security  away,  or 
redeem it,  prior to maturity. This allows the issuer to return principal to the investor prior to the stated 
maturity date. 

Agency Discount Note ‐ Similar to a Treasury Bill, an agency discount note is a zero coupon bond sold at 
a  discount  to  face  value. At maturity  the  investor will  receive  face  value.  The  income  earned  is  the 
difference between the cost paid for the security and its face value. 
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Agency Step‐Up Note ‐ An agency security that provides for the fixed rate of interest to adjust, or “step‐
up” at predetermined  intervals based on a specific schedule. The schedule may  include one or several 
rate adjustments over the  life of the security. In most cases, the security  is also callable at the step‐up 
dates. 

Commerical Paper  – An unsecured short –term promissory note issued by corporations, with maturities 
ranging  from  2  to  270  days.    Examples  of  commercial  paper  include  Ford  Credit  Asset  Receivable, 
General Electric Capital Corporation,  Johns Hopkins Health System  and Toyota Motor Credit.   

Treasury   Bill – Short‐term U.S. government non‐interest bearing debt securities with maturities of no 
longer than one year and issued in minimum denominations of $10,000. 

Treasury Note  ‐   U.S. government debt securities with maturities of ten years or  longer, and  issued  in 
minimum denominations of $1,000. 

  

 

967


	Agenda
	Council Policy, City Special Events
	SSSPEVPolicy021814
	CP_SpecialEvents

	Anthony Bates Foundation
	CC Anthony Bates Foundation Presentation

	Minutes
	12062013 Workshop Minutes
	12102013 Meeting Minutes
	12172013 Special Meeting Minutes

	Appointments, Boards and Commissions
	Council Communication
	Resolution No 2014 17
	Resolution No 2014 18

	Annexation, Pinnacle Peak Road and 107th Avenue
	Council Communication
	Exhibit 1 Location Map
	Exhibit 2 Signed Petitions
	Exhibit 3 Draft ORD 2014 03

	Initial Zoning, Sierra Ridge Estates, Pinnacle Peak Road and 107th Avenue
	Council Communication
	Exhibit 1 Location Map
	Exhibit 2 December 5 2013 Staff Report with Exhibits
	Exhibit 3 ORD 2014 04

	Grant, United States Department of Interior, Bureau of Reclamation, WaterSMART - Water and Energy Efficiency
	CC FY14 Water SMART Grant
	WaterSMART Resolution 2014-21

	Single Source Request, Harris Computer Systems
	Council Communication

	Fiscal Year 2014 Second Quarter Budget Amendments
	FY 2014 Second Quarter Budget Amendments CC
	FY 2014 Second Quarter Budget Amendments Report

	Investment Report, Quarter Ending December 31, 2013
	Council Communication
	Quarterly Investment Report

	Adoption of 2014 Development Impact Fee Studies
	2014 Impact Fee IIP LUA Adoption CC
	Impact Fee IIP LUA Final Report
	Utility Expansion Fees Final Report

	Fund Reallocation, Multicultural Music Festival
	CC SpevinkindtofrtoMulticultural021814

	Transit Division, Budget Amendment
	Transit FY 2014 Budget Adjustment 02042014

	Maintenance Improvement District No. 1147, Tierra Buena II, 75th Avenue and Greenway Road
	CC MID 1147 Tierra Buena II
	Exhibit 1 Petition for Formation
	Exhibit 2 Proposed Resolution of Intention to Create
	Exhibit 3 Proposed Resolution Declaring Intention to Order

	Street Light Improvement District No. 1083, Tierra Buena II, 75th Avenue and Greenway Road
	CC SLID 1083 Tierra Buena II
	Exhibit 1 Petition for Formation
	Exhibit 2 Proposed Resolution of Intention
	Exhibit 3 Proposed Resolution Ordering the Improvements

	Deeds and Easements, Various Locations
	CC Deeds and Easements
	RES 2014 19

	Right-of-Way Acquisition, Old Carefree Highway and Beardsley Canal
	Council Communication
	Vicinity Map
	Location Map
	RES 2014 20
	Exhibit A to Resolution

	PUBLIC HEARING - Liquor Licenses, Various Locations
	Lake Pleasant Applebees CC
	Lake Pleasant Cruises App
	Applebees Bell
	Applebees Northern

	PUBLIC HEARING - General Plan Amendment, Land Use Map, Riverwalk, Pinnacle Peak Road and 77th Avenue
	GPA12 0001 CC 218-14
	GPA12 0001 EXHIBIT 1
	GPA12 0001 EXHIBIT 2
	GPA12 0001 EXHIBIT 3 Draft Resolution 2014 14

	PUBLIC HEARING - Rezoning, Riverwalk, Pinnacle Peak Road, 75th to 77th Avenue
	Z12 0001 CC 21814
	Z12 0001 EXHIBIT 1
	Z12 0001 EXHIBIT 2 PZ report
	Z12 0001 EX 3 Draft Ordinance 2014 08
	Z12 0001 EXHIBIT 4 PAD

	PUBLIC HEARING - Rezoning, Sierra Ridge Estates, 107th Avenue and Pinnacle Peak Road
	Council Communication
	Exhibit 1 Vicinity Map
	Exhibit 2
	Exhibit 3 Draft ORD 2014 07
	Exhibit 4

	Contract, Professional Sports Catering LLC, Concessionaire Services for Peoria Sports Complex
	CC_ConcessionaireContract_021814
	BackgroundtoConcessionaire
	P140024_EntireAgreement_021814

	Council Calendar
	Council Calendar

	Citizen Online Reporting System
	Citizen Online Reporting System

	Community Policing - Nextdoor.com
	CM Report Nextdoor com

	Peoria Sports Complex Phase I Clubhouse Improvements
	CC Sports Complex CM Report 021814

	Minutes
	12102013 VCFD Minutes

	Investment Report, Quarter Ending December 31, 2013
	Council Communication
	Quarterly Investment Report

	21R_021814.pdf
	Exhibit 2_Z13-0001_Revised_Final Combined_PZ.pdf
	Z13-0001_Sierra Ridge_PZ staff report 12513
	Z13-0001
	Applicant:
	Bowman Consulting on behalf of D.R. Horton Homes

	Request:
	Proposed Development:
	Sierra Ridge Estates: a 24-lot single-family residential subdivision. 

	Location:
	Site Acreage
	Approximately 17.5 acres

	Support / Opposition:
	As of the date of this report, Staff has received three letters in opposition of this application. 

	Recommendation:
	Recommend approval of case Z13-0001, with stipulations to the City Council. 
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