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INTRODUCTION

Over the years, Bellingham has helped lead the State in progressive transportation planning, design, and
implementation. Bellingham is well known for its multimodal concurrency program and well-crafted
pedestrian and bicycle master plans. To support the city’'s multimodal planning, this report documents the
methods, assumptions, and findings for a Growth Management Act (GMA) compliant multimodal
Transportation Impact Fee (TIF) program. This multimodal TIF builds on and incorporates many elements of
Bellingham'’s existing roadway-capacity focused TIF program, but includes an expanded project list that
includes complete streets projects and stand-alone pedestrian/bicycle projects, in addition to traditional
roadway capacity projects. The most significant change related to the multimodal TIF program is a shift
from vehicle trips to person trips (see box to right). This shift is important because a strong nexus is required
to link the trip generation from new development to the need to expand the multimodal transportation
network. Person trips provide that strong legal nexus for multimodal TIF programs, much as vehicle trips
were generally used for vehicle-based TIF programs. The new multimodal TIF also retains the Urban Village
TIF reduction, although it is based on a new methodology that is compatible with the new person trip-
based TIF approach. Lastly, the TIF has been updated to reflect the multimodal transportation projects
needed to serve the level of growth planned in the Bellingham Comprehensive Plan. The remaining sections
of the report describe the impact fee program methodology, the analyses performed, and the resulting

recommendations.
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METHODOLOGY

The multimodal impact fee structure for the City of Bellingham was designed
to determine the fair share of multimodal transportation improvement costs
that may be charged to new development. The GMA allows impact fees for
system improvements that are reasonably required to support and mitigate
the impacts of new development. The GMA also specifies that fees are not to

exceed a proportionate share of the costs of improvements.

The following key points summarize the impact fee structure (refer to Figure
1):

e Asingle TIF project list was developed from the:

o 2012 Pedestrian Master Plan (Tier 1 & 2 only used for
calculating the fee);

o 2014 Bicycle Master Plan (Tier 1 & 2 only used for calculating
the fee); and

o 2016 20-year project list from the Transportation Element of
the Comprehensive Plan.

e These projects were evaluated for impact fee eligibility (non-capacity
investments were eliminated, these were primarily maintenance and
safety improvement projects).

e Of the remaining eligible projects, the portion of those projects
addressing existing deficiencies or carrying non-city growth were
subtracted from eligible costs.

e The remaining list of eligible program costs were divided by
Bellingham’s expected growth in person trips over the next 20 years.

e ATIF reduction program for development in the City's Urban Villages
was calculated to account for the fact that these generate fewer
vehicle trips and require less transportation infrastructure to support.

e Aland use-based fee schedule was developed using the cost per
person trip calculated above. Person trip rates for multiple land use

categories were estimated using vehicle trip generation rates from

Figure 1. Impact Fee
Structure
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the Institute of Transportation Engineers and the ratio of person trips to vehicle trips from several

household travel surveys conducted in Western Washington.
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The City of Bellingham's current TIF ordinance includes vehicle trip reductions for the City's seven (7) urban

villages.:

e Downtown

e Old Town

e Waterfront

e Fountain District
e Samish Way

e Fairhaven

e Barkley Village

The current Urban Village TIF Reduction Program accommodates a fee reduction of up to 50% based on
performance measures that have a demonstrated effect on reducing vehicle trips on and off development
sites. The performance measures include an automatic 15% reduction for any development being within a
mixed-use urban village, an automatic 2%-10% reduction based on proximity to WTA transit, and several
voluntary reductions, including a 10% reduction for commute trip reduction by employers, a 1% for

providing WTA Transit passes, and 2% for car sharing.

While it is fairly straightforward to translate reduced vehicle trips to a lower vehicle-based TIF, the transition
to person trips and a multimodal TIF required a slightly different approach because a multimodal TIF does
not distinguish different impact fee rates for the different modes. The following sections describe how
differences in urban form, transit availability, and mix of uses influence travel behavior. The end of this

section outlines the recommended options for applying the Urban Village TIF reductions.
NOT ALL PERSON TRIPS HAVE THE SAME IMPACT

As noted above, mode neutral (person trip) TIF programs do not inherently account for the differential
impact that modal trips all have on the transportation system (e.g., walking trips require far less
infrastructure and public investment compared to drive alone trips). In fact, this is the fundamental
justification for why vehicle-based TIF programs allow for a fee reduction for areas/developments that
generate fewer vehicle trips. For a person trip-based TIF program, there are a variety of ways to measure
this differential impact. In a mature city like Bellingham where roadway expansion is difficult, expensive, and
often infeasible, one simple way to assess the differential impact of trips by different modes is through their

use of physical space. Different modes have varying footprints on the City's transportation system, which is
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described below and illustrated in Figure 2. This approach is modeled after a similar approach developed

and adopted by the City of Portland, Oregon.

e Drive Alone trips take up 180 square feet on average, based on the size of a typical passenger
vehicle. Compared to a drive alone trip:

e Carpools take up 60% less space than driving alone per person trip. This was estimated using the
WCOG regional travel model estimate that the average carpool carries 2.4 people.

e Bicyclists use 87.5% less space per person trip. This estimate was developed using a conservative
assumption that bicycles are roughly a quarter the size of a car and no more than half of cyclists
(and more likely fewer than 20 percent) are using arterial travel lanes (the remaining cyclists are
using existing exclusive facilities, which include trails, cycle tracks, and bike lanes).

e Walking takes virtually no space from vehicles in built-out areas with sidewalks (which is one
major reason that filling sidewalk gaps on major streets is an important new element of
Bellingham’s multimodal TIF program). However, for the purposes of this program, it is assumed
that pedestrians consume 91% less of the roadway space than drive alone travel. This percentage
was based on the fact that pedestrians crossing the street reduce vehicle capacity slightly and that
bulb-outs, crossing islands, and other pedestrian crossing treatments can consume roadway
space.

e Transit requires roughly 97% less space per person trip than driving alone. This was based on
each full bus requiring 5 square feet of space per passenger.’

Figure 2. Physical Space by Mode

& &) F f @

Drive alone Carpools Bicyclists Walking Transit
108 72 22.5 16.2 54
sq. ft. sq. ft. sq. ft. sq. ft.  sq. ft.

T The Transit Capacity and Quality of Service Manual identifies a range of 4.5-5.3 sq. ft / passenger as "comfortable"
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Based on the information above, an Urban Village TIF reduction is justifiable to the extent that new growth

in the Urban Villages generate a greater proportion of non-drive alone trips.
PERSON TRIP DISCOUNTS TO RATE SCHEDULE

Using data from the WCOG travel model, the mode shares were extracted for:

e The City’s seven (7) Urban Villages
e The rest of the City
e Both the 2016 base year and 2036 future year were reviewed

An initial review of the WCOG model indicated very little mode shift difference between the base and future
years and only a modest mode share difference between the Urban Villages and the rest of Bellingham.
These results were not expected given extensive research on how mixed-use centers and areas with frequent
transit service have lower auto mode shares. The WCOG model is based on a 2008 survey, therefore other
tools were necessary to justify the Urban Village TIF reduction. To supplement the data from the WCOG
model, Fehr & Peers ran the MXD+ mixed-use trip generation analysis tools on representative development
sites in Downtown and the Fairhaven Urban Villages. MXD+ is a peer-reviewed mixed-use trip generation
model that takes localized land use and transit conditions into account to estimate person trips split out by
auto and non-auto modes. MXD+ was developed using more than 225 projects from across the Country,
including more than 20 in Western Washington. The model was also validated against more than 60
independent sites. Earlier versions of MXD+ have been prepared for and adopted for use by the US EPA,
the San Diego Council of Governments, and the Washington, DC Department of Transportation. MXD+
blends methods from ITE, NCHRP and independent regression models to estimate person trip generation.

The results of the MXD+ analysis are presented in Table 1 below.

TABLE 1. URBAN VILLAGE MODE SHARE AND PHYSICAL SPACE REQUIREMENTS

Avg. Weighted Basic Rate
Space Usage / Discount
Walk  Transit Total Person Trip in
Square Feet
Location
Outside of 42% 37% 5% 11% 5% |100% 105.4 0%
Urban Village
Downtown and 30% 38% 7% 16% 9% |100% 86.3 -18%
Fairhaven
Other Urban 32% 38% 7% 15% 7% | 100% 90.0 -15%
Villages
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Based on the data above, the mode share data support Bellingham's current Urban Village TIF reduction
schedule since the overall reduction in person trip impact as measured by the physical space calculations
described above are in the range of reductions allowed in the TIF reductions. However, there is evidence to
support higher TIF reductions in Downtown and Fairhaven, which are the most mature of the seven Urban
Villages and have higher levels of transit service and more complete walking and biking networks. Based

on the findings above, it would be reasonable for the basic Urban Village rate discount to be:

e Downtown and Fairhaven: 20%
e Other Urban Villages: 15%

Table 2 summarizes the city's current Urban Village trip reductions:

TABLE 2. CURRENT URBAN VILLAGE TRIP REDUCTION CREDITS

Bellingham Urban Village Trip Reduction Credits* Credit

Mixed Use Urban Village Location 15%
WTA Transit Proximity (only one transit proximity reduction below may be used)

Development fronts on a high-frequency WTA GO Line 10%

Development within 1/4-mile of WTA GO Line 7%

Development fronts standard WTA Route (30-60 minute frequency) 5%

Development within Y4-mile of standard WTA Route (30-60 minute frequency) 2%
Employer Mandatory Commitment to Commute Trip Reduction? 10%
Voluntary Annual WTA Transit Pass Provision (Non-CTR), see below:

2-year transit pass provided for residential units = 1% per pass per unit 1% per pass

2-year transit pass provided for employees = 1% per pass per employee 1% per pass
Voluntary Car Share Participation or Provision (Non-CTR)

Car share vehicle(s) parked on residential or employment site = 2% per vehicle 2% per vehicle

Car share membership fee provided for residential units = 2% per unit 2% per membership

Car share membership fee provided for employees = 2% per employee 2% per membership
Note:
TReductions in this table are additive and may not exceed a total of 50%
2 CTR program details must be approved by City staff

The preeminent source on the effectiveness of transportation demand management and commute trip
reduction measures is: Quantifying Greenhouse Gas Mitigation Measures (California Air Pollution Control
Officers Association (CAPCOA), August 2010). The appendix gives some context about this report and its
applicability to Bellingham. Using the report from CAPCOA, we reviewed and validated the current Urban
Village trip reduction credits in Table 2. Table 3 shows the proposed Urban Village Trip Reduction Credits

that include a higher base trip reduction credit for Downtown and Fairhaven.
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TABLE 3. PROPOSED URBAN VILLAGE TRIP REDUCTION CREDITS

Bellingham Urban Village Trip Reduction Credits* Credit
Mixed Use Urban Village Location:
Downtown and Fairhaven 20%
Other Urban Villages 15%
WTA Transit Proximity (only one transit proximity reduction below may be used)
Development fronts on a high-frequency WTA GO Line 10%
Development within 1/4-mile of WTA GO Line 7%
Development fronts standard WTA Route (30-60 minute frequency) 5%
Development within %a-mile of standard WTA Route (30-60 minute frequency) 2%
Employer Mandatory Commitment to Commute Trip Reduction? 10%
Voluntary Installation of City-Approved Bicycle Racks (4-bike capacity) 1%
Voluntary Annual WTA Transit Pass Provision (Non-CTR), see below:
2-year transit pass provided for residential units = 1% per pass per unit 1% per pass
2-year transit pass provided for employees = 1% per pass per employee 1% per pass
Voluntary Car Share Participation or Provision (Non-CTR)
Car share vehicle(s) parked on residential or employment site = 2% per vehicle 2% per vehicle
Car share membership fee provided for residential units = 2% per unit 2% per membership
Car share membership fee provided for employees = 2% per employee 2% per membership
Note:
TReductions in this table are additive and may not exceed a total of 50%
2 CTR program details must be approved by City staff

LAND USE ELIGIBILITY

All land uses proposed within an Urban Village are eligible for the TIF reduction with the exception of auto-
oriented land uses, such as drive-through coffee stands and restaurants, tire stores, and auto repair

businesses that would likely not have non-auto mode shares. The impact fee schedule is on page 27.

Washington State law (RCW 82.02.050) specifies that transportation impact fees (TIFs) are to be spent on
“transportation system improvements.” Transportation system improvements can include physical or
operational changes to existing transportation facilities, as well as new transportation connections that are
built in one location to benefit projected needs at another location. Projects on the multimodal TIF list must
add new multimodal capacity (new streets, additional lanes, sidewalks, bike lanes, low-stress bike routes,
signalization, roundabouts, etc.). One important limitation identified in the GMA relates to where TIFs can
be spent—notably that TIFs can only be spent on “streets and roads.” Most jurisdictions in Washington have
interpreted ‘streets and roads’ as including all “complete streets” facilities that are typically included in the

roadway right-of-way and/or documented on roadway standard plans, including travel lanes, bike lanes,
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planting strips, sidewalks, crosswalks, midblock crossings, traffic signals, roundabouts, overhead signage,
lighting, etc. Note that trails and pathways that are not within the public transportation right-of-way are
not allowed to be included in the TIF project list. Typically, these projects include trails and pathways

through park properties or on access easements through private property.

During the 2016 update to the City's Transportation Element of the Comprehensive Plan, Bellingham refined
and prioritized its goals and policies. The City's goal is to complete a future multimodal transportation
network that provides safe, well-connected, and sustainable mobility that accommodates all modes of
travel. This multimodal TIF is specifically designed to meet the goals of the 2016 Comprehensive Plan update
by funding bicycle, pedestrian, and transit-supportive projects that provide capacity for future growth and

meet the requirements of the GMA.

The multimodal TIF project list was based on the Transportation Element, Bicycle Master Plan, and
Pedestrian Master Plan which identified multimodal transportation projects needed in the next 20 years to
meet the adopted multimodal policies and ensure that adequate facilities are provided for all travel modes.
Fehr & Peers worked with the City to develop the TIF project list by removing projects that were not eligible
for TIF funding. Removed projects did not add multimodal capacity, addressed only maintenance or safety,
or addressed existing deficiencies. As a result, the TIF project list includes a network of vehicular, biking,
walking, and transit-supportive projects on the city’s roadway system. In addition to removing non-capacity
adding projects, the multimodal TIF capital costs exclude the Tier 3 projects from the Bicycle Master Plan
and Pedestrian Master Plan.? These costs were excluded (although the projects are included in the project
list) in recognition that some of the pedestrian and bicycle projects on these lists may be constructed
outside the 20 year time horizon covered by the TIF and it would be unreasonable to include these costs in

the TIF program. These capital projects form the basis for the City's TIF project list.

PROJECT COSTS

The costs to construct the multimodal improvements in the project list come from the Transportation
Element, Bicycle Master Plan, and Pedestrian Master Plan. Since these plans were completed at different
times, the costs were listed in 2012-2016 dollars and were therefore updated to 2018 dollars for the
purposes of this study. The rate of growth was calculated based on an average rate of growth from 2011 to

2018 using the WSDOT Construction Cost Price Index.

2 The Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plans both included a prioritization system that identified three tiers of projects.
The Tier 3 projects were deemed to be valuable, but less likely to be implemented in the near-term (unless a new
development project emerged or another project like a utility replacement would be modifying the street).

10
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Because of the unpredictability of how projects could be funded (grants, SEPA mitigation contributions,
state funding, etc.) the full project costs were considered for the basis of calculating the impact fees. For
any project with dedicated funding from non-city sources, these costs were removed for the purposes of
calculating the TIF program project costs. This practice is consistent with the City’s current practice in which
the base TIF rate is recalibrated every year to reflect the actual capital expenditures from the prior five-
years, the current year capital expenditures, and the programmed six-year transportation improvements.
This annual update fully accounts for the actual local capital expenditures that are included in the TIF

program and the committed external funding, which helps to keep the TIF rate stable.

The resulting project list is shown in Appendix A and summarized below along with the 2018 total project

costs. Figures 3, 4, and 5 show the existing and proposed bicycle, and pedestrian projects, respectively.
e  Multimodal Corridors and Complete Streets - $162 M

e Bicycle Capacity (Tier 1&2) - $4 M
e Pedestrian Capacity (Tier 1 & 2) - $52 M

11
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Figure 3. Existing Bicycle Facilities
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Figure 4. Proposed Bicycle Facilities
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Figure 5. Pedestrian Facilities
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Determining the growth in travel demand caused by new development is a key requirement for a TIF
program. In nearly every TIF program across Washington and the country, the total eligible costs of building
new transportation capacity is divided by the total growth in trips to determine a cost per trip. All
developments pay the same cost per trip, but larger developments that generate more trips pay a higher
total fee than smaller developments. In this way, the cost to provide the new transportation infrastructure
is fairly apportioned to new development. For Bellingham's program, Fehr & Peers developed a method to
calculate growth in PM peak hour person trips using data from the WCOG regional travel demand
forecasting model|, trip rates from the Institute of Transportation Engineers, and household survey data from
the Puget Sound Regional Council and WCOG. In order to calculate PM peak hour person trips, a trip was
considered as travel between an origin and a destination. Each trip has two trip ends, one each at the origin
and destination. Trip ends represent the persons coming to and from a given land use. As described in the
introduction, this updated multimodal TIF is based on “person” trip ends rather than "vehicle” trip ends
because the project list includes multimodal improvements that add capacity for bicycles and pedestrians,
in addition to vehicles. In other words, it would be illogical to use vehicle trip ends as the basis for charging
for a sidewalk project. Since person trips can use any mode, they are the most logical basis (provide the

greatest nexus) for a multimodal project list.
The calculation of person trips required several steps summarized below:

1. Translate the land use data in the WCOG travel model into a format used for impact fees. The City of
Bellingham provides WCOG all of the land use growth data that goes into the travel model.

2. Estimating the trip ends associated with the land use growth using a ratio of the person trip rate to
vehicle trip rates from the Puget Sound Regional Council Household Travel Survey, WCOG Model
Development Report, and vehicle trip rates from the Institute of Transportation Engineers.

3. Total PM peak hour person trips within the City were ultimately calculated by multiplying the PM peak
person trip rate by the total growth in dwelling units and non-residential square footage, depending
on the land use, consistent with the City land supply analysis, and the land use and transportation

elements of the Bellingham Comprehensive Plan.

The following three sections go into detail on each of the steps above.

15
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TRANSLATING WCOG MODEL LAND USES FOR IMPACT FEES

e  First, total household growth from the WCOG model was converted into single family and multi-
family units based on Bellingham housing statistics provided by the City; single family households
generate more trips than multi-family households, on average, since the average household size
for single-family homes is larger.

e Next, employees were converted by different land use sectors into square footage using standard
estimates of square feet per employee, listed below (these rates are based on Fehr & Peers
experience developing and applying dozens of travel demand forecasting models across the
state):

o 500 square feet per retail employee
o 250 square feet per office/government service employee
o 1,000 square feet per manufacturing/warehouse employee

o 350 square feet per all other employees

e To demonstrate an example of how the employee to square footage calculation is performed,
consider that the 2016 WCOG model estimated 22,198 office employees and the 2036 WCOG
model forecasted 30,401 office employees. Using the abovementioned 250 square feet per office
employee, the 2016 and 2036 office employees were converted into square feet of office space.
Below are the resulting calculations for each land use from the WCOG model:

TABLE 4. ESTIMATING GROWTH IN DWELLING UNITS AND SQUARE FOOTAGE

2036 WCOG Model Conversion Totals in 2016 WCOG Model Conversion Totals in =Total
Totals to SF DU/SF Totals to SF DU/SF New
Growth In
DU/SF
Households | 49,451 | N/A 49,451 Households | 34,751 | N/A 34,751 =14,700
Education | 6,873 | x 350 2,405,565 | Education | 4,756 | x 350 1,664,609 | 2036 | =740,956
Office 30,401 | x 250 7,600,184 | Office 22,198 | x 250 5,549,472 | Total | —5050,712
Light 13,644 | x 1,000 13,644,340 | Industry 9,462 | x 1,000 9,462,264 | MNUS | -4 182,076
Industrial 2016
Retail 15,348 | x 500 7,673,788 | Retail 12,758 | x 500 6,378,840 | 1ol | =1294.948
DU = dwelling unit
SF = square feet

ESTIMATING PERSON TRIP ENDS

Person trip ends for each land use’s growth were estimated using a ratio of the person trip rate to vehicle
trip rates. The person trip rate was developed from the Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC) Household
Travel Survey and WCOG Model Development Report, and vehicle trip rates from the Institute of

Transportation Engineers. How each data source was used is outlined below.

16
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PM peak hour vehicle trip rates were taken from the ITE Trip Generation Manual, 9th and 10th
Editions (Institute of Transportation Engineers). The 10th Edition contains person trip rates for
some land uses (four of the six uses in the table above), but these data are not universal and the
sample sizes are small. Because of the small sample size and lack of data for some land uses,
along with some inconsistencies in the ratios between the person trips and vehicle trips for
several land uses, the 10th Edition person trip rates were not used for this study. The current
Bellingham TIF uses a blended mix of 9th and 10th Edition rates, which are also used for this
update. When the 11th Edition of the Trip Generation Manual is released, Bellingham should
closely review the person trip generation rates and see if they should be used for the basis for a
future multimodal TIF update. At this time, it is more defensible to use ITE vehicle trip generation
rates and then factor the vehicle rates by a well-documented ratio of person trips to vehicle trips.
PM peak hour vehicle trip rates were taken with a blend of the 9th and 10th Editions for the six
major use categories in the travel model:

o Single family dwelling unit

o Multi-family dwelling unit

o Retail

o Office (finance, insurance, real estate, other services)
o Educational employment/school enrollment

o Manufacturing/warehousing

To convert from ITE vehicle trip rates to person trip rates, Fehr & Peers started with a set of
vehicle-person trip conversion factors from the Multimodal TIF programs developed for the cities
of Redmond, Kirkland, and Kenmore. The conversion factors were derived by comparing the
vehicle and person trip rates from the 2014 Puget Sound Regional Household Travel Survey for
different trip types (e.g., commute trips have fewer person trips per vehicle compared to school
trips because most commute trips are single-occupant vehicle trips, and most school trips are
carpools and walk trips). With the ratio of person trips to vehicle trips identified, the ITE vehicle
trip rates were factored. The person-to-vehicle trip rates from the PSRC household travel survey
were also compared to the person-to-vehicle trip rates from the latest calibrated version of the
WCOG travel demand forecasting model and were found to be similar. The WCOG travel model
trip rates were not directly used because these rates are based on a 2008 household travel survey
and do not include as many trip types (e.g., work, school, etc.) as the PSRC survey data. The table
below summarizes vehicle-to-person trip ratio for each generalized land use category. These land
use categories were further used to develop the full impact fee rate table shown on page 27.

17
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TABLE 5. VEHICLE TRIP TO PERSON TRIP RATIO

Generalized Land Use Vehicle-to-
Category Person Trip
Ratio
Residential/Hotel 1.45
Office/Government/ 1.22
Higher Education
Primary Education 1.26
Industrial/Warehousing 1.08
Retail/Recreation/ 1.25
Restaurant

Next, the ITE vehicle trip generation rates were combined with the PSRC vehicle-to-person trip
ratios to develop generalized person trip generation rates for the main land use categories in the
WCOG model. Table 6 below shows the math:

TABLE 6. PERSON TRIP GENERATION RATES

Generalized Land Use ITE Vehicle Vehicle-to- Person Trip
Category Trip Person Trip Generation
Generation Ratio Rate
Rate*
Residential/Hotel 0.83 145 1.2
Office/Government/ 143 X 1.22 _ 1.75
Higher Education
Primary Education 1.13 1.26 143
Industrial/Warehousing 0.63 1.08 0.68
Retail/Recreation/ 3.61 1.25 4.52
Restaurant
* ITE rates are blended from individual ITE categories to represent a Citywide average. These
blended rates are not used in the rate schedule, but are used to estimate the total person trip
growth between 2016 and 2036. These ratios are based on City of Bellingham data for the
proportion of single-family to multi-family homes a review of the vehicle trip rates/ratios for other
uses from the WCOG model and other TIF programs in Western Washington.
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CALCULATING TOTAL PM PEAK HOUR PERSON TRIPS

Total PM Peak Hour Person trips within the City were ultimately calculated by multiplying the PM peak
person trip rate by the total growth in dwelling units or non-residential square footage, depending on the

land use. Table 7 summarizes the calculation.

TABLE 7. BELLINGHAM CITYWIDE GROWTH IN PERSON TRIPS 2016-2036

Total New Growth in Square Person Trip Conversion =Trip Rate " mf9cl Growth in
Feet or Dwelling Units Generation Rate to SF (in"DUZSE) ™ IEW Trips

Households 14,700 1.2 N/A 1.2 Growth =17,596
Education 740,956 1.43 x 1,000 00143 in Square =1,058
Office 2,050,712 1.75 x 1,000 00175 Feet x =3,596
Industrial 4,182,076 0.68 x 1,000 00068 | Trip Rate =2,844
Retail 1,294,948 452 x 1,000 00452 | (inSP) =5,850

Total Growth in Trips 30,944

This total PM peak hour person trip growth will be used in the calculation of transportation impact fees

rate.

To meet GMA requirements, the TIF methodology must separate the share of project costs that address
existing deficiencies from the share of project costs that add multimodal capacity and serve new growth.
The resulting growth-related improvement costs are then further separated to identify the share of growth
related to land development in Bellingham versus growth from outside of the City. New development in
Bellingham cannot be charged a fee to pay for the capacity needs generated by development outside of
the City.

TRANSPORTATION DEFICIENCIES

Impact fees cannot be used to pay the costs of addressing safety, maintenance, or existing level of service
deficiencies. Based on Bellingham’s LOS policy and detailed transportation concurrency program, all
projects that would expand the capacity of intersections not meeting the City’s current LOS standard were
removed from the project list. Therefore, none of the intersection or roadway corridor projects on the impact
fee project list required any adjustments to account for existing LOS deficiencies. Based on an initial review
of the project list, several projects that predominantly addressed current safety issues were removed from

the final TIF project list.
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For non-motorized projects, Fehr & Peers worked with the City’s GIS data and identified that as of 2017, a
substantial portion of the networks identified in the City’s Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plans is incomplete,
with 38% of the Bicycle Master Plan completed as of 2018 and 36% of the Pedestrian Master Plan network
complete. While conservative (e.g., resulting in a lower TIF rate), the level of system completeness for the
bicycle and pedestrian network will be used to identify the existing deficiency for the non-motorized

transportation networks.

The method proposed to account for pedestrian and bicycle deficiencies is very similar to what is commonly
used for park impact fees. In essence, the non-motorized fee is set at a level such that new development
pays to “keep pace” with the system that has been implemented to date. Since about a third of the total
Bicycle Master Plan and Pedestrian Master Plan networks have been built to date, new development must
pay for a third of the new projects and the City will have to pay to cover the costs of the balance of the
system. As the City catches up with the backlog of bicycle and pedestrian projects, the deficiency share will
decrease, and new development’s share of implementing the remaining system will increase. In this way,
once the Master Plan networks are complete, any new expansion to accommodate new growth will be

entirely eligible for TIF funding.
PERCENT OF GROWTH WITHIN BELLINGHAM

With deficiencies accounted for, all the remaining project costs are related to supporting new growth in
trips. However, not all the growth comes from Bellingham development — there is a portion of growth that
comes from surrounding jurisdictions. Bellingham does not have the authority to charge growth in
neighboring jurisdictions for their share of building new transportation infrastructure. To account for this
legal limitation, adjustments were made for trips that pass through Bellingham or only have one end of the
trip starting or ending in Bellingham. Note that this legal limitation presents a practical limit on continual
expansion of the vehicle system to address vehicle congestion. Since a substantial share of traffic on some
Bellingham roads is generated by growth outside of the City, existing taxpayers would have to pay the cost
to accommodate growth outside of the Bellingham, which is not a priority use of City taxpayer funding, nor
is it consistent with Bellingham's long-standing philosophy that it is not possible for a City to build its way

out of vehicle traffic congestion.

To calculate the share of trip growth associated with Bellingham and non-Bellingham development the
WCOG travel model was used. The travel model is the best tool for this analysis because of the complex
nature of how people travel and what facilities they use. For example, travelers on I-5 are more likely to
begin or end the trip outside of the City of Bellingham than those travelling on city streets, for example

through the intersection of James St and E Bakerview Rd. Therefore, Fehr & Peers analyzed traffic forecasts
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generated by the WCOG travel model in five different areas of the City where TIF projects are located to
find the portion of trips relating to outside growth in each area. Depending on the location, approximately
12%-22% of all vehicle trips in Bellingham are related to outside growth (this includes half of all trips that
begin or end outside of Bellingham). The WCOG model does not have a similar tool to estimate the share
of non-motorized trip growth associated with development outside of Bellingham. However, given the size
of Bellingham and the relatively short average trip lengths for pedestrian and bicycle trips, 83% of bicycle?
and 95% of pedestrian trip growth that use the TIF projects are assumed to be related to growth in

Bellingham.

Appendix A shows the resulting percentages of growth within Bellingham for each project.
COMMITTED EXTERNAL FUNDING

Some near-term projects that are on the City's Transportation Improvement Program include committed
funding from non-city sources. In total, the projects on the TIF list include more than $38 million in

committed external funding. Specific examples from the current TIP include the following:

e $2.65 million in federal funds and $2.75 million in state grant funding for the Mahogany Avenue
Multimodal Corridor

e $8.2 million in federal funding $1.1 million EDI for the Granary/Bloedel Avenue extension

e $1.5 million in state grant funds $300,000 SEPA mitigation for the Cordata Parkway/Stuart Road
Roundabout

e $10 million in WSDOT funding and $1.25 million in federal funding for the Orchard-Birchwood
Avenue extension

e $385,000 in federal grant funding for the James Street/Bakerview Road intersection

e $250,000 million TIB sidewalk grant for Otis-Maple-Samish Ped Flashing Crosswalk

e $778,000 feder