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Intro to Cost of Community

Service Studies (COCS studies

» American Farmland Trust (AFT)
0 Began COCS studies in the mid-1980s
0 Support contributions of agricultural land
0 Simplified Methodology:
= 3 categories - residential, commercial, agricultural
= Supported agricultural uses over residential

Median Cost Per Dollar of Revenue Raised to
Provide Public Services

AFT's COCS Ratios

Residential $1.16 5120
Commercial/Industrial ~ $0.27
Working/Open $0.36 $0.60
$0.00

Commercialfindustrial  Working/Open Residential

Source: American Farmland Trust Fact Sheet

Intro to Cost of Community

Service Studies (COCS studies

Hierarchy of Land Uses
Research & Office

Industrial
X High Rise Apartments
Gain
Commercial

Age Restricted Housing

Break-Even for Townhouses/Attached Condo

Twp. & Schools - High End Single Family Homes

Less Expensive Single Family Homes

Loss Low Rise Apartments

Mobile Homes

Source: Fiscal Impacts of Alternative Land Development Patterns in Michigan, SEMCOG, 1997




Introduction to Delhi Township

» Located south of
Lansing (Holt)

» Experiencing
outward growth
from Lansing —\

» 2006 Census Data:

0 Population:
00+

0 Median age:
36 years

0 Median income:

0 Median home
value:
$124,700

Map Source: MapQuest

Introduction to Delhi Township
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Delhi Study Purpose: to understand the relationship between land use and the municipal budget.

Study Process

1. Define Land Use Categories:
Included 3 densities of residential
Included tax exempt category

2. Collect and Analyze Data:
Township budget
Public Safety reports (fire, police, EMS)
Alternative Analysis of roads and sewer

3. Allocate Revenue and Expenditures
Direct allocation
Default percentages / fallback numbers
Alternative analysis of roads & sewer

4. Calculate Ratios




psd) Define Land Use Categories

Categories defined by zoning, density and land use

Agricultural/Open Space:
Farmland, fallow fields, forestiand

" Medium Density Residential: Industrial:

Attached or detached rasidential on Manufacturing, assembly,
lots between 10,000 & 15,000 s.f. small scale production

High Density Residential: Commercial/Office:
Multi-family, manufactured home Retail, wholesale trade,
parks & small lot detached service, offices

Tax-Exempt:
Land owned by non-profit
organizations

Information Collected: [
> Township Budget - 2006 I
Police and Fire Reports - 2006
Permits and Fees - 2006
Special Assessments

Al

Information Analyzed Separately:

> Sewer Service -
» Road Maintenance and Construction

Information NOT Analyzed:
» County Budgets

» School Budgets
» Bond Issues

@ Collect and Analyze Data

Alternative Analysis of Sewer Service and Roads:

» Revenues and expenditures span several fiscal
budgets

» Analysis used linear foot of sewer line and/or roads
as the baseline for study

(Total linear feet)

(Total # of parcels served)




¥ Allocate Revenues and

W/ Expenditures by Land Use

Default Percentages
» TaxRevenue
Q Percent of taxes collected from each land use
category
0 Used to allocate delinquent tax fees, interest,
etc.
» Property
0 Number of parcels in each land use category
0 Used to allocate assessing & community
development budgets
» Population
Q Population within each land use category
0 Used to allocate election costs, civic

programming, or items that benefit residents
only

@ Analyze and Calculate Ratios

What is a COCS Ratio?

» Amount the township spends to serve a land use
for each dollar it receives in revenue from that land
use.

> >$1=netloss
> < $1 =net fiscal benefit

How is a COCS Ratio Calculated?
» Total all revenues and expenditures by land use
» Divide the total expenditures by the total revenues.

@ Analyze and Calculate Ratios

Overall Township COCS Ratio

For each $ 7 received in revenue,
the Township spends 9/¢
. |




@ Analyze and Calculate Ratios

General Budget Analysis:

Agricultural/Open Space:

Medium Density Residential:
(lots 10,000 to 15,000 s.f.)

RATIO = $0.98

High Density Residential:
(lots < 10,000 s.f.)

RATIO = $1.55

Exempt:

RATIO = $2.36

Analyze and Calculate Ratios
Alternative Analysis

Sewer Results:

»  Low Density Residential requires
the most linear feet of sewer per

parcel
»  Wider/Larger lots (with more road " ’
frontage) cost the most to serve *.22';5:"’!22?.'

63.6 feet

Road Results:

»  Township maintains more linear
feet of roads for Low Density
Residential than for any other land

High Density use
Residential,

94.6 feet

@ Alternative Analysis

Impact of road and sewer costs on COCS Ratios:
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Key Observations

> If this study had only one Residential
category, its ratio would be $1.13

> Ratios of High Density Residential
were higher due to /ncreased public
safety demands

» Outlying, suburban areas require more
linear feet of sewer and roads, which
were not calculated into the ratio

» The Agricultural ratio was higher
due to very few active farms in the
township

Key Observations

» A high Ratio for High Density does not mean that small
lots are bad... rather,
Q Itimplies that concentrations of high density development
often leads to /ncreased public safety costs
0 Delhi should pursue high quality, high value development or
mixed-use
» Additional High Density study needed:
0 Large range of residential types from mobile home parks to
large lot, rural residential
0 Does form of development affect the demand for services?
0 Neighborhood-based study needed

In-Depth High Density Study

» Sub-categories created:

0 Low-Intensity - areas where predominant
building type were single-family or duplexes ~

0 Moderate-Intensity - areas where predominant
building type were 3 to 6 unit buildings

Q High-Intensity - neighborhoods where
predominant building type were 7 or more unit
buildings

0 Mixed-Use - neighborhoods that contain a mix
of two or more building types

0 Mobile Home Communities - neighborhoods
developed according to the Mobile Home
Commission Act

=) .,
2

y

2
DFeE

E.(




In-Depth High Density Study

» Neighborhood-based study:

Q Step One - assess each neighborhood’s attributes
(streetscape, sidewalks, community amenities, etc.)

0 Step Two - allocate each neighborhood to a sub-
category based on number of units per building

Q Step Three - re-allocate revenues and expenditures
of the original High Density category to each sub-
category

Q Step Four - calculate new ratios for each sub-
category

0 Step Five - develop amenities matrix and compare to
ratios to establish recommendations

In-Depth High Density Study

In-Depth High Density Study

>

>
>

Preliminary Results for High Density Sub-Categories:

Low Intensity: Mixed Use:
Moderate Intensity: Mobile Home Communities:

High Intensity:
RATIO = $1.78

Preliminary Conclusions:

Project is still in process - more study to come for
infrastructure
Mixed-use is the best high density alternative
Mobile Home Communities are the least cost-effective
form of housing
Township should support:
Q More mixed use development
Qa Owner-occupancy
Qa Condominium development (requires a perpetual
Homeowner’s Association - for maintenance)
0 Community amenities such as recreational facilities,
community buildings, pathways, etc.




Recommendations:

How can we lower our Ratios?

Encourage efficient, compact development:

» Continue to support the Urban
Services Boundary

» Promote development of Cluster and
Planned Developments (reduces

infrastructure costs)
» Consider Mixed Use zoning in more
areas
» Use Purchase and Transfer of Conventional Subdivision

Development ”
Rights programs

» Connect Streets

Cluster Subdivision Design

Recommendations:

How can we lower our Ratios?

Maintain safe neighborhoods:

» Use “Safescaping” and Crime
Prevention Through Environmental
Design

Employ traffic calming - higher
awareness

» Encourage owner-occupied attached
housing over large multi-family
complexes

A7

» Promote neighbor interaction - front
porches, sidewalks, narrow lots

» Enforce Property Maintenance Codes

» Encourage Neighborhood Watch
programs

Recommendations:

How can we lower our Ratios?

Promote a sense of community:

» Promote infill development and
reinvestment in neighborhoods

BEFORE INFILL

» Encourage preservation of open
space in neighborhoods

» Endorse high quality, high value
neighborhoods by including
desirable amenities AFTER INFILL

» Maintain collaborative efforts with
other publicly funded organizations
to provide social programs

» Provide a walkable atmosphere
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St. Clair County at a Glance...

725 square miles...26M largest county in Ml
2008 Population (est): 171,285

2008 Households (est): 66,928

Largest City: Port Huron (31,242)

Med. HH Income 2006: $54,908

July 2008 Unemployment: 11%

60 miles of shoreline

0 Lake Huron, St. Clair River, Lake St. Clair

VV VYV VYVYVY




Project Overview

Michigan Coastal Management Program (MDEQ)
MPC: Utilities data & GIS layer

LSL Planning: Analysis & Planning Toolkit

Local cooperation & support

Numerous presentations/input sessions

Y V.V V V

Vision Based

Preserve rural character
Protect water & air quality
Sensitive environments

Sufficient commercial &
industrial land

» Direct growth to
appropriate areas

» Attract tourists
» Foster a healthy economy

Striking a Balance Between Planning & Budgeting

Infrastructure Assessment




Water (mgid) Wastewater (mg/d)

[2 ity Capacity | Demand | Capacity | Demand
‘Algonac City 13 - -

Assessment Alzonss

Clay Twp 084 - -
St. Clair County - - 27 19

Algonac - - 052 063

» Avg. Daily Demand & Clay Twp

Capacity (except Port TaTup

HUFOI"I) Burtchville

Capac

East China

> Data provided by system [t

East China Twp

operators T

Marine City

Cottralville

Marine City

Marysville

Memphis

Port Huron

Clyde Twp

Ft. Gratiot Twp

Kamball Twp

Port Huren Cty.

Port Huren Top

St. Clair

St Clair Cty

St Clair Twp 0.28

Yale

035

‘Source: Local wnifs of government and utility a1

_ Peak demand for Port Huron system in res emand provided for all oths

Infrastructure

Assessment

» Water demand relative to
capacity is generally low

» Water demand nearest
capacity:
Q Clay Twp 51%

» Greatest unused water
capacity:
0 Yale 14%
Q Clyde Twp 20%
0 Burtchville Twp 22%
Q East China Twp 22%

Infrastructure

Assessment

» Sewer demand relative to
capacity is higher than
water.

» Sewer demand nearest
capacity:
0 St. Clair 88%
0 Capac 88%
Q St. Clair Twp 88%
QO Port Huron Twp 82%
0 Algonac 77%
» Greatest unused sewer
capacity:
0 Yale 12%
Q Marine City 19%

11



Assessment

» Utility service areas
relative to County
Master Plan Urban &
General Services
(UGS) District

0 UGS: 113,890 acres

0 Utility service areas:
50,900 acres

Development

Potential

» Significant developable
land in Urban & General
Services (UGS) District

Q 39,700 acres of
developed land in
existing UGS district
(35%)

59,500 acres
developable in UGS
district (52%)
14,100 acres are
available for infill
development in existing
utility service areas

o

o

Buildout Analysis

\%
@

ased on zoning
» Max Population: 1.2 million

Timeframe Households

2000 census 66,515
2030 projection 86,450
Buildout estimate 441,285
2008 estimate 171,285
2030 projection 203,255
Buildout estimate 1,157,613

12



Buildout of

Service Areas

Buildout potential within
the utility service area:

2000-2030 new
households*

Developable
acres in current | 14,100 Ac.
service area
Additional
households in
current service
area at buildout
*SEMCOG

19,935 HH

38,111 HH

Household Change 1990-2030

75,451
66.515 71,774

55,130 60,900

1990 1998 2000 2006 2011 2030

Source: U.S. Census Bureau; SEMCOG; CRS, 2007

Building Permits, 2000-2006

2000

2001

2002

2003

200 400 600 800 1,000 1,200

Source: SEMCOG 2007
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Septic Permits, 2000-2006

2000

2001

2002

2003

2004

2005

2006

T T
0 200

T T T
400 600 800 1000

Source: St. Clair County Health Department, 2007

Striking a Balance Between Planning & Budgeting

County Master Plan Update

2000 County Master Plan

YV V V V

Previous plan: 1974

MPC worked on new plan: 1997-2000
Extensive public/local unit input

MPC & planning consultants
Innovative format:

QO Technical Reports

0 Summary Document

Q Vision Based Policy

0 Recommendations Booklet
0O Master Plan Poster

14



2000 Master Plan Goals

Land Use & Change Envi t
Management L .
-
1) Preserve rural character 1) Sustain our natural resources
2) Protect farmland 2) Increase environmental
3) Provide housing options awareness sustainable economy
4) Develop non-residential land 3) Pursue environmental goals 3) Partner to provide education,
in appropriate locations 4) Protect surface & groundwater training & skilled jobs
5) Minimize impact on natural & | 5) Protect environment from
existing drains watershed perspective
6) Protect surface waters 6) Consider environmental impacts
7) Coordinate development & prior to providing public services 1 ponent
transportation to minimize 7) Provide public services either 6) Preserve historical sites ¢
traffic congestion with development & consistent culnjjﬂ% EMEEEEEEEE%
8) Provide efficient services with plans -
9) Create parks for present & 8) Protect viable farmland
future needs 9) Protect citizens & resources from
10) Coordinate land use change hazardous materials
11) Improve quality of life

2000 Master Plan Goals

Transportation Public Facilities & Alternatives for Future
Services Land Use

1) Continually evaluate & adjust | 1) Plan public facilities & services to | 1) Use the Master Plan for St. Clair
road standards direct growth toward suitable County

2) Revise thoroughfare plans to areas 2) Creation of Vision Based Policy
coincide with anticipated 2) Provide public facilities & + Urban & General Services
growth services efficiently & cost- District

3) Implement traffic impact effectively * Rural Residential District
analysis ordinances 3) Cooperate with other agencies to + Rural & Agricultural

4) Develop/implement access gain common benefits Conservation District
management standards 4) Improve surface water & protect

5) Develop plans for key groundwater quality
roadways & growth corridors 5) Plan parks & open space for a

6) Reserve sufficient rights-of- growing population
way for future i

7) Limit private roads

8) Expand existing public
transportation systems to link
jobs/housing.

9) Establish a countywide

multimodal transportation

system

Vision Based

Policy - 2000

» Preserve rural character

» Protect water & air
quality

» Sensitive environments

» Sufficient commercial &
industrial land

» Direct growth to
appropriate areas

» Attract tourists

» Foster a healthy
economy

15



Master Plan Update Process

3 Joint BOC/MPC meetings

Reviewed & updated of Technical Reports
Integrated goals from other projects/plans
Ongoing public input from projects

Online public survey

Summarized Tech Reports

Analyzed Alternatives for Future Land Use
Updated Vision Based Policy

VV VY VY VY

Alternatives

Analysis

Continuing with

Existing Trends
Localized planning
Urban sprawl

Market forces

Increased demand
for services

Loss of farmland

Environmental
degradation

Y V V V

v v

Alternatives
Analysis

g Use Generalized

Master Plans

» Allow for homes

adjacent to farmland

Inadequate buffers

Incompatibility among

local units

» Weak protection of
water quality & farmland

» More land than
necessary planned for
industrial, commercial,
& residential .r'-i

v

v
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Alternatives

§ Use Composite ) i
Zonin ] - - i
’ | ey

Contradict master plans

Few provisions for

protecting natural

resources & open space

» Allow for residential I — re
development that would
house over 1 million
people

» Inefficient densities =

inefficient services

%

Alternatives
Analysis

Implement Vision
Based Policy

Preserve farmland
Protect character
Protect water quality
Proactive planning
» Direct growth to
appropriate areas
Diverse, sustainable
economy

Improved mobility
» High quality of life

VYV

v

v

10-Year
Urban & General
Services District

Higher densities
Existing sewer/water

>~ Planned service areas
within 10 years
Current development
patterns

» Urbanized areas

%

;

%
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20-Year
Urban & General
Services District

» Some existing
sewer/water

Planned sewer/water
service areas

Anecdotal
evidence/trends

Local plans/ordinances
Natural boundaries

Long-term, phased
growth

Y

;

v

v Vv

Rural Residential
District

v

Housing not primary
focus

Lot splits

Low/Med density

No urban services/no
extensions

Ag preservation limited
Strip residential
discouraged

Farming where viable

;

YV

Y V

v

Agricultural & Rural
Preservation District

%

Focus on long-term
farming

Prime farmland soils

PA 116 Agreements
Very large tracts
Continuous blocks of Ag.
Target area for PDR

No extension of services

;

v Vv

v

;

v




» Infrastructure assessment
allowed for UGS testing

» Reflects current trends &
recent forecasts

» Encourages fiscally-sound
planning & growth

» Helps local units manage
change

Striking a Balance Between Planning & Budgeting

The Planning Toolkit

Smart Growth Options

» Direct growth to existing developed areas, as opposed to
“leap-frog” development

> Create hamlets/more compact settlements within
townships

» Make better use of existing public infrastructure by
encouraging public & private investment in already
developed areas

» Make efficient use of land with compact development
» Mix land uses

» Cluster development

» Preserve farmland and sensitive environmental areas

19



Fiscal Impacts of Smart Growth

» Percent savings that are possible
with smart growth alternatives:

Q Savings in land: 12%

Q Infrastructure savings
= Roads: 12%
= Water: 15%
= Sewer: 18%
= Schools/Govt buildings: 5%

0 Housing costs: 6%

Source: Fiscal Impacts of Alternative Land Development Patterns in Michigan, SEMCOG, 1997

Costs Associated with Compact vs.

Sprawling Development Patterns

» Ultility costs associated with sprawl vary depending upon the
pattern of development:
Q Lot sizes
= Doubling lot sizes increase infrastructure costs by up to 40%.
0 Distance from existing service centers
= Can increase infrastructure costs by 2 - 15%.
0 Development tract dispersion
= Can increase infrastructure costs by 2 - 8%.
» Small lot size, close to existing services most efficient
» Large lot size, far from service center least efficient

Fiscal Benefits of Compact Growth

» Decrease in capital spending

» Reductions in per capita outlays on service delivery
0 Schools
0 Public Safety/Emergency Services
0 Public Transit

» Failing services in urban core hurts revitalization
efforts.
0 Pushes more development to outlying areas
0 Creates more infrastructure that will be costly to maintain.

**In 2001, SEMCOG estimated the total sewer infrastructure costs for
St. Clair County by 2030 to be between $447 million and $768 million.

Source: Litman, Todd. “Understanding Smart Growth Savings,” Victoria Transport Policy Institute, 2004.




The Planning Toolkit

» Includes policies, regulations, and
incentives
» Applicable to all communities
» Goals include:
0 Reduction in demand on utility
systems
0 Promotion of efficient use of
existing capacity
0 Reduction in cost of providing new
utility service
0 Reduction of the impact of
development on water resources

Relevant res Tou Type
oy Btng | Fure Uty NoUaly | 14 | VY
ity Service|  Service | Servce | RegUationor  Reg e
mio | P
Foise P s e X X X X
B g P B X X X
frovia nigafetdmepnen X X X X X X X X X
ol inpoeness o X X X X X X
e Do X X X X X X X X
Fovcton g X X X X X X X X X
powion coalevomezs | X X X X X X X
b oo s X X X X X X
Freo s X X X X X X X
Frovs P X X X X X X X X
e bing D X X X X X X X
ildcaomer X X X X X X X
ovingc Dokprers X X X X X X X X
foctue et X X X X X X X X X
e e X X X X X X
X X X X X X
fromancebutong X X X 3 X 3 X
o s X X X X X X X
Froiy Pt X X X X X X
e Cnmunt Vasevae ans X X X 3
X X X X X X X X X
s orge Water Devrd X X X X X X X
P o Mo Fears X X X 3 3 X
b D Sonds X X X X X X X
FrospraionOpiors X X X X X X X X
frie ot epmen s X X X X X X X
frseFoongfsome o | X X X X X X X
s pocaon s X X X X X X X
i Devrd Zong X X X X X X X
hedP X X X X X X X

Model Ordinances

v

Storm Water Management

Private Community Wastewater
Systems

> Transfer of Development Rights
Natural Features Setback
Shoreline Protection Overlay Zone
Woodlands Protection Ordinance

v

v

\%

v
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Implementation

Distribute Toolkit to all jurisdictions

Options for funding infrastructure projects

Support for local grant applications

Vision Based Policy >Master Plan/Zoning Reviews
Creation of Regional Service Authorities

Enhanced GIS Capabilities

YV V V V VYV V

The Impact of GIS on Budgets

» County departments reducing overhead with GIS:

0 Road Commission saving over $32,000 per year due to field
application

0 Drain Commissioner saving between $30 and $130 per day in
document research

0 Drain Commissioner saving over $200 every time a drain roll is
printed

0 Treasurer saving over $3,500 per year locating foreclosures
(expected to double)

0 Additional savings of tens of thousands per year due to internal
mapping capacity

0 Original property records are available, eliminating delay and
recopy issues

» New Utilities Data Layer:
Q0 Enhanced analytical power
Q0 Showed county was inefficiently “over planned”
Q Better decision making at all levels
Q0 Most appropriate locations to direct growth
» Infrastructure Assessment & Planning Toolkit:
Qa Implementation of Vision Based Policy
Q Strengthens the case for intergovernmental cooperation
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St. Clair County

Metropolitan Planning Commission
200 Grand River Avenue, Suite 202
Port Huron, MI 48060

810-989-6950
http://www.stclaircounty.org/metro

http://cis.stclaircounty.org

David Struck, AICP Lori Eschenburg
Senior Planner GIS Specialist

23



