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September 14, 2022 
 
Mayor Mattie Parker 
Mayor Pro Tem Gyna Bivens 
Councilwoman Elizabeth Beck  
Councilman Alan Blaylock 
Councilman Michael Crain 
Councilman Leonard Firestone 
Councilman Carlos Flores 
Councilman Chris Nettles 
Councilman Jared Williams 
City Manager David Cooke 
Assistant City Manager Dana Burghdoff 
Director DJ Harrell 
 
Dear Mayor, City Council Members, City Manager, and City Staff, 
 
On Tuesday, August 16, 2022, the Government Affairs Committee of the Real 
Estate Council of Greater Fort Worth (REC of GFW) was briefed on the 
technical engineering study to update the City of Fort Worth Transportation 
Impact Fee.  On September 8, 2022 the REC Board of Directors was briefed 
and unanimously approved the recommendations set forth below, on behalf of 
our commercial development membership. 
 
As the City Council and Staff consider the mandated technical engineering 
study for the continued implementation of the Traffic Impact Fee program, the 
REC of GFW continues to endorse the Summer 2010 City of Fort Worth 
Mayor’s Transportation Blue Ribbon Task Force’s three conclusions: 
• The City must substantially increase its annual investment in 

Transportation including the consideration of a Street User Fee. 
• Investment in transportation is essential to economic development. 
• A combination of funding sources is needed. 
 
The Real Estate Council supports the following 2022 Transportation Impact 
policies: 
• An increase in the percentage of the maximum assessable impact fee 

charged: 
• From 30% to 80% for residential uses. 
• From 12% to 40% for non-residential uses. 

• Allow the increase to be adopted but delay collection of the increased 
impact fees for 6 months to allow developers to prepare for the increase. 

• Explore the implementation of a small business exemption – A Fort Worth 
small business could be defined as an independently-owned for-profit 
enterprise located within the Fort Worth City Limits and established before 
January 1, 2021, currently having 25 or fewer full-time equivalent 
employees and total annual revenue of $2,500,000 or less for the most 
recent 12 months.  The City could require a notarized affidavit from any 
business purporting to be a small business, and the business could be 
subject to a city audit of its small business status. 

• At this time, the REC believes continued smoothing is not necessary.   
 
We recognize and support a comprehensive approach to the transportation 
needs of the City of Fort Worth and support innovative solutions that address 
the complexity of the challenges that affect the community at large. 
 
Sincerely, 

                                       
Bowie Holland, Chair                                                Joel Heydenburk, Chair 
Government Relations Committee                            The Real Estate Council 



From: president@northfortworthalliance.com
To: District9; District5; District3; District7; Flores, Carlos; District8; Parker, Mattie; District6; Blaylock, Alan J
Cc: Burghdoff, Dana; Harrell, D. J.; Spencer, Mirian D; Tony Perez; Jacob Wurman
Subject: Support for Staff Recommendation for 2023 Transportation Impact Fees
Date: Sunday, September 25, 2022 9:43:04 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the City of Fort Worth email system. Do not click any links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Honorable Mayor and Council:

The NFWA supports the City Staff recommendations on the implementation of the
new study of Transportation Impact Fees(“TrIF”) on January 1, 2023.

This study and recommendation provide a result that better reflects the economic
values for better development decisions, better collects extraordinary transportation
costs from those areas that have those costs, and collects a higher percentage of
funds necessary to build arterials and provide transportation mobility. The
recommendation also has the potential to more rapidly collect funds that can be used
to build transportation mobility without relying on the timing of City bond proposals.

Economic Signals:

Since the inception of TrIF in 2008, the fees have been applied on a “smoothed”
basis at a fraction of the study indicated amounts. This has left tens of millions of
dollars for road construction uncollected from growth and placed on the shoulders of
all taxpayers of the City. In one development in far north Fort Worth, the City left
$10.5 million on the table. A second residential development in that same area left
$8.6 million on the table. That is $18.5 million in just two residential developments
totaling 1,500 homes that has to be made up in bond proposals. Under Staff
proposal, that amount would have been reduced to $2.9 million.

“Smoothing” has also told developers that overall costs to develop residential housing
is the same no matter where they develop. Staff’s studies since 2008 have
consistently shown that not to be the case. One need only look at the examples in
their presentations to see the vast differences in costs to accommodate development
across the City.

Phase In:

Phasing-in the new rates is not necessary or in the best interest of the City of Fort
Worth. It is a simple argument. Builders have known for years that the TrIF have
been understated. They have known since the inception of TrIF that every five years
a study is done to update the information. They should have anticipated that
eventually the subsidies would be too much for the City to continue to bear.

As demonstrated above, phasing-in delays the collection of funds that are sorely
needed to continue to improve mobility in Fort Worth. These rates and the
percentages can be changed later if the Council finds proof that the current
recommendation is negatively impacting development.

Finally, uncertain economic times seem to raise their heads whenever we review the
setting of TrIF. The Council has listened to the pleading of the builders and Real
Estate Council and decided to implement diminished rates so as to mitigate imagined
negative economic impacts, at the cost of taxpayers. We would offer that TrIFs are
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less than 3% of the cost of the homes being built in all but two service areas. These
fees are not of enough significance to phase them in.

Doom and Gloom:

Developers and business alike have known for years that they were getting a great
deal to develop in Fort Worth. This great deal consisted of TrIF well below the actual
costs and something that we all may have overlooked – “Location, Location,
Location.”

Development in Fort Worth will continue. You only have to look at the demographic
reports the Northwest ISD and Saginaw ISD are using to plan for future students –
and consequently their parents. You only have to look at the growth of this area
through the recession of 2007 and 2009 time frame. You have only to look at the
preparation and investment of industrial sites and warehouses and the expansion of
the Alliance Airport facilities to know that there is a solid base that can wait out
downturns in the economy.

There is continued investment in regional mobility projects like SH 170/Haslet
Parkway and the completion of 35W from Alliance Airport to I 30 to the south and
183 to the east. There are expansion plans for the rail lines of the BNSF with
associated benefits to the community. Plans and funding are working to improve US
287 from Avondale Haslet Road to the junction of 35W.

Conclusion:

The foregoing argues in favor of Staff’s recommendation for implementation of
Transportation Impact Fees on January 1, 2023. The new rates will drive
development decisions based on sound economic principles. They will improve
funding of transportation mobility in the area of development. They can be reviewed
and modified later if proof is found that the rates are hampering development.

For fourteen years, the Council has chosen to give into arguments of conditions that
did not materialize. This is a chance to charge rates high enough to collect funds
vitally necessary to funding mobility in developing areas. It is time to change and
move to rates supported by economic principles and provides the City with funds to
provide transportation mobility sooner.

For a better Fort Worth,

Russell (Rusty) Fuller, President



From: Tammy and Travis Roberts
To: Spencer, Mirian D; Parker, Mattie; District2; District3; District4; District5; District6; District7; Firestone, Leonard

L; District8; District9
Subject: Traffic impact fees study - citizen response
Date: Monday, September 19, 2022 4:37:54 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the City of Fort Worth email system. Do not click any links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Good Afternoon, 

I live in Lago Vista at Bonds Ranch (Boat Club at Bonds Ranch Road) Section E of
this study. I am strongly in support of city staff recommendation to implement
OPTION 3. Now is the time to hold developers accountable for their impact on the
roads,  your citizens,  and our city.  Fort Worth has let developers get away with not
paying their share long enough, and this area and it's residents are struggling
because of it. Bonds Ranch Road, Bailey Boswell, and many of our area intersections
are traffic nightmares where it takes an hour to go less than 10 miles and have
proven to be deadly.  Just to take our kids to school, I almost get rear ended daily or
near misses because the roads aren't enough for the current traffic.  

Please do not continue to let developers skip this important option by paying less than
the minimum of their share, and ignoring the roads in our area that so desperately
need to be updated to handle all the development you are approving.    

Thank you in advance for making the decisions that WILL make our city/area safer for
all by making the developers pay their portion for the increased traffic that will be
coming!  We don't want fatalities on our road and that is coming if we don't get
increased infrastructure.  

Keep Fort Worth Safe!  

Tammy Roberts
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From: lauren polasek
To: Lauren Polasek
Subject: Traffic impact Fees Study Citizen Response
Date: Monday, September 19, 2022 1:38:30 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the City of Fort Worth email system. Do not click any links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Good Afternoon, 

We live in Lago Vista at Bonds Ranch (Boat Club at Bonds Ranch Road) Section E of the above
referenced study. I am strongly in support of city staff's recommendation to implement OPTION 3. It is
time to hold developers accountable for their impact on the roads,  your citizens,  and our city.  You have
let developers get away with not paying their share  long enough, and this area and it's residents are
struggling because of it. Bonds Ranch Road, Bailey Boswell, and many of our area intersections are
traffic nightmares where it takes an hour to go less than 10 miles and have proven to be deadly.  Please
do not continue to let developers off the hook by paying less than the minimum of their share, and
ignoring the roads in our area that so desperately need to be updated to handle all the development you
are approving. 

Thank you,
Lauren & Greg Polasek
4224 San Pedro Court
Fort Worth 76179
Lago Vista Bonds Ranch   
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From: Patricia Castelain
To: Spencer, Mirian D; Parker, Mattie; District2; District3; District4; District5; District6; District7; Firestone, Leonard

L; District8; District9
Subject: Traffic impact Fees Study citizen response
Date: Monday, September 19, 2022 2:41:32 PM

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the City of Fort Worth email system. Do not click any links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Good Afternoon, 
I live in Lago Vista at Bonds Ranch (Boat Club at Bonds Ranch Road) Section E of this study.
I am strongly in support of city staff's recommendation to implement OPTION 3. It is time to
hold developers accountable for their impact on the roads,  your citizens,  and our city.  When
the planned expansion is for thousands and thousands of single-family homes (doubling that
number for cars on the road) and an overall 2 billion dollars of investment in this market, the
developers should indeed be required to contribute a substantional cost of road improvement.
The current residents are held captive to the traffic patterns currently holding us all hostage to
long wait times and dangerous driving behaviours. Bonds Ranch Road, Bailey Boswell, and
many of our area intersections are traffic nightmares where it takes an hour to go less than 10
miles and have proven to be deadly.  Please do not continue to let developers off the hook by
paying less than the minimum of their share, and ignoring the roads in our area that so
desperately need to be updated to handle all the development you are approving.    

Patricia Castelain 

-- 
Patricia Castelain
Tilted P Design, Director
Graphic Design, Branding Specialist
703.4020206
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From: Shannon Kramer Ratliff
To: Spencer, Mirian D; Parker, Mattie; District2; District3; District4; District5; District6; District7; Firestone, Leonard

L; District8; District9
Subject: Traffic impact Fees Study citizen response
Date: Sunday, September 18, 2022 5:43:36 PM
Attachments: 9-7-2022 Nortwest Neighborhood Alliance Meeting(1).pdf

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the City of Fort Worth email system. Do not click any links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Good Afternoon, 
I live in Lago Vista at Bonds Ranch (Boat Club at Bonds Ranch Road) Section E of this
study. I am strongly in support of city staff recommendation to implement OPTION 3. It is
time to hold developers accountable for their impact on the roads,  your citizens,  and our
city.  You have let developers get away with not paying their share  long enough, and this
area and it's residents are struggling because of it. Bonds Ranch Road, Bailey Boswell, and
many of our area intersections are traffic nightmares where it takes an hour to go less than
10 miles and have proven to be deadly.  Please do not continue to let developers off the
hook by paying less than the minimum of their share, and ignoring the roads in our area
that so desperately need to be updated to handle all the development you are approving.    
Shannon Ratliff

Sent from the all new AOL app for Android
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2022 Transportation Impact Fee Study


Northwest Fort Worth Neighborhood Alliance 
Meeting


September 7, 2022







Impact Fee Study Results







2017 to 2022 Completed TIP Construction
Service 


Area


Lane-


Miles


Developer 


Cost


Developer


%


City Funds 


(Bond or 


Pay/GO)


City 


Fund %


Transportation 


Impact 


Fee Use


Transportation 


Impact 


Fee %


Total 


Cost


2017 TIP 


Cost


Estimate


Completion 


% of 2017


TIP


A 13.4 $2,695,587.25 12% $19,354,258.73 85% $600,000.00 3% $22,649,845.98 $82,948,456.00 27%


B 13.4 $4,999,075.80 12% $29,408,892.47 73% $5,888,000.00 15% $40,295,968.27 $134,917,734.00 30%


C 2.1 $0 0% $11,264,302.08 80% $2,881,678.76 20% $14,145,980.84 $115,228,275.00 12%


D 10.1 $11,375,006.85 33% $17,408,856.29 50% $6,008,939.00 17% $34,792,802.14 $114,822,986.00 30%


E 2.2 $2,787,593.16 100% $0 0% $0 0% $2,787,593,16 $107,246,643.00 3%


F 0.4 $0 0% $3,386,173.23 49% $3,455,900.33 51% $6,842,073.56 $53,570,581.00 13%


G 9.3 $853,092.80 3% $20,738,523.46 78% $5,020,500.00 19% $26,612,116.26 $74,352,719.00 36%


L 6.8 $0 0% $556,185.02 100% $0 0% $556,182.02 $6,796,373.00 8%


M 0.7 $2,372,054.30 100% $0 0% $0 0% $2,372,054.30 $109,985,466.00 2%


S 15.2 $8,012,766.26 61% $0 0% $2,510,247.12 19% $13,033,260.50 $94,860,483.00 14%


U 4.2 $1,400,161.61 77% $418,164.12 23% $0 0% $1,818,325.73 $186,748,775.00 1%


V 0.9 $1,286,210.93 100% $0 0% $0 0% $1,286,210.93 $25,376,275.00 5%


W 1.7 $2,142,422.16 100% $0 0% $0 0% $2,142,422.16 $28,989,177.00 7%


X 3.6 $3,037,598.27 100% $0 0% $0 0% $3,037,598.27 $77,041,525.00 4%


Y 17.2 $4,600,207.95 17% $22,331,928.34 83% $500,000.00 2% $26,932,190.29 $156,702,662.00 17%


Z 3.3 $1,397,817.78 34% $2,664,029.15 66% $1,301,493.84 32% $4,061,846.93 $12,648,818.00 32%


TOTAL 109.2 $49,049,118.91 24% $129,623,449.89 63% $28,166,759.05 13% $206,839,327.85 $1,382,236,948.00 15%
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2017 to 2022 Completed TIP Construction


24%


63%


13%


Transportation Improvement Funding Source 


Developer Construction


City Funds


Impact Fees







Transportation Improvement Funding
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Service Areas:


• Boundaries adjusted for annexations


• No Fee Service Areas to increasing:


• L (East Fort Worth)


• W (Hulen/Stonegate)







New No-Fee Service Areas


• Roadway projects are complete


• Majority of service area served 


by adequate facilities


• Growth in service area is low
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Future Growth:


• Planned Service Area Map


• Annexations added as they occur







Land Use Assumptions


• Goal: Identify 10-Year Growth


• Establishes Infrastructure Demands and Master Plans


• Population and Employment Projections


• Build upon 2017 assumptions.
• 2022 - Updated based on permit data


• 2032 – Based on Future Land Use Plan and known 
developments







10- Year Growth
• Based on Recent Plats and 


PDCs


• Reasonable Density 


Estimates based on Future 


Land Use Plan


• Compared to Historic 


Growth







Transportation Improvements Plan


• Design, Construction, Legal, Fiscal, ROW, etc. 


• 5-yr CIP vs. 10-yr Impact Fee CIP (TIP) 
• Completed, Underway, and Future Projects


• Development Ordinances


• Zoning


• Development Rules and Regulations


• Construction Standards and Details







Transportation Improvements 


Plan: Service Area B


$238.6 M Recoverable cost







Transportation Improvements 


Plan: Service Area E


$319.8 M Recoverable cost







Impact Fee Methodology
• How are Impact Fees Calculated?


• Land Use and Population Projections


• Master Plan Infrastructure Requirements 


• Develop 10-Year Impact Fee CIP


• Remove costs associated with existing development and growth 
at 10+ years


• Calculate Pre-Credit Max Assessable Impact Fee


• Credit Calculation


 UnitsService New


($) CIP  theofCost  eRecoverabl
  Unit ServicePer  FeeImpact =











Maximum Assessable Rate Per Service Unit
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Service Area Recoverable Cost Growth Units Schedule 1


A $96,825,195 58,954 $1,642 


AA $33,775,487 95,255 $355 


B $238,641,700 72,138 $3,308 


C $165,568,047 92,943 $1,781 


D $68,010,556 81,573 $834 


E $319,815,796 109,252 $2,927 


F $29,503,752 39,699 $743 


G $87,235,684 42,443 $2,055 


M $119,682,189 18,797 $6,367 


N $26,361,960 9,614 $2,742 


O $20,961,433 5,895 $3,556 


PI $23,538,252 8,540 $2,756 


S $184,849,115 40,144 $4,605 


T $43,694,064 11,724 $3,727 


U $489,766,375 192,653 $2,542 


V $42,415,804 9,605 $4,416 


X $119,883,973 36,391 $3,294 


Y $290,318,088 112,163 $2,588 


Z $409,143,899 67,057 $6,101 


TOTAL $2,809,961,369 58,149 $2,543
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Schedule 1 Rate Comparison
SA


2017


Schedule 1


2022


Schedule 1
Difference % 


A $2,025 $1,642 -$383 -19%


AA $205 $355 $150 73%


B $3,316 $3,308 -$8 0%


C $1,144 $1,781 $637 56%


D $463 $834 $371 80%


E $3,449 $2,927 -$522 -15%


F $675 $743 $68 10%


G $1,799 $2,055 $256 14%


M $3,164 $6,367 $3,203 101%


N $845 $2,742 $1,897 224%


O $1,492 $3,556 $2,064 138%


PI $2,894 $2,756 -$138 -5%


S $1,826 $4,605 $2,779 152%


T $3,457 $3,727 $270 8%


U $3,269 $2,542 -$727 -22%


V $1,356 $4,416 $3,060 226%


X $3,806 $3,294 -$512 -13%


Y $2,348 $2,588 $240 10%


Z $3,706 $6,101 $2,395 65%







Maximum Rate Calculations
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Single Family ($ per home)


Impact Fee Components
City-Wide 


Average
SA B SA E SA S SA Z


Total Eligible Capital Improvement Costs $2,809,961,369 $238,641,700 $319,815,796 $184,849,115 $409,143,899 


Growth in Service Units(1) 1,104,842 72,138 109,252 40,144 67,057


Maximum Impact Fee per Service Unit(2) $2,543 $3,308 $2,927 $4,605 $6,101 


2022 Vehicle-Miles per Single Family Home(3)(4) 4.61 4.61 4.61 4.61 4.61


Maximum Allowable Roadway Impact Fee $11,725 $15,251 $13,493 $21,227 $28,127 


2017 Maximum Allowable Roadway Impact Fee $8,722 $16,082 $16,730 $14,471 $17,975


(1) Roadway Service Units are Vehicle Miles (the capacity consumed by one vehicle making a peak hour trip of one mile in length)


(2) Total Eligible Costs After Impact Fee Credit divided by the Growth in Service Units.


(3) Service Unit for General Light Industrial and Shopping Center is 1,000 Sq. Ft. GLA


(4) 2022 Update Incorporates trip rates from the 11th Edition of the ITE Trip Generation Manual







Maximum Rate Calculations
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Multi-Family ($per unit)


Impact Fee Components
City-Wide 


Average
SA B SA E SA S SA Z


Total Eligible Capital Improvement Costs $2,809,961,369 $238,641,700 $319,815,796 $184,849,115 $409,143,899 


Growth in Service Units(1) 1,104,842 72,138 109,252 40,144 67,057


Maximum Impact Fee per Service Unit(2) $2,518 $3,308 $2,927 $4,605 $6,101 


2022 Vehicle-Miles per Multi-Family Unit(3)(4) 2.50 2.50 2.50 2.50 2.50


Maximum Allowable Roadway Impact Fee $6,296 $8,270 $6,708 $11,457 $15,254 


2017 Maximum Allowable Roadway Impact Fee $4,927 $9,086 $9,451 $8,175 $10,155


(1) Roadway Service Units are Vehicle Miles (the capacity consumed by one vehicle making a peak hour trip of one mile in length)


(2) Total Eligible Costs After Impact Fee Credit divided by the Growth in Service Units.


(3) Service Unit for Warehouse and Shopping Center is 1,000 Sq. Ft. GLA


(4) 2022 Update Incorporates trip rates from the 11th Edition of the ITE Trip Generation Manual







Maximum Rate Calculations
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50,000 Sq. Ft. Shopping Center


Impact Fee Components
City-Wide 


Average
SA B SA E SA S SA Z


Total Eligible Capital Improvement Costs $2,809,961,369 $238,641,700 $319,815,796 $184,849,115 $409,143,899 


Growth in Service Units(1) 1,104,842 72,138 109,252 40,144 67,057


Maximum Impact Fee per Service Unit(2) $2,518 $3,308 $2,683 $4,583 $6,101 


2022 Vehicle-Miles per Development Unit(3)(4) 9.60 9.60 9.60 9.60 9.60


Maximum Allowable Roadway Impact Fee/KSF(5) $24,173 $31,757 $25,757 $43,997 58,570


Maximum Allowable Roadway Impact Fee(5) $1,208,828 $1,587,911 $1,287,882 $2,199,668 $2,928,675 


2017 Maximum Allowable Roadway Impact Fee $632,089 $1,165,559 $1,212,472 $1,048,776 $1,302,730


(1) Roadway Service Units are Vehicle Miles (the capacity consumed by one vehicle making a peak hour trip of one mile in length)


(2) Total Eligible Costs After Impact Fee Credit divided by the Growth in Service Units.


(3) Service Unit for Warehouse and Shopping Center is 1,000 Sq. Ft. GLA


(4) 2022 Update Incorporates trip rates from the 11th Edition of the ITE Trip Generation Manual


(5) Maximum Allowable Impact Fee shown is the total for a 50ksf shopping center







Maximum Rate Calculations
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300k Sq. Ft. General Light Industrial


Impact Fee Components
City-Wide 


Average
SA B SA E SA S SA Z


Total Eligible Capital Improvement Costs $2,809,961,369 $238,641,700 $319,815,796 $184,849,115 $409,143,899 


Growth in Service Units(1) 1,104,842 72,138 109,252 40,144 67,057


Maximum Impact Fee per Service Unit(2) $2,518 $3,308 $2,683 $4,583 $6,101 


2022 Vehicle-Miles per Development Unit(4) 3.71 3.71 3.71 3.71 3.71


Maximum Allowable Roadway Impact Fee/KSF(3) $9,342 $12,273 $9,954 $17,003 $22,634


Maximum Allowable Roadway Impact Fee(5) $2,802,534 $3,681,804 $2,986,179 $5,100,879 $6,790,413


2017 Maximum Allowable Roadway Impact Fee $2,057,609 $3,143,568 $3,269,652 $3,369,831 $3,277,125


(1) Roadway Service Units are Vehicle Miles (the capacity consumed by one vehicle making a peak hour trip of one mile in length)


(2) Total Eligible Costs After Impact Fee Credit divided by the Growth in Service Units.


(3) Service Unit for Warehouse and Shopping Center is 1,000 Sq. Ft. GLA


(4) 2022 Update Incorporates trip rates from the 11th Edition of the ITE Trip Generation Manual


(5) Maximum Allowable Fee is for a 300KSF General Light Industrial building











Collection Rate Considerations







Collection Rate Considerations
• Remove Smoothing Across Service Areas


• Collection Rate as a percentage of Maximum Assessable Rate


• Service Areas with Maximum Assessable Rates at or lower than current Schedule 2 will 
be set at Maximum Assessable Rate (Schedule 1)


• Use two categories: 
• Residential (single-family and multi-family) 
• Non-Residential (commercial and industrial)


• Reduced Collection Rate for Non-Residential maintaining current policy 
• Consistent with the City’s Economic Development Plan
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Median House Price vs Impact Fee Collection


25


$0


$50,000


$100,000


$150,000


$200,000


$250,000


$300,000


$350,000


$400,000


Roadway Impact Fee Median House Price


$3,750 = 1% 


in 1/2022







Residential Collection Rate Options
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* Service Areas AA, D and F will be set at Schedule 1


Option % of 


Sch. 1


SF


City-wide 


Average


SF


Uncaptured 


Demand


MF


City-wide 


Average


MF 


Uncaptured 


Demand 


1 50% $7,069 $6,601 $3,834 $3,579


2 65% $8,885 $4,785 $4,907 $2,506


3 80% $10,936 $2,734 $5,981 $1,432


4 100% $13,670 $0 $7,413 $0


% of 


Sch. 1


SF


City-wide 


Average


SF


Uncaptured 


Demand


% 


Sch. 1


MF


City-wide 


Average


MF 


Uncaptured 


Demand 


% 


Sch. 1


Current 30% $3,429 $7,098 33% $1,937 $5,476 26%







Residential Option 1: 50% by Council District
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Single Family Multi-Family


Council 
District


Service 
Area


2017 2022
Uncollected 


Demand
2017 2022


Uncollected 
Demand


City-Wide Average $3,228 $7,069 $6,601 $1,868 $3,834 $3,579


2 G $3,750 $4,737 $4,737 $2,118 $2,569 $2,569


3 S $3,750 $10,615 $10,615 $2,118 $5,757 $5,757


4 D* $2,245 $3,845 $0 $2,118 $2,085 $0


5 N $2,475 $6,321 $6,321 $1,398 $3,428 $3,428


6 Y $3,750 $5,966 $5,966 $2,118 $3,235 $3,235


7 B $3,750 $7,625 $7,625 $2,118 $4,135 $4,135


8 Z $3,750 $14,063 $14,063 $2,118 $7,627 $7,627


9 X $3,750 $7,593 $7,593 $2,118 $4,118 $4,118







Residential Option 2: 65% by Council District
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Single Family Multi-Family


Council 
District


Service 
Area


2017 2022
Uncollected 


Demand
2017 2022


Uncollected 
Demand


City-Wide Average $3,228 $8,885 $4,785 $1,868 $4,907 $2,506


2 G $3,750 $6,158 $3,316 $2,118 $3,340 $1,798


3 S $3,750 $13,799 $7,430 $2,118 $7,483 $4,030


4 D* $2,245 $3,845 $0 $2,118 $2,085 $0


5 N $2,475 $8,217 $4,424 $1,398 $4,456 $2,399


6 Y $3,750 $7,755 $4,176 $2,118 $4,206 $2,265


7 B $3,750 $9,913 $5,338 $2,118 $5,376 $2,895


8 Z $3,750 $18,282 $9,844 $2,118 $9,914 $5,339


9 X $3,750 $9,870 $5,315 $2,118 $5,353 $2,882







Residential Option 3 80% by Council District
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Single Family Multi-Family


Council 
District


Service 
Area


2017 2022
Uncollected 


Demand
2017 2022


Uncollected 
Demand


City-Wide Average $3,228 $10,936 $2,734 $1,868 $5,981 $1,432


2 G $3,750 $7,579 $1,895 $2,118 $4,110 $1,028


3 S $3,750 $16,983 $4,246 $2,118 $9,210 $2,303


4 D* $2,245 $3,845 $0 $2,118 $2,085 $0


5 N $2,475 $10,113 $2,528 $1,398 $5,484 $1,371


6 Y $3,750 $9,545 $2,386 $2,118 $5,176 $1,294


7 B $3,750 $12,200 $3,050 $2,118 $6,616 $1,654


8 Z $3,750 $22,501 $5,625 $2,118 $12,202 $3,051


9 X $3,750 $12,148 $3,037 $2,118 $6,588 $1,647







Residential Option 4 100% by Council District
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Single Family Multi-Family


Council 
District


Service 
Area


2017 2022
Uncollected 


Demand
2017 2022


Uncollected 
Demand


City-Wide Average $3,228 $13,670 $0 $1,868 $7,413 $0


2 G $3,750 $5,724 $0 $2,118 $5,138 $0


3 S $3,750 $21,229 $0 $2,118 $11,513 $0


4 D* $2,245 $3,845 $0 $2,118 $2,085 $0


5 N $2,475 $12,641 $0 $1,398 $6,855 $0


6 Y $3,750 $11,931 $0 $2,118 $6,470 $0


7 B $3,750 $15,250 $0 $2,118 $8,270 $0


8 Z $3,750 $28,126 $0 $2,118 $15,253 $0


9 X $3,750 $15,185 $0 $2,118 $8,235 $0







Non-Residential Collection Rate Options
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* Service Areas AA, D and F will be set at Schedule 1


Option % of 


Schedule 1


SC


City-wide 


Average


SC


Uncaptured


Demand


GLI


City-wide 


Average


GLI 


Uncaptured 


Demand


1 25% $355,825 $1,067,476 $825,070 $2,475,209


2 40% $569,320 $853,981 $1,320,112 $1,980,168


3 55% $782,816 $640,485 $1,815,153 $1,485,126


4 75% $1,067,476 $355,825 $2,475,209 $825,070


% of 


Schedule 


1


SC


City-wide 


Average


SC


Uncaptured


Demand


% 


Sch. 1


GLI


City-wide 


Average


GLI 


Uncaptured 


Demand


%


Sch. 1


Current 12% $159,780 $1,263,521 11% $430,928 $2,869,351 12%







Non-Residential Option 1: 25%  by Council District
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50,000 SF Shopping Center 300,000 General Light Industrial Bldg.


Council 
District


Service 
Area


2017 2022
Uncollected 


Demand
2017 2022


Uncollected 
Demand


City-Wide Average $159,780 $355,825 $1,067,476 $430,928 $825,070 $2,472,209


2 G $164,766 $246,600 $739,800 $444,375 $571,804 $1,715,411


3 S $164,766 $552,600 $1,657,800 $444,375 $1,281,341 $3,844,024


4 D $162,745 $400,320 $0 $348,091 $928,242 $0


5 N $164,766 $329,033 $987,098 $444,375 $762,962 $2,288,885


6 Y $164,766 $310,560 $931,680 $444,375 $720,111 $2,160,333


7 B $164,766 $396,960 $1,190,880 $444,375 $920,450 $2,761,351


8 Z $164,766 $732,120 $2,196,360 $444,375 $1,697,603 $5,092,810


9 X $164,766 $395,280 $1,185,840 $444,375 $916,556 $2,749,667







Non-Residential Option 2: 40% by Council District
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50,000 SF Shopping Center 300,000 General Light Industrial Bldg.


Council 
District


Service 
Area


2017 2022
Uncollected 


Demand
2017 2022


Uncollected 
Demand


City-Wide Average $159,780 $355,825 $1,067,476 $430,928 $825,070 $2,472,209


2 G $164,766 $246,600 $739,800 $444,375 $571,804 $1,715,411


3 S $164,766 $552,600 $1,657,800 $444,375 $1,281,341 $3,844,024


4 D $162,745 $400,320 $0 $348,091 $928,242 $0


5 N $164,766 $329,033 $987,098 $444,375 $762,962 $2,288,885


6 Y $164,766 $310,560 $931,680 $444,375 $720,111 $2,160,333


7 B $164,766 $396,960 $1,190,880 $444,375 $920,450 $2,761,351


8 Z $164,766 $732,120 $2,196,360 $444,375 $1,697,603 $5,092,810


9 X $164,766 $395,280 $1,185,840 $444,375 $916,556 $2,749,667







Non-Residential Option 3: 55% by Council District
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50,000 SF Shopping Center 300,000 General Light Industrial Bldg.


Council 
District


Service 
Area


2017 2022
Uncollected 


Demand
2017 2022


Uncollected 
Demand


City-Wide Average $159,780 $355,825 $1,067,476 $430,928 $825,070 $2,472,209


2 G $164,766 $246,600 $739,800 $444,375 $571,804 $1,715,411


3 S $164,766 $552,600 $1,657,800 $444,375 $1,281,341 $3,844,024


4 D $162,745 $400,320 $0 $348,091 $928,242 $0


5 N $164,766 $329,033 $987,098 $444,375 $762,962 $2,288,885


6 Y $164,766 $310,560 $931,680 $444,375 $720,111 $2,160,333


7 B $164,766 $396,960 $1,190,880 $444,375 $920,450 $2,761,351


8 Z $164,766 $732,120 $2,196,360 $444,375 $1,697,603 $5,092,810


9 X $164,766 $395,280 $1,185,840 $444,375 $916,556 $2,749,667







Non-Residential Option 4: 75% by Council District
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50,000 SF Shopping Center 300,000 General Light Industrial Bldg.


Council 
District


Service 
Area


2017 2022
Uncollected 


Demand
2017 2022


Uncollected 
Demand


City-Wide Average $159,780 $355,825 $1,067,476 $430,928 $825,070 $2,472,209


2 G $164,766 $246,600 $739,800 $444,375 $571,804 $1,715,411


3 S $164,766 $552,600 $1,657,800 $444,375 $1,281,341 $3,844,024


4 D $162,745 $400,320 $0 $348,091 $928,242 $0


5 N $164,766 $329,033 $987,098 $444,375 $762,962 $2,288,885


6 Y $164,766 $310,560 $931,680 $444,375 $720,111 $2,160,333


7 B $164,766 $396,960 $1,190,880 $444,375 $920,450 $2,761,351


8 Z $164,766 $732,120 $2,196,360 $444,375 $1,697,603 $5,092,810


9 X $164,766 $395,280 $1,185,840 $444,375 $916,556 $2,749,667







Staff Recommendation
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Option Percentage of 


Schedule 1


Single-Family  


Average


Single-family 


Uncollected 


Multi-family 


Average


Multi-family 


Uncollected


3 80% $10,936 $2,734 $5,981 $1,432


Residential Collection Rate


Non-Residential Collection Rate
Option Percentage of 


Schedule 1


Shopping Center


Average


Shopping 


Center 


Uncollected


Gen. Light 


Industrial 


Average


Gen. Light 


Industrial


Uncollected


3 55% $782,816 $640,485 $1,815,153 $1,485,126







Staff Recommendation


• Removes Smoothing Across Service Areas


• Consistent with current thoroughfare construction cost


• Allows for growth within the existing service areas


• Balances economic development goals and thoroughfare construction needs
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Sample Development Project with Option 3
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Service Area Land Use Units 2017 Sch. 2 2022 Rate Total Fees


B Single-family 330 $1,237,500 $12,200 $4,026,000


Multi-family 334 $557,780 $6,616 $2,209,744


Shopping Center 1 $164,750 $873,312 $873,312


Distribution Ctr. 1 $444,300 $2,024,991 $2,024,991


B TOTAL $2,404,330 $2,917,119 $9,134,047


D* Single-family 330 $740,850 $3,845 $1,268,850


Multi-family 334 $334,000 $2,085 $696,390


Shopping Center 1 $162,700 $400,320 $400,320


Distribution Ctr. 1 $438,900 $928,242 $928,242


D* TOTAL $1,676,450 $1,334,492 $3,293,802







Sample Development Project
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Service Area Land Use Units 2017 Sch. 2 2022 Rate Total Fees


S Single-family 330 $1,237,500 $10,164 $3,354,120


Multi-family 334 $557,780 $7,283 $2,432,522


Shopping Center 1 $164,750 $1,310,940 $1,310,940


Distribution Center 1 $444,300 $4,052,990 $4,052,990


S TOTAL $2,404,330 $5,381,377 $11,150,572


Y Single-family 330 $1,237,500 $9,545 $3,149,784


Multi-family 334 $557,780 $5,176 $1,728,784


Shopping Center 1 $164,750 $683,232 $683,232


Distribution Center 1 $444,300 $1,584,244 $1,584,244


Y TOTAL $2,404,330 $2,282,197 $7,146,044







Policy Changes







Amendments to the Adequate Facilities Discount


• Improve Definition of Adequate Facilities
• At least three (3) thoroughfares within 1 mile radius 


are designated as (E) Established conditions


• Utilization of a TxDOT on-system facility to count as 
one of the three thoroughfares for consideration


• Revise Roadway Eligibility
• Roadways listed on most recent TIP would not be 


eligible as adequate facilities


• Revise Project Eligibility
• Projects with transportation impact fee credits 


would be ineligible until credits are exhausted
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Amendments to the Adequate Facilities Discount
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Service Area S 


with TxDOT Rule


(Qualifies)


Service Area Z 


with TxDOT Rule


(Does Not Qualify)







Amendments to the Land Use/Transportation Discount


• Renaming the discount to Mixed-Use/Multi-modal Development 
Discount


• Increasing Discount from 15% to 25%


• Amending the Trip Capture impact fee reduction amounts:
• 5 to 9% = 10% Impact Fee Reduction


• 10 to 14% = 15% Impact Fee Reduction


• 15%+ = 25% Impact Fee Reduction 
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Amendments to the Extraordinary Investment Discount


• Increasing Discount to 25% from 15%


• Revising capital investment, salary and number of jobs to closely 
match the City’s current Economic Development Policy 
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Shell Building Considerations


• Add a definition for Shell buildings
• A new, non-residential building that is built without a final use determined.


• Clarify how shell buildings will be reviewed and calculated
• Non-residential shell buildings will be assessed transportation impact fees 


based on the general land use definition from the ITE Trip Generation Manual 
for the building type proposed set as a value for the shell.
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2022 Impact Fee Study Calendar
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Study Item Date


Community meetings with various stakeholders (July – September) Ongoing


CIAC Review of Ordinance Text Revisions 9/14


Council IR on Ordinance Text Revisions 9/20


Council Public Hearing 9/27


Council Briefing 10/4


Council Adoption of Study, Max Fee (Sch. 1), Collection Rate (Sch. 2) and 


Ordinance
10/25


Council Adoption of Collection Rate (Sch.2) (if not done on 10/25) 11/8


New Transportation Impact Fee Collection Rates Effective January 1, 2023







QUESTIONS


•







Contact Information


•


Mirian Spencer – Transportation Impact Fee Coordinator


(817) 392-2677


Mirian.Spencer@FortWorthTexas.gov


Website:


https://www.fortworthtexas.gov/impactfees/transportationrthtexas.gov



mailto:Mirian.Spencer@FortWorthTexas.gov

https://www.fortworthtexas.gov/impactfees/transportationrthtexas.gov





From: Travis Clegg
To: Spencer, Mirian D; Harrell, D. J.
Cc: Burghdoff, Dana; Don Allen; cheryl@bsmartbuilders.com; John Montgomery; Bob Madeja

(bobthebuilder1@att.net); Benjamin M Clark
Subject: Transportation Impact Fees - FW Home Builders Association
Date: Thursday, September 15, 2022 8:26:23 AM
Attachments: image001.png

image003.png
image004.png

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the City of Fort Worth email system. Do not click any links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Mirian,
 
Thank you again for your updated presentation to the Fort Worth Home Builders Association
regarding the Transportation Impact Fees.  As always, you have a clear understanding of the
program and were very generous in spending time with us (and sorry for the technical difficulties).
 
After you left, our Government Affairs Committee voted on the rate increases and would like to
update you on that vote for inclusion in future presentations…as you did with the REC and hopefully
DAC after today.
 
I plan on getting an official letter sent to you from our President, but it may take me a few days…but
here are the specific details on the vote:
 

Proposed Rate increase to 40% starting in 2023 (matching what the REC pushed for on
Commercial/Industrial/Retail) – also meeting the Water/Sewer Impact Fee rates
Increase 5% per year, for 2 years to a maximum of 50% (45% in 2024, 50% in 2025 and hold at
50% going forward) – similar to how the Water/Sewer Impact Fees are being phased in
Hold the rate increase until June, 2023 to allow for projects that have already been
purchased, financed and are underway to work through the system and get their final plats
under the older rates
Remove the “smoothing” from our service areas

 
In our letter, we’ll specify the reasoning behind the vote….but I wanted to get you this information
moving forward.
 
If you have any questions on our decision, please don’t hesitate to ask.
 
Thank you again!
 
 

 

FORT WORTH OFFICE
9800 Hillwood Parkway, Suite 250,
Fort Worth, Texas 76177

Travis D. Clegg, PE
Principal/Vice President

 

 
[e] travis.clegg@pelotonland.com
[o] 817.562.3350
[c] 817.229.0043

 

mailto:travis.clegg@pelotonland.com
mailto:Mirian.Spencer@fortworthtexas.gov
mailto:Dalton.Harrell@fortworthtexas.gov
mailto:Dana.Burghdoff@fortworthtexas.gov
mailto:dallen@lacklandholdings.com
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mailto:jem72@montesellohomes.com
mailto:bobthebuilder1@att.net
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mailto:BMClark@drhorton.com
mailto:travis.clegg@pelotonland.com
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From: Maribel Gallardo
To: Spencer, Mirian D; Harrell, D. J.
Cc: Robert Gleason
Subject: Transportation Impact Fees
Date: Friday, October 14, 2022 10:41:36 AM
Attachments: image001.png

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the City of Fort Worth email system. Do not click any links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Good morning -
 
I would like to update both of you, the GFWAR recommendation is to have the
Transportation Impact Fee Residential and Non-Residential Collection Rate Percentage at
40% and to keep the geographic smoothing in place.
 
Please let me know if you have any questions.
 
Kindly,
Maribel
 
 
Maribel Gallardo
Director of Advocacy & Community Affairs
Greater Fort Worth Association of REALTORS®
Office: (817) 336 – 5165 Extension: 111
Address: 2650 Parkview Drive, Fort Worth, TX 76102

 
 

mailto:m.gallardo@gfwar.org
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