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MEMORANDUM 
 
DATE: June 24, 2014  
TO: Sandra Towne, City of Vancouver 
FROM: Carl Springer, PE;  Ray Delahanty, AICP 
 
SUBJECT: Vancouver TIF Update 
 Task 4: Redefined Geographic Boundaries Analysis P#13101-001-004 

 
The purpose of this memorandum is to present and evaluate potential new boundary systems for the City of 
Vancouver’s Transportation Impact Fee (TIF) system. The project team has developed three candidate boundary 
systems, and suggested evaluation criteria for selecting a new system. The boundary systems and evaluation, 
and the TIF fees resulting from different boundary system assumptions are discussed in the following sections.  

Current Boundary System  
Currently the City of Vancouver operates five different TIF districts: Vancouver, East City, Evergreen, Hazel Dell, 
and South Orchards (see Figure 1 on the following page). There is also a Mill Plain overlay. These districts are 
loosely based on neighborhoods incorporated over time, but they do not strictly follow City boundaries or other 
clear jurisdictional delineations for each district. Within each district, there is a different fee, ranging from $65 to 
$264 per new development trip. 

Developers pay the TIF associated with the district where their project is located. The fee is paid at the time of 
development permit issuance. Alternatively, developers can fund required transportation improvements in lieu 
of the TIF, with the following caveats related to the boundary system: 

• Different zones pay different rates per trip, which are calculated using typical ITE rates. 
• Developers pay TIF at time of development permits, or they can improve or construct required TIF 

improvements. If the cost of the project exceeds the TIF cost for the development, the developer can 
apply for a TIF credit.  

• If approved, the TIF credit can be used only for payment of a future TIF (not any other mitigation fee). 
• It can only be used within the TIF district it is issued. 
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Figure 1. Existing Geographic TIF Boundaries 

 

Each district boundary contains a set of capital projects that are partially funded by TIFs from that district. The 
project list, which is organized by district, is included at the end of this memorandum. Per-trip rates for districts 
that lie at least partially within the City of Vancouver are shown in Table 1, below. 

Table 1. City of Vancouver 2010 Traffic Impact Fee Rates 

TIF District Rate per Trip 

Vancouver District $139 
East City District $264 
Evergreen District $252 
Orchards (south) District $65 
Hazel Dell $209 
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Potential New Boundary Systems 
Considering known issues with the existing boundary system and best practices from other jurisdictions, the 
project team developed three new boundary system concepts for consideration. Unlike the existing system, the 
three candidate boundary systems are congruent with the Vancouver city limits. The boundary systems 
considered are as follows: 

• Alternative 1: This two-district alternative divides the city into a western district (Columbia) and an 
eastern district (Cascade), with the boundary at 112th Avenue. 

• Alternative 2: This three-district alternative includes the Columbia district as in Alternative 1, but splits 
the area east of 112th Avenue into northern and southern districts (Pacific and Cascade, respectively) 
along NE 18th Street. 

• Alternative 3: This three-district alternative is similar to Alternative 2, but puts the eastern boundary of 
the Columbia District at NE Andresen Road, which also becomes the western boundary of the Pacific and 
Cascade Districts. 

The boundary assumptions are shown in the figures 
below. These alternatives recognize differences between 
the western part of the city, which has a mature 
transportation system and less future growth assumed, 
and the eastern part of the city, which still has significant 
undeveloped areas and transportation infrastructure 
needs to serve future development. The alternatives also 
reflect the City’s intention to manage its own TIF system 
within its own jurisdiction, separate from Clark County.   

Figure 2: Boundary System Alternative 1 

Figure 3: Boundary System Alternative 2 Figure 4: Boundary System Alternative 3 
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Criteria for New System 
The following criteria were considered as the three alternative systems were developed, and are used to 
compare the three alternatives and develop a recommendation: 

1. Simple for developers to interpret 
2. Simple for City staff to administer 
3. Maintains a nexus between trip generation and facilities funded from each district- RCW 82.02 
4. Defensible to the public 

Criteria 1 and 2 are very straightforward: the simpler the system (i.e., fewer districts, with a clear relationship 
between project lists and districts), the easier it is to interpret and administer. All three of the alternatives 
perform significantly better than the existing boundary system, which has five districts with the City, with some 
overlapping in to unincorporated Clark County. 

The criteria related to defensibility and the nexus between trip generation and funding responsibility require 
more analysis. The analysis related to these two criteria are summarized in the next two sections: 

• Trip Growth Analysis. This section analyzes the origins and destinations of new vehicle trips that are 
forecast to use the City’s transportation network in 2035. This analysis helps to establish, for each of the 
three alternatives, each district’s proportionate share of new trips on streets that are part of the City’s 
Capital Facilities Project (CFP) list. Understanding the proportionate share helps to determine whether 
there is a reasonable nexus for a particular district (under each alternative) to be responsible for all of 
the TIF for a project. 

• TIF Rate Analysis. This section summarizes the potential TIF rates for the different districts under each 
of the three alternatives. The potential rates are compared to current rates, helping to show whether 
the new rates will be defensible. 

A Note on Transportation Modeling 
The Southwest Washington Regional Transportation Council (RTC) travel demand models for 2010 and 2035 
were used for both the trip growth analysis and the TIF rate analysis, as well as for the TIF rate calculation for 
the preferred alternative, which will be documented in a later memorandum. These are separate modeling 
exercises. The modeling done for the trip growth analysis is only to compare potential boundary systems, and 
only includes those projects that exist as links in the RTC model. The RTC model information used for the TIF 
rate analysis and calculation only considers new trips generated within each district (including both origins and 
destinations), and does not consider where these trips travel on the network. 

  



Vancouver TIF Update: Redefined Geographic Boundaries Analysis 
June 24, 2014 
Page 5 of 11 

Trip Growth Analysis 
In order to compare how the alternative district systems perform in achieving nexus, the RTC travel demand 
models for 2010 and 2035 were used to assess how trip growth from various geographic areas is routed to and 
through future projects on the CFP list. The analysis included the following steps: 

1. Transportation analysis zones (TAZs) in the model were aggregated together to represent the districts 
included in each of the three boundary system alternatives. 

2. Projects from the CFP list were identified in the model (represented by links on the network) and the 
“flow bundle” feature in the model software (Visum) was used to analyze the origins and destinations of 
all base year (2010) and future year (2035) trips using these links. 

3. Base year trips were subtracted from future year trips, resulting in trip growth totals in and out of each 
district, for each project (link) analyzed. 

It is important to emphasize that this analysis was not possible for all projects on the CFP list, as they are not all 
represented in the RTC model. Analysis did include all of the largest scale projects, i.e., the projects that are 
likely to see citywide rather than localized use. Examples of projects not included in the 2035 network include 
connections through Section 30 and some of the future network in the northeastern part of the city. Figure 5 
shows the CFP projects used in the analysis. It also shows and how they were bundled geographically into six 
groups to facilitate a comparison of the boundary alternatives. 

 

Figure 5. CFP Projects and grouping included in the RTC model and trip growth analysis 

The following sections list the projects assumed for each of the six groups, and the share of citywide trip growth 
on each group of projects produced by each district in the three candidate systems.  
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Project Group 1 (West of I-5) 
Projects analyzed as part of Group 1 include: 

• Fruit Valley Road 
• Jefferson/Kauffman Street Realignment 
• Main Street 
• Main Street/39th Street 

Table 2 shows the percentage of total trip growth that has an origin and/or destination in each district, under 
each alternative. The overwhelming majority of growth occurs in the Columbia district for all three systems. 

Table 2. Group 1 Trip Growth Distribution 

Alternative 1 
% of 

Growth Alternative 2 % of 
Growth Alternative 3 % of 

Growth 

Columbia 98% Columbia 98% Columbia 96% 
Cascade 2% Cascade 1% Cascade 1% 
  Pacific 1% Pacific 3% 
Source: DKS Associates 

Project Group 2 (I-5 to Andresen Road) 
Projects analyzed as part of Group 1 include: 

• Ross Street/54th Street 
• St Johns Boulevard 
• MacArthur Road/Andresen Road 
• Evergreen Boulevard/Shorewood Drive 

Table 3 shows the percentage of total trip growth that has an origin and/or destination in each district, under 
each alternative. Over three-quarters of the growth for this set of projects occurs in the Columbia District, 
regardless of the boundary alternative. 

Table 3. Group 2 Trip Growth Distribution 

Alternative 1 
% of 

Growth Alternative 2 % of 
Growth Alternative 3 % of 

Growth 

Columbia 88% Columbia 88% Columbia 76% 
Cascade 12% Cascade 8% Cascade 15% 
  Pacific 4% Pacific 9% 
Source: DKS Associates  
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Project Group 3 (Vancouver Mall area) 
Projects analyzed as part of Group 1 include: 

• Vancouver Mall Drive Extension 
• Vancouver Mall Drive 
• NE 94th Avenue 

Table 4 shows the percentage of total trip growth that has an origin and/or destination in each district, under 
each alternative. Under Alternatives 1 and 2, these projects are included in the Columbia district, which is 
responsible for nearly all of the trip growth on the Group 3 facilities in those alternatives. However, under 
Alternative 3, which expands the Pacific district to include this project group, the Pacific district is responsible for 
over 80% of the trip growth. 

Table 4. Group 3 Trip Growth Distribution 

Alternative 1 
% of 

Growth Alternative 2 % of 
Growth Alternative 3 % of 

Growth 

Columbia 104% Columbia 104% Columbia 20% 
Cascade -4% Cascade -7% Cascade -5% 
  Pacific 3% Pacific 84% 
Source: DKS Associates 

Project Group 4 (Evergreen area) 
Projects analyzed as part of Group 1 include:

• 137th Avenue Corridor 
• NE 147th Avenue Extension 
• NE Fourth Plain Boulevard 

• NE 28th Street 
• NE 49th Street Corridor (from 112th to 137th) 
• NE 59th Street Corridor (from 137th to 162nd) 

Table 5 shows the percentage of total trip growth that has an origin and/or destination in each district, under 
each alternative. Under all alternatives, this group of projects resides in the Pacific district, and the analysis 
shows that Alternative 3, which expands the Pacific district west to Andresen Road, provides the best match 
between where the projects are located and where the trip growth occurs. 

Table 5. Group 4 Trip Growth Distribution 

Alternative 1 
% of 

Growth Alternative 2 % of 
Growth Alternative 3 % of 

Growth 

Columbia 29% Columbia 29% Columbia 20% 
Cascade 71% Cascade 6% Cascade 7% 
  Pacific 65% Pacific 73% 
Source: DKS Associates  
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Project Group 5 (Andresen Road to 162nd Avenue, south of Burton Road ) 
Projects analyzed as part of Group 1 include:

• Ellsworth Road 
• McGillivray Boulevard/10th Street 
• NE 18th Street 
• NE 9th Street Corridor Completion 

• NE 9th/11th Street Corridor Completion 
• McGillivray/SE 166th 
• Leiser Road/87th Avenue

 

Table 6 shows the percentage of total trip growth that has an origin and/or destination in each district, under 
each alternative. Most of the growth for this group of projects occurs in the Cascade district under all 
alternatives, but the trip growth is most heavily weighted to the Cascade district (almost 80% of all trip ends) 
under Alternative 3. 

Table 6. Group 5 Trip Growth Distribution 

Alternative 1 
% of 

Growth Alternative 2 % of 
Growth Alternative 3 % of 

Growth 

Columbia 35% Columbia 35% Columbia 14% 
Cascade 65% Cascade 59% Cascade 79% 
  Pacific 6% Pacific 7% 
Source: DKS Associates 

Project Group 6 (East of 162nd Avenue) 
Projects analyzed as part of Group 1 include: 

• SE 192nd Avenue 
• SE 1st Street 

Table 7 shows the percentage of total trip growth that has an origin and/or destination in each district, under 
each alternative. The Alternative 1 district structure does slightly better at containing trip ends in the Cascade 
district, but Alternative 3 still features 70% of trip ends in Cascade. 

Table 7. Group 6 Trip Growth Distribution 

Alternative 1 
% of 

Growth Alternative 2 % of 
Growth Alternative 3 % of 

Growth 

Columbia 18% Columbia 18% Columbia 8% 
Cascade 82% Cascade 65% Cascade 70% 
  Pacific 17% Pacific 22% 
Source: DKS Associates 
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18th Street 
Because of the size and expense of the 18th Street project, and because it overlaps multiple districts under each 
alternative, it was analyzed separately. Table 8 shows the growth in usage of 18th Street by district. Alternatives 
1 and 2 propose to split the project costs for 18th Street among all districts, while Alternative 3 proposes to split 
the cost between Cascade and Pacific only, since the project does not overlap the Columbia district in this 
alternative. Assumptions on the proportion of the 18th Street project to be born by each district are included in 
the appendix, and footnoted below as well. 

Table 8. 18th Street Trip Growth Distribution 

Alternative 1a 
% of 

Growth Alternative 2b % of 
Growth Alternative 3c % of 

Growth 

Columbia 38% Columbia 38% Columbia 13% 
Cascade 62% Cascade 41% Cascade 52% 
  Pacific 22% Pacific 35% 
Source: DKS Associates 
a Alternative 1 TIF calculation assumes Columbia bears 33% of the 18th Street cost, and Cascade bears 67% 
b Alternative 2 TIF calculation assumes each district bears 1/3 of the 18th Street cost 
c Alternative 3 TIF calculation assumes Cascade bears 67% of the 18th Street cost, and Cascade bears 33% 
 

Trip Growth Analysis Summary 
For this analysis, the six CFP project groups were kept constant, and new vehicle trips on these facilities were 
consistent among all boundary alternatives. The only differences were in how the origins and destinations of 
those trips were associated with districts under each alternative. Generally, when there is a high correlation 
between a district’s share of trip growth on a project and the district’s TIF responsibility, a nexus is achieved. 
While all alternatives perform reasonably well, Table 9 shows that only Alternative 3 has a strong nexus across 
all six groups of projects, where a strong nexus is defined as 2/3 of a project group’s new trips being associated 
with that project group’s district. 

Table 9: Summary of Trip Growth on Project Groups 

Project Group Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 

Group 1 + + + 
Group 2 + + + 
Group 3 + + + 
Group 4 + - + 
Group 5 - - + 
Group 6 + - + 
Source: DKS Associates 
+ District where projects are located accounts for over 2/3 of all trip growth on project group  
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TIF Rate Analysis 
In addition to the trip growth analysis, the potential TIF rate for the different districts under each boundary 
alternative was analyzed as well. The full documentation of this calculation is included in the Vancouver Traffic 
Impact Fee Alternatives memorandum included in the appendix. 

Table 10: TIF Rate Calculation Summary 

Alternative 
1 

Potential 
TIF Rate 
per ADT 

Alternative 
2 

Potential 
TIF Rate 
per ADT 

Alternative 
3 

Potential 
TIF Rate per 

ADT 
Existing TIF Rate 

Columbia $162 Columbia $162 Columbia $163 Vancouver $139 
Cascade $295 Cascade $183 Cascade $223 East City $264 
  Pacific $566 Pacific $290 Evergreen $252 
      Orchards S $65 
      Hazel Dell $209 
Source: FCS Group 

The TIF rate analysis shows that Alternative 3 provides the most equitable TIF rate structure, with the least 
spread between the highest and lowest rates. 

Summary 
A summary of the boundary system evaluation is sown in Table 11, below. The following are the key findings 
regarding the boundary system criteria: 

• All three alternatives provide boundary systems that match the city limits and are simpler than the 
existing boundary system, providing ease of interpretation and administration. 

• Trip growth analysis shows that Alternative 3, which splits the city into three similarly sized areas, does 
the best job of matching trip growth with the six project groups analyzed. Providing a boundary at 
Andresen Road, rather than 112th Avenue, keeps the large 18th Street project in two districts rather than 
three, helping to better match each district’s future trip growth on 18th with its TIF responsibility. 

• TIF Rate analysis shows that Alternative 3 provides the most equitable rate structure, with the least 
spread between the highest and lowest rates. 

Table 11: Evaluation Summary 

Criteria 
Alternative 1 Alternative 2 Alternative 3 

Simple for developers to interpret ++ ++ ++ 
Simple for City staff to administer ++ ++ ++ 
Maintains nexus between use and funding + + ++ 
Defensible to the public + + ++ 
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Appendix 
 

FCS Group Memorandum: Vancouver Traffic Impact Fee Alternatives 
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