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TischlerBise

• 45-year national practice

• Fiscal Impact Analysis (1,000+)

• Impact Fees (1,000+)

• Economic Impact Analysis

• Real Estate and Market 

Feasibility

• Revenue Enhancement Options
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Project Organization

Carson Bise, AICP

Principal-in-Charge

* Monitor schedule/budget/product

*  Identify and troubleshoot policy issues

* Facilitation/presentations

*Develop fiscal sustainability recommendations

Julie Herlands, AICP

Project Manager/Lead Analyst

* Manage day-to-day interaction with 
staff

* Develop model parameters

* Conduct interviews

* Develop level of service/cost & 
revenue factors

* Develop the Fiscal Impact Model

* Prepare presentations

Colin McAweeney

Project Support

* Data collection and analysis

*GIS Analysis

* Assist with Fiscal Impact Model 
development
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What is Fiscal Impact Analysis?

• Cash flow to the public 

sector

• Are the revenues 

generated by new growth 

enough to cover service 

and facility demands? 

• Reflects operating 

expenses and capital 

costs

• All Revenues

• Revenues minus Costs = 

Net Surplus or Deficit

Inputs

Outputs
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How is FIA Different than Economic Impact Analysis?

• Often times 

elected officials 

don’t know the 

difference 

between 

economic and 

fiscal analysis
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How is FIA Different than Economic Impact Analysis?

• Reflects overall economy of the community

• Residential impacts
• Primary factors are construction and consumer spending

• Nonresidential impacts
• Primary factors are job creation and disposable income

• Doesn’t follow jurisdictional lines; data limitations
• Large portion of economic output flows out of jurisdiction, region, and 

possibly State

• Resident spending for mortgages, car payments, insurance 

are not typical sources of sales tax for local governments



7

What Questions Can be Answered?

• Land use policies and development patterns

• What is the relationship between development 
densities and infrastructure costs?

• What is the optimum mix of land uses?

• What is the relationship between the geographic 
location of new development and the cost?

• Leveraging public dollars for economic 

growth (incentives)

• How to invest limited funds to maximize return

• Redevelopment

• Tax increment financing

• Timing on impacts

• Are we living off tomorrow’s growth?
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What Questions Can be Answered?

• Demographic and economic change

• Boomers aging in place

• Gen X is largest group of homebuyers

• Millennials are deferring home buying 

• Impact of behavioral trends

• New patterns in consumption

• Traditional retail is dying

• Shifting away from cars?

• Walkable urbanism

• Impact of COVID 19

• Changes to retail market and spending

• What will future office needs be?

• Working from home?

• Movement to suburbs

http://madamenoire.com/239776/millennials-more-ethnically-diverse-than-previous-generations-have-financial-concerns/closeup-portrait-of-business-colleagues-holding-each-other-and-laughing/
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Methodologies: Marginal vs. Average Cost

• Case study-marginal approach

• Reflects fiscal reality

• Dependent on local levels of service

• Available capacity triggers the staging of facilities 

• Reflects geographic differences

• Versus the average cost approach

• Focuses on per capita/employee

• Doesn’t consider available capacities

• Masks timing

• Uses average (current) costs

• Budget in equilibrium
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Overview

Fiscal 
Impacts 

Revenue Structure

Infrastructure 
Capacity / 
Lifecycle

Levels of Service 
(Costs to Serve)

Characteristics of 
Development
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Revenue Structure as Driver

Locality with Point of Sale Sales Tax
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Revenue Structure

Locality with Local Income Tax by Job Location
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Demographic Characteristics

Influence of Single Family Unit Characteristics
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Infrastructure Lifecycle Examples
Cumulative Net Fiscal Impacts - Operating vs. Capital

Scenario Comparisons

City of Lenexa Fiscal Impact Analysis
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City of Lawrence Fiscal Impact Analysis
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Another Way of Presenting Fiscal Results

• Delaware, OH: Suburban Placetypes

SUBURBAN

Development Type Property Income

Residential (per Unit)

Single Family - Early Suburban Neighborhood Low Low High High Negative Medium Medium Medium Medium High Medium

Single Family - Late Suburban Neighborhood Low Low High High Negative Medium Medium Medium Medium High Medium

Multifamily Complex Low Low Medium Medium Negative Medium Medium Medium Medium Medium Medium

Mixed Residential Low Low Low/Medium Low/Medium Negative/Neutral High Medium High High Medium Low

Nonresidential / Mixed Use

Neighborhood Scale Activity Center Low Low/Medium Low Medium Positive High Medium Medium High Medium Medium

Community Scale Activity Center Medium Low/Medium Medium High Neutral/Positive Medium Medium Medium Medium High Medium

Regional Scale Activity Center Medium Medium High High Neutral Medium Medium Medium Medium High Medium

Commercial Corridor Medium Low High High Negative Low High Medium Low High Medium

Industrial

Industrial Campus Low High Low Low Positive Low High Low Low High High

Industrial Corridor Low High Low Low Positive Low High Low Low High High

Tax Revenue Demand for 

Services

Demand for 

Infrastructure

Utility 

Demand
Fiscal Benefit Walkability

Environmental 

Impact

Rural 

Conservation

Social 

Interaction

Car 

Dependency
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Another Way of Presenting Fiscal Results

• Delaware, OH: Traditional Town/Urban 

Placetypes

TRADITIONAL TOWN / URBAN

Development Type Property Income

Residential (per Unit)

Small Block Neighborhood - Traditional Low Low Medium Medium Neutral High Low High High Low Low

Small Block Neighborhood - Neotraditional Low Low Medium Medium Neutral High Low High High Low Low

Large Block Neighborhood - Traditional Low Low High High Negative Medium Low High Medium Low Low

Nonresidential/Mixed Use

Traditional Activity District Medium High Medium Nedium Neutral/Positive High Medium Medium High Low Medium

Demand for 

Infrastructure

Utility 

Demand

Tax Revenue Demand for 

Services
Fiscal Benefit Walkability

Environmental 

Impact

Rural 

Conservation

Social 

Interaction

Car 

Dependency
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Thinking Spatially About Transportation and Land Use

Analysis of mixed-use developments 
in six regions of the United States 
found an average 29% reduction in 
trip generation as a function of seven 
“D” variables
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Example of Service Area Inputs

• On average, urban residential 

has fewer vehicles available 

and persons per unit, thus 

lowering vehicular trip 

generation rates

• Urban settings provide options 

for walking, biking, and transit 

travel, thus lowering the 

vehicular mode share

• Mixed land use, more 

compact development, and 

better jobs-housing balance 

reduces average trip length

Service Area Urban Suburban

Vehicles Available per 
Housing Unit

1.05 1.70

Persons per Housing Unit 1.98 2.32

Single Units 40% 76%

2+ Units per Structure 60% 24%

Average Weekday Vehicle 
Trip Ends per Single Unit

7.02 8.44

Average Weekday Vehicle 
Trip Ends per 2+ Unit

4.51 5.70

Autos to Work 74% 90%

Walk/Bike/Bus to Work 26% 10%

Average Vehicle Trip Miles 3.93 5.40



ADVOCACY VS. ANALYSIS
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Where Does Revenue Comes From?
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Caution: Revenue Per Acre Approaches

Source: Urban3; TischlerBise
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Problems with Revenue per Acre Approach

• Simplistic Analysis
• Often used to indicate 

that one development 

strategy is better than 

the other 

• Ignores market realities

• No real or credible 

analysis of costs 

• Initially ignored sales 

tax

• Ignores the cost of 

parking 
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Cost Realities
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Higher Density May Increase Costs: 
City in California: Police Service

Source: Economics Research Associates (ERA)
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Cost Realities

Higher Density May Increase Costs: 
City in California: Fire Service
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Public Engagement

• Solicit input on growth issues for further 

examination

• Project website

• Public forums

• Online surveys
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Fiscal/Economic Sustainability Recommendations

• Extent to which current policies and 
regulations contribute to market 
efficiencies/inefficiencies and locational 
decisions

• Potential regulatory changes

• Phasing of growth-related infrastructure

• Identifying intervention strategies to 
achieve Town objectives

• Creating a framework for evaluating 
fiscal/economic benefits for Town 
involvement/participation

• Identifying revenue enhancement 
opportunities

STRONGER CONNECTION SMALLER BASE
Area Specific

Assessments

Impact Fees/One-Time Fees

Special Improvement

Districts

Utility Rates

Property Tax

Sales Tax

WEAKER CONNECTION LARGER BASE
Source: TischlerBise, Inc.

Demand
for Public 
Facilities

Revenue Base
Bearing Cost

of Public Facilities
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L. Carson Bise, AICP, President

carson@tischlerbise.com

@carsonbise

www.tischlerbise.com
301.320.6900

Note on sources: Unless otherwise noted or sourced, all figures herein are from TischlerBise. 

mailto:carson@tischlerbise.com
http://www.tischlerbise.com/

