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AGENDA 
Fort Smith Board of Directors 

STUDY SESSION 
September 27, 2016 ~ 12:00 Noon 

Fort Smith Public Library Community Room 
3201 Rogers Avenue 

 
 
 

CALL TO ORDER  
.    

1. Review departmental service objectives for 2017   ~ Deferred at the September 
13, 2016 study session ~    
 

2. Presentation of proposed 5-Year Capital Improvement Programs (2017-2021): 
 

A. Engineering Department - Streets, Bridges and Associated Drainage 
B. Utility Department - Water, Wastewater and Maintenance  & Improvement 
C. Parks and Recreation Department - 1/8% Sales and Use Tax 

 
3. Review proposed amendment to the Education Reimbursement Policy 

 
4. Review preliminary agenda for the October 4, 2016 regular meeting 
 
ADJOURN 









































































 
 

The City of Fort Smith Arkansas 
Engineering Department 

623 Garrison Avenue  •  P.O. Box 1908 
Fort Smith, Arkansas 72902 

Phone: 479-784-2225  •  Fax: 479-784-2245 

2A 
 
 

MEMORANDUM 
 

To:  Carl Geffken, City Administrator 
 
From:  Stan Snodgrass, P.E., Director of Engineering 
 
Subject: Five Year Capital Improvement Program (2017-2021) 
  Streets, Bridges and Associated Drainage Sales Tax Funds 

 
Date:  September 22, 2016 
 
 
Attached is the Five Year Capital Improvement Plan for the streets, bridges and associated 
drainage sales tax program.  This is transmitted for review and discussion with the Board of 
Directors at the September 27th study session prior to submittal to the Board for approval. 
 
The proposed program was reviewed and unanimously approved by all seven members of the 
Streets, Bridges and Associated Drainage Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) Advisory Committee 
at their August 25th meeting.  The funding for this program is provided by the one-cent sales tax.  
Federal and state grants along with private cost sharing participation are anticipated to assist in 
the overall program.  Determination of projects is based on numerous factors including 
pavement ratings of streets, interdepartmental requests, economic development, citizen input and 
requests from the CIP Committee and Board of Directors. 
 
The proposed program includes a combination of neighborhood street improvements, major 
street projects, local and basin wide drainage improvements, and traffic signal improvements.  
The program totals $43.6 million for the year 2017 and $137 million for the five year period from 
2017 to 2021. 
 
The attached spreadsheet outlines the anticipated revenues and expenditures for the various 
projects.  A narrative description of projects and exhibits are also included.  
 
Attachments 



CITY OF FORT SMITH 8/18/16

Five-Year Capital Improvement Program for Streets, Bridges and Drainage (2017-2021)

2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021

Beginning Balance 30,648,893 29,307,778 8,880,838 5,628,810 8,062,345 3,193,802
Current Year Revenues
     Sales Tax 20,887,000 20,887,000 21,095,870 21,306,829 21,519,897 21,735,096
     Grants/Other Participation 5,105,594 2,165,429 0 0 0 0
     Interest 99,542 89,833 36,184 34,143 28,070 11,455
Total - Current Year Revenues 26,092,136 23,142,262 21,132,054 21,340,971 21,547,967 21,746,551
Total Funds Available 56,741,029 52,450,040 30,012,892 26,969,781 29,610,312 24,940,353

1 Street Overlays & Reconstruction 9,040,729 4,840,733 8,114,780 8,500,000 8,500,000 8,500,000
2 Neighborhood Drainage Improvements 4,048,570 10,049,469 3,591,057 2,000,000 2,000,000 2,000,000
3 Town Branch / Carnall Drainage 913,329 0 0 0 0 0
4 North B Truck Route 0 1,044,000 700,000 0 0 0
5 Intersection and Signal Improvements 899,751 580,000 400,000 400,000 400,000 400,000
6 Spradling Extension at Riverfront Drive 8,931 1,300,000 0 0 0 0
7 Kelley Highway Extension to Riverfront Drive 186,178 200,000 178,995 400,000 600,000 5,000,000
8 Jenny Lind Road - Zero to Cavanaugh 7,419,986 17,610,000 4,030,650 15,000 0 0
9 Geren Road Reconstruction 468,912 2,500,000 3,000,000 0 0 0

10 Zero Street (Hwy 255) Widening 0 800,000 0 0 4,000,000 0
11 May Branch Drainage Project 29,400 200,000 800,000 4,000,000 4,000,000 4,000,000
12 FCRA Development 1,459,829 500,000 500,000 500,000 500,000 500,000
13 Hwy 45 widening - Zero St to Hwy 71 0 700,000 0 0 3,300,000 0
14 Railroad Crossing Panels 27,042 280,000 160,000 160,000 160,000 160,000
15 Traffic Studies 51,500 25,000 25,000 25,000 25,000 25,000
16 Overlays/Drainage by Street Department 301,514 300,000 300,000 300,000 300,000 300,000
17 Engineering Dept. and Other Depts. 2,360,000 2,360,000 2,383,600 2,407,436 2,431,510 2,455,825
18 Contingency 217,580 280,000 200,000 200,000 200,000 200,000

     TOTAL 27,433,251 43,569,202 24,384,082 18,907,436 26,416,510 23,540,825

Ending Balance 29,307,778 8,880,838 5,628,810 8,062,345 3,193,802 1,399,527

Grants/Other Participation  
Jenny Lind Road - Zero to Cavanaugh 4,000,000 2,165,429 0 0 0 0
Streetscape - Towson 190,641 0 0 0 0 0
FCRA 914,953 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL 5,105,594 2,165,429 0 0 0 0
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Five Year Capital Improvement Program (2017-2021) 
Streets, Bridges and Drainage Sales Tax Funds 

 
Descriptions of Selected Projects 

August 17, 2016 
 
 
1.  Street Overlays and Reconstruction.  The proposed 2017 projects are shown on the 
attached list and exhibits.  The total length of streets to be improved is approximately 4.8 miles.  
It should be noted that several of the streets in the 2017 program are very wide and/or multi-lane 
streets which include portions of Old Greenwood Road, Grand Avenue, Jenny Lind Road and 
Roberts Boulevard.  The estimated cost for the 2017 street overlays and reconstruction projects 
totals $8.1 million, with an estimated $1.0 mil expended in 2017 and $7.1 mil expended in 2018.  
The total cost shown in 2017 is $4.8 million which includes $3.8 million in remaining 
construction for the 2016 projects.  (See pages 4-10) 
 
2.  Neighborhood Drainage Improvements.  The 2017 drainage program includes 
improvements to address flooding concerns in the area of Ramsey Junior High School and the 
Fort Smith School Service Center.  Severe flooding has occurred around the drop off areas and 
parking lot at Ramsey Junior High and several administration offices were flooded at the School 
Service Center.  The proposed improvements will consist of large channel improvements along 
the perimeter of the school property and extension of a closed storm drainage system across the 
school property.  The CIP Committee recommend acceleration of this 2017 project and the 
engineering design agreement was approved by the Board of Directors at the May 17, 2016 
meeting.  Construction is estimated to start in late 2017 and continue into 2018.  The total 
estimated cost for this project is approximately $3.2 million, with an estimated $150,000 
expended in 2016, $1,050,000 in 2017 and $2,000,000 in 2018.  The total cost shown in 2017 is 
$10.1 million which includes $9.1 million in remaining work for ongoing drainage projects.  
(See page 11) 
 
3.  Town Branch - Carnall Drainage.  This project is to reduce the frequency of flooding that 
occurs in the downtown area and areas just north of downtown.  Construction is currently 
ongoing with completion later this year to improve the upstream outfall beginning at the South G 
Street/Towson intersection and extending to the west.  This outfall is restricted which is 
contributing to the flooding in the downstream areas.  The Town Branch area is a subbasin to the 
May Branch watershed.  (See page 12) 
 
4.  North B Street Truck Route.   This project is the modification of North B Street from 5th 
Street west to Riverfront Drive to accommodate two way truck traffic.  This is in lieu of the 
current one way split that exists along this section of North A and B Streets.  The project is based 
on the concept of closing a section of North A Street and Belle Point Place to add more green 
space.  The project includes necessary radius improvements at North 5th and B Streets and 
reconstruction/resurfacing of the remaining sections of North A Street which are being removed 



CIP Project Descriptions 
August 17, 2016 
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from the truck route. This project is currently on hold pending completion of a study of the 
Garrison Avenue / Riverfront area to ensure that adequate access for various modes of 
transportation (vehicular, trucks, pedestrian and bicycles) are accommodated throughout the 
entire downtown area.  (See page 13) 
 
5.  Intersection and Signal Improvements.  This project includes replacement of traffic signals 
at the following two intersections:  Midland Avenue at North 50th Street and Dodson Avenue at 
Lexington Avenue.  The total estimated cost for this work is $400,000 with an estimated $40,000 
expended in 2017 and $360,000 expended in 2018.  The total cost shown in 2017 is $580,000 
which includes $540,000 in remaining work for ongoing traffic signal projects.  (See page 14) 
 
6.  Spradling Avenue Extension at Riverfront Drive.  This project includes the new 
construction of Spradling Avenue eastward from Riverfront Drive approximately 1700 feet.  
This street will serve the proposed sports fields on the City’s 51 acre tract.  Plans are complete 
and the street construction is being scheduled to coincide with the construction of the sports 
fields which are planned for construction in 2017.  (See page 15) 
 
7.  Kelley Highway Extension to Riverfront Drive.  This project is for the reconstruction and 
widening of Kelley Highway to a three lane section from Midland Boulevard to Riverfront 
Drive.  This extension of Kelley Highway will provide a direct route between I-540 and the 
riverfront area.  The engineering design is approximately 50% complete.  At the direction of the 
CIP Committee, the construction of the project has been pushed out to begin in 2021.  The 
design will be completed in 2018, with ROW acquisition and utility relocation following in 2019 
and 2020.  (See page 15)  
 
8.  Jenny Lind Road - Zero to Cavanaugh Road.  This project includes improvements to Jenny 
Lind Road between Zero and Cavanaugh Road.  It also includes improvements to Ingersoll 
Avenue from U.S. Hwy 271 to Jenny Lind and the extension of Ingersoll Avenue from Jenny 
Lind to U.S. Highway 71B.  The project is under construction with scheduled completion in 
spring 2018.  (See page 16) 
 
9.  Geren Road Reconstruction.  This project is for the reconstruction and widening of Geren 
Road between Highway 45 and 58th Street. Final engineering is underway and appraisals for the 
right of way acquisition are ongoing.  This project has significant utility adjustments which 
include a major electric transmission line along the south, a high pressure gas line along the 
north side and fiber optic lines throughout the corridor.  Relocation of the franchise utilities is 
expected to begin later this year pending acquisition of the necessary easements.  Road 
construction is scheduled to begin in 2017 and extend into 2018.  (See page 17) 
 
10.  Zero Street (Hwy 255) Improvements.  This project is the widening and realignment of 
Zero Street (Hwy 255) from just west of Massard Road to its new alignment with Frontier Road.  



CIP Project Descriptions 
August 17, 2016 
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The project is being cost shared with the Arkansas Highway and Transportation Department, 
City of Barling, Fort Chaffee Redevelopment and City of Fort Smith.  Construction is expected 
to begin in 2020.  (See page 18) 
 
11.  May Branch Drainage Project.  This project is to reduce flooding along May Branch from 
the Arkansas River to Park Avenue.  The proposed design by the Corps of Engineers (COE) 
consists of constructing a drainage channel to replace the existing undersized concrete storm 
drain pipe.  The intent was to construct the most downstream section of the project (from 
approximately N. 7th Street to the river) entirely with City funds with an agreement that the 
City’s cost would be credited towards the future cost sharing on the project when federal funds 
become available.  However, the COE has advised that their revised estimated cost for this lower 
reach is over $32 million and it is very unlikely that the City would receive any federal credit as 
the cost to benefit ratio is not greater than one.  The COE also notes that extrapolating this lower 
reach cost estimate to the total project cost results in a total revised estimated cost of $65 million 
which is more than double the $30.85 million authorized for the project.  For 2017 we are 
proposing to revisit in detail the COE design to look for possible significant cost reductions and 
also to review alternative methods to reduce the flooding including potential stormwater 
detention ponds and/or purchasing of repetitive flooding properties.  (See page 12) 
 
12.  FCRA (Fort Chaffee Redevelopment Authority) Development.  The $500,000 budgeted 
annually for 2017-2021 will be utilized for public street and/or drainage work identified in 
association with the FCRA for economic development.  This amount has been reduced as 
requested by the CIP committee. 
 
13.  Highway 45 widening – Hwy 255 to Hwy 71.  This project is the widening of Highway 45 
south of Zero Street and extending to Highway 71.  The project is proposed to be cost shared 
with the Arkansas Highway and Transportation Department contributing $10 million and a local 
match of $5 million.  The $5 million local match is proposed to be split 80:20 with Sebastian 
County.  The City’s share will be $4.0 million.  Construction is expected to begin in 2020.  (See 
page 19) 
 
14.  Railroad Crossing Panels.  This project improves street crossings at railroads through the 
installation of concrete railroad crossing panels.  This past year we cost shared with A&M 
railroad for the replacement of their crossing on North B Street just to the east of Riverfront 
Drive.  We also expect to cost share with A&M to replace their similar crossing on North A 
Street later this year.  We are in discussions with Fort Smith Railroad to get their crossings on 
North A and North B streets replaced in 2017 by means of a similar cost share agreement.  (See 
page 20) 



STREET FROM TO LENGTH COST

GRAND AVE. 59TH TER. 580' East of I-540 1125 $626,946
HIGH ST. 50TH ST. 51ST ST. 320 $54,400
SOUTH U ST. STATE LIND RD. 7TH ST. 1197 $237,405
FRESNO ST. 70TH ST. END OF ROAD 100 $25,500
ROBERTS BLVD. CHAD COLLEY BLVD. I-49 Right of Way 2151 $690,710
MOODY RD. MASSARD RD. 92ND ST. 3100 $644,111
JENNY LIND RD. SAVANNAH ST. 530' North of PHOENIX AVE 1245 $429,463
JENNY LIND RD. HOUSTON ST. DALLAS ST. 1784 $792,540
OLD GREENWOOD RD. CLIFF DR. COUNTRY CLUB AVE. 4494 $2,291,940
JENNY LIND RD. MARKET TRACE HARVARD AVE. 1490 $562,889
JACKSON ST. TOWSON AVE. JENNY LIND RD. 2634 $497,533
46TH ST. ROGERS AVE. FREE FERRY RD. 2382 $539,920
56TH ST. SOUTH X ST. ROGERS AVE. 1062 $180,540
TEXAS RD. CAVANAUGH RD. NORTH HILLSIDE DR. 2490 $540,883

TOTAL LENGTH (FT) 25574

TOTAL FOR 2017 STREET OVERLAYS/RECONSTRUCTION PROGRAM $8,114,780

2017 CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS PROGRAM
STREET OVERLAYS/RECONSTRUCTION

Page 4
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        INTER-OFFICE MEMO   2 B 
 

TO:  Carl Geffken, City Administrator    DATE:  September 22, 2016 

 

FROM:  Robert Roddy, Interim Director of Utilities 

 

SUBJECT: Draft 2017-2021 Capital Budget 

 

 The proposed budget is divided into two major sections.  The first is the wastewater 

(Attachment A) and then the water (Attachment B) budget.  Within each of those sections the 

utility is further divided into functional systems within the respective utility.  The document 

submitted is the combined effort of the utility managers.  A team effort was used to develop the 

program and it represents the anticipated priorities of the Utility Department.  A project 

description sheet was developed for specific projects in order to define the scope of the project. 

An example of those project sheets is found in Attachment C. 

 

 Listed below are the major comments regarding the different function areas of the 

wastewater and water utility: 

 

 Attachment A – Wastewater 

 

 Line 3:   Funds the construction repair activities of the Fort Smith   

    collection system maintenance. 

 

 Line 4:   Funds the new information system required as part of the Consent  

    Order. 

 

 Line 5:   Funds equipment in 5603 Sewer Treatment, 5625 Environmental  

    Quality and 5626 Fleet, Building, Station & Environmental   

    Maintenance. 

 

 Lines 8 to 20:  Are a response to the Consent Order to improve the sewer systems  

    ability to transport a larger volume of water.  These projects are  

    specifically listed in the Consent Order.  

 

 Line 9:   Involves enlarging pipes through Tilles Park northward to “P”  

    Street interceptor.  The project is over a two year period. 

 

 Line 10:  Involves the major sewer that takes water to  P Street Treatment  

    Plant.  Currently the treatment plant has capacity to treat a larger  

    peak flow but the system cannot hydraulically deliver a higher  

    flow. 

 

 Lines 22 to 31: Covers the facilities capital expenses anticipated.  All projects  

    are Consent Order related.  Many of the projects involve pump  

    stations. 



 

 Line 27:  In 2016 a number of pump station improvements were initiated.   

    In 2017, the Riverlyn pump station will be replaced with a new  

    pump station. 

 

 Line 30:  Involves potential expenses at Massard treatment plant.  We know  

    that the plant is marginal with the trickling filters.  In addition the  

    State may alter nutrient treatment.  The numbers listed in line 37  

    are subject to year by year review. 

 

 Line 33 to 40:  Will be yearly expenses to pay collection system pipe repairs over  

    the next decade.  As we review the 50 miles a year, it will generate 

    system repair needs of $15,000,000. to $20,000,000. a year. 

 

 Line 43 to 49:  Are not directly related to Consent Order but do cover needed  

    repairs. 

 

 Line 47:  Is for Vicksburg Interceptor which is Zero Street pump station  

    outfall.  This sewer extends under Interstate 540 to Highway 45. 

 

 Attachment B covers the capital program for water. 

 

 Line 2:   These are anticipated expenses due to urgent repairs in the water  

    utility.  Line 2 represents funds to pay for those expenses. 

  

 Line 10:  This project would build a new standpipe at the Jack Freeze  

    Reservoir to serve a portion of the Fianna Hill Elevated Tank  

    service area.  The existing Fianna tank is under sized.  This will  

    require construction of a new pump station, the standpipe and  

    8,000 feet of 12-inch line.  

 

 Lines 16 to 28: Involves the replacement of the 27-inch water line that extends  

    from Lake Fort Smith Treatment plant to the city.  The line   

    is over  80 years old and is about 27 miles long.  The water line  

    is way past its useful life.  The pipe is simply rusting away.  Over  

    the years we have lost count as to how many repairs were needed.  

  

 Line 25:  Provides a 24-inch line from North M Street to Towson and South  

    I Street to provide water to Haven Hill Reservoir.  This will allow  

    a portion of the downtown water system, which has experienced  

    multi pipe failures to be served by a pressure reducing station. 

 

 As part of this proposed budget, staff is in the process of updating its financial planning.  

An update of that financial forecast will be available for discussions later this year. 

 



 Should you or members of the Board have any questions or desire additional information, 

please let me know. 

 

attachment 

 

pc:  Jeff Dingman 



Line Sewer Capital Funds 

Consent Decree: 

Fort Smith Utility Department 

DRAFT Capital Sewer Cost Summary 2017-2021 
September 22, 2016 

Consent 

Decree Project 2017 2018 

Attachment A 

2019 2020 2021 
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6 Program Total $ 3,022,100 $ 2,571,400 $ 2,625,000 $ 2,681,000 $ 2,740,000 
.. ..................... ..... ................. .......... ,_,~·- ·· ~-·-· ····-·~·-·-··-· ~· · ··· ··· ·-·--·-- ..... ··- -· •"tr<••-·"•,......,.........., .... --:-·-·····_,..-., .•. _,,, •. 
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13 Basin FL01 Capacity Improvements Appx. E2 16-12 400,000 1,333,000 1,333,000 1,333,000 
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15 .... -.. ~-~~~-~n:.~.~~a~.e.~5~~-c~~V.. I .~.P-~~e.~.e..~~~-............. ____ ..... .. _ ..... -~?£'.x:...~.~.. .~.:\'/ ...... ........ ........ .............................. " ........................ " ............ "'·-·-..................................................... .................................... ~~.1.:9.9.~ ................................... ~~~.:.0.~.~ .. , 
16 Phoenix Ave Capacity Improvements Appx. E2 New 100,000 500,000 500,000 
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18 Sub-Basin P004 Capacity Improvements Appx. E2 16-11 200,000 
~·~• '''"'·' ' "''~·-' '-."-'' "'' '' '' "' .. '' .. "" ' -'"'' .. '"'"' '' "'" '' M""' '' ,.'""" '""" '""" ' ,."""' '"'' " ' ''"'""" '""" '"'"' ' .. "" '""" , .. ,,.,, ,.,.,,, .,,,.,, ,.,., ,, ,.,,. ,, ,.,_ ,,..,., , .,,.,.,,.,..,,.,., .. .,,,. _ _,.,..,.,, __ ,j j _,. __ ,., __ , __ ,,.._, ____ ,,. _ _,.~, ..... ,, ......... ,,_,~ ., ,, .. ,,.,._.,.,,..,,.., ,... ,.,,,.,._.,,_,. , ,.,.,, , ,.,,, .. ,,,,.,,,. ,,,.,.,,, ,. ,,, , ,, • • ., , , u,, ,.,,..,.,,, ,,,., ,.,,., , ,,,,.,,,,,, ., , ,,.,,.,., 

19 Basin 13 Capacity Improvements Appx. E2 New 180,000 ..... ................... .. ..... .. ..... . ,_ .. ,, ..... ,. ____ ....... .. .......... _ ....... , __ , __ ..... ---·---·--.. --.. --.. --··--··-··--··--·-·· .. , .. , _____ _ 
...... :~ ..... --.. ~.~~~~t.Y..~.~.prov~~.~~.~~~~.?.~ .... - .................. ....... .......... - ....... , .... .. ....... , .... ................ ~.-...... ~ ....... _ $ 6,100,000 $ 9,416,700 $ 8,816,000 $ 10,021,000 $ 9,480,000 

21 ........ ~ ................ ..... ,, .. _ ........ .. , ........ .................... .. ,_, ... _, ___ , .......... _ .. __ ... , ....... _ ............................................ .. ..... : .............. : ........... ..: ....... ................ ......... - ....... ... ..... .. - ............................................ ~ .. ·-~~;-·-~- .. -----~ .. ---------------·-·----~--......._ .. ____________ ~-~.1.-·~··· 

22 Facilities 

23 Pump Station 5 Interceptor Easement Road Appx. E2 13-07 295,000 
............. ................ ~~.~-~~.r.~-~!i?f.! .~ .. I.~.SP.~.~t.i_()~ ... .................... ... .... ,_ .... _ ........................... ,_ ......... .. ..... ....... ,_ .. .... -.............. ....................... ................................................................. , .... ___ .. _____ ... _ ....... ___ .. __ ... ____ ..... --.................... ., ........................... ... ... ........ -.. ............. .. 

Appx. E2 13-07 93,200 931,500 1,035,000 24 Pump Station 5 Rehabilitation/Replacement .. _25 . ........ -··;;~·;:;;r;·si~!i~~ .. 6-ifi·i·~~~f~~·~:;·i ................................................................ .. ... I\.;;·;;~~"E2 .......... .. ... N.~-~ .............. -........... --.. -·-----··--·-· .... _ .. __ .. __ .... ___ .. __ .................. 9iooo ........... ....................... 932:aao __ ,_ .................. _To-3s:ooo .. _ 

.. ............... ......... ... ~~.~.~.b~!!~!i.o~_!!.e.PJ.? .. <:.e.~~.! .. -... ·-·--·-· .. ··-........................... -... -................ ....... ....... -......... ........ ...... ..... ................................................. .. .............. , .............................. ___ .. __ .. ,_ ... _ .... - ....... _ .. _ .. _,.-... ---···--·-...................... . 
26 Facility Construction and Rehabilitation Art. 7 15·11 1,000,000 .. - ........ ---.. ·- -- ··-· .. - ··--·-.. -- -··---.. ···---·· ... -.. ~c~9.~,9.~~ ................................. .. ............. .. ... 27_ .. __ .. "Riveri'Y-;(w~st"~;~t-;;~ .. r;~-;;.;·;;··st"~'ti~~·s·'R~j;i·~~~-~~·~:; .............. ...... i\-p·j;·~: .. s ..... .. ......... i:s·:22... ....................... 1,8a6:·aao_ ........... . 

...... ~ ' """'""-""" " '"' ' .. OOO OO OO O- OO _O, OO "O - .. OO OO ... ~ OO OOO~ OO HO .. OO ~O"OO'"O"OO- O "OO"O OH0"00"0"00- 0 """ ' """'" , _,.,, .. .,, ,, _,., ,.,.,.,,,,, .. , ·, ····-"" ' "'"" I-.... "·-·-,_ .. ,,, ... _ ,,, , __ , ......... ,_,.,_ .. ,, .. , .,_L., OO~" ' L'.J--- ... v_...i--, .. .,,,, .. ,._,.,,,,., .. ,.,_.__, _,_,,,,. ,. _ , _ ,,,. .. _ ,_,.,,UOo-O -OOOooo1oo .. o•ooo ... OO .. N 00"0"00 _ 0 _00" 0 "'" .. 0 """'"'""'"''"""" ....... .... . 

28 Pump Station 6 (Riverfront) Interceptor Road Appx. E2 New 400,000 
Construction & Inspection 

--·29 ··-·- ·-·-··M·a~:S';dw~~:;;~a:;;;-;:~~~"t·;;;~·;i .. Pi~-~ .. ! . ii:i~~!·~·~-~~'ti~~-· ............. A·;;·ii~: .. s ................................................... -...... l;.iioo:Ooa ......... -........................ ................................ _ ..... -.... ·--·-·-.. ----·-·-..... _. ____ .................................................................. . 

Power 
_, .. ,,..,_ , ,.., .. ,,.,,., ,,,.,,.,,_,., ,,,.,,.,,., .... ,,_,.,_,,_.,,,._.,, ,_.,.,_, .. ,_ ............ ,.,, ... ,, , ___ .,.,,,.,, .. ,.,,.,,, ,.,, ,.,,. , .,, ,,,. ,,.,,., ,.,,.,,, ,.,,., "'' "'"' ' " "'" ''""''""" '"''" '"""'' .. ,..+,.,-..Oo---'•-·-...__ .. ___ ,. __ ,. ___ ,,_,~,-• • "•~•"-" '"""'"""''""'-m ''"" '' '"' '" '' ""'"''"''"'"""''" ' '"'"""-""'"-..--•-•"!-·---.·-·-""·-"-' .. "'--'-tf"•••••• 

30 Massard Wastewater Treatment Plant Long-Term Appx. E2 New 1,500 1,000,000 5,000,000 33,333,000 33,333,000 
.......................... .. ! .~,.P.E~~~.~~~-~.~ -- ........ _ ............................................ ............................................... -··-···-·-··--··-.. -·-·- .. 

31 Facilities Total $ 4,S89,700 $ 1,931,500 $ 6,128,000 $ 39,265,000 $ 34,368,000 



Line Sewer Capital Funds 
32 

33 Remediation 

Fort Smith Utility Department 

DRAFT Capital Sewer Cost Summary 2017-2021 
September 22, 2016 

Consent 

Decree Project 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021 

······34······· -··· Basin i2··c;ii"~~ti·~-;;-5Y~!~;;:;- ·6-;;t'~zi··R~;,--~d·;~·t;~-;-·-·- · · -· · ·-- ··· ····.i\;:t:2··-······ 16-19 ··-·····- · · ····· · - ·-··"·i~oactiic)a-····· -······ · ··· · ·-· · ··· ·· · 2:aoa:oa6· · -······- · ·-··· ······· · ····:;_·,aaoiiaa···· · -·· · ·· .. ·····-··-····· ;;~6aa:aao·····-· ·······-·-········ -z:aoa·:aaa··· 
,,,,,,,,, ,,, , ,,, .,,,_,.,,._,,,,,_, .. ·, ·•••••• "f,....• ·••• l••••- · ·-•- • • •• ••••• •••-•• • ••-1 '''' ' ' ' ''u ''''--l.o. ' '' ' l ''''-' '"~""' '''~"'' ''...,.'"'v.'• • •'' "'"~"' · ·~·-·-··· · •-•·• ···•·••• • •- •••• • • •·•- · -• •••·• -•-••• • •- · ·-·-·~•••• ••- • •••• -••• •·- •• ••• -• ••·•- •••••- • ••·•- •••••- • •-••- ·•••• •• ••••••• · • -•••• • - ••• • •-••- •- •• -•••• •••••• •••• •• - •- •••• • ••• •,. •- •• -••• • • "'' "' "' ' - ''' '''' ' -' ' - ''''' '' ' -''- '''' ''' '' __ ,, __ ,, , 

35 2015 SSA Collection System Defect Remediation Art 2 10-16 7,069,400 10,783,700 3,714,000 
·--·36 ...... ......... 26i6'5SA"c~ii~zi·i~~ -s"Y~!~;;:;-o~i~~! ·R"~·;;:;~d"i~·!;~~·-·-·-· ···· ....... ... !i:;"t· ... i .. &·2-............ N·~·~·-·· .. ......................... i.soa~·oao··-··- · -· ................. 6;666;7oa .......................... 6,6.67:·aaa··----··-·-·6~65-7;aaa··-· .. ·-··--·-.. -·-·---.. .. 
······37'-··- ·-· .. ···:xo-17.ss·;;.·c:~ii ·~zi·i·~~·s-v~;:~;;:; .. o~f'~zt··R"~·;;:;~d"i~!;~~----· · .. ·-· .... -/i:;-;:·i·&·2-........... N.~·~--·---··-·-----i,6oo:ooa····-·· .. -··--·-·"1;2oo;ooo--·· .. -·-·-···-·-3':333·:aaa··-·-·········· ....... 3~3.33~aoa · · · .. -· ...................... 3~3.3'3':ooci .. 
...... 38 ...... ........ 2"6i8 .ss·A'·c~ii~Zi·i-;;~·5v-st;;;:;-Defect .. R";~ediatio~-·-·· .. - ···"A;"t·:i .. &.2 ......... .. .. N.~·~·-·· .. ··-······ ....................... .... _ ........... - .. --~ ·· ·i;6o6:ooa·········- ·-~·-·-··-··i'::z·aa:·aaa·--· ··· ···········-·-··3~333:0oa-··- .. ····-···-···-···3-;-333;ooa··· 
··-··39·-·-··-.. · ···:z·o-i9.ss·;;:c:~iiect.io~s-v~;:e-;:;;··6~'fe-ztfi~;;:;~di~!;~-~------- · .... ···-;;"t:·i-&·2···-··· .. ·N·~-~ ..................................................... _ ........................ .............................. ....... ...... ........ .... i.'66·a:·ii'aa···-·· ..................... i'2aa:aao··· .. -· .. ... ................ t333~oaa··· 

----·-----•-•·•--•-•-•·· ---••••••"''''~''"'' '' "' ' ' ' '''"~'' ' ''''' ''' '''' '' u-u o oJOoo o ooo o oo-oo o lo .. oo • •••••• • ••• • •• • • ••••••••-• •• • ' '"' '''''-' ' ' -''' ' ''"'''''~-••••""''''-'',.'' ___ ,,, __ ; ____ , __ ,,_,, ______ . ----· -··--·--~-.;,,, ___ ,..__, _ __,, ___ ,__. ___ , __ ,..____ ___ ,, __ , ___ ,, __ ,._. 

40 Annual Sewer Collection System Improvements Art. 2 n/a 1,000,000 1,000,000 1,000,000 1,000,000 1,000,000 
' ' ' "'' '.'''' ' ' ' '' ' " '' ' '' ' '' '" ''''' ' ''u '''' ' '''' '' ' ' ' ' '" '"''' '''" '' ''' - ' u '',.''''' ..; '- '' ' ''' ' '' ' '-""'-•-•• .. •-·-•- -•• •--'- ""' ' __ ,,,.;.;.,,,_,,..,,,..;.,,,_, .. ,,,.;.;.,,,_ .. , 1,.......,.,,_,., ,,, " 

'""'~~""""'"" ' "'· -~.:~"~~~~!~.~ .. !.~.~.a.! .............................. ................. .. ... , .......................................................... ............. ............ $ 13,469,400 $ 23,250,400 $ 19,514,000 $ 17,S33,000 $ 12,999,000 
42 Consent Decree Total $ 27,181,200 $ 37,170,000 $ 37,083,000 $ 69,500,000 $ 59,587,000 

43 .. .... 44 ............ N~·~:c;~-~~~~t-oec~ee:·-- .. --·-··--·--r·· .. --·--··--·-~·---·-~·-··~---r .. -·----·-·-·-··---··---~-· ·--·-··--·-··---··--··-··-·····-·-··--·~-- --··-··--·--··--.. -··-·····-·-·-·- ··--·-·-··-·-·-·· .. ·-·····-··· 

..... 45 .......... ~·;;;-p-s"t~·t;~-~ .. 5-i~!~~~-~pt·~~ .. E·~~!·;v;;~· i~-~!S't;:;;·~t'r~ ........ -···-~;;-··-·-·--· .. ·-N·~-~---.. ·---··-·--·113,soo ..... -....... --- ·-··· ···---.. ····· "-········-··· .. ·····---···-.. · --·--····--····· .. ··-·-··--·-·--.. ·--······-

........................... ~.u..~.s.~5 .. ~_o_~~l .............. .. ........ . 46 P street wastewater Treatme~t-PI~~t-5~;:;~-;;·;~-g~·s7~~···-·· ........ ~;~· ... ............. ... 14~i":i·-......... - ... -- ... 1:;-178:Soa'"·····-·-·· .. -.... ·-··-G78--;8ao· ···-··--·· -· .. ·-··· ··~··- · ··· ·····- ····· ·· · ·-····· -· ··· ··· ······· ·-····· ······ ···· ··· · ·-· ··· -· ······· · -·-··-.. -· .................... .. 
& Grease Removal ..... 47·-· --··- · · -···R~~~-;t~;~·!·-s·~·~~~~·c:c;;;:;-ii·i~~-:se;~~-E~!·~-~~i-~~- .......... ~ ............. ......... ~7~--... -~ .......... "N~;·--· .. -·- ·· ..... ....... ....... :sa:aaa ..... .. ... ........... -.................................... -................... _. _____ ,._ .... --.-·--··-·-·-··-·--·--·-·---·-·-.. -·-·-·-

···---· ··-·-····--·· ·---····--·--··--···- ...... ···-··· ··--·· .. ····· ........... ~ .............. .............. .. ....... .. .... ................................... -....................... _ ........... --.--.. ·-·--·---·--·-.. ----· .. ·-··--· .. ··-·--···· ...... --·-··~ · .......... ~ ............ -... ~····~·-·~···~·· · · ............. ~ ... -.......... ~---·-· .. ··-·-·-· .. ··-·-·-· .. ··-·-·-·· ............. .. 
48 Vicksburg Interceptor Defect Remediation n/a 16-03 1,000,000 2,000,000 

-···49~---··--A~~~~-~·s·~;;;·Pi·~~tl;;;pr~~~-;;·;;ts"""-----····-- --.. --·-;:;;;-----·N;~· .. ·-~·-·-·-·-· .............. 2sa:·aa_6 ___ ....... ..................... 2so:a66 .............. .. ............ .. .... 2sa·:a·a·a··· .......... .. ..................... 2:sa:ooo .............................. z-s·o;aao·-
.......... .................... ..... -~ ................. _._ ......... _ .............. _ .................. ... ~ · · .. - ·.-· .. ......... ..... ......... ......... ..................... .................... ~ ........... . 

50 Non-Consent Decree Total $ 2,592,300 $ 3,428,800 $ 250,000 $ 250,000 $ 250,000 ............. _ .......................................... ........... .. ... ....... ,, .. _ ,, ..... ................... .. ..... .. ..... .. ................... ............. ..... .. .............. ..... ........ ......................... . 
51 Sewer Capital Total $ 29,773,500 $ 40,598,800 $ 37,333,000 $ 69,750,000 $ 59,837,000 



Fort Smith Utility Department 

DRAFT Capital Water Cost Summary 2017-2021 
September 22, 2016 

Line Water Capital Funds 

---"1'-------'P--'-rogra m 
2 Distribution System Repair, Rehabilitation, Replacement, 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 
9 

10 

-~Pr:9.Ve~~nt _ 
Watershed Property Acquisition Lake Fort Smith 

Equipment Maintenance 

Program 5627 Water System Construction 

Program Total 
-------

Facilities 
5th Part 12 Inspection Report Lee Creek Dam 

- - - -
Jack Freeze Standpipe and Brooken Hill Waterline 

Project 

n/a 

99-01 

n/a 

16-15 

New 

$ 

2017 

2,000,000 

650,000 

1,500,000 

340,700 

4,490,700 $ 

50,000 

130,800 

2018 

2,000,000 

650,000 

1,500,000 

357,300 

4,507,300 $ 

2,324,700 - - -------- ----·-- -------------
Lake Ft. Smith East Side Slide 11 16-05 

-
12 Annual Water Plant and Supply Improvements New 
13 ---Le-e Creek Lag~~-R;pai~ -- -- -------Ne_w_ 

14 Facilities Total 
. -------

15 
----- -

--~---"':~ansmission/Distribution __ -- -------
17 

18 

19 

Lake Fort Smith 48-inch Transmission Line Phase 1 - -
Lake Fort Smith 48-inch Transmission Line Phase 2 

Lake Fort Smith 48-inch Transmission Line Phase 3 
--- - --
20 North M Street to Towson & South I Street 24-inch 

Transmission Line Extension - - -- . . 

08-07 

New 

New 

New 

$ 

250,000 

250,000 

825,000 

1,505,800 $ 

5,500,000 

1,500,000 

468,000 

21 Watershed Stream Bank Stabilization New 75,000 
----~-------

22 North N Street 24-inch Transmission Line Replacement New 216,000 - -- ·-··--- ·- -- ------- - -·-··-··- -
23 Tennessee Road 12-inch Water Line .....::.:::..___ 
24 Chaffee Crossing 18-inch Transmission Line Relocation 

_ ~Oft) 
25 North 6 Street 12-inch Water Line Replacement 

----
26 Howard Hill Ground Storage Reservior & Transmission 

___ .......::Lic..:.ne Extension 

Downtown pressure reducing valves 

New 

New 

New 

New 

New 

750,000 

250,000 

2,574,700 $ 

12,500,000 

3,129,800 

300,000 

2,889,000 

245,200 

Attachment B 

2019 

... 
2,000,000 

650,000 

1,500,000 

375,000 

4,525,000 $ 

1,725,000 

250,000 

1,975,000 $ 

2020 

9,462,000 

650,000 

1,500,000 

394,000 

12,006,000 $ 

250,000 

250,000 $ 

--- -------· 
12,500,000 

1,925,000 

3,130,000 

260,000 

1,640,000 

140,000 

-
800,000 

1,925,000 

50,000 

1,640,000 

1,860,000 

53,500,000 

200,000 2,000,000 

2021 

9,462,000 

650,000 

1,500,000 

414,000 

12,026,000 

250,000 

250,000 

12,833,000 

50,000 

53,500,000 

27 

28 
----- -

Transmisson/Distribution Total 
-·--- --- -------:----:---:-:-:-:~ -------- ------ --;---:-:-:::::::-::-::-::----:--::-::-=-::::-=-

$ 8,509,000 $ 19,064,000 $ 20,595,000 $ 60,975,000 $ 66,383,000 
-..,....-----

$ 14,505,500 $ 26,146,000 $ 27,095,000 $ 73,231,000 $ 78,659,000 29 Water Capital Total 



TYPE !CHOOSE ONE!: 

0Equipment 

0Project 

STATUS !CHOOSE ONEI: 

0New Project 

OExisti"9 Project Requires Increase 

0Replacement,JUpgrade EQ<J 

0 Program Enhancement 

ORIGIN !CHOOSE ALL fHATAPPLYl: 

0 Citizen Request 

0 Board Request 

0 FS starr Requ0!5! 

0Federai/ State Mandate 

0consent Order 

BUDGETED !CHOOSE ALL THAT APPLY I: 

0Right or Way (ROW) 

0 Des1gn Fees 

0capltai/Construction Fees 

0Inspectlon Fee> 

F ell Sourc un ng Funel 

) Revenue Bond 

) 

) 

4 ) 

) 

TOTAL 

Dlv 

CAPITAL MAINTENANCE AND IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM- DATA ENTRY FORM 

DEPARTMENT: ;f.C<t-S(Jlllh ~~ --- a 

CONTACT NAME: J•mm•• ~ohniQD ~- ~ 

PROJECT#: 650s-8300~tll 

PROJECT TITLE: Lift StatiOJL15J:l i5;:-l7- and 23 Rohobllllat1on and Ropiacemont 

PROBLEM IDENTIFICATION OR JUSTIFICATION· 

FINANCING AND APPROPRIAnONI BY YEAR 

Prov Obj Code 2018 2017 2018 2019 

11.705.605 

...1 

' -;; :::! 

$1,701,tol so so so 

DIVISION : 

PHONE: -
PROJECT RANKING: 

-

thl~..allows fo~=-.lhe decomm•ss10o1ng 

2020 

-

I 

... 
so 

.. 
2021 

--

-• • 

~ 

-

so 

I • 

6-Year Total 

$1 .705.605 

so 
$0 

so 
so 

11,101,108 

Attachment C 

Wastewater 

• 

.. 

mp staiiOH 16 

Prior 

Approp 

7 

-

$0 

• 

• 

~unamg 

After 6th 
Year TOTAL COST 

$1.705,608 

so $1.705.805 



	

	

	

	

	

	

Memo:		
	

September	23
th
,	2016	

	

To:	 Carl	Geffken,	City	Administrator	

From:	 Doug	Reinert,	Director	of	Parks	and	Recreation	

Re:	 Parks	and	Recreation	5	year	CIP	

	

Attached	are	two	five	year	capital	improvement	plans	for	your	review.	You	will	notice	in	both	plans,	

operational	costs	continue	to	increase.	This	is	due	to	the	maintenance	of	completed,	ongoing,	and	

future	projects.		

	

The	first	is	the	5-year	CIP	recommended	by	the	Parks	Commission	at	their	August	meeting.	This	version	

of	the	plan	is	referred	to	as	“Initial	Proposal”	in	the	accompanying	documents.	This	plan	proposes	an	

allocation	of	$2,000,000	for	capital	projects.	After	the	presentation	of	a	future	plan	for	the	Farmers	

Market	by	a	citizen,	a	motion	was	made	to	include	the	construction	of	a	restroom	facility	for	the	

Farmers	Market,	located	in	the	Garrison	Avenue	parking	lot.	The	motion	was	made	to	allocate	an	

additional	$100,000	into	the	CIP	for	fiscal	year	2017,	bringing	the	total	to	$2,100,000	for	capital	

expenses.		This	motion	was	contingent	on	Administration’s	decision	as	to	whether	or	not	the	

construction	of	the	restrooms	falls	in	alignment	with	the	use	of	these	monies.	It	should	be	noted	the	

additional	$100,000	in	capital	pushes	the	FY	2017	Budget	above	the	projected	revenue	allocation.	The	

spreadsheet	provides	further	explanation	regarding	this.	

	

The	second	CIP	is	identified	as	“Administration’s	Recommendation”	in	the	attached	documents.	You	will	

notice	three	changes	to	capital	projects:	

1. Following	the	meeting,	the	Parks	Department	reviewed	the	request	and	guidelines	for	these	

dedicated	funds.	Although	the	Farmers	Market	and	the	Parking	Lot	fall	under	the	management	

of	the	Parks	and	Recreation	Department,	Administration	determined	the	project	does	not	meet	

the	criteria	of	the	dedicated	sales	and	use	tax.	Therefore,	the	$100,000	allocation	for	the	

Farmers	Market	restroom	has	been	removed	from	the	CIP.	

	

2. The	addition	of	an	annual	allocation	of	$50,000	for	the	acquisition	of	land	adjacent	to	the	

parking	lot	at	the	River	Park	Events	Building	(Westphal	Property).	This	allocation	will	continue	

through	to	2022	(6	years),	making	the	total	purchase	price	of	the	property	$300,000.	An	

appraisal	of	the	property	is	included	in	the	supporting	documents.	This	is	a	prime	piece	of	

property,	as	it	lies	between	the	River	Park	Events	Building	and	the	future	sight	of	the	Marshalls	

Museum.		This	property	will	allow	the	department	space	to	build	more	amenities,	expand	

operations,	and	assist	in	the	development	of	the	Downtown	area.			

	

2C



3. The	Matching	Funds	line-item	for	FY17	has	been	reduced	by	$50,000	to	allow	for	the	year’s	

allocation	of	$50,000	toward	the	purchase	of	the	Westphal	Property.	This	adjustment	brings	the	

total	capital	projects	to	$2,000,000.	

No	formal	action	has	been	taken	by	the	Parks	Commission	to	recommend	this	version	to	the	Board.	

However,	the	Commission	was	sent	an	email	identifying	the	adjustments	to	their	recommended	plan,	

why	these	adjustments	were	made,	and	the	revised	version	of	the	CIP.	This	email	is	included	in	the	

supporting	documents.	We	did	not	receive	any	opposition	to	the	amended	plan	from	any	

Commissioners.	

	

Below	is	a	comparison	table	that	identifies	the	percentage	of	funds	used	for	capital	versus	operating	

expenditures.	The	Initial	Proposal	is	the	top	row	for	each	year,	and	Administration’s	Recommendation	is	

the	bottom,	shaded	row	for	each	year.	

	

Year	 Capital	
Expenses	

Operating	
Expenses	

2017	
78.42%	 21.58%	

77.58%	 22.42%	

2018	
75.30%	 24.70%	

75.79%	 24.21%	

2019	
72.74%	 27.26%	

72.74%	 27.26%	

2020	
74.70%	 25.30%	

75.17%	 24.83%	

2021	
70.76%	 29.24%	

71.36%	 28.64%	

	

	

It	is	important	to	note	that	in	the	2017	budget,	we	will	request	an	additional	Maintenance	Person	be	

added	to	Program	6208	(1/8	cent	sales	and	use	tax)	to	help	reduce	the	workload	demand	and	continue	

to	keep	service	delivery	efficient.	We	feel	this	is	vital	to	keeping	our	newly	developed	projects	

maintained	in	a	way	to	make	Fort	Smith	proud.	

							

Should	you	have	any	questions	or	need	additional	information	please	feel	free	to	contact	me.	

	

attachments	

	



Capital Operating Capital Operating Capital Operating Capital Operating Capital Operating

Riverfront	Drive	-	51	acres 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10,658.21 700,000 0

Belle	Grove	Center 0.00 0.00 122,705.00 2,225.42 14,900.00 1,114.02 0.00 1,033.12 0 0

Ben	Geren	Softball	Fields 0.00 0.00 556,859.63 0.00 918,581.70 1,327.90 0.00 5,368.23 0 0

Blue	Lion	Bikeway* 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 14,255.00 0 0

Cisterna	Park	Improvements 0.00 0.00 7,401.96 0.00 41,324.31 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0

Compass	Park	Splash	Pad 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 10,930.00 0.00 326,711.71 1,798.92 0 0

Fort	Smith	Park	Fishing	Pavilion 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 8,304.00 200,000 0

Glass	Pavilion	Addition 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 126,092.26 3,024.33 0 0

Greg	Smith	River	Trail 0.00 0.00 4,580.00 81.21 118,090.00 281.83 1,753,526.00 36.79 0 0

Grizzly	Field	at	MLK 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1,651.80 0 0

Imani	Park 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 83,980.32 0.00 48,976.14 0.00 100,000 0

Mill	Creek	Trail* 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0

Parrot	Island	Water	Park 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 25.00 13,583.33 1,450,641.81 45,136.68 0 0

Rice	Carden	Levee	Trail	* 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0 0

River	Valley	Sports	Complex 0.00 0.00 23.60 1,116.50 100,000.00 141.78 450,000.00 262.57 0 0

Stagecoach	Park 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 164,271.00 0.00 0 0

Tennis	Courts	Resurfacing 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 4,913.78 0.00 0 0

Trails	&	Greenways 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 1,000,000 0

Matching	Funds	per	R-158-15 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 50,000 0

0.00 0.00 691,570.19 3,423.13 1,287,831.33 16,448.86 4,325,132.70 91,529.65 2,050,000 0

Total	Project	Cost

Personnel 0.00 71,593.43 135,963.65 158,342.27 324,453

Operating	(not	dedicated	to	project) 0 3,797.35 2,825.77 1,551.75 289,470

Total 0.00 75,390.78 138,789.42 159,894.02 613,923

Total	Expenses

2,050,000

2,663,923

2016

Parks	&	Recreation	1/8%	Sales	and	Use	Tax	Program	-	Actual	Expenses

Project 2012 2013 2014 2015
Note:	Fiscal	year	2016	is	based	on	the	Board	approved	CIP	and	Budget.

0.00 770,384.10 1,443,069.61 4,576,556.37

0.00 694,993.32 1,304,280.19 4,416,662.35



Parks	and	Recreation	CIP	-	Initial	Proposal

Park	Project 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021
Conversion	of	Tilles	Wading	Pool	into	Splash	
Pad - 200,000 - - -
Conversion	of	Woodlawn	Wading	Pool	into	
Splash	Pad - 200,000 - - -
Creekmore	Park	Land	Acquisition	and	Parking - - 200,000 - -
Creekmore	Park	Tennis	Court	Resurfacing - - - 275,000 -
Farmers	Market	Restrooms 100,000 - - - -
Fort	Smith	Park	Dog	Park - 100,000 - - -
Fort	Smith	Park	Fishing	Pavilion	and	Parking - - - - -
Fort	Smith	Park	Playground - - 100,000 - -
Kelley	Stage	&	River	Park	Amphitheater 75,000 - - - -
Martin	Luther	King	Skate	Park	Improvements - - - 400,000 -
Matching	Funds 250,000 250,000 250,000 250,000 250,000
Neighborhood	Parks - - - - 300,000
Riverfront	Drive	Property	Improvements 600,000 - - - 750,000
Shade	Structures	at	Creekmore	Pool,	Martin	
Luther	King	Splash	Pad	and	Playground 75,000 - - - -
Stagecoach	Park	Phase	II - - - - 150,000
Trails	&	Greenways 1,000,000 1,100,000 1,050,000 1,050,000 250,000
Wilson	Park	Improvements - - 100,000 - -

2,100,000 1,850,000 1,700,000 1,975,000 1,700,000

Operations 577,920 606,816 637,157 669,015 702,465

Total	Projects	and	Operations 2,677,920 2,456,816 2,337,157 2,644,015 2,402,465

Impact	on	the	2017	Operating	Budget:

Supplemental	Notes:

Annually,	the	Parks	Department	presents	recommendations	to	the	Parks	and	Recreation	Commission	for	
approval	of	a	five	year	capital	improvement	program.	The	following	is	the	five	year	plan	for	2017-2021.	
Funding	will	be	provided	by	the	Parks	1/8%	sales	and	use	tax.

Many	of	the	current	year	projects	are	expected	to	have	a	favorable	impact	in	the	economy	and	enhance	
the	quality	of	life	for	citizens.	The	Riverfront	Drive	sports	field	will	provide	more	recreation	opportunities	
for	youth	leagues	and	an	increase	in	tournaments.	The	Fort	Smith	Park	Fishing	Pavilion	will	provide	more	
opportunities	to	host	fishing	tournaments/derbies.

Finance	gave	the	directive	to	use	the	FY16	revenue	estaimtes	for	the	1/4%	sales	and	use	tax	revenue	for	
preparing	the	FY17	requests.	Per	Ordinance	No.	47-16,	the	revenue	estimate	was	$5,227,000,	making	the	
Parks	portion	$2,613,500.	As	you	will	see,	the	inital	propsal	would	put	the	budget	over	revenue	estimates	
by	$64,420.	The	Department	will	be	requesting	an	additional	Maintenance	Person	for	this	program	during	
the	budget	review	with	the	Board.	This	position	is	being	requested	due	to	the	completion	of	projects	and	
the	ongoing	construction	of	others.	With	the	additional	personnel	added	in	($34,029),	the	total	excess	in	
budgeted	expenses	would	be	$98,449.	This	proposal	does	not	reflect	the	best	interest	in	the	continued	
development	and	maintenance	of	projects	funded	through	these	dedicated	monies.	



Year Total Capital %	Capital Operating %	Operating
2012 0.00 0.00 0% 0.00 0%
2013 770,384.10							 691,570.19							 89.77% 78,813.91								 10.23%
2014 1,443,069.61				 1,287,831.33 89.24% 155,238.28 10.76%
2015 4,576,556.37				 4,325,132.70 94.51% 251,423.67 5.49%
2016 2,663,923									 2,050,000 76.95% 613,923 23.05%
2017 2,677,920									 2,100,000 78.42% 577,920 21.58%
2018 2,456,816									 1,850,000 75.30% 606,816 24.70%
2019 2,337,157									 1,700,000 72.74% 637,157 27.26%
2020 2,644,015									 1,975,000 74.70% 669,015 25.30%
2021 2,402,465									 1,700,000 70.76% 702,465 29.24%

21,972,305.89	 17,679,534.22	 80% 4,292,771.67		 20%

Percentage	Spent	Summaries	-	Initial	Proposal

Note:	Fiscal	years	2013-2015	include	prior	year	encumbrances	of	dedicated	funds	for	
capital	projects.	This	accounts	for	the	higher	total	expenses	than	the	coming	years.	As	more	
projects	come	to	completion,	you	will	notice	our	operating	expenses	increase.	



Park	Project 2017 2018 2019 2020 2021
Conversion	of	Tilles	Wading	Pool	into	Splash	
Pad - 200,000 - - -
Conversion	of	Woodlawn	Wading	Pool	into	
Splash	Pad - 200,000 - - -
Creekmore	Park	Land	Acquisition	and	Parking - - 200,000 - -
Creekmore	Park	Tennis	Court	Resurfacing - - - 275,000 -
Fort	Smith	Park	Dog	Park - 100,000 - - -
Fort	Smith	Park	Fishing	Pavilion	and	Parking - - - - -
Fort	Smith	Park	Playground - - 100,000 - -
Kelley	Stage	&	River	Park	Amphitheater 75,000 - - - -
Martin	Luther	King	Skate	Park	Improvements - - - 400,000 -
Matching	Funds 200,000 250,000 250,000 250,000 250,000
Neighborhood	Parks - - - - 300,000
Riverfront	Drive	Property	Improvements 600,000 - - - 750,000
Shade	Structures	at	Creekmore	Pool,	Martin	
Luther	King	Splash	Pad	and	Playground 75,000 - - -
Stagecoach	Park	Phase	II - - - - 150,000
Trails	&	Greenways 1,000,000 1,100,000 1,050,000 1,050,000 250,000
Westphal	Property	Purchase 50,000 50,000 50,000 50,000 50,000
Wilson	Park	Improvements - - 100,000 - -
Total	Projects 2,000,000 1,900,000 1,750,000 2,025,000 1,750,000

Operations 577,920 606,816 637,157 669,015 702,465

Total	Projects	and	Operations 2,577,920 2,506,816 2,387,157 2,694,015 2,452,465

Impact	on	the	2017	Operating	Budget:

Supplemental	Notes:

Annually,	the	Parks	Department	presents	recommendations	to	the	Parks	and	Recreation	Commission	for	
approval	of	a	five	year	capital	improvement	program.	The	following	is	the	five	year	plan	for	2017-2021.	Funding	
will	be	provided	by	the	Parks	1/8%	sales	and	use	tax.

Many	of	the	current	year	projects	are	expected	to	have	a	favorable	impact	in	the	economy	and	enhance	the	
quality	of	life	for	citizens.	The	Riverfront	Drive	sports	field	will	provide	more	recreation	opportunities	for	youth	
leagues	and	an	increase	in	tournaments.	The	Fort	Smith	Park	Fishing	Pavilion	will	provide	more	opportunities	to	
host	fishing	tournaments/derbies.

Finance	gave	the	directive	to	use	the	FY16	revenue	estaimtes	for	the	1/4%	sales	and	use	tax	revenue	for	
preparing	the	FY17	requests.	Per	Ordinance	No.	47-16,	the	revenue	estimate	was	$5,227,000,	making	the	Parks	
portion	$2,613,500.	As	you	will	see,	the	Administration's	propsal	has	projected	expenses	at	$35,780	less	than	the	
projected	revenue.	The	Department	will	be	requesting	an	additional	Maintenance	Person	for	this	program	during	
the	budget	review	with	the	Board.	This	position	is	being	requested	due	to	the	completion	of	projects	and	the	
ongoing	construction	of	others.	With	the	additional	personnel	added	in	($34,029),	the	total	budget	for	this	
program	will	still	come	in	under	the	revenue	estaimted.	The	budget	will	be	$1,551	below	the	estimated	revenue.	
This	proposal	is	in	the	best	interest	of	the	continued	development	and	maintenance	of	projects	funded	through	
these	dedicated	monies.	

Parks	and	Recreation	CIP	-	Administration's	Recommendation



Year Total Capital %	Capital Operating %	Operating
2012 0.00 0.00 0% 0.00 0%
2013 770,384.10							 691,570.19							 89.77% 78,813.91								 10.23%
2014 1,443,069.61				 1,287,831.33 89.24% 155,238.28 10.76%
2015 4,576,556.37				 4,325,132.70 94.51% 251,423.67 5.49%
2016 2,663,923									 2,050,000 76.95% 613,923 23.05%
2017 2,577,920									 2,000,000 77.58% 577,920 22.42%
2018 2,506,816									 1,900,000 75.79% 606,816 24.21%
2019 2,337,157									 1,700,000 72.74% 637,157 27.26%
2020 2,694,015									 2,025,000 75.17% 669,015 24.83%
2021 2,452,465									 1,750,000 71.36% 702,465 28.64%

22,022,305.89	 17,729,534.22	 81% 4,292,771.67		 19%

Percentage	Spent	Summaries	-	Administration's	Recommendation

Note:	Fiscal	years	2013-2015	include	prior	year	encumbrances	of	dedicated	funds	for	
capital	projects.	This	accounts	for	the	higher	total	expenses	than	the	coming	years.	As	more	
projects	come	to	completion,	you	will	notice	our	operating	expenses	increase.	





 

Tommy M. Matthews,  MAI SRA 

Real Estate Appraiser 
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August 10, 2016 
 
 
Mr. Randy Canfield 
Property Manager 
Utilities Department 
CITY OF FORT SMITH 
3900 Kelley Highway 
Fort Smith, AR 72904 
 
RE: Appraisal Report of +/- 3.49 acres (of which +/- 2.30 acres are developable) 
located on the west side of Riverfront Drive, just north of North B Street, south of 
North E Street, adjacent to Fort Smith River Park and along the Arkansas River 
in Fort Smith, Sebastian County, Arkansas.  
 
Mr. Canfield: 
 
I have personally inspected the aforementioned property for the purpose of 
appraising the real estate in fee simple. I have inspected the tract without the 
property owner or the owner’s agent. The property was inspected on July 27, 
2016 which will be the effective date of this appraisal. The date of this report is 
August 10, 2016, the date the appraisal report was completed. 
   
The subject is in the city limits of Fort Smith, Arkansas in the downtown area. 
The site is located along the Arkansas River and just north of the 
Arkansas/Oklahoma bridge. The downtown area along Garrison has been built 
up for many years. Some properties off Garrison have been razed with new 
development such as hotels, condominiums, Federal Courthouse and River Park. 
The US Marshals Museum is proposed for this vacant tract.  
 
The area along the river (west side of Riverfront Drive) is primarily vacant except 
for a gas well is located just to the north with the remaining area to the north 
vacant (due to flood hazard). The area immediately south of the subject is 
currently improved with Fort Smith River Park (building and amphitheatre). A 
walking trail (River West Trail) has been developed along the river which severs 
the subject site but located in the Floodway. Industrial properties are located on 
the east side of Riverfront Drive across from the subject.  



 

The intended use of this appraisal is for a potential donation by US Marshalls 
Museum, Inc. to the City of Fort Smith for City Park use. The intended user of this 
report is the City of Fort Smith (my client) and US Marshals Museum, Inc (owner). 
No others are considered intended users of this report. The scope of the appraisal 
(which will be discussed in detail in the appraisal) is to provide the City of Fort Smith, 
the client, with a narrative summary appraisal report which conforms to the Uniform 
Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice. 
 
Since this is a summary report, most maps, sketches, sales data, warranty deeds of 
sales, legal descriptions and other supporting data have been retained in my file and 
not made a part of this written appraisal report. However, my file is a part of this 
report and is available to you, my client, upon request. 
 
The value estimate presented in this report is a market value – what the property 
would bring in an open and competitive market. The value estimate is not the value 
as a park. US Marshals Museum, Inc. donating the tract to the City of Fort Smith 
was given no consideration in the market value estimate. 
 
After an inspection and analysis of the subject tract, the subject neighborhood and 
relevant market data, it is my opinion that the fee simple market value of the +/- 3.49 
acre site described in the attached appraisal report as of July 27, 2016 is: 
 

$900,000 
  
This estimated value is a Market Value Estimate based on the Highest and Best Use 
of the site. The value is contingent on the extraordinary assumptions discussed in 
the following report. The above value estimate is contingent on no environmental 
hazards or adverse development conditions on the site other than those stated in the 
appraisal report. The value takes into consideration the area in the Floodway as well 
as the City’s River West Trail that severs the tract but located in the Floodway. The 
subject property is currently not on the market for sale and to my knowledge has not 
been on the market for sale. It appears that US Marshals Museum, Inc. obtained title 
to the property in 2007; however, a title search has not been provided. 
 
Your attention is directed to the following summary appraisal report which sets forth 
my descriptions, analysis and conclusions as to the final value estimate.                               
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 

 
Tommy M. Matthews,  MAI  SRA   
 Certified General License #CG0488 
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SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS 
 
Property Rights Appraised: Fee Simple 
 
Effective Date of Appraisal: July 27, 2016 
 
Property Appraised: 3.49 acres located on the west side of 

Riverfront Drive, north of North B 
 Street and along the Arkansas River in   
 Fort Smith, Arkansas 
  
Total Site Area: +/- 3.49 Ac (per survey)  
 
Developable Site Area: +/- 2.30 Ac (estimated by appraiser) 
 
Present Zoning: PZD – Planned Zoning District which 

allows commercial but with strict 
development guidelines 

  
Highest & Best Use Restaurant, office, or condominium 

development 
 
Estimated Value: $900,000 (3.49 Acres) 
  
Estimated Site Value: Sales Comparison Analysis $900,000 
 Cost Approach N/A 
 Income Approach N/A 
 
 Final Value Conclusion $900,000 
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APPRAISAL PROCESS  

 
SCOPE OF APPRAISAL - (1) Inspected the subject property without the owner or agent 
(2) analyzed the market area and neighborhood, (3) analyzed the physical and legal 
characteristics of the site (4) made a determination/opinion of the highest and best use of 
the site based on a highest and best use analysis, (5) considered all three approaches to 
value and determined which approach or approaches are applicable to the subject 
property. (6) searched the subject’s area for sales of similar tracts (7) selected best sales 
available (8) applied the comparable data to the subject property, making adjustments 
and/or analysis where warranted (9) estimated the fee simple market value of the real 
estate only and (10) presented the appraisal in a narrative format including attached 
photos, comparable sale summary, maps and other pertinent data. Since this is a 
summary report, much of the data has been retained in my file but available to the client 
upon request.  
 
A description Section describing the relating data concerning the Area, the Neighborhood 
and Site and the Improvements is undertaken to develop the pertinent market 
characteristics and factual data for further processing in the valuation process. The 
analysis of all these characteristics is developed in an effort to establish the Highest and 
Best Use of the real estate being appraised. Since this appraisal is for the City of Forth 
Smith (intended user and client), I have not included an Area Analysis and only a brief 
Neighborhood Analysis. 
 
The Analysis Valuation Section is then undertaken considering all pertinent market factors 
that relate to the subject property as recognized in the Description and Analysis Section of 
the report. The valuation process is typically approached through the use of three 
recognized valuation techniques, each based upon an underlying basic concept or 
premise. These three approaches are the Cost Approach, Direct Sales Comparison 
Approach and the Income Approach. Each of these valuation techniques develops a value 
indication for the subject property, falling into a pattern of reasonable limits. Then through 
the process of reconciliation, a final market value estimate is correlated. However, when 
only one approach is applicable, i.e. Sales Comparison Approach for vacant land, there is 
no reconciliation between approaches but rather a reconciliation between the indicted 
values.  
 
The Cost Approach and Income Approach are not applicable to the subject tract and the 
reason for eliminating these approaches is presented below: 
 
The “Cost Approach” is a physical analysis of the real property where the property is 
analyzed with respect to land and improvements. The Cost Approach is based upon the 
premise that value is inherent to the object itself and that “cost” and “value” tend to 
coincide. The value indication is developed by estimating the site value through direct 
sales comparison and estimating the improvement’s value via a replacement or 
reproduction cost new less all accrued depreciation, if any. 
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The respective estimates of value of the land and the improvements are then summed to 
indicate an estimate of value from the Cost Approach. Since the subject is vacant land, this 
approach is not applicable. 
 
The “Income Approach” is based on the premise that the typical purchaser/investor in the 
market buys real property in anticipation of its capability to produce an acceptable return 
on the invested capital; thus, this approach reflects the “principle of anticipation.” This 
approach is developed by estimating a potential gross income stream from similar leases 
and reducing the income by the expenses attributable to the production of that income 
stream, thus, yielding a net operating income. This net operating income estimate is then 
capitalized at an appropriate capitalization rate into an indication of value from the Income 
Approach. Although there are some commercial vacant land leases, vacant land is not 
typically leased in this market. The Income Approach cannot be processed unless there is 
sufficient data to estimate the subject’s market rent, thus, the Income Approach will not be 
processed. 
 
The Sales Comparison Approach is based on the premise that persons in the market place 
can buy by comparison. Hence, the “principle of substitution” is represented, which 
basically states that a prudent purchaser/investor will pay no more for a property than the 
cost of procuring an equally desirable substitute property in the market; given that the 
substitute property possesses the same utility as the property being appraised. This 
approach is derived by analyzing comparable property sales by some unit or units of 
comparison and by adjusting appropriately for the dissimilarities between them. 
 
When valuing vacant land, the sales comparison approach is almost always the best 
method and typically the only method used to value vacant land. There is limited sales 
data in which to process this approach but is the best method of valuation. Although no 
very similar sales were located (downtown riverfront), a sufficient number of sales to 
bracket the value of the subject was located. 
 

PURPOSE OF THE APPRAISAL - The purpose of the appraisal is to estimate the fee 
simple market value of the real estate as herein described at its Highest and Best Use. 
 
DATE OF VALUATION - The effective date of the valuation of the appraisal is July 27, 
2016. I personally inspected the subject property without the property owner or property 
owner’s agent on this date. My inspection is based on a view of the subject tract, aerial 
photography, survey and other public data. The date of the appraisal report is August 10, 
2016 which is the date the report was completed. 
 
FEE SIMPLE - An absolute ownership unencumbered by any other interest or estate 
subject only to the limitations of eminent domain, escheat, police power and taxation. The 
fee simple includes all the rights, title, and interest in the +/- 3.49  acre tract. The fee 
simple value estimate is subject to any easements, floodway, floodplain and any 
hypothetical conditions and extraordinary assumptions stated in this report.  
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INTENDED USE - The intended use of this appraisal is for donation purposes. US 
Marshals Museum, Inc., owners of the property, intend to donate the subject tract to the  
City of Fort Smith for City Park purposes. This appraisal is of the Market Value if placed on 
the open market and the donor (US Marshals Museum, Inc.) and the beneficiary (City of 
Fort Smith) are not a consideration in the valuation of the site. 
 
INTENDED USER - The only intended users of this report are the City of Fort Smith and 
US Marshalls Museum, Inc.. No others are intended users of this report. 
 
EXTRAORDINARY ASSUMPTIONS - An assumption directly related to a specific 
assignment, which is found false, could alter the appraiser’s opinions or conclusions. All 
appraisals are based on assumptions but most are typical of the appraisal process.  
Following are the Extraordinary Assumptions that pertain to this appraisal. 
 
It is assumed and the estimated value is contingent on  (1) The area indicated to be in 
a Floodway via City GIS maps is correct and the area estimated by the appraiser is 
reasonably correct, (2) There are no easements or atypical restrictions on the land not 
discovered by the appraiser during typical research of the property (a title search has not 
been provided) and (3) It is assumed that the tract is free and clear of any environmental 
problems. (Any environmental problems with the property could significantly affect the 
estimated value of the property) 
 
It is recommended that a survey be completed showing total land area outside the 
Floodway. I have relied on the City’s data regarding Floodway rather than the survey 
which was based on 1991 FEMA maps. The amount of developable land is crucial to 
the overall value of the land; however, if the amount of land estimated by the 
appraiser is reasonably correct, the Value Estimate Per Square Foot can be applied 
to the contribution of the developable area and Floodway area to derive a value of 
the site. This appraisal can be revised showing the precise amount of developable 
area. 
 
Typical assumptions are that the tract can be developed under the current zoning, that 
reasonable access can be obtained off Riverfront Drive, that all public utilities are available 
to the site and the area outside the designated flood hazard areas are not subject to 
flooding. 
 
The value estimate is not based on the highest and best use as the planned US Marshals 
Museum, rather, what a typical buyer in the market place would pay for the site based on 
its projected highest and best use. Parks and Museums cannot be a market highest and 
best use. 
 
HYPOTHETICAL CONDITIONS - that which is contrary to what exists but is supposed for 
the purpose of analysis. The client has asked for no hypothetical conditions. 
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MARKET VALUE as used herein is defined as “The most probable price which a property 
should bring in a competitive and open market under all conditions requisite to a fair sale, the 
buyer and seller each acting prudently, knowledgeably, and assuming the price is not affected by 
undue stimulus. Implicit in this definition is the consummation of a sale as of a specified date and 
passing of title from seller to buyer under conditions whereby: 
 

a. buyer and seller are typically motivated; 
b. both parties are well informed or well advised, and each acting in what he 
considers his own best interest; 
c. a reasonable time is allowed for exposure in the open market; 
d. payment is made in terms of cash in U.S. dollars or in terms of financial 
arrangements comparable thereto; and 
e. the price represents the normal consideration for the property sold       unaffected 
by special or creative financing or sales concessions  granted by anyone associated 
with the sale.” The Appraisal of Real Estate, 12th Edition, Appraisal Institute 

 
MARKETING AND EXPOSURE TIME are based on a trend in sales similar to the 
subject. The subject is vacant and not on the market for sale. The subject is in a built up 
area with few sales available to indicate and exposure time. It appears there is little activity 
in the downtown area and exposure time in the developing commercial areas is not a good 
indication of marketing time. Based on the few sales located its appears that a marketing 
time would likely be around one year. Based on number of sales available and the type of 
buyer, the marketing time would depend on a potential buyer for a particular use. A 
marketing and exposure time of between one and two years is not an unreasonable 
estimate for this type property based on past offerings and sales in this area of this type 
property.  
 
Exposure Time is how long the tract would have to be exposed prior to a sale. Although 
exposure time is different than marketing time, the exposure time should also be one to 
two years. It should be noted that both these estimates are based on very limited data and 
vacant tracts can stay on the market for a much longer time if not offered at or near their 
market value or not actively marketed. Exposure time is based on a property being offered 
at or near its market value. 
 
AREA ANALYSIS - The area analysis is a general analysis of the city. Since this report is 
prepared for the City of Fort Smith which is well aware of the data, demographics, 
infrastructure and facts regarding the city, I have not included an area analysis in this 
report. Many area analyses have been presented to the City and others in many other 
reports and an area analysis is in the file for this report. 
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NEIGHBORHOOD MAP 

Note that the boundaries exclude residential development to the northeast of Garrison 
Avenue and commercial development south of South D Street. The downtown area is 
primarily those properties located on Garrison Avenue. Included are some industrial 

properties across the street from the subject. 

 

NEIGHBORHOOD ANALYSIS – As in the Area Analysis, a Neighborhood Analysis is not 
necessary for the intended users who are well aware of the neighborhood characteristics; 
however, a brief analysis will be made. 
  
The subject’s immediate neighborhood is considered as the area east of the Arkansas 
River, south of North F Street, then west of N 3rd down to North B, then west of Towson, 
north of D Street, east of S 7th Street up to and north of Garland. This area is diverse but 
includes the downtown area, County Courthouse hotels, Federal Buildings, Convention 
Center, Police and Sheriff’s offices, private offices, retail and parks but also includes some 
industrial properties and office warehouses. 
 
The neighborhood is considered built-up; however, some old buildings have been razed 
and new development has occurred in the area. There is no anticipation of significant new 
development since there is a scarcity of vacant land and most retail development is 
occurring in other portions of the city. As in the past, older buildings will be razed for new 
development in the future. 

SUBJECT 
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Google Earth Aerial – Arrows by appraiser 

 
LEGAL DESCRIPITON FROM SURVEY 

 

SUBJECT 

West River Trail 

City Park & Amphitheater 

ARKANSAS     
RIVER 

B St 

E St. 

Riverfront Drive Gas Well 
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SITE ANALYSIS 
 
The subject site is located on the West side of Riverfront Drive (State Highway 255) along 
the Arkansas River between North B Street and North E Street in the downtown area of 
Fort Smith, Arkansas.  
 
A brief overview of the site’s physical characteristics follow: 
 
Size: 3.49 Acres (+/- 152,000 SF) based on legal 

description.   
 
Developable Size:   +/- 2.30 Acres (+/- 100,200 SF) - The site 

description is net of the highway right-of-way. Via 
scaling, I have estimated the Floodway area to be 
+/- 1.20 acres which is not developable. The tract 
net of the Floodway appears to be developable 
based on the area in Zone X (500 year floodplain) 
being developable. 

 
Other Size Data: The survey indicates that the tract contains 3.03 

acre to the high bank of the river with 0.43 acres 
below the high bank of the river. Based on the City 
GIS map, the high bank of the river is NOT the 
Floodway boundary. 

 
Frontage: 512.46’ along Riverfront Drive (previously Clayton 

Parkway). 
 
Depth (whole tract): 315.87’ south line and 384.25’ north line. Average 

Depth of 350’. 
 
Depth (developable tract):  +/- 190’ south line and +/- 230’ north line. Average 

depth of 210’. 
 
Frontage:Depth Ratio (whole tract): 1:0.68 – 1’ of frontage for every 0.68’ depth. A very 

good frontage to depth ratio for commercial uses. 
 
Effective Frontage:Depth Ratio: 1:0.40 - Due to the Floodway not being 

developable, I have estimated a frontage to depth 
ratio net of the Floodway. This ratio is superior to 
the whole tract since commercial properties are 
enhanced by a higher frontage and lower depth 
ratio due to exposure and access. However, the 
ratio can be so low as to be a detriment. 
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Zoning: PZD – Planned Zoning District. The Land Use Plan 
if for Mixed Use. The tracts across the street to the 
east are zoned I-3 Industrial. The probability of 
developing the site with commercial uses 
homogenous to the plans for development along 
the river is likely. See Highest and Best Use 
regarding this zoning. 

 
 Flood Zones: The subject is encumbered with the Floodway and 

500 year floodplain. The area for these flood 
hazard areas was estimated by scaling the City’s 
GIS map. According to the FIRM map 
05131C0020E with an effective date of May 20, 
2010, the floodway and floodplain appears to be 
similar to the City’s GIS map. 

 
Flood Area: I have estimated by scaling the GIS map that the 

Floodway contains +/- 1.20 acres and the 500 year 
Floodplain contains +/- 0.10 acres. 

 
 Drainage: I did not inspect the subject in heavy rain and 

drainage is unknown. The topography of the 
developable portion of the tract appears to be level 
or near level based on a visual inspection and 
topography map. The site has a slight slope to the 
river. It appears that drainage of the 
unencumbered developable area is adequate. The 
drainage in the area of the Floodway and 
Floodplain is unknown. 

 
Easements: A survey indicates a 25’ OGE Easement along the 

front property line. This easement is within the 
typical 25’ setback for buildings and the area can 
be used for parking and drives. A City Utility 
easement also runs along the frontage but is within 
the OGE easement. 

 
 Not indicated on the survey is an easement for the 

River West Trail. This trail is existing but was 
developed after the survey. It is assumed the City 
has an easement on the tract for this trail but the 
width is unknown; however, the trail is in the 
Floodway which is not developable, does not affect 
the use of the area for development setbacks and 
is not considered to be adverse to the tract. 
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Other Factors: There appears to be no other adverse easements 
or other noted physical or legal characteristics that 
would adversely affect the development of the  
site.  

 
Topography: Appears to be near level from visual inspection to 

the high bank of the river. Most of the developable 
portion of the tract is at 420 msl and all the tract is 
above 418’ msl. The rear of the tract slopes to the 
river with the lowest point on the tract being at 410’ 
msl. See topography map and survey at the end of 
this section.  

 
Shape: Near rectangular. See survey 
  
Utilities: All public available to the site and considered to be 

adequate in capacity for typical development. A 
Utility easement runs along the street but likely 
does not contain wastewater and water lines. 
Water and sewer are on the west side of the street 
for the adjacent park building. Water, wastewater 
and electricity are likely near the site but will have 
to be brought to the subject tract. However, there 
could be added (atypical) expense in bringing 
utilities to the site based on service available on 
the west side of the highway. 

 
Access: Access would be off Riverfront Drive. The number 

of curb cuts allowed is unknown but with the 
subject’s frontage, at least two curb cuts are 
assumed. Adequate access for development is a 
contingency of this report but a typical assumption. 

 
 Riverfront Drive is a two lane highway without a 

turn lane, curb cuts or storm drains. 
 
Surrounding Land Use:  The tract on the north side of the subject is vacant 

and the area north on the west side of Riverfront 
Drive is vacant except for a gas well. Industrial 
property is located across the street.  

 
Tax Parcel Number: 18883-0000-00274-02 
 
Tax Values:  Exempt 
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Real estate taxes are based on the assessed value times a tax rate of 0.0525 mills. 
Assessed value is 20% of County’s market value. The subject is exempt due to the current 
ownership; however, an individual market buyer would not be exempt. Taxes are assumed 
to be equitable to non-exempt buyer.  
 

 
Map by City of Fort Smith GIS. Arrows and Floodway line by appraiser 
 
NOTE: The area of the Floodway has been estimated by the appraiser at 1.2 acres via 
scaling this map. The 500 Year Floodplain has been estimated at +/- 0.10 acres. Note that 
the Floodway line is near a straight line, rather than following the contour line, and the 
Floodplain line does not follow the exact contour line. 
 
 
 

420’ Elevation 
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410’ 
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TOPOGRAPHY MAP (City GIS) 
Lines are at 2’ intervals 

(Also Refer to Survey on Following Page  
which shows 2’ intervals outside the Floodway) 
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SURVEY OF SUBJECT SITE 
By Mickle-Wagner-Coleman 
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HIGHEST AND BEST USE 

 

The term highest and best use as used in this appraisal report is defined as, “The 
reasonably probable and legal use of vacant land or an improved property which is 
physically possible, appropriately supported, financially feasible and that results in the 
highest value. The four criteria the highest and best use must meet the following 
guidelines: legal permissibility, physical possibility, financial feasibility and maximum 
productivity (from The Dictionary of Real Estate Appraisal. A basic economic principle 
applicable in the estimation of highest and best use is the principle of conformity. Quoting 
from The Appraisal of Real Estate, this principle holds, “That the maximum of value is 
realized when a reasonable degree of sociological and economic homogeneity is present.” 
When determining the highest and best use of an improved site, it is necessary to 
determine the highest and best use of the site. This use has been determined with regard 
to what uses are physically possible, legally permissible, maximally productive and 
financially feasible. The most probable use is also given significant consideration. In 
estimating the highest and best use, consideration is given to surrounding improvements, 
deed restrictions, the site’s physical and legal constraints, location and trends in the 
neighborhood.  

 

Implied in these definitions is that the determination of highest and best use takes into 
account the contribution of a specific use to the community and community development 
goals as well as the benefits of that use to individual property owners. An additional 
implication is that the determination of highest and best use results from the appraiser’s 
judgment and analytical skill - that is, that the use determined from analysis represents an 
opinion, not a fact to be found. In appraisal practice, the concept of highest and best use 
represents the premise upon which value is based.  

 

Physically Possible uses refer to uses that are physically adaptable to the site. The 
primary criteria for determining what is physically possible is the site’s size, shape and 
topography but also includes potential flood hazards. The subject site contains 
approximately 3.49 acres. Approximately 1.20 acres are in a Floodway which cannot be 
developed (buildings or parking*) leaving a developable area of +/- 2.30 acres. Of this +/- 
2.30 acres, +/- 0.10 acres are in a 500 year flood zone – which is developable but with 
restrictions. The general shape of the site is near rectangular and the non-floodway area is 
near rectangular. The 500 year floodplain is very irregular and leaves the unencumbered 
area of the site as irregular. *Note – parking can sometimes be located in a floodway; 
however, extensive flowage studies must be made and then applied for development 
which is a significant expense and risk. Due to the small area in the Floodway, attempting 
to develop the floodway is likely not financially feasible. 

 

The developable size is adequate for many commercial uses but parking is an issue due to 
no off street parking and being in a downtown area. Due to the location by the river, 
underground parking is likely not an option. Thus, surface or elevated parking are the only 
feasible parking options. The subject is located in a PZD area and elevated parking is not 
likely. Thus, the use based on size must be considered with surface parking. 
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To maximize the use of the site, uses with a lower required parking ratio would be the 
maximally productive use but a two story structure would increase the parking area.  The 
subject’s developable area has a very good frontage to depth ratio. The developable area 
is level to near level which is a favorable factor for development.  
 
Legally permissible uses generally refer to local zoning, floodplain ordinances and 
private deed restrictions. The subject is located inside the city limits and restricted by 
zoning. The zoning is PZD –Planned Zoning District. This is not a zoning that can be 
quantitatively defined such as setbacks, height or even uses. A developer would have to 
submit plans for development of the tract and they would have to be homogenous and fit 
into the use plans for the area.  
 
The area across the street is zoned I-3 Industrial. Adjacent properties are often good 
indicators of future zoning but not in the subject’s case. It is my opinion that an Industrial 
use would not be desired or permitted on the site. It is my opinion that several commercial 
uses could be permitted if they met the City’s design requirement. 
 
Due to the unknown potential development, the demand for the site could be limited 
 
Portions of the site are located in a Floodway which cannot be developed. This area has 
little contributory value but does have some value due to being applied to setbacks and 
building ratios as well as green areas or pervious cover requirements. 
 
ZONING 
 
The Purpose of the Planned Zoning District is: 
 
27-341-1 A – The process is deemed necessary to assure control of certain development 
while providing the applicant a means of gaining commitment without undue financial risk. 
Specifically, the purposes of this article are to encourage: 
 

Comprehensive and innovative planning and design of diversified yet harmonious 
development consistent with the comprehensive plan;  

 
Better utilization of sites characterized by special features of geographic location, 
topography, size or shape; 
 
Flexible administration of general performance standards and development guidelines; 
 
Primary emphasis shall be placed upon achieving compatibility between the proposed 
development and surround areas to preserve and enhance the neighborhood through 
the use of enhanced site design, architecture, landscaping and signage. 
 
Developments that utilize design standards greater than the minimum required by the 
UDO. (Note: The preceding is only a small excerpt from the PZD zoning document) 
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Financial feasibility of a site is the most difficult to determine. Although several uses may 
be financially feasible, the highest and best use is the use that returns the greatest value to 
the land. The use must be the right type of use and the maximally productive use. The use, 
therefore, cannot be an under or over utilization of the site. For an improvement to be 
financially feasible, the net income generated must provide a return on the land and 
improvements. If an owner/user property, the use of the land must contribute 100% of its 
value to the whole. The use that provides the greatest return to the land and improvements 
is the maximally productive use. Land has been typically developed with commercial uses 
in this area with some indication of current and future demand for development of the tract. 
Financial feasibility can only be based on its return to the whole. Based on the size of the 
tract and typical use of tracts in this area, it is my opinion that the financially feasible use of 
the tract, if vacant, would be for future commercial (retail, office, restaurant, etc.) 
development.  
  
Maximally Productive use must first fit the restrictions of the first three criteria. The 
subject is in an area of commercial, retail and office/warehouse development but with 
limited current demand but also a limited supply in the immediate area. It is my opinion that 
the highest and best use of the tract for future restaurant, condominiums or office. 
 
Most probable use is not one of the four criteria but is given consideration in determining 
highest and best use. The river view, the city parks and being downtown would have a 
direct influence on the development of this site. It is my opinion that the most likely 
demand would be for a restaurant. Due to the adjacent parks, and Mrs. Laura’s, and being 
proximate to downtown offices,  a two level restaurant with dining overlooking the river is 
considered the most probable use. Restaurants in city downtown areas overlooking a river 
generally have a good demand. Alternative uses would be for office or upper end multi-
story condominiums which would benefit from the river view and downtown location.  
 
NOTE – I have appraised the tract adjacent to the subject and projected a highest and 
best use as a restaurant. This appraisal is independent of the appraisal on the adjoining 
tract. It is NOT my opinion that the highest and best use of both tracts if for a restaurant. 
 
The intended use, City Park purposes (park area, park buildings, parking lot for parks, etc.) 
cannot be a highest and best use determination when estimating market value. However, 
market uses that will complement the adjacent parks are a factor in the highest and best 
use. 
 
PROPERTY HISTORY  -  According to a Special Warranty Deed filed on December 6, 
2007, US Marshals Museum, Inc. acquired title to the 3.49 acres. The deed is filed in as 
Instrument Number 7231947. There are no Revenue Stamps and this is not a arms length 
sale of the subject tract. There are no apparent recent market sales of the subject (within 
the past ten years) 
 
The purpose of the property history is to inform the reader of any recent market 
transactions of the subject. The appraiser has not completed or ordered a title search of 
the property and offers no opinion regarding ownership. 
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INTRODUCTION TO THE DIRECT SALES COMPARISON - SITE VALUATION  
 
The Direct Sales Comparison Approach is considered the most valid indicator in estimating 
the market value of unimproved land. There are four methods of estimating market value 
via the Market Data Approach; however, when sales are available, the Direct Sales 
Comparison Approach is the most supportable. In valuing land via this approach, as many 
land sales as possible are gathered and the most comparable are used for comparison. 
Since properties are seldom identical, the comparable sales must be adjusted to the 
subject for differences in time and size. The physical differences are analyzed in 
comparison to the subject. 
 
An indepth search through courthouse records was made for sales along the river and in 
the subject’s immediate area. No riverfront sales were found and few sales in the subject’s 
immediate area. Sales considered superior and inferior to the subject have been used in 
an effort to bracket the market value of the subject. The number of sales for direct sales 
comparison has been reduced to six sales (plus four ancillary sales) for comparison. 
These sales were considered to be the most comparable sales located. 
 
When valuing real estate via the Direct Sales Comparison Approach, the subject and 
comparable sales must be broken down into units of comparison. Units of comparison for 
vacant land are price per square foot (buildable or total), price per acre (buildable or total), 
price per front foot (street or river) or price per lot or tract. The method of comparison 
should be based on the method typically used to purchase vacant tracts in a given area. 
According to available sales and listing data, breaking land down into units as mentioned 
above for sale or purchase purposes in the immediate area is typically on a price per 
square foot for commercial tracts the size of the subject. Price per front foot of river 
frontage was not considered applicable since there are no commercial river frontage sales.  
 
Adjustments are made to the comparable sales if dissimilar to the subject. A negative 
adjustment is made if the comparable is superior to the subject and a positive adjustment 
is made if the comparable is inferior. These adjustments, if possible, are made by the 
appraiser based on experience and/or extractions from the market. 
 
The appraiser extracts as many adjustments as possible from the sales used in the 
appraisal report and uses extractions from other sales as additional support. When 
extractions are not available, the appraiser must rely on past experiences for reasonable 
judgment in making decisions regarding adjustments. 
 
When similar sales cannot be located where reasonable adjustments can be made, the 
appraiser relies on a qualitative method where the sales are judged to be overall similar, 
superior or inferior setting a bracket for the subject’s value so that a reasonable value can 
be estimated. Both methods may be applied where quantitative adjustments that the 
appraiser deems reasonable with adequate support are made and the remainder 
comparisons are on a qualitative method. 
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A diligent search for similar sales along the riverfront was made and none were located. 
Some sales further north on the river were located but these sales were purchased for 
residential use and were under $1.00 SF. The lack of sales found can be due to a lack of 
demand or supply of this type property.  Since the subject is downtown, there is a very 
limited supply of vacant land sales and buildings often have to be razed for new 
developments indicating a low supply; however, there may also be low demand.  
 
There is no direct market indication of the value of the subject as a downtown commercial 
property with river frontage. Thus, sales considered to be superior to the subject and 
inferior to the subject were used in a effort to bracket the value of the subject to derive a 
reasonable estimate of market value. Older sales (generally too old for comparison) in the 
downtown area are included as Ancillary Sales to assist in the analysis. Located below is a 
summary of the sales used. 
 

LAND SALE SUMMARY 
(RESTAURANT SALES) 

 
 COMP SALE    PRICE     SHAPE/   
   # DATE SIZE SF TOTAL SQ FT ZONE  TOPO CORNER FRONTAGE/LOCATION  

 1 1/10 86,680 $950,000 $10.96 C-2 R/L No Phoenix Ave W of Pavilion 
 2 9/04 49,220 $341,000 $  6.93 C-5 R/L Yes 74th & Cameron Streets 
 3 9/04 120,660 $823,00 $6.82 C-5 R/L No 3600 Massard 
 

LAND SALE SUMMARY 
(COMMERCIAL SALES) 

 
 COMP SALE    PRICE     CURRENT   
   # DATE SIZE SF TOTAL SQ FT ZONE  USE FRONTAGE/LOCATION  

 4 3/13 32,479 $225,000 $6.93 C-5 Bank Wheeler @ Phoenix  
 5 11/15 42,689 $451,000 $10.56 C-5 Vacant 7501 Phoenix Ave. 
 6 3/16 87,120 $872,000 $10.00 C-5 Vacant Phoenix Ave. (7500 Blk) 
 

ANCILLARY LAND SALE SUMMARY 
(Downtown Sales A-D & Floodway Sale E) 

 
 COMP SALE    PRICE     SHAPE/   
   # DATE SIZE SF TOTAL SQ FT ZONE  TOPO USE FRONTAGE/LOCATION  

 A 1/03 120,200 $250,000 $2.08 C6 R/L Condos N 3rd, N 2nd,, N. A, N. B Sts 
 B 10/03 92,800 $489,000 $5.27 C6 R/L Fed Off 4th, 5th, Parker, Garland 
 C 5/05 122,800 $300,000 $2.44 C6 R/L Hotel Rogers, Carnell & 10th 
 D 3/09 17,800 $134,000 $7.53 C6 R/L Parking N 2nd  & N. B 
 E 5/16 68,576 $420,000 $6.12 C-2 I/R Vacant Phoenix & Massard 
 

Note – Sale D was improved, was razed for parking, thus, the effective sale price per square 
foot of land area is higher by 10% -15%.  Sale E is encumbered with Floodway & Floodplain 
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MARKET ANALYSIS 
 
In an effort to estimate a reasonable market value for the subject, Restaurant sales, 
commercial sales and downtown sales were researched. 
 
The downtown sales are too old to be used for direct comparison; however, they can be 
compared to commercial properties in other areas to estimate a difference in the subject 
area and commercial sales used in the developing areas of the city. However, this 
comparison does not take into consideration the amenity of the river frontage. 
 
Since the highest and best use is likely for a restaurant, a search was made for sales that 
were purchased for the development of a restaurant. Two of these sales would generally 
be too old for direct comparison. 
 
Commercial sales in a developing area were used due to a lack of better sales. These 
sales were purchased for a hotel or are vacant awaiting development. Due to the location 
difference, these sales are not directly representative of the subject’s value. 
 
Since there are no sales directly similar to the subject, all these sales were used in an 
analysis to estimate a market value for the subject. Presented below is a brief description 
of these sales. 
 
Sale One is located on Phoenix Avenue just west of Pavilion which is the main entrance to 
the new shopping center on Phoenix at IH-540. Phoenix Avenue is a four lane major 
arterial with a turn lane. The site was developed with a Longhorn restaurant. The site value 
was enhanced due to being an outlot in the newly developed Fort Smith Pavilion Shopping 
Center  Although there is no direct access to the site from Phoenix Avenue, the access is 
considered to be good. 
  
Sale Two is an older sale developed with Joe’s Grill on the northwest corner of S. 74 th 
Street and Cameron Park (not a through street).  S. 74th Street is two lane plus a turn lane. 
This sale was included since it is a sale of vacant land for restaurant development.  
 
Sale Three is located on the west side of Massard Road between Rogers Avenue and 
Phoenix Avenue in the commercially developing east side of the city. The street is four 
lane with a turn lane and has been extended south to make it an arterial street. This site 
was purchased and developed with a  restaurant.  
 
Sale Four is located on the southeast corner of (old) Phoenix Avenue and Wheeler in a 
developed area south of downtown. The intersecting streets are major arterials but this 
area of town is not where the new commercial development is occurring. The site was 
purchased for a bank, which is not a highest and best use of the subject, but was used 
since it could have been a restaurant site in a built up area. 
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Sales Five and Six are located on the north side of Phoenix Avenue between 74th and 
79th Streets. Phoenix Avenue at this point is four lane with a turn lane and a major new 
arterial. These sites remain vacant. Most development in the area is office, restaurant or 
hotel with retail along Rogers. 
 
The sales used for direct comparison range from $6.93 SF (older sale) to $10.96 SF 
(purchased for restaurant development on an outlot). This is not considered a wide range 
of commercial land prices in a large market area. The sales will be adjusted in an attempt 
to narrow the value range where the sales can be analyzed qualitatively. The downtown 
sales range from $2.08 SF to $7.53 SF. These sales are older sales but will be paired with 
sales in the developing areas to estimate a location adjustment. 
 
The sales will be adjusted (quantitatively) for time of sale, size, location, frontage ratio and 
corner. Isolating factors such as presented above allows the appraiser to better analyze 
the sales realizing that other factors other than those isolated factors influence the sales 
price. However, by arraying the sales, such factor’s differences indicated by size and time 
of sale can evaluated. 
 
Size is a known factor for affecting value per square foot if the size difference is significant. 
This difference affects property types differently. For example, size is generally not a factor 
in farm land but a significant factor in commercial land and commercial properties are very 
reflective of size difference. 
 
Sale E is located on the northwest corner of Phoenix Avenue and Massard Road. Phoenix 
Avenue is a four lane major arterial with a turn lane. The site has not been developed. Mill 
Creek is located along the rear of the tract. This sale was used since it is a commercial site 
encumbered with Floodway and an analysis will be made from this sale regarding the 
contribution of  Floodway. 
 
APPRAISAL METHOD - I have incorporated two methods in the Direct Sales Comparison 
Approach - a quantitative and qualitative method. There are insufficient sales to adjust the 
comparable sales for all the physical differences. The quantitative method is where the 
comparable sale is adjusted via a percentage for any differences in the comparable sale 
and subject property.  The sales will require an adjustment for size, location and corner.  
 
An adjustment will not be made for Floodway. Through past experience and pairing from 
Sale E, I will account for the contribution of the Floodway based on an allocation per 
square foot of the encumbered area.  
 
Since the remaining physical characteristics – shape, zoning and utilities are considered to 
be relatively similar, no qualitative analysis made other than in the reconciliation which is a 
qualitative analysis. 
 
Located on the following page is my analysis of the Qualitative and Quantitative 
adjustments to the comparable sales.  
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QUANTITATIVE ADJUSTMENTS are adjustments which can be made to the sale 
based on a percentage or per unit value. The only quantitative adjustments that could be 
made to the subject are Time, Size, Location Frontage Ratio and Corner 
 
TIME (Market Conditions) - Time of sale is a consideration in valuation since property 
values can increase or decrease over time. The general trend in the nation as well as 
locally is that property values increase over time. A downturn in the national real estate 
market in general started in 2007.  This appears to be reflective of the local market since 
very few commercial lot sales were located between 2008 and 2015. Without a significant 
amount of sales for comparison, there can be no accurate measure of whether values 
have increased, decreased or remained stable. Due to the current economy, it is more 
likely that values have not increased at the same rates as in past years. Extractions and 
pairings before this time period indicated that values in most areas were increasing. 
 
Since older sales which occurred prior to 2007 had to be used due to a lack of sales, a 
stepped time adjustment will be made. Those sales prior to 2007 will be adjusted upward 
4% per year (non-compounded) to the beginning of 2007 with no adjustment made for 
these sales (or the sales within that time period) through 2014. Then sales will be adjusted 
up 3% per year (non-compounded) from the end of 2014 to present. 
 
CORNER/STREET INFRASTRUCTURE – Corners are a major factor for commercial 
properties due to access and exposure. The subject is not a corner and those sales with 
corners will be considered superior due to their superior access and exposure. Past 
extractions indicate that major corners, where two major thoroughfares intersect, will 
command a 30% to 40% premium whereas minor corners command a 10% to 20% 
premium. Being on a corner for a commercial property is not the only influencing 
characteristic. The subject is located on a two lane highway without turn lanes. The 
downtown properties (except Sale C) are also located on two lane streets. The sales used 
in the new developing areas are either two lane plus a turn lane or four lane plus a turn 
lane with curbs and storm sewers. Since the subject is not a corner, located on a two lane 
highway without curbs and storm sewers, those sales with corners and/or multiple lanes 
will be adjusted downward (except Sale 2 due to no through secondary street). 
 
FRONTAGE RATIO – The subject has a very favorable frontage to depth and frontage to 
size ratio which is very desirable in commercial properties, especially those not located on 
a corner. The high frontage ratio of the subject is inferior to a corner but superior to the 
sales which have a typical frontage ratio. Based on the favorable value being inferior to 
corner but superior to the sales, I have adjusted the sales without corners upward 10% 
Rather than make two adjustments, I have adjusted Sale Four which is a corner sale 
downward by only 10%. 
 
SIZE - Generally, as size gets smaller, the price per unit goes up if there is a significant 
difference in size. The value change resulting from the size getting smaller ends when the 
size gets so small that it is not as functional. The subject contains +/- 2.30 acres of 
developable level land (outside the Floodway).  The size adjustment must be based on 
developable land area, not gross land area  



 

26  

There were too few sales for extractions among the sales used. I have made many 
extractions in the past and commercial and industrial tracts will generally command around 
10% to 20% less for each doubling in size. A larger adjustment is required when adjusting 
sales upward and a smaller adjustment is required when adjusting downward. 
 
Sale Two, Four and Five are the only sales not within a doubling of size. Sale Four will be 
adjusted downward 15% due to its significantly smaller size. Sales Two and Five will be 
adjusted downward 10% . The remaining sales range from +/- 2.0 acres to 2.8 acres and 
will not be adjusted for size. 
 
Rounding – Most of the numbers in this report regarding size are estimates. I have 
rounded sizes for the sales and other data to the nearest 100 SF. The rounding has little to 
no effect on the price per square foot and no effect on the value estimate. 
 
LOCATION – Location is a very significant characteristic that affects value. In the valuation 
of the subject, it is the most difficult adjustment. The downtown sales are older sales with 
no recent sales available since this a built up area and they do not have river frontage or 
proximity to the City Park. Sale C was developed adjacent to the City Civic Center which 
was a different but significant location factor.  
 
A pairing (including a time adjustment) was made between the downtown  sales with a the  
Phoenix Avenue sales and those sales off Phoenix. These sales are in the newly 
developing commercial area of Fort Smith. Based on an analysis of these sales, I have not 
adjusted the sales located off Phoenix. These sales are not on a major arterial. Being in 
the newly developing commercial area is considered to offset the amenity of being 
downtown but with river frontage.  
 
It is my opinion based on pairings, that the subject is approximately 20% inferior to  those 
sales on the new Phoenix Avenue which is a four lane (plus turn lane) major arterial with 
curbs and storm sewers. Sale One was adjusted an additional 10% due to being an outlot 
of the Pavilion Shopping Center. Sale Four is considered equally as inferior as Sale One is 
superior due to being in an old, fully developed area distant from downtown. 
 
It is my opinion that the subject is superior in location to the downtown sales due to the 
subject having river frontage, next to the River Park, and the lack of remaining available 
vacant land in the immediate area. 
 
The preceding adjustments were the only quantitative adjustments that I believe to be 
supportable. Following are the differences which can be analyzed qualitatively. Qualitative 
analysis is based on reasonable judgment as to whether a characteristic is similar, 
superior or inferior. If there are characteristics that are inferior or superior, these can be 
weighted to determine if the tract is overall superior or inferior after the quantitative 
adjustments have been made. The characteristics viewed qualitatively were considered 
similar so as not to bracket the value of the subject. However, the final value reconciliation 
is a qualitative analyses. 
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QUALITATIVE ANALYSIS  
 
ZONING – The subject is zoned PZD and commercial uses will be allowed. Typical zoning 
in the downtown area is C-6 and C-2 and C-5 are the typical zoning for the comparable 
sales. The PZD zoning will require additional risk and expense due to the unknown 
requirements. The subject could likely be developed with improvements similar to those in 
the comparable zoning designations. No adjustment is made for zoning; however, I have 
taken this atypical zoning into consideration in the final value reconciliation. 
 
UTILITIES - The subject and all the tracts have all public utilities available; however, the 
subject does not have wastewater to the site which can be a significant expense. Based on 
the Fort Smith River Park being the adjacent site which would require all public utilities to 
be brought to the adjacent site, no adjustment is made for utilities based on the 
assumption that all utilities will be at the adjacent site and not an undue burden or expense 
in obtaining utilities to this site. 
 
SHAPE – The subject is near rectangular and all the sales except Sale E are rectangular 
or near rectangular. Sale E is irregular due to the Floodway. Since this is the only sale 
significantly different in shape and not used for direct comparison, no adjustment will be 
made for shape. 
 
ADJUSTMENT GRID - The adjustment grid below is the method to bring the comparable 
sales as near the subject as possible through quantitative adjustments.  
 

COMPARABLE SALES GRID 

COMPARABLE 1 2 3 4 5 6 

PRICE SQ FT 
 

$10.96 SF $6.93 SF $6.82 SF $6.93 SF $10.56 SF $10.00 SF 

TIME OF SALE +5% 
1/10 

+8%- 
9/04 

+8% 
9/04 

+5% 
3/13 

-0- 
11/15 

-0- 
3/16 

ADJUSTED $11.51 SF $7.48 SF $7.37 SF $7.28 SF $10.56 SF $10.00 SF 

LOCATION/ 
STREET 
LANES 

-30% 
Phoenix 

-0- 
74th Street 

-0- 
Massard 

+30% 
Wheeler 

-20% 
Phoenix 

-20% 
Phoenix 

SITE SIZE 
2.30 Acres 
Developable 

1.99 Ac 
-0- 

1.13 Ac 
-10% 

2.77 Ac 
-0- 

0.75 Ac 
-15% 

0.98 Ac 
 -10% 

2.00 Ac 
-0- 

CORNER -0- -0- -0- -10% -0- -0- 

FRONTAGE 
RATIO 

+10% +10% +10% Incl in 
Corner 

+10% +10% 

ADJUSTED $9.21 SF $7.48 SF $8.11 SF $7.64 SF $8.45 SF $9.00 SF 
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The indicated values after quantitative adjustments range from $7.48 to $9.21 SF. 
Although pairing and analysis was made for location, there were no downtown sales on the 
river for comparison. River front sales in other cities were not used due to even more 
speculation regarding location. It is apparent from the downtown sales available that the 
downtown commercial market will not command the values that are being commanded in 
the newly developing areas of the city. This can be seen by comparing the  2003 and 2005 
downtown sales with the 2004 and 2005 sales on Massard and 74th Streets between 
Rogers and Phoenix. Again, there is no definitive estimate of the value of a downtown river 
frontage site. It is my opinion after analyzing many sales, that the indicated value range for 
the subject is a reasonable estimate of value. 
 
Giving some weight to all the sales, but giving more weight to the restaurant land sales, it 
is my opinion that the subject could command a value in the upper range or likely $8.00 to 
$9.00 SF. Since there are no definitively similar sales, it is my opinion that a value of 
approximately $8.50 SF is reasonable for the developable area of this site. The upper end 
of the value range was chosen due to the site being adjacent to the River Park but 
primarily for it very high frontage to size ratio. 
 
Floodway – refer to the discussion of the floodway in the body of the report. Floodway 
areas are generally unusable for any development. Commercial sites sell based on 
developable land area. I have estimated that +/- 100,200 SF of the site is developable. 
Although part of this area is in a floodplain, it is the 500 year floodplain which should have 
little effect on developing the site and this floodplain was taken into consideration in the 
valuation of the developable area.  
 
It is not reasonable to assume that Floodway has no value even though it cannot be 
developed. Floodway can be used for zoning calculations such as building ratios. These 
areas can be greenspace which add a favorable view for the development. The City has a 
walking trail (assumed easement) on the site in the Floodway area. It is my opinion, due to 
the restricted use of the Floodway, that this easement does not adversely affect the value 
of the tract in the Floodway. The Floodway area encumbered by the easement can still be 
used for zoning calculations for the developable area. 
 
Based on pairings in the past, it has been my experience that Floodway will command 
from 0-10% of the developable area depending on the use of the developable area. Since 
the Floodway area on the subject site is along the river and is open to the river’s edge, it is 
my opinion that the Floodway area would command a value in the upper end of the range - 
10% of the developable area value or +/- $0.85 SF.  
 
Presented below is the calculation showing my breakdown of the developable and non-
developable area and my final value estimate.  
 
Developable Area 100,200 SF (2.30 Ac) @ $8.50 SF =  $851,700 
Floodway Area 52,300 SF (1.20 Ac) @ $0.85 SF =  $  44,455 
Total 152,500 SF (3.50 Ac) @  =  $896,155 
   Say   $900,000 
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It is my opinion that the fee simple market value of the subject, considering the 
encumbrance of the Floodway, as of the effective date of this appraisal (July 27, 2016) is: 
 

$900,000 
 

The value estimate is subject to and contingent on the assumptions, specifically the 
Extraordinary Assumptions contained in the appraisal report. 
 
    

CERTIFICATION 
 
 - I Certify to the best of my knowledge and belief: 
 
- The statements of fact contained in this report are true and correct. 
 
- The reported analyses, opinions and conclusions are limited only by the reported 
assumptions and limiting conditions, and are my personal, impartial and unbiased 
professional analyses, opinions and conclusions. 
 
- I have no present or prospective interest in the property that is the subject of this report 
and I have no personal interest or with respect to the parties involved. 
 
- I have no bias with respect to the property that is the subject of this report or to the 
parties involved with this assignment. 
 
- My engagement in this assignment was not contingent upon developing or reporting 
predetermined results. 
 
- My compensation for completing this assignment is not contingent upon the development 
or reporting of a predetermined value or direction in value that favors the cause of the 
client, the amount of the value opinion, the attainment of a stipulated result, or the 
occurrence of a subsequent event directly related to the intended use of this appraisal. 
 
- My analyses, opinions and conclusions were developed and this report has been 
prepared in conformity with the requirements of the Uniform Standards of Professional 
Appraisal Practice. 
 
- I, Tommy M. Matthews, have made a personal inspection of the property that is the 
subject of this appraisal report without the owner or owner’s agent.  
 
- Sarah Matthews is hereby recognized for her assistance in research for this appraisal 
report. 
 
- The reported analyses, opinions, and conclusions were developed, and this report has 
been prepared, in conformity with the requirements of the Code of Professional Ethics and 
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Standard of Professional Appraisal Practice of the Appraisal Institute, which include the 
Uniform Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice. 
 
- The use of this report is subject to the requirements of the Appraisal Institute relating to 
review by its duly authorized representatives. 
 
- As of the date of this report, I, Tommy M. Matthews, MAI, SRA have completed the 
continuing education program for the Appraisal Institute. 
 
Based upon the data gathered and presented within the report, the estimated fee simple 
market value of the vacant tract herein describe subject to the Extraordinary Assumptions 
stated in this report, as of July 27, 2016 is: 
 

$900,000 
 

This estimated market value is of the fee simple interest and is contingent on (1) no 
environmental hazards on the site (2) there are no easements or other adverse factors 
affecting the property which could not be observed via a typical appraisal inspection and 
documents typically available to the appraiser, (3) there are no encroachments on the 
tract, (4) all public utilities are available to the site in sufficient capacity to develop the site 
and (5) all Extraordinary Assumptions presented in the report. 
 
August 10, 2016 
 

 
Tommy M. Matthews, MAI SRA, CG0488 
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CONTINGENT AND LIMITING CONDITIONS - This appraisal is subject to the 
following limiting conditions: 
 
The appraisal and estimated value are contingent on there being no environmental 
problems with the land or improvements. I am not qualified to inspect for environmental 
problems but none were apparent. 
 
The appraisal and estimated value are subject to the improvements being structurally 
sound and free of infestation and all the electrical, mechanical and plumbing (including 
septic systems) being in good operating order. 
 
The opinion of value is based on an arms length market sale. 
  
The estimated value is the appraiser’s opinion of the value as of the effective date of the 
appraisal for two properties as one currently under different ownerships.  
 
The property description furnished is assumed to be correct. I assume no responsibility for 
matters legal in character, nor render any opinion as to the title, which is assumed to be 
good. The property is appraised as having knowledgeable ownership and competent 
management. 
 
I have relied on data provided to me which is assumed to be correct. 
 
I have made no survey and assume no responsibility in connection with such matters. The 
information identified in this appraisal as being furnished by others is believed to be 
reliable, but no responsibility for its accuracy is assumed.  
 
The distribution of the total evaluation between land and improvements, if any, I this 
appraisal applies only under the existing program of utilization. The separate estimates for 
land and improvements must not be used in conjunction with any other appraisal and are 
invalid if so used. 
 
I am not required to give testimony or attendance in court by reason of the appraisal with 
reference to the property in question unless arrangements have been made previously 
thereof. 
 
Possession of this appraisal or a copy there of does not carry with it the right of 
publication. It may not be used for any purpose by anyone other than the addressee 
without the previous written consent of the appraiser. 
 
Neither all nor any part of the contents of this appraisal shall be conveyed to the public 
through advertising, public relations, news, sales or other media without the written 
consent and approval of the author, particularly as to valuation conclusions, the identity of 
the appraiser or firm with which the appraiser is connected. 
 



 

32  

 

  

All ground photos taken by Tom Matthews 7/27/16 

Subject Property (far left) looking southwest from Riverfront Drive.  
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All ground photos taken by Tom Matthews 7/27/16 

Riverfront Drive looking northeast from near subject 
subject site at left 

          Riverfront Drive looking southwest. Subject at right. 
Note bridge and Parks building in background and factory at left. 
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River along west side of subject tract. Note bridge in 
background and  walking trail to the left. Looking southwest 
from adjacent tract but near northwest corner of tract. 

SUBJECT 
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FEMA FLOOD HAZARD MAP  

Also refer to the City GIS map on Page 14 regarding Flood Zones. A 
LEGEND FOR THIS FLOOD MAP IS LOCATED ON THE FOLLOWING 

PAGE 

SUBJECT 
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QUALIFICATIONS OF 
TOMMY M. MATTHEWS, MAI SRA 

GENERAL CERTIFIED #0488 
 
 

EDUCATION  
 
Bachelor of Science in Business, Arkansas State University, State University, Arkansas. 
 
EXPERIENCE 
 
Forty (40) years as a full time real estate appraiser. Experienced in the appraisal of 
Commercial, Farm, Eminent Domain, Vacant Land, Recreational, Residential, Special 
Purpose and Industrial and Manufacturing real estate. Qualified as an expert witness in 
Sebastian, Jackson, Crawford, Craighead, Saline and Baxter Counties in Arkansas and in 
Travis, Williamson, Bexar and Harris Counties in Texas. 
 
ASSOCIATION MEMBERSHIPS 
 
MAI Designated Member of the Appraisal Institute (formerly the American Institute of Real 
Estate Appraisers). 
 
SRPA Designated Member of the Society of Real Estate Appraiser (Appraisal Institute). 
 
SRA Designated Member of the Appraisal Institute (formerly Society of Real Estate 
Appraisers). 
 
RM Designated Member of the American Institute of Real Estate Appraisers (AI) 
 
Member of the Arkansas Chapter of the Appraisal Institute. 
 
Member of the Regional Ethics and Counseling Panel of the Appraisal Institute. 
 
Served on the Admissions Committee for the AIREA and the SREA for five years. 
 
LICENSE - State Certified General Appraiser #CG0488 
 
CLIENTELE - Banks, Mortgage Companies, Savings and Loans, Attorneys, Relocation 
Companies, Municipalities, Counties, States, Federal Government and individuals. 
 
APPRAISAL AND RELATED COURSES 
 
Special Applications of Real Estate Analysis - Society of Real Estate Appraisers Course 
301, University of Texas. 
 
Case Studies in Real Estate Valuation - American Institute of Real Estate Appraisers, 
University of Colorado. 
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Valuation Analysis and Report Writing - American Institute of Real Estate Appraisers, 
University of Colorado. 
 
Litigation Valuation - American Institute of Real Estate Appraisers, University of Texas. 
 
Applied Income Property Valuation - Society of Real Estate Appraisers, Course 202, 
Arizona State University. 
 
Capitalization Theory and Techniques I - American Institute of Real Estate Appraisers, 
Memphis State University. 
 
Capitalization Theory and Techniques II - American Institute of Real Estate Appraisers, 
Memphis State University. 
 
Capitalization Theory and Techniques III - American Institute of Real Estate Appraisers, 
University of Indiana.  
 
Basic Appraisal Principles, Methods and Techniques, American Institute of Real Estate 
Appraisers. 
 
Residential Property, Course VIII - American Institute of Real Estate Appraisers, Memphis 
State University. 
 
Standards of Professional Practice - American Institute of Real Estate Appraisers, San 
Antonio, Texas, Little Rock, Arkansas and Austin, Texas. 
 
Principles of Real Estate - College of the Ozarks; Real Estate Law - Savings and Loan 
Institute Course; Lending I - Savings and Loan Institute Course; Real Estate Finance - 
Arkansas State University 
 
SEMINARS - Uniform Standards for Federal Land Acquisitions; R41-B and R41-C; Market 
Extracted Depreciation; Eminent Domain; Report Writing; Subdivision Analysis; Lotus 123 
and many others.  Continuing education program for the Appraisal Institute and State 
Certification completed. 
 
PUBLICATIONS 
 
Major contributing author of The Appraisal Review, (a national publication) Volume 15, 
1980, Pages 55-155. 
 
Contributing Author to The Appraisal Review - “Market Abstracted Depreciation”, Volume 
18, Pages 1-27. 
 
Contributing Author to the National Association of Independent Appraiser’s text, 1983 
edition. 
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 Memo 

To: Carl Geffken, City Administrator 
From: Jennifer Walker, Finance Director 
Date: 9/22/2016 
Re: Education Reimbursement Benefits Policy & Procedure Changes 

 The City of Fort Smith recognizes the importance of enabling employees to reach their 
personal goals while also creating a pool of qualified staff through use of an Employee Education 
Assistance and Reimbursement program. The City’s Human Resources Policy Handbook outlines 
the policies & procedures for the Education Reimbursement program in Section XVI.D. Benefits 
– Tuition beginning on page 71. A copy of the current policies and procedures is attached in 
Appendix A.  

 Administration, with assistance from Internal Audit, Finance, and HR, has performed a 
thorough review of the entire Education Reimbursement process, including a review of the 
Policies and Procedures manual. Staff has determined that the process has not been administered 
at a satisfactory level. One primary outcome of the review is the need to provide clarification to 
the policies and procedures and some procedural changes to improve accountability and 
efficiency of the reimbursement process.  

 Staff recommends a Policy and Procedure revision as attached in Appendix B. The first 
page outlines the proposed procedural changes, and the following pages include the revised 
policy. Appendix C includes a revised Reimbursement Form. A summary of the proposed policy 
changes are outlined below: 

Require one year of employment for eligibility in program 

Require one year of employment after any reimbursement subject to repayment 

Clarification of Tuition-Only reimbursement – no fees, books, materials, etc. 

Reimbursement max $4,000/year – current policy is $1,287/semester (3 per year) 

Required degree plan that is related to current job 

Reimbursement to student after class is taken and grades are presented; currently on a 
prepay system to the school 

 

Administration seeks approval of the Board of Directors to implement the revised policy due to 
the substantial change in procedures and inclusion in the Employee Handbook. 

 



Current Education Reimbursement Policy

Location: Employee Handbook, Human Resources Policies, pg 71 

SECTION XVI: Benefits

D. Tuition Reimbursement
All regular employees will be eligible to receive tuition benefits, at accredited learning 
institutions, up to a maximum amount per semester established annually for this benefit.1

1. Supplies, books, and classroom equipment will be the responsibility of the 
employee. 

2. Upon completion of a course, an employee will provide a completion certificate 
from the accredited institution to the Director of Human Resources within thirty 
(30) days. If the employee completes the course with a grade of “A” or “B”, then 
100% of the tuition cost will be paid on behalf of the employee up to the 
maximum amount established annual for this benefit. If the employee completes 
the course with a grade of “C”, then 50% of the tuition cost will be paid on behalf 
of the employee with the employee responsible for reimbursing the City for the 
remaining 50%. If the employee does not complete the course, or completes the 
course with less than a grade of “C”, then the employee will be required to 
reimburse the City the total cost incurred by the City for employee’s tuition 
benefits for that semester. 

3. Prior to the granting of tuition benefits, the employee must authorize the City to 
take payroll deductions for the amount paid by the City if the employee does not 
satisfactorily complete the course work.

4. Course work must be scheduled so as not to interfere with the employee’s 
regularly scheduled working hours. 

                                                 
1 Current reimbursement amount is $1,287 per semester up to three semesters per year. 
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Appendix B 

Proposed changes to Education Reimbursement Policy

Proposed by: Jennifer Walker, Finance Director
Created on: July 1, 2016
Location: Employee Handbook, Human Resources Policies

Below is a summary of decision points in the policy (can be converted to a FAQ 
after approval):

Decision Point New Policy Answer

Change 
to 

Current 
Policy?

Other Options

How long do you have to work at 
the City before you are eligible to 
participate?

1 Year YES No requirement; 2 years; 6 
months

What employee status may 
participate? 

Full Time Regular NO Full Time Exempt; all incl. 
part time

How long must you stay with the 
City after you have graduated or 
received your certificate? 

1 Year YES No requirement; 2 years; 6 
months

What types of classes will be 
reimbursed? 

Accredited college 
courses, continuing 
education unit courses, 
seminars and 
certification tests

YES College coursework only
(current policy)

What types of charges are 
covered?

Course Hours / tuition 
only – no fees, books, 
materials, etc

YES Policy currently allows for 
payment of some college fees 
(not all), although in practice 
most fees are paid.

How much money per student? $4,000 per year YES Current Policy - $1,287 per 
semester (max. 3 semesters 
per year). 

Restriction on types of courses? Degree pursuit must be 
job related (but not each 
class)

YES Currently there are no 
restrictions. Also, you could 
require each class to be job 
related. 

Require a degree development 
program? 

Yes, classes must be 
included in degree plan 
and presented to City. 

YES No current requirement. 

Grade Requirements? A or B – 100%
C – 50%
Less than C – 0%

NO No requirement; no 
reimbursement for C (or 
smaller %)

Time of Payment? Reimburse student after 
class is taken and grades 
are submitted.

YES Prepay with reimbursement 
requirements from student.

3



SECTION XVI: Benefits

D. Tuition Reimbursement
The City of Fort Smith supports employees who wish to continue their education to 
secure increased responsibility and growth within their professional careers. In keeping 
with this philosophy, the City has established a reimbursement program for expenses 
incurred through approved and accredited learning institutions. Employees participating 
in the Program must meet certain requirements for participation:

Employee must be a Full Time regular employee.
Employee must have one full year of service with the City before the first class 
begins.
Employee must agree to continue working for the City for at least one full year 
after the degree is obtained. If this qualification is not met, the employee agrees to 
reimburse the City the full cost of education reimbursements received. 
Management and Program Administrator approval is required prior to 
participation.
Participating employees must maintain acceptable job performance, as determined 
by their managers throughout their course of study.
Managers and employees are responsible for adherence to City policy. Failure to 
do so may result in disciplinary action up to and including termination. 

The City will reimburse coursework up to a maximum of $4,000 per year incurred by an 
employee for continuing education through an accredited program that either offers 
growth in an area related to his or her current position or might lead to promotional 
opportunities. This education may include college credit courses, continuing education 
unit courses, seminars and certification tests.

1. Supplies, books and classroom equipment, and other fees will be the responsibility 
of the employee. The City will only reimburse College credit course hour fees 
and/or flat tuition of courses. 

2. Upon completion of the course, an employee will provide a completion certificate 
from the accredited institution to the Director of Human Resources within thirty 
(30) days. The employee must secure a passing grade of “A” or “B” or obtain a 
certification to receive 100% reimbursement. Completion of the course with a 
grade of “C” will be reimbursed at a rate of 50%. If the employee does not 
complete the course, or completes the course with less than a grade of “C”, no 
reimbursement will be given. Expenses must be validated by receipts, and a copy 
of the final grade card or certification must be presented to show hours or 
certification received.



3. Course work must be scheduled so as not to interfere with the employee’s 
regularly scheduled working hours. 

4. The City shall ask an employee to sign a release authorizing the City to solicit the 
required documentation and/or information from a designated third party. 
Providing false information may result in loss of eligibility for benefits and/or 
disciplinary action in accordance with the City’s  Code of Conduct. 

5. Availability of Funds – all reimbursement for education expenses is made to the 
extent to which budgeted funds are available. Due to budget considerations, the 
City may limit the number of employees annually who participate in this program. 

Procedures
To receive tuition reimbursement, employees shall follow the procedures listed here:

The employee must provide his or her manager with information about the course 
for which he or she would like to receive reimbursement. If this is a college 
course, a completed degree plan shall be included with the course information. 
The pre-approval section of the tuition reimbursement form shall be completed 
and all the appropriate signatures obtained prior to enrolling.
The employee must then take the form to HR, and a copy will be added to the 
employee’s file. The employee will maintain the original until he or she has 
completed the course. The employee can then enroll in the course. 
After completion of the course, the employee shall resubmit the original tuition 
reimbursement form with the reimbursement section filled out, including 
appropriate signatures, as well as receipts and evidence of a passing grade or 
certification attached.
The HR department will then coordinate the reimbursement with the Accounting
department.



Revision #: 0

Revision Date:

Effective Date: 1/1/2017

Page 1 of 1

Certification of Authorization

Signature: Date:

Approval Signatures

Name Employee Tuition and Education Assistance Policy

Request for Education and Tuition Reimbursement Application Form

Hours Total Cost Meeting Day (s) Est. Completion Date1st Course Title:

Number of Hours Needed to Degree: Estimated Start Date:Type of Degree Pursues:

Name of Institution to Attend:

Employee Name: Hire Date: Department:

2nd Course Title:

3rd Course Title:

I understand and agree that in exchange for reimbursement under this program, I am subject to the employment requirements under the Code of

Conduct and Fort Smith Employee Handbook, which can run cuncurrent with a multi year degree completion program. I also understand that I may

be requried to repay the City of Fort Smith for all or a portion of reimbursement that I have received should my employment with the City cease for

any reason other than reduction in force job elimination. By my signature below, I authorize payroll deduction to satisfy any repayment due and I

agree to pay any outstanding amounts thereafter immediately. I further understand that the City may employ all legal resources available to pursue

collection of any unpaid portion of this debt.

How will this course(s) or degreed program assist you in your current position or enhance your potential for advancement with the Company? (Use extra page if
necessary):

Immediate Supervisor: Date:

Department Head: Date:

City Administrator: Date:

Human Resources Director: Date:

Appendix C3







             Board of Directors   

            Ward 1 – Keith Lau   

Mayor – Sandy Sanders        Ward 2 – Andre’ Good   

            Ward 3 – Mike Lorenz     

City Administrator – Carl Geffken      Ward 4 – George Catsavis   

                At Large Position 5 – Tracy Pennartz 

City Clerk – Sherri Gard        At Large Position 6 – Kevin Settle 

            At Large Position 7 – Don Hutchings 

 

AGENDA ~ Summary 
Fort Smith Board of Directors 

STUDY SESSION 
September 27, 2016 ~ 12:00 Noon 

Fort Smith Public Library Community Room 
3201 Rogers Avenue 

 
 
 

CALL TO ORDER  
 All present, except Director George Catsavis 
 Mayor Sandy Sanders presiding 

.    
1. Review departmental service objectives for 2017   ~ Deferred at the September 

13, 2016 study session ~    
The Board offered no changes to the provided information; however, requested a 
more standardized format for all departments in coming years.  
 

2. Presentation of proposed 5-Year Capital Improvement Programs (2017-2021): 
 

A. Engineering Department - Streets, Bridges and Associated Drainage 
B. Utility Department - Water, Wastewater and Maintenance  & Improvement 
C. Parks and Recreation Department - 1/8% Sales and Use Tax 
Lorenz/Pennartz placed resolutions authorizing implementation of the above 
noted CIP’s on the October 4, 2016 regular meeting agenda. 
 

3. Review proposed amendment to the Education Reimbursement Policy 
Pennartz/Lorenz placed an ordinance on the October 4, 2016 regular meeting 
agenda.  
 

4. Review preliminary agenda for the October 4, 2016 regular meeting 
 
ADJOURN 
1:21 p.m.  
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