WEST HAVEN CITY
COUNCIL AGENDA

WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 04, 2023 6:00 PM
City Council Chambers
4150 South 3900 West, West Haven, UT 84401

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN THAT ON October 04, 2023 THE COUNCIL OF WEST HAVEN CITY WILL HOLD THE FOLLOWING
PUBLIC MEETINGS: 3:00 PM: COUNCIL WORKSHOP 6:00 PM: REGULAR WEDNESDAY CITY COUNCIL MEETING. JOIN US
DIGITALLY FOR THE WORK SESSION AND COUNCIL MEETING AT HTTPS://US06WEB.ZOOM.US/J/81581435918. WATCH
LIVE AT HTTPS:/WWW.YOUTUBE.COM/CHANNEL/UCEEQNQBTFZJWTGOPHMCNCBA.

3:00 Council Workshop - In City Council Chambers
NO ACTION CAN OR WILL BE TAKEN ON ANY CITY COUNCIL MEETING AGENDA ITEMS DISCUSSED DURING
PRE-COUNCIL WORKSHOP - DISCUSSION OF SUCH ITEMS IS FOR CLARIFICATION OF AGENDA ITEMS.

MEETING TO ORDER: MAYOR VANDERWOOD

REPORTS AND DISCUSSION AS FOLLOWS:

1. SITE VISIT-3:15 PM-MOULDING AND SONS PARK-2100 S 910 W

2, SITE VISIT-3:45 PM-PREVEDEL PARK-1300 S 2300 W

3. SITE VISIT-4:05 PM-WINDSOR FARMS PARK-2683 S 3150 W

4. SITE VISIT-4:30 PM-STAKER FARMS PARK-2900 S 3500 W

5. SITE VISIT-4:45 PM-SALT POINT-3275 W 3800 S

6. DISCUSSION-4150 § 3900 W-CITY HALL-MASTER PLAN FOR WINDSOR PARK AND R. KENNETH
BALDWIN COUNTRY PARK

6:00 PM REGULAR CITY COUNCIL MEETING

1. MEETING CALLED TO ORDER-MAYOR VANDERWOOD
2. OPENING CEREMONIES
A. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE-COUNCILMEMBER MORSE
B. PRAYER/MOMENT OF SILENCE-COUNCILMEMBER DIXON
3. PUBLIC PRESENTATION: Resident(s) attending this meeting will be allotted 2 minutes to express a concern or ask a

question about any issue that IS NOT ON THE AGENDA No action can or will be taken on any issue(s) presented.

4, UPCOMING EVENTS
Senior Lunch Bunch-October 25, 2023-11:30 AM
Pumpkin Walk-October 26, 2023-7:00 PM

5. COUNCIL UPDATES
*AGENDA ACTION ITEMS™*
6. ACTION ON CONSENT AGENDA
A. CITY COUNCIL MINUTES-MEETING HELD-SEPTEMBER 6, 2023

B. CITY COUNCIL MINUTES-MEETING HELD-SEPTEMBER 20, 2023



10.
1.
12,
13.
14.

15.

In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, persons needing special accommodations, including auxiliary communicative aids and services, for

C. ANDERSEN ASPHALT-$93,254.07-INV#3426

D. STAKER PARSON COMPANIES-$733,105.91-INV#213851-4
E. BELSON OUTDOORS-$156,054.12-WQ335652
F. HOGAN & ASSOCIATES CONSTRUCTION-$83,488.00-INV#2022-023

DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION-CHRISTMAS LIGHTS INSTALLATION-BROCK RANDALL

ACTION ON PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING RECOMMENDATION(S)

A. PRELIMINARY SUBDIVISION APPROVAL-COMMERCIAL SUBDIVISION-APPROX. 2405 HINCKLEY
DRIVE-JOHN RYAN

DISCUSSION-GENERAL PLAN-SHARI PHIPPEN

DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION-GENERAL PLAN ADVISORY COMMITTEE

DISCUSSION-ANNEXATION POLICY PLAN

ACTION ON RESOLUTION 37-2023-EASEMENT BETWEEN WEST HAVEN CITY AND DOMINION ENERGY

DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION-GREEN FARMS MASTER DEVELOPMENT DEFAULT

DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION-SALT POINT ROAD IMPACT FEES REDUCTION

ADJOURNMENT

&n_dgg ( ;Qee{l-

Emily Green, City Recorder

this meeting should notify the city recorder at 731-4519 or by email: emil westhavencity.com at least 48 hours in advance of the meeting.

CERTIFICATE OF POSTING

The undersigned, duly appointed city recorder, does hereby certify that the above notice and agenda has been posted in the West Haven City Recorder's
office; at the West Haven City Complex on the Notice Board and at westhavencity.com; emailed to the Standard-Examiner with a request that it be posted
In their Wednesday night meeting section, mailed and emailed to the West Haven City Mayor and each West Haven City Council Member who has email
capacity and to the city attorney
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STONE DUST AREA WITH FOOD TRUCKS AND MOVABLE TABLES

FIREPLACE WITH CHAIRS

SEATING AND TABLES WITH SHADE SAILS SHADE SAILS

~ KENNETH BALDWIN
COUNTRY PARK CONCEPT
West Haven, UT ‘
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REFERENCE NOTES SCHEDULE
PARALLEL PARKING (10 STALLS)

BUSTING POHER POLES

LAWN

FUMP TRACK DROP IN

WORKOUT STATIGN

16" RUNNING / WALKING | PATHHAT

INTERMEDIATE LEVEL PUMP TRACK. PUFIP TRACK HEIGHT
NOT TO EXCEED 5

A-FRAME BIKE 0BSTACLE

BANKING BIKE OBSTACLE

‘BIO-NATIVE GRASS

BIKE PATH CBSTACLE

WALKHIAY CONNECTION BETWEEN PARK SPACES

E_a)zz’s UNDER FOWER LINES (TO BE A MAXILM HEIGHT OF

BEGINNER LEVEL PUMP TRACK

20CK GARDEN BIKE CBSTACLE

NARRGW RAIL BIRE GESTACLE

PARE SIGN

SEE SPECIAL NOTES FOR IMPROVEMENTS UNDER ROCKY
HOUNTAIN POWER LINES.

PAVED PATHHAT

PLATGROUND

PAVILION

BARKIG (B STALLS)

THO WAT ASPHALT DRIVE

JERSERY BARRIER AROUND EXISTING FOWER FOLE
OVER FLOW DRAINAGE BASIN

PARKING {12 STALLS)

MATURE PLAT AREA WITH CLIMBING BOULDER, LOG BALANCE,
STUMP HOPPEHS, LARGE LOG CLIMBER, AND FLAY MOUND
HITH TUNKEL. )

PARKING (19 STALLS)

EXISTING TREES TO REMAIN

RESTROO

DRY CREEK BED TO COLLECT SURFACE DRAINAGE
DR VR

BRIDGE

DISC GALF TEE PAD.

DISC GOUF BASKET

DISC GOLF COURSE SIGH
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SPECIAL NOTES FOR IMPROVEMENTS
UNDER ROCKY MOUNTAIN PONER LINES

1 FURIP TRACK ELEVATION NOT T0 EXCEED &'
7. SITE ELEMENTS AND TREES HEIGHT NZT TO EXCEED 12,

3. JERSEY BARRIER TO BE INSTALL AROUND EXISTING POWER POLE NEXT
TO ACCESS ROAD.

4 FINAL DESIGN AND CONSTRUCTION DRAMINGS WILL REQUIRE FINAL
APPROVAL FROM ROCKY MOUNTAIN POWER.




PUMP TRACK & BIKE OBSTACLES

PUMP TRACK
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IMAGES ARE USED TO CONVEY DESIGN
INTENT ONLY. IMAGES ARE NOT INTENDED
TO REPRESENT EXACT MATERIALS,
EQUIPMENT, AND/OR IMPROVEMENTS.
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ENHANCEMENTS

OVERLOOK DECK DRY CREEK BED BRIDGE BIO-NATIVE GRASS

DISC GOLF BASKET DISC GOLF COURSE SIGN

NOTE:

IMAGES ARE USED TO CONVEY DESIGN
INTENT ONLY. IMAGES ARE NOT INTENDED
TO REPRESENT EXACT MATERIALS,
EQUIPMENT, AND/OR IMPROVEMENTS.




WEST HAVEN CITY
COUNCIL MEETING MINUTES

— September 06, 2023 6:30 PM

CAT Y 80—

“ /EST HA City Council Chambers
S VEN 4150 South 3900 West, West Haven, UT 84401

1. MEETING CALLED TO ORDER-MAYOR VANDERWOOD

The Council met at their regularly scheduled meeting in the council chambers.
Mayor Vanderwood brought the meeting fo order at 6:31 pm. and welcomed those in attendance.

2. OPENING CEREMONIES
A. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE-COUNCILMEMBER MORSE
B. PRAYER/MOMENT OF SILENCE-COUNCILMEMBER SWAPP
**AGENDA ACTION ITEMS***
3. DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION-

GRANTS AND GENERAL PLAN

Councilmember Swapp asked if the city has a dedicated dog park.

Brock Randall said that we have one in Tuscan Meadows and that a section of Prevede! Park could be used for that
purpose.

Councilmember Swapp asked if there are some detention ponds that could be used as a dog park.
Brock Randall said that we do have some that could be utilized as a dog park.

Mayor Vanderwood expressed concern about the property the city owns in front of West Haven Elementary and what
the purpose is for it. He suggested reviewing properties that the city owns.

Amy Hugie suggested a special meeting that goes to the different parks that we own.

Council agreed to do it in the first week of October.

Councilmember Swapp suggested getting rid of properties we don’t need.

Councilmember Dixon asked about the community center grant and if everyone wanted to apply for it again.
Councilmember Saunders said he liked the idea of indoor pickleball courts.

Councilmember Morse agreed with the indoor pickleball courts.

Sheri Bingham said she does not think there are any indoor pickleball courts in Weber County.

Councilmember Call said she is in favor of using the large grant for an art and recreation center. She also suggested
looking at grants to expand the bathrooms at the R. Kenneth Baldwin Country Park.

Mayor Vanderwood asked about the deadlines on the General Plan with the consulting group.

Shari Phippen said she is hoping to have the draft of the mailer by tomorrow.

4, EXECUTIVE SESSION-THE COUNCIL WILL ENTER INTO A CLOSED MEETING FOR THE PURPOSE OF A STRATEGY SESSION
TO DISCUSS THE PURCHASE, EXCHANGE, OR LEASE OF REAL PROPERTY TO BE HELD IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE
PROVISIONS OF UTAH CODE 52-4-205




Ryan Saunders made a motion Enter into Executive Session. Carrie Call seconded the motion.

AYES: Councilmember Call, Councilmember Saunders, Councilmember Morse, Councilmember
Swapp

NAYS:

RECUSED:

Mayor Vanderwood said the executive session was used to discuss the purchase exchange or lease of real property.

Nina Morse made a motion Leave Executive Session. Ryan Saunders seconded the motion.

AYES: Councilmember Call, Councilmember Saunders, Councilmember Morse, Councilmember
Swapp

NAYS:

RECUSED:

DISCUSSION-PERSONNEL POLICY
City Council reviewed the last of the personnel policy.

City Council agreed to approve compensation and the personnel policy at the same time.

ADJOURNMENT

Carrie Call made a motion to adjourn at 9:04 PM. Ryan Saunders seconded the motion.

AYES: Councilmember Call, Councilmember Saunders, Councilmember Morse, Councilmember
Swapp

NAYS:

RECUSED:

City Recorder Date Approve:



WEST HAVEN CITY
COUNCIL MEETING MINUTES

September 20, 2023 4:00 PM

e (1Y SV — City Council Chambers

WESTI IAVEN] | 4150 South 3900 West, West Haven, UT 84401

4.

5.

6.

MEETING CALLED TO ORDER-MAYOR VANDERWOOD

Mayor Vanderwood called the meeting to order at 4:02 pm.

OPENING CEREMONIES
A.
B.

PUBLIC PRESENTATION:
Resident(s) attending this meeting will be allotte

Brooke Mitchell came in to express her concern for the speeding problems on 2200 S and made a
suggestion to put some speed humps in. She also expressed concern about the future road placement
connecting 2100. She also expressed concern for the lack of sidewalks.

Eﬁ?&?@#\ ACTION ITEMS=

EXECUTIVE SESSION-THE COUNGIL WIL TER INTO A CLOSED MEETING FOR THE PURPOSE
OF STRATEGY SESSION TO DISCUSS THE CHKRACTER AND PROFESSIONAL COMPETENCE OF
AN INDIVIDUAL; _TD ELD IN ACCQRDANCE WLT ‘HE PROV[SIQNS OF UTAH CODE 52-4-205

AYES: Councnmember Call, Counmlmember Saunders Councilmember Morse,

Councilmember Dixon, Councilmember Swapp
NAYS:
RECUSED:

_ tion Leaye Executtve Sessron Carrie Call seconded the motion.

Nm Morse mad

AYES: Councnmember Call, Councilmember Saunders, Councilmember Morse,

Councilmember Dixon, Councilmember Swapp
NAYS:
RECUSED:

COUNCIL UPDATE —
Mayor Vanderwood asked for an update on Staker Farms.

Amy stated that installed drainage pipes because of water issues which effected grass growth. They are
putting in trees with a berm, the trees will be placed when the weather cools.

Councilmember Dixon stated that the Pumpkin Walk will be October 26 starting at 7:30 pm.
Councilmember Saunders thanked the Day of Service Volunteers that helped spread bark at Prevedel Park.
UPCOMING EVENTS

Senior Lunch Bunch-September 27, 2023-11:30 AM
Evening of Art-September 23, 2023-3:00 PM




10.

ACTION ON CONSENT AGENDA
A. CITY COUNCIL MINUTES-MEETING HELD-AUGUST 16, 2023
B. CITY COUNCIL SPECIAL MEETING MINUTES-MEETING HELD-AUGUST 30, 2023
C. WEBER COUNTY SHERIFF-$456,290.00-INV#48268
D. STAKER PARSONS COMPANIES-$207,998.56-INV#213851-3

Councilmember Call said that the August 16 workshop minutes state that Mayor Vanderwood called the
meeting to order but it was actually her.

Nina Morse made a motion to approve items A-D with the changes stated. Ryan Saunders seconded the
motion.

AYES: Councilmember Call, Councilmember Saunders, Councilmember Morse,
Councilmember Dixon, Councilimember Swapp

NAYS:

RECUSED:

DISCUSSION-WEBER COUNTY SHERIFF REPORT —

Amy Hugie updated the council on the Sheriff 5e—mffment Report

ACTION ON PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING ECOMMEND

ATION(S)

A. ACTION ON ORDINANCE 18-2023-REV AVEN CITY ZONING MAP

Shari Phippen stated that her and?\likaﬁwe gone through every rezone ordinance that has been done since
the city incorporated to verify zoning, in order to make sure the map reflects those zones correctly. She let

the council know that there are some properties that need to be corrected but those can be done at a later
date.

Carrie Call made a motion to approve Ordinance 18-2023. Nina Morse seconded the motion.

AYES: Councilmember Call, Councilmember Saunders, Counciimember Morse,
Councilmember Dixon, Councilmember Swapp

NAYS:

RECUSED:

023—EAS€I‘W@S BETWEEN WEST HAVEN CITY AND DOMINION

A_m'yrHugie explained that the easements are for UTOPIA. Councilmember Saunders asked Amy to reach
out to Dominion Energy and ask if they would be willing to agree to having a mutule reciprocal
indemnification and they said that they would.

Mayor Vanderwood stated that the verbiage needs to be changed where is says City Manager, it should say
Interim City Manager and change the dates to the correct date.

Ryan Saunders made a motion to adopt resolution 35-2023 easements between West Haven City and

Dominion Energy with the indemnification clause reciprocal and grammatical changes. Kim Dixon seconded
the motion.

AYES: Councilmember Call, Councilmember Saunders, Counciimember Marse,
Councilmember Dixon, Councilmember Swapp

NAYS:
RECUSED:




11.

12.

DISCUSSION AND POSSIBLE ACTION-GREEN FARM DEFAULT

Amy Hugie updated the council on the Notice of Default and the Meet and Confer period. She stated that

Nilson Homes brought in 2 possibilities to replace the water feature. one being a windmill and one being a
larger pavilion.

Mayor Vanderwood asked if any of the residents have had any input.

Amy said that Jedd Reed and Marilyn Weaver said they would be happy either way.

Mayor Vanderwood expressed his concern for the height of the windmill and people possibly climbing on it.
Council Members Dixon, Saunders and Morse all stated they liked the pavilion.

Councilmember Swapp asked if the city would have to cover any of the cost and Amy said they would not, it
is in the MDA that they will cover it.

Council and Amy reviewed the punch list that was assembled by Nilson Homes, based off of a walkthrough
with City Staff. The punch list outlines what items need to be completed and what has been completed. Amy

recommended that the city does not accept the property dedications until some issues have been addressed
and rectified.

Councilmember Morse asked for an update on the Community Center.

Mr. Flood said the center was permitted a couple months ago, when construction was ready to start, they
were halted because of a waterline that was discovered. The building was then moved 10’ North of the water
line and resubmitted the site plan. It took about 2 "2 weeks to get a response back and then they were

asked to move it another 1 %2 to move it outside of a ROW, that was submitted 2 72-3 weeks ago and they
haven't heard anything.

Councilmember Swapp asked if there are any landscape maintenance plans given to the city.

Mr. Baylis said there is a plan that they are working on.

Councilmember Swapp asked about the detention areas and what looks like tumbleweeds.

_Iii_m Dixon m any actic;r; on Green Farms Default. Nina Morse seconded the motion.

AYES: Councnmember Call, Councilmember Saunders, Councilmember Morse,
Councilmember Dixon, Councilmember Swapp

NAYS:

RECUSED:

Ryan Saunders made a motlon to approve the alternate number 2, a pavilion in the Open Space area. Nina
Morse seconded the motlon

AYES: Councilmember Call, Councilmember Saunders, Councilimember Morse,
Councilmember Dixon, Councilmember Swapp

NAYS:

RECUSED:

ACTION ON RESOLUTION 36-2023-DOCK GRANT APPROVAL

Brock worked with the Department of Natural Resources on getting a grant for a dock at the Green Farm
Pond. They will reimburse the city up to $70,750.00 for the pond completion.

There was a discussion about what the name of the pond is on the grant submittal.



13.

14.

15.

Amy said that because of the way the way the application was written, it needs to stay that way or it can
cause issues with the DNR.

Kim Dixon made a motion to approve Resolution 36-2023 Dock Grant approval. Nina Morse seconded the
motion.

AYES: Councilmember Call, Councilmember Saunders, Councilmember Morse,
Councilmember Dixon, Councilmember Swapp

NAYS:

RECUSED:

EXECUTIVE SESSION-THE COUNCIL WILL ENTER INTO A CLO ;_S:D MEETING FOR THE PURPOSE OF
STRATEGY SESSION TO DISCUSS THE CHARACTER AND-PROFESSIONAL COMPETENCE OF AN

INDIVIDUAL; TO BE HELD IN ACCORDANCE WITH TH i :VISIONS OF UTAH CODE 52-4-205

Nina Morse made a motion Enter into Executive Sessmn Ryan au ders seconded the motion.

AYES: Councilmember Call, Councilmember Saunders, Counc:lmember Morse,

Councilmember Dixon, Councilmember Swapp

NAYS:

RECUSED:

Nina Morse made a motion Le z E_xe_cutive SessnoniCj Call seconded the motion

AYES: Councumember Call Councilmember Saunders, Councilmember Morse,
Councilmember Dixon, Councilmember Swapp

NAYS:

RECUSED:

DISCUSSIONI AND POSSIBLE ACTION REL::'-:ARTDING THE CITY AANAGER CONTRACT

Nina Morse made a motion Table any action regarding the City Manager Contract. Ryan Swapp seconded
the motlon

Councﬂmember Call Councilmember Saunders, Councilmember Morse,
Councilmember Dixon, Councilmember Swapp

NAYS:
RECUSED:

ADJO(JﬁiMENT :

Carrie Call made a motl djourn at 9:06 PM. Nina Morse seconded the motion.

AYES: Councilmember Call, Councilmember Saunders, Councilmember Morse,
Councilmember Dixon, Councilmember Swapp

NAYS:

RECUSED:

Cihairtsy Sully

WHSSD Recorder Date Approved: [enter meeting date]




City Council
Staff Review Memo

September 27, 2023

Alika Murphy, City Planner | WEST HAVEN

| ___Final Plat Approval- Wingspan Subdivision
Request: To grant approval of a final plat for a 13-lot subdivision
Property Address: 2405 Hinkley Dr.
Property Zone: R-3
Property Size: 14.81 acres

_Applicant: John Ryan (Agent: Jeremy Draper)

Governing Document(s): WHzC Chapter 157
Decision Type: Administrative Recommendation
Staff Recommendation: See comments under “Staff Review”

Background
The applicant is presenting a 13-lot subdivision preliminary and final plat located at approximately

2405 Hinckley Drive. Previously, Wingspan received preliminary and final site plan approval and has
since been constructing the approved buildings. The intent of the applicant is to subdivide the buildings
into lots for financing reasons. Preliminary approval for the initial Wingspan project was given by
Planning Commission on December 11, 2019 and was approved by City Council on December 18, 2019.
Final approval from Planning Commission was given on September 23, 2020 and was approved by City
Council on October 7, 2020.

Because no site improvements are being done at this time, it is being presented for preliminary
approval and final recommendation.

Staff Review

At the 9/27/2023 meeting, the Planning Commission unanimously recommended that the Council
grant approval of the final plat. In accordance with that, and based on the fact that no site
improvements are being done, the only action is subdividing the site into 13 lots, so it is Staff’s
position that the Council grant final plat approval.



SUBDIVISION APPLICATION

— T Q) —

Subdivision Name Wingspan WEST HA
PHONE 801-731-4519

Location 2405 Hinckley Dr. West Haven, UT 84401 Parcels 08-022-0073

Phase ! No. of Lots 13 Zone R3

Applicant name John Ryan

Agent Name Jeremy Draper

Signed: C\{S\X Date: (0\7,7'\'2 3

(Owner/Petitioner)

1 authorize Jeremy Draper to act as my representative in all matters relating to this
applicatioh -\_/(
[
(Owner)

State of Utah )

§

County of __ {\ &o— )

Onthis Z 1  dayof ‘J unNeE , in the year 2023 | before me, <~ {18 \ T

a notary public, personally Elppearradp‘r‘-’ir e —\545“9 L\’ﬂ"‘-’v— , proved on the basis of satisfactory

name of document signer

evidence to be the person(s) whose name(s) (is/are) subscribed to this instrument, and

acknowledged (he/she/they) executed the same.

! » CHRISTOPHER
it | aNOMRYPuauc-srATEOCFAu\J{AE
g a~§j/ COMMISSION NO, 722089

e,
[

=« COMM. EXp 01/29/2026

Witpess my l‘]an' and official seal.

NA  Received na  receved  Letters of acknowledgment/approval/conditions from

PRELIMINARY FINAL

Affidavit of Understanding and Acceptance of
Fees

Secondary Water Company

Culinary Water Company

Fire District

OO O

0
O
[

D D All other items required by City Planner

ALL APPLICABLE ITEMS MUST BE RECEIVED BEFORE BEING ADDED TO THE AGENDA.
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SHEET 1 OF 2

2. ALL DRWVABLE SURFACES ARE CONSIDERED CROSS

WINGSPAN SUBDIVISION

JUNE, 2023

VICINITY MAP

NOT TO SCALE

BASIS OF BEARINGS

THE BASIS OF BEARINGS FOR THIS PLAT IS THE
SECTION LINE BETWEEN THE WEST QUARTER CORNER
AND THE NORTHWEST CORNER OF SECTION 2,
TOWNSHIP 5 MORTH, RANGE 2 WEST, SHOWN HEREON FOLLOWS:
AS: NOO'51'40°E.

PART OF THE SOUTH HALF OF SECTION 2, TOWNSHIP 5 NORTH, RANGE 2 WEST, SALT LAKE BASE AND MERIDIAN, U.S. SURVEY
CITY OF WEST HAVEN, WEBER COUNTY, UTAH

BOUNDARY DESCRIPTION

PART OF THE SQUTH HALF OF SECTION 2, TOWNSHIP 5 NORTH, RANGE 2
WEST, SALT LAKE BASE AND MERIDIAN, U.S, SURVEY, DESCRIBED AS

BEGINNING AT A POINT ON THE SOUTHERLY RIGHT—OF—WAY LINE OF
HINCKLEY DRIVE, SAID POINT BEING DUE SOUTH 280.36 FEET AND DUE
EAST 1795.15 FEET FROM THE WEST QUARTER CORNER OF SAID SECTION

NARRATIVE

THE BOUNDARY WAS DETERMINED BY DEED AND
EXISTING RIGHT-OF—WAY FROM FOUND
MONUMENTATION AS SHOWN. ALL LOT CORNERS WERE
SET WITH A 5/8" REBAR AND PLASTIC CAP STAMPED
"REEVE & ASSOCIATES".

2 (WEST QUARTER CORNER BEING SOUTH 00'51'40" WEST 2644.88 FEET
FROM THE NORTH QUARTER CORNER OF SAID SECTION 2); THENCE ALONG
THE SOUTHERLY RIGHT-OF—WAY LINE OF HINCKLEY DRIVE THE FOLLOWING
TWO (2) COURSES: (1) ALONG A MON—TANGENT CURVE TURNING TO THE
LEFT WITH A RADIUS OF B&B.01 FEET, AM ARC LENGTH OF 15B.42 FEET,
A DELTA ANGLE OF 10713'19", A CHORD BEARING OF SOUTH B88'4B8'48"

EAST, AND A CHORD LENGTH OF 158.21 FEET; AND (2) NORTH B6'04'38"

EAST 739.22 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 47°45'34" EAST 34.66 FEET; THENCE
SOUTH 89'51'38" EAST 563.84 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 34'25'35" WEST

NOTES

1. ALL AREA OUTSIDE OF BUILDINGS IS CONSIDERED
PUBLIC UTILITY EASEMENT, BE CEINNNG:

ACCESS EASEMENTS IN FAVOR OF ALL LOT
OWNERS.

1115.70 FEET; THENCE NORTH 00'31'44” EAST 495.B4 FEET; THENCE
NORTH B89°28'32" WEST B861.93 FELT; THEMCE NORTH 00'27'45" EAST
126,11 FEET; THENCE NORTH O0'24'11" EAST 288.11 FEET TO THE POINT

CONTAINING 645,116 SOUARE FEET OR 14.810 ACRES.

SURVEYOR’S CERTIFICATE

|, TREVOR_J, HATCH, DO HEREBY CERTIFY THAT | AM A PROFESSIONAL LAND SURVEYOR AND
THAT | HOLD A LICENSE IN THE STATE OF UTAH IN ACCORDANCE WITH TITLE 58, CHAPTER
22, PROFESSIONAL ENGINEERS AND PROFESSIONAL LAND SURVEYORS ACT; AND THAT | HAVE
COMPLETED A SURVEY OF THE PROPERTY DESCRIBED ON THIS PLAT IN ACCORDANCE WITH
SECTION 17—23—17 AND HAVE VERIFIED ALL MEASUREMENTS, AND HAVE PLACED MONUMENTS
AS REPRESENTED ON THIS PLAT, AND THAT THIS PLAT OF WINGSPAN SUBDMSION IN WEST
HAVEN, WEBER COUNTY, UTAH, HAS BEEN DRAWN CORRECTLY TO THE DESIGNATED SCALE
AND 15 A TRUE AND CORRECT REPRESENTATION OF THE HEREIN DESCRIBED LANDS INCLUDED
IN SAID SUBDIVISION, BASED UFON DATA COMPILED FROM RECORDS IN THE WEBER COUNTY
RECORDER'S OFFICE AND FROM SAID SURVEY MADE BY ME ON THE GROUND, | FURTHER
CERTIFY THAT THE REQUIREMENTS OF ALL APPLICABLE STATUTES AND ORDINANCES OF
HAVEN CITY. UTAH, CONCERNING ZONING REQUIREMENTS REGARDING LOT MEASUREMENTS HAVE
BEEN COMPLIED WITH.

SIGNED THIS DAY OF 20_

9031845
UTAH LICENSE NUMBER

OWNERS DEDICATION AND CERTIFICATION

WE THE UNDERSIGNED OWMERS OF THE HEREIN DESCRIBED TRACT OF LAND, DO HEREBY SET
APART AND SUBDIVIDE THE SAME INTQ LOTS AS SHOWN HEREON AND NAME SAID TRACT,
WINGSPAN SUBDIVISION, AND GRANT AMD DEDICATE A PERPETUAL RIGHT AND EASEMENT OVER,
UPOM AND UNDER THE LANDS DESIGNATED HEREQON AS PUBLIC UTILITY, THE SAME TO BE
USED FOR THE INSTALLATION MAINTENANCE AND OPERATION OF PUBLIC UTILITY SERVICE LINE,
STORM DRAINAGE FACILITIES, IRRIGATION CANALS OR FOR THE PERPETUAL PRESERVATION OF
WATER CHANNELS IN THEIR NATURAL STATE WHICHEVER IS APPLICABLE AS MAY BE
AUTHORIZED BY THE GOVERMING AUTHORITY, WITH NO BUILDINGS OR STRUCTURES BEING
ERECTED WITHIN SUCH EASEMENTS AMD ALSO DEDICATE THE PRIVATE ACCESS EASEMENTS
SHOWM ON LOTS 1-10 TO THE OWNERS OF SAID LOTS TO BE OWNED AND MAINTAINED BY
THE SAME AND DO HEREBY DEDICATE A 15° PUBLIC DRAINAGE EASEMENT TO WEST HAVEN
CITY FOR STORM DRAIN PURPOSES AMD TO BE OWNED AND MAINTAINED BY THE SAME.

SIGNED THIS DAY OF 20.

515 INVESTMENT GROUP LLC

NAME/TITLE DATE
ACKNOWLEDGMENT
STATE OF UTAH )ss.
COUNTY OF )
ON THE DAY OF 20___, PERSONALLY APPEARED
BEFORE ME, THE UNDERSIGNED NOTARY PUBLIC, (AND)
BEING 8Y ME OULY SWORN, ACKNOWLEDGED TO ME THEY ARE » AND

' OF SAID LLC AND THAT THEY SIGNED THE ABOVE OWNER'S DEDICATION
AND CERTIEICATION FREELY, VOLUNTARILY, AND IN BEHALF OF SAID LLC FOR THE PURPOSES
THEREIN MENTIONED.

COMMISSION EXPIRES NOTARY PUBLIC
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City Council
Staff Review Memo

September 28, 2023

Shari Phippen, Community Development Director WEST VEN

General Plan- Plan Status and Advisory Committee Information

Advisory Committee Thoughts

On August 7, 2023, | sent the Council an email with some advice on what types of residents to consider
when formulating the General Plan advisory committee. To reiterate those thoughts, below is the text
of that email. The Council should consider:

- Parents with school-age children

- Retired

- New (less than 5 years) residents

- Long-term (more than 20 years) residents

- Local business community

- Residents who are vocal (but not antagonistic) about city issues

- Mid to late career residents

- Local building community

o Not outside developers, but a resident who works in development and can help the City

understand trends

Residents who may have land use/planning backgrounds

At this stage, | would not recommend having Commission & Council directly involved as committee
members, only because that tends to put a damper on the free-flow of conversation and lead to an
opinion of “it doesn’t matter what we say, the City will do whatever it wants”. 1'd like this advisory
committee to be just residents so that the information and recommendations that come out of the
committee are not influenced by elected or appointed officials.

Plan Status

| sent a current draft of the GP to Amy on Thursday afternoon. As of right now, the plan has the MIHP
element done, the Water section done, the background, demographic and City history section done.
Ed and | are meeting on Monday (10/2) morning and after that, | will put together the information on
the Transportation section. | have also documented the things that need included in the land use
section, as well as ideas for the future land use map, land use-specific goals, and a few other things. |
will draft the language for those on Tuesday.

The next things that need to happen are:
- Appoint the General Plan advisory committee



- | will write the draft language for the Transportation and Land Use sections on Monday and
Tuesday.

- Once the public survey data is in, take that section and formulate it into statements on
residents desires and how the City will choose to factor those desires into how it views growth,
recognizing the statutory limits cities are up against.

- Present initial complete draft to Commission, Council, & Committee in joint meeting- take
comments into account and prepare revised draft for Committee.

- Have 2-3 meetings with advisory committee to get input and make adjustments

- Have committee draft advertised 2-3 weeks before PC holds their public hearing so that there is
ample time to review.

- PCreviews and makes recommendation then Council does the same

It’s been previously discussed that this full process will take into January, depending on the level of
input from the public and how long the Commission and Council take in their deliberations. | believe
that timeframe/timeline is still reasonable.

i



City Council
Staff Review Memo

September 28, 2023 S

Shari Phippen, Community Development Director WEST l‘lAVEN

Discussion And Action On An Ordinance Amending The West Haven City
Annexation Policy Plan

Planning Commission Action: At the September 27, 2023 meeting, the Planning Commission
unanimously voted to recommend the Council adopt the annexation policy plan, as presented.

Before the Council is an ordinance to update the Annexation Policy Plan. This is a full repeal
and replace of the existing plan, as the text of the City’s current plan has not been updated
since 2004. The last update to the annexation boundaries map was last amended in late 2018.

| have stated it before and it said so on the public hearing notice, but | want to reemphasize
that the City does not currently have any annexation petitions being considered. As many are
aware, the State of Utah governs how cities must process annexations and what annexation
plans have to contain. This repeal and replace is to bring the City into compliance with
legislative changes that have occurred since the text of the plan was last updated.

Utah State Code 10-2-401.5(3) (https://le.utah.gov/xcode/Title10/Chapter2/10-2-
$401.5.html?v=C10-2-S401.5 2021031620210316) outlines the requirements for a City’s
annexation policy plan. A list of those requirements and where they may be found in the draft
Plan is listed below:

1- A map of the expansion area which may include territory located outside the county in
which the municipality is located.
Draft Location: Page 5/12
Staff Comments: We do not have any area outside of Weber County. The main thing
that the Commission and Council will want to consider when examining the map is
whether or not to expand the areas the City will consider for annexation. In the past
years, there have been discussions with surrounding municipalities and Weber County
about taking the City’s boundaries all the way west to 5100 West and then up to 1150
North, so that the annexation boundary area is squared off. Whether or not the
boundaries expand to that extent, they do need to expand, for a few reasons:

a. The west side of Weber County will be where almost all of the growth will occur
between now and 2050, regardless of what type of housing cities allow. Simply
because of its location, West Haven will take a bulk of the burden of the growth-



it will tax our infrastructure and City resources, so the City should be ensuring it
is able to make the development pay for the upgrades that will come.

b. Annexation boundaries should follow current or future roads so that parcels are
not split in pieces. As it stands right now, there are portions of our annexation
boundaries that follow canals and split parcels. This needs changed- it facilitates
better long-term growth planning to go along roads.

2- Alist of the specific criteria that will guide the municipality’s decision on whether or not
to grant future annexation petitions, addressing matters relevant to those criteria,
including:

a. The character of the community
b. The need for municipal services in developed and undeveloped incorporated
areas.
c. The municipality’s plans for extension of municipal services;
How the services will be financed
An estimate of the tax consequences to residents both currently within the
municipal boundaries and in the expansion area
f. The interests of all affected entities
Draft Location: Page 3/12
Staff Comments: Annexations are really where the rubber meets the road for a city.
Cities have the greatest amount of regulatory leeway with annexations. That leeway
gets smaller as you go through each stage of development.

Because West Haven does not currently have a property tax, subsection (e) above does
not have a significant impact on the City’s annexations. However, at some point in the
future, likely within 15 years, if the City does not annex additional properties and allow
development at a density of more than a single unit per acre, the City will be in a
position where the sales tax and other revenues do not keep up with the need for
municipal funding, and will be forced to seriously consider a property tax. Because, as
stated previously, West Haven will be taking the bulk of the burden when it comes to
impact on our infrastructure, the City needs to ensure that it is making wise annexation
decisions so that incoming development pays its proportional share. Boiled down, we
will get the burden, we need also to get the benefit (fees, population growth, etc.)

Discussion of the costs should be had with planning, engineering, and public works
when the City receives an annexation petition so that the Council and Commission can
have an overall idea of the current and projected costs to annex and maintain potential
new areas of the City.

3- Justification for excluding from the expansion area any area containing urban
development within % mile of the municipality’s boundary.
Draft Location: Page 3/12



Staff Comments: There are some areas within the 5100/1150 boundary referenced
earlier which are already developed but remain in Weber County. As it stands in the
draft, the City would consider annexing those areas. If the Commission and Council wish
the exclude those areas, there needs to be justification beyond just a lack of desire for
the development to be in the City.

4- A statement addressing any comments made by affected entities at or within 10 days
after the public meeting which was held on August 9, 2023.
Draft Location: 5/12
Staff Comments: we received no comments from affected entities within the deadlines
imposed.

Pages 6-12 cover the process that is outlined in UCA 10-2-4 and its various subsections. For the
most part the language is directly taken from State code and the City has little leeway on how

the petitions can be processed.

Staff Comments on Density & Adjacent Cities

Density In County: Staff has gone through the developed parcels in the annexation boundaries.
Generally speaking, if a parcel is larger than 2 acres, it is not in a subdivision in the County.
There are approximately 1,203 parcels in the annexation area which are under 2 acres. Those
1,203 parcels comprise 968.6 acres, for an average lot size of 32,700, or 1.33 units per acre.

Overlapping Boundaries: There are no overlapping areas with either Hooper or Marriott-
Slaterville in the proposed expanded annexation area.

future annexation areas, so there

HOOPER CITY .‘ ‘ Hooper
GENERALIZED FUTURE LAND USE MAP , L i a Hooper City does not have any
\ g = | areas east of 5100 West in their

is no need to worry about
overlapping annexation areas
with them. The North/South road
 that runs from the green down

' through the yellow and purple is
5100 West.




Marriott-Slaterville
M-S does not have any annexation areas south of 1200 South, as shown below.

Height

oy

West Weber

Staff Recommendation
It is staff's position that the Council should adopt the Annexation Policy Plan as presented so
that the City is up to date on the State’s requirements and so that the City may plan areas of
future growth and development.

As to the issue of how to zone things upon annexation- because there are areas in the proposed
annexation area which are located in Weber County but which are already developed, staff
recommends that the City not make a determination in this Plan as to the zone West Haven will
implement upon annexation. The zoning of the annexation area should be examined as the
General Plan process goes forward, taking into account the density of the existing
development, and then proposed densities should be on the Future Land Use Map which will be
adopted in the General Plan.

HitH



West Haven City

Annexation Policy Plan




Introduction

Utah Code Annotated (UCA) 10-2-4 requires that all municipalities in the State of Utah adopt an
Annexation Policy Plan. Within that Annexation Policy Plan, cities are required to provide a
map of the areas the city will consider for annexation into its municipal boundaries.
Additionally, cities are required to outline the conditions under which they will consider
annexation and the process for handling such requests. All of this is to enable cities to guide the
growth and development of the city for the next 20 years.

The West Haven City Annexation Policy Plan (the “Plan”) is intended to guide elected officials,
appointed officials, and staff when evaluating, recommending, and making decisions regarding
annexations. Additionally, as West Haven City (the “City”) continues to grow, the Plan will
allow the City to coordinate annexation requests with other affected entities. Such entities may
include, but are not limited to, special service districts, school districts, Weber County, the
Weber County Sheriff’s Office, Weber Fire District, and surrounding municipalities.

West Haven Background

Since its incorporation in 1991, West Haven has grown from an agricultural-based community of
just over 2,000 to a thriving suburban city with a population of more than 18,000. This has been
accomplished through a series of annexations, as well as steady development within the City’s
original boundaries. =

West Haven City recognizes that some of the factors driving its steady growth are:
Proximity to Interstate 15
Ample agricultural land that is suitable for development
Growth of Utah’s population
o The majority of Utah’s growth is comes from natural increase (births minus
deaths) and Utah residents who were born here, left, and are returning.'
Proximity to Hill Air Force Base
o HAFB is one of Northern Utah’s largest employers, as more than 30,000 civilian
jobs are either directly or indirectly tied to the Base.

West Haven strives to be a welcoming place where a wide variety of people choose to live, work
and recreate, both now and in the future. This desire guides current and future land use
decisions.

Population Growth

! https://gardner.utah.edu/wp-content/uploads/Migrant-Demographic-Characteristics-June202 1-Final.pdf
2 https://gardner.utah.edu/wp-content/uploads/UPC-Estimates-Dec2022.pdf?x71849
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The 2020 US Census records West Haven City’s population as 16,739, an increase of 63% over
the 2010 Census figure of 10,272, or a 5% per year average population increase. Clearly, West
Haven City is growing at a rapid pace.

In the first quarter of 2021, West Haven City accounted for 33% of Weber County’s total
building permits for new residential construction, despite being only 6% of the County’s 2020
census population.

In 2012, the Governor’s Office of Planning & Budget issued baseline population projections for
West Haven City, demonstrating how the City is anticipated to grow from 2010-2060. Those
figures/estimates were:

2010

2020

2030

2040

2050

2060

10,272

13,121

21,731

32,674

44,760

58,405

Revising those figures to account for the 2020 Census population and accounting for a continued
5% growth rate per year, the City would grow as follows:

2010

2020

2030

2040

2050

2060

5%

10,272

16,739

27,266

44,413

72,344

117,842

While the City cannot be certain it will continue to grow at the rate it has, either set of population
projections place West Haven City as the second largest city in Weber County by the year 2060,
second only to Ogden.

Recognizing the City’s guaranteed growth, the City will be judicious in ensuring that properties
which are annexed into its boundaries are able to be maintained at the same level of service
provided to existing residents and properties.

2/12



Consideration
West Haven City considers requests for annexation using criteria outlined in UCA 10-2-401.5:

1- The area is within the boundaries of the City’s approved expansion area (i.e. the
Annexation Declaration Boundary found on the General Plan Map.)

2- The following are the standards of review by which annexation into the City’s municipal
boundaries shall be evaluated:

a. Compliance with the City’s General Plan and overall character of the community.

i. The General Plan shall serve as a guide for defining and outlining the
character of West Haven City.

b. The need for municipal services in developed and undeveloped incorporated
areas: g

i. The City’s plan for extension of municipal services; and
ii. How such services will be financed.

c. An estimate of the tax consequences to residents both currently within the
municipal boundaries and in the area proposed for annexation.

d. The interests of all affected entities.

3- West Haven City is required to justify excluding from the expansion area any area
containing urban development within %2 mile of the municipality’s boundaries.

a. There are areas containing urban development within %2 mile of West Haven
City’s boundaries. The City will consider those areas for annexation if petitioned
as required by Utah State Code and West Haven City ordinances.

4- In developiné, considering and adopting the annexation area map, the City will:

a. Attempt to avoid gaps between or overlaps with the expansion areas of other
municipalities

b. Consider population growth projections for the City and adjoining areas for the
next 20 years

c. Consider current and projected costs of infrastructure, urban services, and public
facilities necessary:

i. To facilitate full development of the area within West Haven; and
ii. To expand the infrastructure, services, and facilities into the area being
considered for inclusion in the expansion area;

d. Consider, in conjunction with West Haven City’s general plan, the need for
additional land suitable for residential, commercial, and industrial development
over the next 20 years.

5- Consider the reasons for including agricultural lands, forests, recreational areas, and
wildlife management areas in the municipality

Municipal Taxes and Services
At the time of this Plan’s adoption, West Haven City does not have a property tax, nor does it
serve as a culinary water, secondary water, or sanitary sewer provider. Such services are
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provided by a variety of special service districts. Those special service districts have master
plans for financing and growth of their areas.

Despite the City not having a property tax, the City will consider whether the expansion of City
infrastructure which can be directly attributed to the annexation will cause the City to reach a
point where implementation of a property tax would be necessary.

Additionally, the petitioner for annexation shall be required to submit documentation showing
that the relevant special service district(s) are aware of the annexation request and are part of the

service district’s current or proposed boundaries.

Affected Entities Comment and Response

On July 25, the following affected entities were sent a copy of the proposed Annexation Policy
Plan and issued an invitation to the August 9, 2023 Planning Commission meeting where this
Plan was discussed.

- Hooper City

- Marriott-Slaterville City

- Roy City

- Ogden City

- Weber School District

- West Haven Special Service District
- Bona Vista Water

- Taylor-West Weber Water

- Hooper Water Improvement District

The purpose of that discussion was to help West Haven City coordinate its potential growth with
municipalities and other governmental organizations. No comments were received from affected
entities prior to the August 9, 2023 Planning Commission meeting, nor in the required 10-day
period after said meeting.
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Annexation Petition Process

State law governs how West Haven City and other municipalities in Utah must process petitions
for annexation. West Haven City intends to fully comply with State requirements. As of this
Plan’s adoption, the following process outlines how petitions for annexation into West Haven
City will be processed.

Step 1: Step 2: Siep I

City Reviews Petition

for Compliance with

State Law; Denies or
Certifies

Applicant submits
Petition for
Annexation

Council Considers
Petition for Further
Action

Step 6: Step 5: Step 4:

City Council - Planning Commission
Considers Petition; Reviews Petition;
Denies or Approves Recommends Zoning

Protest Period;
Affected Entities Can
Voice Opposition

Upon approval of an annexation petition, the City will send the required documentation
(ordinance, plat, petition) to the Weber County Commission, as well as the Lieutenant
Governor’s Office.

The area proposed for annexation must meet the following requirements, outlined in UCA 10-2-
402:
1- The area proposed for annexation must be a contiguous, unincorporated area that is
contiguous to the municipality, see UCA 10-2-402(1)(a); and
a. Does not leave or create an unincorporated island or peninsula (except as
provided by UCA 10-2-418(1)(b); or unless the county and the municipality have
otherwise agreed, see UCA 10-2-402(1)(b)(iii), and
b. Islocated within the municipality’s proposed expansion area, see UCA 10-2-
402(1)(b)(iv); and
2- The area to be annexed must include whole parcels only, unless the owner of a parcel of
which only a part is desired to be annexed joins in the petition. See UCA 10-2-402(3).
3- An area cannot be annexed for the sole purpose of acquiring municipal revenue or to
impede the capacity of another municipality to annex the same area unless the
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municipality has the ability and intent to benefit the annexed area by providing municipal
services. See UCA 10-2-402(4).

Notice Prior to Filing A Petition Required (UCA 10-2-403)

Prior to filing a petition to annex, the person or persons intending to file a petition is required to:

I- File a notice of intent with the West Haven City recorder; and

2- Send a copy of the notice of intent to each affected entity, including an accurate map of

the area proposed for annexation.

Weber County is required to mail the notices of intent, as outlined in UCA 10-2-403(b)(i). The
person or persons who file the notice of intent shall coordinate distribution of the notices of
intent with the Weber County clerk’s office, who shall follow the procedures outlined in UCA
10-2-403(2)(b)(1). =

Petition Requirements (UCA 10-2-403)
Except as provided in UCA 10-2-418, a petition to annex is required prior to West Haven City
beginning the process to review and consider annexation into its corporate boundaries. The

petition shall: _

1- Be filed with the city recorder. See UCA 10-2-403(3)(a).

2- Contain the signatures of, if all the real property within the area proposed for annexation
is owned by an entity other than the federal government, the owners of all the publicly
owned real property, or the owners of private real property that:

a. Islocated within the area proposed for annexation;

b. Covers a majority of the private land area located within the proposed annexation
area, see UCA 10-2-403(3)(b)(ii)(A) & (iii);

c. Covers 100% of rural real property within the area proposed for annexation, see
UCA 10-2-403(3)(b)(ii)(B) and UCA 17B-2a-1107; and

d. Covers 100% of the private land area within the proposed annexation area or a
migratory bird production area, see UCA 10-2- 403(3)(b)(ii)(C) and UCA 23-28-
101 et seq.; or

e \

3- Be accompanied by an accurate and recordable map, prepared by a licensed surveyor, of
the proposed annexation area. See UCA 10-2-403(3)(c)(i).

a. Ifpractical and feasible, the boundaries of an area proposed for annexation shall
be drawn:

i. Along the boundaries of existing special districts and special service
districts for sewer, water, and other services, along the boundaries of
school districts whose boundaries follow City boundaries, and along the
boundaries of other taxing entities;

ii. To eliminate islands and peninsulas of territory that is not receiving
municipal-type services;
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iii. To facilitate the consolidation of overlapping functions of local
government;
iv. To promote efficient delivery of services; and
v. to encourage the equitable distribution of community resources and
obligations.
Contain a copy of the notice sent to affected entities as required by UCA 10-2-403-
2(a)(i)(B) and a list of the affected entities to which the notice was sent.
Contain on each signature page a notice in bold and conspicuous terms that states
substantially the following:

a. Notice: There will be no public election on the annexation proposed by this
petition because Utah law does not provide for an annexation to be approved by
voters at a public election. If you sign this petition and later decide that you do
not support the petition, you may withdraw your signature by submitting a signed.
written withdrawal with the West Haven City Recorder. If you choose to
withdraw your signature, you shall do so no later than thirty (30) days after West
Haven City receives notice that the petition has been certified.

Designate five (5) signers as sponsors, one of whom is designated as the contact sponsor
and include mailing addresses of all sponsors. See UCA 10-2-403(3)(f).

If the proposed annexation area includes property from another county, the petition must
also include a resolution from that county’s county commission approving the proposed
annexation..

The proposed annexation area cannot include an area that was included in a previously
filed petition that has not been denied, rejected, or granted by the City. See UCA 10-2-
403(4).

In addition to delivery of the petition to the city recorder, on the date of filing, the

_petition sponsors must deliver or mail a copy of the petition to the clerk of the county in

which the area proposed for annexation is located. See UCA 10-2-403(6).

City Council Review UCA 10-2-405

The City Council may deny or accept the petition for further consideration. See UCA 10-2-
405(1)(a)(). (Note: the petition is considered to have been accepted for further consideration if
the city council does not act on the petition at the next regularly scheduled meeting of the city
council that is at least fourteen (14) days after the date the petition was filed. See UCA 10-2-

405(1)(a)(ii)(B)).

DENIED — Mail written notice of denial within five (5) days after the denial to:

The petition’s contact sponsor;
The clerk of the county in which the area proposed for annexation is located. See UCA
10-2-405(1)(b).
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ACCEPTED FOR FURTHER CONSIDERATION — Within thirty (30) days of acceptance for
further consideration, the city recorder shall:

1- Obtain from the county assessor, clerk, surveyor, and recorder of the county in which the
proposed annexation area is located the records the city recorder needs to determine
whether the petition meets the petition requirements (as explained above), See UCA 10-
2-405(2)(a); and

2- With the assistance of the city attorney, determine whether the petition meets the petition
requirements. See UCA 10-2-405(2)(b).

If the petition meets the petition requirements, the city recorder shall:
1- Certify the petition; and
2- Mail or deliver written notice of certification to:
a. The city council body; '
b. The contact sponsor; and
c. The county legislative body. See UCA 10-2-405(2)I(1).

If the petition fails to meet the petition requirements, the city recorder shall:
1- Reject the petition; and
2- Mail or deliver notice of rejection and the reasons the petition was rejected to:
a. The city council body;
b. The contact sponsor; and
c. The county legislative body. See UCA 10-2-405(2)1(1).

A petition which has been rejected may be modified and resubmitted, subject to the same review
provisions as the original petition. See UCA 10-405-3.

Publishing & Providing Notice of Certified Petition UCA 10-2-406
After receiving notice of certification of the petition from the city recorder, the City Council
shall provide notice:

1- Within the area proposed for annexation and the unincorporated are within % mile of the
area proposed for annexation, no later than 10 days after the day on which the Council
receives notice of certification:

a. By posting one notice, and at least one additional notice per 2,000 population
within the combined area, in places within the combined area that are most likely
to give notice to the residents within, and the owners of real property located
within, the combined area, subject to a maximum of 10 notices; or

b. By mailing the notice to each residence within, and to each owner of real property
located within, the combined area.
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2.

3-

Within twenty (20) days of receiving notice of the certification of the petition, mail notice
to each affected entity. See UCA 10-2-406(1)(c). UCA 10-2-401(1)(a) defines “Affected
entity” as:

a. County of the first or second class in whose unincorporated area the area
proposed for annexation is located;

b. A county of the third, fourth, fifth, or sixth class in whose unincorporated area
proposed for annexation is located, if the area included residents or commercial or
industrial development;

c. A local district under Title 17B, Limited Purpose Local Government Entities —
Local Districts, or special service district under Title 17D, Chapter 1, Special
Service District Act, whose boundary includes any part of an area proposed for
annexation; :

d. A school district whose boundary includes any part of an area proposed for
annexation, if the boundary is proposed to be adjusted as a result of the
annexation; and

e. A municipality whose boundaries are within 1/2 mile of an area proposed for
annexation.

By posting notice on the West Haven City website for three (3) weeks.

The published and mailed notices shall:

1-

State that a petition has been filed proposing annexation;

Provide the date the city council received notification of the certified petition;
Describe the area proposed to be annexed;

State that the complete petition is available for inspection and copying at the city
recorder’s office;

_State that the city council may grant the petition unless, within thirty (30) days after the

city council received notice of the certified petition, a written protest is filed with the
commission and a copy of the written protest is delivered to the city recorder of the
proposed annexing municipality;

Provide the address of the commission, or if one has not yet been created, the address of
the county clerk, where a protest to the petition may be filed;

Provide the action date that is thirty (30) days after the notice is published by which
written protests must be filed;

(If applicable) State that the proposed annexation area will be annexed to a local district
providing emergency services if (a) the city lies entirely within a local district’s
boundaries that provides emergency services and an election was not required to form the
district, and (b) the area to be annexed does not already lie within the boundaries of a
local district; and

(If applicable) State that the area will be automatically withdrawn from a local district
providing emergency services if (a) the petition proposed annexation of an area that lies
within a local district that provides emergency services in the creation of which an

10/12



election was not required to form the district, and (b) the city is not within the boundaries
of the local district.

Protest to Annexation Petition
Subject to the terms and process outlined in UCA 10-2-407, certain entities may file a protest to
the annexation. Such protests shall be reviewed and acted upon by a boundary commission
which shall be established in accordance with UCA 10-2-4009.

Final Review by City Council- Protest Filed
APPROVAL OF ANNEXATION — If the city council waits to take further action after receipt of
the boundary commission’s decision on a protest, upon receipt of the decision the city council
may either:
1- Deny the petition; or
2- Approve the annexation consistent with the commission’s decision. See UCA 10-2-
408(1).

DENIAL OF ANNEXATION - If the city council denies the annexation based on the filing of a
timely protest, it must provide written notice within five (5) days after denial to:

1- The petition’s contact sponsof;

2- The boundary commission; and :

3- Each entity that filed a protest. See UCA 10-2-407(5)(b).

Final Review by City Council- No Protest Filed
If no protest was timely filed, the city council may approve the petition after holding a public
hearing for which written notice was provided for at least ten (10) days before the hearing:

i By posting one notice, and at least one additional notice per 2,000 population within the
combined area, in places within the combined area that are most likely to give notice to
the residents within, and the owners of real property located within, the combined area,
subject to a maximum of 10 notices; or

2- By mailing the notice to each residence within, and to each owner of real property located
within, the combined area.

3- Posted on the Utah Public Notice Website (http://www.utah.gov/pmn/index.html). See
UCA 10-2-407(3)(b).

4- West Haven City’s website

Planning Commission Review and Zoning Recommendation
The West Haven City Planning Commission’s responsibility is to recommend zoning of the
subject parcels if annexed. An annexation petition shall be treated the same as a petition for zone
change; a public hearing shall be scheduled and notice provided as specified in the West Haven
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Municipal Code. The Planning Commission shall hold a public hearing and recommend zoning
prior to the final review of the annexation petition.

Zoning of the Subject Parcels by the City Council
In the case of zoning, an annexation petition shall be treated the same as a petition for zone
change; a public hearing shall be scheduled, and notice provided as specified in the West Haven
Municipal Code. The City Council shall hold a public hearing and approve zoning of the subject
parcels considering the recommendation of the Planning Commission. The City Council and
Planning Commission intend to follow the General Plan and Future Land Use Map as the

primary guide in zoning decision.
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STAFF REPORT

TO: Mayor and City Council

FROM: Amy Hugie and Emily Green, Co-Interim City Managers ity o _
DATE: September 28, 2023 c " l J

SUBJECT: Dominion Energy Easements for UTOPIA

The following staff report discusses the need to repeal and replace the Resolution from last City
Council meeting:

Background

On September 20, 2023, the City Council passed Resolution 35-2023, which adopted the
Dominion Energy Easements for UTOPIA with the caveat that the indemnification clause would be
reciprocal. The Dominion Energy representative stated on September 20, before the meeting, that
their legal counsel was good with this change. On September 21, 2023, the Dominion Energy
representative contacted the City and stated that their legal counsel was now saying that they were
unwilling to have a reciprocal indemnification clause. The two choices were that the indemnification
clause remain the way it was (with only the City indemnifying Dominion Energy) or it could be
completely removed. | opted to have it completely removed.

Analysis
The City Council needs to make a decision regarding whether to accept the changes made to the
Dominion Energy Easements that completely removes the indemnification clause.

Options

1. The City Council makes a motion adopting the amended Dominion Energy Easements so that UTOPIA
can proceed.



Resolution No. 37-2023

RESOLUTION OF WEST HAVEN CITY AUTHORIZING ADOPTION OF EASEMENTS
BETWEEN WEST HAVEN CITY AND DOMINION ENERGY; AUTHORIZING THE
CITY MAYOR TO SIGN THIS RESOLUTION; AUTHORIZING THE INTERIM CITY
MANAGER OR MAYOR TO SIGN THE EASEMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE CITY;
AND, PROVIDING FOR AN EFFECTIVE DATE.

SECTION I - RECITALS:

WHEREAS, the City Council of West Haven City "City") is a municipal
corporation duly organized and existing under the laws of the S

WHEREAS, in conformance with the provisions overning body of
the City may exercise all administrative powers by resg entering

into contracts and agreements regarding protecting é public;

and,

WHEREAS, the City entered into a Fiber Communications Service and Acquisition
Contract (“Contract”) in order to ensure ices are available and offered
to all citizens of the City; and,

ate legal entity, body politic
and corporate, and polit and had the ability to offer

connection services to t

act is that the
i 11 certai

ity and UIA will enter into Cable and
frastructure in order to fulfill the contract

with Dominion
and now desires to ad
thereof; and,

thedity feels that the easements will best serve the citizens of the City
oisfhie easements that are attached as Attachment A by accepting the terms

WHEREAS, the City finds that the public convenience and necessity requires the actions
herein contemplated,
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City of West Haven as follows:

SECTION II. EASEMENTS:
L. That Resolution 35-2023 be repealed and replaced with this Resolution.

‘West Haven Resolution —



2. That the Easements between West Haven City and Dominion Energy, a copy of
which is attached as Attachment A to this Resolution, are hereby adopted by the City
Council.

3 That the Interim City Manager or the Mayor is authorized to sign any and all
documents necessary to affect those easements, including signing the easements
themselves.

4. That the Mayor is authorized to sign this Resolution ado he Easements.

SECTION III. PRIOR ORDINANCES AND RESOLUTI

The body and substance of any and all prior Reso together with their specific
provisions, where not otherwise in conflict with this Resoluti re_hereby reaffirmed and
readopted.

All orders, and Resolutions with respect {o the.el
have heretofore been adopted by the City, or parts the

in enacted and adopted which
h are in conflict*with any of the
hereby repealed, except that this
repeal shall not be construed to revive on, or part thereof, heretofore

repealed.

SECTION V - SAVINGS CLAUSE:
If any provision of

jeemed to be or shall, in fact, be

, ason shall not have the effect of
invalid, inoperative or unenforceable to any
this Resolution being deemed to be the

WEST HAVEN CITY

Mayor Rob Vanderwood

ATTEST:

City Recorder

West Haven Resolution —



West Haven Resolution -

Councilmember Carrie Call
Councilmember Kim Dixon
Councilmember Nina Morse
Councilmember Ryan Saunders

Councilmember Ryan Swapp




ATTACHMENT “A”

EASEMENTS BETWEEN WEST HAVEN CITY AND DOMINION ENERGY

West Haven Resolution -



WHEN RECORDED MAIL TO:
Questar Gas Company

P.0. Box 45360, Right-of-way
Salt Lake City, UT 84145-0360
SL0004141532; TG

Space above for County Recorder's use

PARCEL L.D. #08-050-0006

RIGHT-OF-WAY AND EASEMENT GRANT

WEST HAVEN CITY, a body corporate and politic of the State of Utah, with an address of 4150
South 3900 West; West Haven, Utah 84401 (“Grantor”), does hereby convey to QUESTAR
GAS COMPANY dba Dominion Energy Utah, a corporation of the State of Utah (“Grantee™),
its successors and assigns, for the sum of TEN DOLLARS ($10.00) in hand paid and other good
and valuable consideration, receipt of which is hereby acknowledged, a non-exclusive right-of-
way and easement (“Easement™) to construct, lay, maintain, operate, repair, alter, inspect,
protect, make connections to, remove, replace and abandon in place (whether above or below
ground) pipelines, valves, valve boxes and install cathodic monitoring and mitigation facilities
and other gas transmission and distribution facilities (collectively, the "Facilities"), said
Easement being situated in the County of Weber, State of Utah, as shown on Exhibit “A”
attached hereto and by this reference made a part hereof and more particularly described as
follows, to-wit:

THE BASIS OF BEARING FOR THIS EASEMENT IS NORTH 89°19°02” WEST
2662.98 FEET MEASURED BETWEEN THE FOUND MONUMENTS AT THE NORTH
QUARTER CORNER OF SECTION 9 AND THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF SECTION 9,
TOWNSHIP 5 NORTH, RANGE 2 WEST, SALT LAKE BASE AND MERIDIAN
MEASURED IN UTM 12 NORTH, NAD83 ZONE, U.S. SURVEY FEET.

BEGINNING AT A POINT WHICH IS SOUTH 89°19°02” EAST 28.28 FEET AND SOUTH
00°40°58” WEST 1290.43 FEET FROM THE NORTH QUARTER CORNER OF SECTION 9,
TOWNSHIP 5 NORTH, RANGE 2 WEST, SALT LAKE BASE AND MERIDIAN, AND
RUNNING THENCE SOUTH 89°39°19” EAST 6.66 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 43°49°45”
EAST 21.14 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 46°10°15™ WEST 20 FEET; THENCE NORTH
43°49°45” WEST 12.21 FEET TO A POINT ON THE WESTERLY PROPERTY LINE OF
PARCEL 08-050-0006, THENCE NORTH 05°30°48” EAST ALONG THE WESTERLY
PROPERTY LINE OF PARCEL 08-050-0006 FOR 14.77 FEET; THENCE NORTH 01°41°47”
EAST ALONG THE WESTERLY PROPERTY LINE OF PARCEL 08-050-0006 FOR 5.63
FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING.

CONTAINING 398.53 SQ. FT. OR 0.009 ACRES
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TO HAVE AND TO HOLD the same unto said Grantee, its successors and assigns, in
perpetuity, with the right of ingress and egress to and from said Easement to construct, lay,
maintain, operate, repair, alter, inspect, protect, make connections to, remove, replace and
abandon in place (whether above or below ground) the same. This Easement shall carry with it
the right to use any available access road for the purpose of conducting the foregoing activities.
During temporary periods, Grantee may use such portion of the property along and adjacent to
the Easement as may be reasonably necessary in connection with construction, maintenance,
repair, removal or replacement of the Facilities. Grantor shall have the right to use said premises
except for the purposes for which this Easement is granted to Grantee, provided such use does
not interfere with the Facilities or any other rights granted to Grantee hereunder.

Without limiting the generality of the foregoing, Grantor does hereby covenant, warrant and
agree as follows:

1. Grantor shall not build or construct, nor permit to be built or constructed, over or
across the Easement, any building, retaining walls, rock walls, footings or improvement which
impairs the maintenance or operation of the Facilities.

2, Grantor shall not change the contour within the Easement without prior written
consent of Grantee.

3 Grantor shall not plant, or permit to be planted, any deep rooted trees, or any
vegetation with roots that may damage the Facilities, within the Easement, without prior written
consent of Grantee.

4. Grantor shall not place personal property within the Easement that impairs the
maintenance or operation of the Facilities.

5. Grantee shall have the right to cut and remove timber, trees, brush, overhanging
branches, landscaping and improvements or other obstructions of any kind and nature which may
injure or interfere with Grantee’s use, occupation or enjoyment of this Easement, without
liability to Grantor, and without any obligation of restoration or compensation.

This Easement shall be binding upon and inure to the benefit of the successors and assigns of

Grantor and the successors and assigns of Grantee, and may be assigned in whole or in part by
Grantee.

It is hereby understood that any parties securing this grant on behalf of Grantee are without
authority to make any representations, covenants or agreements not herein expressed.
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, Grantor has caused its corporate name and seal to be hereunto
affixed this day of , 2023.

ATTEST: WEST HAVEN CITY
Secretary Mayor
(SEAL)
STATE OF UTAH )
) ss.
COUNTY OF WEBER )

On the day of , 2023 personally appeared before
me , and who, being
duly sworn, did say that they are the and ,
respectively, of , and that the foregoing instrument was
signed on behalf of said corporation by authority of a resolution of its Board of Directors or its
Bylaws, and said and acknowledged to

me that said corporation duly executed the same.

Notary Public
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EXHIBIT “A”
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WHEN RECORDED MAIL TO:
Questar Gas Company

P.O. Box 45360, Right-of-way
Salt Lake City, UT 84145-0360
SL0004141572; TG

Space above for County Recorder's use

PARCEL 1.D. #08-495-0002

RIGHT-OF-WAY AND EASEMENT GRANT

WEST HAVEN CITY, a body corporate and politic of the State of Utah, with an address of 4150
South 3900 West; West Haven, Utah 84401 (“Grantor™), does hereby convey to QUESTAR
GAS COMPANY dba Dominion Energy Utah, a corporation of the State of Utah (“Grantee”),
its successors and assigns, for the sum of TEN DOLLARS ($10.00) in hand paid and other good
and valuable consideration, receipt of which is hereby acknowledged, a non-exclusive right-of-
way and easement (“Easement™) to construct, lay, maintain, operate, repair, alter, inspect,
protect, make connections to, remove, replace and abandon in place (whether above or below
ground) pipelines, valves, valve boxes and install cathodic monitoring and mitigation facilities
and other gas transmission and distribution facilities (collectively, the "Facilities"), said
Easement being situated in the County of Weber, State of Utah, as shown on Exhibit “A”
attached hereto and by this reference made a part hereof and more particularly described as
follows, to-wit:

THE BASIS OF BEARING FOR THIS EASEMENT IS NORTH 89°34°03” WEST
2719.48 FEET MEASURED BETWEEN THE FOUND MONUMENTS AT THE NORTH
QUARTER CORNER OF SECTION 8 AND THE NORTHWEST CORNER OF SECTION 8,
TOWNSHIP 5 NORTH, RANGE 2 WEST, SALT LAKE BASE AND MERIDIAN
MEASURED IN UTM 12 NORTH, NAD83 ZONE, U.S. SURVEY FEET.

BEGINNING AT A POINT WHICH IS NORTH 89°34°03” WEST 521.5 FEET AND SOUTH
00°25°57” WEST 1303.8 FEET FROM THE NORTH QUARTER CORNER OF SECTION 8,
TOWNSHIP 5 NORTH, RANGE 2 WEST, SALT LAKE BASE AND MERIDIAN, AND
RUNNING THENCE SOUTH 89°49°53” EAST 182.07 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 00°10°07”
WEST 30.00 FEET; THENCE NORTH 89°49°53” WEST 20.00 FEET; THENCE NORTH
00°10°07” EAST 10.00 FEET; THENCE NORTH 89°49°53” WEST 138.51 FEET; THENCE
NORTH 00°10°07” EAST 4.00 FEET; THENCE NORTH 89°49°53” WEST 23.56 FEET;
THENCE NORTH 00°10°07” EAST 16.00 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING.

CONTAINING 3747.16 SQ. FT. OR 0.086 ACRES
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TO HAVE AND TO HOLD the same unto said Grantee, its successors and assigns, in
perpetuity, with the right of ingress and egress to and from said Easement to construct, lay,
maintain, operate, repair, alter, inspect, protect, make connections to, remove, replace and
abandon in place (whether above or below ground) the same. This Easement shall carry with it
the right to use any available access road for the purpose of conducting the foregoing activities.
During temporary periods, Grantee may use such portion of the property along and adjacent to
the Easement as may be reasonably necessary in connection with construction, maintenance,
repair, removal or replacement of the Facilities. Grantor shall have the right to use said premises
except for the purposes for which this Easement is granted to Grantee, provided such use does
not interfere with the Facilities or any other rights granted to Grantee hereunder.

Without limiting the generality of the foregoing, Grantor does hereby covenant, warrant and
agree as follows:

1. Grantor shall not build or construct, nor permit to be built or constructed, over or
across the Easement, any building, retaining walls, rock walls, footings or improvement which
impairs the maintenance or operation of the Facilities.

2. Grantor shall not change the contour within the Easement without prior written
consent of Grantee.

3. Grantor shall not plant, or permit to be planted, any deep rooted trees, or any
vegetation with roots that may damage the Facilities, within the Easement, without prior written
consent of Grantee.

4, Grantor shall not place personal property within the Easement that impairs the
maintenance or operation of the Facilities.

5. Grantee shall have the right to cut and remove timber, trees, brush, overhanging
branches, landscaping and improvements or other obstructions of any kind and nature which may
injure or interfere with Grantee’s use, occupation or enjoyment of this Easement, without
liability to Grantor, and without any obligation of restoration or compensation.

This Easement shall be binding upon and inure to the benefit of the successors and assigns of
Grantor and the successors and assigns of Grantee, and may be assigned in whole or in part by
Grantee.

It is hereby understood that any parties securing this grant on behalf of Grantee are without
authority to make any representations, covenants or agreements not herein expressed.
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IN WITNESS WHEREOQOF, Grantor has caused its corporate name and seal to be hereunto
affixed this day of , 2023,

ATTEST: WEST HAVEN CITY
Secretary Mayor
(SEAL)
STATE OF UTAH )
) ss.
COUNTY OF WEBER )

On the day of , 2023 personally appeared before
me , and who, being
duly sworn, did say that they are the and .
respectively, of , and that the foregoing instrument was
signed on behalf of said corporation by authority of a resolution of its Board of Directors or its
Bylaws, and said and acknowledged to

me that said corporation duly executed the same.

Notary Public
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WHEN RECORDED MAIL TO:
Questar Gas Company

P.0O. Box 45360, Right-of-way
Salt Lake City, UT 84145-0360
SLO004141545; TG

Space above for County Recorder's use

PARCEL 1.D. #08-030-0039

RIGHT-OF-WAY AND EASEMENT GRANT

WEST HAVEN CITY, a body corporate and politic of the State of Utah, with an address of 4150
South 3900 West, West Haven, Utah 84401 (“Grantor”), does hereby convey to QUESTAR
GAS COMPANY dba Dominion Energy Utah, a corporation of the State of Utah (“Grantee”),
its successors and assigns, for the sum of TEN DOLLARS ($10.00) in hand paid and other good
and valuable consideration, receipt of which is hereby acknowledged, a non-exclusive right-of-
way and easement (“Easement”) to construct, lay, maintain, operate, repair, alter, inspect,
protect, make connections to, remove, replace and abandon in place (whether above or below
ground) pipelines, valves, valve boxes and install cathodic monitoring and mitigation facilities
and other gas transmission and distribution facilities (collectively, the "Facilities"), said
Easement being situated in the County of Weber, State of Utah, as shown on Exhibit “A”
attached hereto and by this reference made a part hereof and more particularly described as
follows, to-wit:

THE BASIS OF BEARING FOR THIS EASEMENT IS SOUTH 89°13°28” EAST
2639.96 FEET MEASURED BETWEEN THE FOUND MONUMENTS AT THE NORTH
QUARTER CORNER OF SECTION 3 AND THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF SECTION 3,
TOWNSHIP 5 NORTH, RANGE 2 WEST, SALT LAKE BASE AND MERIDIAN
MEASURED IN UTM 12 NORTH, NAD83 ZONE, U.S. SURVEY FEET.

BEGINNING AT A POINT WHICH IS SOUTH 89°13°28” EAST 851.7 FEET AND SOUTH
40.00 FEET FROM THE NORTH QUARTER CORNER OF SECTION 3, TOWNSHIP 5
NORTH, RANGE 2 WEST, SALT LAKE BASE AND MERIDIAN, AND RUNNING
THENCE SOUTH 89°13°28” EAST ALONG THE NORTHERLY PROPERTY LINE OF
PARCEL 08-030-0039 FOR 20.00 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 01°28’54” WEST 4.32 FEET,
THENCE SOUTH 04°06°03” WEST 46.11 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 84°22°18” EAST 13.46
FEET; THENCE SOUTH 05°37°42” WEST 20.00 FEET; THENCE NORTH 84°22°18” WEST
32.94 FEET; THENCE NORTH 04°06°03” EAST 65.13 FEET; THENCE NORTH 01°28°54”
EAST 3.62 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING.

CONTAINING 1655.8 SQ. FT. OR 0.038 ACRES
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TO HAVE AND TO HOLD the same unto said Grantee, its successors and assigns, in
perpetuity, with the right of ingress and egress to and from said Easement to construct, lay,
maintain, operate, repair, alter, inspect, protect, make connections to, remove, replace and
abandon in place (whether above or below ground) the same. This Easement shall carry with it
the right to use any available access road for the purpose of conducting the foregoing activities.
During temporary periods, Grantee may use such portion of the property along and adjacent to
the Easement as may be reasonably necessary in connection with construction, maintenance,
repair, removal or replacement of the Facilities. Grantor shall have the right to use said premises
except for the purposes for which this Easement is granted to Grantee, provided such use does
not interfere with the Facilities or any other rights granted to Grantee hereunder.

Without limiting the generality of the foregoing, Grantor does hereby covenant, warrant and
agree as follows:

1. Grantor shall not build or construct, nor permit to be built or constructed, over or
across the Easement, any building, retaining walls, rock walls, footings or improvement which
impairs the maintenance or operation of the Facilities.

2, Grantor shall not change the contour within the Easement without prior written
consent of Grantee.

3. Grantor shall not plant, or permit to be planted, any deep rooted trees, or any
vegetation with roots that may damage the Facilities, within the Easement, without prior written
consent of Grantee.

4. Grantor shall not place personal property within the Easement that impairs the
maintenance or operation of the Facilities.

3. Grantee shall have the right to cut and remove timber, trees, brush, overhanging
branches, landscaping and improvements or other obstructions of any kind and nature which may
injure or interfere with Grantee’s use, occupation or enjoyment of this Easement, without
liability to Grantor, and without any obligation of restoration or compensation.

This Easement shall be binding upon and inure to the benefit of the successors and assigns of
Grantor and the successors and assigns of Grantee, and may be assigned in whole or in part by
Grantee.

It is hereby understood that any parties securing this grant on behalf of Grantee are without
authority to make any representations, covenants or agreements not herein expressed.
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, Grantor has caused its corporate name and seal to be hereunto
affixed this day of , 2023.

ATTEST: WEST HAVEN CITY
Secretary Mayor
(SEAL)
STATE OF UTAH )
) ss.
COUNTY OF WEBER )

On the day of , 2023 personally appeared before
me , and who, being
duly sworn, did say that they are the and ;
respectively, of , and that the foregoing instrument was
signed on behalf of said corporation by authority of a resolution of its Board of Directors or its
Bylaws, and said and acknowledged to

me that said corporation duly executed the same.

Notary Public
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WHEN RECORDED MAIL TO:
Questar Gas Company

P.O. Box 45360, Right-of-way
Salt Lake City, UT 84145-0360
SL0004141539; TG

Space above for County Recorder's use

PARCEL L.D. #15-420-0069

RIGHT-OF-WAY AND EASEMENT GRANT

WEST HAVEN CITY, a body corporate and politic of the State of Utah, with an address of 4150
South 3900 West; West Haven, Utah 84401 (“Grantor”), does hereby convey to QUESTAR
GAS COMPANY dba Dominion Energy Utah, a corporation of the State of Utah (“Grantee™),
its successors and assigns, for the sum of TEN DOLLARS ($10.00) in hand paid and other good
and valuable consideration, receipt of which is hereby acknowledged, a non-exclusive right-of-
way and easement (“Easement”) to construct, lay, maintain, operate, repair, alter, inspect,
protect, make connections to, remove, replace and abandon in place (whether above or below
ground) pipelines, valves, valve boxes and install cathodic monitoring and mitigation facilities
and other gas transmission and distribution facilities (collectively, the "Facilities"), said
Easement being situated in the County of Weber, State of Utah, as shown on Exhibit “A”
attached hereto and by this reference made a part hereof and more particularly described as
follows, to-wit:

THE BASIS OF BEARING FOR THIS EASEMENT IS SOUTH 89°16°46” EAST
8§22.21 FEET MEASURED BETWEEN THE FOUND MONUMENTS AT THE
INTERSECTION OF 2550 WEST STREET AND 1775 SOUTH STREET AND THE
INTERSECTION OF 2425 WEST STREET AND 1775 SOUTH STREET, SECTION 23,
TOWNSHIP 6 NORTH, RANGE 2 WEST, SALT LAKE BASE AND MERIDIAN
MEASURED IN UTM 12 NORTH, NADS83 ZONE, U.S. SURVEY FEET.

BEGINNING AT A POINT WHICH IS SOUTH 38.31 FEET AND EAST 1.77 FEET FROM
THE FOUND MONUMENT AT THE INTERSECTION OF 2425 WEST & 1775 SOUTH AND
RUNNING THENCE SOUTH 19°04°22” EAST 15.22 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 70°55°38”
WEST 20.00 FEET; THENCE NORTH 19°04°22 WEST 13.02 FEET TO A POINT ON THE
NORTHERLY PROPERTY LINE OF PARCEL 15-420-0069; THENCE NORTHEASTERLY
20.20 FEET ALONG THE ARC OF A 65 FOOT RADIUS CURVE TO THE LEFT (LONG
CHORD BEARS NORTH 64°39°50” EAST 20.12 FEET) TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING.

CONTAINING 271.845 SQ. FT. OR 0.006 ACRES
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TO HAVE AND TO HOLD the same unto said Grantee, its successors and assigns, in
perpetuity, with the right of ingress and egress to and from said Easement to construct, lay,
maintain, operate, repair, alter, inspect, protect, make connections to, remove, replace and
abandon in place (whether above or below ground) the same. This Easement shall carry with it
the right to use any available access road for the purpose of conducting the foregoing activities.
During temporary periods, Grantee may use such portion of the property along and adjacent to
the Easement as may be reasonably necessary in connection with construction, maintenance,
repair, removal or replacement of the Facilities. Grantor shall have the right to use said premises
except for the purposes for which this Easement is granted to Grantee, provided such use does
not interfere with the Facilities or any other rights granted to Grantee hereunder.

Without limiting the generality of the foregoing, Grantor does hereby covenant, warrant and
agree as follows:

1. Grantor shall not build or construct, nor permit to be built or constructed, over or
across the Easement, any building, retaining walls, rock walls, footings or improvement which
impairs the maintenance or operation of the Facilities.

2. Grantor shall not change the contour within the Easement without prior written
consent of Grantee.

3. Grantor shall not plant, or permit to be planted, any deep rooted trees, or any
vegetation with roots that may damage the Facilities, within the Easement, without prior written
consent of Grantee.

4, Grantor shall not place personal property within the Easement that impairs the
maintenance or operation of the Facilities.

5. Grantee shall have the right to cut and remove timber, trees, brush, overhanging
branches, landscaping and improvements or other obstructions of any kind and nature which may
injure or interfere with Grantee’s use, occupation or enjoyment of this Easement, without
liability to Grantor, and without any obligation of restoration or compensation.

This Easement shall be binding upon and inure to the benefit of the successors and assigns of
Grantor and the successors and assigns of Grantee, and may be assigned in whole or in part by
Grantee.

It is hereby understood that any parties securing this grant on behalf of Grantee are without
authority to make any representations, covenants or agreements not herein expressed.
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IN WITNESS WHEREOF, Grantor has caused its corporate name and seal to be hereunto
affixed this day of ., 2023.

ATTEST: WEST HAVEN CITY
Secretary Mayor
(SEAL)
STATE OF UTAH )
) ss.
COUNTY OF WEBER )

On the day of , 2023 personally appeared before
me , and who, being
duly sworn, did say that they are the and \
respectively, of , and that the foregoing instrument was
signed on behalf of said corporation by authority of a resolution of its Board of Directors or its
Bylaws, and said and acknowledged to

me that said corporation duly executed the same.

Notary Public
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STAFF REPORT

TO: Mayor and City Council Members

FROM: Amy F. Hugie, City Attorney/Interim City Manager

——— =1 T Y 0 F e——

DATE: September 29, 2023 WEST VEN

SUBJECT: Notice of Default Letter - Green Farms MDA

The following staff report discusses the Notice of Default Letter that was issued to Nilson Homes
and the work that has been completed to this point.

Background

The City entered into a Master Development Agreement (MDA) for the Green Farm Project with
Nilson Homes on May 2, 2017. The parties amended the MDA in November 2018 (First Amendment).
The parties amended the MDA again in July 2019 (Second Amendment). The parties amended the MDA
again in September 2022 (Third Amendment). Since that time, there have been issues with the project,
including missed deadlines on certain improvements.

As part of the MDA (Section 13.1), if the Master Developer fails to perform respective
obligations and if the City believes that a default has occurred, then the City shall provide notice to the
other party of that default. Section 13.2 outlines specifically what has to be in the Notice of Default.
Section 13.3 states that once the Notice of Default has been issued then the parties shall engage in
“Meet and Confer”. The “Meet and Confer” process is outlined in Section 6.5 and states that the parties
shall meet within 15 business days to attempt to resolve the issues outlined in the Notice of Default. On
August 18, 2023, the City issued a Notice of Default outlining items that the City believes were in default
(see Notice of Default attached to this Staff Report). The parties met on September 7, 2023 for the
“Meet and Confer” to discuss how the issues outlined in the Notice of Default could be cured. Nilson
Homes has been providing weekly updates for the past two weeks regarding progress on the issues
outlined in the Notice of Default. .

On September 20, 2023, at the City Council meeting, the Council made a motion to proceed with
a large pavilion instead of the required water feature. After hearing evidence regarding Nilson Homes'’
progress in Green Farms open spaces, the City Council made a motion to table the matter until October
4, 2023 City Council meeting so that it could be better determined as to the status of some matters that
were pending.

Analysis

Nilson Homes has continued to make progress on the deficiencies in Open Area 1, 2,3, 4, and 5.
The Council has been provided notice from Nilson Homes regarding the progress made, and those
current notices are provided in this packet. Brock will be going out to the site on Monday morning to
check on the status of the remainder of the punchlist and also the overall status.

Two more park benches have been installed. The pavilions are finished. Other items have been
completed as shown on the notices provided. There are items that still need to be worked on, but there
has been significant progress still.



The road should be able to be connected on October 15, 2023.

RECOMMENDATION:

As for the Notice of Default itself, | would recommend, based on the work that has been completed and
also the work continuing to move forward, that the Council consider entering into a Fourth Amendment
to the MDA which would adjust completion dates of certain things and also address the amendment of
the water feature to the large pavilion. A couple of the items that should be addressed are regarding
the issues with Rocky Mountain Power and also those areas that have been hydroseeded but will not
manifest until Spring 2023. | would recommend not accepting dedication of any open space area until
Spring 2024 when the City would be able to verify the status of those areas and the hydroseed and
issues with power have been resolved. | would recommend that the Fourth Amendment require the
weekly updates and completing the checklist created by staff.

Nilson Homes would have to take that Fourth Amendment to the Planning Commission where a public
hearing would be held and then the Fourth Amendment would come back to the City Council for
consideration. At the time that it comes back to the City Council, the road should be connected and
some of the other items that are suggested to be completed in mid-October should be completed also.

At this time, | would recommend that City Council make a motion, based on the Developer’s work on the
project, that the Developer work with the City Manager to draft a Fourth Amendment to the MDA and
proceed to the planning commission.
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[V] NLD/BigT: Benches (2)
ﬂ ] NLD{MACH: PB Court fencing (stretch/add middle ends)
V] KR. Complete 18" concrete ribbon along south edge of courts
ILD/Mason: Court Lighting - Push button timer (30/45/60...}, and, override in box (get
wfGarrett at City) Waiting on transformer & power connection by RMP - no date determined
@ WL: French drain for low area west of PB Courts to exist drain box
= 2 1 : WL: Weed mat & cobble rock in space south of western hammerhead
=~ == e | T OS-AREA 2 (MDA 1)
= = T Ens A | /\ V] WL/MNLD: Send seed mix to Brack; remove wildflower on remaining seeding.
- Vi V] I(R R&R all broken sidewalk, ramps, etc around perimeter of sod area sl .
S pring '24. Companies
Seal coat all trails and parking lots w/AP4 (Anderson Asphaﬂt}/_are booked out through fall.
NLD/Mason: Pavilion switches - Push button timer (30/45/60...), and, override in box (get
learrett at City) Finish electrical w/power connection by RMP
KR: Creek - Pipe flowline in middle section of the creek w/6" perf pipe w/fCobble over top
KR: R&R all concrete walks that are cracked (damaged by all equipment)
KR: Asphalt scarring on trails - skim patch before AP4 seal Spring '24. Companies are booked
WL: &l Filters - flush more often? W
KRAWL: Raise SW meter box at 052-West main {leak was identified & repaired at top of
parkstrip, running down parkstrip to this location)
WL: Lock boxes for sprinkler controls? Delivery 9/26. Install when perm power installed.
WL Tree Replacement status? All dead or top struggling trees
© Leave tree stakes in place per Brock at City; Re-tether if needed
KR: Grind sidewalk heave {(more than 1/2")
KR: AD&A Ramp - clean out gap, fill with foam filler, Sikaflex 3/4"
WL: Sprinkler causing erosion in upper creek still not shored up. Re-set in different location
WL All Sprinkler Heads above ground - Metal stakes to be 12"-14" from ground, no more.
Drive them down to meet this spec
KR: Creek, upper section - need to re-work section at bottom by inlet, needs to drain.
WL Clean up all grass/sod piles along south grass border of Area 2 - this is from sod
replacement & curbing set up.
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OS-AREA 4 (MDA 4)
/a\ [v] WL Bury sprinkler control box
A KR: Standing water in basin - Pipe flowline from middle of the basin area w/6" perf pipe
w!mbble over top

] KR: Creek - Pipe flowline of the creek w/6" perf pipe w/fCobble over top
pe

- OS-Area 5 (MDA 5)
A /A [v] KR: Sidewalk on south side - transition from narrow to wide, add an S-curve and not S0deg

d prepped disturbed natural areas (by Oct 15) Not due by MDA3 till 12/31/23

".=" 3675 So. Connection to 4700 West
= Pl e connection through to 4700 West Expected completion 10/15
5 KR Sterm drain connection along east side of 4700 So {access point only--remaining
e will be done with widening after irrigation shutdown)
4 KR: Water extension out of new asphalt to tie in when road extension is completed.
i | . KR: Road buildup, roadbase, asphalt
£ iﬁfﬂ [ ] ®ariic temp access connection to 3800 S. by SS office



STAFF REPORT

TO: City Council
FROM: Shari Phippen, Community Development Dir.
DATE: September 29, 2023

SUBJECT:  Transportation Impact Fee Adjustment Request- CW Land

The City has received a request from CW Land to adjust the road impact fee they were charged
for a commercial multi-tenant building located at 2944 W 4000 S.

CW’s paid for and received Permit 23-0334 on September 7, 2023. At that time, they were
charged $150,996.51 in road impact fee. They paid the fee, marking the check *“paid in protest”,
and at the same time, they delivered the attached request.

Ordinance 34-2019 gives the City Council the ability to adjust an impact fee at the time it is
charged. While the ordinance is unclear on whether that means they have to file the request prior
to payment, both Amy and I are of the opinion that they filed the request in a manner consistent
with the intent of the ordinance.

When considering whether or not to make an adjustment to an impact fee, the Utah Impact Fee
Act, UCA 11-36a-701(3)(b)(2) states that when someone challenges the actual fee and not the
method the City used to enact the fee, the only remedy available to that individual/entity is a
refund of the difference between what should have been charged and what was charged.

In this situation, the applicant was undercharged on the road impact fee by approximately
$100,000. Had the impact fee been calculated properly, it would have been as follows:

Total Building Square Footage: 6,074
Fast Foot w/Drive Thru Square Footage: 4,577"
General Commercial Square Footage: 1,497

(4,577/1,000)*53,056.40 =  $242,839.14
(1,497/1,000)*5.613.76 = +§ 8,403.80

Total Fee $251,242.94
Fee Charged -$150.996.51
Amount Undercharged $100,246.43

[ have spent time this week trying to figure out where the mistake was made and cannot- the
permit software does not show who entered the fees. We have taken steps to remedy that
situation to prevent this in the future.

It is staff’s position that where the fee was not improperly calculated, that the Council should
deny the request.

! The impact fee is based on the following basic formula- (square footage/1,000)*fee for use = road impact fee



610N8BOOW

LAND Centerville, UT 84014

09/07/2023

West Haven City

To Whom It May Concern:

We believe the transportation impact fees being imposed on our Salt Point Commercial
Development for drive-through windows (permit number PEND23-0148) to be disproportional to
the actual impact that our development will have on the city, and we elect to pay these fees in
protest.

CW Land Co. formally requests an adjustment to the transportation impact fees according to
Section 33.025 of the West Haven City Ordinances, as well as a request for an
itemization/accounting of the enacted fee per Utah Code §11-36a-701.

In reviewing the impact fee schedules of neighboring cities, we have found the following
transportation/road impact fee schedules:

Layton City

Fast Food: $9,814.77 per 1,000 sq. ft.
West Point City

General Commercial: $4,529 per 1,000 sq. ft.
Clinton City

General Commercial: $---
Roy

General Commercial: $-—
Syracuse:

Restaurant with Drive-Through Window Maximum fee of $16,654.40

A road impact fee of $150,996.51 on a 6,074 square foot building (4,577 square feet of
drive-through space) severely impacts the viability of this and future commercial
developments within West Haven City. We request that this fee be adjusted down and
refunded to us.

Best,

McKenna Christensen

Director of Retail Development
mckenna@builtbycw.com
801-907-1745

866.744CITY cwlandco.com



ORDINANCE NO. 34-2019

AN ORDINANCE OF WEST HAVEN CITY, UTAH, ADOPTING AN
INCREASED TRANSPORTATION IMPACT FEE AND AN
INCREASED REGIONAL PARKS & RECREATION IMPACT FEE IN
CONFORMANCE WITH THE PROVISIONS OF UTAH'S IMPACT
FEES ACT, TITLE 11, CHAPTER 36a; ENACTING THOSE FEES IN
ACCORDANCE WITH THE IMPACT FEES ACT; CONFIRMING THE
FINDINGS OF THE IMPACT FEE ANALYSIS AND THE SUMMARY
OF THE IMPACT FEE ANALYSIS FOR BOTH TRANSPORTATION
AND REGIONAL PARKS AND RECREATION; AND
ESTABLISHING AN EFFECTIVE DATE FOR THESE ACTIONS.

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF WEST HAVEN CITY, UTAH AS
FOLLOWS:

Section 1. Recitals

WHEREAS, the City of West Haven (herein “City") is a municipal corporation
duly organized and existing under the laws of the State of Utah; and,

WHEREAS, in conformance with the provisions of the laws of the State of

Utah, the City Council as the governing body of the city may exercise all
administrative powers by resolution; and,

WHEREAS, in conformance with the provisions of the laws of the State of
Utah, the governing body of the city may pass any ordinance to regulate, require,
prohibit, govern, control or supervise any activity, business, conduct or condition
authorized by State law or any other provision of law; and,

WHEREAS, the City Council finds that in conformance with the provisions of

UCA § 11-36a-101 et.seq., the City is authorized to enact and promulgate certain
impact fees within the City; and

WHEREAS, the City Council finds that in conformance with the provisions of
UCA § 11-36a-101 et seq., the City has in the past enacted and promulgated certain
impact fees within the City; and,

WHEREAS, the City Council finds that in conformance with the provisions of
UCA § 11-36a-301 et.seq., the City has complied with preparing an Impact Fee
Facilities Plan and it is attached as Exhibit A; and

WHEREAS, the City Council finds that in conformance with the provisions of

UCA § 11-36a-303, the City has prepared a written Impact Fee Analysis and a
summary of the Impact Fee Analysis designed to be understood by a lay person for
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transportation and regional parks and recreation and that those documents are
attached as Exhibit A; and

WHEREAS, the City Council finds that they reviewed the Impact Fee Analysis
and the summary of that analysis, and found that the analysis provided a reasonable

plan to base an increase of impact fees for transportation and regional parks &
recreation; and

WHEREAS, the City Council finds that the Impact Fee Analysis and summary

was adopted by the City following a public hearing before the City Council on
October 16, 2019; and

WHEREAS, the City Council finds that in conformance with the provisions of
Utah Impact Fees Act, Title 11, Chapter 36a, the City's Impact Fee Analysis and
summary (See Exhibit A) identifies: (i) the anticipated impact on a public facility by
the anticipated development activity; (i) the anticipated impact on system
improvements by the anticipated development activity to maintain the established
level of service for each public facility; (i) how the anticipated impacts are
reasonably related to the anticipated development activity; (iv) estimation of the
proportionate share of the costs for existing capacity that will be recouped and the
costs of impacts on system improvements that are reasonably related to the new
development activity; and (v) how the impact fee was calculated; and,

WHEREAS, the City Council finds, based on its Impact Fee Analysis and
summary, that the increased impact fees are necessary to achieve an equitable
allocation to the costs borne in the past and to be borne in the future, in comparison
to the benefits already received and yet to be received; and,

WHEREAS, the City Council finds that in analyzing whether or not the
proportionate share of the costs of public facilities are reasonably related to the new
development activity, the City has identified, as applicable: (i) the cost of existing
public facilities that have excess capacity to serve the anticipated development
resulting from the new development activity; (ii) the cost of system improvements for
each public facility; (iii) other than impact fees, the manner of financing for existing
public facilities, such as user charges, special assessments, bonded indebtedness,
general taxes, or federal grants; (iv) the relative extent to which development activity
will contribute to financing the excess capacity of and system improvements for each
existing public facility, by such means as user charges, special assessments, or
payment from the proceeds of general taxes; (v) the relative extent to which
development activity will contribute to the cost of existing public facilities and system
improvements in the future; (vi) the extent to which the development activity is
entitled to a credit against impact fees because the development activity will dedicate
system improvements or public facilities that will offset the demand for system
improvements, inside or outside the proposed development; (vii) extraordinary costs,
if any, in servicing the newly developed properties; and (viii) the time-price differential
inherent in fair comparisons of amounts paid at different times; and,
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WHEREAS, the City Council finds that the City may not impose impact fees
that exceed the highest fee justified by the impact fee analysis performed pursuant to
UCA § 11-36a-401; and,

WHEREAS, the City Council finds that in calculating the impact fee, the City
may include: (i) the construction contract price; (i) the cost of acquiring land,
improvements, materials, and fixtures; (iii) the cost for planning, surveying, and
engineering fees for services provided for and directly related to the construction of
the system improvements; and (iv) debt service charges, if the City might use impact
fees as a revenue stream to pay the principal and interest on bonds, notes, or other
abligations issued to finance the costs of the system improvements; and,

WHEREAS, the City Council finds that they have based impact fee amounts
calculated under the preceding paragraph on realistic estimates and that the

assumptions underlying those estimates are disclosed in the impact fee analysis;
and

WHEREAS, the City Council finds that the City has caused to be developed
and adopted the Transportation Impact Fee Analysis and the Regional Parks and

Recreation Impact Fee Analysis (See Exhibit A) that addresses and meets each of
these immediately above-listed criteria; and,

WHEREAS, the City Council finds that the City has given public notice of the
proposed Impact Fee Analysis and summary and has made a copy of the Impact
Fee Analysis and summary available to the public at least 10 days before the date of
the public hearing on said Impact Fee Analysis; and,

WHEREAS, the City Council finds that the City has held a public hearing to
hear public comment on the plan in accordance with the notice and hearing
requirements of UCA § 10-9a-205 and 10-9a-502; and,

WHEREAS, the City Council finds that prior to enacting an impact fee, the City
is required to establish one or more service areas within which it shall calculate and
impose impact fees for various land use categories; and,

WHEREAS, the City Council finds that UCA § 11-36a-601 requires special
individualized accounting for impact fees; and,

WHEREAS, the City seeks to be in compliance with current statutory
requirements; and,

WHEREAS, the City Council finds that the public convenience and necessity,
public safety, health and welfare is at issue in this matter and requires the ratification
of the Impact Fees Analysis and summary by the City together with the adoption of a
Transportation Impact Fee and a Regional Parks & Recreation Impact Fees: now,
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THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED by the City of West Haven City as follows:

Section 2. Transportation Impact Fee Service Area and Regional Parks &

Recreation Service Area Established:

The Transportation Impact Service Area will be all future development within
the City's boundaries. The Regional Parks & Recreational Service Area will be all
future development within the City's boundaries.

Section 3. Transportation Impact Fee Enacted:

That based on and in consideration of the above-listed findings of the City
Council, the data contained in the City's General Plan, and Impact Fee Analysis
(Exhibit A), the City Council finds that there should be, and there is hereby enacted
the following Transportation Impact Fees, the applicability of which to the categories
indicated is hereby confirmed, for the above established Transportation Impact
Service Area, said fee having been determined to comport as required with
applicable law and the findings of the Impact Fee Analysis:

Impact Fee Assessment to New Development

Proposed Land Use - Residential (per unit)

Calculated Impact Fee

Single Family (Unit) $2,126.99
Apartment (Multi Family Low Rise Unit) $1,649.32
Apartment (Multi Family Mid Rise Unit) $1,225.72
Senior Adult Housing-Detached (Unit) $962.10
Senior Adult Housing-Attached (Occ.Unit) $775.09
Assisted Living (Beds) $585.82
Hotel (Rooms) $1,883.65

Proposed Land Use — Non-Residential (per
1,000 square feet)

Calculated Impact Fee

Light Industrial $1,117.57
Industrial Park $759.32

Mini Warehouse $340.23

Elementary School o $4,398.18
Middle/Jr. High School $4,544.63
High School $3,170.20
Daycare Center $10,729.57
Nursing Home $1,496.10
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Proposed Land Use — Non-Residential (per
1,000 square feet) — Cont’d

Calculated Impact Fee

Clinic $8,598.08

Church $1,565.95

General Office $2,194 .58

Medical Dental Office $7,841.01

Free-Standing Discount Store $11,423.55
Hardware/Paint Store $1,523.95
Shopping Center/General Commercial $5,613.76
New Car Sales $6,097.06
Tire Store $6,426.03
Supermarket $15,397.95
Convenience Market w/Gas Pumps $52,037.75
Discount Club $5,933.48
Home Improvement Superstore $4,017.21

Department Store $5,155.24
Pharmacy/Drugstore w/Drive Thru $12,643.73
Drive-In Bank $14,649.97
Quality Restaurant $10,578.70
High Turnover/Sit Down Restaurant $14,407.32
Fast Food with Drive Thru $53,056.40
Automobile Care Center $506.96

Section 4. Regional Parks & Recreation Impact Fee Enacted:

That based on and in consideration of the above-listed findings of the City
Council, the data contained in the City’'s General Plan, and Impact Fee Analysis
(Exhibit A), the City Council finds that there should be, and there is hereby enacted
the following Regional Parks & Recreation Impact Fees, the applicability of which to
the categories indicated is hereby confirmed, for the above established Regional
Parks & Recreation Impact Service Area,
comport as required with applicable law and the findings of the Impact Fee Analysis:

said fee having been determined to

Impact Fee Assessment to New Development

Proposed Land Use

Calculated Impact Fee

Single Family (Per Unit)

$2,143.75

Multiple Family (Per Unit)

$1,795.55
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Section 5. Fee Schedule:

That the schedule of fees previously set out in the City's Fee Schedule is
reaffirmed. Where existing fees differ from any fees established in this Ordinance,
the former are hereby repealed to the extent of that difference and the fees adopted
herein are now placed in the Fee Schedule in their stead. Where fees established in
this Ordinance are not listed in the City’'s Fee Schedule, the fees adopted herein are
now placed in the Consolidated Fee Schedule the same are hereby adopted as part
of the official fee schedule for West Haven City.

Section 6. Adjustment of Standard Impact Fee:

The City Council may adjust the standard impact fee at the time the fee is
charged to respond to: (a) unusual circumstances in specific cases; or (b) a request
for a prompt and individualized impact fee review for the development activity of the
state, a school district, or a charter school and an offset or credit for a public facility

for which an impact fee has been or will be collected and to ensure that the impact
fees are imposed fairly.

The City Council may also adjust the calculation of the amount of an impact to

be imposed on a particular development based upon studies and data submitted by
the developer.

Section 7. Impact Fee Credits:

The City Council shall ensure that a developer, including a school district or a
charter school, shall receive a credit against or proportionate reimbursement of an
impact fee if the developer: (a) dedicates land for a system improvement; (b) builds
or dedicates some or all of a system improvement; or (c) dedicates a public facility

that the local political subdivision or private entity and the developer agree will
reduce the need for a system improvement.

The City County shall give a credit against impact fees for any dedication of
land for, improvement to, or new construction of, any system improvements provided
by the developer if the facilities: (a) are system improvements; or (b)(i) are dedicated
to the public; and (ii) offsets the need for an identified system improvement.

Section 8. Fees from Prior Ordinances and Resolutions:

That the above fees, where they may have been taken from prior City
Ordinances and Resolutions, are listed here for centralization and convenience; and,
further, that the body and substance of those prior Ordinances and Resolutions,

together with their specific provisions, where not otherwise in conflict with this
Ordinance, are hereby reaffirmed and readopted.

Page 6 of 7



Section 9. Repealer of Conflicting Enactments:

All orders, ordinances and resolutions with respect to the changes herein
enacted and adopted which have heretofore been adopted by the City, or parts
thereof, which are in conflict with any of the provisions of this Ordinance, are, to the
extent of such conflict, hereby repealed, except that this repeal shall not be
construed to revive any act, order or resolution, or part thereof, heretofore repealed.

Section 10 - Savings Clause:

If any provision of this Ordinance shall be held or deemed to be or shall, in
fact, be invalid, inoperative or unenforceable for any reason, such reason shall not
have the effect of rendering any other provision or provisions hereof invalid,
inoperative or unenforceable to any extent whatever, this Ordinance and the
provisions of this Ordinance being deemed to be the separate independent and
severable act of the City Council of West Haven City.

Section 11. Date of Effect

BE IT FURTHER ORDAINED that this Ordinance shall be approved on the
16th day of October, 2019, shall be published or posted as required by law,
and shall become effective 90 (ninety) days after the approval date.

DATED this 7th day of October, 2019.

WEST HAVEN CITY, a municipal corporation

il .
by: ____ b/}ﬁ}bf\ Pﬂif@

Mayor

Attested and recorded

@Lu:ftj (7;{‘1 AL_LAA
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IMPACT FEE CERTIFICATION

Lewis Young Robertson & Burningham, Inc. certifies that the Impact Fee Analysis ("IFA") prepared for transportation services:

1. includes only the costs of public facilities that are:
a. allowed under the Impact Fees Act; and
b. actually incurred; or
c. projected to be incurred or encumbered within six years after the day on which each impact fee is paid,;

2. does notinclude:
a. costs of operation and maintenance of public facilities;

b. costs for qualifying public facilities that will raise the level of service for the facilities, through impact fees, above the
level of service that is supported by existing residents;

c. anexpense for overhead, unless the expense is calculated pursuant to a methodology that is consistent with generally
accepted cost accounting practices and the methodological standards set forth by the federal Office of Management
and Budget for federal grant reimbursement;

d. offsets costs with grants or other alternate sources of payment; and

3. complies in each and every relevant respect with the Impact Fees Act.
Lewis Young Robertson & Burningham, Inc. makes this certification with the following caveats:

1. All of the recommendations for implementation of the IFFP made in the IFFP documents or in the IFA documents are
followed by City Staff and elected officials.

2. Ifall or a portion of the IFFP or IFA are modified or amended, this certification is no longer valid.

3. Allinformation provided to LYRB is assumed to be correct, complete, and accurate. This includes information provided by
the City as well as outside sources.

LEWIS YOUNG ROBERTSON & BURNINGHAM, INC,
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DEFINITIONS

The following acronyms or abbreviations are used in this document:

AADT:  Average Annual Daily Trips
FT: Feet

HH: Household

IFA: Impact Fee Analysis

IFFP:  Impact Fee Facilities Plan
LOS:  Level of Service

LYRB: Lewis Young Robertson and Burningham, Inc.
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SECTION I: EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The purpose of the Transportation Impact Fee Analysis (‘IFA") is to fulfill the requirements established in Utah Code Title 11
Chapter 36a, the “Impact Fee Act,” and help West Haven City (the "City") plan necessary capital improvements for future growth.
This document will determine the appropriate impact fee the City may charge to new growth to maintain the level of service ("LOS")

for the transportation system. This analysis is supported by the 2019 West Haven Transportation Capital Facilities Plan and Impact
Fee Facilities Plan.

o

Impact Fee Service Areas: The impact fees related to transportation will be assessed within the proposed Service Area,
which incorporates the entire municipal boundaries.

|

Demand Analysis: The demand unit utilized in this analysis are trips on existing and proposed roadways. As residential
and commercial growth occurs within the City, it generates new trips on existing and proposed roadways. The capital
impravements identified in this study are designed to maintain the current level of service for new growth.

Al

Level of Service: LOS assesses the level of congestion on a roadway segment or intersection. LOS is measured using
a letter grade A through F, where A represents free flowing traffic with absolutely no congestion and F represents grid
lock. The City has adopted an acceptable standard of LOS D for its street network and intersections.

Al

Excess Capacity: It is anticipated that new development will benefit from the existing roadways that have been
constructed within the service area. Approximately 33.7 percent of the total demand on the system will occur within the
IFFP planning horizon. As a result, $3,235,504 of the total original system cost is included in this analysis, based on the
original cost of system improvements as identified in the City's financial records.

Al

Capital Facilities Analysis: The IFFP has identified the growth-related projects needed within the next ten years. The
total cost related to growth is $7,766,064, based on construction timing and inflation of 3.0 percent annually. A total of
$2,635,858 is related to the demand within the next ten years.

al

Finaneing of Future Facilities: The future capital projects which are intended to serve new growth will be financed
using inter-fund loans or the issuance of bonds. Thus, costs associated with future debt are included in the Impact Fee
Analysis.

PROPORTIONATE SHARE ANALYSIS

The proportionate share analysis determines the cost assignable to new development based on the proposed capital projects and
the new growth served by the proposed projects. The impact fee per trip is $225.32 as shown in Table 1.1 below,

TABLE 1.1: PROPORTIOHATE SHARE ANALYSIS

TRIPS

| ALLOCATIONTO I S ' COST PER
ToTAL CosT IFFP .CosTT0IFFP ! Setep Ml R
Exislting Facilities $9,592,999 B7% $3,235,504 27,093 E‘MZ
Future Roadways B §7,766,064 32.7% $2,535,858 27,093 $93.60
Future Interseclions - $991,905 32.7% $323,887 27,093 $11.95
Professional Expense K $9,250 __10[_).9% $9,250 27,093 $0.34
B - $225.32
IMPACT FEE SUMMARY BY LAND USE TYPE
The impact fee by land use type is illustrated in Table 1.2.
TABLE 1.2: MPACT FEE SUMMARY BY LANDUSETYPE o o -
LAND UsE CATEGORY A N TRes } PROPOSED INPACT FEE
Cost per Trip ) ) | $225.32
Residential {per unit) i A (W, 5y 3
Single Family Residential (Unit B | s 5212699
Apartment (Mulli Family Low Rise Unit) 732 - $1,649.32
Apartment (Mulli Family Mid Rise Unit) 5.44 $1,22572
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: _ LAND USE CATEGORY ¥ _ Tmes  PROPOSEDIMPACTFEE |
Senior Adult Housing-Detached (Unil) - . 4.27 - $962.10
Senior Adult Housing-Altached (Oce. Unilf 3.44 5775.09
 Assisled Living (Beds) - 260 §585.82
Hole! {Rooms) 8.36 $1,883.65
Non-Residential (per 1,000 sq fet) : A ¥
Light Industrial ] 4.96 $1,117.57
“Industial Park - 337 §759.32
W\M}ehouse_ - - s WU.ZS
Elemeniary School ) 1952 _54,398.18
MiddlelJr. High Schoal 2017 5454463
High School N B 14.07  $3,17020
Daycare Center B 4162 - $10,729.57
Nursing Home___i - - 6.64 - $1,496.10
Clinic B ) 38.16 ]  $B598.08
Church - 5.95 $1,565.95
 General Office -  an ) $2194.58
Medical Dental Office E §7.84101
Frae-Standing Discount Store ) 5070 L 81142385
Hardware/Paint Store - - 676 - $1,523.95
Shopping Center/General Commercial ~ 24.92 o $5,613.76
New Car Sales - 27.06 - $6,097.06
Tire Store - | 2852 ) $6.426.03
Supemarkel - B 8 | §15,397.95
Canvenience Market w/ Gas Pumps . 230.95 $52,037.75
Discount Club - o 26.33 $5,933.48
Home Improvement Superstore B B 17.83 ) $4,017.21
Department Store N 22.88 _ $515524
Pharmacy/Drugslore wi Drive Thru B 55.67 . $1254373
Orive-nBank - 65.02 81464907
Quality Restaurant ) 46.95 ~ §1057870
High Tumover/Sit Down Restaurant 63.94 $14,407.32
Fast Food with Drive Thru 235.48 $53,056.40
Automabile Care Center 235 550696

NON-STANDARD IMPACT FEES

The City reserves the right under the Impact Fees Act to assess an adjusted fee that more closely matches the true impact that
the land use will have upon public facilities.' This adjustment could result in a different impact fee if the City determines that a
particular user may create a different impact than what is standard for its land use. The City may also decrease the impact fee if
the developer can provide documentation, evidence, or other credible analysis that the proposed impact will be lower than what is
proposed in this analysis. The formula for a non-standard impact fee is as follows:

FORMULA FOR MON-STANDARD TRANSPORTATION IMPAGT FEES:
Estimate Trips per Unit x $$225.32 = Impact Fee per Unit

11382402 e
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SECTION II: GENERAL IMPACT FEE METHODOLOGY

FIGURE 2.1: IMPACT Fes
METHODOLOGY

DEMAND ANALYSIS

LOS AnALYSIS

EXISTING FACILITIES
ANALYSIS

FUTURE FACILITIES
ANALYSIS

FINANCING STRATEGY

PROPORTIONATE SHARE
ANALYSIS

The purpose of this study is to fulfill the requirements of the Impact Fees Act regarding the establishment
of an IFFP and IFA. The IFFP is designed to idenfify the demands placed upon existing faciliies by
future development and evaluate how these demands will be met, The IFFP is also intended to outline
the improvements which are intended to be funded by impact fees. The IFA is designed to
proportionately allocate the cost of the new facilities and any excess capacity to new development, while
ensuring that all methods of financing are considered. Each component must consider the historic level
of service provided to existing development and ensure that impact fees are not used 1o raise that level
of service. The following elements are important considerations when completing an IFFP and IFA.

DEMAND ANALYSIS

The demand analysis serves as the foundation for the IFFP. This element focuses on a specific demand
unit related to each public service - the existing demand on public facilities and the future demand as a
result of new development that will impact public facilities.

LEVEL OF SERVICE ANALYSIS

The demand placed upon existing public facilities by existing development is known as the existing
“Level of Service” ("LOS"). Through the inventory of existing facilities, combined with the growth
assumptions, this analysis identifies the level of service which is provided to a community's existing
residents and ensures that future facilities maintain these standards. Any excess capacity identified
within existing facilities can be apportioned to new development. Any demand generated from new
development that overburdens the existing system beyond the existing capacity justifies the construction
of new facilities.

EXISTING FACILITY INVENTORY

In order to quantify the demands placed upon existing public facilities by new development activity, to
the extent possible, the Impact Fee Facilities Plan provides an inventory of the existing system facilities.
The inventory valuation should include the original construction cost and estimated useful life of each
facility. The inventory of existing facilities is important to properly determine the excess capacity of
existing facilities and the utilization of excess capacity by new development.

FUTURE CAPITAL FACILITIES ANALYSIS

The demand analysis, existing facility inventory, and LOS analysis allow for the development of a list of
capital projects necessary to serve new growth and to maintain the existing system. This list includes
any excess capacity of existing facilities as well as future system improvements necessary to maintain
the level of service. Any demand generated from new development that overburdens the existing system
beyand the existing capacity justifies the construction of new facilities.

FINANCING STRATEGY

This analysis must also include a consideration of all revenue sources, including impact fees, future debt
costs, alternative funding sources, and the dedication of system improvements, which may be used to
finance system improvements.2 In conjunction with this revenue analysis, there must be a determination

that impact fees are necessary to achieve an equitable allocation of the costs of the new facilities
between the new and existing users.?

PROPORTIONATE SHARE ANALYSIS

The written impact fee analysis is required under the Impact Fees Act and must identify the impacts
placed on the facilities by development activity and how these impacts are reasonably related to the new
development. The written impact fee analysis must include a proportionate share analysis, clearly
detailing each cost component and the methodology used to calculate each impact fee. A local political
subdivision or private enlity may only impose impact fees on development activities when its plan for
financing system improvements establishes that impact fees are necessary to achieve an equitable
allocation to the costs borne in the past and to be borne in the future (UCA 11-36a-302).
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SECTION lll; OVERVIEW OF SERVICE AREA, DEMAND AND LEVEL OF SERVICE

SERVICE AREA

Figure 3.1 illustrates the proposed impact fee service area, which incorporates the entire municipal boundary of the City. The
impact fees related to transportation will be assessed within the proposed service area.

FIGURE 3.1: PROPOSED SEAVICE AREA

~FAQETS

FA 38

sRaT

SRD

ST P— l

BRI
FA 3366
|
|
=
8
£
A
i
|
- | - = -}—--Fll 1382
i. FA 1358
|
) [
[ 7
Y,
/
\ V4
\ N
g
——t
=/
{ FA 1w8
sR97
FA 1508
o
»
3
£

Lewis Young Robertson & Burningham, Inc.

WE PROVIDE SOLUTIONS

| <
F T u:’é
ARR Ll r_:l
FA B0 I
[
|
£ |
L raraa2
H
< S
- | \;
E \‘E
‘ o E \
£
= ‘ I:C Ny
2
| -
r L =
—A_A sesy
T s L1F]
|
&
< & .
bri & B |
- - by 1
€S ) A |
} Y ‘
| / .
: |
S =
Wi |
Vi ¢ -
4 ] s
S & UTH i
£ A X31E &
£
&
-
Faine ;
E
v
3
& 5
&7 E
b
! ¥s
= . ¥ -
b gy, 8 <
5 =i %y -
2 %
<
9,
2,
g e
o
A 3110
0 0.5 1 Miles
- —
3 I ] IMPACT FEE SERVICE AREA
a i

Page8




DEMAND UNITS

The demand units utilized in this analysis are based on undeveloped residential and commercial land and the new trips generaled
from these land-use types. As residential and commercial growth occurs within the City, additional trips will be generated on the
City's roadways. The transportation capital improvements identified in this study are based on maintaining the current level of
service as defined by the City. The proposed impact fees are based upon the projected growth in demand units which are used as
ameans to quantify the impact that future users will have upon the City's system. The demand unit used in the calculation of the
transportation impact fee is based upon each land use category's impact and road usage characteristics expressed in the number
of trips generated. The existing and future trip statistics used in this analysis were prepared by the City and their engineers based
on existing modeling software.

To determine the proportionate impact from each land use type, the existing trips are allocated to the different land use types based
on trip statistics as presented in the Institute of Traffic Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual, 10" Edition. The most common
method of determining growth is measuring the number of trips within a community based on existing and future land uses.
Appropriate adjustment factors are applied to remove pass-by Iraffic. Based on the growth in trips, the City will need to expand its

current facilities to accommodate new growth. Growth from new development will create an additional 27,093 trips by 2029, as
show in Table 3.1.

TABLE 3. 1: PROJECTED TRAFFIC 8Y LAnD USE TVFE

_ LawnUss R e T R e 2040
Residentia B A 56,102 89,447
Commercial 7385 | 186,108 198,565 225,368
industial 6470 6673 | 6815 7,246 -
Raw Trip Gen Total - 215,59 21053 263542 o oas
34% Commercial Reduction for Pass-by (58,271) | (63,277) (67,512) (76,625)

30% Reduslion for Double Count I (47198 (53,178) (58,809) (73831)
Prajected Total City Trips 110,128 124,081 137,221 171,805

New Trips i 13983 709 61,677
LEVEL OF SERVICE

LOS assesses the level of congestion on a roadway segment or intersection. LOS is measured using a letter grade A through F,
where A represents free flowing traffic with absolutely no congestion and F represents grid lock. West Haven City has adopted an
acceptable standard of LOS D for ifs street network and intersections.4
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 SECTION IV: EXISTING FACILITIES INVENTORY

EXCESS CAPACITY & BUY-IN

Transporlation impact lees are justified when trips are added to system-wide roadways Lhal are al or nearing capacily or when new syslem-wide roadways are needed lo meel he
demands of growth. A buy-in component is cantemplaled for the roadways thal have sufficient capacity to handle new growlh while maintaining sale and acceplable levels of service.

EXISTING TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM BUy-In
The determination of a buy-in component related lo existing roadways is based an a capacily utllizalion analysis of exisling roadways. According to the analysis shown in Table 4.1,

appraximately 33.7 percent of Ihe existing system roadways will be used by new demand in the IFFP planning harizan. This analysis excludes State or Counly owned road facilities, as
well as projecl impravements (neighborhood roadways).

TamE: 4.1 ALLOCATION OF Buy-i COMPOREST

e o  ["ExsTing LOS | ExSTiG Excess | Lk LEwaT) | %OFROAD | %OFTOTAL | LeworAs | 2029 | TNew TTCRPACIY % 6F Roko
Mikanse RS S e B A STAADT LA (FT) | CAPACTY | CAPACITY | 3G0FTOTAL | AADT | GROWTH | _UseD | CAPAcTy |
4000South | 4700Viest | 3500West | 10200 | 30500 75| B7% 4% | 8% 16600 |  BAOD | 640D | 21%
4000Sculh | 3500West | Midland Drive | 9000 | 30500 4390 % | | 2000 | 200 | 200
 Mo0Sowh | SI00West | 3500West | 1300 | 10500 10,585 2% | 7| 4700 | 3400 | 3400 %
3900South | 3500West | 1900West | 560 | 10500 10,580 | Th| 530 amMO|  4mMo 45%
B508outh | I500West | 2i00Wesdl | 5000 | 11500 5270 _Te| %] 00| 6000 [ 550 8%
255050 | 2700West | 1300Wes | 6000 | 13000 5290 | % 4% | 12000 [ 6000 [ 6000 | 15%
BS0South | 1900 West [ 11000 | 13000 | s % 4% | 14000 | 3000 | 2000 15%
200Socuth | 1900 West -5 14000 | 050 3580 % | T%| 2000 8000 [ 500 2%
2100 South H5 EaslBorder | 15000 | 30500 15,500 453 % | 3% 2450 950 | 950 %
1800Soulh | 1900Wes | 2/00West | 3300 | 10500 7,200 5280 1% | 4| 6700 | 3400 0 %
1800South | 2700West | 3S0West | 3300 | 10500 1200 | 530 T | A% | B0 3400 | 3400 3%
AT00Viest | 4800Souh | AG00Saun | S0 | 10500 | 8950 5375 | A% | a3 | a0 a0 3%
A700West | 4000Sowh | 3%00Souh | 4500 | 11500 | 7m0 | 5400 % 4% | 1300 6800 | 6600 5%
© 3s00West | AD00Souh | 1200Seuh | 3000 | 13000 1000 19570 % 4% | 8500 | 5500 5500 [
300West | 4B00South | AD0DScub | 5200 | 13000 TR0 | 53 1% 4% | 1080 | 540 | 5400 4z
00Viest | MddDie - NothBorder | 1300 | 10500 i T b Wh] G20| 3%0, 3300 e
1900Viest | SeuhBorder | MidandDive | 16000 30500 w50 | B0 T 0% | 250 | 7500 7.500 5%
100West | SouhBorer | NothBorder | 8700 10800 1800 s | [ ¥ | t0d40| 1700 [ 1700 168%
MdadDrve | 3500Wesl | AOSouh | 000 | 080 | 1050 | 60 | & 4% 24000 | 4000 | D[ 13
MilendDrve | 4000Scuh |  Hinchley | 14000 | 30500 | 16500 340 | 2% | 29500 | 15500 | 15500 §1%
Midard Drive | Hincley | 1900Vlest | 13000 | 13m0 | 0 5,000 0% | 3% 2000 8000 0 0%
Midend Drive | 1900Wes| | EsstBerder | 4800 | 11500 5,700 00 1% 0% | BEN | 4000 4,000 %
HikeyOrive | MdlandOrve | 1900Wes! | 11000 | 30500 | 19500 | 400 | % I 13500 250 | 25w 8%
HrieyOrive | 1900West | EastBoer | 16000 | 30500 | 14500 | 200 | 3% | 1% | 20000 a,auu] 8000 [ 2%
533,000 | 230,090 | 142,055 | 54% | 100% |
- - _l - o - L Weighied % to Growth [0 a33%)
Lewis Young Roeberlson & Burningham, In¢ Pagel0
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SECTION V: CAPITAL FACILITY ANALYSIS

The IFFP has identified the growth-related projects needed within the next 10 years. Capital projects related to curing existing
deficiencies were not included in the calculation of the impact fees. Total future projects applicable to new development are shown
below.

FUTURE CAPITAL PROJECTS

Table 5.1 illustrates the estimated cost of future capital improvements within the Service Area, as identified in the IFFP. The total
cost related to growth is $7,766,064, based on construction timing and inflation of 3.0 percent annually. A total of $2,535,858, or
32.7 percent, is related to the demand within the next 10 years,

TABLE 5.1: SUMNARY OF FUTURE ROADWAY SYSTEM IMPROVEMENTS WITHIN IFFP PLANNING HoRIZON

| Romowar. | Frow [T o | EsmaTeDCIy | ESTWATEDDATE || CoNT.YR.COST | ATOIFFP | COSTIOIFFP
2550 Soulh 2700 West | Cily Boundary §1,413,012 2020 §1455402 | 333% $485,134
*1800 102100 South | 1800 South | 2100 Soulh $3464894 | 2025 §4,137,285 205% | $1,220832
Wilson Lane 2700 West | 2400 West 5976,123 2025 $1,165512 | 264% $304,054
*1700 South 2050 West | 1650 West $950,000 2021 $1007,855 | 522% §625,837

Total  $6804029 | §T766064 | 327% | $2,535858

Table 5.1 details the future cost of intersection improvements in the IFFP. Similar to roadway improvements, 32.7 percent is related
to demand in the planning horizon. (See Table 5.1). The total intersection cost attributable to the IFFP is $323,887.

TABLE 5.2: SUMMARY OF FUTURE SIGNALIZATION SYSTEM IMPROVEMENTS WITHIN IFFP PLANNING HORiZON
INTERSECTION WESTHAVEN CiTY | UDOT/OTHER | ESTIMATED DATE | CONST.YR.COST % TOIFFP. CosTT0 IFFP

3500West | 3300South | s67201 | - W5 | §319082 32.7% §104,180

3500 West 2550 South $223,688 : 2024 §259,316 27% | $84,675

5100 West | 4000South |~ 60,080 $180,270 2025 s 27% | 823429

Midiand Dr 3300 South $141,870 §141,870 2023 $159,676 327% 852,139

4000 South 3050 West | $63,750 | §161,250 2019 §53,750 327% $17,551

4000 South 4300 West | 107,500 §107,500 2025 $128,361 32T% 541914
Total | $854,009 | $805,890 §891,905  $323.887

SYSTEM VS. PROJECT IMPROVEMENTS

System improvements are defined as existing and future public facilities designed to provide services to service areas within the
community at large. Project improvements are improvements and facilities that are planned and designed to provide service for a
specific development (resulting from a development activity) and considered necessary for the use and convenience of the

occupants ar users of that development.® To the extent possible, this analysis only includes the costs of system improvements
related to new growth within the proportionate share analysis.

FUNDING OF FUTURE FACILITIES
The IFFP must also include a consideration of all revenue sources, including impact fees and the dedication of system
improvements, which may be used to finance system improvements.” In conjunction with this revenue analysis, there must be a

determination that impact fees are necessary to achieve an equitable allocation of the costs of the new facilities between the new
and existing users.?

In considering the funding of future facilities, the IFFP has identified the partion of each project that is intended to be funded by the
City, as well as funding sources from other government agencies. The capital projects that will be constructed to cure the existing
system deficiencies will be funded through general fund revenues. All other capital projects within the next six years which are
intended to serve new growth will be funded through impact fees or on a pay-as-you-go approach. Where these revenues are not
sufficient, the City may need to issue bonds or issue inter-fund loans to construct the proposed projects, At this time, the cost

Lewis Young Robertson & Burningham, Inc. Pagel2
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associated with future debt is not included in the Impact Fee Analysis. If bonding is used in the future, this cost can be
included in the analysis,

The City does not anticipate any donations from new development for future system-wide capital improvements related to
transportation facilities. A donor will be entitled to a reimbursement for the negotiated value of system improvements funded through
impact fees if donations are made by new development. The impact fees should also be adjusted if grant monies are received.
New development may be entitied to a reimbursement for any grants or donations received by the City for growth related projects
or for developer funded IFFP projects.

Impact fees are an ideal mechanism for funding growth-related infrastructure. Impact fees will be charged to ensure that new
growth pays its proportionate share of the costs for the development of public infrastructure. Impact fee revenues can also be
attributed to the future expansion of public infrastructure if the revenues are used to maintain an existing LOS. Increases lo an
existing LOS cannot be funded with impact fee revenues. An impact fee analysis is required to accurately assess the true impact
of a particular user upon the City infrastructure and to prevent existing users from subsidizing new growth.

PROPOSED CREDITS OWED TO DEVELOPMENT

The Impact Fees Act requires a local political subdivision or private entity to ensure that the impact fee enactment allows a
developer, including a school district or a charter schoal, to receive a credit against or proportionate reimbursement of an impact
fee if the developer: (a) dedicates land for a system improvement; (b) builds and dedicates some or all of a system improvement;

or (c) dedicates a public facility that the local political subdivision or private entity and the developer agree will reduce the need for
a system improvement.?

The faciliies must be considered system improvements or be dedicated to the public and offset the need for an improvement
identified in the IFFP.

EQUITY OF IMPACT FEES

Impact fees are intended to recover the costs of capital infrastructure that relate to future growth. The impact fee calculations are
structured for impact fees to fund 100 percent of the growth-related facilities identified in the proportionate share analysis as
presented in the impact fee analysis. Even so, there may be years that impact fee revenues cannot cover the annual growth-
related expenses. In those years, other revenues such as general fund revenues will be used to make up any annual deficits. Any
borrowed funds are ta be repaid in their entirety through impact fees.

NECESSITY OF IMPACT FEES

An enlity may only impose impact fees on development activity if the entity's plan for financing system improvements establishes
that impact fees are necessary to achieve parity belween existing and new development. This analysis has identified the
improvements to public facilities and the funding mechanisms to complete the suggested improvements. Impact fees are identified
as a necessary funding mechanism to help offset the costs of new capital improvements related to new growth. In addition,
alternative funding mechanisms are identified to help offset the cost of future capital improvements.

Lewis Young Robertson & Burningham, Inc. Pagel3
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SECTION VI: TRANSPORTATION IMPACT FEE CALCULATION

The transportation impact fees proposed in this analysis will be assessed to the Service Area as defined in Section lll. The impact
fee calculations include the costs of constructing future transportation improvements (including an annual inflation rate for projects
constructed after 2019).

PROPOSED TRANPORTATION IMPACT FEE

The proportionate share analysis determines the cost assignable to new development based on the proposed capital projects and
the new growth served by the proposed projects. The impact fee per trip is $225.32 as shown in Table 6.1 below.

TABLE 6.1: PROPORTIONATE SHARE ANALYSIS

WE PROVIDE SOLUTIONS

! ToTAL CosT ALLO&“;;DN 12 CosTT0FFP swm::n cf;:m
Existing Facilifies $9,592,999 33.7% $3,235,504 27,093 $119.42
Fulure Roadways §7,766,064 327% $2,535,850 27,003 $93.60
Fulure Inlerseclions $391,905 32.7% 5323887 27,093 $11.95
Professional Expense $9,250 100.0% _E,ZSU 27,093 50.34
Impact Fee Fund Balance 100.0% - 27,093
$225.32
IMPACT FEE SUMMARY BY LAND USE TYPE
The impact fee by land use type is, is illustrated in Table 6.2.
TABLE €.2: IMPACT FEE SuMmaRy BY LAND UsE Type - - - B i
TG e T e T [ ProroseoFeE
Cost per Trip - . o o - o 522532
Residential (per unit) j__ 0 5 A Qi) A0 e i o SR ey ot el R
 Single Family Residential (Unil) - . om B $2,126.99
Apartment (Multi Family Low Rise Unit) 1 $1,649.32
Apartment (Multi Family Mid Rise Unil) . 544 §1,225.72
Senior Adult Housing-Detached (Unit) - 4.27 396210
Senior Adult Housing-Attached (Occ. Unit) 3.44 $775.09
ssisted Living (Bec) o 260 $565.82
HotelRooms) - 8.36  §188365
" Non-Residential (per 1,000 sd feet) L.
Light Industrial ] 4% | 81,1757
Industrial Park 3.37 B §759.32
Mini Warehouse - 1.51 $340.23
Elementary School o - B 19.52 $4,398.18
Middle. High School - 1 017 §4,544.63
High Schoal - 14.07  $3,17020
Daycare Center ~ 4782 $10,729.57
Mursing Home - 6.64 B $1,486.10
Clinic B - - 3816 $8,506.08
Church 695 $1,565.95
General Office - 9.74 $2,194.58
Medical Dental Office - ] 3480 $7,84101
* Free-Standing Discount Store B 5070 §11,423.55
Hardware/Paint Store 6.76 §1,523.95
Shopping Center/General Commercial 2492 $5,613.76
New Car Sales ] o B 27.06 | $6,097.06
Tire Stare 28.52 $6,426.03
Supermarket 68.34 - $15,397.95
Convenience Market w/ Gas Pumps 23095 $52,037.75
 Discount Club_ - - %633 $5,933.48
Lewis Young Robertson & Burningham, Inc. Pageld



LAND USE CATEGORY = i _ TRIPS | ProosepFee
Home Improvement Superslore ] i o 17.83 ) $4,017.21
Department Store ) 22.88 §5,155.24
Pharmacy/Drugstore w/ Drive Thru ) 8567 $12,54373
Drive-In Bank ' - 6502  §1464097
Quality Reslaurant ) 46.95 _ $10,578.70
* High Tumover/Sil Down Reslaurant | em  sld013
Fast Food with Drive Thru e _ 1 s | . §53,056.40
_ Automobile Care Center B B ___ __EZ_L ) ) L ' i - $506.95

NON-STANDARD IMPACT FEES

The City reserves the right under the Impact Fees Act to assess an adjusted fee that more closely matches the true impact that
the land use will have upon public facilities.'® This adjustment could result in a different impact fee if the City determines that a
particular user may create a different impact than what is standard for its land use. The City may also decrease the impact fee if
the developer can provide documentation, evidence, or other credible analysis that the proposed impact will be lower than what is
proposed in this analysis. The formula for a non-standard impact fee is as follows:

FORMULA FOR NON-STANDARD TRANSPORTATION [MPACT FEES:
Estimate Trips per Unit x §$225.32 = Impact Fee per Unit

CONSIDERATION OF ALL REVENUE SOURCES

The Impact Fees Act requires the proportionate share analysis to demonstrate that impact fees paid by new development are the
most equitable method of funding growth-related infrastructure. See Section V for further discussion regarding the consideration
of revenue sources.

EXPENDITURE OF IMPACT FEES

Legislation requires that impact fees should be spent or encumbered within six years after each impact fee is paid. Impact fees

collected in the IFFP planning horizon should be spent only on those projects outlined in the IFFP as growth relaled costs to
maintain the LOS.

GROWTH-DRIVEN EXTRAORDINARY COSTS

The City does not anticipate any extraordinary costs necessary to provide services to future development.

SUMMARY OF TIME PRICE DIFFERENTIAL

The Impact Fees Act allows for the inclusion of a time price differential to ensure that the future value of costs incurred at a later
date are accurately calculated to include the costs of construction inflation. A three percent annual construction inflation adjustment
is applied to the proposed capital improvements identified in this analysis. The impact fee analysis should be updated regularly to
account for changes in costs estimates over time.

Lewis Young Robertson & Burningham, Inc. Pagel5
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IMPACT FEE CERTIFICATION

IFFP & IFA Certification
Lewis Young Robertson & Burningham, Inc. certifies that the attached Impact Fee Facilities Plan (“IFFP") and Impact Fee Analysis
("IFA") prepared for parks and recreation services:
1. Includes only the costs of public facilities that are:
a.  allowed under the Impact Fees Act; and
b. actually incurred; or
c.  projected to be incurred or encumbered within six years after the day on which each impact fee is paid;
2. does not include:
a.  costs of operation and maintenance of public facilities;
b.  costs for qualifying public facilities that will raise the level of service for the faciliies, through impact fees, above
the level of service that is supported by existing residents; or
c.  an expense for overhead, unless the expense is calculated pursuant to a methadology that is consistent with
generally accepted cost accounting practices and the methodological standards set forth by the federal Office
of Management and Budget for federal grant reimbursement;
3. offsets costs with grants or other alternate saurces of payment; and
4. complies in each and every relevant respect with the Impact Fees Act.

Lewis Young Robertson & Burningham, Inc. makes this cerfification with the following caveats:
1. All of recommendations for capital improvements identified in the IFFP/IFA are completed by staff and elected officials.
2. Ifallor a portion of the IFFP/IFA is modified or amended, this certification is no longer valid,
3. Allinformation provided to LYRB is assumed to be correct, complete, and accurate. This includes information provided
by the City as well as outside sources.

LEWIS YOUNG ROBERTSON & BURNINGHAM, INC.
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DEFINITIONS

The following acronyms or abbraviations are used in this document:

HH: Household

IFA: Impact Fee Analysis
IFFP:  Impact Fee Facilities Plan
LOS:  Level of Service

LYRB: Lewis Young Robertson and Burningham, Inc.

Lewis Young Robertson & Burningham, Inc.
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SECTION 1: EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The purpose of the Parks and Recreation Impact Fee Analysis (‘IFA") is to fulfill the requirements established in Utah Cade Title

11 Chapler 36a, the “Impact Fees Act,” and help the city of West Haven (the "City") plan necessary capital improvements for future

growth. This document will address the parks and recreation infrastructure (both existing and future) needed within the Service

Area through the next ten years, as well as the appropriate impact fees the City may charge to new growth to maintain the level of

service ("LOS").

7 Impact Fee Service Area: The Service Area for the parks and recreation impact fees includes all areas within the
municipal boundary of the City. Figure 3.1 illustrates the proposed Service Area.

Bl

Demand Analysis: The demand unit utilized in this analysis is population. The population of the City is expected to
reach 25,684 by 2029, which represents an addition of 9,704 residents.

|

Level of Service: The existing LOS is defined by the per capita value of park land and improvements. The land value
per capita is $247 and the improvement value per capita is $396.

=Y

Excess Capacity: No excess capacity has been identified related to parks and recreation facilities.

i

-

Capital Facilities Analysis: Based on the existing level of service and proposed growth, the City will be able to invest
approximately $6,239,254 toward additional parks and recreation land acquisitions and/or amenities.

al

Outstanding Debt: There is no outstanding debt related to parks and recreation facilities.

al

Funding of Future Facilities: This analysis assumes future growth-related facilities will be funded through a combination
of impact fee revenues and general fund revenues. Future bonding is not contemplated in this analysis.

SUMMARY OF IMPACT FEES

The impact fees proposed in this analysis will be assessed within the Service Area. Table 1.1 illustrates the impact fee for parks
and recreation per capita. Based on the per capita fee of $644.25, the proposed impact fee per household (“HH") is summarized
in Table 1.2.

TABLE 1.1: ESTIMATE OF IMPACT FEE VALUE PER CAPITA

3 LAND VALUE PER CAPITA VALUE OF IMPROVEMENTS PERCAPITA | TOTALVALUEPERCAPITA
All Parks - _ $247.37 | §395.59 $64296
* Professional Services Fee ] , | §1.29  §129
Estimate of Impact Fee Per Capita ) 1  §644325
TABLE 1.2: PARK IMPACT FEE SCHEDULE _ - )
ImPACT FeE PER UNIT Ay . PersoNsperRHH = | PROPOSED FEE PER UNIT {
Single Family - ~ 3.33 $2,143.75
Multi-Family - - _ 2.79 §1,795.55

NON-STANDARD IMPACT FEES

The City reserves the right under the Impact Fees Act to assess an adjusted fee that more closely matches the true impact that
the land use will have upon public facililies.! This adjustment could result in a different impact fee if the Cily determines that a
particular user may create a different impact than what is standard for its land use. The City may also decrease the impact fee if
the developer can provide documentation, evidence, or other credible analysis that the proposed impact will be lower than what is
proposed in this analysis. The formula for a non-standard impact fee is as follows:

FORMULA FOR NON-STANDARD PARKS AND RECREATION IMPACT FEES:
Estimate Population per Unit x $644.25 = Impact Fee per Unit

H-doad! 2t
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SECTION 2: GENERAL IMPACT FEE METHODOLOGY

The purpose of this study is to fulfill the requirements of the Impact Fees Act regarding the
establishment of an IFFP and IFA. The IFFP identifies the demands placed upon the city's
existing facilities by future development and evaluate how these demands will be met by
the city. The IFFP is also intended to outline the improvements, which are intended to be
D funded by impact fees. The purpose of IFA is to allocate the cost of the new facilities and
EMAND ANALYSIS \ . i ;
any excess capacity lo new development, while ensuring that all methods of financing are
considered. The Impact Fee Act requires that the IFFP and IFA consider the historic level
of service provided to existing development and ensure that the proposed impact fees
maintain the existing level of service. The fallowing elements are important considerations

FIGURE 2.1: IMPACT FEE METHODOLOGY

EXSTING FACLITIES when completing an IFFP and IFA.
ANALYSIS
DEMAND ANALYSIS
The demand analysis serves as the foundation for the IFFP and IFA, This element focuses
on a specific demand unit related to each public service - the existing demand on public
LS ANALY SIS facilities and the future demand as a result of new development that will affect system
facilities.
EXISTING FACILITY INVENTORY
FACLITIES In order to quantify the demands placed upon existing public facilities by new development
AnaLYsIS activity, to the extent possible the IFFP provides an inventory of the City's existing system
facilities. The inventory valuation should include the original construction cost and
estimated useful life of each facility. The inventory of existing facilities is important to
determine the excess capacity of existing facilities and the utilization of excess capacity by
FINANCING STRATEGY new development.

LEVEL OF SERVICE ANALYSIS
“Level of service" or LOS means the defined performance standard or unit of demand for
PROPORTIONATE SHARE each capital component of a public facility within a service area. Through the inventory of
ANALYSIS existing facilities, combined with the growth assumptions, this analysis identifies the
existing LOS that is provided to a community's existing residents and ensures that future
facilities maintain these standards.

EXCESS CAPACITY AND FUTURE CAPITAL FACILITIES AMALYSIS

The demand analysis, existing facility inventory and LOS analysis allow for the development of a list of capital projects necessary
to serve new growth and to maintain the existing system. This list includes any excess capacity of existing facilities as well as
future system improvements necessary to maintain the LOS. Any excess capacity identified within existing facilities can be

apportioned to new development. Any demand generated from new development that overburdens the existing system beyond
the existing capacity justifies the construction of new facilities.

FINANCING STRATEGY
This analysis must also include a consideration of all revenue sources, including impact fees, future debt costs, alternative funding
sources and the dedication of system improvements, which may be used to finance system improvements.2 In conjunction with

this revenue analysis, there must be a determination that impact fees are necessary to achieve an equitable allocation of the costs
of the new facilities between the new and existing users.3

PROPORTIONATE SHARE ANALYSIS

The written impact fee analysis is required under the Impact Fees Act and must identify the impacts placed on the facilities by
development activity and how these impacts are reasonably related to the new development. The written impact fes analysis must
include a proportionate share analysis, clearly detailing each cost component and the methodalogy used to calculate each impact
fee. Alocal political subdivision or private entity may only impose impact fees on development activities when its plan for financing

Lewis Young Roberlson & Burningham, Inc. Pageb
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system improvements establishes that impact fees are necessary to achieve an equitable allocation of the costs borne in the past
and to be borne in the future (UCA 11-36a-302).

IMPACT FEE METHODOLOGIES

There are two methods employed in this analysis to determine the maximum allowable impact fees; the Growth-Driven Approach
or the Plan Based Approach.

GROWTH-DRIVEN (PERPETUATION OF EXISTING LOS)

The growth-driven method utilizes the existing level of service and perpetuates that level of service into the future. Impact fees are
then calculated to provide sufficient funds for the entity to expand or provide additional facilities, as growth occurs within the
community. Under this methodalogy, impact fees are calculated to ensure new development provides sufficient investment to
maintain the current LOS standards in the community. This approach is often used for public facilities that are not governed by
specific capacity limitations and do not need to be built before development accurs (i.e. park facilities).

NEW FACILITY — PLAN BASED (FEE BASED ON DEFINED CIP)

Impact fees can be calculated based on a defined set of capital costs specified for future development. The improvements are
identified in a capital plan or impact fee faciliies plan as growth-related system improvements. The total cost is divided by the total
demand units the improvements are designed to serve. Under this methodology, it is important to identify the existing level of
service and determine any excess capacity in existing facilities that could serve new growth. Impact fees are then calculated based
on many variables centered on proportionality and level of service.
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il SECTION 3: OVERVIEW OF SERVICE AREA, DEMAND AND LOS

SERVICE AREA

Utah Code requires the impact fee enactment to establish one or mare service areas within which impact fees will be imposed 4
The Service Area for the parks and recreation impact fees includes all areas within the municipal boundaries of the City, as shown
in Figure 3.1. This document identifies the necessary future system improvements for the Service Area that will maintain the

existing level of service ("LOS") into the future.

FIGURE 3.1: SERVICE AREA
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DEMAND UNIT

The demand unit utilized in this analysis is population. As of 2019, the City population was 15,980. Based on the 2010 Census,
the average HH size in the City is 3.21 persons. Thus, the population is expected to increase to 25,684 by 2029, an increase of

9,704 residents as shown in Table 3.1. As new development and redevelopment occurs within the City, it generates increased
demand for parks and recreation in order to maintain the existing LOS.

TABLE 3.1: POPULATION PROJECTIONS

e 0 reruon | LEVEL OF SERVICE STANDARDS
2019 15,980 Impact fees cannot be used to finance an increase in the LOS to current
- 2020 16,757 or future users of capital improvements. The LOS for this analysis is
2001 175711 based on maintaining the existing level of investment in current parks
2022 18.425 and recreation facilities. The LOS consists of two components - the
2023 19320 land \{a{ug per capita .and the in'!provemem value per capila. The
— w4 | 2 valuation included in this analysis includes the cost to purchase land

—_ = and make improvements in today's dollars, resulting in a total value per

— 2llen B .. capita for parks and recreation. This approach uses current
006 0| 2220 construction costs to determine the current value, which allows the City
2027 23,369 to maintain the current LOS standard through the collection and
- 2028 24404 expenditure of impact fees.
o 2029 25,684
New population 9,704 Table 3.2 includes the tolal value per capita for park land and
Average HH Size (Single-Family) 321 improvements within the City. Per capita, the park land is valued at $247
HH Size based on ACS 20132017 and park improvements are valued at $396 per capita resulting in a total
— = value per capita of $643,
TABLE 3.2:PARKSLEVELOFSERVICE e = —— WL =
City FUNDED | | Estlawp | | EsT. lwrrOV. | ToTAL Per
RRARATNEE S o i | ncnene )1 PERGARTA G e S MPER CAPTA B T ] AR AP T 060 Ciema
Combined | 7906 | 495 | $3953000 |  $47 |  $6,321451 | $39 | §643
LAND VALUATION

Current costs are used to determine the actual cost, in today's dollars, of duplicating the current LOS for future development in the
City and does not reflect the value of the existing improvements within the City. For the purposes of this analysis, the cost to
acquire new land is approximately $50,000 per acre.’

The timing of construction for growth-related park and recreation facilities will depend on the rate of development and the availability
of funding. For purposes of this analysis, a specific construction schedule is not required. The construction of parks and recreation
facilities can lag behind development without impeding continued development activity. This analysis assumes that construction of
needed parks and recreation facilities will proceed on a pay-as-you-go basis.

Lewis Young Robertson & Burningham, Inc. Page?

WE PROVIDE SOLUTIONS



SECTION 4: EXISTING FACILITIES INVENTORY

EXISTING FACILITIES

The City's existing park inventory and park acres are shown in Table 4.1. This inventory is used to help calculate the LOS in the
City that will need to be perpetuated as additional residents locate in the City. The improvement costs for parks and recreation are
based on the current value of existing amenities.

TABLE 4.1: EXISTING PARK IWVENTORY I —

| Country Park e e e N N o i = e
iToalAerooe DVT T 1 | ey Funded s T bohaea s ) TR RSNl
30.00 100% - -
Land Valus _ S o $1,500,000.00
i Existing Amenity g CiyFunds | RAPFunds | Donated _E“&a‘;‘flrggf o
Pickleball Courts - - 60% 0.40 - - $235,000
Basaball Fields (3)/Building - 100% - - $90,000
Playground B B 100% | ] 594,500
Pavilions/Kilchen/Restrooms 50% 0% | - $257,625
Bleachers - 50%  50% - al $25,000
Basketball Court 100% | - - §50,000
 Valleyball Court - 100% - - $10,000
Rodeo Arena N 100% - - L $800,000
Sidewalk/Trail (35001) e - - 887500
Open SpacefFields (759,100 sf) , 100% - - $669,325
Parking lot (128,327 sf) 100% : = / §705,799
Land and Improvement Value $4,424 748.50
Stonefield Park
Total Acteage L owFadedn | ponsed% | omer | Esiasdieeo!
682 - - - i 100% :
Land Valuz. ] o - $0.00
Tt % . Estimated Value of
I%xlstmg Amenity _ e City Funds & EJ}P:!P Funds Donated 'City Funded
Multi Use Fields/Open Space (262,820 sf) 100% - _ - $197,115
PlayGround B ] | 100% = = o BATs0
Pailion 100% - : $94,050
Land and Improvemsnt Value $315,915.00
Country Haven Park A i
Total Acreage A S BT e City Funded% | = Donated% |  Other% | EEs
2.70 100% - -
Land Value $135,000.00
Existing Amenity City Funds _ RAMP Funds Donated
Open Space 100% i - - $88,209
Trails (Road base 6600 If) - - 100% -
Land and Impravemant Yalue $221,209.00
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TAgLe 4.1; ExISTING PARK INVENTORY (CONT.)

Fair Grove Park I
‘Total Acreage y City Funded % Donated % Other % e
_878 : 100% -
Land Valua . 50.00
Existing Amenity City Funds RAMP Funds ~Donated Gy
Pakng L : - $43,120
Trail(800N) ] - - 100%
Open SpacelLandscape (8.24 acres) 100% B
Land and Improvement Valus $43,120.00
Windsor Farms Park FRAG PETR WA b
Total Acreage = b BT 3 City Funded% |  Donated % Other % g
16.88 % 100% .
Land Value 50.00
Existing Amenity il City Funds RAMP Funds Donated
Frishee Golf 100% : 20,000.00
Land and lmprovement Value $20,000.00
Recreation Complex Park L0t U g I R e S e 3
Total Acreage _ City Funded % Donated % Yl ' Other% i
18.05 100% - -
Land Value $902,500.00
Existing Amenity City Funds RAMP.Funds Donated
BaseballFids(2) 50% 50% - $60,000
Muli Use Fields/Open Space (14.43 ac) B 50% 0% | - 471,428.10
Pavilon 0% - 13590000
Playground o 50% e 50% 96,450.00
Tennis Cours (2) 50% 50% - 150,000.00
Basketball Courts (6 Hoops) B | 0% | s% | - £5,000.00
Parking Lot 100% - - 568,194.50
Score Boards/Bleachers 50% 50% - 2500000
Land and Improvement Value §2474 47260
Moulding and Sons Park
Total Acreage City Funded % Donated % Other % G
1085 - 100% . B
Land Value $0.00
Existing Amenity City Funds RAMP Funds Donated
Pavilions (2) B 100% - - $41,040
Trails (685 If) 100% . - 34,250.00
Land and Impravement Value §75,290.00
Prevedel Park/Meber River Park Yar B
Total Acreage = T | CityFunded % Donated % Other % Rl
57.31 4% 56% . -
Land Value _m o $1.285,500.00
W Existing Amenity City Funds | RAMP Funds Donated 22}
Land and Improvement Valus $1,265,500.00
Tuscan Park S e it
Total Acreage City Funded % Donated % Other% |
3.00 100% 2 i
Land Value $150,000.00
Existing Amenity City Funds RAMP Funds Donated
Open Space/Landscape (86,300 sf) 100% - - 564,725
Playground - | 100% R $40,800
Trail (41317 O 100% I - §10,325
Dog Park (5250 sf) 100% - = $3,938
Land and Improvemant Valua $269,787 50
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TABLE 4.1: EXISTING PARK INVENTORY (CONT.)

_HolmesPark N e Sl N gy N s e SR PSRRI i G |
Total Acreage i 2 ims | CityFunded% |  Donated% |  Other%
1.01 i ' = ' 100% x
Land Valug $0.00
oo (A Existing Amenity - | City Funds RAMP Funds | ~ Donated = | o 91
Open Space ] ) 50% = 50% | $16498
Playground - 100% - - $12,450
Land and Improvement Value | $28,948.35
| River Parkway Trail Head Al s gt s Eavod T o) o T i S LR ey I R
TotalAcreage | CityFunded% |  Donated% [ Other% | =~
0.20 - 100% - |
Land Value L 30,00
Existing Amenity ~ City Funds RAMP Funds _Donated | PR
Parking Lot (8220 sf) 100% - < $45,210
Land and Improvement Value $45,210.00
| Sycamore park ; R i O i cog ol cunote U
Total Acreage ' .| CityFunded % Donated% |  Other% | :
1.01 - 100% | -
Land Value - | $0.00
: Existing Amenity City Funds RAMP Funds Donated | i
Pickleball Courls | - 100% - $58,750
Playground 50% 50% - 57,500
Land and Improvement Value $66,250.00
|_River Park Trail System B 11 P B Vel i g e e et R R [ it T
Total Acreage | CityFunded% |  Donated% |  Other% |
: : T R
Land Valus Y F 1 T s
i Existing Amenity | CityFunds | "RAMPFunds | Donated LT
Trail (9144 1f) (east of I-15) 100% B - - $457,200
Trail (4340 If) {I-15 ta 1300 W) 50% - 50% i $123,500
Trail (8652 If) (west of 1900 W) 50% - 50% §216,300
Trail (10096 If) (UDOT Trail) malch - UDOT / UTA $225,000
Land and Improvernent Value ) I :J 022.000.00

LEVEL OF SERVICE ANALYSIS

Table 4.2 includes the total value per capita for park land and improvements within the City. Per capita, the park land is valued at
$3,953,000 or $247 per capita. Park improvements include lawn and irrigation systems, children's equipment, sports courts, etc.
and are valued at $5,321,451 or $396 per capita. The total land and improvement LOS value per capita is $643.

TABLE 4.2: PARKS LEVEL OF SERviCE

| SUMMARY LEVEL OF SERVICE (COST! i_iE-R_CAmﬁ)_ | LANDVALUEFERCAPITA |  IMPROVEMENT VALUE PER CAPITA TOTAL LOS VALUE PER CAPITA
LT N i 2% s
EXCESS CAPACITY

No excess capacity has been identified related to parks and recreation facilities.
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SECTION 5: FUTURE CAPITAL FACILITIES

Future planning for park land is an ongoing process, based on the changes in population and community preference. The City will
purchase and improve parks and recreational facilities to maintain the LOS defined in this document. A summary of the City's
estimated future investment is found in Table 5.1 below. Actual future improvements will be determined as development occurs,

and the opportunity to acquire and improve park land arises. Impact fees will only be assessed to the proportionate fee to maintain
the existing LOS.

TABLE 5.1: FUTURE PARK AND RECREATION INVESTHENT

POPULATION INCREASE | | ESTMATEDFUTURE
LR TYPE OF P ROVENENT " IFFP Honzon | Icim LOS VALUE PER CABITA 7 WesTENT
Parks and Recreation o 9,704 | $643 $6,239,254

The estimated future investment in Table 5.1 excludes buy-in to existing facilities. This service area includes all areas within the
City. Future investment will be used to acquire additional parks and recreation land and fund new park improvements and amenities
or make improvements to existing park facilities to add capacity to the system. The following types of improvements may be

considered:
% Land Acquisition % Basketball Courts
T Sod and Irrigation Improvements % Pickleball Courts
Pavilions 7 Other Recreational Courts and Facilities
% Restrooms and other Parks and Recreation % Baseball/Softball Field Facilities
Buildings T Multi-Purpose Fields
7 Picnic Tables 7 Field Lighting
7 Playgrounds 7 Concession/ Buildings
7 Trailways/Walkways T Parking
% Volleyball Courts % Skate Parks
7 Tennis Courts % Other Park and Recreation Amenities

In addition, the City may need to acquire additional parks and recreation land, fund new park improvements and amenities, or
make improvements to existing park facilities to add capacity to the system not identified above.

SYSTEM VS. PROJECT IMPROVEMENTS

System improvements are defined as existing and future public facilities designed to provide services to the community at large.5
Project improvements are improvements and facilities that are planned and designed to provide service for a specific development
(resulting from a development activity) and considered necessary for the use and convenience of the occupants or users of that
development.” The Impact Fee Analysis may only include the costs of impacts on system improvements related to new growth
within the proportionate share analysis. Only park facilities that serve the entire community are included in the LOS. The following
park facility types are considered system improvements:

Open Space, Trails, Greenbelt and Natural Lands;
Mini, Neighborhood and Community Parks;
Undeveloped Park Space;

Special-Use Areas; and,

Park Improvements and Amenities.

FINANCING STRATEGY & CONSIDERATION OF ALL REVENUE RESOURCES

This analysis assumes that construction of needed park facilities will proceed on a pay-as-you-go basis, and assumes a standard
annual dollar amount the City should anticipate collecting and plan to expend on park improvements. In conjunction with this
revenue analysis, there must be a determination that impact fees are necessary to achieve an equitable allocation of the costs of
the new facilities between the new and existing users.®

20 2 2 a8
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PROPERTY TAX REVENUES
Itis anticipated that the City will continue to utilize property tax revenues, as part of the total General Fund revenues, to maintain
existing park facilities. Impact fee revenues will be a continual source of revenue to fund growth related improvements.

GRANTS AND DONATIONS

The City does not anticipate any donations from new development for future system-wide capital improvements related to park
facilities. A donor will be entitled to a reimbursement for the negotiated value of system improvements funded through impact fees
if donations are made by new development. The City may receive grant manies to assist with park construction and improvements.
This analysis has removed all funding that has come from federal grants and donations to ensure that none of those infrastructure
items are included in the LOS. Therefore, the City's existing LOS standards have been funded by the City's existing residents.
Funding the future improvements through impact fees places a similar burden upon future users as that which has been placed
upon existing users through impact fees, property taxes, user fees, and other revenue sources.

IMPACT FEE REVENUES

Impact fees are an ideal mechanism for funding growth-related infrastructure. Impact fees will be charged to ensure that new
growth pays its proportionate share of the costs for the development of public infrastructure. Impact fee revenues can also be
aliributed to the future expansion of public infrastructure if the revenues are used to maintain an existing LOS. Increases to an
existing LOS cannot be funded with impact fee revenues, An impact fee analysis is required to accurately assess the true impact
of a particular user upon the City infrastructure and to prevent existing users from subsidizing new growth.

DEBT FINANGING

In the event the City has not amassed sufficient impact fees in the future to pay for the construction of time sensitive or urgenl
capital projects needed to accommodate new growth, the City must look to revenue sources other than impact fees for funding.
The Impact Fees Act allows for the costs related to the financing of future capital projects to be legally included in the impact fee.
This allows the Cily to finance and quickly construct infrastructure for new development and reimburse itself later from impact fee

revenues for the costs of issuing debt (i.e. interest costs). Debt financing has not been considered in the calculation of the park
impact fee.
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SECTION 6: PROPOSED IMPACT FEE

The calculation of the parks and recreation impact fee is based on the growth-driven approach, which is based on the growth in
residential demand. The growth-driven methodology utilizes the existing LOS and perpeluates that LOS into the future. Impact
fees are then calculated to provide sufficient funds for the entity to expand or provide additional facilities as growth accurs within
the community. Under this methodology, impact fees are calculated to ensure new development provides sufficient investment to
maintain the current LOS standards in the community. This approach is often used for public facilities that are not governed by
specific capacity limitations and do not need to be built before development occurs (i-e. parks and recreation facilities).

PARKS AND REGREATION IMPACT FEE CALCULATION
Utilizing the estimated value per capita and the value per capita to provide the same level of improvements, with the addition of
the professional expense and the impact fee fund balance, the total fee per capita is shown in Table 6.1 below.

TABLE B.1: ESTIMATE OF INPACT FEE VALUE PER CAPITA

LANDVALUE PERCAPITA || VALUE OF IMPROVEMENTS PERCARITA | | TOTAL VALUE PER CARITA
Al Parks ' o saar| §395.59 | 364296
irgfessiuﬁal Services Fee' - ) - ) ~ §1.29 7 51—2§l
 Estimate of Impact Fee Per Capita 7 - ' $(@

'Professional Services Fea assumes a fee of $5El0 to complele the Imbaci Fee Analysis. o

Based on the per capita fee of §644.25, the proposed impact fee per household is summarized in Table 6.2.

TABLE 6.2: PARK IMPACT FEE SCHEDULE

! IMPACT FEE PER UnIT A PERSONS PER HH PROPOSED FEE PER UNIT  EXISTING FEE PER UNiT
Single Femily - _ 3.3 27 | $1,277.00
Multi-Family - 2.79 ~ $1,795.55 B

NoN-STANDARD IMPACT FEE

The proposed fees are based upon population growth. The City reserves the right under the Impact Fees Act to assess an adjusted
fee that more closely matches the true impact that the land use will have upon park facilities.® This adjustment could result in a
different impact fee if the City determines that a particular user may create a different impact than what is standard for its land use.
The City may also decrease the impact fee if the developer can provide documentation, evidence, or other credible analysis that

the proposed impact will be lower than what is proposed in this analysis. The formula for determining a non-standard impact fee is
found below.

FORMULA FOR NON-STANDARD PARKS AND RECREATION IMPACT Fees:

Estimate Population per Unit x $644.25 = Impact Fee per Unit
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