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Consideration of the proposed
amendments to the Capital
Facilities Plans (CFPs), Impact
Fee Facilities Plans (IFFPs), and
Impact Fee Analyses (IFAs) for
Grantsville City.
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Grantsville City Planning Commission

August 1, 2024
Public Hearing

Proposed amendments to the Capital Facilities Plans (CFPs), Impact Fee
Facilities Plans (IFFPs), and Impact Fee Analyses (IFAs) for Grantsville City.

Notice is hereby given that in accordance with the provisions of Section §10-9A-205 and 810-9a-
502 of the Utah Code, the Grantsville Planning Commission will hold a discussion and public
hearing on August 1, 2024 at 7:00 p.m. at Grantsville City Hall. The meeting will also be
broadcast on Zoom. The discussion, public hearing and meeting are to receive public input and
consider action on the Public Hearing of the proposed amendments to the Capital Facilities
Plans (CFPs), Impact Fee Facilities Plans (IFFPs), and Impact Fee Analyses (IFAs) for
Grantsville City and make a recommendation to the City Council.

You can view a copy of the agenda and packet online by 5:00pm on July 26, 2024 at the link
below:
https://grantsvilleut.gov/departments/community  economic development/planning commission

-php

Or by emailing jbassett@grantsvilleut.gov. All comments and concerns need to be sent in writing
through email or mail and received no later than 12:00pm on August 1, 2024,

Dated this 16th day of July, 2024
BY ORDER OF THE GRANTSVILLE
PLANNING COMMISSION

Shelby Moore
Zoning Administrator

Scan QR code above or use the link below to join Zoom meeting.
https://us02web.zoom.us/}/84863866802
Meeting ID: 848 6386 6802



https://grantsvilleut.gov/departments/community___economic_development/planning_commission.php
https://grantsvilleut.gov/departments/community___economic_development/planning_commission.php
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/84863866802
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Staff Report Summary and Recommendation
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Prepared By: Robert Rousselle (Contract City Engineer)
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CERTIFICATION AND DECLARATION OF IMPACT FEE ANALYSIS

In accordance with Utah Code Annotated, 11-36a-306(1) and (2), |, Robert Joseph Rousselle,
on behalf of Ensign Engineering and Land Surveying, LLC, certify that | am a Registered
Professional Engineer holding Certificate 7885569-2202 in the State of Utah.

| declare, to the best of my knowledge, information, and belief that the Impact Fee Facilities
Plans and Impact Fee Analyses included herein include only the costs of public facilities that
are:

o Allowed under the Impact Fees Act;

e Actually incurred; or

e Projected to be incurred or encumbered within six (6) years after the day on which each
impact fee is paid,;

o Does not include costs for operation and maintenance of public facilities;

e Does not include 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;

o Offsets costs with grants or alternate sources of payment;

¢ Complies in each and every relevant respect with the Impact Fees Act.
I make this certification and declaration with the following conditions:

1. All of the recommendations for implementation of the Capital Facilities Plans (CFP)
made in the CFP documents or in the Impact Fee Analysis documents are followed in
their entirety by Grantsville City and its elected officials.

2. All information provided to Ensign Engineering and Land Surveying, LLC, its contractors
or suppliers is assumed to be correct, complete, and accurate. This includes information

provided by Grantsville City and outside sources.
Ensign Engineering and Land Surveying, LLC

Robert Joseph Rousselle

Associate

Grantsville City
Capital Facilities Plan, Impact Fee Facilities Plan, and Impact Fee Analysis 2024 Amendments



Y VN

TABLE OF CONTENTS
GlOSSArY Of TECNNICAI TOIMNIS ... [
ADBDBreviationS @and UNILS .........oiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiieee ettt e e e e e e e eeeeeneees Xii
EXECULIVE SUIMIMANY ....eiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii ettt ettt ettt ettt et ettt et e e et et e ettt et e e et e e e e e e e s e eeeeeeeeeeees XV
SECTION L INEFOTUCTION. ... e e e e e 1-1
1.1 PUIPOSE GNG SCOPE ..ttt 1-1
1.2 Capital Facilities Plan and Impact Fee Facilities Plan OVerview..............ccccccccininnnnnnnns 1-1
1.3 Impact FEE ANAIYSIS OVEIVIEW ........uuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii s 1-2
1.4 IMPACt FEE REQUITEIMENTS ......uuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiitiib e 1-3
I I o ) 1 o1 1= 1-3
A o= Tod 1 01T | PR 1-4
I T o o] T 1-5
1.4, 4 PrOCEEUS ....oeeiieiiiitt ettt ettt e e ettt e e e e et e e e e 1-6
ST @1 T= 11 1=T o =3 1-7
ISR = T Tl (o | o 11 ] o SR 1-8
1.6 INFIAtION RATE........eeiiiiiiii et 1-11
SECTION 2: DEMOQGIAPIICS .oviiiiii i e e e e e e e e eees 2-1
2.1 INETOTUCTION ...ttt ettt e e e e ettt e e e e e et e et e e e e e e aennees 2-1
A == oL o 1T o T == o o 2-1
2.3 Planning AFBAS .....ccouiiiiiiii et e et e e e e e e e e e e e e e e et 2-1
2.4 Land Use and BUild-Out Capacity ............ccuuuiiiiiiieeiiiiiiie e e e e 2-2
2.5 Planning CONVEISIONS ......cieiiiiieiiiiiie e e e e e e e e e et e e s e e e e e e e et e e e e e e e e e asbtaa e e aeeeees 2-6
AN o3 =de] o 11 = 1 1o o S 2-6
2.7 GIOWEN ProOJECHIONS. ...uutiii e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 2-7
2.8 DiStribDULioN Of GIOWLN .......ceiiiiiiiiiee e 2-8
SECTION 3: DFNKING WaLET.....uuei et e e e e e e e e e e aees 3-1
3.1 Capital Facilities Plan and Impact Fee Facilities Plan ...........cccciiiiiiiie e 3-1

Grantsville City
Capital Facilities Plan, Impact Fee Facilities Plan, and Impact Fee Analysis 2024 Amendments



Y VN

3.1.1 Inventory of EXiStiNg FaCIHItIES...........uuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 3-1
3.1.2 LEVE] OF SEIVICE ...ttt 3-5
3.1.3 Capacity Of EXIStING FACIHITIES. .......uuuuiriiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiiei e 3-6
3.1.4 Demands of Future DeVelOPMENT ..........uuuiiuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiie e 3-6
3.1.5 PrOPOSEU PrOJECES ....eiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiiiititeeeeatteebbeebebeeeebaeeeebe bbb 3-7
3.1.6 MethOdS Of FINANCING .....uuvuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiiiiieeeieeaeeebeeeee bbb 3-9
3.2 IMPAact FEE ANAIYSIS.......ccoiiiiiiiiii 3-11
3.2.1 EXISHING FACIIILIES .....eeeeeeeiiiiiiiiiiaiiiiitieiiibiiibb e 3-11
3.2.2 SYSeM IMPIrOVEMENTS ....oeiiiiiiiii et e e et e e e e e e e n e e e e e 3-12
3.2.3 MethOdS Of FINANCING .....uuuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiitiiiiietiiebeeeieeeeaeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e 3-14
3.2.4 IMPACt FEE CaAlCUIALION .....uvtietiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiitiebbiebbebeebbbbbbeee bbb 3-15
3.2.5 IMPACt FEE CASNTIOW .....uiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieieieiii bbb 3-16
I G [ 0] o= (ol B T O =T [ £ TR 3-16
SECTION 4: PUDIIC SAFELY ...ovviiiii e e e e 4-1
4.1 Capital Facilities Plan and Impact Fee Facilities Plan .............ccccoeoii i, 4-1
4.1.1 Inventory of EXiSting FacCilitieS..........couii i 4-1
4. 1.2 LEVEI OF SEIVICE ...ttt 4-2
o W N m o ([T B 1= o T= Ui 1= o 4-2
A 1 (B 1Y o= 1 11 1= o | S 4-3
4.1.2.3 ANIMAI CONEIOL......eiiiiiiiiei et e e 4-3
4.1.3 Capacity of EXisSting FaCIlitI®S.........uuiiiiiieiiiiee e 4-4
4.1.4 Demands of Future DeVeIOPMENT ........ccoiiiiiiee e 4-4
O ISR wd (o] oo 1= To I o o [Tt PP 4-5
T8 N m o ([T B I=T o T= Ui 1= o R 4-5
4.1.5.2 FIre DEPAMMENT. ...ouiiii e e e e e e e e e e e e e e e ar s 4-5
4.1.5.3 ANIMAI CONEIOL......eiiiiiiie et e e e e e e e e 4-6
4154 City Hall ... 4-6

Grantsville City
Capital Facilities Plan, Impact Fee Facilities Plan, and Impact Fee Analysis 2024 Amendments



Y VN

4.1.6 MethodsS Of FINANCING ....uuuiiiiiiiiiiiiii s 4-6
4.2 IMPACE FEE ANGIYSIS....eeeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiee ettt e et e et e e e e e e e e e e e ennees 4-8
4.2.1 EXISTING FACIHTIES ......uuuiiiiiiiiii s 4-8
4.2.2 SYSEEM IMPIOVEIMENTS ...t e e e e e e e e e e s 4-8
4.2.3 MethodsS Of FINANCING .....uuuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 4-10
4.2.4 Impact Fee CalCulation ................uuueuuuiiiiiiiii e 4-11
4.2.5 IMPACt FEE CaSNTIOW ......uiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 4-12
4.2.6 IMPACE FEE CradilS .....uuuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 4-12
YT o] NS B = V1 & 5-1
5.1 Capital Facilities Plan and Impact Fee Facilities Plan ..........cccccccvvvviviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiee, 5-1
5.1.1 Inventory of EXiStiNg FACIItIES ...........uuuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieee 5-1
5.1.2 LEVEI OF SEIVICE ...ttt 5-1
5.1.3 Capacity Of EXIStING FACIHITIES. ......uuuuuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiibiieeeieeeeeae 5-1
5.1.4 Demands of Future Development .............oooiiiiiiiiiii e 5-2
T IR ad (o] o L0 FT=To [ o (0] [=Tox £ TSP 5-2
5.1.6 Methods Of FINANCING ....cvvviiiiiieecc e e e e e eeaaaaes 5-3
5.2 IMPACt FEE ANAIYSIS....uuiii i 5-5
5.2.1 EXIStING FACIHILIES ... eeeieeeeiiie e e e e e e e e e e e aaaae 5-5
5.2.2 SYStemM IMPIOVEIMENTS ...ccuiii it e e e e e e e e e e e e e anan s 5-5
5.2.3 Methods Of FINANCING .....ovviiiiiii e e e e e e eaaanes 5-7
5.2.4 Impact Fee CalCulation .............cooiiiiiiiii e e 5-7
5.2.5 Impact Fee CashfloW ........ouuiii i e 5-8
B5.2.6 IMPACt FEE CreilS ....cciiiiiiiiiiii i e e e e e e et e e e e e e eeaaenas 5-8
SECTION 6 WaASTEWALET .....eeiiiiii ettt e e e e e e e e n e e e e e eees 6-1
6.1 Capital Facilities Plan and Impact Fee Facilities Plan .............cccccoviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiie e, 6-1
6.1.1 Inventory of EXisting FaCIlitieS............uiieiiiiii e e 6-1
6.1.2 LEVEI OF SBIVICE ...coieiiie ettt e e e 6-4

Grantsville City
Capital Facilities Plan, Impact Fee Facilities Plan, and Impact Fee Analysis 2024 Amendments



Y VN

6.1.3 Capacity Of EXIStiNG FACIHITIES. ........uuuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiiii e 6-4
6.1.4 Demands of Future DeVelOpPMENT ...........uuuiuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 6-6
6.1.5 PrOPOSEU PrOJECTS ....eiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiitieitteeetebbeeeb bbb 6-7
6.1.6 MethOdS Of FINANCING .....vuvuiitiiiiiiiiiiiiiiitiieiieetieebb bbb 6-9
6.2 IMPACt FEE ANAIYSIS......coiiiiiiiiiii 6-11
6.2.1 EXIStING FACIIILIES ......eeeeieeiiiiiiiiiiiittieieiei bbb 6-11
6.2.2 SYSeM IMPIrOVEMENTS ..ottt et e e e e e e e e e e e 6-12
6.2.3 MethOdS Of FINANCING .....uuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeiiieiebeee bbb 6-15
6.2.4 IMPACt FEE CaAlCUIALION ... .uutiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiebiibbbiiie bbb 6-16
6.2.5 IMPACt FEE CaSNTIOW .....eiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieii bbb 6-17
O G [ 0] o T= (ot T O =T [ £ TR 6-17
SECTION 7: Water RIightS ACQUISITION.......ccoiiiiiee oo 7-1
7.1 Capital Facilities Plan and Impact Fee Facilities Plan ..........cccccccvvvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiee, 7-1
7.1.1 Inventory of EXisting FaCIlitieS.............ueiiiiiiiiicc e e 7-1
7. 1.2 LEVEI OF SEIVICE ..ccoiiiiiii et 7-1
7.1.3 Capacity of EXiSting FaCIlItIES...........cuuuiiiiiieieiic e e e 7-2
7.1.4 Demands of Future DevelopmeNt ..........ccooo i 7-2
A R ad (o] o0 FsT=To [ od (0] [=Tox £ TSP 7-3
7.1.6 Methods Of FINANCING ....cvviiiiiiii e e e e e e e e eeaaaaes 7-3
7.2 IMPACE FEE ANAIYSIS. . .uuii it e e e e e e 7-4
7.2.1 EXIStING FACIITIES ... eeiieeeie e e e e e e e e e e e e aaane 7-4
7.2.2 SYSIEIM IMPIOVEIMEBNTS ..ttt ittt e e e e et et s e et e e e at e retreean e eeanaaees 7-4
7.2.3 Methods Of FINANCING ....coviiiiiiii e e e e e e eaanees 7-4
7.2.4 Impact Fee CalCulation .............ooiiiiiiiiii e e 7-4
T.2.4. 1 INUOOT USE ...ttt e e e e e et e e e e e e et eeeeas 7-4
7.2.4.2 OULIHOOT USE ...ttt e e e ettt e e e e et eas 7-5
7.2.4.3 Waterwise LandSCapiNg.....cccieeeiiiiiiiiiiiiii e eeeee e e e e e e e et e e e e e e e e e e e e e e 7-6

Grantsville City
Capital Facilities Plan, Impact Fee Facilities Plan, and Impact Fee Analysis 2024 Amendments



Y VN

7.2.4.4 EXample CalCUlatiONS ..........uuuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 7-8
7.2.5 IMPACE FEE CrUILS ...uuuiriiiiiiiiiiiiiiitiiiteeieie bbb 7-9
SECTION 8: STOMN DIAINAGE ... 8-1
8.1 Capital Facilities Plan and Impact Fee Facilities Plan ...........cccccvvvvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieee 8-1
8.1.1 Inventory of EXiStiNg FACIItIES ...........uuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 8-1
8.1.2 LEVEI OF SEIVICE ...ttt 8-5
8.1.3 Capacity Of EXIStING FACIHITIES. ... ..uuuuuruiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiiiiie e 8-5
8.1.4 Demands of Future DeVEeIOPMENT .........uuuuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiiiiiiiiiieieieeeeeee e 8-5
8.1.5 PrOPOSEU PrOJECTS ....veiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiitttbeeeebbbebbeeeeeeebeeb bbb 8-5
8.1.6 MethOdS Of FINANCING .....uutuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiitiiitiieeeeeebeeeeee bbb nnenannaaes 8-7
8.2 IMPACt FEE ANAIYSIS.....cciiiiiiiiiii 8-9
SECTION 9: TranSPOITATION ... e e e e 9-1
9.1 Capital Facilities Plan and Impact Fee Facilities Plan ..........cccccccvvvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiene, 9-1
9.1.1 Inventory of EXiSting FaCIlitieS...........uuuiiiiiiiiccee e e 9-1
9.1.2 LEVEI OF SBIVICE ..ccoiiiiiit ettt 9-2
9.1.3 Capacity of EXiSting FaCIlItIES...........cuuuiiiii e 9-4
9.1.4 Demands of Future DevelopmeNt ..........ccoocoiiiiiiiiiie e e 9-5

Lo TR ad (o] oo FsT=To [ od (0] [=Tox £ T PSPPSR 9-7
9.1.6 Methods Of FINANCING ....cvvviiiiii e e e e e e eaaaae 9-8
9.2 IMPACE FEE ANAIYSIS. .. et e e e 9-10
9.2.1 EXIStING FACIHITIES .. ..o eeiiieeeiicee e e e e e 9-10
0.2.2 SYSEM IMPIOVEIMENTS ..ottt r e e e e et e e e e e e eenn s 9-10
9.2.3 Methods Of FINANCING .....ooviiiiiiii e e 9-12
9.2.4 Impact Fee CalCulation ..........cccoooiiiiiiice e 9-12
9.2.5 Impact Fee CashfloOW .........ouiiiiii e e 9-13
9.2.6 IMPACt FEE CradilS ....ccciiiiiiiiiee e e e 9-14

Grantsville City
Capital Facilities Plan, Impact Fee Facilities Plan, and Impact Fee Analysis 2024 Amendments



Y VN

FIGURES

[l To U (I R el Mo Tor= 1 o o I Y = T o IO PSP PP PPPPPPPPPPPPPI 1-9
Figure 1-2: Grantsville City Arial OVEIVIEW ...........cuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeees 1-10
FIgUre 2-1: PIANNING ATAS......cueiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiitiieeeeee ettt ee ettt ittt ettt ee e e e e et e et eeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeseeeeeenneees 2-4
Figure 2-2: FUUIE Land USE IMAP .....eveiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieieieieeeeeeeeeeeeeee et eeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeees 2-5
Figure 2-3: 10-Year Population ProjECHON. ..........cuiviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieieeieieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee e eeeeeees 2-7
Figure 3-1: Existing Drinking Water SYSEM .........cuuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeeieeeeeeeeeeeee et eeeeeeees 3-4
Figure 3-2: Proposed Drinking Water SYSTEIM ..........cuviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiiiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeees 3-10
Figure 4-1: Public Safety FACIItIES .........uuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii ettt 4-7
Figure 5-1: Park FACIIItIES ........oeeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii ittt e e e e e e e e e e eeeeees 5-4
Figure 6-1: EXiSting WaStEWater SYSIEM........cuviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeieeeeeee ettt e e eeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeees 6-3
Figure 6-2: Proposed WasteWater SYSTEIM ..........uuiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieiieeieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeees 6-10
Figure 8-1: Existing Grantsville City Watersheds (FOUr Major) ............cuuvvveiieieieeiieeeeieieiieeeeene. 8-1
Figure 8-2: Existing Grantsville City Watersheds (West Bank Area)............cccuvveeeeeeeeeeieennnnnne. 8-2
Figure 8-3: Existing Flood Protection INfrastruCtUresS .............uvvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeiieeeeeeeeeeeeeeeeee 8-3
Figure 8-4: EXisting Storm Drainage SYSEM........ccovviiiiiiiii e e e s 8-4
Figure 8-5: Clark Street Storm Drain Improvements Project Exhibit..............ccccooooooiiiiennnn. 8-6
Figure 8-6: West Bank Development Stormwater Master Plan Alternative 4 Project ............... 8-8
Figure 9-1: Existing Roadway Functional Classification ..............cccccoeiiieiiiiiiiii e, 9-2
Figure 9-2: Existing Arterial and Collector LOS ..........ouuiiiiii e 9-4
TABLES

Table 1-1: Existing DemographiCc CONAItIONS.........cciiiiiiiiiiiiiii e e XV
Table 1-2: Future Growth ProjeCtioNS...........oiiiiiiiiii e e e XVi
Table 1-3: Drinking Water System IMpProvVEMENtS ............uuiiiiiiieiiiiiiiie e e e e e e e eaneens XVii
Table 1-4: Public Safety System IMProVEMENTS ........ccooviiiiiiiiii e XVili
Table 1-5: Parks System IMPrOVEMENTS..........ouiiiiiii i e e e eeeeeaaeaes XVili
Table 1-6: Wastewater System IMPrOVEMENTS .. ....ciiiiiiiiiiiiiiiee e eeeeeee e e e e e e e e e e e e eenaenes XiX
Table 1-7: Transportation System IMProvEMENTS............ouuuiiiiiiieiiiiicie e XiX
Table 1-8: Proposed Drinking Water Impact FEES.........ooooiiiiiiii e XX
Table 1-9: Proposed Public Safety IMPact FEES.........coiiiiiiiiiiiii e XX
Table 1-10: Proposed Parks IMPaCt FEES ........ouuiiiii i e e XX
Table 1-11: Proposed Wastewater IMPact FEES.........cooiiiiiiiiiii e XXi

Grantsville City
Capital Facilities Plan, Impact Fee Facilities Plan, and Impact Fee Analysis 2024 Amendments



Y VN

Table 1-12: Indoor Use Water Rights REQUIrEMENTS ........coooiiiiiiiiiiiiiieee e XXi
Table 1-13: Outdoor Use Water Rights ReqUIrEMENtS .........coooiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieeee e XXi
Table 1-14: Proposed Transportation ImMpact FEES ... XXii
Table 2-1: Land USE DENSITIES ......cuuuiiiiiiie et eeeiiiee e e et s s e e e e e e ettt s s e e e e e e e eatasa e e e eeeeeeennnnes 2-2
Table 2-2: Build-Out Units and Remaining Developable Acreage ..........cccccoveiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeen. 2-3
Table 2-3: Existing (2023) Service Connections and ERCS............ccccoiiiii, 2-6
Table 2-4: Projected UnitsS and ERCS........coooiiiiiiiii e 2-10
Table 2-5: Distribution of Projected Units and ERCS ..., 2-10
Table 3-1: EXISHNG SOUICES ......ccoiiiiiiee e 3-1
Table 3-2: EXIiSting Storage TankKS ........oooooiiiiiiiii 3-2
Table 3-3: Existing Booster PUMP STatioNS .........ooooiiiiiiiii e 3-2
Table 3-4: Existing Water Long-Term Debt ... 3-3
Table 3-5: Capacity of EXIStING SOUICES.........ccooiiiiiiiiiii e 3-6
Table 3-6: Capacity of EXIStiNG STOrage ........coooiiiiiiiiiiieee 3-6
Table 3-7: Future Drinking Water REQUINEMENTS ........oooiiiiiiiiiiiiiie e 3-7
Table 3-8: Proposed SOUICE PrOJECES......ccoii i i 3-8
Table 3-9: Proposed Storage PrOJECLS ........cocvuuiiiiii e eeeeaaeaes 3-8
Table 3-10: Proposed Distribution System Projects ..........ccceeiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 3-9
Table 3-11: Existing Drinking Water Facilities Proportionate Share............ccccceevvvvviciieeeeeen, 3-11
Table 3-12: Drinking Water Buy-IN COSES ........coviiiiiiii e 3-11
Table 3-13: Proposed Source Projects Proportionate Share ............ccccceeeeeiiieevivviiien e, 3-12
Table 3-14: Proposed Storage Projects Proportionate Share...........cccccceeeevve i, 3-12
Table 3-15: Proposed Distribution System and Public Works Proportionate Share ............... 3-13
Table 3-16: Drinking Water Impact Fee Eligible COSES ........cccciiviiiiiiiiiiiieeeeeeeeeee e 3-13
Table 3-17: Drinking Water Professional EXPENSES ............viiiiiieiiiiiiiiiii e 3-14
Table 3-18: Drinking Water Future Debt FiNancCing ............ccooiiiviieiiiiiiiiii e 3-14
Table 3-19: Drinking Water Impact Fee Calculation ............ccccooeiiiiiiiiiiiiii e, 3-15
Table 3-20: Proposed Drinking Water Impact FEES............vviiiiii i 3-16
Table 3-21: Drinking Water Impact Fee Revenues and EXPENSES........ccccoevveeeeivviiiiiiieieeeeeen, 3-17
Table 3-22: Drinking Water Impact Fee Cashflow ..o, 3-17
Table 4-1: Existing Public Safety FaCIlitieS ..........ccooiii i 4-1
Table 4-2: Existing Public Safety Long-Term Debt...........ccooiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 4-2
Table 4-3: Public Safety LeVEl Of SEIVICE ... e 4-2
Table 4-4: Capacity of Existing Police FaCilitieS .............ooiiiiiiiiiiiii e 4-4

Grantsville City
Capital Facilities Plan, Impact Fee Facilities Plan, and Impact Fee Analysis 2024 Amendments



Y VN

Table 4-5: Capacity of Existing Fire Facilities..............ooi 4-4
Table 4-6: Capacity of Existing Animal Control Facilities...............cccooi 4-4
Table 4-7: Future Public Safety REQUIrEMENTS.........cooiiiiiiiiiii e 4-5
Table 4-8: Proposed Public Safety Projects ... 4-6
Table 4-9: Public Safety Buy-In COSES........oooiiiiiiiee e 4-8
Table 4-10: Proposed Public Safety Projects Proportionate Share..............cccccooeiiii. 4-9
Table 4-11: Proposed Fire Station Expansion Proportionate Share..............cccccoeeeiiiiiinnenn. 4-9
Table 4-12: Public Safety Impact Fee Eligible COSIS .........coooiiiiiiiiiiii 4-9
Table 4-13: Public Safety Professional EXPENSES ........coooiiiiiiiiiiiiii 4-10
Table 4-14: Public Safety Future Debt FINANCING ........cooooiiiiiiiiiiie e, 4-10
Table 4-15: Public Safety Impact Fee Calculation ..., 4-11
Table 4-16: Public Safety Fire Vehicles Impact Fee Calculation...............ccccoeeiiiiin. 4-11
Table 4-17: Proposed Public Safety Impact FEes..........oooiiiiiiiiiii, 4-12
Table 4-18: Public Safety Impact Fee Revenues and EXPENSES ..........cvvevviveeeeieeeiiiiniineeennnn, 4-13
Table 4-19: Public Safety Impact Fee Cashflow ... 4-13
Table 5-1: Existing Park FacCilities ... 5-1
Table 5-2: Capacity of EXIStNG ParkS..........c.ouuuiiiiiii i eeeeainnes 5-2
Table 5-3: Future Park REQUIFEMENTS ........coiiiiiiiiiii e e e e e e e eeaanaes 5-2
Table 5-4: Proposed Park PrOjECES. ......cii e e e e e e e e e eeaneaes 5-3
Table 5-5: Proposed Parks Proportionate Share..............coeiiiiiiiiiiiiciie e 5-5
Table 5-6: Proposed Park Improvements Proportionate Share ..........cccooooeeevviviiiiiiieecceeeeiinns 5-5
Table 5-7: Parks Impact Fee Eligible COStS.........coiiiiiiiiiicii e 5-6
Table 5-8: Parks Professional EXPENSES..........uuiiiiiii i e e e e e e e enaanes 5-7
Table 5-9: Parks Future Debt FINaNCING...........uuiiiiiii i 5-7
Table 5-10: Parks Impact Fee CalCulation...........cccooooiiiiiiiiii e 5-8
Table 5-11: Proposed Parks IMPACt FEES ........uuiiiiii e eeaaaanns 5-8
Table 5-12: Parks Impact Fee Revenues and EXPENSES......couviievviviiiiiiiiiieeeeeeevie e eeeeeeainnns 5-9
Table 5-13: Parks Impact Fee Cashflow.............ooiiiiiiiiiiiii e 5-9
Table 6-1: Existing Major Gravity SEWET LINES ......cccccoiiiiiiiiiii e e e eeaaanns 6-1
Table 6-2: EXisting Lift StAtiONS.........uuiiiiiiiiiieii e e e e e e eaaaees 6-2
Table 6-3: Existing Wastewater Treatment Facility...........ccooooeiiiiiiiiiiiii e, 6-2
Table 6-4: Existing Wastewater Long-Term Debt............viiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e 6-4
Table 6-5: Wastewater Level Of SEIrVICE ........ooooiiiiiiii i 6-4
Table 6-6: Capacity of Existing Major Gravity SEWer LINES ............ocuviiiiiiieeiiiiiiiiin e, 6-5

Grantsville City
Capital Facilities Plan, Impact Fee Facilities Plan, and Impact Fee Analysis 2024 Amendments



Y VN

Table 6-7: Capacity of EXisting Lift Stations ... 6-6
Table 6-8: Capacity of Existing Wastewater Treatment Facility ...............ccccoeeiiii. 6-6
Table 6-9: Future Wastewater Treatment Facility Requirements.............ccccooeiiiii. 6-7
Table 6-10: Proposed Gravity SEWET LINES ......ccooiiiiiiieiiiee e 6-8
Table 6-11: Proposed Lift Station Projects ..o 6-8
Table 6-12: Proposed Wastewater Treatment Facility ... 6-9
Table 6-13: Existing Wastewater Facilities Proportionate Share ..............ccccccoo. 6-11
Table 6-14: Wastewater Buy-In COSES........oooiiiiiiiii 6-12
Table 6-15: Proposed Wastewater Projects Proportionate Share..........ccccooeeevviviiiiciinineeen, 6-13
Table 6-16: Proposed Public Works Improvements Proportionate Share..............ccccceeeeeeeee. 6-13
Table 6-17: Wastewater Impact Fee Eligible COStS ..., 6-14
Table 6-18: Wastewater Professional EXPENSES ..o, 6-15
Table 6-19: Wastewater Future Debt FiNanCing ........ccooooiiiiiiiiii e, 6-16
Table 6-20: Wastewater Impact Fee Calculation ..., 6-16
Table 6-21: Proposed Wastewater IMpact FEES.........coooiiiiiiiiiiiii 6-17
Table 6-22: Wastewater Impact Fee Revenues and EXPENSES ........ccooovvvviiiiiiiiiiiiiiiiieee, 6-18
Table 6-23: Wastewater Impact Fee Cashflow ..., 6-18
Table 7-1: Water Rights LeVel Of SEIVICE .........uvviiiii e 7-2
Table 7-2: Estimated Capacity of Water RIghtS ..., 7-2
Table 7-3: Future Water Rights ReqQUIrEMENTS .........ccoviiiiiiiiii e e e 7-3
Table 7-4: Indoor Use Water Rights REQUIFEMENLES ..........ovvviiiiieeiiiiiiiie e e e 7-5
Table 7-5: Outdoor Use Requirements (No Waterwise Landscaping) .........cccccccvvieeiieeeeeeeinnnns 7-5
Table 7-6: Outdoor Use Requirements (Waterwise Landscaping Front Yard Only)................. 7-7
Table 7-7: Summary of Outdoor Use Water Rights Requirements .............ccccevevvviiiineeeeeeennnns 7-8
Table 9-1: Collector Peak Hour Service FIOW Rates...........ccoovviiiiiiiii 9-3
Table 9-2: Capacity of EXISting ROGAWAYS ..........ciiiiiiiiiiiiiiiii e eeeeaaenns 9-5
Table 9-3: ITE Trip Generation FACtOrS............uuiiiiii e eeeeaaanes 9-6
Table 9-4: Grantsville SChool Attendance ... 9-6
Table 9-5: Future Transportation DEMAaNAS..........ccoiiieiiiiiiiiiiie e e e e eaanens 9-7
Table 9-6: Transportation Master Plan 2031 Capital Improvement Projects................cceevevnnee 9-8
Table 9-7: Transportation Buy-IN COSt ..........ooiiiiiiiii e e 9-10
Table 9-8: Proposed Transportation Projects Proportionate Share..........ccccoeeevvvviiviiiieneenene, 9-10
Table 9-9: Transportation Impact Fee Eligible COSIS...........cccooiiiiiiiiiiiiiice e, 9-11
Table 9-10: Transportation Professional EXPENSES ..........ooviiiiiiii i 9-12

Grantsville City
Capital Facilities Plan, Impact Fee Facilities Plan, and Impact Fee Analysis 2024 Amendments



Y VN

Table 9-11: Transportation Future Debt FINancCing ..., 9-12
Table 9-12: Transportation Impact Fee Calculation ..., 9-13
Table 9-13: Proposed Transportation Impact FEES ..., 9-13
Table 9-14: Transportation Impact Fee Revenues and EXPENnsSeS .........ccccovvvveeviveiiiiiiineeeeeenn, 9-15
Table 9-15: Transportation Impact Fee Cashflow............ooooiiiii 9-15

APPENDICES

APPENDIX A: References

APPENDIX B: Grantsville City Current Impact Fee Ordinance
ApPPENDIX C: Demographic Calculations

APPENDIX D: Drinking Water Cost Estimates

APPENDIX E: Drinking Water Calculations

APPENDIX F: Public Safety Calculations

APPENDIX G: Public Safety Cost Estimates

APPENDIX H: Parks Cost Estimates

APPENDIX |: Wastewater Calculations

APPENDIX J: Wastewater Cost Estimates

APPENDIX K: Water Rights Calculations

APPENDIX L: Grantsville City Storm Drainage Design Guidelines

APPENDIX M: Storm Drainage Cost Estimates

Grantsville City
Capital Facilities Plan, Impact Fee Facilities Plan, and Impact Fee Analysis 2024 Amendments



Y VN

NNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNN

GLOSSARY OF TECHNICAL TERMS

80th Percentile Rainfall Event
Storm event in which precipitation is greater than or equal to 80 percent of all storm events
averaged over a given period of record.

Average Daily or Day Demand
The average yearly demand volume expressed as a flow rate. Demand is typically used in

irrigation or drinking water terminology.

Average Daily or Day Flow
The average yearly flow volume expressed as a flow rate. Term typically used in wastewater

terminology.

Average Yearly Demand
Amount of water delivered to consumers by a public water system during a typical year.

Demand is typically used in irrigation or drinking water terminology.

Bonds
Fixed-income instrument representing a loan made by an investor to a borrower (typically
corporate or governmental). Bonds are used by companies, municipalities, states, and

sovereign governments to finance projects and operations.

Build-Out

The maximum number of ERCs or EDUs allowed by the planning jurisdiction in its service area.

Buy-in Costs
Depreciated costs for municipal or service district assets which have excess capacity and can

be contributed to existing or future development.

Capital Facilities Plan
A plan to assist a jurisdiction to use its funding wisely and efficiently to maximize funding
opportunities. A capital facilities plan will assist in determining needs, prioritizing projects,

coordinating related projects, and applying for load, bonds, and grant opportunities.
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Collection System
Wastewater system consisting of manholes, gravity pipes, force mains, interceptors, trunk lines,
lift stations, and appurtenances.

Collector Line
Sanitary sewer line which receives wastewater flow from lateral sewer lines and conveys flow to

a trunk line or an interceptor line.

Cost Estimate
Typically an Engineer’s Estimate of Probably Costs for a project improvement based on recently
bid projects and current construction climate. A cost estimate may include design fees,

permitting, administrative costs, and contingency.

Curve Number
Empirical parameter used in hydrology for predicting storm water runoff potential for a given
drainage area based on land use, soil group, and soil moisture derived by the National

Resources Conservation Service (NRCS). Term typically used in storm water terminology.

Debt Service
Money required to cover the payment of interest and principal on a loan or other debt for a

particular time period.

Demand

The drinking water flow rate or volume consumed by water system users.

Demographics

Characteristics of human population and population segments.

Detention
Term typically used in storm water terminology to define a storm water storage site which stores

and releases storm water at a controlled discharge rate.
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Disinfection
A process which inactives pathogenic organisms in water by chemical oxidants or equivalent
agents.

Distribution System

Drinking water system’s network of pipes, valves, fitting, and appurtenances.

Drinking Water
Water suitable to be ingested by humans. Sometimes referred to as Culinary or Potable Water.

Dwelling Unit(s)
Dwelling Unit (DU) is a structure or the part of a structure used as a home, residence, or
sleeping place by one person who maintains a household or by two or more persons who

maintain a common household.

Equivalent Residential Connection(s), Dwelling Unit(s) or Residential Unit(s)

An ERC, EDU, or ERU is a unit of measurement used to compare water demand from non-
residential connections to residential connections. Water use criteria from source (wells and
springs) and metered data are established based on average demand or consumption by

residential connections. This is compared with non-residential uses.

Excess Capacity
Excess capacity used for engineering purposes is when the demand is less than capacity. An
example of excess capacity is when the water demand (consumption) of drinking water system

users is less than the drinking water system supply.

Fixture Unit
A unit of measure expressing the hydraulic loading imposed by any sanitary fixture on the
system of pipe work to which it discharges. Fixture units are typically defined in the

International Plumbing Code (IPC).

Fire Flow
Available flowrate of water supply for firefighting with a residual pressure of 20 psi. Typically

measured as a rate of flow (gpm) for a specific period of time or duration (hours).
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Flood Hazard Zone
Flood Hazard Zone is an area identified on a Flood Insurance Rate Map (FIRM) which specifies
a Base Flood Elevation (BFE) or flood depth.

Head
Also referred to as Pressure Head is a measurement of water pressure in a hydraulic setting
expressed as feet of water. One (1) Ibs per square inch (psi) of head equals 2.31 feet.

Head Loss
Measurement of energy dissipated in a fluid system due to friction along the length of a pipe or

hydraulic system, and those due to fittings, valves and other system structures.

HEC

Computer software for hydrologic engineering and planning analysis.

HEC-RAS
Computer program which models the hydraulics of water flow through natural rivers and

channels.

Hydrology
Scientific study of the properties, distribution, and effects of water on the earth’s surface, in the

soil and underlying rocks, and in the atmosphere.

Hydrologic Soil Group

Natural Resource Conservative Service (NRCS) classification system in which soils are
categorized into four (4) runoff potential groups. This groups consist of soil groups A, B, C, or
D.

Indoor Use
Hydraulic loading imposed by any sanitary fixture on the system of pipe work to which it

discharges inside a building.
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Infiltration
Process by which water enters the soil and recharges streams, lakes, rivers, and underground
aquifers. Term typically used in storm water terminology.

Infiltration Rate

Flow rate by which water enters the soil and recharges streams, lakes, rivers, and underground
aquifers. Typically, specified in inches per hour. Term typically used in storm water
terminology.

Inflation

Rate at which prices for goods and services increases.

Interceptor Lines

Major sanitary sewer line that receives flow from trunk sanitary sewer lines.

Interest
Amount paid to borrow money or the cost charged to lend money. Interest is most often

reflected as an annual percentage of the amount of a loan.

Impact Fee
Payment of money imposed upon new development activity as a condition of development

approval to mitigate the impact of the new development on public infrastructure.

Impact Fee Analysis

The written analysis of each impact fee required by Utah Code Section 11-36a-303.

Impact Fee Facilities Plan
Plan required by Utah Code Section 11-36a-301.

Impervious
Term typically used in storm water terminology to define an area which is impervious such as

asphalt pavement or a concrete sidewalk.
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Level of Service
Defined performance standard or unit of demand for each capital component of a public facility

within a service area.

LID
Low Impact Development is a storm water management strategy which seeks to mitigate the
impacts of increased runoff and storm water pollution by managing runoff as close to its source

as possible.

Manning’s n
Unitless coefficient which represents the roughness or friction applied to the flow of a conduit or

a channel.

Master Plan
Dynamic long-term planning document providing a conceptual layout to guide future growth and

development.

Major Head losses
Major head losses or friction losses is the loss of pressure or “head” in pipe flow due to the

effect of the fluid’s viscosity near the surface of the pipe or duct.

Minor Head losses
Minor head losses are local pressure losses or pressure drops of various hydraulic elements

such as bends, fittings, valves, elbows, tees or heated channels.

Multi-Unit

Typically a dwelling unit with multiple units such as an apartment building or a duplex.

NOAA ATLAS 14 Precipitation Data
Point precipitation frequency estimates for a specific area in the United States available on
NOAA'’s website.

Non-Residential

A non-residential use such as a warehouse, commercial building, or business.

Grantsville City
Capital Facilities Plan, Impact Fee Facilities Plan, and Impact Fee Analysis 2024 Amendments Vi



Y VN

NNNNNNNNNNNNNNNNN

Occurrence

Term used in storm water terminology to estimate the frequency of a storm water event.

Outdoor Use

Hydraulic loading imposed on the system typically by an irrigation system.

Peak Day Demand
Amount of water utilized by a water supplier on the day of highest consumption, generally
expressed in gallons per day (gpd) or millions of gallons per day (MGD). Demand is typically

used in irrigation or drinking water terminology.

Peak Day Flow
Amount of wastewater utilized by a wastewater supplier on the day of highest consumption,

generally expressed in gallons per day (gpd) or millions of gallons per day (MGD).

Peak Discharge

Maximum rate of flow during a storm event. Term typically used in storm water terminology.

Peaking Factors

Ratio of a peak day or instantaneous flow/demand to the average day or daily flow/demand.

Peak Inflow

Highest inflow of wastewater into a wastewater treatment facility.

Peak Instantaneous Demand
Calculated or estimated highest demand which can be expected through any water main of the

distribution network of a water system at any instant in time, generally expressed in gpm or cfs.

Peak Instantaneous Flow
Calculated or estimated highest flowrate which can be expected through any wastewater

collection system at any instant in time, generally expressed in gpm or cfs.

Peak Rainfall Depth

The point at which the amount of rain received is at its highest depth.
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Percolation Rate

Flow rate by which water enters the soil and recharges streams, lakes, rivers, and underground
aquifers. Typically, specified in minutes per inch. Term typically used in storm water
terminology.

Pervious
Term typically used in storm water terminology to define an area which is pervious or allows

storm water to infiltrate into the soil such as a parking strip or lawn.

Planning Period

The period of time, typically in years, used in a plan. A planning period of 10-years is typically
used in Impact Fee Facilities Plans. Master or General Plans may use planning periods from 20
to 50 years.

Pressure Reducing Valve
Valve provided to reduce pressure in a water distribution system. Typically, used to reduce
pressure greater than 100 psi to 50 — 65 psi depending on specific distribution system

requirements.

Pressure Zone

A pressure zone in a distribution system is established with a minimum and maximum pressure
range which is maintained without the use of ancillary control equipment (e.g. booster pumps,
pressure reducing valves, etc.). Maximum static pressures in a typical drinking water pressure

zone are 100 to 120 psi with minimum static pressures from 50 to 65 psi.

Professional Expenses
Expenses of a professional consultant. An example is engineering design and construction

administrative fees from an engineering company.

Proportionate Share
Cost of public facility improvements which are roughly proportionate and reasonably related to

the service demands and needs of any development activity.
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Retention
Term typically used in storm water terminology to define a storm water storage site which
retains storm water without releasing at a controlled discharge rate and instead infiltrates stored

storm water into the ground.

Runoff
Precipitation which does not soak or absorb into the soil surface.

Runoff Coefficients

Percentage of precipitation leaving a particular site as runoff.

Safety Factor
Engineering term utilized to describe how much stronger a system or structure is than it is

required to be to fulfil its purpose under expected conditions.

SCS Method
Soil Conservation Service (SCS) Method is a hydrologic modeling method for computing the
volume of surface runoff for a given rainfall event from small agricultural, forest, and urban

watersheds.

Service Area
Geographic area designated by an entity which a facility, or a defined set of facilities, provides

service within the area.

Single Family

Residence used by a single private family which serves no other purpose.

Source
Term used in irrigation or drinking water terminology to specify where the supply of water

originates. Examples include groundwater wells or springs.

Static Pressure

The pressure exerted by a liquid or gas, especially water or air, on a body at rest.
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Storm and Sanitary Analysis
Comprehensive hydrology and hydraulic analysis application which assists in planning and
design of storm water and sanitary sewer systems.

Storm Event
Amount of precipitation which occurs during a specific duration and recurrence interval for the

location of the storm event. An example is a 100-year storm event during a 24-hour duration.

Surplus Capacity

The amount of surplus or excess capacity a system has available to future development.

SWMM Method
Storm Water Management Model (SWMM) Method is used throughout the world for planning,
analysis and design related to storm water runoff, combined and sanitary sewers, and other

drainages. SWMM is a Windows-based, open source, desktop program.

Time of Concentration

Time required for water to flow from the most remote point in a watershed to the point of interest
within the watershed. It is a function of topography, geology and land use within the watershed
and is computed by summing all the travel times for consecutive components of the drainage

conveyance system.

Total Dynamic Head
Total Dynamic Head is the total equivalent height that water needs to be pumped or lifted
vertically while also factoring in the friction losses of the pipe and minor head losses in valves

and fittings.

TR-55
Technical Release 55 (TR-55) presents simplified procedures to calculate storm runoff volume,
peak rate of discharge, hydrographs, and storage volumes required for storm water detention or

retention.
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Transmission Pipeline
For drinking water or irrigation, a transmission pipeline is typically defined as the pipe from a
storage reservoir to the distribution system. A transmission pipeline typically does not have any

user water connections.

Trunk Line
Sewer line which receives wastewater flow from the collector sanitary sewer lines and conveys

this wastewater either to an interceptor line or a wastewater treatment or reclamation facility.

Waterline

A line formed by the surface of the water on a structure.

Water Line

Pipe or conduit which contains and conveys water.

Water Right
The right to use water diverted at a specific location on a water source, and putting it to

recognized beneficial uses at set locations.

Water Wise, Waterwise, or Water-Wise
Generally a functional, attractive, and easily maintained landscape in its natural surroundings.
A water wise landscape helps conserve water. Note: Local jurisdiction may have specific

definition of water wise landscaping.
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ac-ft
AWWA
BFE

C

CN

CFP

cfs
cfs/acre
CMP
d/D

DIP
DEQ

DU

EDU
Ensign
EPA
ERC
ERU
FEMA
FIRM

ft

ft/s or fps
FU

gal

gpd
gpm
HDPE
HEC
HEC-RAS
hr

ID
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ABBREVIATIONS AND UNITS

acre [area unit of measurement]

acre-foot (1 acre-foot = 325,851 gallons) [volume unit of measurement]
American Water Works Association

Base Flood Elevation

Runoff Coefficient

Curve Number(s)

Capital Facilities Plan

cubic feet per second [flow rate unit of measurement]
cubic feet per acre [flow rate per area unit of measurement]
Corrugated Metal Pipe

depth to diameter ratio

Ductile Iron Pipe

Department of Environmental Quality

Dwelling Unit(s)

Equivalent Dwelling Unit(s)

Ensign Engineering and Land Surveying

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

Equivalent Residential Connection(s)

Equivalent Residential Units(s)

Federal Emergency Management Agency

Flood Insurance Rate Map(s)

foot [length unit of measurement]

feet per second [velocity unit of measurement]

Fixture Unit

gallons [volume unit of measurement]

gallons per day [flow rate unit of measurement]

gallons per minute [flow rate unit of measurement]
High-density Polyethylene [material used for various building materials]
Hydrologic Engineering Center

Hydrologic Engineering Center — River Analysis System
hour [time unit of measurement]

Inside Diameter
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IFFP Impact Fee Facilities Plan
IPC International Plumbing Code
i Average Rainfall Intensity (inches per hour)

1&I Inflow and Infiltration

in. inch [length unit of measurement]

L Length (ft)

LID Low Impact Development

LOS Level of Service

MG million gallons [volume unit of measurement]
MGD millions of gallons per day [flow rate unit of measurement]
mi mile [length unit of measurement]

min minute [time unit of measurement]

MP Master Plan

NOAA National Oceanic Atmospheric Administration
NOI Notice of Intent

NOT Notice of Termination

NRCS Natural Resources Conservation Service

PF Peaking Factor

PRV Pressure Reducing Valve

psi pounds per square inch [pressure unit of measurement]
PVC Polyvinyl Chloride [type of plastic pipe]

Q Flow Rate or Peak Rate of Runoff (cubic feet second)
RCP Reinforced Concrete Pipe

s second [time unit of measurement]

SCADA Supervisory Control And Data Acquisition
SCS Soil Conservation Service

SF Safety Factor

SR State Route

SSA Storm and Sanitary Analysis

SWMP Storm Water management Program

SWPPP Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan

Tc Time of Concentration

UAC Utah Administrative Code

\") Velocity (fs/s or fps)
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yr
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Water Supply Fixture Unit
Wastewater

Wastewater Treatment Facility
Wastewater Reclamation Facility

year [time unit of measurement]
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The City of Grantsville is amending its Capital Facilities Plan (CFP), Impact Fee Facilities Plan
(IFFP), and Impact Fee Analysis (IFA) in order to ensure the current level of service (LOS)
provided to citizens meets demands and can be maintained as the City continues to grow. The
CFP, IFFP, and IFA contained in this plan update projects identified in the previous Capital
Facility Plans (2013, 2016, and 2022 CFPs), propose new projects, and update impact fees
associated with planned development.

First, a demographic analysis of Grantsville City’s current population, land-use, development
patterns, and development potential was completed. The results of the analysis have been used
as a basis for projection of future growth over a 10-year planning period and its distribution
throughout the planning area. These future growth projections were used as one of the factors
to estimate future utility demands and infrastructure requirements for the community. The
existing conditions resulting from this analysis are shown in Table 1-1 and the future growth

projections are shown in Table 1-2.

Table 1-1: Existing Demographic Conditions

Service Connection Servn:ie Units ERC / Unit
Type Connections

Single Family 4,267 4,274 1.00 4,274

Multi-Unit 47 291 0.55 160

Trailer 9 216 1.13 244
Commercial 107 146 7.92 1,156

Church 10 11 9.28 102

School 7 10 5.22 52

Construction Water 13 13 4.83 63

City Rate 5 34 8.60 292
Total 4,465 4,995 6,343
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Table 1-2: Future Growth Projections

Year: 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032
Projected Population: 13,847 14,504 15,194 15,916 16,677 17,476 18,314 19,193 20,119 21,090
Growth Rate: 5.0% 5.0% 5.0% 5.0% 5.0% 5.0% 5.0% 5.0% 5.0% 5.0%
Se“"ceT(;‘l’oZ“ec“°“ Etﬁfi:t’ Units ERCs Units ERCs Units ERCs Units ERCs Units ERCs Units ERCs Units ERCs Units ERCs Units ERCs Units ERCs | Units
Single Family 1.00 | 4,274 4,274 | 4,488 4,488 | 4712 4,712 | 4,948 4,948 | 5195 5195 | 5455 5455 | 5728 5728 | 6,014 6,014 | 6,315 6,315 | 6631 6,631 | 6,963 6,963
Multi-Unit 055 | 291 160 | 306 168 | 321 177 | 337 185 | 354 195 | 372 205 | 391 215 | 411 226 | 432 238 | 454 250 | 477 262
Trailer * 113 | 216 244 | 216 244 | 216 244 | 216 244 | 216 244 | 216 244 | 216 244 | 216 244 | 216 244 | 216 244 | 216 244
Commercial 792 | 146 1,156 | 153 1212 | 161 1,275 | 169 1,338 | 177 1,402 | 186 1,473 | 195 1,544 | 205 1,624 | 215 1,703 | 226 1,790 | 237 1,877
Church 928 | 11 102 | 11 102 | 12 111 | 12 111 | 13 121 | 13 121 | 14 130 | 15 139 | 15 139 | 16 148 | 17 158
School 3 522 | 10 52 10 52 11 57 11 57 12 63 13 68 13 68 14 73 15 78 16 84 | 17 89
Construction Water ~ 4.83 | 13 63 14 68 15 72 16 77 17 82 18 87 19 92 20 97 21 101 | 22 106 | 23 111
City Rate * 860 | 34 202 | 35 301 | 38 327 | 38 327 | 38 327 | 38 327 | 39 33 | 40 344 | 40 344 | 40 344 | 40 344

Total 4,995 6,343

Increase from 2023 - -
! Trailer units are not expected to increase.
2 Church growth rate is 1 church per 1,280 population.
3 School growth rate is 1 school per 1,160 population.
4 City Rate growth rate is based on anticipated City projects.
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Next, an analysis of the existing facilities for each utility (drinking water, public safety, parks,
wastewater, water rights acquisition, storm drainage, and transportation) was completed. A level
of service was proposed for each utility which was used to determine the capacity of existing
facilities and future projects required to meet the demands of future development. A cost
estimate was completed for each proposed project, and proportionate shares were determined
based on the proportion of future development expected to be served by the facility within the
planning period. The amount of each project which is eligible for impact fees was calculated by
multiplying the proportionate share by the estimated project cost (inflated to the proposed
construction year). The proposed system improvements for each utility along with the results of

these calculations are shown in the following five tables.

Table 1-3: Drinking Water System Improvements

Construction
Year Cost

Current Year

Construction (2023) Cost

Proportionate Impact Fee

Project

Year

Estimate

Estimate

Share

Eligible Cost

Hunsaker Well Rehabilitation 2024 $264,654.17 $264,654.17 2 100% $264,654.17
Southwest Well No. 1 2025 $2,921,854.32 $3,129,963.39 0% 3 $0.00
Southwest Well No. 2 2030 $2,862,765.23 $3,642,236.84 100% $3,642,236.84
West Bank Well No. 1 2031 $2,887,128.41 $3,801,796.78 0% 3 $0.00
Southwest Tank No. 1 2025 $3,839,078.10 $4,112,516.44 15.7% $646,074.28
Southwest Tank No. 2 2026 $3,780,827.64 $4,191,871.19 0% 3 $0.00
West Bank Tank No. 1 2029 $6,147,238.50 $7,556,525.67 0% 3 $0.00

Wells and Booster Pumps 2024 $220,906.49  $220,906.49 2 36.9% $81,454.87
Electrical Improvements
SR-L38 WWater Line 2024 $4,601,294.50  $4,762,339.81 0% 2 $0.00
xtension
SOUITHEES TR N, it 2025 $2,403,557.50  $2,574,750.88 0% 3 $0.00
Transmission Line
Generator 2025 $269,200.00 $288,373.77 36.9% $106,332.09
Sl biesy (s 2026 $512,627.50  $568,359.27 0% 3 $0.00
Extension
Southeast Water Line Project 2026 $1,442,156.82 $1,598,945.04 0% 3 $0.00
B“rmeSteFr,ENojzﬁr el 2028 $940,526.85  $1,117,050.86 36.9% $411,890.27
Public Works Improvements 2026 $1,008,975.00*  $1,118,668.62 36.9% $412,486.79
Total $34,102,791.03  $38,948,959.22 $5,565,129.30

! The cost shown for the Public Works Improvements project is half of the total cost estimate because this project cost will be split
evenly between the wastewater and drinking water utilities.

2 The cost for the project was not inflated because the cost shown is the actual project cost.
% The proportionate share is 0% because the project is expected be constructed by developers.
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Table 1-4: Public Safety System Improvements

Construction
Year Cost
Estimate

Current Year
(2023) Cost
Estimate

Impact Fee
Eligible Cost

Proportionate
Share

Construction
Year

Project

Satellite Fire Station East 2025 $3,123,189.55 $3,345,638.73 623%  $2,083,929.44
2 Aerial Platform Trucks 2025 $2,570,940.00 $2,754,055.20 623%  $1,715444.25
Pumper Truck 2025 $535,612.50  $573,761.50 62.3% $357,384.22
EX'Stg‘)?p':r:; g’rtla“o” 2025 $744,05503  $797,050.35 37.4% $297,830.33
Animal Control Shelter 2025 $2,932,511.50 $3,141,379.63 16.6% $520,748.81
Total $9,906,308.58 $10,611,885.41 $4.975,337.05

Table 1-5: Parks System Improvements

Current Year

Construction

Construction Proportionate Impact Fee
Year (Zé) 2:?) D Yea'f sl pShare EIigI?bIe Cost
stimate Estimate
Pickleball Courts at Cherry St 2024 $0.00 1 $0.00 37.4% $0.00
Improvements to Eastmoor Park 2024 $349,628.10 $361,865.08 37.4% $135,216.55
Soccer Fields at Hollywood Park 2024 $0.001 $0.00 37.4% $0.00
Desert Edge Park 2026 $1,974,627.37 $2,189,304.66 0% 2 $0.00
Highlands Park 2027 $3,169,643.06 $3,637,238.32 0% 2 $0.00
President's Park 2028 $1,583,442.69 $1,880,633.20 100% $1,880,633.20
Scenic Slopes Park 2029 $4,226,406.45 $5,195,332.64 100% $5,195,332.64
Clark Farm Park 2030 $3,175,477.22  $4,040,093.82 4.81% $194,193.84
Twenty Wells Park 2032 $8,628,500.00 $11,759,759.81 0% 2 $0.00
Total $23,107,724.89 $29,064,227.53 $7,405,376.23

! The cost shown does not include the amount to be paid with grant money.
2 The proportionate share is 0% because the project is expected be constructed by developers.
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Table 1-6: Wastewater System Improvements

Construction
Year Cost
Estimate

Proportionate

Share
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Impact Fee
Eligible Cost

West Street Collector 2024 $1,173,619.541 $1,173,619.54 2 12.8% $150,522.25
Willow Street Sewer 0
Improvements 2025 $1,161,165.20 $1,243,869.19 13.7% $170,994.42
Northwest Interceptor 2025 $1,747,153.80  $1,871,594.83 0% * $0.00
xtension
SR112 Interceptor 2025 $2,574,853.35 $2,758,247.28 0% $0.00
West Bank Interceptor 2025 $4,231,202.40 $4,532,569.79 0% * $0.00
Southeast Sewer Line 2026 $1,415,384.80 $1,569,262.43 0% $0.00
SR138 Interceptor 2028 $1,185,626.50 $1,408,152.36 0% * $0.00
Northwest Interceptor 0
Replacement 2031 $7,005,127.30 $9,224,414.93 11.2% $1,033,712.75
Northwest Lift Station - 2027 $181,440.00 $208,206.57 99.9% $208,025.93
Upsize Force Main
OO S 2025 $30,910,559.75  $32,905,575.54 185%  $6,095,757.87
Treatment Facility
Public Works Improvements 2026 $1,008,975.003  $1,118,668.62 36.9% $412,486.79
Total $52,595,107.64 $58,014,181.09 $8,071,500.00

! The cost shown for the West Street Collector project is the total cost less the amount to be paid with grant money.
2 The cost for the West Street Collector project was not inflated because the cost shown is the actual project cost.

% The cost shown for the Public Works Improvements project is half of the total cost estimate because this project cost will be split
evenly between the wastewater and drinking water utilities.

4 The proportionate share is 0% because the project is expected be constructed by developers.

Table 1-7: Transportation System Improvements

Construction
Year Cost
Estimate

Current Year
(2023) Cost
Estimate

Proportionate
Share

Impact Fee
Eligible Cost

Construction
Year

Project

Sheep Lane 2024 $17,870,743.00 $18,496,219.01 27.5% $5,082,930.41
Nygreen Street (Section 3) 2026 $1,832,173.801 $2,031,363.84 17.9% $363,443.72
Mack Canyon Road 2026 $620,120.33 1 $687,538.50 33.6% $230,917.02
Cherry Street 2027 $1,746,674.00 $2,004,348.59 7.49% $150,157.43

Total $22,069,711.13 $23,219,469.93 $5,827,448.58

! The cost shown is for the portion of the project funded by the City, not the entire project cost.

Impact fees were then calculated considering buy-in costs to be charged for existing facilities
with excess capacity, the proposed system improvements, and any loans which are anticipated
to fund proposed projects. There is no impact fee charged for storm drainage because the
required projects are associated with correcting existing deficiencies, and it is the responsibility

of the developers, not the City, to construct facilities required to meet the specified level of
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service. The impact fee for water rights acquisition is calculated by multiplying the required
quantity of water rights shown in Table 1-12 and Table 1-13 by the typical cost of water rights of
$25,000 per acre-foot. The proposed impact fees for each utility are shown in Table 1-8 through

Table 1-14.

Table 1-8: Proposed Drinking Water Impact Fees

V\_Iate!' Meter Maximum Flow ERCs Impact Fee
Size (inches) Rate (gpm)
3/4 251 1 $3,432.76
1 401 1.6 $5,492.42
11/2 501 2 $6,865.52
2 1001 4 $13,731.05
3 200 2 8 $27,462.09
4 400 2 16 $54,924.19
6 800 2 32 $109,848.38
8 1,000 2 40 $137,310.47
Non-Residential Development Indoor $35.00 per fixture unit
Non-Residential Development Outdoor $21,694.03 per irrigated acre

! From AWWA M6 Table 5-3 Displacement Meters.
2 From AWWA M6 Table 5-3 Electromagnetic and Ultrasonic Meter Type 1.

Table 1-9: Proposed Public Safety Impact Fees

Land Use Impact Fee

Single Family $996.12 per Dwelling Unit
Multi-Unit $430.33 per Dwelling Unit
Non-Residential $953.80 per 1,000 sq ft building area

Table 1-10: Proposed Parks Impact Fees

Land Use Impact Fee

Single Family and Multi-Unit ~ $3,952.56 per Dwelling Unit
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Table 1-11: Proposed Wastewater Impact Fees

Water Meter Maximum Flow

Size (inches) Rate (gpm) Sae [P AR
3/4 251 1 $5,120.79
1 401 1.6 $8,193.26

11/2 501 2 $10,241.58

2 1001 4 $20,483.15

3 200 2 8 $40,966.30

4 400 2 16 $81,932.61

6 800 2 32 $163,865.22

8 1,000 2 40 $204,831.52

Non-Residential Development $213.37 per fixture unit

1 From AWWA M6 Table 5-3 Displacement Meters.
2 From AWWA M6 Table 5-3 Electromagnetic and Ultrasonic Meter Type 1.

Table 1-12: Indoor Use Water Rights Requirements
Water Right Quantity

Land Use (ac-ft) Impact Fee Unit
Single Family Residential 0.218 $5,450.00  per Dwelling Unit
Multi-Unit Residential 0.120 $3,000.00  per Dwelling Unit
Non-Residential 0.00908 $227.00 per fixture unit

Table 1-13: Outdoor Use Water Rights Requirements

Land Use Water Right Quantity (ac-ft)

No Waterwise Landscaping
Category 1 = (lot sizel, acres) * (0.64) * (3.33 ac-ft/irr. ac)
Category 2 = (irrigated area, acres) * (3.33 ac-ft/irr. ac)
Waterwise Landscape Front Yard Only

Category 1 = (lot sizet, acres) * [(0.18) * (2.28 ac-ft/irr. ac) + (0.46) * (3.33 ac-ft/irr. ac)]
Category 2 = (front yard irrigated area, acres) * (2.28 ac-ft/irr. ac) + (remaining irrigated area, acres) * (3.33 ac-ft/irr. ac)

Waterwise Landscape Entire Lot
Category 1 Reduction not allowed (use front yard only formula)
Category 2 = (irrigated area, acres) * (2.28 ac-ft/irr. ac)
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Table 1-14: Proposed Transportation Impact Fees

Peak Hour

Development Type Trips Rate Impact Fee Units

Single Family 0.99 $2,754.42 per Dwelling Unit

Multi-Unit 0.56 $1,558.05 per Dwelling Unit

Trailer 0.46 $1,279.83 per Dwelling Unit
Industrial / Manufacturing 0.37 $1,029.43 per 1,000 sf Building Area
Warehousing 0.09 $250.40 per 1,000 sf Building Area
Retail 3.295 $9,167.48 per 1,000 sf Building Area
Church 0.049 $136.33 per 1,000 sf Building Area

School 0.0665 $185.07 per Student
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SECTION 1: INTRODUCTION

1.1 PURPOSE AND SCOPE

Grantsville City is amending its Capital Facilities Plan (CFP), Impact Fee Facilities Plan (IFFP),
and Impact Fee Analysis (IFA) to ensure the City’s infrastructure will continue to meet the
demands of its residents, to plan for improvements needed to meet new demands of future
residents, and to collect funding for these projects necessitated by future growth. This plan
builds upon information presented in the City’s previous CFPs, IFFPs, and IFAs from 2013,
2016, and 2022.

1.2 CAPITAL FACILITIES PLAN AND IMPACT FEE FACILITIES PLAN OVERVIEW
Capital facilities plans provide a path forward for the City by identifying future capital
improvement projects necessary to maintain the current LOS provided by the City to its current

and future residents. This capital facilities plan addresses the following:

o Complete a 10-year population and demographic projection within existing City limits by
reviewing U.S. Census Data, Utah Division of Drinking Water (UDDW) data, an analysis
of recent impact fees paid to the City, Utah State demographic data, and other
demographic data sources.

¢ Identify existing City infrastructure using City records, past and present master plans,
and the previous CFP.

¢ Identify new, proposed, and previously undocumented improvements for each
infrastructure and public safety element.

e Calculate existing levels of service (LOS) using specified standards.

¢ Identify system deficiencies and surpluses.

¢ Identify present and future demands on the system.

¢ Identify Capital Improvement Projects (CIP) necessary to remedy deficiencies and meet
the demands of new and proposed development.

¢ Identify and quantify all revenue sources for potential improvements.

e Prioritize and schedule each CIP within the 10-year planning period.

e Solicit and document input from City officials, staff, stakeholders, and affected entities

during the CFP process.
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Per Impact Fees Act, 11-36a-301, before imposing an impact fee the City shall prepare
an impact fee facilities plan to determine the public facilities required to serve development
resulting from a new development activity. An impact fee facilities plan shall:

o ldentify the existing level of service.

o Establish a proposed level of service.

¢ Identify any excess capacity to accommodate future growth at the proposed level of
service.

¢ Identify demands placed upon existing public facilities by new development activity at
the proposed level of service.

¢ ldentify the means by which the political subdivision or private entity will meet those

growth demands.

Impact fees may not be used to directly improve the existing level of service. Existing

deficiencies must use funding other than impact fees to be corrected or improved (11-36a-302).

1.3 IMPACT FEE ANALYSIS OVERVIEW

Per Impact Fees Act, 11-36a-304, an impact fee analysis shall:

¢ Identify any existing capacity of a public facility.

¢ Identify system improvements required to maintain the level of service for the anticipated
development activity.

¢ Demonstrate how the anticipated impacts are related to the development activity.

o Estimate the proportionate share of the costs of existing capacity that will be recouped
and the cost of system improvements related to the development activity.

¢ Identify the manner of financing each public facility, and the extent to which development
activity will contribute to the financing and cost of existing public facilities and future
system improvements.

¢ Identify the extent to which development activity is entitled to a credit against impact
fees, extraordinary costs in servicing the newly developed properties, and the time-price

differential of amounts paid at different times.

In calculating an impact fee, a local political subdivision or private entity may include (Impact
Fees Act, 11-36a-305):
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e The construction contract price.

e The cost of acquiring land, improvements, materials, and fixtures.

e The cost for planning, surveying, and engineering fees for services provided for and
directly related to the construction of the system improvements.

e For a political subdivision, debt service charges, if the political subdivision might use
impact fees as a revenue stream to pay the principal and interest on bonds, notes, or
other obligations issued to finance the costs of the system improvements.

e One or more expenses for overhead.

In addition to preparing an impact fee analysis, a summary of the impact fee analysis shall be
prepared so that it can be understood by a layperson (Impact Fees Act, 11-36a-303).

1.4 IMPACT FEE REQUIREMENTS

The authority to implement impact fees in Utah was established with the Impact Fee Act, Utah
Code — Title 11 — Chapter 36a. The Impact Fees Act grants the City the ability to impose fair
impact fees on new development in accordance with requirements set forth in the act to
maintain existing levels of service. Impact fees on new development help distribute the cost
associated with providing expanded services to a greater population over a larger area to
ensure that the existing LOS is not diminished with new and anticipated development. In order
to establish an impact fee, the City must complete an Impact Fee Facilities Plan and Impact Fee
Analysis which meet the provisions of the Impact Fees Act as discussed in Sections 1.2 and
1.3. Additionally, the City must comply with the Impact Fees Act requirements of enactment,
notice, proceeds, and challenges discussed below. Refer to Appendix B for the City’s current
Impact Fee Ordinance. The details of the Impact Fees Act described in this plan are a summary
of the code for reference purposes; the original and complete text of Utah Code 11-36a should

be referred to in conjunction with this document.

1.4.1 Prohibitions
The City may not in accordance with Utah Code Section 11-36a-202:
¢ Impose an impact fee to:
o Cure deficiencies in a public facility serving existing development.
o Raise the established level of service of a public facility serving existing

development.
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o Recoup more than the local political subdivision's or private entity's costs actually
incurred for excess capacity in an existing system improvement.
e Delay the construction of a school or charter school because of a dispute with the school
or charter school over impact fees.
e Impose or charge any other fees as a condition of development approval unless those
fees are a reasonable charge for the service provided.
¢ Impose an impact fee on:
o Residential components of development to pay for a public safety facility that is a
fire suppression vehicle.
o A school district or charter school for a park, recreation facility, open space, or

trail.

1.4.2 Enactment

In order to impose impact fees, an impact fee enactment shall be passed in accordance with
Section 11-36a-402. The imposed impact fees may not exceed the highest fee justified by the
impact fee analysis and may not take effect until 90 days after the impact fee enactment is

approved. An impact fee enactment shall contain:

e A provision establishing one or more service areas within which the City calculates and
imposes impact fees for various land use categories.

e A schedule of impact fees for each type of development activity that specifies the
amount of the impact fee to be imposed for each type of system improvement or the
formula that the City will use to calculate each impact fee.

e A provision authorizing the City to adjust the standard impact fee at the time the fee is
charged to:

o Respond to unusual circumstances; or

o Respond to 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

o Ensure that the impact fees are imposed fairly.

e A provision governing the calculation of the amount of the impact fee to be imposed on a
particular development that permits adjustment of the amount of the impact fee based

upon studies and data submitted by the developer.
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A provision that allows a developer, including a school district or a charter school, to
receive a credit against or proportionate reimbursement of an impact fee if the
developer:

o Dedicates land for a system improvement;

o Builds and dedicates some or all of a system improvement; or

o Dedicates a public facility that the City and the developer agree will reduce the

need for a system improvement.

A provision that requires 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 are system improvements or are dedicated to the public and

offset the need for an identified system improvement.

1.4.3 Notice

Before preparing or amending an impact fee facilities plan, a local political subdivision or private

entity shall provide written notice in accordance with Section 11-36a Part 5 of its intent to

prepare or amend an impact fee facilities plan that shall:

Indicate that the local political subdivision or private entity intends to prepare or amend
an impact fee facilities plan.

Describe or provide a map of the geographic area where the proposed impact fee
facilities will be located.

Be provided for the geographic area where the proposed impact fee facilities will be

located, as a class A notice under Section 63G-30-102, for at least 10 days.

Before adopting or amending the impact fee facilities plan, the City shall:

Give public notice of the plan or amendment at least 10 days before the day on which
the public hearing is scheduled.

Make a copy of the plan or amendment, together with a summary designed to be
understood by a lay person, available to the public.

Place a copy of the plan or amendment and summary in each public library within the
local political subdivision.

Hold a public hearing to hear public comment on the plan or amendment.
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Before preparing or contracting to prepare an impact fee analysis, the City shall provide a public
notice, as a class A notice under Section 63G-30-102, for at least 10 days. Before adopting an

impact fee enactment, the City shall:

o Comply with the notice requirements of Section 10-9a-205 as if the impact fee
enactment were a land use regulation.

e Hold a hearing in accordance with Section 10-9a-502 as if the impact fee enactment
were a land use regulation.

e Receive the protections of Section 10-9a-801 as if the impact fee were a land use
regulation.

e Atleast 10 days before the day on which a public hearing is scheduled:

o Make a copy of the impact fee enactment available to the public.

o Provide notice of the City's intent to enact or modify the impact fee, specifying the
type of impact fee being enacted or modified, as a class A notice under Section
63G-30-102, for at least 10 days.

e Submit a copy of the impact fee analysis and a copy of the summary of the impact fee

analysis on its website or to each public library within the local political subdivision.

1.4.4 Proceeds
To collect impact fees in accordance with Section 11-36a Part 6 the City shall:
o Establish a separate interest bearing ledger account for each type of public facility for
which an impact fee is collected.
o Deposit a receipt for an impact fee in the appropriate ledger account.
¢ Retain the interest earned on each fund or ledger account in the fund or ledger account.
e At the end of each fiscal year, prepare a report that:

o For each fund or ledger account, shows the source and amount of all money
collected, earned, and received by the fund or ledger account during the fiscal
year and each expenditure from the fund or ledger account.

o Accounts for all impact fee funds that the local political subdivision has on hand
at the end of the fiscal year.

o ldentifies the impact fee funds by:

= The year in which the impact fee funds were received;
= The project from which the impact fee funds were collected;

= The project for which the impact fee funds are budgeted; and
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= The projected schedule for expenditure.

= |n aformat developed by the state auditor;

= Certified by the local political subdivision's chief financial officer; and

= Transmitted to the state auditor within 180 days after the day on which
the fiscal year ends.

The City may expend impact fees only for a system improvement identified in the impact fee
facilities plan and for the specific public facility type for which the fee was collected. The City
shall expend or encumber an impact fee collected with respect to a lot for a permissible use and
within six years after the impact fee with respect to that lot is collected. The City may hold the
fees for longer than six years if it identifies, in writing an extraordinary and compelling reason
why the fees should be held longer than six years and an absolute date by which the fees will

be expended.

The City shall refund any impact fee paid by a developer, plus interest earned, when the
developer does not proceed with the development activity and has filed a written request for a

refund, the fee has not been spent or encumbered, and no impact has resulted.

1.4.5 Challenges
In accordance with Utah Code Section 11-36a Part 7.

e A person or an entity residing in or owning property within a service area, or an
organization, association, or a corporation representing the interests of persons or
entities owning property within a service area, has standing to file a declaratory
judgment action challenging the validity of an impact fee.

e A person or entity required to pay an impact fee who believes the impact fee does not
meet the requirements of law may file a written request for information with the City.

¢ Within two weeks after the receipt of the request for information, the City shall provide
the person or entity with the impact fee analysis, the impact fee facilities plan, and any
other relevant information relating to the impact fee.

e A person or entity that has paid an impact fee that the City imposed may challenge
whether the City complied with the notice and other procedural requirements of the

Impact Fees Act with respect to the imposition of the impact fee.
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o |If a challenge is successful the remedy shall be a refund of the difference between what
the person or entity paid as an impact fee and the amount the impact fee should have
been if it had been correctly calculated.

o If an impact fee that is the subject of an advisory opinion is listed as a cause of action in
litigation, the substantially prevailing party on that cause of action may collect
reasonable attorney fees and court costs pertaining to the development of that cause of
action and shall be refunded an impact fee held to be in violation of the Impact Fees Act,
based on the difference between the impact fee paid and what the impact fee should
have been if it had been correctly calculated.

1.5 BACKGROUND

Grantsville City is situated in Tooele County at the northwestern end of the Tooele Valley and at
the south end of the Great Salt Lake. The City’s location is shown in Figure 1-1 and Figure 1-2.

Grantsville is located both in the floor of the valley with western portions of the City entering into
the foothills of the Stansbury Mountains to the west. The Tooele Valley is on the eastern end of

the basin and range topography of the Great Basin Desert.

Grantsville City, like much of Utah, has experienced rapid growth in the past decade and is
projected to continue for the next decade and beyond. This growth is coinciding with a transition
period for the City as it grows from a bedroom community supported largely by jobs in the
greater Tooele Valley or Salt Lake City metropolitan area, to a City with a sizable commercial
presence. From the Wal-Mart distribution center in the northwest corner of the city to the Purple
Mattress warehouse and Lakeview Business Center in the Deseret Peak portion of the City, the
City is poised for continued growth in these sectors. Recent residential growth in the southern
and western portions of the City indicate a growing local population to service these new
industries. As the cost of real-estate rises in the Salt Lake Valley and it nears build-out capacity,
jobs that Grantsville City residents formerly commuted to could instead be re-located to
Grantsville City itself. This growth and associated developments will bring needed
improvements and extensions of the City’s existing infrastructure to maintain existing levels of

service.

Grantsville City
Capital Facilities Plan, Impact Fee Facilities Plan, and Impact Fee Analysis 2024 Amendments 1-8
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1.6 INFLATION RATE

Inflation must be accounted for when calculating impact fees, so for the purposes of this CFP,
IFFP, and IFA an annual inflation rate of 3.5% is used. It is recognized that the current
economic climate is unpredictable and inflation rates vary significantly, but these rates are
predicted to stabilize over time so 3.5% is believed to be a reasonably accurate rate. However,
if this predicted rate is not consistent with actual inflation rates over time, then the City should
revisit and update any cost-estimates contained in this plan to reflect an accurate inflation rate.

Grantsville City
Capital Facilities Plan, Impact Fee Facilities Plan, and Impact Fee Analysis 2024 Amendments 1-11
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SECTION 2: DEMOGRAPHICS

2.1 INTRODUCTION

Grantsville City is transitioning from a small bedroom community supporting the regional
economy to a small city experiencing rapid growth. Many residents commute to work in the Salt
Lake Valley, while others increasingly work locally providing services for the County and the
community. Local work is concentrated in mineral extraction and waste disposal companies
located in the West Desert and around the south arm of the Great Salt Lake along with
warehousing, distribution, and manufacturing located in the Tooele Valley. Warehousing and
distribution jobs increased in recent years with the arrival of a Walmart Distribution Center in the
northwest corner of the City and a Purple Mattress warehouse in the southeast. The
construction of the Lakeview Business Park, adjacent to the Utah Motorsports Campus in the
Deseret Peak area of the City, will result in a substantial increase in warehousing and
distribution jobs in the future. It is anticipated that the Flux and West areas of the City will see a
significant increase in residential and commercial development. The City is working on a plan
called the West Bank & Northwest Area Master Development Plan & Capital Facilities Plan to
address this area. Even with this considerable anticipated growth, the City recognizes the

importance in preserving its character and rural community.

A demographic analysis of Grantsville City’s current population, land-use, development
patterns, and development potential has been completed. The results of the analysis have been
used as a basis for projection of future growth and its distribution throughout the planning area.
These future growth projections will be used as one of the factors to estimate future utility

demands and infrastructure requirements for the community.

2.2 PLANNING PERIOD
This plan focuses on growth projected in the next 10 years to determine future capital facility
needs. The planning period begins at the end of 2023 and finishes at the end of 2033. Anytime

a year is stated throughout this plan it is referring to the end of the specified year.

2.3 PLANNING AREAS
In order to identify areas that are showing recent growth trends and more accurately determine
needed improvements, the entire planning area has been divided into six distinct planning

areas: Flux, North, Central, South, West, and Deseret Peak. Major roads, transitions in existing

Grantsville City
Capital Facilities Plan, Impact Fee Facilities Plan, and Impact Fee Analysis 2024 Amendments 2-1
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development density, or changes in land use have been used as boundaries to the extent
possible to define these planning areas. Reference Figure 2-1 for graphical representations of
these areas.

2.4 LAND USE AND BUILD-OUT CAPACITY

Grantsville City limits encompass approximately 25,522 gross acres. Much of this land is
currently undeveloped, particularly in the area northwest of the City along SR 138 (Flux and
West areas) and the Deseret Peak area. Future land use areas per the City’s current zoning
designations are shown in Figure 2-2. The Grantsville City General Plan provides values for
maximum allowable densities for each land use type (Table 2-1), and Ensign assumed an actual
build-out density for each land use type in order to project future development. Table 2-2 shows
the remaining developable acreage broken out by land use type and planning area. The total
land available for development was reduced by 30% to account for future hardscapes (streets,

sidewalks, curbs, and gutters), potentially undevelopable land, and other public uses.

Table 2-1: Land Use Densities

Land Use Maximum L_and Use Density Assumed Density
(Units/Acre) (Units/Acre)

Commercial - 3

Mixed-Use Density 10to 15 5
High Single Family Residential 6 3.5
Medium Density Residential 3 1.75

Low Density Residential 2 1
Rural Residential-1 0.1to1l 0.5
Rural Residential-2 0.1t00.2 0.15
Industrial - 0.25
Municipal / School - 0.1
Park & Open Space - 0.01
General Manufacturing - 0.25

Note: Assumed density was assigned to Park and Open Space to be able to determine future infrastructure improvements.

Grantsville City
Capital Facilities Plan, Impact Fee Facilities Plan, and Impact Fee Analysis 2024 Amendments 2-2
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Table 2-2: Build-Out Units and Remaining Developable Acreage

High Single Medium

General Family Density Low Density Rural Rural Municipal / Mixed-Use Park & Open

Commercial Manufacturing Residential Residential Residential Residential-1 Residential-2 Industrial School Density Space Total
Acres Units Acres Units Acres Units Acres Units Acres Units Acres Units Acres Units Acres Units Acres Units Acres Units Acres Units Acres Units
Central - - - - 76 268 45 78 - - - - - - - - 34 3 147 736 16 0.16 319 1,085
Deseret Peak | 618 1,854 | 1,009 252 - - - - - - - - - - 334 84 - - - - 1,404 14 3,365 2,204
Flux 1,131 3,393 - - - - - - - - 472 236 281 42 | 3,738 934 - - 42 210 - - 5,664 4,815
North 90 269 - - 57 200 - - - - 1,563 782 - - 102 26 116 12 43 213 | 0.43 0.004 | 1,972 1,501
South - - - - - - 81 142 | 1,396 1,396 | 210 105 - - - - 16 2 29 144 9 0.09 | 1,741 1,788
West = = - - 236 824 24 41 1,182 1,182 | 122 61 - - 9 2 52 5 41 203 - - 1,664 2,319
Totals 1,839 5,516 | 1,009 252 369 1,292 | 149 261 | 2,578 2,578 | 2,367 1,183 | 281 42 | 4183 1,046 | 218 22 301 1,506 | 1,430 14 | 14,724 13,713

Notes: Units per land use type are based on the assumed build-out densities outlined in Table #.
The remaining developable acreage is based on a GIS analysis completed in 2021.

Grantsville City
Capital Facilities Plan, Impact Fee Facilities Plan, and Impact Fee Analysis 2024 Amendments 2-3
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2.5 PLANNING CONVERSIONS

The Equivalent Residential Connection (ERC) is the recognized standard planning unit when
planning for future utility infrastructure needs. One ERC represents a single family dwelling with
known demand characteristics or requirements. Other types of uses are typically factored based
upon comparison of their demand versus the residential single family unit. The types of uses for
Grantsville City are categorized as shown in Table 2-3. The Construction Water connection type
represents water drawn from a hydrant for construction use, and the City Rate connection is
water usage from City buildings and parks.

In order to determine the total number of ERCs, it is necessary to convert the number of
physical units and metered service connections on the system to ERCs. The existing numbers
of units and service connections for Grantsville were determined from the City’s monthly water
meter reports. The conversion between service connections and ERCs has been calculated
(Appendix C) using approved methods as outlined in the State of Utah Administrative Code

R309-510, and the results are summarized in Table 2-3.

Table 2-3: Existing (2023) Service Connections and ERCs

Service Connection Servn:fe Units ERC / Unit
Type Connections

Single Family 4,267 4,274 1.00 4,274
Multi-Unit 47 291 0.55 160
Trailer 9 216 1.13 244

Commercial 107 146 7.92 1,156
Church 10 11 9.28 102
School 7 10 5.22 52
Construction Water 13 13 4.83 63
City Rate 5 34 8.60 292

Total 4,465 4,995 6,343

2.6 POPULATION

The Utah Division of Drinking Water (UDDW) estimated Grantsville’s 2018 population to be
10,660. Based on an analysis of past impact fees and building permits, Ensign estimated
Grantsville’s 2021 end of year population to be 12,791. The number of residential ERCs in the
City at the end of 2021 was 4,323 as determined from water meter reports. These residential
ERCs include the Single Family, Multi-Unit, and Trailer service connection types. This equates
to a ratio of 2.96 persons per ERC, which is used to estimate the population beyond 2021.

Based on the number of residential ERCs shown in Table 2-3, the City’s estimated current

Grantsville City
Capital Facilities Plan, Impact Fee Facilities Plan, and Impact Fee Analysis 2024 Amendments 2-6
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(2023) population is 13,847. The following graph (Figure 2-3) illustrates the projected population
growth over the planning period. The method of estimating the future growth is discussed in
Section 2.7.

Figure 2-3: 10-Year Population Projection
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2.7 GROWTH PROJECTIONS

Like much of Utah, Grantsville City experienced steady growth of approximately 1.5% to 2.5%
between 2010 and 2014, with a growth rate that has accelerated exponentially since 2015.
Looking back at recent history, an article from the Deseret News dated April 26, 1999 had
projected that Grantsville’s population at the time, 5,800, would increase 72% by the year 2020.
The City ended up growing by 121% during this timeframe. Municipalities in Salt Lake Valley
have seen this type of exponential growth in the 2000s to keep up with the booming economy.
An example of this growth was Draper which grew from a population of 25,220 persons in 2000
to 42,275 persons in 2010 (67.6% growth) according to the U.S. Census Bureau. This high level
of growth is expected to continue in Grantsville as a large majority of current development in
Salt Lake Valley is higher density residential infill projects leaving people looking for affordable
single family homes to venture farther from the Salt Lake Valley into Tooele Valley. Additionally,
a significant amount of future development in Grantsville is currently in the planning process. As
previously mentioned the City is preparing a study for the West Bank and Northwest areas.
These areas along with the Lakeview Business Park in the Deseret Peak planning area are

anticipated to be the largest contributors to the growth of the City in the next 10 years.

Grantsville City
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Recently, Grantsville has observed annual growth rates of about 4% from 2016-2019,
increasing to 6.6% in 2020, and approximately 8.5% for 2021. However, growth rates this large
are not expected to be sustained for multiple years. Applying an 8.5% annual growth rate over
the planning period results in an overall growth rate of about 120% in 10 years, nearly double
the historical growth rates in Grantsville and Draper. Reviewing growth rates for various size
cities throughout America, 75 to 80% growth in 10 years is the highest rate observed for a city
similar in size to Grantsville. The growth rate for Grantsville from 2021 to 2022 decreased to
about 5% and from 2022 to 2023 was just over 3%. Considering the proposed developments,
input from City staff, and the predicted growth in the Salt Lake and Tooele Valley and
surrounding cities, it is anticipated a 5% rate of growth will continue for the entire planning
period, resulting in an overall 60% growth in 10 years. Due to the significant change of growth
rates seen in recent years along with an unstable economic climate and varying construction
pricing and supplies available, the actual City growth may differ from these estimated
projections. Therefore, the City should revisit the demographic projections of this plan on a
yearly basis and compare with the actual growth rates occurring in the City. If the actual growth
differs significantly from the projections, then the demographic projections need to be amended,
and this CFP/IFFP/IFA in its entirety needs to be amended as the results contained throughout
this plan are based on the assumption that the demographic projections accurately represent

future conditions of the City.

The yearly unit and ERC projections over the planning period for each connection type are
shown in Table 2-4. The 5% annual growth rate was applied to Single Family, Multi-Unit,
Commercial, and Construction Water connection types to project the number of future units and
thus ERCs. New trailer units are not expected to be constructed in Grantsville, so the future
number of trailer units and ERCs are shown to remain unchanged. Future Church and School
units were projected by maintaining a set unit density relative to the City’s population, which
were determined by the existing conditions in 2021. At this time, there was one church per
1,280 residents and one school per 1,160 residents. Lastly, the City Rate growth was estimated

based on anticipated City projects and their predicted construction years.

2.8 DISTRIBUTION OF GROWTH
Uncertainties arise in predicting growth in a City due to different factors that can influence when
and where it may occur. However, an analysis of past impact fee locations can provide an

indication as to where growth is likely to continue. This, coupled with longer historic growth

Grantsville City
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patterns, proximity to existing infrastructure, and input from the City can allow for a reasonable
projection of growth. Additionally, the distribution of growth among the six planning areas
requires taking into consideration the existing land uses and available capacity of each area. To
determine the available capacity, Ensign used Automated Geographic Reference Center
(AGRC) parcel data for Tooele County and filtered it to find all parcels available for development
in each area. Considering each of these factors, the percentages of growth expected to occur in
each planning area were determined and used to project units and ERCs per area for the
planning period, shown in Table 2-5.

Grantsville City
Capital Facilities Plan, Impact Fee Facilities Plan, and Impact Fee Analysis 2024 Amendments 2-9



Year:

Projected Population:

Growth Rate:

Service Connection ERC /
Type Unit

Single Family 1.00
Multi-Unit 0.55
Trailer 1 1.13
Commercial 7.92
Church 2 9.28
School 3 5.22
Construction Water 4.83
City Rate * 8.60

Total

Table 2-4: Projected Units and ERCs
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2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032
13,847 14,504 15,194 15,916 16,677 17,476 18,314 19,193 20,119 21,090
5.0% 5.0% 5.0% 5.0% 5.0% 5.0% 5.0% 5.0% 5.0% 5.0%

Units ERCs Units ERCs Units ERCs Units ERCs Units ERCs Units ERCs @ Units ERCs Units ERCs Units ERCs Units ERCs | Units
4,274 4,274 | 4,488 4,488 | 4,712 4,712 | 4,948 4,948 | 5,195 5,195 | 5455 5455 | 5728 5,728 | 6,014 6,014 | 6,315 6,315 | 6,631 6,631 | 6,963
291 160 306 168 321 177 337 185 354 195 372 205 391 215 411 226 432 238 454 250 477
216 244 216 244 216 244 216 244 216 244 216 244 216 244 216 244 216 244 216 244 216
146 1,156 153 1,212 161 1,275 169 1,338 177 1,402 186 1,473 195 1,544 205 1,624 215 1,703 226 1,790 237
11 102 11 102 12 111 12 111 13 121 13 121 14 130 15 139 15 139 16 148 17
10 52 10 52 11 57 11 57 12 63 13 68 13 68 14 73 15 78 16 84 17
13 63 14 68 15 72 16 77 17 82 18 87 19 92 20 97 21 101 22 106 23
34 292 35 301 38 327 38 327 38 327 38 327 39 335 40 344 40 344 40 344 40

4,995

6,343

5,747

7,287

nnnnnn

6,963
262
244

1,877
158

89
111
344

Increase from 2023
! Trailer units are not expected to increase.
2 Church growth rate is 1 church per 1,280 population.
3 School growth rate is 1 school per 1,160 population.
4 City Rate growth rate is based on anticipated City projects.

752

944

Table 2-5: Distribution of Projected Units and ERCs

Projected Population: 13,847 14,504 15,194 15,916 16,677 17,476 18,314 19,193 20,119 21,090 22,108
Growth Rate: 5.0% 5.0% 5.0% 5.0% 5.0% 5.0% 5.0% 5.0% 5.0% 5.0% 5.0%
Percentage
of Growth
Central 8.10% 2,216 2,774 | 2,235 2,797 | 2,256 2,825 | 2,277 2,850 | 2,299 2,878 | 2,323 2,906 | 2,347 2,937 | 2,373 2,970 | 2,400 3,002 | 2,429 3,037 | 2,459 3,074
Increase from 2023 - - 19 24 40 51 61 76 83 104 107 133 131 163 157 196 184 228 213 264 243 300
Deseret Peak 16.02% 92 292 130 339 170 393 212 443 256 498 302 554 351 614 402 679 456 744 512 813 571 885
Increase from 2023 - - 38 47 79 101 120 151 165 206 211 262 260 322 311 387 364 452 421 521 480 594
Flux 39.80% 174 252 269 369 369 504 473 628 583 764 698 904 819 1,054 946 1,215 | 1,079 1,374 | 1,219 1,548 | 1,366 1,727
Increase from 2023 - - 95 116 195 252 299 376 409 512 524 652 645 801 772 962 905 1,122 | 1,045 1,295 | 1,192 1,475
North 2.38% 574 899 580 906 586 914 592 921 598 929 605 938 612 947 620 956 628 966 636 976 645 987
Increase from 2023 - - 6 7 12 15 18 22 24 31 31 39 39 48 46 58 54 67 62 77 71 88
South 10.26% 1,623 1,797 | 1,648 1,827 | 1,674 1862 | 1,700 1,894 | 1,729 1,929 | 1,758 1,965 | 1,789 2,003 | 1,822 2,045 | 1,856 2,086 | 1,893 2,131 | 1,930 2,177
Increase from 2023 - - 24 30 50 65 77 97 105 132 135 168 166 207 199 248 233 289 269 334 307 380
West 23.44% 316 329 372 398 431 477 492 551 557 631 625 713 696 801 771 896 849 990 932 1,092 | 1,018 1,198
Increase from 2023 - - 56 68 115 148 176 221 241 301 308 384 380 472 455 567 533 661 616 763 702 868

Total

Increase from 2023

Grantsville City

238

292

491

632
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SECTION 3: DRINKING WATER

3.1 CAPITAL FACILITIES PLAN AND IMPACT FEE FACILITIES PLAN

3.1.1 Inventory of Existing Facilities

Grantsville City’s drinking water system consists of six water sources (Table 3-1) with
associated water rights, five water storage tanks, two booster pump stations, and a distribution
system as outlined below (Figure 3-1).

Table 3-1: Existing Sources
Casing, Pump Equipped

(inches)/  Setting Capacity
Depth (feet) (feet) (gpm)

Well Completion
Date

Typel

DENIEE Equipment

Well / 150 Hp
Sub. Pump and 12 /480 150 1,030 1975 $9,618.00 3
Motor
Well / 100 Hp
South Willow Well ~ Sub. Pump and 16/ 395 254 620 May 15, 1998 $2,600.00 3
Motor
Well / 125 Hp
Hunsaker Well Sub. Pump and 16 /650 470 2751 October 20, 2004 N/A 4
Motor

Well / 100 Hp
Hollow Shaft December 22,
South Well Pump and 16 /520 420 750 1995

Motor

Well / 150 Hp
North Well Sub. Pump and 16 /550 510 1,200 February 20, 2019 $1,499,501.65
Motor

Well / 450 Hp
Marshall Well Vertical Turbine 16/ 610 410 2,500 2024 N/A °
Pump and Motor

Total 6,375 $1,709,275.01
! The Hunsaker Well is equipped and able to pump at 500 gpm however, the drawdown in the well limits pumping to approximately
275 gpm. The City is rehabilitating the Hunsaker Well which may increase the equipped capacity.
2 The costs shown are historical costs which may include initial construction, acquiring land, improvements, planning, and
engineering.
3 The City does not have records of the original construction costs, but recorded costs of improvements made to the wells are
included.
4 The Hunsaker Well cost was excluded because Tooele County constructed the well at its own cost.
5 The Marshall Well cost was excluded because it was paid for by the Redevelopment Agency (RDA).

Cherry Street
(Park) Well

$197,555.36 3

Grantsville City’s existing five storage tanks provide drinking water, irrigation, and fire

suppression for the City. The City’s drinking water system supplies approximately 2/3 of the City

Grantsville City
Capital Facilities Plan, Impact Fee Facilities Plan, and Impact Fee Analysis 2024 Amendments 3-1
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with irrigation and the Grantsville Irrigation Company supplies the remaining 1/3. Table 3-2 lists

the City’s five storage tanks along with historic construction costs.

Table 3-2: Existing Storage Tanks

Equipped
Capacity (Million Cost!
Gallons)

Diameter /
Dimensions
(feet)

Depth Primary Supply

(feet) Source(s)

North Well and

North Tank (Rect.)  49.5x50.5 125 Cherry Street Well 0.225 N/A
: North Well and
North Tank (Circ.) 80 14 Cherry Street Well 0.5 N/A
South Tank 94 21 South Well 1.0 N/A
South Willow Well,
South Willow Tank 83 25.5 Hunsaker Well, and 1.0 $12,308.53 2
Marshall Well
Lakeview Business South Willow Well
Park Tank 92 26 and Marshall Well 1.2 $1,746,515.04
Total 3.925 $1,758,823.57
! The costs shown are historical costs which may include initial construction, acquiring land, improvements, planning, and
engineering.
2 The City does not have records of the original construction cost, but recorded costs of improvements made to the tank are
included.

Grantsville’s existing distribution system is shown in Figure 3-1. The City has two booster pump
stations which are listed in Table 3-3. The total recorded historic cost for the distribution system
is $16,226,356.31.

Table 3-3: Existing Booster Pump Stations

Booster Pump Station Primary Supply Equipped Capacity (gpm) Completion Date Cost
West Bank Booster Pump 540 (1 pump), 995 (2 pumps),

Station South Tank 1,350 (3 pumps) 1 2015 N/A
300 (1pumps), 600 (2 pumps),
North Well Booster PUmp north well 900 (3 pumps), 1,200 (4 2023 N/A

pumps), 1,500 gpm (5 pumps)

! Equipped capacities assume both the Hunsaker and South Willow Wells are pumping to the South Willow Tank at the same time
the booster pump station is operating.

The existing Public Works Building serves both drinking water and wastewater facilities. The

building was constructed in 2021 for a cost of $222,483.40 attributed to water facilities.

Grantsville City
Capital Facilities Plan, Impact Fee Facilities Plan, and Impact Fee Analysis 2024 Amendments 3-2
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The City has long-term debt associated with a bond issued to finance the Main Street Water
Replacement Project as shown in Table 3-4. The Water Revenue Bond was used to finance
improvements to the distribution system.

Table 3-4: Existing Water Long-Term Debt

Interest Final Original Principal Total Interest

Date of Issue Bond, Note  Outstanding at Payments

g B ORI Issue June 30,2023  (2023-2033)

Water Revenue

Bond, Series 2018 December, 2018 1.50%  August, 2039 $2,700,000.00  $3,039,000.00 $344,640.00

Grantsville City
Capital Facilities Plan, Impact Fee Facilities Plan, and Impact Fee Analysis 2024 Amendments 3-3
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3.1.2 Level of Service
Level of Service (LOS) standards used for this plan listed below were previously established in
the Grantsville City Capital Facilities Plan dated May 2022 by Ensign Engineering and Land

Surveying.

¢ Unit Average Day Demand = 807 gpd/ERC (0.618 ac-ft/year/ERC)
o Indoor Demand = 195 gpd/ERC (0.218 ac-ft/lyear/ERC)
o Outdoor Demand = 612 gpd/ERC (0.400 ac-ft/lyear/ERC)
e Unit Peak Day Demand = 1,416 gpd/ERC (0.983 gpm/ERC)
o Indoor Demand = 275 gpd/ERC (0.191 gpm/ERC)
o Outdoor Demand = 1,141 gpd/ERC (0.792 gpm/ERC)
e Peak Instantaneous Demand:
o Indoor Demand = 10.8*(ERCs)%% gpm/ERC
o Outdoor Demand = 1.58 gpm/ERC
e Fire Flow:
o Industrial/Commercial Buildings = 2,050 gpm for 4 hours (492,000 gallons)
o Residential = 1,500 for 2 hours

¢ Drinking Water System Capacity Requirements:
o Sources:
=  Supply Peak Day Demand
o Storage:
= Storage for Average Day Demand plus Fire Flow
(Industrial/Commercial Buildings Fire Flow)
o Distribution:
= Per UAC R309-105-9, distribution systems should maintain a
minimum pressure at all points in the system during;
e Peak Day Demand plus Fire Flow - 20 psi
¢ Peak Instantaneous Demand — 30 psi
e Peak Day Demand — 40 psi
=  Max Velocity Requirements:
e Peak Day and Peak Instantaneous Demand - 5 fps

e Peak Day Demand plus Fire Flow — 10 fps

Grantsville City
Capital Facilities Plan, Impact Fee Facilities Plan, and Impact Fee Analysis 2024 Amendments 3-5
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3.1.3 Capacity of Existing Facilities

As mentioned in Section 3.1.2, source capacity requirements are based on peak day demand.
The current peak day demand was calculated based on demographic projections established in
Section 2.7 and the source level of service shown in Section 3.1.2. This demand was compared

with the equipped capacity to determine the source excess shown in the table below.

Table 3-5: Capacity of Existing Sources

Current (2023) Peak Day LOS Peak Day Equipped Capacity Excess / (Deficit)

ERCs (gpm/ERC) Demand (gpm) (gpm) (gpm)
6,343 0.983 6,235 6,375 140

The City’s current average day demand plus the fire flow storage requirement shown in Section
3.1.2 was compared with the equipped storage capacity to calculate the current storage deficit
as shown in Table 3-6.

Table 3-6: Capacity of Existing Storage
Average Day Equipped

Demand Plus Fire = Capacity
Storage (gal) (gal)

Current  Average Day Excess / (Deficit)

(gal)

Fire Storage = Average Day
(gal) Demand (gpd)

(2023) LOS
ERCs (gpd/ERC)

6,343 807 492,000 5,118,801 5,610,801 3,925,000 (1,685,801)

Drinking water distribution systems are pressurized and the City of Grantsville is capable of
pumping drinking water from its lowest pressure zone, zone 1, to pressure zone 3. It is also
capable of distributing from its pressure zone 3 tanks, South Willow and Lakeview Business
Park, to all its pressure zones. Therefore, the distribution system serves the entire City equally

and has excess capacity to accommodate any future development.

3.1.4 Demands of Future Development
The future requirements for the drinking water system (see Table 3-7) were determined by
utilizing the projected growth in the planning period shown in Table 2-4 and the levels of service

from Section 3.1.2.

Grantsville City
Capital Facilities Plan, Impact Fee Facilities Plan, and Impact Fee Analysis 2024 Amendments 3-6



2023
2024
2025
2026
2027
2028
2029
2030
2031
2032
2033

6,343
6,635
6,975
7,287
7,629
7,980
8,356
8,761
9,162
9,597
10,048

Table 3-7: Future Drinking Water Requirements

Sources

Peak Day Excess/

Demand (Deficit)
(gpm) (gpm)
6,235 140
6,522 (147)
6,856 (481)
7,163 (788)
7,499 (1,124)
7,844 (1,469)
8,214 (1,839)
8,612 (2,237)
9,006 (2,631)
9,434 (3,059)
9,877 (3,502)

Average Day

Demand
(gpd)
5,118,801
5,354,445
5,628,825
5,880,609
6,156,603
6,439,860
6,743,292
7,070,127
7,393,734
7,744,779
8,108,736

Storage

Average Day
Demand Plus Fire
Storage (gal)

5,610,801
5,846,445
6,120,825
6,372,609
6,648,603
6,931,860
7,235,292
7,562,127
7,885,734
8,236,779
8,600,736
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Excess /
(Deficit)
(gal)
(1,685,801)
(1,921,445)
(2,195,825)
(2,447,609)
(2,723,603)
(3,006,860)
(3,310,292)
(3,637,127)
(3,960,734)
(4,311,779)
(4,675,736)

Future requirements for the distribution system were determined based on the distribution of
growth throughout the City shown in Table 2-5.

3.1.5 Proposed Projects

Proposed projects were determined to meet the demands of future development shown in the

previous section and by utilizing the distribution of growth in the planning period to place future

projects. The proposed projects are shown in Figure 3-2. The City is currently rehabilitating

along with replacing the pump/motor of the Hunsaker Well anticipating the well’s equipped

capacity will increase from 275 gpm (Table 3-1) to 350 gpm. Additionally, three wells and three

storage tanks are proposed as shown in Table 3-8 and Table 3-9, along with the planning year,

construction year, and cost estimates (see Appendix D).

Grantsville City
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Table 3-8: Proposed Source Projects

Casing Pump Equipped  Construction Priority  Current Year
(inches) / Setting Capacity Begin Begin (2023) Cost
Depth (feet)  (feet) (gpm)  Planning Construction Estimate

Type /

DEITES Equipment

Hunsaker Well
Rehabilitation

Southwest Well  Well / Line

Well Rehab 16/ 650 470 350 2023 2024 $264,654.17 *

No. 1 Shaft Pump 16 / 600 450 2,000 2024 2025 $2,921,854.32
Southwest Well Well / Line

No. 2 Shaft Pump 16/ 600 450 1,000 2029 2030 $2,862,765.23
West Bank Well Well/ Line

No. 1 Shaft Pump 16 / 600 550 2,000 2030 2031 $2,887,128.41

Total 5,350 $8,936,402.13

! The cost shown is the actual cost for engineering and construction of the project.

Table 3-9: Proposed Storage Projects

Storage Equipped -~ Construction Priority ~ Current Year (2023)
Capacity (gal) Begin Planning Begin Construction Cost Estimate
Southwest Tank No. 1 2,000,000 2024 2025 $3,839,078.10
Southwest Tank No. 2 1,500,000 2025 2026 $3,780,827.64
West Bank Tank No. 1 1,500,000 2028 2029 $6,147,238.50
Total 5,000,000 $13,767,144.24

Proposed distribution system projects are shown in Table 3-10. The City purchased one 350 kW
trailer mounted, diesel generator in 2023 and will be updating its existing well houses and
booster pump stations in 2024 with manual transfer switches and generator plugs to be able to
operate any of the existing wells and booster pumps during a power outage. They also will
purchase an additional trailer mounted, diesel generator in order to power the Marshall Well and
North Well and Booster Pump Station site. These sites have a higher power draw requiring two
350 kW generators to operate during a power outage. The water distribution and transmission
projects shown in Table 3-10 are required to extend water service to future development while

providing vital water distribution looping for the water system.

Grantsville City
Capital Facilities Plan, Impact Fee Facilities Plan, and Impact Fee Analysis 2024 Amendments 3-8
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Table 3-10: Proposed Distribution System Projects

Distribution

Construction Priority

Current Year

Project Description Begi.n Begin : (202:?) Cost
Planning Construction Estimate
Bo\o/\éfgrslggri s Electrical Improvements to install manual
Electrical P transfer switches and generator plugs at City's 2023 2024 $220,906.49 1
| existing sources and booster pump stations.
mprovements
Extend approximately 14,650 linear feet of 12-
SR-138 Water inch diameter water line and 17,400 linear feet of
Line Extension 16-inch diameter water line along SR 138 and etes ctes ARSI 20
install a PRV Station.
Southwest Tank  Construct approximately 3,660 linear feet of 12-
No. 1 inch diameter and 10,750 linear feet of 16-inch
Transmission diameter water line for the Southwest Tank No. 1 2024 2025 $2,403,557.50
Line and install a PRV station.
Purchase 350 kW Trailer Mounted Diesel
Generator Generator including cables, connectors, and 2024 2025 $269,200.00
appurtenances.
SR-112 Water Extend approximately 3,950 linear feet of 12-inch
Line Extension diameter water line along SR 112. 2025 2026 $512,627.50
Construct approximately 9,380 linear feet of 12-
Sotjit:ee?)srg\_le\)l;ter inch diameter water line in the southeast portion 2025 2026 $1,442,156.82
) of the City and two PRV Stations.
Burmester Water Extend approximately 7,757 linear feet of 12-inch 2027 2028 $940.526.85

Pipeline Project

diameter water line along Burmester Street.

Total $10,390,269.66

! The cost shown is the actual cost for engineering and construction of the project.

The City also plans to expand the Public Works site to add a shop area, expected to begin
construction in 2026. The estimated cost is $2.02 million and will be split evenly between the

drinking water and wastewater utility.

3.1.6 Methods of Financing
The intent is to fund the majority of the projects though impact fees. The portion of the projects
not eligible for impact fees may be funded through grants, loans, developer dedications, or

reserves in the Water Fund.

Grantsville City
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3.2 IMPACT FEE ANALYSIS

3.2.1 Existing Facilities

As shown in Section 3.1.3, the City’s sources have excess capacity to serve future
development. This excess capacity along with the proportionate share and historic construction
costs are shown in Table 3-12. The proportionate share was calculated by dividing the excess
capacity by the current equipped capacity. There is no excess storage capacity so no buy-in
cost can be charged for storage facilities. As discussed in Section 3.1.3, the existing distribution
system benefits all of the City proportionally as the City is able to pump or gravity flow water
throughout the drinking water system. Therefore, the proportionate share for the existing
distribution system was calculated based on the proportion of future ERCs expected to be
served within the planning period as shown in Table 3-11. The existing Publics Works Building
will utilize the same proportionate share as it is considered beneficial to both existing and future
development. Another item eligible to charge a buy-in cost for is the interest payment amount
due within the planning period for the Water Revenue Bond shown in Table 3-4. This loan was
used to fund past improvements to the distribution system which benefited existing and future
development, so the buy-in cost was calculated using the same proportionate share as the
existing distribution system. The proportionate share for each existing facility was multiplied by
the historic construction costs in order to calculate the impact fee eligible buy-in costs (Table
3-12).

Table 3-11: Existing Drinking Water Facilities Proportionate Share

Total ERCs Increase in ERCs Proportionate

Facility (Year 2033)  (Year 2023-2033) Share

Existing Distribution System, Public Works Building, o
and Water Revenue Bond Interest Payments 10,048 3,705 36.9%

Table 3-12: Drinking Water Buy-In Costs

- Existin Excess Proportionate
el Capacity (gpm) Capacity (gpm) pShare Buydn Cost
Sources $1,709,275.01 6,375 140 2.19% $37,491.71
Existing Distribution System  $16,226,356.31 N/A N/A 36.9% $5,983,145.91
Public Works Building $222,483.40 2 N/A N/A 36.9% $82,036.33

Water Revenue Bond Interest

0
Payments (2023-2033) $344,640.00 N/A N/A 36.9% $127,079.14
Total $6,229,753.09
! The costs shown are historical costs which may include initial construction, acquiring land, improvements, planning, and

engineering.
2 The cost shown for the Public Works Building is the cost associated with drinking water facilities.

Grantsville City
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3.2.2 System Improvements

The drinking water system improvements needed to accommodate future development within
the planning period were determined in Section 3.1.5. The proportionate shares for sources and
storage were calculated based on the increase in system capacity to meet the level of service,
as shown in Table 3-13 and Table 3-14. It can be seen a portion of the Southwest Tank No. 1
project is associated with correcting the existing deficiency, which was excluded from the
proportionate share calculation. The City does not charge impact fees for projects which are
expected to be constructed by developers so they have a proportionate share of 0%. If it is
determined the City will pay for any portion of these projects as the development agreements
are finalized then this plan should be amended to include the project.

Table 3-13: Proposed Source Projects Proportionate Share

Equipped Capacity Future (2033)

Project (9pm) Deficit (gpm) Proportionate Share
Hunsaker Well Rehabilitation 751 3,502 100%
Southwest Well No. 1 2,000 3,427 0% 2
Southwest Well No. 2 1,000 1,427 100%
West Bank Well No. 1 2,000 427 0% 2

! The increase in equipped capacity resulting from the proposed project is shown as opposed to the total capacity of the facility.
2 The proportionate share is 0% because the project is expected be constructed by developers.

Table 3-14: Proposed Storage Projects Proportionate Share

Equipped Capacity Existing (2023) Future (2033) Proportionate

Project

(gal) Deficit (gal) Deficit (gal) Share
Southwest Tank No. 1 2,000,000 1,685,801 4,675,736 15.7%
Southwest Tank No. 2 1,500,000 0 2,675,736 0% 1
West Bank Tank No. 1 1,500,000 0 1,175,736 0% 1

! The proportionate share is 0% because the project is expected be constructed by developers.

The proposed distribution system projects and the Public Works Improvements project were
determined to be beneficial to both existing and future development, so the proportionate share
was calculated based on the ERCs expected to be served within the planning period as shown
in Table 3-15.
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Table 3-15: Proposed Distribution System and Public Works Proportionate Share

Total ERCs
(Year 2033)

Increase in ERCs
(Year 2023-2033)

Proportionate
Share

Project

Distribution Projects and Public

Works Improvements 10,048

3,705 36.9%
The cost of each project which is attributed to new development in the planning period, and
therefore eligible for impact fees, was calculated by multiplying the total project cost by the
proportionate share as shown in Table 3-16. In order to account for the time-price differential
inherent with future costs, the current year cost estimates were inflated at a rate of 3.5% to the

anticipated construction year.

Table 3-16: Drinking Water Impact Fee Eligible Costs

Construction

Current Year

. Construction Proportionate Impact Fee
EIEE Year PR e WEEL (GEE Share Eligible Cost
Estimate Estimate
Hunsaker Well Rehabilitation 2024 $264,654.17 $264,654.17 2 100% $264,654.17
Southwest Well No. 1 2025 $2,921,854.32 $3,129,963.39 0% 3 $0.00
Southwest Well No. 2 2030 $2,862,765.23 $3,642,236.84 100% $3,642,236.84
West Bank Well No. 1 2031 $2,887,128.41 $3,801,796.78 0% 3 $0.00
Southwest Tank No. 1 2025 $3,839,078.10 $4,112,516.44 15.7% $646,074.28
Southwest Tank No. 2 2026 $3,780,827.64 $4,191,871.19 0% 3 $0.00
West Bank Tank No. 1 2029 $6,147,238.50 $7,556,525.67 0% 3 $0.00
ElE e BIEEsEl PUmpe 2024 $220,906.49  $220,906.49 2 36.9% $81,454.87
Electrical Improvements
SR‘1E38 Water Line 2024 $4,601,294.50  $4,762,339.81 0% 3 $0.00
xtension
S LS eh & 2025 $2,403,557.50  $2,574,750.88 0% 3 $0.00
Transmission Line
Generator 2025 $269,200.00 $288,373.77 36.9% $106,332.09
SRe12 Water Line 2026 $512,627.50  $568,359.27 0% 3 $0.00
xtension
Southeast Water Line Project 2026 $1,442,156.82 $1,598,945.04 0% 3 $0.00
B“rmeSte;miﬁr el 2028 $940,526.85  $1,117,050.86 36.9% $411,890.27
Public Works Improvements 2026 $1,008,975.00*  $1,118,668.62 36.9% $412,486.79
Total $34,102,791.03 $38,948,959.22 $5,565,129.30

! The cost shown for the Public Works Improvements project is half of the total cost estimate because this project cost will be split
evenly between the wastewater and drinking water utilities.

2 The cost for the project was not inflated because the cost shown is the actual project cost.
8 The proportionate share is 0% because the project is expected be constructed by developers.
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In addition to impact fee eligible project costs, planning costs can also be included in the
calculation of impact fees. The cost for the current amendment to the drinking water section of
this CFP, IFFP, and IFA was $7,980.05. Due to the uncertainty which comes with long-term
development projections, this plan is expected to be amended annually going forward. The
future professional expenses expected to occur within the planning period were inflated at a
3.5% rate as shown in Table 3-17.

Table 3-17: Drinking Water Professional Expenses

2023 $0.00

2024 $7,980.05
2025 $8,259.36
2026 $8,548.43
2027 $8,847.63
2028 $9,157.30
2029 $9,477.80
2030 $9,809.52
2031 $10,152.86
2032 $10,508.21
2033 $10,875.99
Total $93,617.15

3.2.3 Methods of Financing

The drinking water system improvements are expected to be funded through impact fees, loans,
developer dedications, and Water Fund reserves as discussed in Section 3.1.6. The City
expects to finance the proposed Southwest Tank No. 1 project with a loan, which is necessary
to prevent the impact fee fund balance from going negative (see Section 3.2.5). This loan was
assumed to be a 30-year bond with a 4.0% interest rate, 1.5% cost of insurance, 0.5% bond
insurance, and a $20,000 surety policy. The interest cost for this bond attributed to development

within the planning period can be included in the impact fee calculation.

Table 3-18: Drinking Water Future Debt Financing

Debt Service EIE TR Proportionate IMpCinG:
Project Proceeds Par Amount ! (Principal + P Eligible Debt
(Interest) Share :
Interest) Service (Interest)
_?:rl:lihllllvoesi $4,112,516.44 $4,214,766.77 $3,097,444.63 $7,312,211.40 15.7% $486,607.00

YIncludes cost of issuance, bond insurance, and surety policy.

Grantsville City
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3.2.4 Impact Fee Calculation

Impact fees to be charged per ERC for each project were calculated by dividing the impact fee
eligible costs by the number of ERCs expected to be served within the planning period,
determined from Table 2-4. The City does not charge impact fees to the construction water and
City rate connection types so they were excluded from the calculation. The increase in ERCs in
the planning period for all other connection types totals 3,605 ERCs.

Table 3-19: Drinking Water Impact Fee Calculation

Impact Fee Eligible Planning Period

s Cost (2023-2033) ERCs ' COStper ERC
Buy-In Cost $6,229,753.09 3,605 $1,728.09
Hunsaker Well Rehabilitation $264,654.17 3,605 $73.41
Southwest Well No. 2 $3,642,236.84 3,605 $1,010.33
Southwest Tank No. 1 $646,074.28 3,605 $179.22
Southwest Tank No. 1 Debt Service $486,607.00 3.605 $134.98
(Interest)
Wells and Booster Pumps Electrical
Improvememg $81,454.87 3,605 $22.59
Generator $106,332.09 3,605 $29.50
Burmester Water Pipeline Project $411,890.27 3,605 $114.26
Public Works Improvements $412,486.79 3,605 $114.42
Professional Expenses $93,617.15 3,605 $25.97
Total $3,432.76

! Does not include Construction Water or City Rate ERCs.

The City charges impact fees to residential users based on their water meter size. A 3/4 inch
water meter was determined to be equivalent to one ERC, and the remaining meter sizes were

converted to ERCs based on the maximum flow rates from AWWA Manual M6, Table 5-3. Non-

residential users are charged impact fees based on the number of fixture units in a
development. A typical ERC was determined to have 24 fixture units as calculated in Appendix

E. The results of these impact fee calculations are summarized in Table 3-20.

Grantsville City
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Table 3-20: Proposed Drinking Water Impact Fees

V\_Iate_r Meter Maximum Flow ERCs Impact Fee
Size (inches) Rate (gpm)
3/4 251 1 $3,432.76
1 401 1.6 $5,492.42
11/2 501 2 $6,865.52
2 1001 4 $13,731.05
3 200 2 8 $27,462.09
4 400 2 16 $54,924.19
6 800 2 32 $109,848.38
8 1,000 2 40 $137,310.47
Non-Residential Development Indoor $35.00 per fixture unit
Non-Residential Development Outdoor $21,694.03 per irrigated acre

! From AWWA M6 Table 5-3 Displacement Meters.
2 From AWWA M6 Table 5-3 Electromagnetic and Ultrasonic Meter Type 1.

3.2.5 Impact Fee Cashflow

The anticipated impact fee revenues and expenses over the 10-year planning period are shown
in Table 3-21. The expenses represent only what is attributable to planning period development
and include capital project costs, the expenditure of buy-in costs, and proposed bond payments.
The impact fee cashflow (Table 3-22) estimates the end of year impact fee fund balance
throughout the planning period by comparing the impact fee revenues, total expenses, and

interest income calculated at 5.44% of the fund balance.

3.2.6 Impact Fee Credits
There are procedures in place for credits, appeals, and exemptions of impact fees for

Grantsville City. Refer to Appendix B for the City’s current impact fee ordinance.

Grantsville City
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Table 3-21: Drinking Water Impact Fee Revenues and Expenses

ERCs ! Annual ERC Impact Fee ImEr:iagcitbreee Bond Bond Buy-In Cost Professional Total Expenses
Increase ! Revenues Proiect Cost Payments Proceeds Expenses Expenses
ject Costs

2023 5,988 - - - - - - - -
2024 6,266 278 $954,307.80 ($346,109.04) - - ($480,408.14)  ($7,980.05) ($834,497.24)
2025 6,576 310 $1,064,156.18  ($752,406.36) - $646,074.28  ($535,706.92)  ($8,259.36) ($650,298.37)
2026 6,883 307 $1,053,857.89  ($412,486.79) ($38,291.49) - ($530,522.66)  ($8,548.43) ($989,849.37)
2027 7,220 337 $1,156,840.75 - ($38,291.49) - ($582,365.27)  ($8,847.63) ($629,504.39)
2028 7,566 346 $1,187,735.61  ($411,890.27) ($38,291.49) - ($597,918.05)  ($9,157.30) ($1,057,257.11)
2029 7,929 363 $1,246,092.56 - ($38,291.49) - ($627,295.53)  ($9,477.80) ($675,064.82)
2030 8,320 391 $1,342,209.89 ($3,642,236.84) ($38,291.49) - ($675,681.96)  ($9,809.52)  ($4,366,019.81)
2031 8,717 397 $1,362,806.46 - ($38,291.49) - ($686,050.48)  ($10,152.86) ($734,494.83)
2032 9,147 430 $1,476,087.60 = ($38,291.49) - ($743,077.34) ($10,508.21) ($791,877.04)
2033 9,593 446 $1,531,011.79 - ($38,291.49) - ($770,726.73)  ($10,875.99) ($819,894.22)
Total 3,605 $12,375,106.53 ($5,565,129.30) ($6,229,753.09) ($93,617.15) ($11,548,757.19)

! Does not include Construction Water or City Rate ERCs.

Table 3-22: Drinking Water Impact Fee Cashflow

Year Impact Fee Revenues Total Expenses Interest Income End of Year Balance
2023 - - - $80,352.82
2024 $954,307.80 ($834,497.24) $4,371.19 $204,534.57
2025 $1,064,156.18 ($650,298.37) $11,126.68 $629,519.07
2026 $1,053,857.89 ($989,849.37) $34,245.84 $727,773.43
2027 $1,156,840.75 ($629,504.39) $39,590.87 $1,294,700.66
2028 $1,187,735.61 ($1,057,257.11) $70,431.72 $1,495,610.88
2029 $1,246,092.56 ($675,064.82) $81,361.23 $2,147,999.85
2030 $1,342,209.89 ($4,366,019.81) $116,851.19 ($758,958.88)
2031 $1,362,806.46 ($734,494.83) - ($130,647.24)
2032 $1,476,087.60 ($791,877.04) - $553,563.32
2033 $1,531,011.79 ($819,894.22) $30,113.84 $1,294,794.73
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SECTION 4: PUBLIC SAFETY

4.1 CAPITAL FACILITIES PLAN AND IMPACT FEE FACILITIES PLAN

4.1.1 Inventory of Existing Facilities

Grantsville City’s public safety services consist of a Police Department, Animal Control, and Fire
Department. There is also an Emergency Medical Technician (EMT)/ambulance service which
the City has contracted with through Mountain West Hospital, but this will not be included in

impact fee calculations because it is not a City run service.

The Utah Impact Fees Act defines a public safety facility as “a building constructed or leased to
house police, fire, or other public safety entities; or a fire suppression vehicle costing in excess
of $500,000.” The City does not currently have any fire suppression vehicles which cost more
than $500,000. The existing buildings associated with City’s public safety services are listed in
Table 4-1 along with the floor area and historical construction cost. The City Hall building is
included in the public safety section of this plan, but it is not eligible for impact fees be cause it

does not house any public safety services.

Table 4-1: Existing Public Safety Facilities

Facility Consfruction F"z:; ':‘t;ea Cost
Justice Center (Police Station) 2017 8,450 2 $3,905,831.64
Animal Shelter 1983 1,155 $10,006.00
Fire Station 2007 15,500 $2,376,472.15
City Hall 1996 7,000 $526,910.54
Total $6,819,220.33
! The costs shown are historical costs which may include initial construction, acquiring land, improvements, planning, and

engineering.

2 The Justice Center is shared between the Police Department and the Justice Court. The total building floor area is 12,947
square feet, but the area of the portion occupied by the Police Department is 8,450 square feet.

The locations of these facilities are shown in Figure 4-1. The Police Department also operates a
firearms range off Mormon Trail Road, but this is not included in this plan as it does not meet
the definition of a public safety facility. See Appendix F for more detailed information about the

Police Department staffing and Justice Center layout.

Grantsville City
Capital Facilities Plan, Impact Fee Facilities Plan, and Impact Fee Analysis 2024 Amendments 4-1



Y YN

ENSIGN

THE STANDARD IN ENGINEERING

The City does have long-term debt associated with existing public safety facilities in the form of
revenue bonds issued for the Fire Station and Justice Center. The details of these bonds are
shown in the following table.

Table 4-2: Existing Public Safety Long-Term Debt

Original Principal Total Interest
Bond, Note  Outstanding at Payments
Issue June 30, 2023 (2023-2033)

Interest Final

Date of Issue Rate  Maturity Date

MBA Lease
Revenue Bond,
Series 2006 (Fire
Station)
MBA Lease
Revenue Bond,
Series 2016
(Justice Center)

Total $4,700,000.00 $3,562,000.00 $808,530.00

May 25, 2006 3.50% January, 2037 $2,000,000.00  $1,185,000.00 $298,130.00

December, 2016 2.50%  October, 2047 $2,700,000.00 $2,377,000.00 $510,400.00

4.1.2 Level of Service

The previous Grantsville City Capital Facilities Plan dated May, 2022 established levels of

service for each department as shown in Table 4-3. This plan will continue to utilize these levels
of service.

Table 4-3: Public Safety Level of Service

Department Staff Level of Service Facility Level of Service
Police 1.49 officers per 1,000 population 118.6 sq ft building area per officer
Fire 3.52 firefighters per 1,000 population 0.0754 fire stations per 1,000 population
Animal Control 0.156 officers per 1,000 population 90.3 sq ft building area per 1,000 population

4.1.2.1 Police Department

At the time of the previous plan, the Police Department had 18 full-time officers
excluding the Animal Control Officer, and Police Chief Enslen stated one additional
officer was needed to provide the appropriate level of service. 19 officers at the City’s
2021 population of 12,791 is equivalent to a rate of 1.49 officers per 1,000 population.
This is in the range of typical levels of service provided by other police departments with
a 2016 study by the FBI finding the average officer rate for cities with 10,000 to 24,999

population in the mountain west region was 1.7 officers per 1,000 population.
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The required building area for the Police Department was determined from the rate of
officers per building area for the former Grantsville Police Station when it reached its
capacity. The police station used prior to the Justice Center was determined to be at
capacity at the time of the Grantsville City Capital Facilities Plan prepared by AQUA

Engineering dated April, 2013. The former station was 1,423 square feet, and there were
12 officers employed when it was at capacity, equivalent to a rate of 118.6 square feet
per officer.

4.1.2.2 Fire Department

The Fire Department had 30 volunteer firefighters at the time of the previous CFP, and
Fire Chief Daniels stated he needed 15 additional volunteers to provide adequate
service to the City. 45 firefighters at the City’s 2021 population of 12,791 is equivalent to
a rate of 3.52 firefighters per 1,000 population.

At the time of the previous plan, Chief Daniels stated the existing fire station has 20%
excess capacity in the training area and office spaces, and the rest of the station is at
capacity. The floor area of the training area and offices is approximately 2,750 square
feet, and therefore has an excess capacity of 550 square feet. It was determined 14,950
square feet (15,500 — 550) of station floor area was required to provide adequate
service. This is 96.5% of the total station area which equates to 0.0754 stations per

1,000 population at the City’s 2021 population.

4.1.2.3 Animal Control
There was one Animal Control Officer when the previous CFP was written, and Chief
Enslen had stated an additional Animal Control Officer was required. Two officers at the

2021 population equals a rate of 0.156 officers per 1,000 population.

Based on input from Chief Enslen and a calculation (see Appendix F) following the

methodology provided in the article Calculating Shelter Capacity by UC Davis Koret

Shelter Medicine Program, it was determined the Animal Control Shelter was at capacity
in 2021. The shelter is approximately 1,155 square feet which equals 90.3 square feet

per 1,000 population at the City’s 2021 population.
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4.1.3 Capacity of Existing Facilities

The capacity of existing public safety facilities was calculated based on the current City
population and the appropriate levels of service for each facility type, as shown in the following
three tables.

Table 4-4: Capacity of Existing Police Facilities

Police Officers Police Building Area  Building Area Existing

Population
(2023)

per 1,000 Officers per Officer Required Building Area Excess / (Deficit)

Population Required (sq ft) (sq ft) (sq ft) (saft)
13,847 1.49 21 118.6 2,490.6 8,450 5,959.4

Table 4-5: Capacity of Existing Fire Facilities

Population Stations Per 1,000 Number of Stations Existing Number
(2023) Population Required of Stations

13,847 0.0754 1.04 1 (0.04)

Excess / (Deficit)

Table 4-6: Capacity of Existing Animal Control Facilities

Building Area per
1,000 Population
(sq ft)
13,847 90.3 1,250.4 1,155 (95.4)

Population Building Area  Existing Building Excess / (Deficit)

Required (sq ft) Area (sq ft) (sq ft)

(2023)

4.1.4 Demands of Future Development

Based on the demographic projections discussed in Section 2.7 and the levels of service
established in Section 4.1.2, the requirements for public safety facilities to accommodate future
development were calculated as shown in Table 4-7. It can be seen there are no additional
facilities required for the Police Department, as the existing Justice Center has capacity to meet
the demands of future development through the end of the planning period. However, both the
Fire Department and Animal Control require additional facilities to be built within the planning

period to accommodate future growth.
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Table 4-7: Future Public Safety Requirements

Police Fire Animal Control
Population oPfglice le:zu:g Exc<a_s§l Numl_)er of Excess / B"X:_:':g Exce_s§ /
icers . (Deficit) Stations . . (Deficit)
Required Required (sq ft) Required (Deficit) Required (sq ft)
(sq ft) (sq ft)
13,847 21 2,491 5,959 1.04 (0.04) 1,250 (95.4)
14,504 22 2,609 5,841 1.09 (0.09) 1,310 (155)
15,194 23 2,728 5,722 1.15 (0.15) 1,372 (217)
15,916 24 2,846 5,604 1.20 (0.20) 1,437 (282)
16,677 25 2,965 5,485 1.26 (0.26) 1,506 (351)
17,476 26 3,084 5,366 1.32 (0.32) 1,578 (423)
18,314 27 3,202 5,248 1.38 (0.38) 1,654 (499)
19,193 29 3,439 5,011 1.45 (0.45) 1,733 (578)
20,119 30 3,558 4,892 1.52 (0.52) 1,817 (662)
21,090 31 3,677 4,773 1.59 (0.59) 1,904 (749)
22,108 33 3,914 4,536 1.67 (0.67) 1,996 (841)

4.1.5 Proposed Projects

4.1.5.1 Police Department
Grantsville City plans to upgrade the existing Justice Center around 2026 by adding

additional office space, equipment storage, and vehicle bays.

4.1.5.2 Fire Department

The City plans to construct one fire station within the planning period to satisfy the level

of service requirements for future development. The City also plans to construct two

more fire stations, as shown in Figure 4-1, but these projects will likely occur beyond the

10-year planning period. Additionally, based on Fire Chief Daniels’ recommendations, an

expansion of the existing fire station to add sleeping quarters for 6 to 8 staff is required

in order to support the staff needed to provide adequate service to the City.

The proposed fire station (Satellite Fire Station East), is expected to begin the planning

process in 2024 with construction to begin in 2025. This station is currently proposed to

be located on the east side of the City, as shown in Figure 4-1, but this location is

subject to change as the planning process begins. Additional fire vehicles will also be

required to support the proposed fire station. Chief Daniels recommends this station be

equipped to serve 80% industrial/commercial buildings and 20% residential, and the
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vehicles required for this are listed in Table 4-8. Also shown in the table are the current
year cost estimates (see Appendix G) and the recommended planning and construction
years for the proposed projects.

4.1.5.3 Animal Control

The City plans to construct a new Animal Control Shelter to meet the demands of future
development. This shelter is proposed to be 4,500 square feet and located just north of
the existing Justice Center as shown in Figure 4-1. Again, this location is subject to
change as the planning process is underway. Recommended planning and construction
years as well as the current year cost estimate for the proposed Animal Control Shelter
are shown in Table 4-8.

4.1.5.4 City Hall
The City also plans to construct a new City Hall within the planning period. It is
anticipated to be located north of the Justice Center and estimated to be 20,000 square

feet.

Table 4-8: Proposed Public Safety Projects

. Construction Priority Current Year (2023)
Project . : . .
Begin Planning Completion Cost Estimate
Satellite Fire Station East 2024 2025 $3,123,189.55
2 Aerial Platform Trucks 2024 2025 $2,570,940.00
Pumper Truck 2024 2025 $535,612.50
Mini Pumper Truck 2024 2025 $267,806.25
Heavy Duty Rescue Truck 2024 2025 $482,051.25
Tender Tank and Tractor 2024 2025 $214,245.00
2 Brush Trucks 2024 2025 $214,245.00
Existing Fire Station Expansion 2024 2025 $744,055.03
Animal Control Shelter 2024 2025 $2,932,511.50
Justice Center Upgrades 2025 2026 N/A
City Hall 2029 2030 $9,054,623.98
Total $20,139,280.06

4.1.6 Methods of Financing
Funding for the City’s public safety facilities typically comes from impact fees, grants, loans,
taxes, and reserves in the Capital Project Fund. At this time, it is not expected that any of the

proposed projects listed above will be funded through grants.
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4.2 IMPACT FEE ANALYSIS

4.2.1 Existing Facilities

As determined in Section 4.1.3, the only existing public safety facility with excess capacity to
serve future development is the Justice Center. A proportionate share for this project was
calculated by dividing the increase in building area required in the planning period by the total
building area. The proportionate share was multiplied by the historic project cost in order to
calculate a buy-in cost, see Table 4-9. The interest payments due within the planning period for
the existing loans associated with public safety facilities are also eligible for buy-in costs.
However, since there is no excess capacity for the existing Fire Station, a buy-in cost cannot be
charged for the revenue bond which funded this station. The interest payments on the revenue
bond which funded the Justice Center can be charged as a buy-in cost based on the
proportionate share calculated for the facility, as shown in the following table.

Table 4-9: Public Safety Buy-In Costs

Existing Planning Period Proportionate
- 141114Y Cost ' Building Area  (2023-2033) Building pShare Buy-In Cost
(sq ft) Area Required (sq ft)
Justice Center $3,905,831.64 8,450 1,423 16.8% $657,843.74
Justice Center Revenue
Bond Interest Payments  $510,400.00 N/A N/A 16.8% $85,964.65
(2023-2033)
Total $743,808.39
! The costs shown are historical costs which may include initial construction, acquiring land, improvements, planning, and
engineering.

4.2.2 System Improvements

The system improvements for public safety facilities proposed in the planning period were
determined in Section 4.1.5. The upgrades to the Justice Center are not impact fee eligible
because the Justice Center is currently adequate to meet the level of service through the end of
the planning period, as discussed in Section 4.1.4. The proposed City Hall project is also not
impact fee eligible as it does not directly serve any public safety facilities. Proportionate shares
for the Satellite Fire Station East and the Animal Control Shelter were calculated in Table 4-10
based on the requirements to meet the level of service for future development at the end of the
planning period, excluding the portion of each project associated with correcting the existing
deficiencies. The fire vehicles associated with the proposed station were calculated at the same
proportionate share as the station. However, the proposed vehicles which cost less than
$500,000 are not eligible for impact fees per Utah Code Section 11-36a-102. The Existing Fire

Grantsville City
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Station Expansion project is beneficial to both existing and future development, so a
proportionate share was calculated based on the increase in population in the planning period,

as shown in Table 4-11.

Table 4-10: Proposed Public Safety Projects Proportionate Share
Building Area  Existing (2023) Future (2033) Proportionate

AR (sq ft) Deficit Deficit Share
Satellite Fire Station East and Vehicles N/A 0.04 stations 0.67 stations 62.3%
Animal Control Shelter 4,500 95.4 sq ft 841 sq ft 16.6%

Table 4-11: Proposed Fire Station Expansion Proportionate Share

Proiect Population Increase in Population Proportionate
) (Year 2033) (Year 2023-2033) Share

Existing Fire Station Expansion 22,108 8,261 37.4%

The cost of each project which is eligible for impact fees is based on the portion of the project
associated with serving future development in the planning period, excluding any portion of the
project attributed to correcting the existing deficiency. This was calculated in Table 4-12 by
multiplying the total project cost by the proportionate share shown above. In order to account for
the time-price differential inherent with future costs, the current year cost estimates were inflated

at a rate of 3.5% to the anticipated construction year.

Table 4-12: Public Safety Impact Fee Eligible Costs

Current Year Construction
(2023) Cost Year Cost

Construction Proportionate Impact Fee

Project

Year Estimate Estimate Share Eligible Cost
Satellite Fire Station East 2025 $3,123,189.55 $3,345,638.73 62.3% $2,083,929.44
2 Aerial Platform Trucks 2025 $2,570,940.00 $2,754,055.20 62.3% $1,715,444.25
Pumper Truck 2025 $535,612.50 $573,761.50 62.3% $357,384.22
EX'St:Eng Fire Station 2025 $744,055.03  $797,050.35 37.4% $297,830.33
xpansion
Animal Control Shelter 2025 $2,932,511.50 $3,141,379.63 16.6% $520,748.81
Total $9,906,308.58 $10,611,885.41 $4,975,337.05

In addition to impact fee eligible project costs, planning costs can also be included in the
calculation of impact fees. The cost for the current amendment to the public safety section of
this CFP and IFA was $4,187.07. Due to the uncertainty that comes with long-term development

projections, this plan is expected to be amended annually going forward. The future professional

Grantsville City
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expenses expected to occur within the planning period were inflated at a 3.5% rate as shown in
the following table.

Table 4-13: Public Safety Professional Expenses

2023 $0.00

2024 $4,187.07
2025 $4,333.61
2026 $4,485.29
2027 $4,642.27
2028 $4,804.75
2029 $4,972.92
2030 $5,146.97
2031 $5,327.12
2032 $5,513.57
2033 $5,706.54
Total $49,120.11

4.2.3 Methods of Financing

As discussed in Section 4.1.6, public safety system improvements are expected to be financed
through impact fees, loans, and reserves in the Capital Project Fund. The City expects to
finance the Satellite Fire Station East and 2 Aerial Platform Trucks projects with loans, which
are necessary to prevent the impact fee fund balance from going negative (see Section 4.2.5).
These loans were assumed to be 30-year bonds with a 4.0% interest rate, 1.5% cost of
issuance, 0.5% bond insurance, and a $20,000 surety policy. The interest costs for these bonds
attributed to development within the planning period can be included in the impact fee
calculation. Table 4-14 shows the details of these bonds along with the impact fee eligible

interest costs.

Table 4-14: Public Safety Future Debt Financing

Debt Service L] S (A2
. . Debt Service T Proportionate Eligible Debt
Project Proceeds Par Amount (Principal + .
(Interest) Interest) Share Service
(Interest)
Satellite Fire

Station East $3,345,638.73 $3,432,551.50 $2,522,592.31 $5,955,143.81 62.3% $1,571,270.78
2 Aerial PlatforM o> 754 055.20  $2,840,967.98 $2,087,835.81 $4928,803.79  62.3%  $1,300,469.92

Trucks

YIncludes cost of issuance, bond insurance, and surety policy.

Grantsville City
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4.2.4 Impact Fee Calculation

Impact fees for public safety facilities are calculated based on the building area of proposed
development in order to make the fees equitable for the varying demands of different
development types. Future building areas were projected based on assumed average building
areas per unit, for each development type, multiplied by the projected units shown in Table 2-4
(see Appendix F). These assumed averages were determined in the previous CFP/IFA based
on an analysis of existing buildings in the City and data from the U.S. Census Bureau. The
construction water and City rate development types were excluded from these calculations
because there are no buildings associated with construction water and the City does not charge
impact fees for their own buildings. Impact fees were calculated in Table 4-15 by dividing the
impact fee eligible cost of each project by the projected increase in building area in the planning
period. Per Utah Code Section 11-36a-202, impact fees for fire suppression vehicles can only
be charged to non-residential development, so an additional fee to be charged to non-residential
development was calculated in Table 4-16 based on the projected increase in building area for

non-residential development only.

Table 4-15: Public Safety Impact Fee Calculation

Impact Fee Eligible  Planning Period (2023-2033) Cost per Building

Ao Cost Building Area (1,000 sq ft)  Area (1,000 sq ft)
Buy-In Cost $743,808.39 12,948 $57.44
Satellite Fire Station East $2,083,929.44 12,948 $160.94

Satellitg Fir(_a Station East Debt $1,571,270.78 12.948 $121.35

ervice (Interest)

Existing Fire Station Expansion $297,830.33 12,948 $23.00
Animal Control Shelter $520,748.81 12,948 $40.22
Professional Expenses $49,120.11 12,948 $3.79

Total $406.74

Table 4-16: Public Safety Fire Vehicles Impact Fee Calculation

Impact Fee Eligible  Planning Period (2023-2033) Cost per Building

Project

Cost Building Area (1,000 sq ft)* Area (1,000 sq ft)
2 Aerial Platform Trucks $1,715,444.25 6,166 $278.20
2 Aerial Plgtform Trucks Debt $1,300,469.92 6.166 $210.90
Service (Interest)
Pumper Truck $357,384.22 6,166 $57.96
Total $547.05

Y Includes only non-residential development building area (commercial, church, school).

Grantsville City
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In order to simplify the process of charging impact fees, the fees for residential development are
charged based on dwelling units. The impact fee per 1,000 square feet of building area
calculated in Table 4-15 was converted to an impact fee per dwelling unit based on the average
building areas per unit shown in Appendix F. Since building areas for non-residential
development vary more than residential buildings, the non-residential impact fee is charged per
building area which was calculated as the sum of the fees shown in Table 4-15 and Table 4-16.
The results of these calculations are shown in the table below.

Table 4-17: Proposed Public Safety Impact Fees

Land Use Impact Fee

Single Family $996.12 per Dwelling Unit
Multi-Unit $430.33 per Dwelling Unit
Non-Residential $953.80 per 1,000 sq ft building area

4.2.5 Impact Fee Cashflow

The anticipated impact fee revenues and expenses over the 10-year planning period are shown
in Table 4-18. The expenses represent only what is attributable to planning period development
and include capital project costs, the expenditure of buy-in costs, and proposed bond payments.
The impact fee cashflow (Table 4-19) estimates the end of year impact fee fund balance
throughout the planning period by comparing the impact fee revenues, total expenses, and

interest income calculated at 5.44% of the fund balance.

4.2.6 Impact Fee Credits
The City currently has procedures in place for credits, appeals, and exemptions of impact fees,

refer to Appendix B for the City’s current impact fee ordinance.

Grantsville City
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Table 4-18: Public Safety Impact Fee Revenues and Expenses

Residential Non-
Bl:ldmg Rgsldentlal Impact Fee Imp_ac_t FEE Bond Bond Buy-In Cost Professional Total
rea Building Area Eligible
Increase Increase (sq Revenues Project Costs Payments Proceeds Expenses Expenses Expenses
(sq ft) ft)
2023 - - - - - - - - -
2024 539,956 409,591 $610,290.19 - - - ($54,545.54)  ($4,187.07) ($58,732.61)
2025 564,446 591,588 $793,839.43  ($4,975,337.05) - $3,799,373.69 ($66,406.93)  ($4,333.61) ($1,246,703.90)
2026 594,892 468,104 $688,444.56 - ($225,979.56) - ($61,062.48)  ($4,485.29) ($291,527.33)
2027 622,889 591,588 $817,610.76 - ($225,979.56) - ($69,764.12)  ($4,642.27) ($300,385.95)
2028 655,784 627,345 $865,095.49 = ($225,979.56) = ($73,707.75)  ($4,804.75) ($304,492.06)
2029 688,679 549,373 $804,105.92 - ($225,979.56) - ($71,118.36)  ($4,972.92) ($302,070.83)
2030 721,574 708,614 $969,369.25 = ($225,979.56) = ($82,155.37)  ($5,146.97) ($313,281.90)
2031 759,367 685,858 $963,036.73 - ($225,979.56) - ($83,019.15)  ($5,327.12) ($314,325.82)
2032 797,160 767,127 $1,055,922.87 - ($225,979.56) - ($89,858.52)  ($5,513.57) ($321,351.64)
2033 837,402 767,127 $1,072,291.06 - ($225,979.56) - ($92,170.17)  ($5,706.54) ($323,856.27)
Total 6,782,149 6,166,315 $8,640,006.25 ($4,975,337.05) ($743,808.39) ($49,120.11) ($3,776,728.32)
Table 4-19: Public Safety Impact Fee Cashflow

Year Impact Fee Revenues Total Expenses Interest Income End of Year Balance

2023 - - - $181,509.53

2024 $610,290.19 ($58,732.61) $9,874.12 $742,941.23

2025 $793,839.43 ($1,246,703.90) $40,416.00 $330,492.76

2026 $688,444.56 ($291,527.33) $17,978.81 $745,388.79

2027 $817,610.76 ($300,385.95) $40,549.15 $1,303,162.74

2028 $865,095.49 ($304,492.06) $70,892.05 $1,934,658.23

2029 $804,105.92 ($302,070.83) $105,245.41 $2,541,938.72

2030 $969,369.25 ($313,281.90) $138,281.47 $3,336,307.54

2031 $963,036.73 ($314,325.82) $181,495.13 $4,166,513.57

2032 $1,055,922.87 ($321,351.64) $226,658.34 $5,127,743.14

2033 $1,072,291.06 ($323,856.27) $278,949.23 $6,155,127.16

Grantsville City
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SECTION 5: PARKS

5.1 CAPITAL FACILITIES PLAN AND IMPACT FEE FACILITIES PLAN

5.1.1 Inventory of Existing Facilities

Grantsville City currently has six City parks as shown in Figure 5-1. These parks have a varying
level of amenities ranging from Eastmoor Park with no amenities to Cherry Street Park with an
array of amenities as listed in Table 5-1. Historic costs are not listed because the City does not
have records of the costs for any existing parks. The City does not have any long-term debt
associated with their park facilities.

Table 5-1: Existing Park Facilities

Facility Area (ac) Amenities
Old Lincoln Park 1.08 Restroom, dog park, pavilion, playground, and drinking fountains
Academy Square 0.65 Pavilion
Rodeo Grounds 6.26 Arena
Eastmoor Park 1.73 None
Playground, picnic benches, soccer fields, tennis courts, baseball
Cherry Street Park 19.58 fields, softball fields, restrooms, skate park, four pavilions, T-ball

field, water fountain, and the "tot park"

Shaded playground, restrooms, pavilion, basketball hoops, soccer

Aol [FE 12088 field, ball field, splash pad

Total 41.99

5.1.2 Level of Service

The existing level of service for park facilities is 4 acres of park area per 1,000 population, as
established in the City’s previous Capital Facilities Plans as well as the current Grantsville
General Plan dated January 15, 2020. This CFP/IFFP will continue to use the established level

of service of 4 acres per 1,000 population.

5.1.3 Capacity of Existing Facilities

The City’s six existing parks occupy 41.99 acres, but a total park area of 55.39 acres is required
in order to meet the level of service, as shown in Table 5-2. Therefore, there is no remaining
capacity for the existing park facilities to serve future development, and the City needs to

construct 13.4 acres of parks financed independent of impact fees.

Grantsville City
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Table 5-2: Capacity of Existing Parks
Population Park Area LOS Park Area Existing Park  Excess / (Deficit)

(2023) (ac/1,000 Population) Required (ac) Area (ac) (ac)
13,847 4 55.39 41.99 (13.40)

5.1.4 Demands of Future Development

Utilizing the demographic projections from Section 2.7, the park area required to meet the level
of service throughout the planning period was calculated as shown in the following table. An
additional 46.44 acres of parks will need to be constructed by the end of the planning period
(2033).

Table 5-3: Future Park Requirements
Park Area Excess / (Deficit)

Year Population Required (ac) (ac)

2023 13,847 55.39 (13.40)
2024 14,504 58.02 (16.03)
2025 15,194 60.78 (18.79)
2026 15,916 63.66 (21.67)
2027 16,677 66.71 (24.72)
2028 17,476 69.90 (27.91)
2029 18,314 73.26 (31.27)
2030 19,193 76.77 (34.78)
2031 20,119 80.48 (38.49)
2032 21,090 84.36 (42.37)
2033 22,108 88.43 (46.44)

5.1.5 Proposed Projects

Grantsville City plans to construct six new parks in the planning period to satisfy the future park
area requirements. These parks are listed in Table 5-4 along with the proposed areas,
recommended years to begin planning and complete the project by, and the current year cost
estimates. See Appendix H for these cost estimates. Additionally, the City plans to complete

three improvement projects to existing parks by 2033, also listed in the table below.

Grantsville City
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Table 5-4: Proposed Park Projects

Project Proposed Construction Priority Current Year (2023)
Area (ac) Begin Planning Completion Cost Estimate
Pickleball Courts at Cherry St Park N/A N/A L 2024 $636,483.32
Improvements to Eastmoor Park N/A N/A L 2024 $349,628.10
Soccer Fields at Hollywood Park N/A 2023 2024 $255,600.00
Desert Edge Park 5 2024 2026 $1,974,627.37
Highlands Park 10 2025 2027 $3,169,643.06
President's Park 10 2026 2028 $1,583,442.69
Scenic Slopes Park 20 2027 2029 $4,226,406.45
Clark Farm Park 30 2028 2030 $3,175,477.22
Twenty Wells Park 27 2030 2032 $8,628,500.00
Total 102 $23,999,808.21

! The City has already begun the planning process.

The proposed locations of these parks are shown in Figure 5-1, but these are approximate
locations which are subject to change, and the exact locations will be determined during the
planning phase of each project. It should be noted the City does not maintain parks less than 10
acres but will work with developers for impact fee credits associated with parks less than 10
acres which are HOA maintained. The City also has the option to utilize parks as

retention/detention basins, although this is typically not permitted.

5.1.6 Methods of Financing

The City funds park projects as much as possible through grants and impact fees. Parks may
also be funded through loans, developer dedications, taxes, and reserves in the Capital Project
Fund. The Cherry St Park Pickleball Courts and Hollywood Park Soccer Fields are expected to
be fully funded with ARPA grant money.

Grantsville City
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5.2 IMPACT FEE ANALYSIS

5.2.1 Existing Facilities

As discussed in Section 5.1.3, there is no excess capacity for existing parks to serve future
development. Therefore, no buy-in cost can be charged for existing park facilities.

5.2.2 System Improvements

The system improvements for park facilities which are needed to meet the demands of future
development in the planning period were determined in Section 5.1.5. A proportionate share for
each new park project was calculated based on the added park acreage to meet the level of
service, as shown in Table 5-5. It can be seen Desert Edge Park and a portion of Highlands
Park are associated with correcting the existing deficiency, which was excluded from the
proportionate share calculation. Additionally, Desert Edge, Highlands, and Twenty Wells Parks
are expected to be constructed by developers so they have a proportionate share of 0%. If it is
determined the City will pay for any portion of these projects as the development agreements
are finalized then this plan should be amended to include the project. The improvement projects
to existing parks are beneficial to both existing and future development, so a proportionate

share was calculated based on the increase in population in the planning period, see Table 5-6.

Table 5-5: Proposed Parks Proportionate Share

Park Area Existing (2023) Future (2033) Proportionate

A (ac) Deficit (ac) Deficit (ac) Share
Desert Edge Park 5 13.40 46.44 0% 1
Highlands Park 10 8.40 41.44 0% 1
President's Park 10 0 31.44 100%
Scenic Slopes Park 20 0 21.44 100%
Clark Farm Park 30 0 1.44 4.81%
Twenty Wells Park 27 0 0 0% 1

! The proportionate share is 0% because the project is expected be constructed by developers.

Table 5-6: Proposed Park Improvements Proportionate Share

Proiect Population Increase in Population  Proportionate
J (Year 2033) (Year 2023-2033) Share
Park Improvement Projects 22,108 8,261 37.4%

The cost of each project which is eligible for impact fees is based on the portion of the project
associated with serving future development in the planning period, excluding any portion of the

project attributed to correcting the existing deficiency. This was calculated in Table 5-7 by

Grantsville City
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multiplying the total project cost by the proportionate share shown above. In order to account for

the time-price differential inherent with future costs, the current year cost estimates were inflated

at a rate of 3.5% to the anticipated construction year.

Table 5-7: Parks Impact Fee Eligible Costs

Current Year

Construction

Project ConsYt;:ftlon (2321?) Cost Yea!‘ Cost Propsohr:;nate EIITq '?glcet gzes!t
stimate Estimate
Pickleball Courts at Cherry St 2024 $0.00 1 $0.00 37.4% $0.00
Improvements to Eastmoor Park 2024 $349,628.10 $361,865.08 37.4% $135,216.55
Soccer Fields at Hollywood Park 2024 $0.001 $0.00 37.4% $0.00
Desert Edge Park 2026 $1,974,627.37 $2,189,304.66 0% 2 $0.00
Highlands Park 2027 $3,169,643.06 $3,637,238.32 0% 2 $0.00
President's Park 2028 $1,583,442.69 $1,880,633.20 100% $1,880,633.20
Scenic Slopes Park 2029 $4,226,406.45  $5,195,332.64 100% $5,195,332.64
Clark Farm Park 2030 $3,175,477.22  $4,040,093.82 4.81% $194,193.84
Twenty Wells Park 2032 $8,628,500.00 $11,759,759.81 0% 2 $0.00
Total $23,107,724.89 $29,064,227.53 $7,405,376.23

! The cost shown does not include the amount to be paid with grant money.
2 The proportionate share is 0% because the project is expected be constructed by developers.

In addition to impact fee eligible project costs, planning costs can also be included in the

calculation of impact fees. The cost for the current amendment to the parks section of this CFP

and IFA was $4,187.07. Due to the uncertainty that comes with long-term development

projections, this plan is expected to be amended annually going forward. The future professional

expenses expected to occur within the planning period were inflated at a 3.5% rate as shown in

the following table.
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Table 5-8: Parks Professional Expenses

2023 $0.00

2024 $4,187.07
2025 $4,333.61
2026 $4,485.29
2027 $4,642.27
2028 $4,804.75
2029 $4,972.92
2030 $5,146.97
2031 $5,327.12
2032 $5,513.57
2033 $5,706.54
Total $49,120.11

5.2.3 Methods of Financing

As discussed in Section 5.1.6, the parks system improvements are expected to be funded
through impact fees, loans, developer dedications, taxes, and Capital Project Fund reserves.
The Cherry St Park Pickleball Courts and Hollywood Park Soccer Fields are expected to be fully
funded with ARPA grant money, so they have been excluded from the impact fee calculation.
The City expects to finance the Scenic Slopes Park project with a loan, which is necessary to
prevent the impact fee fund balance from going negative (see Section 5.2.5). This loan was
assumed to be a 30-year bond with a 4.0% interest rate, 1.5% cost of issuance, 0.5% bond
insurance, and a $20,000 surety policy. The interest cost for this bond attributed to development
within the planning period can be included in the impact fee calculation. Table 5-9 shows the

details of this bond along with the impact fee eligible interest cost.

Table 5-9: Parks Future Debt Financing

Debt Service Impact Fee
Debt Service Proportionate Eligible Debt

(Interest) (lall;:trle(:'lc:)satl) * Share Service
(Interest)

Project Proceeds Par Amount !

Scenic
Slopes Park

YIncludes cost of issuance, bond insurance, and surety policy.

$5,195,332.64 $5,319,239.29 $3,909,124.78 $9,228,364.07 100.0% $3,909,124.78

5.2.4 Impact Fee Calculation
Impact fees for parks are charged based on the number of dwelling units. Per Utah Code

Section 11-36a-202, it is prohibited to charge schools impact fees for park facilities. Additionally,

Grantsville City
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park facilities only benefit residential development in the City, so only single family, multi-unit,
and trailer developments are charged impact fees for parks and were the only development
types considered in the impact fee calculation shown in Table 5-10. The growth of these
development types was projected in Table 2-4, which resulted in an increase of 2,875
residential dwelling units in the planning period.

Table 5-10: Parks Impact Fee Calculation
Impact Fee Eligible  Planning Period (2023-2033) Cost per

Cost Dwelling Units * Dwelling Unit
Improvements to Eastmoor Park $135,216.55 2,875 $47.03
President's Park $1,880,633.20 2,875 $654.13
Scenic Slopes Park $5,195,332.64 2,875 $1,807.07
Scenic Slopes Park Debt Service $3,909.124.78 2 875 $1,359.70
(Interest)
Clark Farm Park $194,193.84 2,875 $67.55
Professional Expenses $49,120.11 2,875 $17.09
Total $3,952.56

YIncludes only residential dwelling units (single family, multi-unit, trailer).

Table 5-11: Proposed Parks Impact Fees

Land Use Impact Fee

Single Family and Multi-Unit ~ $3,952.56 per Dwelling Unit

5.2.5 Impact Fee Cashflow

The anticipated impact fee revenues and expenses over the 10-year planning period are shown
in Table 5-12. The expenses represent only what is attributable to planning period development
and include capital project costs, the expenditure of buy-in costs, and proposed bond payments.
The impact fee cashflow (Table 5-13) estimates the end of year impact fee fund balance
throughout the planning period by comparing the impact fee revenues, total expenses, and

interest income calculated at 5.44% of the fund balance.

5.2.6 Impact Fee Credits
The City currently has procedures in place for credits, appeals, and exemptions of impact fees,

refer to Appendix B for the City’s current impact fee ordinance.

Grantsville City
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Table 5-12: Parks Impact Fee Revenues and Expenses

. . An_nual . Impact Fee Imp?c_t FEE Bond Bond Professional
Dwelling Units * Dwelling Unit R Eligible p t Proceeds Expenses Total Expenses
Increase ! evenues Project Costs ayments P
2023 4,781 - - - - - - -
2024 5,010 229 $905,137.13 ($135,216.55) - - ($4,187.07) ($139,403.61)
2025 5,249 239 $944,662.76 - - - ($4,333.61) ($4,333.61)
2026 5,501 252 $996,046.09 - - - ($4,485.29) ($4,485.29)
2027 5,765 264 $1,043,476.86 - - - ($4,642.27) ($4,642.27)
2028 6,043 278 $1,098,812.75 ($1,880,633.20) - - ($4,804.75) ($1,885,437.95)
2029 6,335 292 $1,154,148.65 ($5,195,332.64) - $5,195,332.64  ($4,972.92) ($4,972.92)
2030 6,641 306 $1,209,484.54  ($194,193.84) ($307,612.14) = ($5,146.97) ($506,952.95)
2031 6,963 322 $1,272,725.56 - ($307,612.14) - ($5,327.12) ($312,939.25)
2032 7,301 338 $1,335,966.59 = ($307,612.14) = ($5,513.57) ($313,125.70)
2033 7,656 355 $1,403,160.17 - ($307,612.14) - ($5,706.54) ($313,318.68)
Total 2,875 $11,363,621.11 ($7,405,376.23) ($49,120.11)  ($3,489,612.24)
Y Includes only residential dwelling units (single family, multi-unit, trailer)
Table 5-13: Parks Impact Fee Cashflow
Year Igpact Fee Total Expenses Interest End of Year
evenues Income Balance
2023 - - - $1,077,104.27
2024 $905,137.13 ($139,403.61) $58,594.47 $1,901,432.25
2025 $944,662.76 ($4,333.61) $103,437.91 $2,945,199.32
2026 $996,046.09 ($4,485.29) $160,218.84 $4,096,978.97
2027 $1,043,476.86 ($4,642.27) $222,875.66 $5,358,689.21
2028 $1,098,812.75 ($1,885,437.95) $291,512.69 $4,863,576.71
2029 $1,154,148.65 ($4,972.92) $264,578.57 $6,277,331.01
2030 $1,209,484.54 ($506,952.95) $341,486.81 $7,321,349.41
2031 $1,272,725.56 ($312,939.25) $398,281.41 $8,679,417.13
2032 $1,335,966.59 ($313,125.70) $472,160.29 $10,174,418.30
2033 $1,403,160.17 ($313,318.68) $553,488.36 $11,817,748.16
Grantsville City
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SECTION 6: WASTEWATER

6.1 CAPITAL FACILITIES PLAN AND IMPACT FEE FACILITIES PLAN

6.1.1 Inventory of Existing Facilities

Grantsville City’s wastewater collection system consists of trunk lines, interceptor lines, collector
lines, lift stations, force mains, and the Wastewater Treatment Facility (WWTF), as shown in
Figure 6-1. The major gravity sewer lines and their historic construction costs are listed in Table
6-1. The minor gravity sewer lines owned by the City (all sewer lines not listed in Table 6-1)
have historic construction costs totaling $10,053,823.31.

Table 6-1: Existing Major Gravity Sewer Lines

Length Minimum A
Pipeline Diameter Material Capacity Cost®
(Ft) Slope 2

(gpm)
Main Trunk 18-inch Concrete 2,340 0.113%?*? 1,252 N/A
Central Trunk (2) parallel 12-inch PVC 1,690 0.194% 1 1,113 N/A
Central Interceptor 12-inch and 15-inch PVC 2,480 0.194%* 556 N/A

Hale Street Collector 12-inch PVvC 3,990 0.37% 768 $1,060,736.07

12-inch, 15-inch,

Northwest Interceptor - PVC 17,770 0.12% 1,289 4 $749,254.71
and 18-inch
Burmester Collector 12-inch PVvC 4,730 0.194% 1 556 $226,236.98
West Interceptor 10-inch PVC 6,440 0.25% 388 $1,712,065.24
Northeast Interceptor 18-inch and 24-inch PVvC 9,180 0.345% 2,186 $1,083,869.01
Matthew's Lane Collector 12-inch and 15-inch PVvC 7,670 0.20% 564 $2,039,059.07
Worthington Street Collector 12-inch PVvC 11,760 0.194% ? 556 $193,636.00
Main Street Trunk 18-inch PVvC 2,460 0.20% 1,664 $653,987.65
Lakeview Business Park 147 0h and 21-inch ~ PVC 20,440 0.06% 912  $3,398,037.81
Offsite Gravity Line
Deseret Peak Collector 8-inch, 10-inch, 12- 5, 7,630 1.60% 542 $190,270.90
inch, and 15-inch
Total 98,580 $11,307,153.44

! The regulatory minimum slope per UAC R317-3-2 is used when the actual minimum slope is unknown.

2 The flow capacity was calculated based on d/D=0.67 and the minimum slope of the pipeline.

3 The costs shown are historical costs which may include initial construction, acquiring land, improvements, planning, and
engineering.

4 The flow capacity is 944 gpm for the 15-inch portion of the pipeline and 1,289 gpm for the 18-inch portion, but the 18-inch is the
controlling portion because it collects significantly more flow than the 15-inch.

The City’s existing lift stations and associated force mains are detailed in Table 6-2. Additional
existing lift stations include the Sheep Lane, Deseret Peak, Utah Motorsports Campus (UMC),

and Tooele Valley Airport Lift Stations. However, the Sheep Lane Lift Station is no longer in use,

Grantsville City
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the Deseret Peak Lift Station is county owned, and the UMC and Tooele Valley Airport Lift
Stations are privately owned so these are not included in the table.

Table 6-2: Existing Lift Stations

Associated Force = Flow Capacity

Lift Station Mai Cost*
ain(s) (gpm)
Northwest 6-inch and 10-inch 1,200 $500,000.00
Northeast 8-inch 2,170 $400,000.00
Total $900,000.00

! The costs shown are historical costs which may include initial construction, acquiring land, improvements,
planning, and engineering.

The capacity and historic cost of the City’s Wastewater Treatment Facility is shown in Table 6-3.
The WWTF was originally designed to treat an average day flow of 1.5 million gallons per day
(MGD), but in 2019 permit requirements were updated to require greater nutrient removal which

limits the average day capacity of the facility to 1 MGD (per the 2022 Wastewater Treatment
Plant Study by AQUA Engineering).

Table 6-3: Existing Wastewater Treatment Facility

Capacity

Facility Average Day Flow Peak Day Flow
(MGD) (MGD)

Wastewater Treatment Facility 1.001 2.25 $5,559,563.47

! The WWTF was originally designed to treat an average day flow of 1.5 MGD, but currently can only treat 1 MGD due to updated
nutrient removal requirements.

2 The costs shown are historical costs which may include initial construction, acquiring land, improvements, planning, and
engineering.

As discussed in Section 3.1.1, the existing Public Works Building serves both drinking water and
wastewater facilities. The building was constructed in 2021 for a cost of $222,483.40 attributed

to wastewater utilities.

The City has long-term debt associated with existing wastewater facilities in the form of a
revenue bond, as detailed in Table 6-4. This Sewer Revenue Bond was used to finance

improvements to the collection system.

Grantsville City
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Table 6-4: Existing Wastewater Long-Term Debt

Original Principal Total Interest
Bond, Note  Outstanding at Payments
Issue June 30, 2023 (2023-2033)

Interest Final

Date of Issue Rate  Maturity Date

Sewer Revenue

Bond, Series 2018 December, 2018 1.75%  August, 2049 $4,880,000.00  $4,498,000.00 $678,405.00

6.1.2 Level of Service
The level of service standards to be used for this plan, shown in Table 6-5, were previously
established in the Grantsville City Capital Facilities Plan dated May 2022. These standards were

calculated based on measured flow data (see Appendix I), and peaking factors were determined
from the Grantsville City — Sanitary Sewer Flow Monitoring 2018 — Flow and Model Summary by

AQUA Engineering. The City should look at the wastewater flow and ERC data on a periodic

basis to assess the accuracy of the level of service as growth occurs.

Table 6-5: Wastewater Level of Service

Component Parameter Level of Service
Average Day Flow 150 gpd/ERC
Miles From WWTF  Factor
Collection System . <1 1.85
Peaking Factors >1 and <1.6 5 05
>1.6 4

Lift Stations Peak Inflow 0.35 gpm/ERC
Average Day Flow 150 gpd/ERC
Wastewg;ecr”?;reatment Peak Day Flow 175 gpd/ERC
y Peak Instantaneous Flow 0.4 gpm/ERC

6.1.3 Capacity of Existing Facilities

The capacity of the City’s major gravity sewer lines was determined by modeling the existing
conditions of the entire wastewater collection system and then analyzing the flow in each of the
major sewer lines. The total capacity of each pipe is defined as the flow by which the depth to
diameter ratio (d/D) is equal to 0.67, also stated as the pipe flowing 67% full by depth. The
excess capacity for each pipeline was calculated by dividing the estimated current flow in the
pipe by the total capacity flow of the pipe at the most critical point (largest d/D) along the whole
pipeline. The resulting excess capacities for each major gravity sewer line are shown in the

following table.

Grantsville City
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Table 6-6: Capacity of Existing Major Gravity Sewer Lines
Current (2023) Peak Flow Capacity Excess / (Deficit)

Pipeline

Day Flow (gpm) (gpm) (gpm)
Main Trunk 548 1,252 704
Central Trunk 548 1,113 565
Central Interceptor 415 556 141
Hale Street Collector 362 768 406
Northwest Interceptor 818 1,289 471
Burmester Collector 643 556 (87)
West Interceptor 640 388 (252)
Northeast Interceptor 954 2,186 1,232
Matthew's Lane Collector 231 564 333
Worthington Street Collector 64 556 492
Main Street Trunk 551 1,664 1,113
Lakeview Bu3|r_1ess_ Park Offsite 263 912 649
Gravity Line
Deseret Peak Collector 241 542 301

It can be seen the City’s major sewer lines all have excess capacity to accommodate future
growth except for the Burmester Collector and West Interceptor. However, the construction of
the West Street Collector (discussed in Section 6.1.5) will divert a portion of the flow away from

the Burmester Collector and West Interceptor bringing them back within their capacities.

It was not feasible to complete a pipe by pipe analysis of every single sewer line in the collection
system beyond the major sewer lines, and any inaccuracies in the modeled conditions would be
emphasized in these smaller diameter sewer lines which are upstream of the major sewer lines.
The sewer lines other than the major pipelines are typically constructed to serve a single
subdivision and designed to have sufficient capacity to serve the build-out conditions of the
subdivision. Therefore, all of these existing minor sewer lines should have excess capacity to
serve any future development in their service area and are considered beneficial to both future
and existing development. Additionally, the majority of existing and future development connect
or will connect to a minor sewer line, as opposed to connecting directly to a major pipeline, so
the system of minor sewer lines as a whole can be considered to be beneficial to the entire City,
even though each line individually serves only a limited portion of the City. For the purposes of
this plan, the minor sewer lines (all pipes not listed in Table 6-6) are considered to be a whole
system which serves the entire City and has excess capacity to accommodate any future

development.
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The capacities of the City’s lift stations were calculated by comparing the current (year 2023)
modeled inflow with the total capacity of each lift station. The total capacities were determined
by the design flows of the equipped pumps excluding any redundant or standby pumps. These
results are shown the following table.

Table 6-7: Capacity of Existing Lift Stations
Current (2023) Peak Flow Capacity Excess / (Deficit)

Lift Station

Day Flow (gpm) (gpm) (gpm)
Northwest 818 1,200 382
Northeast 954 2,170 1,216

The Wastewater Treatment Facility’s capacity was determined by comparing the flow capacity
for both average day and peak day conditions with the current inflow at the facility, which was
calculated based on existing ERCs and the level of service. As shown in Table 6-8, the WWTF

currently has excess capacity, but not much as it is at 95% of the average day capacity.

Table 6-8: Capacity of Existing Wastewater Treatment Facility
Current Average Day Peak Day

(2023) Current Flow Flow Capacity Excess / (Deficit) | Current Flow Flow Capacity Excess / (Deficit)
ERCs (T eh)) (MGD) (MGD) D)) (MGD) (MGD)

6,343 0.951 1.00 0.049 1.11 2.25 1.14

6.1.4 Demands of Future Development

The future requirements for sewer lines and lift stations were determined by adding the
demands of future development to the sewer model and analyzing when and where any
deficiencies appear in the system. These estimated demands were based on the demographic
projections per planning area shown in Table 2-5 and the level of service from Section 6.1.2.
The future requirements for the WWTF were determined from the level of service and the

projected ERCs for the whole City, as shown in the following table.
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Table 6-9: Future Wastewater Treatment Facility Requirements

Average Day Flow Excess / (Deficit) Peak Day Flow Excess / (Deficit)

(MGD) (MGD) D)) (MGD)
2023 6,343 0.951 0.049 1.11 1.14

2024 6,635 0.995 0.005 1.16 1.09

2025 6,975 1.05 (0.046) 1.22 1.03

2026 7,287 1.09 (0.093) 1.28 0.975
2027 7,629 1.14 (0.144) 1.34 0.915
2028 7,980 1.20 (0.197) 1.40 0.854
2029 8,356 1.25 (0.253) 1.46 0.788
2030 8,761 1.31 (0.314) 1.53 0.717
2031 9,162 1.37 (0.374) 1.60 0.647
2032 9,597 1.44 (0.440) 1.68 0.571
2033 10,048 1.51 (0.507) 1.76 0.492

6.1.5 Proposed Projects

The wastewater projects required to meet the demands of development within the planning
period were determined based on future deficiencies identified in the sewer model analysis as
well as development anticipated to occur in areas of the City not currently served by sewer
infrastructure. The locations of the proposed projects can be seen in Figure 6-2. The proposed
gravity sewer lines (Table 6-10) were sized to have sufficient capacity to serve projected
development for 30 years beyond the expected construction date. The minimum slope for each
pipeline was chosen as the larger of the minimum existing ground slope along the expected
alignment or the minimum regulatory slope per UAC R317-3-2. Since these existing ground
slopes will likely change as roads are built and development will probably occur at a rate and in
locations somewhat different than projected in this plan, the City should reevaluate and amend
this plan periodically and consider the proposed diameters and alignments may change when
the project is designed. The West Street Collector has already been designed at the time of
writing this plan, and it is expected to begin and complete construction in 2024. The cost
estimate shown for this project is the actual cost bid for the project in December, 2023 plus the
cost of engineering and construction management. The cost estimates for the remaining gravity
sewer projects were calculated based on the costs per linear foot for each diameter are shown

in Appendix J.
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Table 6-10: Proposed Gravity Sewer Lines

Construction Priority

_— Diameter Length Minimum . oW : : I ey
ipeline (in) (Ft) Slope Capacity Begin Begin (2023) Cost
(gpm)  Planning Construction Estimate

West Street Collector 12 6,600 1.06% 1,300 N/A 2024 $2,173,619.54

W"l'fn"l‘c’)riggriteiz"’er 10 3380  0.25% 386 2024 2025 $1,161,165.20

No”h‘gifér'lrs‘?gfeptor 18 4410  0.28% 1,969 2024 2025 $1,747,153.80

SR112 Interceptor ~ 15and 18 6,570 0.13% 8553220' 2024 2025 $2,574,853.35

West Bank Interceptor 18 10,680 1.08% 3,867 2024 2025 $4,231,202.40

Southeast Sewer Line 10 4,120 1.27% 875 2025 2026 $1,415,384.80

SR138 Interceptor 15 3,050 0.14% 856 2027 2028 $1,185.626.50
2.07%, 5,354,

No”g"é’els; gg;?;fptor ;ﬁazjz' 16580 0.08%, and 2,267, and 2030 2031 $7.005,127.30
P 0.04% 7,129

Total $21,494,132.89

The Northeast Lift Station was determined to have sufficient capacity to accommodate
development through the end of the planning period, and the undeveloped area north of the
WWTF, which would require lift stations to be constructed upon development, is not expected to
develop within the planning period. However, results from the sewer model analysis show the
Northwest Lift Station is predicted to reach its capacity within the planning period. As shown in
Table 6-11, it is proposed to replace the existing 6-inch diameter force main of the Northwest
Lift Station with a 16-inch diameter force main. This would increase the flow capacity of the lift
station from 1,200 gpm to 1,600 gpm which is enough to serve future development for the entire
planning period. Additionally, when the Northwest Lift Station eventually reaches its capacity
and needs to be replaced, the proposed 16-inch force main can be utilized as a part of the

replacement project which significantly extends the design life of this project.

Table 6-11: Proposed Lift Station Projects

Flow Construction Priority  Current Year
Length

Project Description () Capacity Begin Begin (2023) Cost
(gpm)  Planning Construction  Estimate

Northwest Lift Station - Upsize 6" diameter

Upsize Force Main force main to 16" 2,380 1,600 2026 2027 $181,440.00
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As shown in Table 6-9, the existing WWTF is predicted to exceed its capacity in 2025. The City
plans to correct this with the construction of a new WWTF as detailed in the 2022 Wastewater
Treatment Plant Study by AQUA Engineering. The new WWTF is proposed to have the

capacities shown in Table 6-12 and is expected to begin construction in 2025. The cost estimate
was derived from the estimate given in the 2022 Wastewater Treatment Plant Study and

increased in order to account for inflation and funding requirements.

Table 6-12: Proposed Wastewater Treatment Facility

Capacity Construction Priority
Current Year (2023)

Average Day Flow Peak Hour Flow Begin Begin A
(MGD) (MGD) Planning Construction ~ COSt Estimate

Proposed Wastewater
Treatment Facility

! The City has already begun the planning process.

3.0 7.0 N/At 2025 $30,910,559.75

As mentioned in Section 3.1.5, the City also plans to expand the Public Works site to add a
shop area, expected to begin construction in 2026. This project is estimated to cost $2.02

million and will be split evenly between the drinking water and wastewater utility.

6.1.6 Methods of Financing

Each project will be funded to the extent possible through impact fees. The portion of each
project not eligible for impact fees may be funded through grants, loans, developer dedications,
or reserves in the Sewer Fund. The West Street Collector project will be partially funded with
grant money in the amount of $1.0 million. All the other proposed gravity sewer projects listed in

Table 6-10 are expected to be funded through impact fees, loans, and developer dedications.

Grantsville City
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6.2 IMPACT FEE ANALYSIS

6.2.1 Existing Facilities

Grantsville City’s existing wastewater facilities which have excess capacity to serve future
development are listed in Table 6-14. Also shown are the historic construction costs for each
project as well as the total and excess capacities which were discussed in Section 6.1.3.
Proportionate shares were calculated by dividing the anticipated flow due to growth in the
planning period by the total capacity. As discussed in Section 6.1.3, the City’s existing minor
gravity sewer lines also have excess capacity to accommodate future growth and are
considered to be a whole system which benefits both existing and future development.
Therefore, the proportionate share for minor sewer lines was calculated based on the proportion
of future ERCs expected to be served within the planning period, as shown in Table 6-13. The
existing Public Works Building will utilize this same proportionate share as it is also considered
beneficial to both existing and future development. Another item eligible to charge a buy-in cost
for is the interest payments amount due within the planning period for the Sewer Revenue Bond
(Section 6.1.1). This loan was used to fund past improvements to the collection system which
benefit existing and future development, so the buy-in cost was calculated utilizing the same
proportionate share as the minor sewer lines. The proportionate share for each existing facility
was multiplied by the historic construction cost in order to calculate the impact fee eligible buy-in
costs (Table 6-14). The City has elected to not charge a buy-in cost for the Northwest
Interceptor and the WWTF, even though they have excess capacity, because they are both

expected to be replaced within the planning period.

Table 6-13: Existing Wastewater Facilities Proportionate Share

Facilit Total ERCs Increase in ERCs Proportionate
y (Year 2033) (Year 2023-2033) Share
Minor Sewer Lines, Public Works Building,

0,
and Sewer Revenue Bond Interest Payments 10,048 3,705 36.9%

Grantsville City
Capital Facilities Plan, Impact Fee Facilities Plan, and Impact Fee Analysis 2024 Amendments 6-11
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Table 6-14: Wastewater Buy-In Costs

Flow P.I ST :
Facility Capacity Pg;':;d) LZI(())‘ZI;S- Propsohr:;nate Buy-In Cost
(gpm) (9pm)

Main Trunk N/A 1,252 77 6.15% $0.00

Central Trunk N/A 1,113 77 6.92% $0.00

Central Interceptor N/A 556 53 9.52% $0.00
Hale Street Collector $1,060,736.07 768 54 7.03% $74,606.02

Northwest Interceptor $749,254.71 1,289 471 36.5% $0.00 2
Northeast Interceptor $1,083,869.01 2,186 423 19.4% $209,751.26
Matthew's Lane Collector $2,039,059.07 564 53 9.39% $191,453.95
Worthington Street Collector $193,636.00 556 53 9.52% $18,441.99
Main Street Trunk $653,987.65 1,664 293 17.6% $115,138.12
HELEHIE gr“;\'/ri‘tssl_sir': ea’k Offsite ¢35 398,037.81 912 250 27.4% $931,043.42
Deseret Peak Collector $190,270.90 542 126 23.3% $44,272.42
Northwest Lift Station $500,000.00 1,200 382 31.8% $159,166.67
Northeast Lift Station $400,000.00 2,170 423 19.5% $77,972.35

Wastewater Treatment Facility $5,559,563.47 1.00 (MGD) 0.049 (MGD) 4.86% $0.00 2

Minor Gravity Sewer Lines $10,053,823.31 N/A N/A 36.9% $3,707,147.23
Public Works Building $222,483.40 3 N/A N/A 36.9% $82,036.33
Sewer Revenue Bond Interest
Payments (2023-2033) $678,405.00 N/A N/A 36.9% $250,148.34
Total $5,862,078.09
! The costs shown are historical costs which may include initial construction, acquiring land, improvements, planning, and

engineering.
2 The City is not charging a buy-in cost for the Northwest Interceptor and WWTF because they are expected to be replaced.
3 The cost shown for the Public Works Building is the cost associated with wastewater facilities.

6.2.2 System Improvements

The wastewater system improvements needed to accommodate future development within the
planning period were determined in Section 6.1.5. A proportionate share for each of these
projects was calculated by estimating the flow to each facility contributed by the anticipated
planning period development, which was divided by the total flow capacity of the facility (see
Table 6-15). The City does not charge impact fees for projects which are expected to be
constructed by developers so they have a proportionate share of 0%. If it is determined the City
will pay for any portion of these projects as the development agreements are finalized then this
plan should be amended to include the project. The Public Works Improvements project was
determined to be beneficial to both existing and future development, so the proportionate share
was calculated based on the ERCs expected to be served within the planning period as shown
in Table 6-16.

Grantsville City
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Table 6-15: Proposed Wastewater Projects Proportionate Share

Planning Period

Flow Capacity

Proportionate

Project 2023-2033) Flow
) (gpm) ( (gpm)) Share
West Street Collector 1,300 167 12.8%
Willow Street Sewer Improvements 386 53 13.7%
Northwest Interceptor Extension 1,969 255 0% *
SR112 Interceptor 825 and 1,342 149 0% *
West Bank Interceptor 3,867 335 0% *
Southeast Sewer Line 875 46.1 0% *
SR138 Interceptor 856 50.5 0% *
Northwest Interceptor Replacement 5:23'72122%7 273, 294, and 782 11.2% 1
Northwest Lift Station - Upsize Force Main 400 2 399.73 99.9%
Proposed Wastewater Treatment Facility 3.0 (MGD) 0.56 (MGD) 18.5%
1 A proportionate share was calculated for each diameter of the project, which was scaled based on the length of each stretch then

added together.

2 The increase in flow capacity resulting from the proposed project upgrades is shown as opposed to the total capacity of the facility.
3 The flow shown is the planning period flow exceeding the existing capacity of the facility before the proposed project upgrades.

4 The proportionate share is 0% because the project is expected be constructed by developers.

Table 6-16: Proposed Public Works Improvements Proportionate Share

Total ERCs Increase in ERCs Proportionate
(Year 2033) (Year 2023-2033) Share

Public Works Improvements 10,048 3,705 36.9%

Project

The cost of each project which is attributed to new development in the planning period, and
therefore eligible for impact fees, was calculated by multiplying the total project cost by the
proportionate share as shown in Table 6-17. In order to account for the time-price differential
inherent with future costs, the current year cost estimates were inflated at a rate of 3.5% to the

anticipated construction year.

Grantsville City
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Table 6-17: Wastewater Impact Fee Eligible Costs

Construction
Year Cost

Current Year

Construction (2023) Cost

Proportionate Impact Fee

Project

Year

Estimate

Estimate

Share

Eligible Cost

West Street Collector
Willow Street Sewer
Improvements
Northwest Interceptor
Extension
SR112 Interceptor
West Bank Interceptor
Southeast Sewer Line
SR138 Interceptor
Northwest Interceptor
Replacement
Northwest Lift Station -
Upsize Force Main
Proposed Wastewater
Treatment Facility
Public Works Improvements

2024
2025

2025

2025
2025
2026
2028

2031

2027

2025
2026

$1,173,619.54 1
$1,161,165.20

$1,747,153.80

$2,574,853.35
$4,231,202.40
$1,415,384.80
$1,185,626.50

$7,005,127.30
$181,440.00

$30,910,559.75
$1,008,975.00 3

$1,173,619.54 2

$1,243,869.19

$1,871,594.83

$2,758,247.28
$4,532,569.79
$1,569,262.43
$1,408,152.36

$9,224,414.93
$208,206.57

$32,905,575.54
$1,118,668.62

12.8%
13.7%

0% *

0% *
0% *
0% *
0% *

11.2%

99.9%

18.5%
36.9%

$150,522.25
$170,994.42

$0.00

$0.00
$0.00
$0.00
$0.00

$1,033,712.75
$208,025.93

$6,095,757.87
$412,486.79

Total

$52,595,107.64

$58,014,181.09

! The cost shown for the West Street Collector project is the total cost less the amount to be paid with grant money.
2 The cost for the West Street Collector project was not inflated because the cost shown is the actual project cost.

% The cost shown for the Public Works Improvements project is half of the total cost estimate because this project cost will be split
evenly between the wastewater and drinking water utilities.

4 The proportionate share is 0% because the project is expected be constructed by developers.

In addition to impact fee eligible project costs, planning costs can also be included in the

$8,071,500.00

calculation of impact fees. The cost for the current amendment to the wastewater section of this

CFP and IFA was $7,980.05. Due to the uncertainty that comes with long-term development

projections, this plan is expected to be amended annually going forward. The future professional

expenses expected to occur within the planning period were inflated at a 3.5% rate as shown in

the following table.

Grantsville City
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Table 6-18: Wastewater Professional Expenses

2023 $0.00

2024 $7,980.05
2025 $8,259.36
2026 $8,548.43
2027 $8,847.63
2028 $9,157.30
2029 $9,477.80
2030 $9,809.52
2031 $10,152.86
2032 $10,508.21
2033 $10,875.99
Total $93,617.15

6.2.3 Methods of Financing

As discussed in Section 6.1.6, the wastewater system improvements are expected to be funded
through impact fees, loans, developer dedications, and Sewer Fund reserves. The West Street
Collector project will be partially funded through a grant worth $1.0 million, so only the project
costs exceeding this grant amount are impact fee eligible. The City expects to finance the
Proposed Wastewater Treatment Facility project with a loan, which is necessary to prevent the
impact fee fund balance from going negative (see Section 6.2.5). This loan was assumed to be
a 30-year bond with a 4.0% interest rate, 1.5% cost of issuance, 0.5% bond insurance, and a
$20,000 surety policy. The interest cost for this bond attributed to development within the
planning period can be included in the impact fee calculation. Additionally, a portion of the
engineering cost of the Wastewater Treatment Facility project will be funded through a $1
million bond with a 0% interest rate. This will be a 20-year bond and is also assumed to have
1.5% cost of issuance, 0.5% bond insurance, and a $20,000 surety policy. Table 6-19 shows

the details of these bonds along with the impact fee eligible interest cost.

Grantsville City
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Table 6-19: Wastewater Future Debt Financing

Debt Service Impact Fee
. , Debt Service e Proportionate Eligible Debt
Project Proceeds Par Amount (Principal + .
(Interest) Interest) Share Service
(Interest)
Proposed
v¥?§§r\;v2$r $31,905,575.54 $32,563,687.05 $23,931,150.46 $56,494,837.52 18.5% $4.433,245.62
Facility
Proposed
Wastewater
Tr,f:émg/”t $1,000,000.00  $1,040,000.00 $0.00 $1,040,000.00 18.5% $0.00
Engineering
Loan

! Includes cost of issuance, bond insurance, and surety policy.

6.2.4 Impact Fee Calculation

Impact fees to be charged per ERC for each project were calculated by dividing the impact fee
eligible costs by the number of ERCs expected to be served within the planning period,
determined from Table 2-4. The construction water and City rate connection types were
excluded from this calculation because construction water is not served by wastewater facilities
and the City does not charge themselves impact fees. The increase in ERCs in the planning

period for all other connection types totals 3,605 ERCs.

Table 6-20: Wastewater Impact Fee Calculation

Impact Fee Eligible Planning Period

A Cost (2023-2033) ERCs ' COStper ERC
Buy-In Cost $5,862,078.09 3,605 $1,626.10
West Street Collector $150,522.25 3,605 $41.75
Willow Street Sewer Improvements $170,994.42 3,605 $47.43
Northwest Interceptor Replacement $1,033,712.75 3,605 $286.74
Northwest Lift Station - Upsize Force Main $208,025.93 3,605 $57.70
Proposed Wastewater Treatment Facility $6,095,757.87 3,605 $1,690.92

Proposed Wastewater Treatment Facility

Debt Service (Interest) $4,433,245.62 3,605 $1,229.75
Public Works Improvements $412,486.79 3,605 $114.42
Professional Expenses $93,617.15 3,605 $25.97
Total $5,120.79

! Does not include Construction Water or City Rate ERCs.

Grantsville City
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The City charges impact fees to residential users based on their water meter size. A 3/4 inch
water meter was determined to be equivalent to one ERC, and the remaining meter sizes were

converted to ERCs based on the maximum flow rates from AWWA Manual M6, Table 5-3. Non-

residential users are charged impact fees based on the number of fixture units in a
development. A typical ERC was determined to have 24 fixture units as calculated in Appendix
I. The results of these impact fee calculations are summarized in the following table.

Table 6-21: Proposed Wastewater Impact Fees

Water Meter Maximum Flow

Size (inches) Rate (gpm) Shts [P IFEE
3/4 251 1 $5,120.79
1 401 1.6 $8,193.26

11/2 501 2 $10,241.58

2 1001 4 $20,483.15

3 200 2 8 $40,966.30

4 400 2 16 $81,932.61

6 800 2 32 $163,865.22

8 1,000 2 40 $204,831.52

Non-Residential Development $213.37 per fixture unit

1 From AWWA M6 Table 5-3 Displacement Meters.
2 From AWWA M6 Table 5-3 Electromagnetic and Ultrasonic Meter Type 1.

6.2.5 Impact Fee Cashflow

The anticipated impact fee revenues and expenses over the 10-year planning period are shown
in Table 6-22. The expenses represent only what is attributable to planning period development
and include capital project costs, the expenditure of buy-in costs, and proposed bond payments.
The impact fee cashflow (Table 6-23) estimates the end of year impact fee fund balance
throughout the planning period by comparing the impact fee revenues, total expenses, and

interest income calculated at 5.44% of the fund balance.

6.2.6 Impact Fee Credits
The City currently has procedures in place for credits, appeals, and exemptions of impact fees,

refer to Appendix B for the City’s current impact fee ordinance.

Grantsville City
Capital Facilities Plan, Impact Fee Facilities Plan, and Impact Fee Analysis 2024 Amendments 6-17



Table 6-22: Wastewater Impact Fee Revenues and Expenses

Y YN

ENSIGN

nnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnnn

ERCs ! Annual ERC Impact Fee ImEr:iagcitbreee Bond Bond Buy-In Cost Professional Total Expenses
Increase ! Revenues Proiect Cost Payments Proceeds Expenses Expenses
ject Costs
2023 5,988 - - - - - - - -
2024 6,266 278 $1,423,579.07  ($150,522.25) - $185,250.00 ($452,054.84) ($7,980.05) ($425,307.15)
2025 6,576 310 $1,587,444.29 ($6,266,752.29) ($9,633.00) $5,910,507.87 ($504,089.93) ($8,259.36) ($878,226.70)
2026 6,883 307 $1,572,081.93  ($412,486.79) ($358,488.62) - ($499,211.64) ($8,548.43)  ($1,278,735.48)
2027 7,220 337 $1,725,705.57  ($208,025.93) ($358,488.62) - ($547,994.54) ($8,847.63)  ($1,123,356.72)
2028 7,566 346 $1,771,792.66 - ($358,488.62) - ($562,629.41) ($9,157.30) ($930,275.33)
2029 7,929 363 $1,858,846.06 - ($358,488.62) - ($590,273.05) ($9,477.80) ($958,239.47)
2030 8,320 391 $2,002,228.12 = ($358,488.62) = ($635,803.75) ($9,809.52)  ($1,004,101.90)
2031 8,717 397 $2,032,952.85 ($1,033,712.75) ($358,488.62) - ($645,560.33) ($10,152.86) ($2,047,914.56)
2032 9,147 430 $2,201,938.85 = ($358,488.62) = ($699,221.52) ($10,508.21) ($1,068,218.35)
2033 9,593 446 $2,283,871.46 - ($358,488.62) - ($725,239.06) ($10,875.99) ($1,094,603.68)
Total 3,605 $18,460,440.86 ($8,071,500.00) ($5,862,078.09) ($93,617.15) ($10,808,979.35)
! Does not include Construction Water or City Rate ERCs.
Table 6-23: Wastewater Impact Fee Cashflow
Year Impact Fee Revenues Total Expenses Interest Income End of Year Balance
2023 - - - $80,352.82
2024 $1,423,579.07 ($425,307.15) $4,371.19 $1,082,995.94
2025 $1,587,444.29 ($878,226.70) $58,914.98 $1,851,128.50
2026 $1,572,081.93 ($1,278,735.48) $100,701.39 $2,245,176.34
2027 $1,725,705.57 ($1,123,356.72) $122,137.59 $2,969,662.78
2028 $1,771,792.66 ($930,275.33) $161,549.66 $3,972,729.77
2029 $1,858,846.06 ($958,239.47) $216,116.50 $5,089,452.85
2030 $2,002,228.12 ($1,004,101.90) $276,866.23 $6,364,445.31
2031 $2,032,952.85 ($2,047,914.56) $346,225.82 $6,695,709.42
2032 $2,201,938.85 ($1,068,218.35) $364,246.59 $8,193,676.52
2033 $2,283,871.46 ($1,094,603.68) $445,736.00 $9,828,680.30
Grantsville City
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SEcTION 7: WATER RIGHTS ACQUISITION

7.1 CAPITAL FACILITIES PLAN AND IMPACT FEE FACILITIES PLAN

7.1.1 Inventory of Existing Facilities

Grantsville City currently holds an estimated 10,082.61 acre-feet of municipal use water rights
per the Utah Division of Water Rights website as of March, 2024. A list of these water rights
numbers can be found in Appendix K. The historic cost to purchase these water rights totals
$37,110,137.98, which represents all available records of water rights purchases but does not
account for the full quantity of water rights held by the City. There is no existing long-term debt

associated with water rights acquisition.

It should be noted some of the City’s largest water rights are not quantified in acre-feet but
instead specify an allowed diversion in cubic feet per second. This can be converted to acre-feet
per year, but due to fluctuations in use at different times of day and different times of year, it is
quite unlikely the City could actually divert the full flow all day, every day. This is why the listed
water rights quantity is an estimated value, while the actual quantity of water rights the City can

divert is likely much less than what is estimated.

Tooele Valley is closed to water rights appropriations except for small amounts of shallow
ground water that would otherwise flow to the Great Salt Lake. Therefore, the City can only
acquire additional water rights through developer contributions or by purchasing existing water

rights and, if needed, filing change applications to convert them to municipal use.

7.1.2 Level of Service
The level of service standards for water rights acquisition were previously established in the

Grantsville City Capital Facilities Plan dated May, 2022. The indoor water use level of service

was determined from the drinking water indoor average day demand (Section 3.1.2), which was
calculated from the City’s water use data. The outdoor use level of service was determined
based on state standards and assuming an irrigation efficiency of 60%. These levels of service
are shown in Table 7-1. For the purposes of estimating city-wide water rights demands, it is
assumed there is an average of 0.12 irrigated acres per ERC based on an analysis of

residential lots in Grantsville and estimates made by nearby cities.

Grantsville City
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Table 7-1: Water Rights Level of Service

Parameter Level of Service

Indoor Use 0.218 acre-feet/year/ERC
Outdoor Use 3.33 acre-feet/yeatr/irrigated acre

7.1.3 Capacity of Existing Facilities

The capacity of the City’s held water rights to serve future development is difficult to accurately
estimate. Based on the estimated quantity of the City’s water rights and the level of service, an
excess capacity of unused water rights can be estimated as shown in the following table.

Table 7-2: Estimated Capacity of Water Rights

Water Demand

Current (2023) Existing Water Excess / (Deficit)

Indoor Use Outdoor -
ERCs (ac-ft) Use (ac-ft) Total (ac-ft) Rights (ac-ft) (ac-ft)

6,343 1,385.49 2,537.20 3,922.69 10,082.61 6,159.92

However, the actual quantity of water rights the City has available for future development is
likely much less than what is shown in Table 7-2. One reason for this, as discussed in Section
7.1.1, is the total quantity of water rights is expected to be significantly less than what is
estimated to be held. Additionally, some of the water rights held by the City have been allocated
to developments yet to be built or have been banked for future development, which further
reduces the excess capacity of existing water rights. Lastly, in order to calculate the city-wide
water demand the broad assumption of 0.12 irrigated acres per ERC was made, which most
likely does not reflect the true outdoor water demand. Therefore, the estimated excess capacity
shown in Table 7-2 should be considered a high-level estimate which significantly overestimates
the actual excess quantity of water rights the City currently holds. Furthermore, whatever
excess of water rights does exist needs to be maintained in order to cover existing platted
subdivisions and other such commitments while accounting for the uncertainty in quantity,
possible reductions and cuts due to ongoing droughts, and being able to vary diversion through
the year rather than a presumed constant pumping. For the purposes of this plan there is

considered to be no excess capacity of water rights available to accommodate future growth.

7.1.4 Demands of Future Development
The future water rights demand of development anticipated in the planning period was

estimated based on the demographics calculated in Section 2.7 and the level of service from

Grantsville City
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Section 7.1.2. Due to the reasons discussed in Section 7.1.3, these results should be

considered high-level estimates, serving as a general guideline for the City’s planning purposes.

Table 7-3: Future Water Rights Requirements

Water Demand

Year ERCs Indoor Use (ac-ft) Outdoor Use (ac-ft) Total (ac-ft)
2023 6,343 1,385.49 2,537.20 3,922.69
2024 6,635 1,449.27 2,654.00 4,103.27
2025 6,975 1,523.54 2,790.00 4,313.54
2026 7,287 1,591.69 2,914.80 4,506.49
2027 7,629 1,666.39 3,051.60 4,717.99
2028 7,980 1,743.06 3,192.00 4,935.06
2029 8,356 1,825.18 3,342.40 5,167.58
2030 8,761 1,913.65 3,504.40 5,418.05
2031 9,162 2,001.24 3,664.80 5,666.04
2032 9,597 2,096.25 3,838.80 5,935.05
2033 10,048 2,194.77 4,019.20 6,213.97

7.1.5 Proposed Projects

The City does not need to acquire the full quantity of water rights anticipated to be required by
future development because it is expected many of these developments will acquire the water
rights themselves and then transfer them to the City. The City requires large developments to
contribute the water rights themselves, but smaller developments have the option to pay an
impact fee in lieu of contributing water rights. Therefore, the City only needs to acquire the
guantity of water rights anticipated to be paid for by impact fees, but this quantity is not able to
be accurately predicted. Additionally, since it is desired to maintain an excess of water rights, as
discussed in Section 7.1.3, and due to the increasingly limited availability of water rights for sale
in the Tooele Valley, the City should plan to purchase any water rights listed for a reasonable
price as soon as they become available. So, there are no specifically proposed water rights
acquisition projects, but instead there is the ongoing consideration that the City should continue
to seek out available water rights to purchase. It is expected water rights will typically cost
around $25,000 per acre-foot, based on recent listings for water rights in the Tooele Valley and

recent purchases made by the City.

7.1.6 Methods of Financing
The City expects to finance water rights acquisitions solely through developer contributions and

impact fees.
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7.2 IMPACT FEE ANALYSIS

7.2.1 Existing Facilities

As discussed in Section 7.1.3, for the purposes of this plan there is considered to be no excess
capacity of water rights and therefore no buy-in costs to be charged.

7.2.2 System Improvements
There are no specific system improvements proposed for water rights acquisition, as mentioned
in Section 7.1.5. The City will purchase additional water rights as they become available.

7.2.3 Methods of Financing
The City will finance water rights purchases with impact fees, and other demands for water

rights will be met through developer contributions.

7.2.4 Impact Fee Calculation

As discussed in Section 7.1.5, the City requires large developments to contribute the required
guantity of water rights themselves, but smaller developments have the option to pay an impact
fee in lieu of water rights. The impact fee is calculated as the required quantity of water rights
multiplied by $25,000 per acre-foot (the current average cost of water rights in the Tooele
Valley). The required quantity of water rights is determined based on various conditions of the

development, and are calculated separately for indoor and outdoor water usage.

7.2.4.1 Indoor Use

The indoor use water right quantity for single family residential and multi-unit residential
connections was determined by multiplying the indoor level of service (0.218 ac-
ft/yr/ERC) times the equivalent ERCs per unit. As determined in Section 2.5, single
family residential equals 1.00 ERC per unit and multi-unit residential equals 0.55 ERCs
per unit. The indoor quantity for non-residential development is based on fixture units
and was calculated using 24 fixture units per ERC. The required water rights quantity

and the equivalent impact fees for each development type are summarized in Table 7-4.
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Table 7-4: Indoor Use Water Rights Requirements

Water Right Quantity

Land Use (ac-ft) Impact Fee Unit
Single Family Residential 0.218 $5,450.00 per Dwelling Unit
Multi-Unit Residential 0.120 $3,000.00  per Dwelling Unit
Non-Residential 0.00908 $227.00 per fixture unit

7.2.4.2 Outdoor Use

Additional land use classifications were established for the calculation of required
outdoor water rights. Category 1 includes single family homes only, while Category 2
covers all other types of development not included in Category 1. Water rights for
Category 1 are calculated based on total lot size assuming that on average 64% of the
lot area will be irrigated (see Appendix K). Additionally, it was found that as lot sizes
increase above an acre the irrigated area does not increase proportionally. Therefore,
the lot size for Category 1 is capped at 1 acre, so any lots larger than this would still use
1 acre in the calculation. The calculation for Category 2 is based directly on irrigated

area. The formulas for the required water rights quantity (in ac-ft) are as follows:

e Category 1 = (lot size, acres) * (0.64) * (3.33 ac-ft/irr. ac)
e Category 2 = (irrigated area, acres) * (3.33 ac-ft/irr. ac)

The outdoor water rights requirements for typical residential lot sizes, without waterwise

landscaping, are listed in the following table.

Table 7-5: Outdoor Use Requirements (No Waterwise Landscaping)

Category 1 Lot Size LLEHE [RHEf s (I 37 Impact Fee
(ac-ft)

7,000 sq ft 0.34 $8,561.98
8,000 sq ft 0.39 $9,785.12
10,000 sq ft 0.49 $12,231.40
14,000 sq ft 0.68 $17,123.97
1/2 acre 1.07 $26,640.00
2/3 acre 1.42 $35,520.00
3/4 acre 1.60 $39,960.00
1.0 acre 2.13 $53,280.00
> 1.0 acre 2.13 $53,280.00
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The outdoor water rights impact fee for Category 2 developments with no waterwise
landscaping is calculated as follows:

e Category 2 = (irrigated area, acres) * (3.33 ac-ft/irr. ac) * $25,000

7.2.4.3 Waterwise Landscaping

In order to promote water conservation efforts for future development, the City allows a
reduction in the required outdoor use water rights for developments which implement
waterwise landscaping. The definition of waterwise landscaping is intended as
“landscaping for water conservation with (1) no more than 35% of the total landscaped
area planted in lawn, (2) planting beds and landscape plants watered with a drip-
irrigation system, (3) watering zones separate for lawn and landscape plants, (4) back
flow preventer required (5) and landscape plants should be waterwise, adapted to our
local climate, able to thrive on less water.” Refer to the Grantsville City Municipal Code
and Land Use Code for the most current version of the waterwise landscaping definition.
To qualify for the waterwise landscaping reduction, the waterwise landscaping and
irrigation must be installed entirely during initial construction. Due to the challenges
associated with monitoring and enforcing the requirements in residential backyards, the
City only allows Category 1 development to receive a reduction for waterwise
landscaping in the front yard. For purposes of calculating water rights requirements, the
definition of front yard is intended to be “a yard extending across the full width of a parcel
measured perpendicularly from the front boundary of the parcel to the front wall(s) of the
main building situated on the parcel. For corner lots the front yard would include the side
yard to the privacy fence, assumed to be located 5 feet forward from the back of the
house.” See Appendix K for a sketch depicting this definition, and refer to the Grantsville
City Municipal Code and Land Use Code for the most current definition. Category 2
development can choose to receive a waterwise landscaping reduction for landscaping
in the front yard only or the entire irrigated area. The outdoor use level of service is
reduced from 3.33 to 2.28 acre-feet/year/irrigated acre for waterwise landscaping (see
Appendix K for calculations). It was estimated the average residential front yard irrigated
area in Grantsville is 18% of the total lot size. The lot size for Category 1 is again capped
at 1 acre as done for the no waterwise calculation. The formulas to calculate outdoor use

water rights for waterwise landscaping in the front yard only are:

Grantsville City
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e Category 1 = (lot size, acres) * [(0.18) * (2.28 ac-ft/irr. ac) + (0.46) * (3.33 ac-ft/irr.
ac)]

e Cateqgory 2 = (front yard irrigated area, acres) * (2.28 ac-ft/irr. ac) + (remaining
irrigated area, acres) * (3.33 ac-ft/irr. ac)

The outdoor water rights requirements for typical residential lot sizes, for waterwise

landscaping in the front yard only, are given in Table 7-6.

Table 7-6: Outdoor Use Requirements (Waterwise Landscaping Front Yard Only)

Category 1 Lot Size VLGHEIP [R1fE] s (B IETmfi 37 Impact Fee
(ac-ft)

7,000 sq ft 0.31 $7,802.69
8,000 sq ft 0.36 $8,917.36
10,000 sq ft 0.45 $11,146.69
14,000 sq ft 0.62 $15,605.37
1/2 acre 0.97 $24,277.50
2/3 acre 1.29 $32,370.00
3/4 acre 1.46 $36,416.25
1.0 acre 1.94 $48,555.00
> 1.0 acre 1.94 $48,555.00

The outdoor water rights impact fee for Category 2 developments with waterwise

landscaping in the front yard only is calculated as follows:

e Category 2 = (front yard irrigated area, acres) * (2.28 ac-ft/irr. ac) +

(remaining irrigated area, acres) * (3.33 ac-ft/irr. ac) * $25,000

Category 1 developments utilizing waterwise landscaping for the entire lot would still use
the front yard only formula above. Category 2 developments which are waterwise
landscaping the entire lot calculate outdoor use water rights quantity with the following

formula:

e Category 2 = (irrigated area, acres) * (2.28 ac-ft/irr. ac)

Grantsville City
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The outdoor water rights impact fee for Category 2 developments with waterwise

landscaping on the entire lot is calculated as follows:
e Category 2 = (irrigated area, acres) * (2.28 ac-ft/irr. ac) * $25,000

A summary of all the water rights quantity formulas for each land use and landscaping

condition discussed above is shown in Table 7-7 below.

Table 7-7: Summary of Outdoor Use Water Rights Requirements

Land Use Water Right Quantity (ac-ft)

No Waterwise Landscaping
Category 1 = (lot size!, acres) * (0.64) * (3.33 ac-ft/irr. ac)
Category 2 = (irrigated area, acres) * (3.33 ac-ft/irr. ac)
Category 1 = (lot sizet, acres) * [(0.18) * (2.28 ac-ft/irr. ac) + (0.46) * (3.33 ac-ft/irr. ac)]
Category 2 = (front yard irrigated area, acres) * (2.28 ac-ft/irr. ac) + (remaining irrigated area, acres) * (3.33 ac-ft/irr. ac)
Waterwise Landscape Entire Lot
Category 1 Reduction not allowed (use front yard only formula)

Category 2 = (irrigated area, acres) * (2.28 ac-ft/irr. ac)
! Lot size capped at 1 acre.

7.2.4.4 Example Calculations
For example, the impact fee for a single family development on a 2 acre lot with
waterwise landscaping would be calculated as follows:

¢ Indoor use quantity = 0.218 ac-ft

e Qutdoor use quantity = (1 ac) * [(0.18) * (2.28 ac-ft/irr. ac) + (0.46) * (3.33 ac-

ft/irr. ac)] = 1.9422 ac-ft
e Total quantity = (0.218 ac-ft) + (1.9422 ac-ft) = 2.16 ac-ft
e Total impact fee = (2.16 ac-ft) * $25,000 = $54,000

For an apartment building with 15 units, 1/8 acre irrigated area, and waterwise
landscaping for the entire lot, the impact fee is calculated as:

e Indoor use quantity = (15 units) * (0.120 ac-ft/unit) = 1.8 ac-ft

¢ Qutdoor use quantity = (1/8 ac) * (2.28 ac-ft/irr. ac) = 0.285 ac-ft

¢ Total quantity = (1.8 ac-ft) + (0.285 ac-ft) = 2.09 ac-ft

e Total impact fee = (2.09 ac-ft) * $25,000 = $52,250
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The impact fee for a commercial development with 50 fixture units that will be irrigating
2,000 square feet and will not utilize waterwise landscaping would be calculated as
follows:

e Indoor use quantity = (50 fixture units) * (0.00908 ac-ft/fixture unit) = 0.454 ac-ft

e Outdoor use quantity = (2,000 sq ft) / (43,560 sq ft/ac) * (3.33 ac-ft/irr. ac) =

0.153 ac-ft
e Total quantity = (0.454 ac-ft) + (0.153 ac-ft) = 0.61 ac-ft
e Total impact fee = (0.61 ac-ft) * $25,000 = $15,250

7.2.5 Impact Fee Credits

Water rights can be transferred to the City in lieu of paying the impact fees. The quantity to be
transferred is calculated as discussed in Section 7.2.4. The water rights required must be
transferred to City as 100% owner. If the quantity of water rights required is only a portion of the
total right pledged, the City must be identified as the owner of the required portion, or the
required portion must be segregated from the base right and transferred to City as 100% owner.
Additionally, the water rights transferred to cover the indoor use requirement must be municipal
use rights or change applications prepared to convert water rights to municipal rights. For the
outdoor use requirement, municipal use water rights, change applications prepared to convert
water rights to municipal rights, or Grantsville Irrigation Co. shares are accepted by the City.
Refer to the Grantsville City Municipal Code and Land Use Code for the requirements to
transfer Grantsville Irrigation Co. shares. The City currently has procedures in place for credits,
appeals, and exemptions of impact fees, see Appendix B for the City’s current impact fee

ordinance.
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SECTION 8: STORM DRAINAGE

8.1 CAPITAL FACILITIES PLAN AND IMPACT FEE FACILITIES PLAN

8.1.1 Inventory of Existing Facilities

Grantsville City is situated at the base of the Stansbury Mountains and about six (6) miles south
of the Great Salt Lake. The terrain of the City slopes gently northeasterly closer to the
Stansbury Mountains and then northerly for the remainder of the City. The watersheds
surrounding the City are shown in Figure 8-1 and Figure 8-2.

Figure 8-1: Existing Grantsville City Watersheds (Four Major)

S
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Source: Figure 2-1 from Grantsville City FEMA BRIC Flood Protection Scoping Study dated
February 6, 2024 by Jones & DeMille Engineering
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Figure 8-2: Existing Grantsville City Watersheds (West Bank Area)
.ﬁ I} D v #

~

Subbasin Na.me
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Source: Figures 1 and 2 of 2024 Final Draft Grantsville West Bank Development Stormwater Master Plan Report by Jones &
DeMille Engineering.

Tooele County has constructed flood control facilities, consisting of debris/detention basins and

a cut-off ditch, which are located just south of the City (Figure 8-3).
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Figure 8-3: Existing Flood Protection Infrastructures

Source: Figure 4-1 from Grantsville City FEMA BRIC Flood Protection Scoping Study dated February 6, 2024 by Jones
& DeMille Engineering

These facilities intercept runoff from the North Willow, South Willow Canyon, and West Army
Creek and discharge east of Grantsville into an existing natural drainage. Also south of the City
is the existing Grantsville Irrigation Company Reservoir, which collects the majority of flows from
the South Willow Canyon and discharges any overflow into the County’s flood control facilities.
Grantsville City’s storm drainage system consists of gutters, grates, detention/retention ponds,
storm inlets, pipes, and culverts. There are upwards of 50 culverts crossing SR-138 ranging
from corrugated metal pipe to an 8-foot wide by 4-foot tall concrete box culvert. The main
drainage system within the City is located mostly along Main Street and Clark Street as shown
in Figure 8-4. The City does not currently have costs of past storm drain projects, therefore

historical construction costs have not been listed.
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8.1.2 Level of Service
The level of service standards to be used for this plan are shown in Appendix L which were
previously established in the Grantsville City Capital Facilities Plan dated May 2022 and since

updated by the Grantsville City Storm Drainage Design Guidelines adopted by City Council on
April 3, 2024.

8.1.3 Capacity of Existing Facilities
Existing Grantsville City storm drainage studies, Storm Water Management Study for Baker and

Pope Watersheds Grantsville City and Tooele County dated April 2015 by AQUA Engineering,
Grantsville City FEMA BRIC Study Flood Protection Scoping Study dated February 6, 2024 by
Jones & DeMille Engineering, and Grantsville West Bank Development Stormwater Master Plan

Report dated July, 2024 by Jones & DeMille Engineering all identify the need for upstream
diversion, detention, and retention to protect the existing developed areas of Grantsville City.
Therefore, the existing storm drainage system is not sufficient to meet the level of service, and

there is no surplus capacity.

8.1.4 Demands of Future Development
The requirements for future development are based on the level of service requirements stated

in Section 8.1.2. Itis anticipated developers will construct future storm drainage improvements.

8.1.5 Proposed Projects

The future requirements for the storm drainage system outside of development constructed
improvements were determined in the FEMA BRIC Study and West Bank Development
Stormwater Master Plan. The FEMA BRIC Study analyzed the North Willow Canyon, South

Willow Canyon, West Army Creek, and East Army Creek. These watersheds and storm

drainage improvements were also incorporated into the West Bank Development Stormwater

Master Plan.

The City is in the process of constructing the Clark Street Storm Drain Improvements project
with an estimated construction cost of $1,762,257.79. The City has received funding through
Utah State via a Water Infrastructure Grant to construct this project. This project is shown in

Figure 8-5.
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Four alternatives of proposed projects were established for the West Bank Development

Stormwater Master Plan. Alternative 4 was the selected alternative in the study. Alternative 4

constructed five debris/detention basins across the watersheds with smaller cutoff ditches to
convey flows to these basins as depicted in Figure 8-6 at a cost of $143,215,000 (Appendix M).

8.1.6 Methods of Financing

The projects listed are not attributable to new growth, so impact fees cannot be charged. Storm
drainage projects may be funded through grants, loans, developer dedications, taxes, or the
Capital Project Fund.

Grantsville City
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8.2 IMPACT FEE ANALYSIS

As discussed in Section 8.1, there are no storm drainage projects eligible for impact fees. The
required projects are associated with correcting existing deficiencies in the system so there is
no surplus capacity. Therefore, no buy-in costs can be charged to future development.
Additionally, it is the responsibility of the developers, not the City, to construct facilities required
to meet the specified level of service. Thus, the City will not require additional storm drainage
projects for new development and have no facilities for which to charge impact fees.

Grantsville City
Capital Facilities Plan, Impact Fee Facilities Plan, and Impact Fee Analysis 2024 Amendments 8-9
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SECTION 9: TRANSPORTATION

9.1 CAPITAL FACILITIES PLAN AND IMPACT FEE FACILITIES PLAN

9.1.1 Inventory of Existing Facilities

Grantsville City constructs and maintains transportation facilities to provide mobility for residents
and visitors to the community. The City transportation network includes three basic types of
roadways: arterials, collectors, and local streets, as shown in Figure 9-1.

Arterials - These high-capacity facilities include highways emphasizing through movement of
traffic. Land access is subordinate to this primary function. Generally, these roadways operate
at high speeds and serve regional trips. Currently Main Street (SR-138) and SR-112 are the
only arterials located within the City limits, both are State routes owned and maintained by Utah
Department of Transportation (UDOT). Capital costs associated with these roadways have not

been included this analysis.

Collectors - These roadways accumulate traffic from local streets and distribute to higher
capacity arterial facilities. Collectors provide both mobility and land access. Generally, trip
lengths, speeds, and volumes are moderate. Travel demand impacts from future developments
were evaluated on collector roadways. Erda Way, Durfee Street, Mormon Trail Road, Burmester
Road, Quirk Street, Willow Street, and Sheep Lane are the existing primary collectors located
within the City limits. Additionally, in 2023 the City completed a project paving a 24-feet wide
section of Nygreen Street from Willow Street to Adams Avenue which was previously unpaved.
The total cost of this project was $451,359.70. The City does not have records of construction

costs for any other existing roadways.

Local Streets - Their primary function is to provide land access. Travel speeds and volumes
are generally low, trips are shorter, and through traffic is usually discouraged. Capital
improvements to local streets are generally assumed to be included in the construction of future

developments and are not included in this analysis.

Grantsville City
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Figure 9-1: Existing Roadway Functional Classification

7

Existing Functional Classification

Source: Grantsville City Transportation Master Plan, 2022

9.1.2 Level of Service

The Grantsville City Transportation Master Plan, August 2022 (TMP) includes an evaluation of
existing roadways by using Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) methodologies. This Federally
funded manual includes the industry standard for analyzing and classifying the performance of
transportation facilities. The manual includes performance measures for roadways by assigning
a Level of Service (LOS) based on the degree of mobility provided. The LOS performance

measures range from the following classifications of A to F:

LOS A: Represents primarily free-flow operation. Motorists are almost completely unimpeded in

their ability to maneuver within the traffic stream.

LOS B: Characterized by reasonably unimpeded operation. The ability of motorists to maneuver

with the traffic stream is slightly restricted.

LOS C: Represents stable operation. The ability to maneuver within the traffic stream is

restricted but not congested. Travel speed is reduced.

Grantsville City
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LOS D: Represents a less stable condition in traffic operations. Small increases in flow may
cause substantial increases in delay and reduction in travel speed.

LOS E: Characterized by unstable operation. High traffic volumes contribute to significant

congestion and delay.

LOS F: Characterized by traffic flow at extremely low speed, high congestion, and extensive
gueueing. The traffic volume exceeds the capacity of the roadway.

Ideally, all transportation facilities would perform at LOS A, providing maximum mobility and
minimal delay; however, limited financial resources, impacts to private right-of-way, and
preservation of environmental resources makes this impractical. The Grantsville TMP was
developed with the assumption that LOS D would be the minimum acceptable LOS for
roadways within the City limit during peak hours. This threshold is used for capacity analysis of

existing roadways and future transportation projects in this CFP and IFA.

For planning level analysis of the Grantsville transportation network, peak hour service flow
rates were developed to estimate the LOS performance, capacity, and utilization of collector and
arterial roadways. Table 9-1 shows the LOS D peak hour flow rates for various lane
configurations and roadway types. These values are based on data provided in the Grantsville
TMP. Figure 9-2 shows the existing LOS of current collector and arterial roadways within the

City during peak hours.

Table 9-1: Collector Peak Hour Service Flow Rates

LOS D Peak Hour

Road Classification Lanes Flow Rate (Veh/Hr)

2 1,216

Collector 3 1.347
. 2-3 1,518
Arterial } 4.5 3.297

Grantsville City
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Figure 9-2: Existing Arterial and Collector LOS

7

700

Existing Level of Service

w— Acceptable (LOS C or Bettes

Source: Grantsville City Transportation Master Plan, 2022

9.1.3 Capacity of Existing Facilities

The Grantsville TMP includes an analysis of existing collector and arterial roadways in the City.
The map in Figure 9-2 shows the LOS of each facility and average daily traffic volumes. The
only roadway with an existing deficiency is Main Street (SR-138), which has been excluded from
this analysis because it falls under UDOT jurisdiction. All other collector and arterial roadways
within City limits currently operate at a LOS of C or better, and therefore have excess capacity
to serve future development. Table 9-2 includes a summary of peak hour volumes (PHYV), flow
rates, and capacity for collectors in Grantsville. This data is based on traffic volumes included in
the TMP. The amount of excess capacity was calculated for each roadway by subtracting the

existing peak hour volumes from the LOS D service flow rates included in Table 9-1.
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Table 9-2: Capacity of Existing Roadways

Current (2023) . -
Roadway Segment Limits Peak Hour Volume Hox (\D/eFr:m )Rate Excif,z{ﬂ(ﬁsﬂc't)
(Veh/Hr) '

Erda Way Main Street to Sheep Lane 408 1,216 808
Erda Way Sheep Lane to City Limits 551 1,216 665
Durfee Street West Street to Quirk Street 332 1,216 884
Durfee Street Quirk Street to SR-112 681 1,216 535

Mormon Trail Road City Limits to Pear Street 84 1,216 1,132
West Street Pear Street to Main Street 287 1,216 929

Burmester Road North Street to Vegas Street 131 1,216 1,085

Burmester Road Vegas Street to City Limits 133 1,216 1,083
Quirk Street Legend Drive to Durfee Street 657 1,216 559
Quirk Street Durfee Street to Main Street 643 1,216 573
Willow Street Legend Drive to Main Street 360 1,216 856
Sheep Lane SR-112 to Erda Way 430 1,216 786
Sheep Lane Erda Way to SR-138 372 1,216 844

Nygreen Street Willow Street to Adams Avenue 20 1,216 1,196

! Based on data collected for the Grantsville TMP, 2022

9.1.4 Demands of Future Development

Travel resulting from new development in Grantsville City was estimated by comparing trips
currently generated with anticipated trips generated at the end of the planning period. The
demographics data provided in Section 2.7 of this plan provides estimated growth projections
for the major categories of existing development and new development through the next 10
years. A trip generation value was calculated for each development type by using rates
available in the ITE Trip Generation Manual (11th Edition), multiplied by the quantity of each
development type. Table 9-3 includes the rates and units of measure for estimating the trips
generated by developments. The various categories of developments shown were used to

estimate existing and future travel demand in the City.
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Table 9-3: ITE Trip Generation Factors

Average Peak

Description Hour Rate

140 Manufacturing 0.74 Trips per 1,000 SF
150 Warehousing 0.18 Trips per 1,000 SF
210 Single-Family Detached Housing 0.99 Trips per House
220 Multifamily Housing (Low-Rise) 0.56 Trips per Unit
240 Mobile Home Park 0.46 Trips per Home
520 Elementary School 0.74 Trips per Student
522 Middle/Jr High School 0.67 Trips per Student
525 High School 0.52 Trips per Student
560 Church 0.49 Trips per 1,000 SF
822 Strip Retail Plaza (<40Kk) 6.59 Trips per 1,000 SF

Source: ITE Trip Generation Manual, 11th Edition

To estimate travel demand generated by schools, the number of students for each school was
multiplied by the associated ITE factor to determine estimated trips. The total number of trips
was divided by the total number of students to develop a weighted average of trips per student
for the City (see Table 9-4).

Table 9-4: Grantsville School Attendance

School Students ! ITE Rate Trips
Grantsville Elementary 800 0.74 592
Willow Elementary 750 0.74 555
Twenty Wells Elementary 500 0.74 370
Grantsville Junior High 550 0.67 369
Grantsville High 1075 0.52 559
Total 3,675 2,445

Average Trips per Student: 0.665

! Values provided by Tooele School District

Trips associated with future development only include trips that begin and/or end inside the City
limits. Based on the geography and roadway network of Grantsville, pass-through traffic was
assumed to be isolated to SR-138 (Main Street), SR-112, Mormon Trail Road, and Burmester
Road. Trips on all other roadways were assumed to include an origin and/or destination within
the City limits. To estimate trips within the City, all trips generated by residential units were
counted. Trips generated by commercial developments were assumed to include 50%
originating inside City limits and 50% outside City limits. Commercial development trips were
reduced by 50% to avoid double-counting trips within the City. Trips for schools were reduced

by 90% based on an assumption that the majority of students live within the City and many

Grantsville City
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teachers and other staff live outside the City. Calculations assumed that 90% of church
attendees live within the City. Table 9-5 includes an estimate of existing and future peak hour
trips that will be generated in the City. Single family, multi-unit, and trailer quantities are based
on values provided in Section 2.7. Industrial/manufacturing, warehousing, retail, and church
guantities were based on results from a Google Mapping and Street View survey conducted by
Lochner. Growth rates for all types of development are based on data provided in Section 2.7.

Table 9-5: Future Transportation Demands

Development Peak Hour Current (2023) Future (2033)
Type Trips Rate Units Trips Units
Single Family 0.99 4,274 Dwelling Units 4,231 | 6,963 Dwelling Units 6,893
Multi-Unit 0.56 291 Dwelling Units 163 | 477 Dwelling Units 267
Trailer 0.46 216 Dwelling Units 99 216 Dwelling Units 99
Industrial /

: 0.371 607 1,000 SF Building 224 | 988 1,000 SF Building 366
Manufacturing

Warehousing 0.091 1,706 1,000 SF Building 154 | 2,779 1,000 SF Building 250

Retail 3.2951 221 1,000 SF Building 729 360 1,000 SF Building 1,187
Church 0.049 2 297 1,000 SF Building 15 484 1,000 SF Building 24
School 0.0665 2 3,675 Students 244 | 5,986 Students 398

Total 5,859 9,484

Increase: 3,625

! Rates reduced by 50% to estimate external City origin/destination trips.
2 Rates reduced by 90% to estimate external City origin/destination trips.

9.1.5 Proposed Projects

The Grantsville TMP includes an analysis of future road conditions and a recommendation for
future roadway projects to accommodate future travel demand at LOS D through the year 2031.
Table 9-6 includes a list of these projects. This CFP/IFA document assumes no additional
roadway improvements are needed from 2031 to 2033. Many of the projects will be funded by
the Federal Government, the State of Utah, Grantsville, and private funding sources. Only
projects or portions of projects funded by Grantsville City are eligible for funding through impact
fees. Of the projects listed in Table 9-6, the City anticipates the following will be funded by the
City and constructed by 2033:

Nygreen Street (Section 2, Willow Street to Worthington Street)

Nygreen Street (Section 3, Worthington Street to East of Gold Dust Road)

Mathews Lane

Worthington Street (Durfee Street to Nygreen Street)

Grantsville City
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e Sheep Lane
e Mack Canyon Road
o Cherry Street

e Durfee Street

Table 9-6: Transportation Master Plan 2031 Capital Improvement Projects

. Length Collector/ ROW . .
Project Name (Ft) Arterial Width Project Cost Funding Source
1 Norther Arterial (as 26,420 Collector 108 $40,248,603 Developers
collector)

2 Vegas Street 4,350 Collector 90 $6,130,736 City

3 Race Street E/W 9,110 Collector 90 $12,839,312 TBD

4 Mack Canyon Road 1,320  Collector 90  $1,860,361 ety 2
Developers

5 Main Street (SR-138) 12,500 Arterial 106 $18,551,803 UbDOT

6 Nygreen Street (Section 1) 9,080 Arterial 108 $13,445,667 Developers

7 Nygreen Street (Section 2) 4,390 Arterial 108 $6,500,713 City

8 Nygreen Street (Section 3) 2,870 Collector 20 $4,044,876 City/Developers '

9 Cooley Street 8,170 Collector 90 $11,514,509 TBD

10 Kearl Street 1,550 Collector 90 $2,184,515 TBD

11 Race Street (N/S) 5,490 Collector 90 $7,737,412 TBD

12 Matthews Lane 2,730  Collector 73 $1,755,955 112 City, 1/2
Developers

13 Southern Collector 5,150 Collector 90 $7,258,228 Developers

14 Worthington Street 4,990 Collector 90 $7,032,730 2 City

15 SR-112 Extension 13,490 Collector 108 $20,550,857 Developers

16 Lamb Lane 5,360 Collector 90 $7,554,194 Developers

17 Sheep Lane 12,680 Collector 90 $17,870,743 City

18 Cherry Street 2,440 Collector 66 $1,746,674 City

19 Durfee Street 1,360 Collector 90 $537,801 City

Total $189,365,689

!t is anticipated the City will pay for the portion of the Nygreen Street (Section 3) project from Worthington Street to Saddle Road,
and developers will pay for the remaining portion of the project.

2 The City anticipates there will not be improvements on the portion of Worthington Street from Main Street to Durfee Street even

though the TMP proposes improvements from Main Street to Nygreen Street, so the cost estimate was reduced from the

$10,964,857 shown in the TMP.

9.1.6 Methods of Financing

The City uses a variety of funding sources to construct transportation infrastructure to meet the

mobility needs of residents and businesses and to accommodate for future growth. SR-138

Grantsville City
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(Main Street) and SR-112 are State routes that provide regional mobility for motorists traveling
to destinations in Grantsville and other locations in Tooele County and Utah. The State provides
funding for these routes. The remainder of the public roadways in Grantsville are funded by the
City using the following sources of revenue:

Federal Funding: The Federal-Aid Highway Program provides assistance to local public
agencies for constructing specific transportation projects. These projects are administered by
UDOT and included in the Surface Transportation Program (STP). They are generally prioritized
for roadways with a functional class of “collector” or higher and include improvements in

mobility, air quality, or safety.

State Funding: The Class B & C road funding program was established by the Utah Legislature
in 1937 as a means of providing assistance to counties and incorporated municipalities for the
improvement of local roads and streets throughout the state. These funds are subject to
administrative direction by UDOT. During the State fiscal year 2023, Grantsville received
$411,175.90 from this program. Similar to Federal programs, Utah also has funding sources for
transportation projects that are prioritized throughout the State. These sources include the
following: Joint Highway Committee, Safe Sidewalk Program, Transportation Alternatives

Program, and Safe Routes to School Program.

City Funding: Grantsville could use a variety of revenue sources for transportation
improvements including the following: private funding, general fund, general obligation bonds,
special improvement districts, special assessment areas. The City has considered the available

funding sources and will use the most applicable funds for each use.

Impact Fees: Impact fees are a common revenue stream used to assist in construction of
infrastructure to accommodate growth within a city. Infrastructure constructed with impact fees

would not be needed if there was no additional development within the City.
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9.2 IMPACT FEE ANALYSIS

9.2.1 Existing Facilities

As discussed in Section 9.1.3, the existing roadways in the City have excess capacity to serve
future development. However, since there are no available records of the construction costs of
these roadways, a buy-in cost can only be charged for the recent Nygreen Street paving project,
as shown in Table 9-7. The proportionate share for this was calculated by dividing the increase
in peak hour volume projected in the planning period by the total capacity of the road (LOS D
flow rate).

Table 9-7: Transportation Buy-In Cost

Current Future PHV Increase  LOSD o ) 0 ate Buy-In
(2023) PHV  (2033) PHV  (2023-2033) Flow Rate %hare cgst
(Veh/Hr)*  (Veh/Hr) (Veh/Hr) (Veh/Hr)

Project
Cost

Project

Nygreen
Street Paving
! Based on data collected for the Grantsville TMP, 2022

$451,359.70 20 1,017 997 1,216 81.99% $370,070.41

9.2.2 System Improvements

The transportation system improvement projects which will be funded by the City and are
expected to be constructed by the end of the planning period were determined in Section 9.1.5.
The proportionate share for each proposed project was calculated based on TMP analysis
results estimating the current and future traffic volumes for each road. The estimated future
(2033) peak hourly trips in excess of the existing road capacity was divided by the increase in

road capacity due to the proposed project, as shown in Table 9-8.

Table 9-8: Proposed Transportation Projects Proportionate Share

Current  Future(2033)  Fygyre (2033) PHV  Capacity

. 2023 in Excess of Increase Proportionate
A L C(apaci)ty PHV ~ Capacity ¢y rrent (2023) from Project %hare
(Veh/Hr) (Veh/Hr) (Veh/Hr)  co0ocity (Veh/Hr) (Veh/Hr)

Mack Canyon Road 28 471 1,347 443 1,319 33.6%
Nygreen Street (Section 2) 1,216 1,017 1,347 -199 131 0.0%
Nygreen Street (Section 3) 0 241 1,347 241 1,347 17.9%

Matthews Lane 1,216 708 1,347 -508 131 0.0%
Worthington Street 1,216 778 1,347 -438 131 0.0%
Sheep Lane 1,216 1,252 1,347 36 131 27.5%
Cherry Street 28 117 1,216 89 1,188 7.49%
Durfee Street 1,216 1,158 1,347 -58 131 0.0%
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There are four proposed projects (Nygreen Street Section 2, Matthews Lane, Worthington
Street, and Durfee Street) with a proportionate share of 0% and are not eligible for impact fees
because the estimated peak hourly volume at the end of the planning period does not exceed
the current capacity of the road. For the remaining projects, the cost of each project which is
attributed to new development in the planning period, and therefore eligible for impact fees, was
calculated by multiplying the project cost by the proportionate share as shown in Table 9-9. The
project costs included in this calculation are the costs anticipated to be funded by the City and
do not include costs expected to be paid by developers (see Table 9-6 for this breakdown). In
order to account for the time-price differential inherent with future costs, the current year cost
estimates were inflated at a rate of 3.5% to the anticipated construction year.

Table 9-9: Transportation Impact Fee Eligible Costs

. Current Year Construction
Construction

Proportionate Impact Fee

RS Year (22233) D VEEL (e Share Eligible Cost
stimate Estimate
Sheep Lane 2024 $17,870,743.00 $18,496,219.01 27.5% $5,082,930.41
Nygreen Street (Section 3) 2026 $1,832,173.801 $2,031,363.84 17.9% $363,443.72
Mack Canyon Road 2026 $620,120.331 $687,538.50 33.6% $230,917.02
Cherry Street 2027 $1,746,674.00 $2,004,348.59 7.49% $150,157.43
Total $22,069,711.13 $23,219,469.93 $5,827,448.58

! The cost shown is for the portion of the project funded by the City, not the entire project cost.

In addition to impact fee eligible project costs, planning costs can also be included in the
calculation of impact fees. The cost for the current amendment to the transportation section of
this CFP and IFA was $11,297. Due to the uncertainty that comes with long-term development
projections, this plan is expected to be amended annually going forward. The cost for next
year’s amendment to the transportation section is anticipated to be $6,000. The future
professional expenses expected to occur within the planning period were inflated at a 3.5% rate

as shown in the following table.
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Table 9-10: Transportation Professional Expenses

2023 $0.00

2024 $11,927.00
2025 $6,000.00
2026 $6,210.00
2027 $6,427.35
2028 $6,652.31
2029 $6,885.14
2030 $7,126.12
2031 $7,375.53
2032 $7,633.68
2033 $7,900.85
Total $74,137.97

9.2.3 Methods of Financing

The four transportation system improvements which are eligible for impact fees (Sheep Lane,
Nygreen Street Section 3, Mack Canyon Road, and Cherry Street) are expected to be funded
through a combination of impact fees and developer dedications. The City expects to finance
the Sheep Lane project with a loan, which is necessary to prevent the impact fee fund balance
from going negative (see Section 9.2.5). This loan was assumed to be a 30-year bond with a
4.0% interest rate, 1.5% cost of issuance, 0.5% bond insurance, and a $20,000 surety policy.
The interest cost for this bond attributed to development within the planning period can be
included in the impact fee calculation. Table 9-11 shows the details of this bond along with the

impact fee eligible interest cost.

Table 9-11: Transportation Future Debt Financing

Debt Service Impact Fee
Debt Service Proportionate Eligible Debt

(Interest) JPmezEy Share Service
Interest)
(Interest)

Sheep Lane $18,496,219.01 $18,886,143.39 $13,879,482.94 $32,765,626.33 27.5% $3,814,209.05

YIncludes cost of issuance, bond insurance, and surety policy.

Project Proceeds Par Amount !

9.2.4 Impact Fee Calculation
Transportation impact fees were determined based on the increase in peak hour trips within the
City over the planning period (see Table 9-5). Impact fees were calculated by dividing the

impact fee eligible costs by this increase in peak hour trips as shown in the following table.
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Table 9-12: Transportation Impact Fee Calculation

Planning Period

Impact Fee Eligible

Cost per Peak

Project Cost (20|2_|3-2033) Peak Hour Trip
our Trips

Buy-In Cost $370,070.41 3,625 $102.09

Sheep Lane $5,082,930.41 3,625 $1,402.15

Sheep Lane Debt Service (Interest) $3,814,209.05 3,625 $1,052.17
Nygreen Street (Section 3) $363,443.72 3,625 $100.26
Mack Canyon Road $230,917.02 3,625 $63.70
Cherry Street $150,157.43 3,625 $41.42
Professional Expenses $74,137.97 3,625 $20.45

Total $2,782.24

The City charges impact fees for transportation based on development type. This was
calculated by multiplying the cost per peak hour trip shown above by the peak hour trips rates

discussed in Section 9.1.4.

Table 9-13: Proposed Transportation Impact Fees

Development Type .T.:IT)I; :‘;‘t’; Impact Fee Units

Single Family 0.99 $2,754.42 per Dwelling Unit

Multi-Unit 0.56 $1,558.05 per Dwelling Unit

Trailer 0.46 $1,279.83 per Dwelling Unit
Industrial / Manufacturing 0.37 $1,029.43 per 1,000 sf Building Area
Warehousing 0.09 $250.40 per 1,000 sf Building Area
Retail 3.295 $9,167.48 per 1,000 sf Building Area
Church 0.049 $136.33 per 1,000 sf Building Area

School 0.0665 $185.07 per Student

9.2.5 Impact Fee Cashflow

The anticipated impact fee revenues and expenses over the 10-year planning period are shown
in Table 9-14. The expenses represent only what is attributable to planning period development
and include capital project costs, the expenditure of buy-in costs, and proposed bond payments.
The impact fee cashflow (Table 9-15) estimates the end of year impact fee fund balance
throughout the planning period by comparing the impact fee revenues, total expenses, and

interest income calculated at 5.44% of the fund balance.
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9.2.6 Impact Fee Credits
The City currently has procedures in place for credits, appeals, and exemptions of impact fees,

refer to Appendix B for the City’s current impact fee ordinance.
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Table 9-14: Transportation Impact Fee Revenues and Expenses

Peak Hour Al_rl' nua!rP_eak Impact Fee ImEprac_t ree Bond Bond Buy-In Cost Professional Total
Trips Iour rps Revenues ; Hlat Payments Proceeds Expenses Expenses Expenses
ncrease Project Costs
2023 5,859 - - - - - - - -
2024 6,148 289 $802,787.51  ($5,082,930.41) - $5,082,930.41 ($29,455.86) ($11,927.00) ($41,382.86)
2025 6,450 302 $839,830.26 - ($300,143.14) - ($30,815.04)  ($6,000.00) ($336,958.18)
2026 6,767 318 $884,414.82 ($594,360.74)  ($300,143.14) - ($32,450.93) ($6,210.00) ($933,164.81)
2027 7,101 333 $926,743.63 ($150,157.43)  ($300,143.14) - ($34,004.06)  ($6,427.35) ($490,731.98)
2028 7,451 350 $975,104.89 - ($300,143.14) - ($35,778.53)  ($6,652.31) ($342,573.98)
2029 7,819 368 $1,024,015.94 - ($300,143.14) - ($37,573.17)  ($6,885.14) ($344,601.45)
2030 8,205 386 $1,073,504.27 - ($300,143.14) - ($39,389.00) ($7,126.12) ($346,658.26)
2031 8,611 406 $1,129,107.58 - ($300,143.14) - ($41,429.19) ($7,375.53) ($348,947.87)
2032 9,037 426 $1,185,347.33 - ($300,143.14) - ($43,492.74)  ($7,633.68) ($351,269.56)
2033 9,484 447 $1,245,009.78 - ($300,143.14) - ($45,681.88)  ($7,900.85) ($353,725.87)
Total 3,625 $10,085,866.02 ($5,827,448.58) ($370,070.41) ($74,137.97) ($3,890,014.83)
Table 9-15: Transportation Impact Fee Cashflow
Year I:: Rl AT Total Expenses Interest Income D &7 e
evenues Balance
2023 - - - $0.00
2024 $802,787.51 ($41,382.86) - $761,404.65
2025 $839,830.26 ($336,958.18) $41,420.41 $1,305,697.14
2026 $884,414.82 ($933,164.81) $71,029.92 $1,327,977.06
2027 $926,743.63 ($490,731.98) $72,241.95 $1,836,230.67
2028 $975,104.89 ($342,573.98) $99,890.95 $2,568,652.53
2029 $1,024,015.94 ($344,601.45) $139,734.70 $3,387,801.72
2030 $1,073,504.27 ($346,658.26) $184,296.41 $4,298,944.15
2031 $1,129,107.58 ($348,947.87) $233,862.56 $5,312,966.42
2032 $1,185,347.33 ($351,269.56) $289,025.37 $6,436,069.57
2033 $1,245,009.78 ($353,725.87) $350,122.18 $7,677,475.66
Grantsville City
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Title 13 Impact Fees

Chapter 13-1 General Provisions

Chapter 13-1 General Provisions

13-1-1 Definitions

13-1-2 Collection Procedures Exemptions

13-1-3 Accounting

13-1-4 Refunds — Credits — Challenges — Appeals

13-1-5 Parks and Recreation Facilities Impact Fee

13-1-6 Public Safety (Fire and Police) Capital Facilities Impact Fees

13-1-7 Culinary Water Capital Facilities Impact Fee

13-1-8 Water Rights Acquisition Impact Fee

13-1-9 Wastewater Capital Facilities Impact Fee

(Adopted by ordinance 2017-10, effective July 11, 2017)

13-1-1 Definitions

A

The definitions referred to in Utah Code Annotated § 11-36a-102, 2014 as amended, shall apply to the terms
used in this chapter. (Adopted 07-16-1997 by Ord. No. 97-28; amended 10-15-1997 by Ord. No. 97-33,
included unrevised in Ord. No. 2006-01 on 02-1-06.)

The term “Service Area” as used in this chapter and the area of Grantsville City, which will be served by the
impact fees imposed by this chapter, shall constitute the entire corporate boundaries of Grantsville City,
Tooele County, Utah unless otherwise indicated. (Adopted 07-16-1997 by Ord. No. 97-28; amended 10-15-
1997 by Ord. No. 97-33.)

Equivalent Residential Connection (ERC) for the purposes of Section 30-1-7 (Culinary Water Capital
Facilities Impact Fee) of this Chapter is defined as the storage and distribution requirement that will allow a
peak usage of 900 gallons of water per day with an average flow of 475 gallons of water per day per
connection for each single family dwelling unit. The Culinary Water Capital Facilities impact fee for
nonresidential development shall be calculated by estimating the water service demands of the use and then
converting it to an ERC, which shall then be multiplied by the impact fee specified in Section 30-1-7 herein
for each ERC. Equivalent Residential Connection may also be specified as an equivalent residential user/unit
or ERU. (Adopted 10-15-1997 by Ord. No. 97-33, amended on 02-1-06 by Ord. No. 2006-01)

Equivalent Residential Connection (ERC) for the purposes of Section 30-1-8 (Water Source Impact Fee)
shall be calculated as follows: The water right required for indoor use is based upon two criteria; a) that the
water right will allow the extraction of 800 gallons per day per connection, and b) that the yearly extraction
be sufficient to provide 0.45 acre-feet per connection. The indoor water source (rights) acquisition impact
fee for nonresidential development shall be calculated by estimating the indoor water service demands of the
use and then converting it to an ERC, which shall then be multiplied by the impact fee specified in Section
30-1-8 herein for each ERC. No development, however, shall pay a water source impact fee of less than
required for one ERC. The ERC for outdoor water use is based on .12 irrigated acres per ERC, 3.96 gallons
per irrigated acre (.0099 cfs/acre) and 3.0 acre feet of water rights for each irrigated acre. Equivalent
Residential Connection may also be specified as an equivalent residential user/unit or ERU. (Subsection (D)
adopted 02-1-06 by Ord. No. 2006-01)

Equivalent Residential Connection (ERC) for the purposes of Section 30-1-9 (Wastewater Capital facilities
Impact Fee) of this Chapter is defined as 280 gallons of wastewater per day. The wastewater impact fee for
a nonresidential development shall be calculated by estimating the wastewater flow per day and then
converting it to an ERC, which shall then be multiplied by the impact fee specified in Section 30-1-9 herein
for each ERC. Equivalent Residential Connection may also be specified as an equivalent residential user/unit
or ERU. (Subsection (E) adopted 02-1-06 by Ord. No. 2006-01)

13-1-2 Collection Procedures-Exemptions

After the effective date of this Ordinance, no application for a building permit as set forth herein, shall be approved
by Grantsville City unless the applicable impact fee has been paid or is adjusted or waived by the City Council.

The impact fees imposed by this Ordinance shall not apply to the following development activities:


https://grantsville.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=ordinances#name=13-1-1_Definitions
https://grantsville.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=ordinances#name=13-1-2_Collection_Procedures-Exemptions

Residential development activities that do not increase the number of residential dwelling units.
Nonresidential development activities that do not increase the total square footage in an existing
nonresidential development.

C. Proposed development for which a building permit has been issued prior to the effective date of the enactment
of an impact fee.

D. Any new subdivision or planned unit development(except minor subdivisions or small planned unit
developments of six or less lots), shall be required to provide, prior to final approval, sufficient water rights
to the City or dedicated private water resources to provide for all of the indoor and outdoor water uses
required for the development.

E. Low income housing and other development activities with broad public purposes may be exempted from

the payment of impact fees by the City Council. Low income housing shall be defined by the regulations

adopted or used by the Tooele County Housing Authority.

w >

(Originally adopted 07-16-1997 by Ord. No. 97-28; Subsection (D) was added by Ord. No. 99-13 on 04-21-1999;
Subsection (E) was added by Ord. No. 2002-1 on 01-09-2002.)

13-1-3 Accounting

The City Treasurer shall establish separate interest-bearing ledger accounts for each type of public facility for which
an impact fee is collected. The City shall also deposit impact fee receipts in the appropriate ledger account and retain
the interest earned on each fund or account in the fund. The City Treasurer shall, at the end of each fiscal year prepare
and submit a report to the City Council on each fund or account showing the source and amount of all monies collected,
earned or received by the fund or account and each expenditure from the fund or account including other expenditures
to support this impact fee process.

(Adopted on 07-16-1997 by Ord. N0.97-28, included unrevised in Ord. N0.99-13, adopted 4-21-1999.)

13-1-4 Refunds - Credits - Challenges - Appeals

A. Refunds. The City shall refund any impact fee paid by a developer, plus interest earned when:

1. The developer does not proceed with the development activity and has filed a written request for a
refund; or

2. The fees have not been timely spent or encumbered as required by law; or

3. No impact has resulted.

B. Credits. Credits against the amount of an impact fee due from a proposed development may be provided for
by the dedication of land or the provision of City resources or facilities by an applicant when such land,
facilities or resources are determined to provide additional City facilities or resource capacity to meet the
demand generated by the development and when either:

1. Costs. The costs of such land, facilities or resources have been included in the City impact fee
calculation methodology or the land dedicated or facilities provided is determined by the City
Council to be a reasonable substitute for the cost of facilities or resources which are included in the
City’s impact fee calculation methodology. Applications for a credit will be made to the City and
will be submitted at or before the time when the impact fee is due. The application for a credit will
be accompanied by relevant documentary evidence indicating the eligibility of the applicant for the
credit. The City Recorder will present an application for any credit to the City Council, accompanied
by a recommendation by the Mayor. Any credit determined appropriate by the City Council shall
be applied against the impact fee calculated to be due; provided, however, that in no event shall a
credit be granted in an amount exceeding the impact fee due.

2. Unusual Circumstances. The City Council may adjust the impact fee at the time the fee is charged,
to respond to unusual circumstances in specific cases and ensure that the impact fees are imposed
fairly. The City Council may also adjust an impact fee based upon studies and data submitted by a
developer.

C. Challenges. Any person claiming that the impact fee required by this ordinance has no reasonable relationship
to the needs created by or benefits conferred upon the proposed development and does not demonstrably
benefit the new development or is otherwise constitutionally invalid or unlawful pursuant to the standards of
applicable case law or statutes then in effect, must file a written challenge with the City Recorder in order to
obtain a final determination regarding the application of the impact fee to the development by the City


https://grantsville.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=ordinances#name=13-1-3_Accounting
https://grantsville.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=ordinances#name=13-1-4_Refunds_-_Credits_-_Challenges_-_Appeals

Council, which may include a request for a credit against the impact fees paid. Such a determination shall be
a necessary prerequisite before filing any legal challenge to the basis of or the amount of the impact fee in
question. Any challenge to an impact fee must be filed within 30 days after paying an impact fee. The City
Council shall make its decision no later than 30 days after the date the challenge to the impact fee is filed.

D. Arbitration. In addition to the procedure under the foregoing paragraph to challenge an impact fee, a person
or entity may submit an impact fee challenge to arbitration, if the person or entity resides in or owns property
within the impact fee service area or is an organization, association, or corporation representing the interests
of a person or entity owning property within the impact fee service area and files a written request for
arbitration with the Grantsville City Council within 30 days after the day the impact fee is paid. If a person
or entity files a written request for arbitration an arbitrator or arbitration panel shall be selected as follows:

1. the City Council and the person or entity filing the request may agree on a single arbitrator within
ten days after the day the request for arbitration is filed; or

2. if a single arbitrator is not agreed to, an arbitration panel shall be created with the following
members:

a. each party shall select an arbitrator within 20 days after the date the request is filed; and
b. the arbitrators selected by each party shall select a third arbitrator.

3. The arbitration panel shall hold a hearing on the challenge within 30 days after the date the single
arbitrator is agreed upon or within 30 days after the two arbitrators are selected. The arbitrator or
arbitration panel shall issue a decision in writing within ten days from the date the hearing is
completed. Except as provided in this section, each arbitration shall be governed by Utah Code Ann.
Title 78B, Chapter 11, Utah Uniform Arbitration Act. The parties may agree to binding arbitration,
formal, nonbinding arbitration or informal, nonbinding arbitration. If the parties agree in writing to
binding arbitration, the arbitration shall be binding, the decision of the arbitration panel shall be
final, neither party may appeal the decision of the arbitration panel and notwithstanding Subsection
(C) above, the person or entity challenging the impact fee may not file an action under Subsection
(C) or Utah Code Ann. §11-36a-701, et al. If the parties agree to formal, nonbinding arbitration, the
arbitration shall be governed by the provisions of Utah Code Ann. Title 63G, Chapter 4,
Administrative Procedures Act. For purposes of applying Utah Code Ann. Title 63G, Chapter 4,
Administrative Procedures Act, to a formal, nonbinding arbitration under this section,
notwithstanding Utah Code Ann. 863G-4-502, "agency" means a local political subdivision. An
appeal from a decision in an informal, nonbinding arbitration may be filed with the district court in
which Grantsville City is located. Each authorized appeal to the district court shall be filed within
30 days after the date the arbitration panel issues a decision. The district court shall consider de novo
each appeal filed from an informal, nonbinding arbitration filed under this subsection. A person or
entity that files an appeal to the district court after an informal nonbinding arbitration decision under
this subsection may not file an action under Subsection (C) of this provision or Utah Code Ann.
811-36a-701, et al. The filing of a valid written request for arbitration within 30 days after the date
the impact fee is paid tolls all time limitations under Utah Code Ann. 811-36a-701, et al. until the
date the arbitration panel issues a decision. The person or entity filing a request for arbitration and
Grantsville City shall equally share all costs of an arbitration proceeding under this section. Except
as provided for herein, this subsection shall not be construed to prohibit a person or entity from
challenging an impact fee as provided in Subsection (C) or Utah Code Ann. 811-36a-701, et al.

E. Oversized Water Services - No Appeal Allowed. If the developer or owner of property knowingly requests
or installs a water service, at its option, that is larger than is required by this Chapter or any other part of this
Code, the impact fees associated with the requested service size, shall be charged and collected by the City.
No credit, challenge, appeal or arbitration related to the impact or other fees knowingly paid for an oversized
service, shall be allowed under this Chapter, after the impact fee has been paid to the City. If an oversized
water service has been installed and the impact fee for the same has not been paid, the developer or owner
may replace the oversized service, with a properly sized service, provided the City is paid for its costs to
inspect the new installation. (Adopted 02-04-2009 by Ord. 2009-03).

(Section 30-1-4 originally adopted on 02-05-1997, amended and renumbered on 07-16-1997 by Ord. No.97-28,
amended 04-21-99 by Ord. No. 99-13.)

13-1-5 Parks And Recreation Facilities Impact Fee



https://grantsville.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=ordinances#name=13-1-5_Parks_And_Recreation_Facilities_Impact_Fee

As a condition for the issuance of a building permit for the new construction or placement of any structure for a single
or multi-family dwelling within Grantsville City’s Boundaries, the developer, owner or builder shall pay an impact
fee of $936.00 for each single family dwelling unit and $936.00 for each individual dwelling unit in a multi-family
dwelling. The City council may adjust the standard impact fee at the time of the fee is charged to respond to unusual
circumstances in specific cases and ensure that the impact fees are imposed fairly.

(Originally adopted on 02-05-1997 by Ord. No. 97-5, included unrevised and renumbered in Ord. No. 99-13 adopted
04-21-99)

13-1-6 Public Safety (Fire And Police) Capital Facilities Impact Fees

As a condition for the issuance of a building permit for the new construction or placement of any structure for a single
or multi-family dwelling within Grantsville City’s Boundaries, the developer, owner or builder shall pay a public
safety (fire and police) capital facilities impact fee of $1235.00 for each single-family dwelling unit and $417.00 per
unit for each individual dwelling unit in a multi-family dwelling. Prior to the issuance of a building permit for any
nonresidential development activity within the District’s boundaries, the developer, owner or builder thereof, shall
pay a public safety facilities impact fee of $0.52 per square feet for each square foot of said nonresidential
development. The City Council may adjust the standard impact fee at the time the fee is charged to respond to unusual
circumstances in specific cases and ensure that the impact fees are imposed fairly. The City Treasurer shall deposit
67% of all Public Safety Impact Fees collected pursuant to this Section into a separate interest-bearing ledger account
for fire department capital facilities and 33% of said fees into a separate interest-bearing ledger account for police
department capital facilities.

(Adopted 07-16-1997 by Ord.N0.97-28, amended 07-08-1998 by Ord. No. 98-17, included unrevised in Ord. No. 99-
13 adopted 04-21-99).

13-1-7 Culinary Water Capital Facilities Impact Fee

As a condition for the issuance of a building permit or as a condition of obtaining culinary water service for any new
residential construction or development within Grantsville City’s boundaries that requires a new or expanded culinary
water service, the developer, owner or builder shall pay a culinary water (source development, storage and distribution)
capital facilities impact fee based upon the size of the culinary water service meter connection necessary for the
development as follows:

Meter Size in Inches Max Flow Rate (GPM) ERC's [Impact Fee per Meter Size
3/4" 25 1.00 |$2,545.00

1" 40 1.60 |$4,072.00

11/2" 50 2.00 $5,090.00

2" 100 400 ($10,180.00

3" 150 6.00 $15,270.00

4" 200 8.00 $20,360.00

6" 500 20.00 |[$50,900.00

As a condition for the issuance of a building permit or as a condition of obtaining culinary water service for any new
residential construction or development or any other activity within Grantsville City’s boundaries that requires a new
or expanded culinary water service, the developer, owner or builder shall pay a culinary water (source development,


https://grantsville.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=ordinances#name=13-1-6_Public_Safety_(Fire_And_Police)_Capital_Facilities_Impact_Fees
https://grantsville.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=ordinances#name=13-1-7_Culinary_Water_Capital_Facilities_Impact_Fee

storage and distribution) capital facilities impact fee based upon the number of fixture units for indoor water use or
the number of fixture units per acre for outdoor water use as follows:

Non-Residential(Indoor Use) $127.00 per fixture unit
Non-Residential (Outdoor Use) $73.00 per fixture unit per acre

The City council may adjust the standard water capital facilities impact fee at the time of the fee is charged, to respond
to unusual circumstances in specific cases and ensure that the impact fees are imposed fairly. (Originally adopted 07-
16-1997 by Ord. No. 97-28, amended 04-21-1999 by Ord. No. 99-13; amended 02-1-06 by Ord. No. 2006-01)

13-1-8 Water Rights Acquisition Impact Fee

A. As a condition for the issuance of a building permit or as a condition of obtaining culinary water service for
any new residential or commercial construction or development or any other activity within Grantsville City’s
boundaries that requires culinary water for indoor or outdoor use or a new or expanded culinary water service,
the developer, owner or builder, when required by this ordinance, shall pay an indoor and outdoor culinary
water right acquisition impact fee for the development as follows:

1. Indoor Use Impact Fee: $1,260.00 per Equivalent Residential Connection (ERC). (.45 acre-feet x
$2,800.00 per acre foot of water)

2. Outdoor Use Impact Fee: The typical outdoor use impact fee for developed property including
residential lots shall be calculated by multiplying the irrigated acreage of each lot by 3.0 (which is
the required acre feet of water rights per irrigated acre) and then multiplying the resulting acre feet
of required water for the lot by $2,800.00.

Irrigated acreage for residential lots of up to and including one acre in size shall be determined by
multiplying the total acreage of the lot by 64%. No additional outdoor use impact fee shall be
charged for residential lots over one acre in size and therefore the outdoor use impact fee is capped
at $6,118.56 for residential lots of one acre in size or larger.

Example One: A residential lot of 7000 total square feet = .16 acres x .64 irrigated area of .1028
acre x 3.0 =.3085 acre feet of water x $2,800 = $863.91 as the outdoor use impact fee.

Example Two: A lot of 21,780 total square feet = .5 acres x .64 = irrigated area of .32 acre x 3.0 =
.96 acre

feet of water x $2,800 = $2,688.00 as the outdoor use impact fee.
(Adopted 04-21-1999 by Ord. No. 99-13; amended 12-19-2001 by Ord. No. 2001-19).

B. The City Council may adjust the standard culinary water acquisition impact fee at the time the fee is
charged to respond to unusual circumstances for specific cases and to ensure that the impact fees are
imposed fairly. Developments that provide a permanent secondary water source (non-culinary waterworks
sources) for outdoor use on the property may petition the City Council for a waiver of the Outdoor Use
Impact Fee, which may be granted, provided that said water right can be verified as supplying adequate
water for outdoor purposes on the property and adequate assurance is given that no Grantsville City
culinary water will be used for outdoor purposes on the property in perpetuity. Adequate assurance for
purposes of the waiver shall be by transfer to the City of water rights or shares to be held by the City for
future use on the property or within the City. Assessments or similar usage charges paid by the City to the
provider of secondary water may be collected by the City from the owner or tenant of the property in
connection with the City’s billing for culinary water. (Adopted 04-21-1999 by Ord. No. 99-03; amended
12-03-2003 by Ord. 2003-29).

All charges provided for hereunder shall be charged with the sewer and culinary water fees and shall
constitute one charge. If any part of the account for either the secondary water assessment or the City sewer
or culinary water charges becomes delinquent, as in this Code provided, the City shall discontinue the
water service until all delinquencies have been paid in full, including the reconnection fee. (Included 03-02-


https://grantsville.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=ordinances#name=13-1-8_Water_Rights_Acquisition_Impact_Fee

2005 by Ord. N0.2005-04)

(Subsection (C) was repealed on October 17, 2007 by Ord. No. 2007-36)

Any new subdivision or planned unit development (except minor subdivisions and small planned unit
developments), shall be required to provide, prior to final approval, sufficient water rights to the City or
dedicated private water resources to provide for all of the indoor and outdoor water uses required for the
development. Unless otherwise provided for, the impact fees specified in this Section shall apply to all
development in subdivisions and planned unit developments initiated prior to April 23, 1999 and shall be
collected as provided in subsection (A) above. (Adopted 04-21-1999 by Ord. No. 99-13; amended 12-19-
2001 by Ord. N0.2001-19).

The Outdoor Use Impact fee is based upon a typical irrigated residential lot or development as defined above.
The Outdoor use Impact fee for residential lots up to one acre in size shall be strictly applied without regard
to claims of restricted irrigation areas, since these claims can rarely be verified or enforced. The water rights
acquisition fee for industrial or commercial purposes shall be based upon an estimate of the indoor and
outdoor water usage specified for the project, but shall in no event be less than the minimum impact fee
specified above. (Adopted 04-21-1999 by Ord. No. 99-13; amended 12-19-2001 by Ord. No. 2001-19)

No owner or possessor of real property within Grantsville City has the right to use City culinary water for
outdoor use (irrigation) on more than the irrigated acreage as defined in subsection (A) above or in the
development plan as otherwise approved by the City. Owners or possessors of such real property, who do
not have access to non-city secondary water, may at their option irrigate more than the specified irrigated
acreage of their property or lot with City culinary water until such time as the City determines by a formally
adopted Resolution that its culinary water supply is insufficient to continue to allow such irrigation. Any such
Resolution may temporarily terminate the use of culinary water on more than the allowed irrigated acreage
until the water shortage abates or the Resolution may permanently terminate such use. Any person who
irrigates more of their property than the allowed irrigated acreage as defined herein, after a Resolution
prohibiting said use is adopted, shall be guilty of guilty of a Class “C” Misdemeanor. Nothing contained in
this Section shall prohibit the City from otherwise limiting the outside use of culinary water in times of
emergency or shortage. (Adopted 12-19-2001 by Ord. N0.2001-19)

13-1-9 Wastewater Capital Facilities Impact Fee

As a condition for the issuance of a building permit or as a condition of obtaining wastewater (sewer) service for any
new residential construction or development within Grantsville City’s boundaries that requires a new or expanded
wastewater service, the developer, owner or builder shall pay a wastewater capital facilities impact fee based upon the

size of the wastewater service meter connection necessary for the development as follows:

Meter Size In (GPM) (ERC's) Impact Fee Meter Size
3/4" 20 1.00 $3,257.00

1" 38 1.90 $6,188.30

11/2" 48 2.38 $7,751.66

2" 95 4.75 $14,884.49

3" 143 7.13 $23,222.41

4" 190 9.50 $30,941.50



https://grantsville.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=ordinances#name=13-1-9_Wastewater_Capital_Facilities_Impact_Fee

6" 475 23.75 $77,353.75

As a condition for the issuance of a building permit or as a condition of obtaining wastewater (sewer) service for any
new commercial construction or development or any other activity within Grantsville City’s boundaries that requires
a new or expanded wastewater service, the developer, owner or builder shall pay a wastewater capital facilities impact
fee based upon the number of fixture units necessary for the development as follows:

Non-Residential Wastewater $162.00 per fixture unit

(Originally adopted 7-16-1997 by Ord. No. 97-28, amended and renumbered on 04-21-1999 by Ord. No. 99-13;
amended 02-01-2006 by Ord. No. 2006-01).
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APPENDIX C: DEMOGRAPHIC CALCULATIONS

Grantsville City
Capital Facilities Plan, Impact Fee Facilities Plan, and Impact Fee Analysis 2024 Amendments



ERC per Unit Calculation

Monthly Average Water Use (gal) Water Use (gal)

Service Connection Type Average Units Water Use (gal) per Unit per ERC ERC per Unit
Residential 3,647 34,435,000 9,443 9,443 1.00
Multi-Unit 264 1,372,579 5,194 0.55
Other Residential 226 2,411,368 10,690 113
Commercial 136 10,156,947 74,741 7.92
Church 11 959,053 87,606 9.28
School 11 539,632 49,293 5.22
Construction Water 21 947,474 45,575 4.83
City Rate 32 2,558,083 81,209 8.60

Note: ERC per unit calculation was compelted for 2022 CFP, IFFP, and IFA Updates. The ERC per unit has not been updated
for the 2024 CFP, IFFP, and IFA Amendments.
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APPENDIX D: DRINKING WATER COST
ESTIMATES

Grantsville City
Capital Facilities Plan, Impact Fee Facilities Plan, and Impact Fee Analysis 2024 Amendments



ENGINEERS ESTIMATE OF PROBABLE COSTS

Yy YN

These costs are opinions only and should not be considered as a formal construction estimate. These quantites and costs are based on information derived from E N S I G N
the master plan and are therefore subject to change. Ensign has no control over costs of labor, materials, bidding procedures, unidentified field conditions, or other THE STANDARD IN ENGINEERING
factors. Ensign cannot and does not make any warranty, promise, or guarantee as to the accuracy of this estimate.

Project: Grantsville City CFP, IFFP, and IFA
By: Matthew Sanford
Date: 7/12/2024

Project No.: 10766D
Checked By: Robert Rousselle

ITEM | DESCRIPTION UNIT | QuanTiTY | UNITCosT® | COST
est Well No. 1
1 Well Flush Line LS 1 $50,000.00 $50,000.00
2 Exploratory and Municipal Production Well Drilling and Completion LF 600 $2,300.00 $1,380,000.00
3 Municipal Well Equipment, Connection to Existing Infrastructure, and Modification to Electrical/Controls LS 1 $860,000.00 $860,000.00
4 Mobilization LS 1 $17,000.00 $17,000.00
5 Furnish and Install 12-inch Water Main Including Fittings and Appurtenances LF 3,110 $80.00 $248,800.00
6 Furnish and Install 12-inch Isolation Valve EA 2 $2,200.00 $4,400.00
7 Furnish and Install 12-inch Tee and (3) 12-inch Butterfly Valves, Including Fittings and Appurtenances EA 1 $12,000.00 $12,000.00
8 Furnish and Install 2-inch Combination Air Vac Valve EA 1 $12,000.00 $12,000.00
9 Disinfection and Testing Water Line LF 3,110 $0.50 $1,555.00
10 Revegetation SF 124,400 $0.05 $6,220.00
11 Easement Acquisition AC 143 $45,000.00 $64,256.20

Subtotal

$2,656,231.20

Engineering, Surveying, and Construction Management and Inspection Costs (10%) $265,623.12
Total Southwest Well No. 1 Cost

Southwest Well No. 2

$2,921,854.32

1 Well Flush Line LS 1 $50,000.00 $50,000.00
2 Exploratory and Municipal Production Well Drilling and Completion LF 600 $2,300.00 $1,380,000.00
3 Municipal Well Equipment, Connection to Existing Infrastructure, and Modification to Electrical/Controls LS 1 $860,000.00 $860,000.00
4 Mobilization LS 1 $15,000.00 $15,000.00
5 Furnish and Install 10-inch Water Main Including Fittings and Appurtenances LF 220 $70.00 $15,400.00
6 Furnish and Install 12-inch Water Main Including Fittings and Appurtenances LF 2,410 $80.00 $192,800.00
7 Furnish and Install 12-inch Isolation Valve EA 2 $2,200.00 $4,400.00
8 Furnish and Install 12-inch x 10-inch Tee, (2) 12-inch Butterfly Valves, and (1) 10-inch Butterfly Valve, Including EA 1 $12,000.00 $12,000.00
Fittinas and Appurtenances
9 Furnish and Install 2-inch Combination Air Vac Valve EA 1 $12,000.00 $12,000.00
10 Disinfection and Testing Water Line LF 2,630 $0.50 $1,315.00
11 Revegetation SF 105,200 $0.05 $5,260.00
12 Easement Acquisition AC 1.21 $45,000.00 $54,338.84
Subtotal $2,602,513.84
Total Southwest Well No. 2 Cost $2,862,765.23
West Bank Well No. 1
1 Well Flush Line LS 1 $50,000.00 $50,000.00
2 Exploratory and Municipal Production Well Drilling and Completion LF 600 $2,300.00 $1,380,000.00
3 Municipal Well Equipment, Connection to Existing Infrastructure, and Modification to Electrical/Controls LS 1 $860,000.00 $860,000.00
4 Mobilization LS 1 $16,000.00 $16,000.00
5 Furnish and Install 12-inch Water Main Including Fittings and Appurtenances LF 2,930 $80.00 $234,400.00
6 Furnish and Install 12-inch Isolation Valve EA 2 $2,200.00 $4,400.00
7 Furnish and Install 2-inch Combination Air Vac Valve EA 1 $12,000.00 $12,000.00
8 Disinfection and Testing Water Line LF 2,930 $0.50 $1,465.00
9 Revegetation SF 117,200 $0.05 $5,860.00
10 Easement Acquisition AC 1.35 $45,000.00 $60,537.19
Subtotal $2,624,662.19
Total West Bank Well No. 1 Cost $2,887,128.41
Southwest Tank No. 1
1 Mobilization LS 1 $171,000.00 $171,000.00
2 Site Clearing and Grubbing LS 1 $21,000.00 $21,000.00
3 Earthwork / Fine Grading Ccy 10,000 $11.00 $110,000.00
4 Construct 2.0 M.G. Buried Tank LS 1 $3,000,000.00 $3,000,000.00
5 Furnish and Install Tank Valve Vault LS 1 $125,000.00 $125,000.00
6 Electrical and Telemetry LS 1 $120,000.00 $120,000.00
7 Disinfection and Testing Tank LS 1 $20,000.00 $20,000.00
8 Revegetation LS 1 $30,000.00 $30,000.00

Subtotal

$3,597,000.00

Engineering, Surveying, and Construction Management and Inspection Costs (6.73%) $242,078.10
Total Southwest Tank No. 1 Cost

$3,839,078.10

|
Southwest Tank No. 2

1 Mobilization LS 1 $169,000.00 $169,000.00
2 Site Clearing and Grubbing LS 1 $16,000.00 $16,000.00
3 Earthwork / Fine Grading Ccy 7,500 $11.00 $82,500.00
4 Construct 1.5 M.G. Buried Tank LS 1 $2,250,000.00 $2,250,000.00
5 Furnish and Install Tank Valve Vault LS 1 $125,000.00 $125,000.00
6 Electrical and Telemetry LS 1 $120,000.00 $120,000.00
7 Disinfection and Testing Tank LS 1 $20,000.00 $20,000.00
8 Revegetation LS 1 $30,000.00 $30,000.00
9 Furnish and Install 16-inch Water Main Including Fittings and Appurtenances LF 3,580 $110.00 $393,800.00
10 Furnish and Install 12-inch Water Main Including Fittings and Appurtenances LF 1,090 $80.00 $87,200.00
11 Furnish and Install 16-inch Isolation Valve EA 3 $4,300.00 $12,900.00
12 Furnish and Install 12-inch Isolation Valve EA 1 $2,200.00 $2,200.00
13 F.ur.nish and Install 16-inch x 12-inch Tee, (2) 16-inch Butterfly Valves, and (1) 12-inch Butterfly Valve, Including EA 1 $19,000.00 $19,000.00
Fittings and Appurtenances

14 Furnish and Install 4-inch Combination Air Vac Valve EA 1 $16,000.00 $16,000.00
15 Furnish and Install 10-inch PRV Station EA 1 $100,000.00 $100,000.00
16 Disinfection and Testing Water Line LF 4,670 $0.50 $2,335.00
17 Easement Acquisition AC 2.14 $45,000.00 $96,487.60

Subtotal

$3,542,422.60

Engineering, Surveying, and Construction Management and Inspection Costs (6.73%) $238,405.04
$3,780,827.64

Total Southwest Tank No. 2 Cost

1 Mobilization LS 1 $274,000.00 $274,000.00
2 Site Clearing and Grubbing LS 1 $16,000.00 $16,000.00
3 Earthwork / Fine Grading CY 7,500 $11.00 $82,500.00




4 Construct 1.5 M.G. Buried Tank LS 1 $2,250,000.00 $2,250,000.00
5 Furnish and Install Tank Valve Vault LS 1 $125,000.00 $125,000.00
6 Electrical and Telemetry LS 1 $120,000.00 $120,000.00
7 Disinfection and Testing Tank LS 1 $20,000.00 $20,000.00
8 Revegetation LS 1 $30,000.00 $30,000.00
9 Furnish and Install 20-inch Water Main Including Fittings and Appurtenances LF 10,650 $195.00 $2,076,750.00
11 Furnish and Install 20-inch Isolation Valve EA 8 $7,500.00 $60,000.00
14 Furnish and Install 4-inch Combination Air Vac Valve EA 4 $16,000.00 $64,000.00
15 Furnish and Install 16-inch PRV Station EA 2 $190,000.00 $380,000.00
16 Connect to Water Main EA 2 $18,000.00 $36,000.00
17 Disinfection and Testing Water Line LF 10,650 $0.50 $5,325.00
18 Easement Acquisition AC 4.89 $45,000.00 $220,041.32

Subtotal $5,759,616.32

Engineering, Surveying, and Construction Management and Inspection Costs (6.73%) $387,622.18

Total West Bank Tank No. 1 Cost $6,147,238.50

ater Line Extension

1 Mobilization LS 1 $199,000.00 $199,000.00
2 Saw Cut Asphalt LF 32,530 $4.50 $146,385.00
3 Furnish and Install 16-inch Water Main Including Fittings and Appurtenances LF 17,400 $110.00 $1,914,000.00
4 Furnish and Install 12-inch Water Main Including Fittings and Appurtenances LF 14,650 $80.00 $1,172,000.00
5 Furnish and Install 8-inch Water Main Including Fittings and Appurtenances LF 480 $60.00 $28,800.00
6 Furnish and Install 16-inch Isolation Valve EA 13 $4,300.00 $55,900.00
7 Furnish and Install 12-inch Isolation Valve EA 11 $2,200.00 $24,200.00
8 Furnish and Install 12-inch x 8-inch Tee, (2) 12-inch Butterfly Valves, and (1) 8-inch Butterfly Valve, Including Fittings EA 2 $12,000.00 $24,000.00
and Appurtenances
9 Furnish and Install 4-inch Combination Air Vac Valve EA 7 $16,000.00 $112,000.00
10 Furnish and Install 2-inch Combination Air Vac Valve EA 6 $12,000.00 $72,000.00
11 Furnish and Install 10-inch PRV Station EA 1 $100,000.00 $100,000.00
12 Connect to Water Main EA 4 $18,000.00 $72,000.00
13 Disinfection and Testing Water Line LF 32,530 $0.50 $16,265.00
14 Pavement Restoration LF 32,530 $6.50 $211,445.00
15 Traffic Control LS 1 $35,000.00 $35,000.00

Subtotal $4,182,995.00

Engineering, Surveying, and Construction Management and Inspection Costs (10% $418,299.50

Total SR-138 Water Line Extension Cost $4,601,294.50

Southwest Tank No. 1 Transmission Line

1 Mobilization LS 1 $104,000.00 $104,000.00
2 Furnish and Install 16-inch Water Main Including Fittings and Appurtenances LF 10,750 $110.00 $1,182,500.00
3 Furnish and Install 12-inch Water Main Including Fittings and Appurtenances LF 3,660 $80.00 $292,800.00
4 Furnish and Install 16-inch Isolation Valve EA 8 $4,300.00 $34,400.00
5 Furnish and Install 12-inch Isolation Valve EA 3 $2,200.00 $6,600.00
6 Furnish and Install 16-inch Tee and (3) 16-inch Butterfly Valves, Including Fittings and Appurtenances EA 1 $19,000.00 $19,000.00
7 Furnish and Install 4-inch Combination Air Vac Valve EA 4 $16,000.00 $64,000.00
8 Furnish and Install 2-inch Combination Air Vac Valve EA 1 $12,000.00 $12,000.00
9 Furnish and Install 10-inch PRV Station EA 1 $100,000.00 $100,000.00
10 Connect to Water Main EA 2 $18,000.00 $36,000.00
11 Disinfection and Testing Water Line LF 14,410 $0.50 $7,205.00
12 Revegetation SF 576,400 $0.05 $28,820.00
13 Easement Acquisition AC 6.62 $45,000.00 $297,727.27

Subtotal $2,185,052.27

Engineering, Surveying, and Construction Management and Inspection Costs (10%) $218,505.23

Total Southwest Tank No. 1 Transmission Line Cost $2,403,557.50

ater Line Extension

1 Mobilization LS 1 $21,000.00 $21,000.00
2 Saw Cut Asphalt LF 3,950 $4.50 $17,775.00
3 Furnish and Install 12-inch Water Main Including Fittings and Appurtenances LF 3,950 $80.00 $316,000.00
4 Furnish and Install 12-inch Isolation Valve EA 3 $2,200.00 $6,600.00

5 Furnish and Install 12-inch Tee and (3) 12-inch Butterfly Valves, Including Fittings and Appurtenances EA 1 $12,000.00 $12,000.00
6 Furnish and Install 2-inch Combination Air Vac Valve EA 1 $12,000.00 $12,000.00
7 Connect to Water Main EA 1 $18,000.00 $18,000.00
8 Disinfection and Testing Water Line LF 3,950 $0.50 $1,975.00

9 Pavement Restoration LF 3,950 $6.50 $25,675.00
10 Traffic Control LS 1 $35,000.00 $35,000.00

Subtotal $466,025.00

Engineering, Surveying, and Construction Management and Inspection Costs (10%) $46,602.50

Total SR-112 Water Line Extension Cost $512,627.50

Southeast Water Line Project

Mobilization LS 1 $62,000.00 $62,000.00
Furnish and Install 12-inch Water Main Including Fittings and Appurtenances LF 9,380 $80.00 $750,400.00
Furnish and Install 12-inch Isolation Valve EA 7 $2,200.00 $15,400.00
Furnish and Install 2-inch Combination Air Vac Valve EA 4 $12,000.00 $48,000.00
Furnish and Install 10-inch PRV Station EA 2 $100,000.00 $200,000.00
Connect to Water Main EA 1 $18,000.00 $18,000.00
Disinfection and Testing Water Line LF 9,380 $0.50 $4,690.00

Revegetation SF 375,200 $0.05 $18,760.00
Easement Acquisition AC 4.306703398 $45,000.00 $193,801.65

Subtotal $1,311,051.65

Engineering, Surveying, and Construction Management and Inspection Costs (10%) $131,105.17

Total Southeast Water Line Project Cost $1,442,156.82

* Unit costs are from the 2022 Grantsville CFP/IFA and inflated to current year (2023).
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APPENDIX E: DRINKING WATER CALCULATIONS

Grantsville City
Capital Facilities Plan, Impact Fee Facilities Plan, and Impact Fee Analysis 2024 Amendments



Monthly Well Production Data

Month, Year

Total Water Use (gal)

Average Day Water Use
(9pd)

January, 2016 24,429,000 788,032
February, 2016 40,080,000 1,382,069
March, 2016 25,100,000 809,677
November, 2016 25,025,000 834,167
December, 2016 24,937,000 804,419

5-month avg: 27,914,200 923,673
January, 2017 27,183,000 876,871
February, 2017 24,723,000 882,964

March, 2017 27,304,000 880,774
November, 2017 26,452,000 881,733
December, 2017 25,406,000 819,548

5-month avg: 26,213,600 868,378
January, 2018 29,591,000 954,548
February, 2018 24,087,000 860,250

March, 2018 25,668,000 828,000
November, 2018 27,631,000 921,033
December, 2018 28,098,000 906,387

5-month avg: 27,015,000 894,044
January, 2019 29,771,000 960,355
February, 2019 26,596,000 949,857

March, 2019 27,769,000 895,774
November, 2019 23,413,000 780,433
December, 2019 30,688,783 989,961

5-month avg: 27,647,557 915,276
January, 2020 31,354,190 1,011,425
February, 2020 25,775,376 888,806

March, 2020 34,882,618 1,125,246
November, 2020 33,982,520 1,132,751
December, 2020 28,534,024 920,452

5-month avg: 30,905,746 1,015,736
January, 2021 27,393,864 883,673
February, 2021 25,298,272 903,510

March, 2021 32,604,168 1,051,747

November, 2021 30,671,000 1,022,367
December, 2021 29,917,904 965,094
5-month avg: 29,177,042 965,278

Note: Water data shown is from the 2022 CFP, IFFP, and IFA
Updates and was analyzed for the plan. This data and level of service
(LOS) has not been updated for the 2024 CFP, IFFP, and IFA
Amendments.



Indoor Use Average Day Demand Calculation
November-March Calculated Average Day

L.O.S. Average Day

ERCs Average Day Indoor Use Indoor Demand Va::r;actt)::ty Indoor Demand
(gpd) (gpd/ERC) (gpd/ERC)
2016 5,028 923,673 183.7 6% 195
2017 5,340 868,378 162.6 6% 172
2018 5,345 894,044 167.3 6% 177
2019 5,206 915,276 175.8 6% 186
2020 5,559 1,015,736 182.7 6% 194
2021 5,975 965,278 161.6 6% 171

Outdoor Use Average Day Demand Calculation

. . . Irrigated L.O.S. Average Day
Demand Irrigation Gross Irrigation Demand Average Irrigated Area Days per Outdoor Demand

el e Efficiency (ac-ftlirr. aclyr) (ac/ERC) Year (gpd/ERC)
2.0 60% 3.33 0.12 213 612

Net Irrigation

Note: Water data shown is from the 2022 CFP, IFFP, and IFA Updates and was analyzed for the plan. This data
and level of service (LOS) has not been updated for the 2024 CFP, IFFP, and IFA Amendments.



Daily Well Production Data

Month, Year

Peak Day Total Use

(kgal)

January, 2020 N/A

February, 2020 N/A
March, 2020 1,023.9
November, 2020 1,212.3
December, 2020 1,125.4
Max, 2020: 1,212.3
January, 2021 1,147.7
February, 2021 1,065.1
March, 2021 1,394.6
November, 2021 1,171.7
December, 2021 1,530.2
Max, 2021: 1,530.2

Note: Water data shown is from the 2022
CFP, IFFP, and IFA Updates and was
analyzed for the plan. This data and level
of service (LOS) has not been updated
for the 2024 CFP, IFFP, and IFA

Amendments.




Indoor Use Peak Day Demand Calculation

November-March Calculated Peak Day Variability L.O.S. Peak Day
ERCs Peak Day Indoor Use Indoor Demand Factor Indoor Demand
(gpd) (9pd/ERC) (gpd/ERC)
2020 5,559 1,212,300 218.1 5% 229
2021 5,975 1,530,200 256.1 5% 269

Net Irrigation

Demand

(Round up to 275)

Outdoor Use Peak Day Demand Calculation

Gross Irrigation

Demand Average Irrigated Area L.O.S. Peak Day Outdoor Demand

(ac/ERC) (gpd/ERC)

Irrigation
Efficiency

(gpmlirr. ac)

3.96

(gpmlirr. ac)

60% 6.60 0.12 1,141

Note: Water data shown is from the 2022 CFP, IFFP, and IFA Updates and was analyzed for the plan. This
data and level of service (LOS) has not been updated for the 2024 CFP, IFFP, and IFA Amendments.




Outdoor Use Peak Instantaneous Demand Calculation
Net Irrigation Gross Irrigation . L.O.S. Peak
Average Irrigated Area
Demand Demand (ac/ERC) Instantaneous Outdoor
(gpmlirr. ac) (gpmlirr. ac) Demand (gpm/ERC)
7.92 60% 13.2 0.12 1.58

Note: Water data shown is from the 2022 CFP, IFFP, and IFA Updates and was analyzed for the
plan. This data and level of service (LOS) has not been updated for the 2024 CFP, IFFP, and
IFA Amendments.

Irrigation

Efficiency




Fixture Units per ERC

Single Family 5 Bed, 3 Bath =1 ERC

Fixture Fixture | Water Supply | Total
Count Fixture Units wsfu
Kitchen sink, Private, 1 1.40 14
Faucet
Dishwashing machine,
Private, Automatic L 1.40 1.4
Washing machine (8
Ib), Private, Automatic 1 140 14
Exterior hose bib 3 2.20 6.6
Shower hea.df Private, 3 1.40 49
Mixing valve
Lavatory, Private, 3 0.70 1
Faucet
Water closet, Private,
Flushtank . 2.20 6.6
- 0 0.00 0
Totals 15 10.7 24
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State of Utah
SPENCER J. COX DIVISION OF DRINKING WATER
Governor Tim Davis
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DEIDRE HENDERSON

Lieutenant Governor

April 4, 2022

James P. Waltz
Grantsville City

429 East Main Street
Grantsville, Utah 84029

Subject: Revised System-Specific Minimum Sizing Standards
Grantsville City, System #23002, File #12921

Dear James Waltz:

Based on the water use data submitted to the Division of Water Rights (DWR1), the following system-
specific minimum sizing standards have been set for Grantsville City:

Peak Day Source Demand (gal/day/ERC) — 1,416 gal/day/ERC
Average Annual Demand (gal/yr/ERC) — 201,531 gal/yr/ERC
Equalization Storage (gal/day/ERC) — 807 gal/day/ERC

Fire Storage (gal) — 492,000 gallons

These standards are effective as of the date of this letter. A summary of the water use data and
calculations used to set the minimum sizing standards is attached for your reference. The actual sizing
standard is based on the information presented in the submitted engineering report. The Division plans
to evaluate these standards every 3 years, or upon request.

Water System Background

The Grantsville City water system is a community water system serving approximately 12,791 people.
The existing system has the following active facilities: three gas chlorination treatment plants, five
storage tanks, two pump stations, and five well sources. An additional pump station and well source
are in the construction phase.

A minimum sizing standard was set on June 1, 2020. Grantsville City is currently having a consultant
prepare the Grantsville City Capital Facility Plan (CFP) and Impact Fee Analysis (IFA) updates.
During the preparation of the CFP and IFA updates, it was discovered that the number of service
connections might be artificially high due to how the connections have been counted. In addition, the
current method for supplying outdoor water will be transitioned from the Grantsville Irrigation
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Company to the existing distribution system. Therefore, appropriate system-specific sizing is
necessary to account for this increase in outdoor water use.

The number of equivalent residential connections was originally calculated using yearly water use
reports rather than monthly water use reports. The yearly reports count every time an existing unit is
transferred to a new owner which overestimates the number of service connections. The residential
usage is incomplete for 2019. Therefore, the residential usage for 2020 and 2021 was used.

The average and peak day demands were estimated by calculating the indoor and outdoor demands
separately. The indoor average day demand is based on Grantsville’s monthly water source data from
2016 to 2021 while the indoor peak day demand is based on Grantsville’s source production data from
2020 to 2021. Only data for the months of November to March were considered in the indoor demand
analysis. A variability factor of 5% was applied to the indoor demand. This variability factor is based
on the original system-specific minimum sizing standard.

The outdoor demand analysis was completed for April to October which is approximately 213 days.
Outdoor water use was estimated using the Division of Water Rights irrigation duty and system-
specific assumptions. The estimated irrigation demand is a little more conservative than the demands
specified in R309-510, Minimum Sizing Requirements.

Minimum Sizing Standard Background

Per Utah Code 19-4-114, the information needed for the Division of Drinking Water (the Division) to
set system-specific minimum sizing standards may be based on water use data submitted to the DWR,
or alternatively, a community water system can submit an engineering study to the Division if the
water system’s water use data is not representative of future use or the water system does not yet have
actual water use data.

Actual water use data was available through DWRI but it currently doesn’t reflect the current water
system conditions. Therefore, an engineering study was submitted to the Division for review. The
Division reviewed the engineering study and find that it is consistent with the Division’s Detailed
Guidance for Water Use Data Reporting and Setting System-Specific Minimum Sizing Requirements.
Therefore, the Division is revising the system-specific minimum sizing standard for the Grantsville
City water system.

Water Use Data Definitions

Peak Day Source Demand is the total flow into a public water system to meet the demand of the water
system on the day of highest water consumption in a calendar year.

Average Annual Demand is the total quantity of drinking water flowing into a public water system
within a calendar year.

Total Equivalent Residential Connections (ERCs) term represents the number of residential service
connections and the number of equivalent residential connections for non-residential connections
(commercial, industrial, institutional connections).
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Minimum Equalization Storage requirement is a volume that is equivalent to the amount of water
needed to meet the average day culinary demand for public water systems. Equalized storage per ERC
is calculated by dividing the Average Annual Demand per ERC data by the number of operational
days in a year.

Fire Storage was set based on information from Travis Daniels with Grantsville City Fire Department
on April 24, 2020. The fire demand agreed upon is 2,050 gpm for 4 hours (492,000 gallons).

Storage Capacity

Based on your systems storage facilities and the storage minimum sizing requirement established in
this letter, your system is deficient with the minimum storage capacity requirements. It is our
understanding that the system has plans for a future storage tank within the next year to meet the
anticipated demands. If the growth slows then Grantsville City will plan accordingly to resolve any
storage deficiencies associated with the change in the system-specific sizing standard.

Source Capacity

The Division has documentation of established safe yields for all your system sources. Using total
system wide safe yields and the source minimum sizing requirement established in this letter indicates
your water system is deficient with minimum source capacity requirements. The Division has record
of a proposed well source called the Marshall Well (WS008) which is in the final steps of
construction. The well is anticipated to produce 2,000 gpm which will resolve this deficiency.

If you have any questions regarding this letter, please contact Chris Martin, of this office, at
(385) 271-7040, or Michael Newberry, Engineering Manager, at (385) 515-1464.

Sincerely,

v ¢ .v (A

Michael Newberry, P.E.
Engineering Manager

CM/mrn/mdb

Enclosures
1. Utah Department of Environmental Quality Division of Drinking Water Minimum Sizing Standards
Summary Report

cc: Wade Tolbert, Tooele Health Department, wtolbert@tooelehealth.org
Robert Rouselle, Ensign, rrousselle@ensignutah.com
James Waltz, Grantsville City, jwaltz@grantsvilleut.gov
Chris Martin, Division of Drinking Water, cmartin@utah.gov
Hunter Payne, Division of Drinking Water, hnpayne@utah.gov
Travis Daniels, firechief@grantsvilleut.gov
Ted Black, Office of the State Fire Marshal, tblack@utah.gov

DDW-2022-005675



Utah Department of Environmental Quality
Division of Drinking Water
Minimum Sizing Standards

Grantsville City

PWS ID: UTAH23002

James P. Waltz

429 E Main St

Grantsville, UT 84029

Phone: 435-884-0621
Emergency Phone:

EMAIL: jwaltz@grantsvilleut.gov

System Type: Community

Population: 12,791

MINIMUM SIZING STANDARD

Date Standard effective  3/30/2022
Peak Day Source Demand per ERC (gal/day) 1,416
Average Annual Demand per ERC (gal/year) 201,531
Equalization Storage per ERC (gal/day) 807
Variability
MINIMUM SIZING STANDARD CALCULATIONS Factor
Data from these reporting years 2019 to 2021
Max Peak Day Source Demand per ERC (gal/day) 870 x 21% = 1,050
Max Average Annual Demand per ERC (gal/day) 124,749 x 6% = 124,749
Max Equalization Storage per ERC (gal/day) 341 x 6% = 341
DWRi WATER USE DATA REPORTED
Data Year Peak Day Average Annual ERCs Peak Demand Avg Annual Equalization [ Op
Source Demand per ERC Demand per Storage per | Days
Demand (gallons) (gal/day) ERC ERC
(gal/day) (gal/year) (gal/day)
2021 4,506,519 647,785,271 5,975 754 108,416 297 365
2020 3,369,299 622,851,152 5,559 625 115,415 316 365
2019 3,695,150 569,682,045 5,206 696 109,386 300 365
Variability 15% 21% 6% 6%
Data Year | Peak Month Peak Month Ratio of
Average Average per ERC |PD/ERC to
(gal/day) (gal/day) PM
Avg/ERC
2021 3,309,805 554 1.4
2020 3,066,041 568 1.1
2019 3,294,038 632 1.1




CAPACITY CALCULATIONS FOR STORAGE

STORAGE CALCULATION
Equalization per ERC (gal): 807
Existing Storage (gal): 3,925,000
ERCs: 5,975

Required Storage w/o Fire Flow (gal) 4,821,825

Required Fire Storage (gal): 492,000

Required Storage w/ Fire (gal): 5,313,825

Storage Deficiency: 1,388,825 26.1%
Storage Deficienct
CAPACITY CALCULATIONS FOR SOURCES
SOURCE CALCULATION
Peak Day Source Demand per ERC (gpm) 0.98
Existing Source Capacity (gpm): 6,753
ERCs: 5,975
Required Source Capacity (gpm) 5,875
Source Deficiency (gpm): 1,122 19.1%

Source Deficient

SYSTEM STORAGE AND SOURCE INVENTORY

SYSTEM STORAGE DETAILS

SYSTEM SOURCE DETAILS

STOO01 Square North Tank 225,000 Gal|WS003 Well 3 Park 1,000 GPM
ST002 Round North Tank 500,000 Gal|WsS004 Well 4 South 547 GPM
STO03 South Tank 1,000,000 Gal|WS005 South Willow Well 1,640 GPM
STO04 South Willow Well Tank 1,000,000 Gal|WS006 Hunsaker Well 433 GPM
STO05 Lakeview Business Park Tank 1,200,000 Gal|ws007 North Well Replacement 1,133 GPM

WS008 Marshall Well (Proposed) 2,000 GPM

Storage Totals: 3,925,000 GAL

Source Totals:

6,753 GPM
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APPENDIX F: PUBLIC SAFETY CALCULATIONS

Grantsville City
Capital Facilities Plan, Impact Fee Facilities Plan, and Impact Fee Analysis 2024 Amendments



Police Department Staff
20 full time officers/ 1 K-9
Chief, Investigation Lieutenant, Patrol Lieutenant, Investigation Sergeant, (2) Patrol Sergeants,

3 Detectives, 1 School Resource Officer (also considered a Detective), 10 Patrol Officers and K-
9 Ludo.

Civilian Staff full time

1 Administrative Assistant that also serves as the evidence technician, secretary, and records
manager.
1 secretary/ records manager

1 victim advocate.

Part time
1 secretary record clerk
1 Animal Control/ordinance compliance officer

9 crossing guards

Volunteer
4 victim advocate volunteers/internship

1 Reserve Officer

Justice Center

The Police Department operates from the Grantsville City Justice Center located at 50 North
Bowery Street. The building is shared with the Grantsville City Justice Court (constructed in
2017) and consists of 12,947 square feet. The Police Department portion of the building
occupies approximately 8,450 square feet and includes a one-vehicle sally port, two holding
cell/interview rooms, a patrol operations room, two patrol supervisor offices, an evidence room,
an evidence packaging room, a kitchen, a briefing room, locker room with two
bathrooms/showers, an exercise room, an investigations area with three cubicles, two interview
rooms, and two supervisor offices, a front desk reception area with four cubicles and a Chief's
office, a records area, a lobby with an interview room and a multi-purpose room used for
training. There is also a detached two-bay garage for vehicle and equipment storage and

maintenance. The Police Department also operates a firearms range off the Mormon Trail,



which consists of a pistol range, rifle range, competition shooting range, pavilion with picnic

tables, and a storage compartment. Several law enforcement agencies use the range.



Animal Shelter Required Physical Holding Capacity Calculation

Year 2021 Intake Outake Monthly Intake Avg Daily Intake Avg
Dogs 146 136 12.17 0.400
Cats 79 76 6.58 0.216
Sept. 2021 Intake Outake Avg Holding Period Daily Intake Avg
Dogs 15 15 21.60 0.500
Cats 10 10 15.11 0.333
Oct. 2021 Intake Outake Avg Holding Period Daily Intake Avg
Dogs 9 9 25.56 0.290
Cats 9 9 22.33 0.290
Nov. 2021 Avg Holding Period Daily Intake Avg
Dogs 7 7 1.14 0.233
Cats 12 12 26.17 0.400

Dec. 2021
Dogs

Avg Holding Period
19.00

Daily Intake Avg
0.258

Cats

N/A

0.032

Dogs

16.8

6.7

Cats

21.2

4.6




Average Building Area

Development Type per Unit (sq ft)

Single Family 2,449
Multi-Unit 1,058
Commercial 58,513
Church 22,756
School 100,728

Source: 2022 Grantsville CFP/IFA



Single Family Multi-Unit Commercial Church School Residential Non-Residential ~ Total Building

Units Annual Unit  Building Area Units Annual Unit  Building Area Units Annual Unit  Building Area Units Annual Unit  Building Area . Annual Unit  Building Area Building Area Building Area Area Increase
Increase Increase (sq ft) Increase Increase (sq ft) Increase Increase (sq ft) Increase Increase (sq ft) Increase Increase (sq ft) Increase (sq ft) Increase (sq ft) (sq ft)
2023 4,274 - - 291 - - 146 - - 11 - - 10 - - - - -
2024 4,488 214 524,086 306 15 15,870 153 7 409,591 11 = = 10 = = 539,956 409,591 949,547
2025 4,712 224 548,576 321 15 15,870 161 8 468,104 12 1 22,756 11 1 100,728 564,446 591,588 1,156,034
2026 4,948 236 577,964 337 16 16,928 169 8 468,104 12 - - 11 - - 594,892 468,104 1,062,996
2027 5,195 247 604,903 354 17 17,986 177 8 468,104 13 1 22,756 12 1 100,728 622,889 591,588 1,214,477
2028 5,455 260 636,740 372 18 19,044 186 9 526,617 13 - - 13 1 100,728 655,784 627,345 1,283,129
2029 5,728 273 668,577 391 19 20,102 195 9 526,617 14 1 22,756 13 - - 688,679 549,373 1,238,052
2030 6,014 286 700,414 411 20 21,160 205 10 585,130 15 1 22,756 14 1 100,728 721,574 708,614 1,430,188
2031 6,315 301 737,149 432 21 22,218 215 10 585,130 15 - - 15 1 100,728 759,367 685,858 1,445,225
2032 6,631 316 773,884 454 22 23,276 226 11 643,643 16 1 22,756 16 1 100,728 797,160 767,127 1,564,287
2033 6,963 332 813,068 477 23 24,334 237 1 643,643 17 1 22,756 17 1 100,728 837,402 767,127 1,604,529
Total 6,782,149 6,166,315 12,948,464
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APPENDIX G: PUBLIC SAFETY COST
ESTIMATES

Grantsville City
Capital Facilities Plan, Impact Fee Facilities Plan, and Impact Fee Analysis 2024 Amendments



ENGINEERS ESTIMATE OF PROBABLE COSTS

These costs are opinions only and should not be considered as a formal construction estimate. These quantites and costs are based on information derived from the
master plan and are therefore subject to change. Ensign has no control over costs of labor, materials, bidding procedures, unidentified field conditions, or other factors.

yy YN

ENSIGN

THE STANDARD IN ENGINEERING

Ensign cannot and does not make any warranty, promise, or guarantee as to the accuracy of this estimate.

Project: Grantsville City CFP, IFFP, and IFA Project No.: 10766D

By: Matthew Sanford Checked By: Robert Rousselle

Date: 4/24/2024

Total Satellite Fire Station East Cost

Fire Vehicles

ITEM | DESCRIPTION UNIT [ QuanTiTY [ UNITCOST' | CosT
Satellite Fire Station East

1 Mobilization LS 1 $112,000.00 $112,000.00
2 Station Cost SF 6,000 $374.93 $2,249,580.00
Subtotal $2,361,580.00
Contingency (15%) $354,237.00
Engineering, Surveying, and Construction Management and Inspection Costs (10%) $271,581.70
Administrative and Legal Costs (5%) $135,790.85

$3,123,189.55

Total Fire Vehicles Cost

1 Aerial Platform Truck EA 2 $1,285,470.00 $2,570,940.00
2 Pumper Truck EA 1 $535,612.50 $535,612.50
3 Mini Pumper Truck EA 1 $267,806.25 $267,806.25
4 Heavy Duty Rescue Truck EA 1 $482,051.25 $482,051.25
5 Tender Tank and Tractor EA 1 $214,245.00 $214,245.00
6 Brush Truck EA 2 $107,122.50 $214,245.00

$4,284,900.00

Existing Fire Station Expansion

1 Mobilization LS $27,000.00 $27,000.00
2 Expansion Cost LS 1 $535,612.50 $535,612.50
Subtotal $562,612.50

Contingency (15%) $84,391.88

Engineering, Surveying, and Construction Management and Inspection Costs (10%) $64,700.44

Administrative and Legal Costs (5%) $32,350.22

Total Existing Fire Station Expansion Cost

$744,055.03

Animal Control Shelter

1 Mobilization LS 1 $106,000.00 $106,000.00
2 Shelter Cost SF 4,500 $469.20 $2,111,400.00
Subtotal $2,217,400.00

Contingency (15%) $332,610.00

Engineering, Surveying, and Construction Management and Inspection Costs (10%) $255,001.00

Administrative and Legal Costs (5% $127,500.50

Total Animal Control Shelter Cost

$2,932,511.50

1 Mobilization LS 1 $326,000.00 $326,000.00

2 Building Cost SF 20,000 $321.37 $6,427,400.00
3 Land Acquistion AC 1 $93,196.58 $93,196.58

Subtotal $6,846,596.58

Contingency (15%) $1,026,989.49

Engineering, Surveying, and Construction Management and Inspection Costs (10%) $787,358.61

Administrative and Legal Costs (5% $393,679.30

Total City Hall Cost

$9,054,623.98

* Unit costs are from the 2022 Grantsville CFP/IFA and inflated to current year (2023).
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APPENDIX H: PARKS COST ESTIMATES

Grantsville City
Capital Facilities Plan, Impact Fee Facilities Plan, and Impact Fee Analysis 2024 Amendments



ENGINEERS ESTIMATE OF PROBABLE COSTS

yy YN

ENSIGN

THE STANDARD IN ENGINEERING

These costs are opinions only and should not be considered as a formal construction estimate. These quantites and costs are based on information derived from
the master plan and are therefore subject to change. Ensign has no control over costs of labor, materials, bidding procedures, unidentified field conditions, or other
factors. Ensign cannot and does not make any warranty, promise, or guarantee as to the accuracy of this estimate.

Project: Grantsville City CFP, IFFP, and IFA

By: Matthew Sanford

Project No.: 10766D

Checked By: Robert Rousselle

Date: 7/12/2024

Total Desert Edge Park Cost

Highlands Park

ITEM | DESCRIPTION UNIT | QUANTITY | UNITCOST® | CcosT
Desert Edge Park

1 Mobilization LS 1 $71,000.00 $71,000.00
2 Earthwork CcYy 12,100 $8.03 $97,163.00
3 Erosion Control and Revegetation LS 1 $35,000.00 $35,000.00
4 Fine Grading SY 24,200 $1.61 $38,962.00
5 Hydroseed SF 152,000 $0.11 $16,720.00
6 Irrigation System SF 152,000 $0.21 $31,920.00
7 Restroom LS 1 $221,743.58 $221,743.58
8 Paved Parking Lot SF 11,800 $4.82 $56,876.00
9 Trees EA 25 $803.42 $20,085.50
10 Lights EA 15 $6,320.23 $94,803.45
Amenities * $273,215.95 $273,215.95
Land Acquistion $107,122.50 $535,612.50
Contingency (15%) $223 965 30
Engineering, Surveying, and Construction Management and Inspection Costs (10%) $171,706.73
Administrative and Legal Costs (5%) $85,853.36

$1,974,627.37

1 Mobilization LS 1 $114,000.00 $114,000.00
2 Earthwork CcYy 24,200 $8.03 $194,326.00
3 Erosion Control and Revegetation LS 1 $56,000.00 $56,000.00
4 Fine Grading Sy 48,400 $1.61 $77,924.00
5 Hydroseed SF 305,000 $0.11 $33,550.00
6 Irrigation System SF 305,000 $0.21 $64,050.00
7 Restroom LS 1 $221,743.58 $221,743.58
8 Paved Parking Lot SF 11,800 $4.82 $56,876.00
9 Trees EA 50 $803.42 $40,171.00
10 Lights EA 30 $6,320.23 $189,606.90

Amenities * $277,233.05 $277,233.05

Land Acquistion $107,122.50 $1,071,225.00
Subtotal $2,396,705.53

Contingency (15%) $359,505.83
Engineering, Surveying, and Construction Management and Inspection Costs (10%) $275,621.14
Administrative and Legal Costs (5% $137,810.57

Total President's Park Cost

Total Highlands Park Cost $3,169,643.06
1 Land Acquisition LS 1 $1,050,000.00 $1,050,000.00
2 Landscaping / Scrapping / Haul Off-On LS 1 $1,700,000.00 $1,700,000.00
3 Irrigation Lines LS 1 $600,000.00 $600,000.00
4 Water Lines LF 1,850 $70.00 $129,500.00
5 Sewer LF 500 $110.00 $55,000.00
6 Storm Drain LS 1 $175,000.00 $175,000.00
7 Buildings LS 1 $1,250,000.00 $1,250,000.00
8 Pickle Ball Courts LS 1 $350,000.00 $350,000.00
9 Baseball / Softball Fields LS 1 $750,000.00 $750,000.00
10 Dugouts LS 1 $240,000.00 $240,000.00
11 Fire Hydrants LS 1 $24,000.00 $24,000.00
12 Fencing LS 1 $210,000.00 $210,000.00
13 Concrete (Sidewalk) LF 3,100 $9.68 $30,000.00
14 Concrete (C&G) LF 4,350 $25.29 $110,000.00
15 Lights LS 1 $275,000.00 $275,000.00
16 Stands LS 1 $75,000.00 $75,000.00
17 Additional Sports Fields LS 1 $110,000.00 $110,000.00
18 Goal Posts for Football LS 1 $200,000.00 $200,000.00
19 Soccer Goals LS 1 $75,000.00 $75,000.00
20 Score Board LS 1 $125,000.00 $125,000.00
21 Parking Lot SF 110,530 $2.94 $325,000.00
22 Parking Lot Lights LS 1 $45,000.00 $45,000.00
23 Power LS 1 $125,000.00 $125,000.00
24 Gas LS 1 $75,000.00 $75,000.00
25 Materials LS 1 $525,000.00 $525,000.00
Total Twenty Wells Park Cost $8,628,500.00
President's Park
1 Mobilization LS 1 $57,000.00 $57,000.00
2 Earthwork CcYy 24,200 $8.03 $194,326.00
3 Erosion Control and Revegetation LS 1 $28,000.00 $28,000.00
4 Fine Grading Sy 48,400 $1.61 $77,924.00
5 Hydroseed SF 305,000 $0.11 $33,550.00
6 Irrigation System SF 305,000 $0.21 $64,050.00
7 Restroom LS 1 $221,743.58 $221,743.58
8 Paved Parking Lot SF 11,800 $4.82 $56,876.00
9 Trees EA 50 $803.42 $40,171.00
10 Lights EA 30 $6,320.23 $189,606.90
11 Amenities 2 LS 1 $234,062.68 $234,062.68
12 Land Acquistion N AC 0 $107,122.50 $0.00
Contingency (15%) $179,596.52
Engineering, Surveying, and Construction Management and Inspection Costs (10%) $137,690.67
Administrative and Legal Costs (5%) $68,845.33

$1,583,442.69

Scenic Slopes Park
1 Mobilization LS 1

$152,000.00

$152,000.00




Total Scenic Slopes Park Cost

Clark Farm Park

2 Earthwork (4 48,400 $8.03 $388,652.00
3 Erosion Control and Revegetation LS 1 $74,000.00 $74,000.00
4 Fine Grading Sy 96,800 $1.61 $155,848.00
5 Hydroseed SF 610,000 $0.11 $67,100.00
6 Irrigation System SF 610,000 $0.21 $128,100.00
7 Restroom LS 1 $221,743.58 $221,743.58
8 Paved Parking Lot SF 11,800 $4.82 $56,876.00
9 Trees EA 100 $803.42 $80,342.00
10 Lights EA 60 $6,320.23 $379,213.80

11 Amenities LS 1 $1,491,895.09 $1,491,895.09

12 Land Acquistion * AC 0 $107,122.50 $0.00

Contingency (15%) $479,365.57

Engineering, Surveying, and Construction Management and Inspection Costs (10%) $367,513.60

Administrative and Legal Costs (5%) $183,756.80

$4,226,406.45

Total Clark Farm Park Cost

1 Mobilization LS 1 $114,000.00 $114,000.00
2 Earthwork CcYy 72,600 $8.03 $582,978.00
3 Erosion Control and Revegetation LS 1 $56,000.00 $56,000.00
4 Fine Grading SY 145,200 $1.61 $233,772.00
5 Hydroseed SF 915,000 $0.11 $100,650.00
6 Irrigation System SF 915,000 $0.21 $192,150.00
7 Restroom LS 1 $221,743.58 $221,743.58
8 Paved Parking Lot SF 11,800 $4.82 $56,876.00
9 Trees EA 150 $803.42 $120,513.00
10 Lights EA 90 $6,320.23 $568,820.70
11 Amenities 2 LS 1 $153,613.71 $153,613.71
12 Land Acquistion N AC 0 $107,122.50 $0.00
Contingency (15%) $360,167.55
Engineering, Surveying, and Construction Management and Inspection Costs (10%) $276,128.45
Administrative and Legal Costs (5%) $138,064.23

$3,175,477.22

* Unit costs are from the 2022 Grantsville CFP/IFA and inflated to current year (2023).

2 Amenities vary by park but generally include benches, playground equipment, sports fields, pavillions, etc.

3 Cost estimate provided by developer.

“Land acquisition is not included because the City already owns the land or the land will be dedicated to the City.
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APPENDIX |: WASTEWATER CALCULATIONS

Grantsville City
Capital Facilities Plan, Impact Fee Facilities Plan, and Impact Fee Analysis 2024 Amendments



Average Daily Flow

WWTF Flow Data 2020

Peak Instantaneous Flow Peak Daily Flow

Month (MGD) (gpm) (MGD)
January 0.715 1,265 0.782
February 0.719 1,358 0.795

March 0.794 1,338 0.902

April 0.768 1,369 0.832
May 0.750 1,370 0.812
June 0.753 1,385 0.845
July 0.749 1,375 0.785
August 0.745 1,385 0.813
September 0.828 1,385 1.387
October 0.747 1,385 0.814
November 0.760 1,385 0.846
December 0.748 1,385 0.796
Average: 0.756 Max: 1,385 0.902

*Note: August and September were excluded from the Peak Daily Flow calculation because the flow meter was destroyed

from a storm, and these are inaccurate readings. Flow meter maxed out at 1,385 gpm, so Peak Instantaneous Flow may be
inaccurate.

WWTF Flow Data 2021

Month Average Daily Flow Peak Instantaneous Flow Peak Daily Flow

(MGD) (gpm) (MGD)
January 0.749 1,385 0.814
February 0.745 1,385 0.831
March 0.760 1,385 0.850
April 0.777 1,385 0.832
May 0.759 1,385 0.823
June 0.764 2,375 0.939
July 0.857 1,672 0.931
August 0.878 1,848 0.964
September 0.873 1,640 0.971
October 0.864 2,375 0.970
November 0.855 1,648 0.919
December 0.846 1,943 0.922
Average: 0.811 Max: 2,375 0.971

*Note: Flow meter maxed out at 1,385 gpm until June when the max was increased to 2,375, so Peak Instantaneous Flow

may be inaccurate.

Note: WWTF flow data shown is from the 2022 CFP, IFFP, and IFA
Updates and was analyzed for the plan. This data and level of service
(LOS) has not been updated for the 2024 CFP, IFFP, and IFA
Amendments.



Year

ERCs

Average Day Flow Calculation

Average Day Flow Average Day Flow

(MGD) (apd/ERC)
2020 5,559 0.756 136
2021 5,975 0.811 136

(Round up to 150)

Peak Day Flow Calculation

Peak Day Flow

Peak Day Flow

Year ERCs (MGD) (gpd/ERC)
2020 5,559 0.902 162
2021 5,975 0.971 163

Year

2020

ERCs

5,659

Peak
Instantaneous

Flow (gpm)
1,385

(Round up to 175)

Peak
Instantaneous

Flow (aqpm/ERC)
0.249

Peak Instantaneous Flow Calculation
Peaking

Factor
2.4

2021

5,975

2,375

0.397

3.8

Note: Wastewater flow data shown is from the 2022 CFP, IFFP, and
IFA Updates and was analyzed for the plan. This data and level of
service (LOS) has not been updated for the 2024 CFP, IFFP, and IFA
Amendments.



Sheep Lane Lift Station Northwest (North) Lift Northeast (South) Lift

Station Station
Year 2020 Year 2020 Year 2020

January 563 January 1,473 January 1,641
February 532 February 1,881 February 1,603
March 531 March 1,881 March 1,546
April 540 April 1,694 April 1,513
May 548 May 2,016 May 1,449
June 566 June 1,728 June 1,392
July 568 July 1,933 July 1,268
August 561 August 1,670 August 1,229
September 576 September 1,849 September 1,390
October 547 October 1,713 October 1,277
November 540 November 1,881 November 1,090

December 624 December 1,749 December 842
Max: 624 Max: 2,016 Max: 1,641
ERCs: 5,559 ERCs: 5,559 ERCs: 5,559
gpm/ERC: 0.112 gpm/ERC: 0.363 gpm/ERC: 0.295

Note: Data assumes that all four pumps were
running simultaneously, which is not likely, so
calculated demand may be an overestimation.

Note: Lift Station flow data shown is from the 2022 CFP, IFFP, and IFA Updates and was analyzed for the plan. This data
and level of service (LOS) has not been updated for the 2024 CFP, IFFP, and IFA Amendments.



Single Family 5 Bed, 3 Bath =1 ERC

Water Supply Total Fixture

Fixture Fixture Count Fixture Units Units
Kitchen sink, Private, Faucet 1 1.4 1.4
Dishwashing machine, Private, Automatic 1 1.4 1.4
Washing machine (8 Ib), Private, Automatic 1 14 14
Exterior hose bib 3 2.2 6.6
Shower head, Private, Mixing valve 3 14 4.2
Lavatory, Private, Faucet 3 0.7 2.1
Water closet, Private, Flushtank 3 2.2 6.6

Total 24
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APPENDIX J: WASTEWATER COST ESTIMATES

Grantsville City
Capital Facilities Plan, Impact Fee Facilities Plan, and Impact Fee Analysis 2024 Amendments



ENGINEERS ESTIMATE OF PROBABLE COSTS m

These costs are opinions only and should not be considered as a formal construction estimate. These quantites and costs are based on information derived from the E N S I G N
master plan and are therefore subject to change. Ensign has no control over costs of labor, materials, bidding procedures, unidentified field conditions, or other factors. THE STANDARD IN ENGINEERING
Ensign cannot and does not make any warranty, promise, or guarantee as to the accuracy of this estimate.

Project: Grantsville City CFP, IFFP, and IFA Project No.: 10766D
By: Matthew Sanford Checked By: Robert Rousselle
Date: 4/24/2024

ITEM | DESCRIPTION [ unimt | quanTity | COST PER LF
1 Mobilization and permits LSILF 1 $13.25
2 Traffic control and flagging LSILF 1 $6.75
3 De-watering LSILF 1 $3.50
4 Saw cut, remove, and dispose of existing asphalt LF 1 $2.55
5 Remove and dispose of excavated material CYILF 3.14 $42.70
6 Trench box 10'Hx16'L LF 1 $0.62
7 8-inch diameter sewer LF 1 $38.20
8 Bedding sand CYILF 0.1 $1.50
9 Granular borrow CYILF 2.32 $63.10
10 5-foot diameter concrete manhole on 6-foot x 6-foot concrete base (manhole spacing every 400-feet) LF 0.0025 $25.00
11 Untreated base course CYILF 0.51 $20.40
12 Asphalt road (3-inch SY/LF 1.76 $26.57

Subtotal $244.14
Contingency (20%) $48.83
Engineering, Surveying, and Construction Management and Inspection Costs (10%) $29.30
Administrative and Legal Costs (5% $14.65
$336.91
|
10-inch Diameter Sewer
1 Mobilization and permits LSILF 1 $13.25
2 Traffic control and flagging LSILF 1 $6.75
3 De-watering LSILF 1 $3.50
4 Saw cut, remove, and dispose of existing asphalt LF 1 $2.55
5 Remove and dispose of excavated material CYILF 3.14 $42.70
6 Trench box 10'Hx16'L LF 1 $0.62
7 10-inch diameter sewer LF 1 $43.00
8 Bedding sand CYILF 0.1 $1.50
9 Granular borrow CYILF 2.32 $63.10
10 5-foot diameter concrete manhole on 6-foot x 6-foot concrete base (manhole spacing every 400-feet) LF 0.0025 $25.00
11 Untreated base course CYILF 0.51 $20.40
12 Asphalt road (3-inch SY/LF 1.76 $26.57
Subtotal $248.94
Contingency (20%) $49.79
Engineering, Surveying, and Construction Management and Inspection Costs (10%) $29.87
Administrative and Legal Costs (5%) $14.94
$343.54
|
12-inch Diameter Sewer
1 Mobilization and permits LSILF 1 $13.25
2 Traffic control and flagging LSILF 1 $6.75
3 De-watering LSILF 1 $3.50
4 Saw cut, remove, and dispose of existing asphalt LF 1 $2.55
5 Remove and dispose of excavated material CYILF 3.14 $42.70
6 Trench box 10'Hx16'L LF 1 $0.62
7 12-inch diameter sewer LF 1 $47.82
8 Bedding sand CYILF 0.1 $1.50
9 Granular borrow CYILF 2.32 $63.10
10 5-foot diameter concrete manhole on 6-foot x 6-foot concrete base (manhole spacing every 400-feet) LF 0.0025 $25.00
11 Untreated base course CYILF 0.51 $20.40
12 Asphalt road (3-inch SY/LF 1.76 $26.57
Subtotal $253.76
Contingency (20%) $50.75
Engineering, Surveying, and Construction Management and Inspection Costs (10%) $30.45
Administrative and Legal Costs (5%) $15.23
$350.19
|
15-inch Diameter Sewer
1 Mobilization and permits LSILF 1 $13.25
2 Traffic control and flagging LSILF 1 $6.75
3 De-watering LSILF 1 $3.50
4 Saw cut, remove, and dispose of existing asphalt LF 1 $2.55
5 Remove and dispose of excavated material CYILF 3.14 $42.70
6 Trench box 10'Hx16'L LF 1 $0.62
7 15-inch diameter sewer LF 1 $75.75
8 Bedding sand CYILF 0.1 $1.50
9 Granular borrow CYILF 2.32 $63.10
10 5-foot diameter concrete manhole on 6-foot x 6-foot concrete base (manhole spacing every 400-feet) LF 0.0025 $25.00
11 Untreated base course CYILF 0.51 $20.40
12 Asphalt road (3-inch SY/LF 1.76 $26.57
Subtotal $281.69
Contingency (20%) $56.34
Engineering, Surveying, and Construction Management and Inspection Costs (10%) $33.80
Administrative and Legal Costs (5%) $16.90
Total 15-inch Diameter Sewer Cost per LF $388.73

18-inch Diameter Sewer



1 Mobilization and permits LSILF 1 $13.25
2 Traffic control and flagging LSILF 1 $6.75
3 De-watering LSILF 1 $3.50
4 Saw cut, remove, and dispose of existing asphalt LF 1 $2.55
5 Remove and dispose of excavated material CYILF 3.14 $42.70
6 Trench box 10'Hx16'L LF 1 $0.62
7 18-inch diameter sewer LF 1 $81.15
8 Bedding sand CYILF 0.1 $1.50
9 Granular borrow CYILF 2.32 $63.10
10 5-foot diameter concrete manhole on 6-foot x 6-foot concrete base (manhole spacing every 400-feet) LF 0.0025 $25.00
1 Untreated base course CYILF 0.51 $20.40
12 Asphalt road (3-inch SY/LF 1.76 $26.57
Subtotal $287.09
Contingency (20%) $57.42
Engineering, Surveying, and Construction Management and Inspection Costs (10%) $34.45
Administrative and Legal Costs (5%) $17.23
$396.18
_____________________________________________________________________________|
24-inch Diameter Sewer
1 Mobilization and permits LSILF 1 $13.25
2 Traffic control and flagging LSILF 1 $6.75
3 De-watering LSILF 1 $3.50
4 Saw cut, remove, and dispose of existing asphalt LF 1 $2.55
5 Remove and dispose of excavated material CYILF 3.14 $42.70
6 Trench box 10'Hx16'L LF 1 $0.62
7 24-inch diameter sewer LF 1 $92.00
8 Bedding sand CYILF 0.1 $1.50
9 Granular borrow CYILF 2.32 $63.10
10 5-foot diameter concrete manhole on 6-foot x 6-foot concrete base (manhole spacing every 400-feet) LF 0.0025 $25.00
11 Untreated base course CYILF 0.51 $20.40
12 Asphalt road (3-inch SYILF 1.76 $26.57
Subtotal $297.94
Contingency (20%) $59.59
Engineering, Surveying, and Construction Management and Inspection Costs (10%) $35.75
Administrative and Legal Costs (5%) $17.88

42-inch Diameter Sewer

1 Mobilization and permits LSILF 1 $13.25
2 Traffic control and flagging LSILF 1 $6.75
3 De-watering LSILF 1 $3.50
4 Saw cut, remove, and dispose of existing asphalt LF 1 $2.55
5 Remove and dispose of excavated material CYILF 3.14 $42.70
6 Trench box 10'Hx16'L LF 1 $0.62

7 42-inch diameter sewer LF 1 $110.00
8 Bedding sand CYILF 0.1 $1.50
9 Granular borrow CYILF 2.32 $63.10
10 5-foot diameter concrete manhole on 6-foot x 6-foot concrete base (manhole spacing every 400-feet) LF 0.0025 $25.00
11 Untreated base course CYILF 0.51 $20.40
12 Asphalt road (3-inch SYILF 1.76 $26.57

Subtotal $315.94

Contingency (20%) $63.19

Engineering, Surveying, and Construction Management and Inspection Costs (10%) $37.91

Administrative and Legal Costs (5%) $18.96

Total 42-inch Diameter Sewer Cost per LF $436.00
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APPENDIX K: WATER RIGHTS CALCULATIONS

Grantsville City
Capital Facilities Plan, Impact Fee Facilities Plan, and Impact Fee Analysis 2024 Amendments



WR #
15-91
15-293
15-305
15-376
15-381
15-388
15-399
15-477
15-481
15-505
15-506
15-516
15-635
15-636
15-638
15-639
15-775
15-776
15-787
15-814
15-815
15-829
15-916
15-938
15-940
15-965
15-1033
15-1053
15-1060
15-1139
15-1153
15-1154
15-1155
15-1156
15-1199
15-1201
15-1228
15-1292
15-1308
15-1309
15-1382
15-1383
15-1384
15-1385
15-1388
15-1389
15-1390
15-1391
15-1392
15-1393
15-1699
15-1938
15-1989
15-2625
15-2761
15-2770
15-2791
15-4170
15-4201
15-4254
15-4431
15-4454
15-4511
15-4524
15-4525
15-4526
15-4528
15-4628
15-4634
15-4654
15-4656
15-4668
15-4890
15-4918
15-4927
15-5072
15-5099
15-5101
15-5148
15-5149
15-5173
15-5228
15-5232
15-5246
15-5345
15-5393
15-5402
15-5436
15-5517
15-5535
15-5548
15-5571
15-5573
15-5668
15-5689
15-5690
15-5691
15-5697
15-5701

Mun

Mun
Mun
Mun
Mun
Mun
Mun
Mun
Mun
Mun

Mun
Mun
Mun
Mun

Mun
Mun

Quantity (ac-ft)
590.5523
142

868.76
312.16

161.68

294.56
202

3619.84
112.88

240.964
177.66

14
4.82
6.77

4.25
3.84

97

139.556

93.34
12.4275

10.86
320

0.45

15

32

20
513.5
21.92
18.98
55.788
20

10

600
102.75

50
48.64
24.6

10

150
100
42.2
16.35
27.162
65

134
49.64

42.65

260
87.12
80.54

40
25
10,082.6098

Grouped With

15-91

15-91

15-91

15-91

15-635
15-381
15-381
15-293
15-293

15-814

15-938

15-787

15-293
15-787
15-787
15-787
15-787
15-814
15-814
15-965

15-787
15-787
15-1060
15-1060
15-1060
15-1060

15-814
15-814
15-814
15-814

15-91
15-1292
15-916
15-1388
15-1388

15-91

15-1292

15-1033
15-1292

15-1060
15-1060

15-965

15-1389
15-1388
15-4526



GRANTSVILLE CITY

XERISCAPE IRRIGATION DEMANDS (60% EFF)

AVERAGE GROWING SEASON: 213 Days (Conservative)
(@ Elevation 4800 +/- feet average)
UTAH IRRIGATION ZONE: 4 ubbw .
(moderately high)
UTAH WATER RIGHTS DUTY ZONE 4
(AF/ACRE)
* PEAK DAY CONSUMPTIVE USE (C.U./ET) .
(NWS station at Tooele using data from Grantsville) Turf peak month July 5.08 in/month
in
(115% * ave day of peak month) Turfgrass= 0.16 dle * 115 = 0.19 in/day
* SEASONAL CONSUMPTIVE USE (C.U.)ET
Turfgrass= 243 in N 1.00 = 2428 inlyr
yr
SEASONAL GROSS REQUIREMENTS
SEASONAL CONSUMPTIVE USE (C.U.) = 24.28  inlyr
Less soil moisture - 0.75 infyr
(fine sands 0.75 in/ft*1ft effective root zone)
Less rainfall average (during Irrigation season) 80% of rain during irrig season -  8.472  in/yr
NET SEASONAL CONSUMPTIVE USE (C.U.JET = 15.06 in/yr
GROSS IRRIGATION REQUIREMENTS
Assumed Efficiency = 60.0%
Seasonal:
in
Net C.U./Efficiency 15.06 ; + 60.0% = 2510 infyr
IF NO RAIN OCCURS AND NO SOIL MOISTURE in o .
(SEASONAL CONSUMPTIVE USE (C.U.)) 43 o+ 600% = 4047 inyr
AC-FT/ACRE Conversion n f2 al in al
40.47  — 43,560 * 7.489— 12— 325,851 g = 3.37  ac-ft/acre
yr acre ft3 ft acre - ft
If conservation is practiced Turf 35% 3.37 ac-ft/acre
Xeriscape 65% 1.69 ac-ft/acre (assumed 35% of turf)
Weighted Average  100% 2.28 ac-ft/acre
0.683512
0.316488
Peak Day
Peak C.U. / Efficiency in
0.188 @+ 60.0% = 0.314 in/day
gpm/ac Conversion . fe2 ! . .
mn ga m min
0.314 —— % 7.48=— — — = 5.92 /.
o * 43,560 vore 7.48 ft3/12 Iz * 1,440 day gpm/ac
If conservation is practiced Turf 35% 5.92 gpm/acre
Xeriscape 65% 2.96 gpm/acre (assumed 35% of turf)
Weighted Average  100% 4.00 gpm/acre
gpd/ac Conversion with no conservation " min
592 P, 14402— = 8530 gpdiac
acre ay (Peak Day Demand)
gpd/acre conversion if conservation practiced 400 grm Om_in = 5760 gpd/ac
cre ' day (Peak Day Demand)

* Data taken from the Utah Division of Water Rights Consumptive Use Tables (http://nrwrt1.nr.state.ut.us/techinfo/consumpt/default.htm).

Ref: Ames Irrigation Handbook Third Edition 1967

Note: Xeriscape or Waterwise Irrigation Demand calculations shown is from the 2022 CFP,
IFFP, and IFA Updates and was analyzed for the plan. This data and level of service (LOS)
has not been updated for the 2024 CFP, IFFP, and IFA Amendments.
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IRRIGATED ACREAGE WORKSHEET - 1/6 ACRE LAWN

LOT AREA (square feet) 7,200 B0'x90" average lot size for very high density development
HOME FOOTPRINT (1,200) Assumes garage (25' x 25'), split level home (30" x 40"
DRIVEWAY (600) 20" x 30'

PATIO (225) 18 x 15

SIDEWALK (120) 4' by 30"

RV PAD 0 none

PLAY ITEMS (100) 10" x 10" sand box

OUTBUILDINGS (80) 8' x 10' tuff shed

ANIMAL CONTAINMENT (72) 6'x 12' dog run ,

_PARK STRIP (length of frontage - drive width) L 2400 4'x(80'-20) B _

TOTAL IRRIGATED AREA (square feet) 5,043 70.0% -

NOTE: Actual irrigated acreage will vary from lot to lot. This worksheet is intended
to be an average oniy. Where actual data exists, it should be used.
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IRRIGATED ACREAGE WORKSHEET - 1/6 ACRE RV
LOT AREA (square feet) 7,200 80'x90" average lot size for very high density development
HOME FOOTPRINT (1,200) Assumes garage (25' x 25'), split level home (30" x 404
DRIVEWAY (600) 20' x 30
PATIO (225) 15" x 15'
SIDEWALK (120) 4' by 30’
RV PAD (240) 12'x 20'
PLAY ITEMS (100) 10' x 10" sand box
OUTBUILDINGS (80} 8'x 10" tuff shed
ANIMAL CONTAINMENT (72) 6'x 12' dog run
PARK STRIP (length of frontage - drive wigth)___ 240 4'3( (8_0_' -200) B
TOTAL IRRIGATED AREA (square feet) 4,803 66.7%

NOTE: Actual irrigated acreage will vary from lot to lot. This worksheel is intended
to be an average only. Where actual data exists, it should be used.



1/6 ACRE - RV




IRRIGATED ACREAGE WORKSHEET - 8,000 SF LAWN

LOT AREA (square feet)
HOME FOOTPRINT
DRIVEWAY

PATIO

SIDEWALK

RV PAD

PLAY ITEMS
OUTBUILDINGS

ANIMAL CONTAINMENT

PARK STRIP {length of frontage - drive width) __
TOTAL IRRIGATED AREA (square feet)

8,000
(1,600)
(750)
(300}
(120)
0

(100)
(80)

(72)

__ 220

= ——

5,198

80" x 100" lot size for high density daveloprnent
Assumes garage (25 x 25'), split level home (35' x 45.7"
25' x30'

15'x 20"

4" by 30'

none

10" x 10' sandbox

8' x 10" tuff shed

6' x 12' dog run

4 (00 - 25)
65.0%

NOTE: Actual irrigated acreage will vary from lot to lot. This worksheet js intended

to be an average only. Where actual data exists, it should be used,
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IRRIGATED ACREAGE WORKSHEET - 8,000 SF RV

LOT AREA (square feet) 8,000 80" x 100' Iot size for high density development

HOME FOOTPRINT (1,600) Assumes garage (25' x 25", split level home (35" x 45.7
DRIVEWAY (750) 25' x30'

PATIO (300) 15" x 20"

SIDEWALK (120) 4' by 30'

RV PAD . (240) 12' x 20"

PLAY ITEMS (100) 10" x 10' sandbox

OUTBUILDINGS (80) 8' x 10" tuff shed

ANIMAL CONTAINMENT (72) 6" x 12" dog run

DARK STRIP (length of frontage - drive width) 220 4'x(80-25)

TOTAL IRRIGATED AREA (square feet) 4,958 62.0% B

NOTE: Actual irrigated acreage will vary from lot to lot. This worksheet is intended

to be an average only. Where actual data exists. it should be used.
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IRRIGATED ACREAGE WORKSHEET - 1/4 ACRE LAWN

LOT AREA (square feet) 10,800 90" x 120° average: lot size for high density development
HOME FOOTPRINT (1,600) Assumes garage (25' x 35"), split level home (35'x 45.7)
DRIVEWAY (900) 30" x30'

PATIO - ' (300) 15" x 20"

"SIDEWALK (150) '5' by 30'

RV PAD (240) 12" x 20°

PLAY ITEMS (200) 10"x 10" sandbox, 10' x 10' swing set

OUTBUILDINGS (80) 8' x 10" tuff shed

ANIMAL CONTAINMENT (72) 6'x 12" dog run

PARK§TRIP (I'ength o__f_frontage _f_driﬂa_vg_id_tpl__ 240 __:LL(_QQ' - 30')___ o

TOTAL IRRIGATED AREA (square feet) 7,498 69.4%

NOTE: Actual irrigated acreage will vary from lot to lot. This worksheet is intended
to be an average only. Where actual data exists, it should be used.
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IRRIGATED ACREAGE WORKSHEET - 1/4 ACRE SHOP

LOT AREA (square feet) 10,800 90" x 120' average lot size for high density development
HOME FOOTPRINT (1,600} Assumes garage (25" x 35'), split level home (35' x 45.7")
DRIVEWAY (900) 30' x30'

PATIO (300) 15' x 20"

SIDEWALK (150) 5 by 30"

RV PAD (240) 12' x 20

PLAY ITEMS (200) 10'x 10" sandbox, 10" x 10' swing set

OUTBUILDINGS (1,500) 20" x 30" shop, 90" x 10" gravel access drive

ANIMAL CONTAINMENT (72) 6'x 12' dog run

PiRK STRIP (F_ehgth cif_fio_ngelge - drive width) _ _2_:4_0 4' _x__(QO' - 30% B o L
TOTAL IRRIGATED AREA (square feet) 6,078 56.3%

NOTE: Actual irrigated acreage will vary from lot to [ot. This worksheet is intended
to be an average only. Where actual data exists, it should be used.

'}
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IRRIGATED ACREAGE WORKSHEET - 1/3 ACRE SHOP

LOT AREA (square feet) 14,500 100" x 145" average lot size for medium density development
HOME FOOTPRINT (2,000) Assumes garage (25' x 35, split level home (40' x 50"
DRIVEWAY (900) 30" x30'

PATIO (400) 20" x 20’

SIDEWALK (150) 5 x 30

RV PAD (300) 15" x 20’

PLAY ITEMS (300) 10'x 10" sandbox, 10 x 10’ swing set, 10' x 10’ trampoline
OUTBUILDINGS (1,800) 20' x 40" shop 100" x 10' gravel access drive

ANIMAL CONTAINMENT (96) 8'x 12' dog run

PARK STRIP (length of frontage - drive width) 280 4'x(100'- 32:)____;__ _ _ o
TOTAL IRRIGATED AREA (square feet) 8,834 60.9%

NOTE: Actual irfigated acreage will vary from lot to lot. This worksheet is intended
to be an average only. Where actual data exists, it should be used.
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IRRIGATED ACREAGE WORKSHEET - 1/2 ACRE LAWN

LOT AREA (square feet) 21,600 120" x 180" average lot size for medium density development
HOME FOOTPRINT (2,800) Assumes garage (25' 35'), split level home (40" x 709
DRIVEWAY (1,200) 30" x 40'

PATIO {500) 25'x 20

SIDEWALK (200) 5" x 40"

RV PAD (500) 20" x 25"

PLAY ITEMS (900) 10'x 10" sandbox, 20' x 40' baskelball court
OUTBUILDINGS {2,300) 30" x 40° shop, 110" x 10° gravel access-drive

ANIMAL CONTAINMENT (72) 6'x 12' dog run

PARK STRIP_(length_qf_fLontage - drive width) 360 4'_3(&29';3'0') A B -
TOTAL IRRIGATED AREA (square feet) 13,488 62.4%

NOTE: Actual irrigated acreage will vary from lot to-lot. This worksheet is intended
to be an average only. Where actual data exists, it should be used.

Assumes that large animats are kept on property, along with feed storage for the animal.
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IRRIGATED ACREAGE WORKSHEET - 1/2 ACRE HORSE

LOT AREA (square feet) 21,600 120" x 180" average lot size for medium density development
HOME FOOTPRINT {2,800) Assumes garage (25' x 35, split level home (40'x 70
DRIVEWAY (1,200) 30' x 40’

PATIO (500) 25'x 20"

SIDEWALK (200) 5' by 40

RV PAD (500) 20' x 25'

PLAY ITEMS {900) 10" x 10" sandbox, 20' x 40' basketball court
OUTBUILDINGS (2,300) 30" x 40" shop, 110' x 10’ gravel access drive

ANIMAL CONTAINMENT (4,872) G’ x 12" dog run, 40' x 120" large animal! corral & support area
P_ARK STRIP {Ieng_th_o_f_f_rontage - dri}_lﬂidt_h) _ 360___::__4‘_)(_(_12_g;30') . . R
TOTAL IRRIGATED AREA (square feet) 8,688 40.2%

NOTE: Actual irrigated acreage wilf vary from lot to lot. This worksheet is intended
to be an average only. Where actual data exists, it should be used.

Assumes that large animals are kept on propert
and no animal containment area (pasture) is irri

y, along with feed storage for the animal,

galed.
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IRRIGATED ACREAGE WORKSHEET - 2/3 ACRE LAWN

LOT AREA (square feet) 29,000 150' x 193.33" average lot size for medium density developme
HOME FOOTPRINT (3,050) Assumes garage (25' x 35", split level home (40" x 76.25")
DRIVEWAY (1,500) 30' x 50'

PATIO (500) 20' x 25"

SIDEWALK (250) 5' by 50'

RV PAD (500) 20'x 25'

PLAY |ITEMS (900) 10'x 10" sandbox, 20' x 40' basketbali court
OUTBUILDINGS (2,400) 30" x 40" shop, 120" x 10" gravel access drive

ANIMAL CONTAINMENT (72) 6'x 12' dog run

PARK STRIP (length of frontage : - drive width) 480 a'x (150 i I 8 =
TOTAL IRRIGATED AREA (square feeti 20,308 70.0%

NOTE: Actual irrigated acreage will vary from lot to lot. This worksheet is intended
to be an average only. Where actual data exists, it should be used.
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IRRIGATED ACREAGE WORKSHEET - 2/3 ACRE HORSE

LOT AREA (square feet) 29,000 150" x 193.33" average lot size for medium densily developme
HOME FOOTPRINT (3,050) Assumes garage (25' x 35), split level home (40" x 76.25")
DRIVEWAY (1,500) 30" x 50'

PATIC (500) 20'x 25

SIDEWALK (250) 5" by 50

RV PAD (500) 20" x 25

PLAY ITEMS (900) 10°x 10" sandbox, 20' x 40' basketball court

OUTBUILDINGS (2,400) 30" x 40' shap, 120" x 10" gravel access drive

ANIMAL CONTAINMENT (6,572) 6'x 12" dog run, 40' x 120" large animal corral & support area
SR Longh o fontoge -divewidl) a0 axgiso-aw -
TOTAL IRRIGATED AREA (square feet) 13,809 47 6% -

NOTE: Aclual irrigated acreage will vary from lot to lot. This worksheet is intended
lo be an average only. Where actual data exists, it should be used.

Assumes thal large animals are kept on property, along with feed storage lor the animal,
and.no animal conlainmen! area (pasiure} is irrigated,
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IRRIGATED ACREAGE WORKSHEET - 3/4 ACRE LAWN

LOT AREA (square feet) 32,670 150" x 217.8' average lot size for medium density development
HOME FOOTPRINT (3,300) Assumes garage (25' x 35'), split level hame (40' x B2.5")
DRIVEWAY (1,750} 35' x 50'

PATIO (600) 20" x 25'

SIDEWALK (250) 5' by 50'

RV PAD (500) 20" x 25’

PLAY ITEMS (900) 10°x 10' sandbox, 20' x 40' basketball court

OUTBUILDINGS (2,400) 30' x 40" shop, 120" x 10' gravel access drive

ANIMAL CONTAINMENT (72) 6'x 12' dog run

PARK STRIP (length of frontage - drive wi_dth) 460 4' x (150" - 35") . B
TOTAL IRRIGATED AREA (square feet) 23,458 71.8%

NOTE: Actuat irrigated acreage will vary from lot to lot, This worksheet is intended
to be an average only. Where actual data exists, it should be used.
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IRRIGATED ACREAGE WORKSHEET - 3/4 ACRE HORSE

LOT AREA (square feet) 32,670 150" x 217.8' average lot size for medium density development
HOME FOOTPRINT (3,300) Assumes garage (25' x 35'), split level home (40" x 82.5
DRIVEWAY (1,750) 35' x 50'

PATIO (500) 20' x 25'

SIDEWALK {250Q) 5" by 50'

RV PAD (500) 20' x 25'

PLAY ITEMS (900) 10'x 10" sandbox, 20' x 40' basketball court

OUTBUILDINGS (2,400) 30" x 40" shop, 120' x 10* gravel access drive

ANIMAL CONTAINMENT (8,742) 6'x 12" dog run, 57.5' x 150" large animal corral/support area
PARK STRIP (length of frontage - drive width) _ 460  4'x (150 - 35) o -
TOTAL IRRIGATED AREA {square feet) 14,788 45.3% -

NOTE: Actual irrigated acreage will vary from lot to lot. This worksheet is intended
to be an average only. Where actual data exists, it should be used.

Assumes that large animals are kept on property, along with feed starage for the animal,
and no animal containment area (pasture) is irrigated.
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IRRIGATED ACREAGE WORKSHEET - 1 ACRE LAWN

LOT AREA (square feet) 43,560 174.24' x 250" average lot size for low density development
HOME FOOTPRINT (3,500) Assumes garage (25' x 35"), split level home (40' x 87.5")
DRIVEWAY {1,750) 35' x 50

PATIO (500) 20' x 25'

SIDEWALK (250) §' by 50'

RV PAD (500) 20" x 25'

PLAY ITEMS (900) 10' x 10" sandbox, 20" x 40" baskatball court

OUTBUILDINGS (2,400) 30" x 40' shop, 120" x 10" gravel access drive

ANIMAL CONTAINMENT (72) 6'x 12' dog run

CCRE e olioniage dvevidt) ST axgrazess
TOTAL IRRIGATED AREA (square feet) 34,245 78.6% -

NOTE: Actual irrigated acreage will vary from lot to lot. This warksheet is intended
to be an average only. Where actual data exists, it should be used,
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IRRIGATED ACREAGE WORKSHEET - 1 ACRE HORSE

LOT AREA (square feet) 43,560 174.24" x 250" average lot size for low density development
HOME FOOTPRINT (3,500) Assumes garage (25' x 38", split level home (40" x 87.5"
DRIVEWAY {(1,750) 35' x 50°

PATIO {500) 20" x 25

SIDEWALK (250) 5" by 50

RV PAD {500) 20'x 25’

PLAY ITEMS {900) 10'x 10" sandbox, 20' x 40" basketball court

OUTBUILDINGS (2,400) 30" x 40' shop, 120' x 10" grave! aczess drive

ANIMAL CONTAINMENT (15,754) 6'x 12" dog run, 90' x 174.24" large animal corral/support area
=F’ﬁR}_(_S_TRIP (length of frontage - drive width) 557 __ 4'x(174.24' - 35" o
TOTAL IRRIGATED AREA (square feet) 4{{3275}:5;7) 42.6% -

NOTE: Actual irrigated acreage will vary from lot to lot. This worksheet is intended

to be an average only. Where actual data exists, it should be used.

Assumes that large znimals are kept on property, along with feed storage for the animal,

and no animal containment area (pasture) is irrigated.
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APPENDIX L: GRANTSVILLE CITY STORM
DRAINAGE DESIGN GUIDELINES

Grantsville City
Capital Facilities Plan, Impact Fee Facilities Plan, and Impact Fee Analysis 2024 Amendments
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GRANTSVILLE CITY
STORM DRAINAGE DESIGN GUIDELINES

1. Storm Water Collection System Requirements
a) Design Storms
i.  The storm water pipe collection system shall be designed to convey the 24-hour duration — 10-year
storm water event if continuous pathway to the Great Salt Lake. Collection systems for basin and
street shall be sized for the 24-hour duration — 100-year storm water event when discharging to a
detention /retention basin.

b) Storm Water Runoff into Street Encroachment Requirements
i.  Flow from the 10-year storm shall not extend more that halfway into the travel lane adjacent to the
curb and a minimum 12-foot wide travel lane shall be maintained for emergency vehicles. If there is a
curb then no more than 8-feet from the curb face.

¢) Easement and Access Requirements
1. Easement widths and access for drainage channels, detention basins, lots line swales, and public
storm drainage lines shall be reviewed and approved by the City Engineer.

d) Acceptable Pipe Materials
i.  Acceptable pipe materials include corrugated HDPE with smooth interior, corrugated PVC with
smooth interior, and reinforced concrete pipe (RCP). Corrugated metal pipe (CMPO is not acceptable
for public improvements.

¢) Minimum Pipe Diameter
i.  The minimum pipe diameter for any public storm water collection system pipe is 15-inches.

f) Manhole Spacing
i.  Minimum manhole spacing is 400-feet from pipes 21-inch diameter, unless otherwise approved by
the City Engineer.

g) Manhole Drops
i. A minimum drop of 0.10feet is required at all storm drainage structures between the inlet and outlet

pipe. Where changes in pipe sized occur in a manhole the inlet pipe crown must match the larger
outlet pipe crown.

h) Cover
i.  Minimum cover is 18-inches or 6 inches below the pavement section which ever is greater. Unless
approved by City Engineer

i) Catch Basin Requirements
1. Catch basins will not be allowed on the radius of curves at intersections.

ii.  Flow through catch basins shall not be allowed unless designed as a combination box with manhole
lid access.

iii. A snout or similar oil/debris/water separator is required prior to a detention basin, retention basin, or
any other discharges from a development into a public drainage.

j)  Detention/Retention Basin Requirements
i.  Maximum water level depths greater than 3-feet are required to have a 4-foot minimum fence around
the basin to prevent animals and children from being harmed in the basin.

Page 1 of 7 updated: 3/1/2024
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ii.  Project needs to address the frontage storm water as part of the project.

iii.  Retention basins shall completely infiltrate and drain within 72-hours from the beginning of a storm
event for vector control. Percolation tests shall be completed for all infiltration basins and submitted
with drainage calculations to the City for review.

k) Manning’s n Values
i.  nvalue for linings shall be determined per an approved Engineers Manual based on size and
placement of materials. Calculations shall include the reference used for the n value for review by the
City Engineer.

1) Rip-rap Sizing
i.  Channel Riprap sizing calculations shall utilize the Truckee Meadows Regional Drainage Manual
dated April 30, 2009 (see https://www.washoecounty.gov/csd/engineering_capitalprojects/files-
engineering-capital-projects/tmrdm_final 043009.pdf)

m) Erosion Control
i.  The developer would need to provide a copy of their Erosion Control Plans, SWPPP, Notice of Intent
(NOI), and Notice of Termination (NOT) with the State if their construction project is greater than 1
acre.

2. Hydrology Requirements
a) Rainfall Data
i.  NOAA Atlas 14 shall be used for rainfall in the City of Grantsville
(see https://hdsc.nws.noaa.gov/hdsc/pfds map cont.html)

b) Design Storms
i.  Detain 100-year 24-hour storm for project site

ii.  For the West Bank drainage areas draining into your project you may discharge at the following rates
until the 100-year storm volume that shall perc in 3 days:

Table 1: Recommended Unit Discharge Requirement for
the Baker and Pope Watersheds

24-hour Baker and Pope All Other
Duration Storm Watershed Watersheds Peak
Event Peak Unit Discharge Unit Discharge
(cfs/acre) (cfs/acre)
10 year 0.003 0.05
100 year 0.01 0.15

Source: Table 17 in Section 5 from the Storm Water Management Study for Bake
and Pope Watersheds dated April 2015 by AQUA Engineering

iii.  Refer to Figure 1 for a map of Baker and Pope Watersheds.

3. Drainage Report Requirements
a) If discharge will be above the allowed discharge per area rates shown on Table 1 then a pre and post
development hydrologic analysis will be required showing flows will not cause a negative affect
downstream. The Rational Method (Q=CiA) may be used in computations for the rate of runoff for urban
and small watershed 100 acres or less.
i. Q= peak rate of runoff, cubic feet per second

Page 2 of 7 updated: 3/1/2024
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11. C = runoff coefficient

ili. 1= average rainfall intensity, inches per hour

b) The SCS method, SCS TR-55 “Urban Hydrology for Small Watershed”, HEC-1/HEC-HMS, or other
methods shall be used for larger watersheds.

¢) Table 2 shall be used for runoff coefficients.

Table 2: Runoff Coefficients

Land Use Type Runoff Coefficients “C”
Rural 0.25-0.35
Single Family Residential 0.45-0.60
Multi-Residential 0.60-0.70
Neighborhood Commercial 0.85
Community Commercial 0.85
Tourist Commercial 0.85
Office 0.85
Manufacturing 0.85-0.90
Distribution and Warehousing 0.85-0.90
Public Facility 0.50-0.85
Pavement and Concrete Surfaces 0.90-0.95
Park 0.25
Open Space (0-5% grade — vegetated) 0.20-.030
Open Space (0-5% grade — no vegetation) 0.30-0.40
Open Space (5-15% grade — vegetated or 0.40-0.50
unvegetated)
Open Space (Over 15% g@de — sparsely 0.40-0.60
vegetated, rock or clay soils

i.  Weighted values of the runoff coefficient “C” may be required where land use is most accurately
described as a mixture of the land uses listed above or where it is a mixture of pervious and
impervious areas and not represented by a single entry in Table 2

d) Intensity-Duration-Frequency curves for NOAA Atlas 14 shall be used for determining the applicable
intensity. (see https://hdsc.nws.noaa.gov/hdsc/pfds/pfds map_cont.html?bkmrk=ut)

e) Definition for Tome of Concentration
1. tt=100or __L  whichever is greater
V x 60

t. = initial time of concentration at inlet, minutes
L = length from uppermost point of watershed inlet, feet
V = channel or overland velocity, feet per second

ii.  Given the time of concentration at a design point, the time of concentration at the next design point is
determined by adding travel time, expressed as:

Page 3 of 7 updated: 3/1/2024
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. t= L .
Vx60

t = travel time, minutes
L = length of channel or conduit between design points, feet
V = channel or conduit, feet per second

4. Submittal Requirements for Drainage Drawings and Report
a) Project Drawings
i.  Hydraulic grade line (HGL) profiles, (see sample sheet).

ii.  Location and size of all existing and proposed structures.

iii.  Proposed materials.

iv.  Pertinent elevations and slopes.

v.  Pipe capacity and 10-year and 100-year flows and velocities.

b) Drainage Report — The following standards apply to the Drainage Report (public and private).
1. Title Page:
a. Project name.

b. Preparer’s name, firm, date.
c. Professional engineer’s seal of preparer and signature.

2. Introduction:
a. Site location:
1. Street location, parcel number(s), and section reference.
ii.  Adjacent developments.

b. Site description:
i.  Topography, ground cover, etc.
ii.  Existing drainage facilities, major drainage facilities, flood hazard areas, irrigation ditches,
other site conditions that must be considered.

c. Proposed project description.
d. Other previous studies relevant to site.

3. Historic drainage system (discuss the following):
a. Major basins and offsite contributions:
i.  Relationship to major drainage facilities.
ii.  Major basin drainage characteristics (topography, runoff, cover, use, erosion, etc.).

b. Sub-basin and site drainage (1 and 2 may be tabulated on map):
i.  Minor (10-year) and major (100-year) storm flows for each sub-basin affecting the site.
ii.  Existing drainage patterns: channelized or overland flow, point of discharge, etc.
iii.  Effect of historic flows on adjacent properties.

4. Proposed (developed) drainage system (discuss each of the following):
a. Criteria:
i.  Size of major basins, tributary sub-basins, and other offsite contributions.
ii.  Hydrologic method to be used for analysis (Rational, SCS, etc.).
iii.  Design storm intensities (minor 10-year, major 100-year) or as required by the City Engineer.

b. Runoff and other contributions:
i.  Historic storm flow rates and paths.

Page 4 of 7 updated: 3/1/2024
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ii.  Developed storm flow rates and paths for minor and major storms.
iii.  Contributions added form open joined system.
iv.  Demonstrate that flows are routed to a public system with adequate capacity.
c. Piping:
i.  Demonstrate the capacity of the storm drain system, including all downstream improvements.
ii.  Verify storm flows from inlets to ultimate outlets of the drainage system.

d. Retention system including:
1. Volume required to hold 100-year storm with 1-foot freeboard minimum.

ii.  Show the overflow location for volumes over the 100-year storm.

iii.  Passage of storms exceeding the 5-year up to the 100-year.

iv.  Engineer to provide detailed description of downstream constraints (or none) and design
calculations on how to mitigate the problem.

v.  Need for detention shall be clearly identified in the preliminary or schematic report and the
necessary detention area shall be identified on preliminary plans.

e. Streets (This information may be shown on the plans.):

i.  Depth and velocity of flow for major and minor storms. Demonstrate that a 12-foot clear lane
exists for emergency vehicles at all times.
ii.  Drainage system.

f.  Open channel flow (This information may be shown on the plans.):
i.  Type.
ii.  Depth and velocity.
iii.  Freeboard.
iv.  HEC-RAS analysis when required by the City Engineer.

g. Storm drains and culverts (Show all data on plans.)

5. Areas within flood hazard zone when applicable
a) Impacts.

b) Protection.

¢) Compliance with Federal Emergency Management Administration (FEMA) requirements, RMC 18.12
“Flood Hazard Areas”, and critical flood zones. Show existing and proposed CLOMR and LOMR
information, and show status of submittal and review process.

6. Conclusions
a) Benefits

b) Adverse effects with solutions for mitigation of impacts

7. Appendices
a) Hydrologic and hydraulic computations:
i.  List and explain basin assumptions and input factors used
1) Tabularized and/or discussed as necessary.

2) Indicate any sensitivity analysis performed.
3) Include source tables and references for parameters, such as soil groups, SCS curve numbers, C
values, n values, etc.
ii.  Historic runoff:
1) Off-site.
2) On-site.

Page S of 7 updated: 3/1/2024
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ii.
1)
2)
1v.
v.
1)
2)
3)

V.

Developed runoft:
Off-site — Flows that have been concentrated into one area from the project shall not flow higher than
the project flow in that area.

On-site.

Detention for up to the 100-year storm.

Hydraulic computations:
Hydraulic grade line (HGL) minor storm.

Hydraulic grade line (HGL) major storm.

Inlet/outlet calculations.

Rip-rap sizing.

b) Drainage plan:
Site drainage plan:

1.

ii.

iil.

1v.

Vi.

Page 6 of 7

1)
2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

Show the existing and proposed contours for the property.

The site drainage plan may be at the same scale as the grading plan but must meet legibility
requirements for scanned documents. Show all sub-drainage areas per catch basin or channel and
tabulate existing and proposed drainage showing length, assumed velocity and time of
concentration on various runs of grass, gutters, etc., cumulative time of concentration, average
rainfall intensity, area, runoff coefficient (weighted if necessary), and peak flows for 10-year and
100-year storms.

All inlets and manholes shall be labeled to correspond to tabular numbering system used in
drainage report. Pipe sizes, grades, velocities, peak flows and hydraulic grade lines shall be
shown for all parts of the system in a tabular form on the plans.

Both location plan (overall drainage) and sub-drainage plan shall be signed and sealed by a Utah
Registered Civil Engineer and shall be included in the construction plans for the
subdivision/development.

On grading plans show peak flows for 10-year and 100-year storms at inlets and other sub-basin
points of concentration, at discharge points and in channels. Show peak flows entering and
leaving the site; trace path leaving site to nearest major drainage facility without adverse impact
to downstream owners.

On plan and profile sheets, show peak flows for 10-year and 100-year storms at all inlets and in
pipes as per above, and in pipes show slope, velocity, and capacity, and hydraulic grade line if
surcharged.

If the lot cannot drain the yard to the street, then a basin shall be located in the rear yard to
prevent storm runoff from draining to the neighbors from the back of the property.

Benchmarks — To be shown on plans with benchmarks to match the existing state approved
benchmarks.

Existing and proposed property lines.

Existing and proposed drainage easements.

Street names, grades, widths and rights-of-way or easements.

Routing and accumulative flows at the upstream and downstream ends of the site and at various
critical points on-site for both minor and major runoff. Inflow and outflow for both storms for all sub
basins.

updated: 3/1/2024
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Vii.

Viil.

iX.

Page 7 of 7

Street cross sections showing 100-year flood levels, no more than '2 way into the outside travel lane
for emergency vehicle clear lane.

Existing and proposed major drainage facilities.

Open channel flow in major channels shall be provided with the following information on plans:

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
6)

Channel and hydraulic grade line (HGL) profiles.

Cross sections and required rights-of-way at 100-foot intervals.

Location and size of all existing and proposed structures.

Channel section and lining details.

Freeboard for 100-year flows.

Channel capacity and storm flows, 10-year and 100-year flows and velocities.

updated: 3/1/2024
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APPENDIX M: STORM DRAINAGE COST
ESTIMATES

Grantsville City
Capital Facilities Plan, Impact Fee Facilities Plan, and Impact Fee Analysis 2024 Amendments



Owner: Granstville City
Project: West Bank Stormwater Master Plan
Project #: 2205-048
PM: Matt Laurendeau
Date: 1/4/2024

Jones & DeMilile
Engineering

1-800-748-5275
www.jonesanddemille.com

Alternative 4

ENGINEER'S OPINION OF PROBABLE COST
Stimated

Item No. Item Description Unit Quantity Unit Price Price

Construction
1 Mobilization and Survey LS 1 $ 7,500,000 | $ 7,500,000
2 Channel Excavation CcY 530,000 $ 10 $ 5,300,000
3 Channel Riprap (9" D50 1.5" thick) CY 225,000 $ 90 | $ 20,250,000
4 Road Crossings LS 1 $ 2,000,000 | $ 2,000,000
5 Settlement Canyon Debris Basin LS $ 18,517,000 | 18,517,000
6 Army Creek Debris Basin LS 1 $ 21415000 | % 21,415,000
7 South Willow Debris Basin LS 1 5 4,616,000 | $ 4,616,000
8 North Willow Debris Basin LS 1 5 4445000 | § 4,445,000
9 North Willow Div Debris Basin LS 1 3 1,357,000 | $ 1,357,000
10 Baker Canyon Debris Basin LS 1 $ 1,428,000 | § 1,428,000
11 Pope Canyon Debris Basin LS 1 $ 1,428,000 | § 1,428,000
12 Dry Canyon Debris Basin LS 1 $ 2,856,000 | § 2,856,000
13 Acquire Additional Channel ROW Acre 340 $ 10,000 | $ 3,400,000
14 General Site Improvements LS 1 $ 1,000,000 | $ 1,000,000
Construction Subtotal = | § 94,512,000

Professional Services and Permitting

1 Engineering Design LS 1 $ 4,726,000 | $ 4,726,000
2 Construction Management LS 1 $ 5,671,000 | $ 5,671,000
3 Environmental Permitting LS 1 $ 500,000 | § 500,000
Professional Services and Permitting Subtotal = | § 10,897,000

Contingency
1 Construction Contingency (30%) LS 1 § 28,354,000 | $ 28,354,000
2 Uncosted ltems (10)%) LS 1 5 9,452,000 | § 9,452,000
Contingencies Subtotal = | § 37,806,000

Figure 16. Stormwater Alternative 4 Cost Estimate




AGENDAITEM # 8

Discussion of the proposed
amendment to the Grantsville City
Land Use and Management Code
Chapter 15 (Residential and
Multiple Residential Districts) to
modify the front yard setback from
40 feet to 30 feet, and the
minimum frontage from 70 feet to
60 feet.
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Grantsville City Planning Commission

August 1, 2024
Public Hearing

Proposed amendment to the Grantsville City Land Use and Management
Code Chapter 15 (Residential and Multiple Residential Districts) to modify
the front yard setback from 40 feet to 30 feet, and the minimum frontage from
70 feet to 60 feet.

Notice is hereby given that in accordance with the provisions of Section §10-9A-205 and §10-9a-
502 of the Utah Code, the Grantsville Planning Commission will hold a discussion and public
hearing on August 1, 2024 at 7:00 p.m. at Grantsville City Hall. The meeting will also be
broadcast on Zoom. The discussion, public hearing and meeting are to receive public input and
consider action on the Public Hearing of the proposed amendment to the Grantsville City
Land Use and Management Code Chapter 15 (Residential and Multiple Residential Districts)
to modify the front yard setback from 40 feet to 30 feet, and the minimum frontage from 70
feet to 60 feet and make a recommendation to the City Council.

You can view a copy of the agenda and packet online by 5:00pm on July 26, 2024 at the link
below:
https://grantsvilleut.gov/departments/community  economic development/planning commission

-php

Or by emailing jbassett@grantsvilleut.gov. All comments and concerns need to be sent in writing
through email or mail and received no later than 12:00pm on August 1, 2024.

Dated this 16th day of July, 2024
BY ORDER OF THE GRANTSVILLE
PLANNING COMMISSION

Shelby Moore
Zoning Administrator

Scan QR code above or use the link below to join Zoom meeting.
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/84863866802
Meeting ID: 848 6386 6802



https://grantsvilleut.gov/departments/community___economic_development/planning_commission.php
https://grantsvilleut.gov/departments/community___economic_development/planning_commission.php
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/84863866802

Planning and Zoning /@@/\VN
GRANTSVILLE
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Phone: (435) 884-1674 S

Staff Report Summary for
Amendment of Chapter 15.2 R-1-12

Applicant Name: Grantsville City Meet.ing Dat.e: August 1st, 2024
Request: Amendment of Chapter 15.2 Public Hearing Date: August 1st, 2024

Prepared By: Shelby Moore

Planning Staff Explanation and Recommendation: Consideration for amendment of chapter
15.2 Residential District R-1-12 front yard setbacks.

GLUDMLC Chapter 15 Residential and Multiple Residential Districts
Proposed Amendments

Red-StrikeThrough = To Remove

15.2 Residential District R-1-12

(1) The purpose of the R-1-12 district is to promote environmentally sensitive and visually compatible
development of lots not less than 12,000 square feet in size, suitable for urban locations. The district is
intended to minimize flooding, erosion, and other environmental hazards; to protect the natural scenic
character; to promote the safety, and well-being of present and future residents; and ensure the efficient
expenditure of public funds. To provide areas for low density, single-family residential neighborhoods of
spacious and uncrowded character.

MiINIMUM L0t S1ZE: ..ivviiiiiiiieiie ettt ettt sttt e ebessb e esseessesabeessaesseesaessnesnsennne 12,000 sq. ft.
feet

Lots shall comply with Chapter 4: Supplementary and Qualifying Regulations — Section 4.5: Lots Standards
and Street Frontage.

Minimum Frontage (at the property line on a public street or an approved private street) ...... Foteet

Minimum Yard Setback Requirements:

FTONE YAIA .ottt sttt st st 40teet
REAT Y AT ...ttt ettt st e e ettt et ebt e b e bt e b saeas 30 feet Side
Yard for Main Buildings Each Side .......cccooeeviiiviiiiieiiiieceeeeeee e 5*/15 feet Side Yard
for Accessory BUuildings ........cccoccveieiiiiriiiiiriinieceeie e 4 feet* Rear Yard for
Accessory BUIlAINGS ......cccveiieriieiieiieiieseceee e 1 foot* On corner lots, 2 front

yards and 2 side yards are required.


https://grantsville.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=landordinances#name=15.2_Residential_District_R-1-12

*Setback shall be as listed or match the easement, whichever is greater

Maximum Building HeEIght ..ot e 35 feet
Maximum Building COVETAZE ........ccceevvirriiirieiieierieieete ettt eieenseeseesseeseeseesseensessnessnenns 20%

Required Improvements:
Street grading Street base
Street Pavement to centerline or minimum paved width (per GLUMDC 21.6.3), whichever is greater

Surface drainage facilities Curb and Gutter Sidewalk Culinary water facilities Waste water disposal Street
name signs Four hydrants Street monuments Shade trees (along public streets) Street lights

RECOMMENDATION

Recommendation: Due to the redundancy of variance request made by developers, it has been
suggested by the Board of Adjustment and staff to change the front yard setback from 40 ft. to 30
ft. and adjust the minimum frontage accordingly.



AGENDAITEM # 9

Discussion of the Mixed Use
(MU) District.



Planning and Zoning /@@/\VN
BT (GRANTSVILLE
Grantsville, UT 84029

N, — y
Phone: (435) 884-1674 ~ZPLANNING & ZONING

Discussion of Mixed Use and PUD Language

Applicant Name: Grantsville City
Request: Language Discussion
Prepared By: Shelby Moore

Planning Staff Explanation and Recommendation: Discussion for Amendment of Chapter 19a Mix
Use District,

MU Language Discussion:

(1) MU PUD’s will require specific language to insure that part or portion of the commercial
aspect will be required prior to completion of the housing classifications as defined
within the PUD section of code. The commercial or industrial portion will be considered
as a classification within the PUD process. Commercial or industrial use must also
provide tax dollars to the city.

(2) Grantsville City is a business friendly community. Concept proposals are encouraged that
contain any element of Residential, Commercial, and Industrial Development.

(3) Any portion of a larger property, adjacent to an MU zoned property, or separated from a
larger contiguous property zoned as MU will follow the same rules as the larger property
in the PUD process.

(4) MU is a PUD and must follow the same process

19a.1 Purpose and Intent

(1) The purpose of the Mixed-Use District is to allow for the establishment of commercial
properties integrated with subordinate residential uses. Planned Unit Developments are required
in this zone. Developments in the Mixed-Use zone shall be designed so as to integrate the
residential and commercial components into one harmonious development and to be compatible
with the existing or anticipated uses on the surrounding properties.

(2) While achieving a mix of commercial and residential uses in Mixed Use developments is the
goal, the priority is to create a commercial core that is located on the City's major streets, and
specifically along Main Street. To accomplish this goal, properties of less than one acre fronting
major streets such as Main Street shall be developed as commercial only or a
commercial/residential mix with the commercial fronting the street. All properties developed

1


https://grantsville.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=landordinances#name=19a.1_Purpose_And_Intent

Request: PUD Permit #

under the Mixed Use District that are one acre or greater shall include at least 50% of the land area
as commercial fronting the major street. Master planning of multiple contiguous properties is
encouraged in order to integrate the proposed development harmoniously into the surrounding
neighborhood.

(3) This land use district, in conjunction with the City's Land Use Element, recognizes that in order
for the City to be a well-rounded community, many different housing styles, types and sizes should
be permitted.

(4) Architectural design, scale and heights of development are designed to fit the scale and
aesthetics of the surrounding properties in the district.

(5) Grantsville City is a business friendly community. Concept proposals are encouraged that
contain any element of Residential, Commercial, and Industrial Development.

(6) Any portion of a larger property, adjacent to an MU zoned property, or separated from a larger
contiguous property zoned as MU will follow the same rules as the larger property in the PUD
process.

(7) MU is a PUD and must follow the same process.

HISTORY

Amended by Ord. 2021-13 on 4/28/2021
Amended by Ord. 2021-35 on 8/18/2021
Amended by Ord. 2022-14 on 8/3/2022

Amended by Ord. 2023-07 on 7/19/2023
19a.2 Permitted Uses
(1) This district shall allow residential developments and those uses allowed in the C-N, C-S,
and C-G districts as permitted or conditional uses as specified in the regulations for these
districts.

19a.3 Minimum Lot Sizes
(1) The minimum lot size for single family and twin-home dwellings is 4,000 square feet per unit.

(2) Attached dwelling unit residential development shall meet the minimum lot requirements found
in GLUMDC 4.34.

HISTORY
Amended by Ord. 2022-14 on 8/3/2022

19a.4 Setbacks/Yard Requirements

(1) Setbacks/yard requirements are intended to describe the amount of space required between
buildings and property lines. All buildings in this zone, including accessory buildings, are required
to maintain a minimum distance from property lines as follows:

(a) Front: 25 feet.

(b) Sides (single family and twin homes): 7.5/10 feet or PUE dimension, whichever is greater. If
twin-homes are attached to the property line, a setback of 15 feet (15') on each side.

(c) Rear: 20 feet.


https://s3-us-west-2.amazonaws.com/municipalcodeonline.com-new/grantsville/landordinances/pdf/Ord_2021-13.pdf
https://s3-us-west-2.amazonaws.com/municipalcodeonline.com-new/grantsville/landordinances/pdf/Ord_2021-35.pdf
https://s3-us-west-2.amazonaws.com/municipalcodeonline.com-new/grantsville/landordinances/pdf/Ord_2022-14.pdf
https://s3-us-west-2.amazonaws.com/municipalcodeonline.com-new/grantsville/landordinances/pdf/Ord_2023-07.pdf
https://grantsville.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=landordinances#name=19a.2_Permitted_Uses
https://grantsville.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=landordinances#name=19a.3_Minimum_Lot_Sizes
https://s3-us-west-2.amazonaws.com/municipalcodeonline.com-new/grantsville/landordinances/pdf/Ord_2022-14.pdf
https://grantsville.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=landordinances#name=19a.4_Setbacks/Yard_Requirements

Request: PUD Permit #

(d) Corner lots (single family and twin homes): In order to maintain an adequate site triangle, there
shall be a minimum setback on corner lots as follows: 25 feet on each side fronting a street, with
10 foot setback for the interior side.

(e) All accessory buildings in this zone are required to maintain distances from property lines and
other dwelling units as follows: sides and rear 7.5 feet.

(f) Mixed use buildings fronting Main Street and containing main floor commercial uses may allow
the commercial uses to abut the street side property line with a portion of the building containing
the main entrance to the commercial use, if an adjacent street side property is currently similarly
configured.

(g) Commercial buildings (excluding residential) shall conform to the commercial requirements
found in the applicable commercial district (CN, CS & CG) for the equivalent type of use and size.

(h) Attached dwelling unit residential development shall meet the setbacks/yard requirements
found in GLUMDC 4.34.

HISTORY
Amended by Ord. 2021-13 on 4/28/2021
Amended by Ord. 2022-14 on 8/3/2022

19a.5 Minimum Lot Frontage
(1) For single family and twin homes, the minimum lot frontage/lot width shall be not less than 50
feet.

(2) Attached dwelling unit residential development shall meet the requirements found in
GLUMDC 4.34.

(3) All other uses in this district shall have at least 100 feet of frontage along a public street.

HISTORY
Amended by Ord. 2022-14 on 8/3/2022

19a.6 Maximum Height Of Structures
(1) No structure in this zone shall exceed a maximum of three (3) stories in height or 35 feet above
grade at street.

HISTORY
Amended by Ord. 2021-13 on 4/28/2021
Amended by Ord. 2022-14 on 8/3/2022

19a.7 Minimum Dwelling Size
(1) Every dwelling unit in this zone shall contain a minimum of 900 square feet of living space.

19a.8 Landscaping Requirement

(1) There shall be a minimum requirement of 25% of the total project area to be used for
landscaping. All sensitive lands shall be protected as part of the landscaped area of any
development. This requirement may be calculated by including open space, landscaped setback
areas and landscaped common areas.

192a.9 (Repealed)



https://s3-us-west-2.amazonaws.com/municipalcodeonline.com-new/grantsville/landordinances/pdf/Ord_2021-13.pdf
https://s3-us-west-2.amazonaws.com/municipalcodeonline.com-new/grantsville/landordinances/pdf/Ord_2022-14.pdf
https://grantsville.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=landordinances#name=19a.5_Minimum_Lot_Frontage
https://s3-us-west-2.amazonaws.com/municipalcodeonline.com-new/grantsville/landordinances/pdf/Ord_2022-14.pdf
https://grantsville.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=landordinances#name=19a.6_Maximum_Height_Of_Structures
https://s3-us-west-2.amazonaws.com/municipalcodeonline.com-new/grantsville/landordinances/pdf/Ord_2021-13.pdf
https://s3-us-west-2.amazonaws.com/municipalcodeonline.com-new/grantsville/landordinances/pdf/Ord_2022-14.pdf
https://grantsville.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=landordinances#name=19a.7_Minimum_Dwelling_Size
https://grantsville.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=landordinances#name=19a.8_Landscaping_Requirement
https://grantsville.municipalcodeonline.com/book?type=landordinances#name=19a.9_(Repealed)

Request: PUD Permit #

HISTORY
Adopted by Ord. 2021-13 on 4/28/2021

PUD Discussion

The following language is for discussion and has not been put into a code format nor has it been
determined exactly which sections of Chapter it would be inserted in.

The Grantsville General Plan and the Grantsville City Land Use Development and Management
Code discusses the need to preserve the character and maintain the rural feel of Grantsville. The
Planning Commission has determined that an important key to preserving Grantsville’s
Character and Rural Identity is to maintain a similar balance of housing types to the current mix
of occupied housing on July 1st, 2024 within the community as well as protecting the active
agriculture areas.

The current numbers may vary =/- 5% but are believed to be accurate enough for the purpose of
this section of code. For purposes of clarity and convenience residential uses have been grouped
into three distinct classifications by density with specific types of uses defined by their overall
percentage of the residential uses in the community. The percentages were calculated on a count
of units consisting only of residential uses. Those percentages are as follows;

High Density Residential: Multi-Family Attached and Single-Family Residential Uses including
lots sizes 10,889 square feet and below. These uses are typically found in the RM-7, RM-15 and
MU Zoning Districts.

Apartments..................... 5%

Condos.......coovviiiiiiiiinnnn. 1%

Townhomes.................... 2%

Single family homes meeting the 4,000 sf minimum lot size...... 2%

Single family homes meeting the 7,000 sf minimum lot size......16%

For a total of approx. 25% which we will define as high density housing for the PUD section of
code.

Moderate Density Residential: Single Family and Twin Home Residential Uses including lot
sizes of 10,890 square feet through 21,779 square feet. These uses are typically found in the R-1-
12, and to a lesser extent RM-7, RM-15 and MU Zoning Districts.


https://s3-us-west-2.amazonaws.com/municipalcodeonline.com-new/grantsville/landordinances/pdf/Ord_2021-13.pdf

Request: PUD Permit #

Single family homes meeting the 10,890 sf minimum lot size....13%
Single family homes meeting the 14,520 sf minimum lot size...... 12%.

For a total of approximately 25% which we will define as moderate density housing for the PUD
section of code.

Low Density Residential: Single Family Residential Uses including lot sizes of 21,780 square
feet or greater. Many of these types of uses contain an agricultural component. These uses are
typically found in the A-10, RR-5, RR-2.5, RR-1, R-1-21, and to a lesser extent R-1-12, RM-7,
RM-15 and MU Zoning Districts.

Single family homes meeting the 21,780 sf minimum lot size...33%

Single family homes meeting the 1 acre minimum lot size......... 12%
Single family homes meeting the 2.5 acre minimum lot size...... 3%
Single family homes meeting the 5 acre minimum lot size......... 2%
Single family homes meeting the 10 acre minimum lot size....... 1%

For a total approximate of 50% which we will define as low density housing in the PUD section
of code.

Maintaining a similar overall residential use balance in the community is the purpose of this
section. Each of the density classes will be considered when the mix of housing in a PUD is up
for consideration. However, the zoning district, compatibility with surrounding uses, and the
future land use that the property is situated on will be taken into consideration when determining
the appropriate intensities and uses that may be required

4. Some housing types as designated in this section of code may already have over saturation.
For a list of these housing types that will not be considered for a PUD contact the zoning
administrator.

5. Housing types as defined in each Density section as defined in this section, may be switched
within the category we are desiring no more than a 50% variation in percentage of house types
from the percentage in each housing type.

6. To protect the mix of housing in Grantsville, the following will also apply. On PUD’s larger
than 200 housing units we expect once 50% of any housing type as defined above has passed
final plat, no more housing of that category will be issued a building permit until all other
categories, are built and occupied to the same level of 50%.

On PUD’s larger than 1000 housing units 20% increments will replace the 50%.

THIS RULE WILL APPLY if part or portion of land within any PUD is sold and must be
disclosed to the purchaser.



Request: PUD Permit #

7. The PUD is intended to provide give and take. PUD’s are only granted if there is an
advantage to the city. We expect the petitioner to bring something to the table. The following are
a few examples of what we would consider for approval to vary any part or portion of this code
or any other Grantsville city code or variation from our master plan or general plan;

Off sight infrastructure.

None required improvement to parks or significant improvements above what is already
required, on or off sight.

Eliminating Blighted property as part of your proposal.

Infrastructure improvements on sight not required already.

Infrastructure improvements off sight.

Significant benefits to the general welfare of the city.

All of the above are examples and do not constitute any expectance of a proposal expectance.
The final determination of acceptance of non-required improvements to grant a PUD is given by
vote of the City council after recommendation of the Planning commission.



AGENDA ITEM #10

Approval of minutes from the June 6,
2024 Planning Commission Regular
Meeting.



Action Summary:

Agenda Item Item Description Action
#1 Anderson Ranch 4E Final Plat- Consideration Recommended for approval.
#2 Highlands 6 Final Plat- Consideration Recommended for approval.
#3 Matthews Meadows 2 Final Plat- Discussion [Tabled.
44 Mmu"tes fr9m 5/2/2024 Regular Meeting- abled.
Consideration
45 Mlnuj[es fr(?m 5/16/2024 Work Meeting- Approved.
Consideration
46 Mlnu.tes fr(?m 5/16/2024 Regular Meeting- Approved.
Consideration
Voted ion i 4/2024
July 2024 Planning Commission meeting schedule- ote. to action item, 7/4/20
#7 Discussion meeting rescheduled for
7/9/2024.

MINUTES OF THE GRANTSVILLE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION, HELD ON
JUNE 6, 2024 AT THE GRANTSVILLE CITY HALL, 429 EAST MAIN STREET,
GRANTSVILLE, UTAH AND ON ZOOM. THE MEETING BEGAN AT 7:00 P.M.

Commission Members Present: Chair Rick Barchers, Vice-Chair Derek Dalton, Rob Jaterka
Commission Members Absent: Jeff Downward, Kevin Hall

Appointed Officers and Employees Present: Public Works Deputy Director Christy Montierth,
Zoning Administrator Shelby Moore, Community & Economic Development Administrative
Assistant Jaina Bassett, Planning Advisor Gary Pinkham, City Council Liaison Rhett Butler

Appointed Officers and Employees On Zoom: Aqua Consultant Shay Stark, City Attorney
Dallin Littlefield

Citizens and Guests Present: Doug Cannon, Eddie Martin, Micheal Vanwyck, Jeremy Leavitt,
Diane Rowberry

Citizens and Guests Present on Zoom: Guy Haskell, Unknown

Commission Chairman Rick Barchers called the meeting to order at 7:03 PM.

PUBLIC NOTICE

The Grantsville City Planning Commission will hold a Regular Meeting at 7:00 p.m. on
Thursday, June 6, 2024 at 429 East Main Street, Grantsville, UT 84029. The agenda is as
follows:




PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
ROLL CALL
PUBLIC HEARING

a) Proposed Final plan for the Matthews Meadows subdivision Phase 2, located at
approximately 357 E. 328 S.

Jeremy Leavitt: Jeremy Leavitt was present to speak on this agenda item. He stated that a vinyl
fence was promised with phase 1, and he wants to make sure it is promised with phase 2. He
noted that he would like to make sure this happens.

AGENDA
1. Consideration of the proposed Final plat for the Anderson Ranch subdivision Phase 4E,
located at approximately Silver Spur Rd. (East of Anderson Ranch Phase 3).

Doug Cannon was present to speak on this agenda item. Chair Rick Barchers noted that this was
discussed at the previous meeting and that the commissioners had no concerns with the proposal.
Mr. Cannon stated that he believed the entire project was designed to account for the required
open space for this phase.

Aqua Consultant Shay Stark noted that this needs to be revisited to verify if open space was
properly provided for this phase as well. It was noted that City Staff will research and verify that
the open space was addressed. If so, the condition in the recommendation of approval will be
removed.

Rick Barchers made a motion to recommend approval of the proposed Final plat for
the Anderson Ranch subdivision Phase 4E, located at approximately Silver Spur
Rd. (East of Anderson Ranch Phase 3) with the condition that a fee-in-lieu must be
paid to compensate for the absence of open space, which would be 10% of the
undeveloped land value. The current value of the land will be determined by a
certified real estate appraiser. Derek Dalton seconded the motion. The vote is as
follows: Derek Dalton “Aye,” Rob Jaterka “Aye,” Rick Barchers “Aye.” The motion
carried.

2. Consideration of the proposed Final plat for The Highlands subdivision Phase 6, located
at approximately 700 N. Hwy 138.

Zoning Administrator Shelby Moore was present to speak on this agenda item. She noted that the
Preliminary plat for Phase 5 was originally approved for 44 lots, but that it was then split into
two phases as Phase 5 and Phase 6 for Final approvals.

Guy Haskell was present on Zoom and stated that this was presented when they were required to
have construction drawings approved at the Preliminary stage. He noted that it was split into two



phases due to the high interest rates at the time. He also noted that this phase is included in their
original MDA (Master Development Agreement), but that the MDA being created for the PUD
(Planned Unit Development) will be amended to include this as well.

It was noted that this phase is not in an HOA, and that the property owners are responsible for
maintaining the retention ponds on their properties. Vice-Chair Derek Dalton stated that there is
construction debris in the road in this area, and he would like this to be cleaned up. Mr. Haskell
noted this and stated that he will address it.

Derek Dalton made a motion to recommend approval of the proposed Final plat for
The Highlands subdivision Phase 6, located at approximately 700 N. Hwy 138. Rob
Jaterka seconded the motion. The vote is as follows: Derek Dalton “Aye,” Rob
Jaterka “Aye,” Rick Barchers “Aye.” The motion carried unanimously.

3. Discussion of the proposed Final plat for the Matthews Meadows subdivision Phase 2,
located at approximately 357 E. 328 S.

Rick Barchers made a motion to table the Discussion of the proposed Final plat for
the Matthews Meadows subdivision Phase 2, located at approximately 357 E. 328 S.
Derek Dalton seconded the motion. The vote is as follows: Derek Dalton “Aye,” Rob
Jaterka “Aye,” Rick Barchers “Aye.” The motion carried unanimously.

4. Approval of minutes from the May 2, 2024 Planning Commission Regular Meeting.

Rob Jaterka was not in attendance at this meeting, so there were not enough Commission
Members to make a vote.

Rick Barchers made a motion to table the approval of the minutes from the May 2,
2024 Planning Commission Regular Meeting. Derek Dalton seconded the motion.
The vote is as follows: Derek Dalton “Aye,” Rob Jaterka “Aye,” Rick Barchers
“Aye.” The motion carried unanimously.

S. Approval of minutes from the May 16, 2024 Planning Commission Work Meeting.

Rob Jaterka made a motion to approve the minutes from the May 16, 2024 Planning
Commission Work Meeting. Derek Dalton seconded the motion. The vote is as
follows: Derek Dalton “Aye,” Rob Jaterka “Aye,” Rick Barchers “Aye.” The motion
carried unanimously.

6. Approval of minutes from the May 16, 2024 Planning Commission Regular Meeting.

Rob Jaterka made a motion to approve the minutes from the May 16, 2024 Planning
Commission Regular Meeting. Derek Dalton seconded the motion. The vote is as
follows: Derek Dalton “Aye,” Rob Jaterka “Aye,” Rick Barchers “Aye.” The motion
carried unanimously.



7. Discussion of the July 2024 Planning Commission meeting schedule.

Zoning Administrator Shelby Moore stated that Staff prefers to reschedule the July 4th meeting
so other meetings are not so large, and pertinent items are not delayed.

Derek Dalton made a motion to make agenda item number 7 an action item. Rick
Barchers seconded the motion. The vote is as follows: Derek Dalton “Aye,” Rob
Jaterka “Aye,” Rick Barchers “Aye.” The motion carried unanimously.

Derek Dalton made a motion to move the regularly scheduled meeting on July 4th to
July 9th. Rob Jaterka seconded the motion. The vote is as follows: Derek Dalton
“Aye,” Rob Jaterka “Aye,” Rick Barchers “Aye.” The motion carried unanimously.

8. Discussion of the Staff Reports provided for Planning Commission meetings.

Commissioner Dalton noted that he would like to see any current MDAs for projects, when they
are presented to the Planning Commission.

The Commissioners stated that they are happy with the content being provided otherwise.
9. Report from City Council liaison Rhett Butler.

Rhett Butler was present for this agenda item. He noted that at the City Council meeting the
previous night, they held a Work Session with Sun Sage Terrace PUD. He stated that after
discussing the item, they concluded with the note to provide half-acre lots rather than their
proposal.

It was noted that the MDA for Springfield Estates was also on this agenda, and that it was tabled
due to inadequate time for the City Council members to review, as well as some confusion on the
background for this. City Attorney Dallin Littlefield clarified the timeline and background, and
that it was his preference to rewrite the development agreement to match the proposal discussed
previously, in order to have a clear resolution and record. He stated that the original resolution
passed only mentioned 5 lots, but that the previous approval of the plat included all 30 lots. He
also stated that because there were no modifications to land uses, the MDA did not need to move
before the Planning Commission again.

Council Liaison Butler noted that another agenda item was the discussion of improving
Matthews Lane, and the possibility of the City improving it, in relation to the potential
development of Matthews Landing. He stated that they received a rough cost estimate, and
provided the City Manager with the direction to continue with it.

Vice-Chair Dalton expressed his appreciation for the Council members taking the Planning
Commission and the public’s input into consideration. Commissioner Jaterka seconded this
statement.



10. Adjourn.

Derek Dalton made a motion to adjourn. Rob Jaterka seconded the motion. The
vote is as follows: Derek Dalton “Aye,” Rob Jaterka “Aye,” Rick Barchers “Aye.”
Motion carried unanimously. The meeting ended at 8:01 PM.



AGENDA ITEM #11

Approval of minutes from the July 9,
2024 Planning Commission Regular
Meeting.



Action Summary:

Agenda Item Item Description Action
#1 Matthews Meadows Ph. 2 Final Plat- Consideration Recommended for approval.
4 Nortl'lstar Ranch Ph. 10 Preliminary Plat- abled.
Consideration
#3 Desert Edge MDA- Discussion Discussed.
44 Cl.lerry Wood Estates Vacate & Amend Lot 109- Discussed.
Discussion
#5 Cherry Grove Plat Amendment- Discussion Discussed.
#6 Code Amendment 19a- Discussion Discussed.
#7 Code Amendment 21.6.12- Discussion Voted to action item,
recommended for approval.
#8 Minutes 5/2/2024- Consideration Approved.
#9 Minutes 6/20/2024- Consideration Approved.

MINUTES OF THE GRANTSVILLE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION, HELD ON
JULY 9, 2024 AT THE GRANTSVILLE CITY HALL, 429 EAST MAIN STREET,
GRANTSVILLE, UTAH AND ON ZOOM. THE MEETING BEGAN AT 7:00 P.M.

Commission Members Present: Vice-Chair Derek Dalton, Kevin Hall, Rob Jaterka, Jeff
Downward

On Zoom: Chair Rick Barchers

Appointed Officers and Employees Present: Public Works Deputy Director Christy Montierth,
Community & Economic Development Administrative Assistant Jaina Bassett, Zoning
Administrator Shelby Moore, Planning Advisor Gary Pinkham, City Council Liaison Rhett
Butler, Mayor Neil Critchlow, Fire Chief Jason Smith

On Zoom: City Engineer Robert Rousselle, Aqua Consultant Shay Stark, City Attorney Dallin
Littlefield

Citizens and Guests Present: Kary & Cindy Yates, Shawn Holste, Mandy Smith, Haylee
Moser, Michael Vanwyck

Citizens and Guests Present on Zoom: Spencer Connelly

Commission Vice- Chairman Derek Dalton called the meeting to order at 7:00 PM.




PUBLIC NOTICE

The Grantsville City Planning Commission will hold a Rescheduled Regular Meeting at 7:00
p.m. on Tuesday, July 9, 2024 at 429 East Main Street, Grantsville, UT 84029. The agenda is as
follows:

ROLL CALL
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
PUBLIC HEARING

a) Proposed amendment to the Grantsville City Land Use and Management Code
Section 19a (Mixed Use District) to require properties in the Mixed Use District to
have minimum standards for commercial use along major streets, such as Main
Street.

No comments.

b) Proposed amendment to the Grantsville City Land Use and Management Code
Section 21.6.12 (Water Supply).

No comments.

¢) Proposed plat amendment to vacate and amend lot 109 in Phase 1 of the Cherry
Wood Estates subdivision.

Gary Pinkham: Gary Pinkham was present to speak on this item. He stated that he does not
understand the City’s interest in this amendment. He stated that the City would be going against
the agreement previously made if approved, and he feels that would be wrong.

d) Proposed plat amendment to lots 601, 602, and parcel A in the Cherry Grove
subdivision, making them into two buildable lots

Gary Pinkham: Gary Pinkham was present to speak on this item. He stated that this project
originally labeled this lot as open space. He stated that, like the previous public hearing item,
going against the previously made agreement would be wrong.

Kary Yates: Kary Yates was present to speak on this item. He stated that he is the original owner
of this property. He stated that the City was the party that required this parcel to be a park, but
that a road was put through it illegally, making the parcel unusable as a park. He stated that this
proposal is the best use of the area, using what they have to work with.

Mandy Smith: Mandy Smith was present to speak on this item. She stated that she is unhappy
with all of the development currently happening in the City, and she does not support this
proposal. She stated that it will impact the children in the City negatively.



AGENDA
1. Consideration of the proposed Final plat for the Matthews Meadows subdivision Phase
2, located at approximately 357 E. 328 S.

Shawn Holste was present to speak on this agenda item. Vice-Chair Derek Dalton noted that
Staff recommended that a fee-in-lieu for open space be paid if this plat is approved, as there is no
open space provided in either phase of this development. Mr. Holste stated that he is fine with
paying this fee, but would like to know what the fees are going towards. Mayor Neil Critchlow
stated that the fees are used by the City to provide parks and amenities.

Chair Rick Barchers, previously present on Zoom, experienced technical difficulties and was
unable to be in the meeting to participate in this vote.

Kevin Hall made a motion to recommend approval of the proposed Final plat for the
Matthews Meadows subdivision Phase 2, located at approximately 357 E. 328 S.,
with the condition that the fee-in-lieu will be paid to compensate for the absence of
open space. Rob Jaterka seconded the motion. The vote is as follows: Derek Dalton
“Aye,” Rob Jaterka “Aye,” Jeff Downward “Aye,” Kevin Hall “Aye.” The motion
carried unanimously.

2. Consideration of the proposed Preliminary plat for the Northstar Ranch subdivision
Phase 10, located at approximately 550 E. Nygreen.

Derek Dalton made a motion to move agenda item number 2 after item number 7.
Rob Jaterka seconded the motion. The vote is as follows: Derek Dalton “Aye,” Rob
Jaterka “Aye,” Jeff Downward “Aye,” Kevin Hall “Aye.” The motion carried
unanimously.

Ross Dinsdale was present for this agenda item. He noted that there were questions about the
development agreement that he would like to address. He mentioned section 2.3 of the Master
Development Agreement (MDA) approved in 2022, which outlines the density allowed. He
stated that the gross density of phase 10 is below the density allowed in the agreement. He stated
that the City should be interested in a variety of lot sizes, as that allows future generations to
afford to live in Grantsville.

Mr. Dinsdale spoke to the drainage plans for the project, and noted that minor drainages are
being realigned but the major drainages will be taken through. He noted detention areas planned
throughout the project to meet City requirements. He noted that the detention pond in the
northeast corner of the project will have sod and be irrigated at a minimum, to be usable space
for the residents. He noted that the HOA will maintain the open spaces.



Fire Chief Jason Smith stated that phase 10 did pass fire flow tests, but that when tests were
completed last summer, more of the older zones in the project failed than passed. Vice-Chair
Dalton noted that section 7.6 of the Agreement seems to pertain to fire flow.

The Planning Commission stated that fire flow needs to be addressed and corrected across the
project to protect the City and residents, prior to approval of additional phases. They requested
more information on fire flow in zone 3 of the subdivision, and for the City Attorney’s review of
the Development Agreement and which parts in the R-1-21 code they must meet.

Fire Chief Smith stated that he will work to complete the fire flow tests requested, but that it will
take time to do so. He will work to complete them by the end of July, so this project can be
scheduled for a Planning Commission meeting in August.

Jeff Downward made a motion to table the proposed Preliminary plat for the
Northstar Ranch subdivision Phase 10, located at approximately 550 E. Nygreen.
Kevin Hall seconded the motion. The vote is as follows: Derek Dalton “Aye,” Rob
Jaterka “Aye,” Jeff Downward “Aye,” Kevin Hall “Aye,” Rick Barchers “Nay.” The
motion carried.

3. Discussion of the proposed amendment to the Master Development Agreement for the
Desert Edge subdivision, located on Old Lincoln Hwy.

Spencer Connelly was present on Zoom for this agenda item. Vice-Chair Dalton noted that no
commercial property was included in this Development Agreement. Mr. Connelly stated that
those areas are owned by other individuals, so it will not be included in this Agreement.

Commissioner Rob Jaterka questioned the pioneering agreement for the water line. City
Engineer Robert Rousselle was present on Zoom and stated that he has not looked into this item,
and will need to do so. Mr. Connelly stated that this water line was a request of the City, as they
only need an 8-inch water line for their project. He stated that they are willing to pay for the
water line in part, in exchange for other items they desire. He stated that the City will collect
80% of the cost from future developers, and reimburse their PID for it in the future. Vice-Chair
Dalton stated that in section b of the Agreement, it needs to specify that the PID will be
reimbursed, not the developer. It was clarified that the developer will pay the total up-front cost.

Vice-Chair Dalton stated that he would like the verbiage in section (k) “Assignment” to be
modified. He explained that the City has experienced issues with this, and would like to see the
verbiage require approval by the Planning Commission. It was noted that Staff and
Commissioners will workshop this verbiage and modify the City’s boilerplate development
agreement template to reflect this change as well.

Vice-Chair Dalton stated that he would like to see the meeting minutes from the previous
Planning Commission meeting where this project was discussed, with several variances, where it



was discussed that the developer would front the cost of the 12-inch water line. Mr. Connelly
stated that there is another 12-inch water line in their project that they will be paying for without
a pioneering agreement.

4. Discussion of the proposed plat amendment to vacate and amend lot 109 in Phase 1 of the
Cherry Wood Estates subdivision.

Mike DeCarlo with DR Horton was present for this agenda item. He requested that the third
condition listed in the staff report be removed if the item is approved. He clarified that this basin
is 12-feet deep and fenced.

Vice-Chair Dalton stated that he is against this proposal, as the City likely does not want to
maintain every basin that developers no longer want to maintain. Mayor Neil Critchlow stated
that he agrees that the washes never should have been filled, but that the engineer at the time was
instructed by the City to create this basin and drainage the way it was approved.

Zoning Administrator Shelby Moore stated that Grantsville City is not an MS-4 City at this time,
which is why stormwater drainage is designed this way. Deputy Public Works Director Christy
Montierth and Aqua Consultant Shay Stark stated that once the City becomes an MS-4 City, they
will be required to obtain every basin regardless of when it was built, or enter into an agreement
with homeowners and perform inspections of them.

5. Discussion of the proposed plat amendment to lots 601, 602, and parcel A in the Cherry
Grove subdivision, making them into two buildable lots.

Cindy and Kary Yates were present for this agenda item. Vice-Chair Dalton asked for
clarification of how this proposal would correct the Apple St. right-of-way, which was explained
by Zoning Administrator Shelby Moore. Mr. Yates stated that he was unaware of the road being
put through his property. He said that an agreement was created by the neighboring developer,
but that they never agreed to the placement and construction of the road, and never signed
anything agreeing to it. A signed copy of this agreement was included in the packet, signed by
Daryl Yates. Mr. Yates stated that the agreement should have been void because Mr. Walker did
not uphold his part of it. Commissioner Jaterka stated that the agreement does not state that it
would be void if the other party did not uphold their part.

It was clarified that the basin is a separate part from the buildable lots, which would continue to
be a basin. Vice-Chair Dalton stated that he would like to have the two buildable lots and the
basin be separate agenda items at the next meeting, when considered.

6. Discussion of the proposed amendment to the Grantsville City Land Use and
Management Code Section 19a (Mixed Use District) to require properties in the Mixed Use
District to have minimum standards for commercial use along major streets, such as Main
Street.



Zoning Administrator Moore was present for this agenda item. She noted that the purpose of this
amendment is to define the percentage of commercial required on the frontage of major streets.

Commissioner Hall questioned what the definition of a major street is. Zoning Administrator
Moore stated that this is defined in the City’s Master Transportation Plan. Chair Barchers stated
that he would like the verbiage to be more specific to include the road classifications, such as
collectors or arterials.

7. Discussion of the proposed amendment to the Grantsville City Land Use and
Management Code Section 21.6.12 (Water Supply).

Zoning Administrator Shelby Moore was present for this agenda item. She noted that this was
approved by the City Council, but that it needed to come back before the Planning Commission
for a public hearing and discussion to move through the proper process.

City Engineer Robert Rousselle stated that many of the modifications are in reference to the
Grantsville Water Use Dedication requirements, and to clean up language.

Kevin Hall made a motion to make agenda item number 7 an action item. Derek
Dalton seconded the motion. The vote is as follows: Derek Dalton “Aye,” Rob
Jaterka “Aye,” Jeff Downward “Aye,” Kevin Hall “Aye,” Rick Barchers “Aye.” The
motion carried unanimously.

Kevin Hall made a motion to recommend approval of the proposed amendment to
the Grantsville City Land Use and Management Code Section 21.6.12 (Water
Supply). Rob Jaterka seconded the motion. The vote is as follows: Derek Dalton
“Aye,” Rob Jaterka “Aye,” Jeff Downward “Aye,” Kevin Hall “Aye,” Rick
Barchers “Aye.” The motion carried unanimously.

8. Approval of minutes from the May 2, 2024 Planning Commission Regular Meeting.
Rob Jaterka abstained from this vote, as he was not in attendance at this meeting.

Kevin Hall made a motion to approve the minutes from the May 2, 2024 Planning
Commission Regular Meeting. Jeff Downward seconded the motion. The vote is as
follows: Derek Dalton “Aye,” Jeff Downward “Aye,” Kevin Hall “Aye,” Rick
Barchers “Aye.” The motion carried unanimously.

9. Approval of minutes from the June 20, 2024 Planning Commission Regular Meeting
Kevin Hall abstained from this vote, as he was not in attendance at this meeting.

Rob Jaterka made a motion to approve the minutes from the June 20, 2024 Planning
Commission Regular Meeting. Rick Barchers seconded the motion. The vote is as



follows: Derek Dalton “Aye,” Rob Jaterka “Aye,” Jeff Downward “Aye,” Rick
Barchers “Aye.” The motion carried unanimously.

10. Report from City Council Liaison.

City Council Liaison Rhett Butler was present for this item. He stated that the City Council voted
for Mayor Neil Critchlow to be the interim City Manager, while they decide the direction they
would like to go with the City Manager position. He also noted that the July 4th events went well
and were a bright spot in the month.

He noted that on July 31st there will be a joint meeting with the Planning Commission and City
Council. He requested the Commissioners’ attendance. All Commissioners noted that they
should be able to attend this meeting.

11. Adjourn.

Kevin Hall made a motion to adjourn. Rob Jaterka seconded the motion. The vote is
as follows: Derek Dalton “Aye,” Rob Jaterka “Aye,” Jeff Downward “Aye,” Kevin
Hall “Aye,” Rick Barchers “Aye.” The motion carried unanimously. The meeting
ended at 9:48 PM.



AGENDA ITEM #12

Approval of minutes from the July 18,
2024 Planning Commission Work
Meeting.



MINUTES OF THE GRANTSVILLE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION, HELD ON
JULY 18, 2024 AT THE GRANTSVILLE CITY HALL, 429 EAST MAIN STREET,
GRANTSVILLE, UTAH AND ON ZOOM. THE MEETING BEGAN AT 6:00 P.M.

Commission Members Present: Chair Rick Barchers, Vice-Chair Derek Dalton, Jeff
Downward

Commission Members Absent: Kevin Hall, Rob Jaterka

Appointed Officers and Employees Present: Community & Economic Development
Administrative Assistant Jaina Bassett, Zoning Administrator Shelby Moore, Planning Advisor
Gary Pinkham, City Engineer Robert Rousselle, Finance Director Sherrie Broadbent, City
Council Liaison Rhett Butler

On Zoom: Aqua Consultant Shay Stark

Citizens and Guests Present: Thane Smith

Commission Chairman Rick Barchers called the meeting to order at 5:59 PM.

PUBLIC NOTICE
The Grantsville City Planning Commission will hold a Work Meeting at 6:00 p.m. on Thursday,
July 18, 2024 at 429 East Main Street, Grantsville, UT 84029. The agenda is as follows:

AGENDA
1. Discussion of the proposed amendments to the Capital Facility Plans (CFPs), Impact Fee
Facility Plans (IFFPs), and Impact Fee Analyses (IFAs).

Robert Rousselle was present to speak on this agenda item. He noted that in previous years this
item was not required to go before the Planning Commission, but that changed this year. He
noted that the City does not currently have a transportation impact fee. He stated that impact fees
help fund public facilities, and that they can only be used for projects included in the plan.

Finance Director Sherrie Broadbent was present and stated that she believes this item should be
presented yearly. Commission Chair Rick Barchers noted that he likes the idea of this being
addressed annually.

Mr. Rousselle noted that it takes 90 days after the City Council’s approval for this to go into
effect. He stated that developer-funded projects are not impact fee eligible. He noted that the
growth rate was updated to 5%, but that the level of service was not modified.



Commissioner Jeff Downward asked for clarification on the phosphorous issue that was
discussed at the City Council meeting recently. Mr. Rousselle clarified that there is a standard for
phosphorus levels, and that the City has not been in compliance for some time, but that they have
been granted an extension as they are working towards a mechanical plant.

Mr. Rousselle stated that Grantsville City currently has two operational pump stations. He also
noted that impact fees apply to everybody, while water rights fees typically apply to larger
developments.

2. Adjourn.

Derek Dalton made a motion to adjourn. Jeff Downward seconded the motion. The
vote is as follows: Derek Dalton “Aye,” Jeff Downward “Aye,” Rick Barchers “Aye.”
The motion carried unanimously. The meeting ended at 6:33 PM.



AGENDA ITEM #13

Approval of minutes from the July 18,
2024 Planning Commission Regular
Meeting.



Action Summary:

Agenda

Item Description Action
Item
#1 Safe Harbor CUP- Consideration Tabled.
. . . R ded f
#2 Deseret Meadows Application Allowance- Consideration d:;(:lnmen eaor
#3 Burmester ROW Rezone- Discussion Recommended for

approval.

Recommended for

#4 Townhomes at Presidents Park Final Plat- Discussion
approval.

#5 Heritage Farms Ph. 1 Final Plat- Discussion Recommended for
approval.

R ded f
#6 Cherry Wood Lot 109 Vacate & Amend- Consideration ccommended for

approval.
#7 Cherry Grove Plat Amendment (Lots 601, 602)- Consideration|Tabled.
#8 Cherry Grove Plat Amendment (Basin)- Consideration Tabled.

Recommended for

#9 Code Amendment Ch. 13- Discussion
approval.

#10 Code Amendment 21.2.11- Discussion Recommended for
approval.

Recommended for
#11 West Bank Master Plan- Consideration approval with

modifications.

MINUTES OF THE GRANTSVILLE CITY PLANNING COMMISSION, HELD ON
JULY 18,2024 AT THE GRANTSVILLE CITY HALL, 429 EAST MAIN STREET,
GRANTSVILLE, UTAH AND ON ZOOM. THE MEETING BEGAN AT 7:00 P.M.

Commission Members Present: Chair Rick Barchers, Vice-Chair Derek Dalton, Jeff
Downward

Commission Members Absent: Kevin Hall, Rob Jaterka

Appointed Officers and Employees Present: Public Works Deputy Director Christy Montierth,
Community & Economic Development Administrative Assistant Jaina Bassett, Zoning
Administrator Shelby Moore, Planning Advisor Gary Pinkham, City Engineer Robert Rousselle,

City Council Liaison Rhett Butler, City Council Member Heidi Hammond

On Zoom: Aqua Consultant Shay Stark



Citizens and Guests Present: Michael Vanwyck, Savannah Bushman, Michael Bushman, Mike
DeCarlo, Jamie Tolman, Alex Faulk, Stacie Reidhead, Lynzie Harris, James Stipanovich, Dalton
Stice, Sarah Chidester, Amanda Johnson, Rachel Johnson, Thane Smith, Wade Sandberg, Mike
Colson, Barry Bunderson, Ron Ward, Connie Ward, Bradley Tolman, Sean Van Noy, Darrelyn
Van Noy, Angie Stipanovich, Trevor Lujan, Heidi Hammond, Krisel Travis, Paul Johnson, Barb
Yauney

Citizens and Guests Present on Zoom: Jessica Hanson, Jessica Lilley, Rena Schultz, Shelby
Densley, Mark Baker, Several Unknowns

Commission Chairman Rick Barchers called the meeting to order at 6:59 PM.

PUBLIC NOTICE

The Grantsville City Planning Commission will hold a Regular Meeting at 7:00 p.m. on
Thursday, July 18, 2024 at 429 East Main Street, Grantsville, UT 84029. The agenda is as
follows:

ROLL CALL
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
PUBLIC HEARING

a) Proposed conditional use permit for Savannah Bushman to own and operate Safe
Harbor, a Sober Living Home/ Transitional Treatment Home, located at 119 N.
Waterhole Way in the RM-7 zone

Amanda Johnson: Amanda Johnson was present to speak on this item. She stated that she has
concerns regarding this permit due to the large number of children in the neighborhood (about
69); the recidivism rate of individuals that have been in jail and been through a treatment
program in a state to come to a home like this (about 3.3/7 people); the flow of the neighborhood
as all residents would need to pass the entire neighborhood to get to this home; and the negative
impact on home values and sellability rates (possibly a value drop of 8%). She stated that the
viability of the home’s residents to get back on their feet is very low in this area, and heavily
car-dependent. She also mentioned that there is not enough room for each resident to have a
parked car at the residence.

Paul Johnson: Paul Johnson was present to speak on this item. He stated that he has concerns
about this permit, and that he has done lots of research on these types of homes. He stated that he
has a friend that lives close to a home like this in Cache County, who is unable to let his daughter
outside without his direct supervision, which is a concern for him as a parent. He also stated that
he and his wife knocked on 70 doors in this neighborhood, and received concerns from 69 out of



70 of the homeowners. He stated that they moved to this neighborhood because it is a safe
community for their family and children, unlike the large cities. He stated that it is not a matter
of if, but when, something bad will happen, that children will be exposed to. He expressed
concerns regarding the impacts of this home and its residents on the children and others in the
community. He stated that he is very against this proposal.

Dalton Stice: Dalton Stice was present to speak on this item. He stated that his concern is that if
this permit was approved in this meeting, he does not believe that the City has control or
oversight of the individuals that are admitted into this home, or the criminal history that they
have. He said that he feels this is an unfair position to put the Planning Commission in. He stated
that there are several children in this neighborhood, with most of them on the same street that
this home is. He expressed that he is uncomfortable with this proposal in this area, and that this is
a poor area for the placement of a home like this.

Ron Ward: Ron Ward was present to speak on this item. He stated that he feels there are City
zoning regulations for a reason, and to throw them out would defeat the purpose of Planning
Commissions. He stated that he feels the residents of this home would need to walk some
distance to reach transportation or food, and that it would be better suited for an industrial or
business area, not a residential area.

Sarah Chidester: Sarah Chidester was present to speak on this item. She stated that she lives in
this area and has children there. She stated that this area has a high concentration of children. She
expressed concerns regarding the residents’ potential access to transportation and medical
clinics. She noted that there are not many jobs in Grantsville as it is, which would make it harder
for the home’s residents. She expressed concerns about inadequate parking space for residents’
vehicles, and the potential for children to be exposed to drug paraphernalia. She stated that she
feels the business plan has holes in it, and expressed concerns regarding the high potential for
relapse. She stated that there is no reason for it to be located in a family-oriented neighborhood.

Mark Baker: Mark Baker was present to speak on this item. He stated that he lives in the
neighborhood of this proposal. He stated that he has 5 years of experience in social work,
specifically with children of parents in these types of programs. He stated that he believes in
these programs and supports them 100%, but has concerns regarding this location for them in a
residential area. He stated that about 4/10 individuals in these programs are successful, with
many of them completing the program more than once, and with frequent relapses. He stated that
this poses a threat to the small children in the neighborhood, and feels it is better suited for a
commercial area away from residential homes. He stated that he hopes the applicant can find a
better location for this proposal.

Jessica Lilley: Jessica Lilley was present to speak on this item. She stated that she is a friend of
the applicant, Savannah. She stated that she is in support of this application, and that she
disagrees with the statistics stated by the previous resident. She stated that she is a successful



individual of recovery and a program like this, and that these individuals are seeking a second
chance that this home would provide for them. She stated that she hears the concerns about the
effects on children, but does not feel that this home or its residents would pose a threat to the
neighborhood’s children. She stated that she would trust the potential residents with her own
children’s lives. She expressed that the residents in these homes deserve the same opportunities
as everyone else. She stated that when there is proper structure in places like this, children can
have their parents back and they can live a good life.

Sean Van Noy: Sean Van Noy was present to speak on this item. He stated that he heard the
previous comments, but individuals often have the choice between incarceration and these
treatment homes, and they often do not want to put in the work to recover and choose prison. He
stated that he has young children nearby this property and has experience with loved ones
struggling with addiction and recovery. He said that he heard these programs can require large
amounts of money from the residents, which does not seem to help them. He feels this is not a
good location for this type of home.

Jessica Hanson: Jessica Hanson was present to speak on this item. She stated that she just
moved away from Grantsville, but previously lived near this property. She stated that she is in
support of this permit. She stated that she believes this location was chosen because it is a great
community, surrounded by churches, and has great support. She noted that she found a beta
website for Safe Harbor which suggests great programs centered on family, women, and
children. She said that she knows Savannah and knows she has amazing intentions. She stated
that she does not believe children will be at risk like others seem to think, and that this is a great
program for Grantsville.

Lynzie Harris: Lynzie Harris was present to speak on this item. She stated that she believes
Savannah has a huge heart and will do wonderful things for people. She stated that she does
believe in second chances, but as a mom she does not think this would be good for her children.
She stated that this would change the environment of the neighborhood in a negative way. She
stated that she has to be away for short amounts of time, and this would cause her increased
anxiety with leaving her children. She stated that this is not the environment she wants.

Rachel Johnson: Rachel Johnson was present to speak on this item. She stated that she is not a
parent, but is a recent graduate and has concerns. She stated that the jobs in Grantsville are very
limited, and those already in Grantsville have a hard time finding jobs without commuting. She
stated that she worries about the home’s residents’ abilities to find a job suitable for them. She
stated that she is all for people getting better, but feels Tooele may be a better location for a home
like this, as it has more businesses and jobs than Grantsville.

Stacie Reidhead: Stacie Reidhead was present to speak on this item. She stated that she lives
directly across the street from this property and has young children. She stated that when she was
young she lived next to a supervised women’s house like this one, and it was a bad experience




for her. She stated that police presence was common, as well as fights, and other negative
experiences. She stated that her family moved because of that home. She stated that her
13-year-old son currently goes all over the neighborhood on his bike, and she wants her younger
children to have the same opportunity without worrying about what will be along their way. She
stated that with a home like this there is no guarantee of the people that are admitted, or those
they are associated with that may show up. She stated that these homes change the nature of the
neighborhood they are in, and feels that this residential area is not an appropriate location for this
home. She expressed that the neighborhood is family-oriented and she wants it to remain that
way.

Jamie Tolman: Jamie Tolman was present to speak on this item. She stated that she lives in this
neighborhood and has a young child that currently has freedom to play in the neighborhood. She
stated that she has witnessed the struggles of addiction with her loved ones, and watched them
relapse and have other issues. She stated that everything is great until something snaps, and she
is afraid of that happening. She stated that she moved to Grantsville to get away from a situation
like this, so her family can feel safe, and she does not want it around her child. She expressed
concerns regarding the proximity to medical services, as the closest resources are in Tooele. She
also mentioned the lack of proximity to community centers and other amenities that would be
beneficial for residents of these homes.

#1 Email Received 7/2/2024 at 12:25pm

Hi, My name is Lynzie Harris. I am a neighbor and a friend of Savanna Bushman. I live at 122
sage hill circle just across from her. Our neighborhood is very kid friendly and family oriented. I
would say we are very lucky to live here. Unfortunately, I don't feel like our neighborhood would
benefit from this type of business. I know that as a mother of three kids, I am afraid of the
change in dynamic that will occur or could occur with the different challenges that the
individuals needing this help would be going through. I feel like it puts my family and most of
all, my children at risk. I personally would not feel comfortable not knowing what could happen
if an individual were to attract criminal activity to the area. Or relapse, what could happen?
There is so much that crosses my mind of what "could" happen. And it has made me feel very
anxious and uneasy. | want to mention that [ have lived in Grantsville my whole life. I love it
here and love our city. I just dont think this is the right place to provide this care. Thank you for

your time.
Sincerely, Lynzie Valdez Harris.

#2 Email Received 7/9/2024 at 8:07pm
Hello Jaina,

I am a homeowner that lives at 61 Aspen way in Grantsville. It has been brought to my attention
there are plans in the works to created a halfway home inside my neighborhood loop just down



the street of my home.
This is VERY concerning to me as [ have 3 very young girls aging from 1-4 years in age.

While I do understand the importance of a halfway home, as I have family members who have
personally used them on their path through recovery, inside this neighborhood full of young
family’s with lots of little kids constantly playing outside simply is not the place.

I am concerned about traffic too and from the home as this home is located towards the back
corner of the neighborhood and it is required to drive through the neighborhood to get to it.

I am worried about the people associated with those would be staying in this home coming
around our neighborhood and around our kids and family’s.

This area also does not provide many options for employment for these individuals who would
be staying here making it a poor location for this home.

I hope this is email is taken into consideration and you would treat this situation the same as if

this haltway house was being considered next door to your own home with your own family and
children.

Thank you,
Allen Murphy

#3 Email Received 7/9/2024 at 8:12pm
Please do not put a halfway house or rehab center in the middle of our neighborhood! There are

kids in nearly every home in our area. I teach an in home preschool and the children love our
nature walks around the block. My Little girls are just getting to the point where they can ride
their bikes up and down our quiet street and I'm afraid all this will be ruined if this is put here. I
left the city to get away from this stuff. I'm here in grantsville to raise my family in a safe
environment. Don't take that from my little darlings!

Rhondelle Murphy

#4 Email Received 7/10/2024 at 9:23am

I am writing in protest of a halfway house that is proposed to be on Aspen Way in Grantsville. I
know a halfway house can be a good program to give support to drug addicts, or people coming
from prison. Some actually want to change, but others don’t and continue the unwanted
behavior. I have grandchildren that are living on that street and there are a lot of other little
children in that area making it a poor spot for one. It’s just not worth the danger and risk it



would put the kids in. Please consider a different location that wouldn’t provide as much risk to
our children and community.

Sincerely,
Kellie Murphy

#5 Email Received 7/10/2024 at 10:20am

I am completely in agreement that halt way homes are a great way to help people get back into a
productive lifestyle. However, my concern is with the placement of the one you are currently
planning on opening in Grantsville. A neighborhood that type of house is located in is extremely
important. A neighborhood with a lot of young children would not be appropriate. Perhaps a
more rural setting with the homes farther apart would work better. Please consider carefully the
location. Thank you.

Jena Langford

#6 Email Received 7/11/2024 at 4:44pm
July 11, 2024

Dear Grantsville Planning & Zoning Commission,

We would like to express concerns with the zoning adjustment request (conditional use permit)
for 119 Waterhole Way. Approving this permit for a Sober Living Home / Transitional Treatment
Home will negatively impact our neighborhood. We have lived here for over a decade and put a
lot of time, energy, and service into our great community. Our kids have enjoyed Farm Camp,
participating in Little League sports, and extracurricular school activities. We support local
businesses, volunteer with the schools and with other activities whenever possible. We want
Grantsville to grow in positive ways! We know this would be a negative change.

Allowing the stated permitted use of this property would create a disjointed flow of this
neighborhood. Over 70 single-family homes ... and on the same lot size, a 24-hour treatment
facility business? No. This is not the place. There is not enough space here to adequately serve
that business. It also seems the house itself would not allow enough room for common areas,
such as a kitchen/cafeteria, visiting rooms, laundry, or other amenities needed for 7-12
individuals (more than just bedrooms). And where will the 24/7 staff be staying? Also this would
increase traffic flow and disturb the peaceful neighborhood environment. Grantsville already has
a transitional treatment facility on 159 W Vine St. It was approved in February of 2023. That
isn’t a lot of time to verify the effects it will have on the community before adding another. How
is this facility benefiting Grantsville City? Will it still be beneficial in 5 years, 10 years? Do we
(as city residents) really think another will be a good idea? How has it impacted that
neighborhood? Do the residents living near that business feel it enriches their lives? We have
spoken with people in Cache County, Utah who are also in a small community, with limited



public services such as transportation and job opportunities. They have a similar group home that
has been there much longer. It is located in a larger structure, but still next door to family homes.
Their report is that it is bad news! The residents of the transitional home don’t seem to be
making progress, people of questionable character are often sitting around outside. The families
there can no longer have their children play outside safely. They’ve also seen the facility switch
between housing different groups and ages, and it’s all the same for the neighbors: trouble. If this
Grantsville location is approved, the homeowners would have no say in what’s happening in
their neighborhood. The group home occupants could be changed by the business’s discretion.
How is the business funded? Is the state paying for it? Does Grantsville City get extra financial
kickback by having this facility within its boundaries? How does it help Grantsville at all? And if
so, is that worth the trade-off of potentially damaging the future of this neighborhood?

***Please see attached news articles regarding group homes and residential treatment centers™**

From the NBC article “Residential Treatment Centers put profits ahead of children’s safety”
www.nbcenews.com ): “Residential Facilities... in a system that optimizes profit over the
well-being and safety of children... often pack the facilities to capacity and fail to hire adequate
qualified staff... Flaws that are endemic to the operating model of the companies, which treat
children as payouts” (NBC News, June 12, 2024) “American tax dollars are funding these
facilities...some of which receive over $1,200 per day, per child from the Medicaid program. The
experiences and trauma these kids are left with reads like something from a horror novel.” (NBC
News, June 12, 2024)

Are the owners of the proposed sober living home qualified to meet the demands of such a
facility? Do they have the licensure, education, and training to deal with the variety of problems
and challenges that residents of the group home will have? Will there be enough qualified staff
there? How is this guaranteed to continue throughout the existence of the business? We have
checked Utah’s Division of Professional Licensing ( https://dopl.utah.gov ) and Utah’s Division
of Corporations and Commercial Code ( Utah.gov ) and have found no licensing for the potential
owners of the group home (Savannah Bushman, Michael Bushman, and Safe Harbor). If a
facility like this is not run well, it will be a disaster for both the group home participants and the
community. Currently in our neighborhood there are more than 60 children living within close
walking distance of the proposed Group Home. Many kids are often playing right outside this
property, in a quiet circle of the neighborhood. If the group home houses children, they will
influence our community too. There will be a revolving door of occupants with various traumatic
life experiences interacting with our neighborhood’s impressionable kids. Stable environments
allow healthy growth. We need to protect our community’s most precious asset: the children,
because they are the future. Placing a group home in the middle of a stable neighborhood creates
constant change, chaos, and other challenges. This is not good for our children or for our future.
The facility would be “open for business” 24/7. This is not conducive to a family schedule. The
business would be required to have constant camera surveillance, why? Probably because things



have historically “gone wrong” at some point with this type of group home. It seems that the real
question is not “if” something goes wrong, but “when” and “how often.” Individuals who have
been in prison for drug charges and successfully completed a rehabilitation program would be
permitted to live in a facility like this. Statistics show that these people still have a 48% relapse
and rearrest rate (over 8yrs). And of those rearrests, 30% are drug related, and about 20%
violent. (see the chart on pg. 23: Recidivism and Federal Bureau of Prisons Programs: Drug
Program Participants Released in 2010 (ussc.gov) ) These numbers are too high to feel safe for
our family and neighbors!

**% Please see attached news articles regarding group homes and residential treatment centers
skekosk

From the Deseret News article “Victim loved helping troubled teens™ ( www.deseret.com ):
Regarding the murder of a group home worker (Raechale Elton), Johnson, a Weber State
criminal justice instructor of the victim, said “There are dangers in working in group homes for
troubled teens. In criminal justice we have these unexpected dangers that lurk, and that’s what
happened with her” (Deseret News, Feb 18, 2006)

We don’t want to invite something into our neighborhood that has a high potential to cause
personal damage/loss to our family or neighbors. This neighborhood is a great place for families
and kids, not for a group home facility. Due to the layout of the neighborhood, accessing the
property requires going past nearly every other house in the neighborhood. It would impact the
WHOLE neighborhood. The owner of the facility has no guarantee for the safety, comfort, or
general welfare of those within the vicinity of the group home. Are they installing surveillance
cameras and security gates for OUR properties...? Is that really a family-oriented lifestyle? Also,
if approved, the owners would no longer be living in the neighborhood with their family.
Probably because they don’t want their own children subject to that environment. The business
description states they will not accept individuals with violent or sex offense histories. What’s
considered a non-violent crime? Among the top of the list are theft and drugs. Not things we
want around our neighborhood. Also, just because it doesn’t show up on someone’s criminal
history doesn’t mean it couldn’t happen in the future. There are “unexpected dangers that lurk”
as the Weber State criminal justice professor stated about the murder case.

This business is aiming to reintegrate individuals into society and maintain jobs with sobriety.
Can Grantsville adequately support that? The resources needed to support that idea are not
readily available nearby. Recent high school graduates with no criminal background are finding
it challenging to get employment here. Transportation would also be a problem. If these group
home residents aren’t working, what will they be doing? If this change was approved, it would
negatively impact the salability of homes in the neighborhood. Because, honestly, who wants to
live and raise a family next to a hazard? No one. Are the time and presence we have contributed
to our community in helping build it to become a safe environment being completely



disregarded? It feels as if our goodness and kindness is being exploited, while the potential
business owner walks away with a monthly profit. Many of our neighbors agree that this would
be a terrible and inadequate placement for a sober living home/ transitional treatment home. (See
attached petition with 77 signatures of neighbors most closely affected) Please listen to the voice
of the people in denying this permit use in our neighborhood!

Concerned citizens,
Paul Johnson
Amanda Johnson

(see also petition received)

#7 Email Received 7/12/2024 at 12:22pm
Dear Grantsville City

I am writing to express my strong opposition to the proposal for establishing a safe house in our
residential neighborhood. While I understand the necessity of providing support for individuals
transitioning out of the criminal justice system, placing such a facility within a residential area
raises significant concerns that cannot be overlooked.

1. Public Safety Concerns

Our neighborhood is home to many families with young children who play and walk to school
daily. Studies have shown that recidivism rates among individuals released from correctional
facilities remain a pressing concern. According to the Bureau of Justice Statistics, nearly 68% of
released prisoners were re-arrested within three years, and 77% were re-arrested within five
years of release. The presence of individuals with a high likelihood of re-offending in a
neighborhood filled with children poses an undeniable risk. The safety of our children must be
our top priority, and introducing this element into our community threatens that safety.

2. Lack of Accessible Amenities and Employment Opportunities

Our neighborhood lacks essential amenities and employment opportunities within walking
distance, making it unsuitable for a safe house. The residents here rely on personal vehicles for
most errands and activities, as there are no nearby stores, public transportation options, or
support services. There are also no local businesses or industries where residents of the safe
house could easily find employment. This isolation would not only inconvenience the safe house
residents but also potentially increase loitering and trespassing as they seek access to necessary
services and jobs.

3. Impact on Property Values



The introduction of a safe house can have a detrimental effect on local property values. Research
indicates that the presence of correctional facilities or halfway houses in residential areas can
lead to a decrease in property values. A study by the Federal Reserve Bank of Philadelphia found
that homes within a half-mile of a halfway house experienced a reduction in property values by
up to 8.2%. This decline in property value affects the financial well-being of all homeowners in
the vicinity.

4. Community Resources and Stability

Residential neighborhoods are typically designed to provide a stable and secure environment for
families. The integration of a safe house could strain local resources, including law enforcement,
healthcare services, and community support networks. Additionally, the presence of such a
facility may cause anxiety and fear among residents, especially parents of young children,
disrupting the social fabric and overall sense of community.

5. Zoning and Land Use Regulations

Most residential neighborhoods are governed by strict zoning laws that dictate the appropriate
use of land to maintain the character and integrity of the area. The introduction of a safe house is
likely to contravene these regulations, setting a precedent for future deviations that could further
alter the neighborhood's landscape. It is crucial to adhere to zoning regulations to preserve the
intended residential nature of our community.

6. Alternative Solutions

While it is essential to support individuals in their reintegration into society, alternative solutions
must be considered. Safe houses should be located in areas that are better equipped to handle the
unique challenges they present, such as commercial zones or areas with more robust support
infrastructure. This approach ensures that the needs of these individuals are met without
compromising the safety and stability of residential neighborhoods.

In conclusion, while the goal of providing support for individuals transitioning from the criminal
justice system is commendable, placing a safe house in a residential neighborhood filled with
children, lacking accessible amenities and employment opportunities, poses significant risks to
public safety, property values, community stability, and zoning integrity. I urge you to reconsider
this proposal and seek alternative locations that better align with the needs of both the residents
and the individuals requiring support.

Thank you for your attention to this critical matter.
Sincerely,
Brian Peterson

150 Aspen Wav




#8 Email Received 7/17/2024 at 3:28pm
Dear Ms. Bassett,

We are writing in reference to the public hearing on the Sober Living Home on Waterhole Way.
We are not able to attend the public hearing, but we would like to make it known that we are
concerned about the possible location of this Home. We live close by (Dry Creek Circle) and
have two small children. We’re also aware of many other children within our small
neighborhood. Our concern is for the safety of these children. This type of Home may bring
situations to the area that could put the children in the neighborhood in unsafe situations. We ask
that you take this concern into consideration as you make a decision.

Thank you,

Camille & Nickolas Coons

#9 Email Received 7/17/2024 :S0pm
Grantsville City Planning and Commission,

This email is regarding the rezoning of 119 Waterhole Way, for a sober living home. I am
strongly opposed to allowing Savannah Bushman to own and operate Safe Harbor Sober Living.
My decision is nothing against Savannah, and her family, but instead based on my personal
experience with close family and friends with a drug addiction.

I have lost both friends, and family, to drug addiction and have watched my sister battle
addiction for 20+ years. I know the effects it has on a family, as my mom raised my nieces and
nephew as their legal guardian from the ages of newborn, 3, and 5 because of my sister's battle
with drug addiction. I have seen all the struggles that come with addiction. I fully understand the
need for sober living and other resources to help addicts become clean and sober, but because of
what I know and have experienced with sober living houses, I do not want one in my
neighborhood for the reasons of increased crimes, reduced safety, and reduced home valves.

I understand that sober living houses are a privilege only available to non-violent criminals, and
require a completion of a drug course to be accepted, but it is also inevitable there will be
relapses and altercations that cannot always be controlled. When these events happen, people
tend to act in very dangerous and harmful ways towards themselves and/or others by either
committing violence, vandalizing, and/or theft. I have personally seen family members harm and
steal from the people that love them most. Not because they are a bad person but because they
lose control while under the influence of drugs, or withdrawing and needing their fix. If an addict
is willing to commit these acts towards family, they would have no problem doing it to the
residents of our community. The residents should not have to experience or witness these events,
especially with the impact they can have on children. This is concerning and not fair to the
residents to have to deal with this, at no fault of their own.



This neighborhood has many children that still enjoy playing outside. Parents have never had to
worry about their child’s safety, and children have always felt safe playing in the neighborhood. I
believe this sober living house would change all of that. Sober living homes tend to bring more
traffic to the area from many people coming and going. These homes house multiple people at
one time, and usually for short periods of times, meaning that there will always be a revolving
door of people inside and outside of the home. This can put residents on edge and uncomfortable
in their own home and neighborhood due to the increase in traffic of unknown people, with
unknown backgrounds. This will end that feeling of a quiet small-town neighborhood that we all
love and enjoy.

It does not take very much research to find that sober living homes will reduce surrounding home
values. A study out of Philadelphia by the Federal Reserve Bank estimates any home within a
half-mile of a sober living house can see a reduction in home valves by 8.2%. With today’s
housing market, many of us do not have the means to move away if the sober living home was to
be approved. So, instead, the residents of this neighborhood would be left to deal with the effects
the home would bring. The introduction of a sober living home would negatively impact the
equity of everyone’s home in the neighborhood, which in today’s economy, is not something
many families can afford.

I do understand that sober living homes can be beneficial and a positive thing for recovering
addicts. However, I do believe there are better locations that will not wreak havoc on a
small-town community due to increased crime, reduced safety, and diminishing home valves. [
would hope that the members of Grantsville City Planning and Commission would consider
these concerns and make the best decision for our community to keep our city safe and desirable
for years to come.

Best,
Trevor Lujan

#10 Email Received 7/17/2024 at 9:39pm
We would like this to be considered for the meeting.

After careful thought and consideration, I do not think it is in the best interest of our
neighborhood or community to put a transitional home on our street. [ have grown up very close
to situations with recovering addicts and they do get better (sometimes), but it is oftentimes a
long a grueling path for them to get better. Within the first year out of treatment alone 80% will
relapse. I’ve watched my sister in-law relapse time and time again with alcohol and recently over
the last 2 years [ have watched my brother try to get clean off heroin. Things go great while they
are clean, but one slip and it can turn bad quickly. When things get bad there can be public
altercations, screaming and yelling, all the way to potential full-on fights, possibly finding drugs
or paraphernalia around. As well as creating a potential higher need for police involvement. I



have worked hard and tried to choose very carefully where to raise my family and keep my child
out of these environments. My brother I mentioned before, lives in the city where there are tons
of resources (i.e. day programs, public transportation, hospitals, ERs and activities to stay busy)
and he still has had a hard time. I do not believe Grantsville has the resources a recovering addict
needs readily available. Most resources are in Tooele or out towards SLC. 25 minutes is a long
time when someone potentially needs help. Especially when relying on public transportation. I
also think by opening this Transitional house it will take away from the resources we are already
shorthanded on.

With the unknowns and how fast situations can change in this house/environment; I also worry
about the kids in our neighborhood. This house is placed right in the middle of the street where
there are lots of little kids constantly out playing and running around. It has been stated this will
be for non-violent offenders and for females. How long will that stay the case though. Will there
be a new meeting if these things change? My sad truth is Drug and Alcohol addiction, and
recovery, can quickly turn violent from the things I have already experienced firsthand. Relapse
can also bring more issues that can bleed into the neighborhood.

This will also more than likely hit the whole neighborhood financially as well. This will drop our
property values that we have all worked so hard for. I feel like if Grantsville allows this house to

move to a Sober living/Transitional home, it will come to negatively affect the neighborhood and
community I have come to love in the last 4 years.

Thanks,

Bradley and Jamie Tolman

#11 Email Received 7/17/2024 at 11:31pm

To whom it may concern:
We live on Wilrose Dr. around the corner from the proposed sober living/Transitional home.
There are way too many kids in the neighborhood to have ex cons trying to get back on their feet.

Also there are not that many places for employment in Grantsville as is. It is all around the
wrong location for such a house. The idea is great, the location is horrible too many kids in the
neighborhood, not really any jobs in town, it's a great way to drop the property values of all the
homes in the neighborhood hood too.

No one is going to want to move into an neighborhood that has a transitional home in it,
especially if they have kids.



Would you want a transitional home/sober living in your neighborhood or next door to your
family and kids??

There is no way to regulate who gets housing there or what their record/background is.

Do you want dugs and alcohol in a family neighborhood? I get it is a sober living, BUT people
only change IF they want to.

Who is helping them rehab their lives? Are they trained, licensed professionals?? Or just
someone trying to be helpful who doesn't have the proper training and skill set to actually help
these individuals straighten their lives out?

Once their old friends find out where they are, then you have more ex cons in the neighborhood
possibly trying to push drugs, alcohol or maybe even try to kidnap children in the area and traffic
or abuse them physically or sexually or worse murder.

Please, my wife and I urge you NOT to approve the conditional permit for the the safe
harbor/sober living/ transitional treatment home.

Who is going to be offering the said treatment? Are they certified, licensed professionals??

Or is it just someone who thinks they can help people get on their feet and TRY to straighten
their lives out?

These people need a better location for them to get on their feet and TRY to straighten out their
lives, not in our neighborhood.

Thank you for your time,
Mike & Erica Sticht

#12 Email Recei 7/18/2024 at 9:24am
Jaina,

My name is Mark Baker and I live at 46 Barbed Wire Circle in Grantsville. I wanted to send you
an email to express my concerns with the plan to convert one of my neighbors homes into a
Transitional Treatment Home.

Let me start by sharing with you that I spent 5 years working at the highest residential treatment
level for at risk youth and foster youth. I was a “live-in” behavioral specialist that oversaw the
care and treatment for up to 10-11 teenage girls at a time and also a consultant to 20+ treatment
foster parents. I was responsible in working with these at risk youth in helping them overcome
behavioral issues with included, Self-Harm, Suicidal Ideation, Trauma from Sexual Abuse,
Trauma from Physical Abuse, Drug Use, Alcohol Use, and more. I lived in a home with these



youth 24/7, along with my wife, and supervised 3 other Associate Staff Members who worked in
the home during the day. [ worked directly with these youth myself and also supervised and
trained my treatment level foster parents how to work with these at risk youth and their
behaviors. I've helped them achieve nationally recognized certifications in the behavioral
teaching model adopted by the non profit organization and in short - I have experience with a
"live-in" treatment program.

While I worked directly with these youth, I was required to also work with their parents who
often times were completing some sort of recovery program that would be similar to the
proposed program being reviewed for approval at this time. I have learned first hand the
difficulties the parents have had with drug and alcohol recovery and I’ve seen many of these
parents work very hard to complete their program so they could be reunited with their children in
my care. | have great compassion for these parents who are in these programs and am a strong
supporter of the programs available to help them with recovery so they may one day be reunited
with their children.

My concerns with this transitional treatment home is not that I don’t believe in the program, but
rather that having a “live-in” program in a small neighborhood full of children could be
detrimental to the life of a child or many children. Every youth placed in my care or in the care
of my treatment foster parents had a very similar story - Parents were on drugs, did drugs in front
of their children, neglected the children, abused the children, children developed PTSD/Trauma
related behaviors and were placed in home after home, program after program, therapist after
therapist, medication after medication. It was and is heartbreaking to me to think of the damage
and hurt that these parents have caused to their own children that even with the perfect therapist,
medications, etc... their life will never be the same.

In the 5 years I worked in my career in Social Work, I never saw a program that allowed
recovering addicts to live in a home that was in a neighborhood with small children. These
programs for the parents I worked with were in commercial areas or in larger cities that have
large buildings near businesses that have apartment style living accommodations. There was
plenty of resources nearby to support the program such as, hospitals, doctors, therapists, law
enforcement, closer to majority of employees as support staff lived near by, etc... I am highly
concerned that placing them in a house in a neighborhood will expose the many young children
to potential risks, such as drugs, alcohol from relapses. The majority of the children I worked
with were Sexually abused by their parents or another family member. I would worry that the
children living in the neighborhood could be exposed to these risks when a program participant
has a moment of relapse.

In the experience I have had, only about 4 out of 10 program participants in treatment home
programs for addicts are ever able to fully become sober. And out of these 4 program participants



100% of them have had to complete their program multiple times before they are successful with
Sobriety.

In short, I would humbly and emphatically ask that you not allow the transitional treatment home
to be approved. For the safety of the children and not in opposition of programs like this, but
rather the location of this program. The risks are just too great to take. I wish you and everyone
involved in this decision process had the first hand experiences I have had... Standing on a roof
top in the middle of the night stopping a youth from jumping off, working with police because a
youth picked up an axe and chased the other youth in the home with it, night after night of
calling police to find a youth before they hurt themselves, picking up youth who were found
doing drugs and skipping school, and story and story like these over a 5 year period.

I am very compassionate and love the youth and parents I worked with, but I want to make sure
they get the help they need without causing hurt to another innocent youth nearby in the
neighborhood. I have 3 children of my own who play outside with other friends in the
neighborhood. I want them to be free to be a kid and not worry about being exposed to the world
of those recovering from the choices they have made. I want Grantsville to remain a rich family
friendly enviornment that continues to foster the “keep your doors unlocked” feel to its
community members. I feel that putting a program like this in the wrong location is really going
to change Grantsville and the small neighborhood I live in. And I really plead with you to vote
“NO” to approving my neighbor’s request to turn their small neighborhood home into a large
treatment home. (By the way, the treatment home I lived in was on large acreage away from
small neighborhood full of children).

Please, Please do not approve this transitional treatment home. There are better options for these
programs in better locations that can still support the people who need these programs.

Thank you for your time and consideration to please not pass this transitional treatment home
request.

Mark Baker

#13 Email Received 7/18/2024 at 9:43am
Good Morning,

I would like to express my strong objection for the proposed conditional use permit for Savannah
Bushman to own and operate a sober living Home/Transitional Treatment home at 119 N
Waterhole Way.

My understanding is that the Bushmans do not have a license to run a sober living facility. I also
understand that it is a requirement in the state of Utah to be licensed and undergo background
checks for this type of venture. I have had the opportunity to look over the Ms. Bushman's



proposal information and I personally feel that granting a permit to her based on the information
that she has given would be unwise. The information they have submitted is very vague and
gives no specific details about how they plan to accomplish the things that they state they will
do. This type of business would require a great deal of planning, preparation, and capital. They
have given no information that would indicate that they are capable of providing the services
described. Also, they have given no information about their financial situation and their ability
to pay staff or other professionals that they mention in the description. The average salary for a
sober living home manager, in the state of Utah, is $20 per hour. If they plan to staff the home
24 hours a day, they will need to be prepared to pay said manager(s) nearly 15,000 in the first
month. This is only one cost to be considered when running this home. Are they prepared to
pay this amount right out of the gate? They also mention offering counseling sessions and
educational workshops which would incur more cost.

The information provided about the residence is also inaccurate. They describe the home as a
2,900 square foot home. This is grossly inaccurate. The home is only 2,350 square feet. They
also state that there isare up to 5 parking spaces, where there are 4 maximum. Also, given the
amount of residents and staff to be living in this home, I feel that the size of the home is
inadequate.

I object to bringing recovering addicts into our neigborhood. I have read up on sober living
facilities and the information I have come across indicates that there is a fairly high occurrence
of relapse. This would potentially bring drugs and dealers into our little neighborhood. I do not
want my kids or any of our neighbors' kids being exposed to drug use, paraphernalia, or being
introduced to drugs.

Lastly, I think that the location is a poor choice. There are inadequate jobs, emergent medical
care, or mental health providers in close proximity, especially for people who may not have
access to transportation.

I feel it would be in poor judgment to grant this conditional use permit to Ms. Bushman based on
the lack of preparation, licensing, poor location, and safety issues when it comes to other
residents in the neighborhood.

Sincerely,
Chris Chidester

62 Dry Creek Circle

b) Proposed rezone of parcel 01-043-0-0017 from zoning designation A-10 to MD,
located at approximately 791 N. Burmester Rd.

No comments.



¢) Proposed amendment to the Grantsville City Land Use and Management Code
Chapter 13 (Zoning District Establishment) to include the Mixed Use District, as
outlined in Chapter 19a.

No comments.

d) Proposed amendment to the Grantsville City Land Use and Management Code
Section 21.2.11 (Subdivision Regulations — Determination of Appropriate Process) to
reference the correct Utah State Code.

No comments.

AGENDA
1. Consideration of the proposed conditional use permit for Savannah Bushman to own and

operate Safe Harbor, a Sober Living Home/ Transitional Treatment Home, located at 119
N. Waterhole Way in the RM-7 zone.

Savannah Bushman was present to speak on this agenda item. She stated that she read through
the concerns that were expressed, and she hears them . She stated that it is not a halfway home or
treatment facility, but would provide a safe place for women that want to reconnect with their
children. She noted that there are four registered sex oftfenders in their neighborhood, but does
not see residents complaining about them. She stated that her own son plays with several of the
residents’ children, and understands the concerns for children. She stated that the women seeking
the support this home would provide, are women in the neighborhood churches and other areas
they interact with. She stated that these women often feel alone and judged, but they deserve the
same quality of life as everyone else. She stated that she is a recovered addict herself, and was
given the opportunity of a second chance like this home, which gave her the life she has. She
stated that she proposed this home because she does love the community and the people in it. She
stated that this home would be an opportunity for those already in the community that need a
little extra help. She stated that there is on-demand UTA and carpools available for
transportation. She stated that those admitted to this home would not have any violent charges
like murder or sex offenses, and would have already successfully completed a treatment
program. She stated that she has requests from three women in the community, if this permit was
to be approved.

Vice-Chair Derek Dalton asked how long most residents would live in the home, and Ms.
Bushman clarified that 6 months is a typical length of a stay, until residents can get on their feet.
Vice-Chair Dalton noted that he had concerns about parking, and Ms. Bushman stated that most
residents would not have vehicles of their own to park on site.

Vice-Chair Dalton noted that there is an existing facility like this one in Grantsville for men, and
that it is not at full capacity. He expressed his appreciation for Ms. Bushman’s passion, as well as
the community’s concerns. Commissioner Jeff Downward stated that he has loved ones that were



not given the opportunity this home would offer, but also has concerns about parking. Chair Rick
Barchers echoed concerns about parking. Chair Barchers noted that a conditional use permit may
not be required for a home like this with five residents or less. Zoning Administrator Shelby
Moore stated that it would still be a conditional use. It was noted that this would need further
research.

Chair Barchers stated that when the Planning Commission reviewed a previous permit like this
one, the applicant stated that it was common practice to have two individuals per room, and
asked if that was the case in Ms. Bushman’s experience. Ms. Bushman stated that this is not
common practice, and there are issues in some facilities where residents are being overcrowded.

Chair Barchers stated that if this permit were to be approved, he would like to add the condition
that any change to what was included in the application, including ownership, must come before
the Planning Commission for approval. He noted that this would be in addition to the conditions
listed in the staff report. Ms. Bushman stated that she was aware of the staff’s conditions and is
prepared to meet those and this additional condition.

Commissioners stated that their main concern is parking, and that they will need to research
further, and consult experts on the matter. They noted that businesses are held to a different
standard than residential homes. It was noted that this proposal will be revisited at the next
Planning Commission meeting on August 1st.

Jeff Downward made a motion to table the proposed conditional use permit for
Savannah Bushman to own and operate Safe Harbor, a Sober Living Home/
Transitional Treatment Home, located at 119 N. Waterhole Way in the RM-7 zone.
Rick Barchers seconded the motion. The vote is as follows: Derek Dalton “Nay,”
Jeff Downward “Aye,” Rick Barchers “Aye.” The motion carried and the item was
tabled.

2. Consideration of the allowance for Deseret Meadows (formerly Deseret Commons), to
allow them to continue with the application submitted in 2022 and the City Codes in place
at that time.

Zoning Administrator Shelby Moore was present to speak on this item, as well as Thane Smith
with The Romney Group. Ms. Moore stated that this application was previously submitted and
withdrawn by Jeff Allen, and now The Romney Group would like to proceed with it. She stated
that the land use code specifies a time limit of one year, which has been exceeded, and that it is
the responsibility of an applicant to complete due diligence and identify the time period in which
an application is no longer active.

Mr. Smith stated that there have been several state and City code changes since this application
was submitted. He noted that while the City code changes are minor, there are large changes in
State code including the requirement for engineering on preliminary plats. He also stated that



applications lie with the property owner, not the applicant, and the property owner did not know
that this application was pulled. He stated that the original idea in August 2022 was to create a
PUD to reduce overall density in the area, and to create a more affordable community.

Chair Barchers read section 21.2.1 regarding diligence as listed in the staff report, and asked Mr.
Smith if he felt they met this requirement. Mr. Smith stated that they were making ample
progress at the time the application was pulled in April 2023. Chair Barchers stated that he
understands the code regarding diligence to mean that they would be unable to grant an
extension on this application. Commissioners Downward and Dalton stated their agreement, and
expressed concerns in applying code that is not current to new applications.

Rick Barchers made a motion to table the allowance for Deseret Meadows (formerly
Deseret Commons), to allow them to continue with the application submitted in
2022 and the City Codes in place at that time, until the end of the meeting when a
legal opinion can be obtained from the City Attorney. Derek Dalton seconded the
motion. The vote is as follows: Derek Dalton “Aye,” Jeff Downward “Aye,” Rick
Barchers “Aye.” The motion carried unanimously.

Ms. Moore read a text message from City Attorney Dallin Littlefield which said, “I agree with
you about Deseret Commons. If they submitted an application in 2022 and “they [have] not
completed a stage or [they’ve failed] to make a progress report to the planning commission”
within 365 days, then they need to restart and resubmit their application (which would then apply
current 2024 ordinances when they resubmit their application).”

Rick Barchers made a motion to recommend denial of the allowance for Deseret
Meadows (formerly Deseret Commons), to allow them to continue with the
application submitted in 2022 and the City Codes in place at that time, until the end
of the meeting when a legal opinion can be obtained from the City Attorney. Derek
Dalton seconded the motion. The vote is as follows: Derek Dalton “Aye,” Jeff
Downward “Aye,” Rick Barchers “Aye.” The motion carried unanimously and the
proposal was denied.

3. Discussion of proposed rezone of parcel 24-018-0-00R from zoning designation A-10 to
MD, located at approximately 791 N. Burmester Rd.

Zoning Administrator Shelby Moore was present to speak on this item. She noted that this item
was requested by the City, as the road originally was going to have two hard 90 degree angle
turns. It was noted that the purpose of this was to reconfigure it to meet required standards, and
to be in the right-of-way.

Aqua Consultant Shay Stark was present on Zoom and noted that if the road needed to be
widened, a portion of the Lawrence Brothers property would need to be purchased to
accommodate that.



It was noted that the parcel number on the public notice is different from the parcel number on
the staff report, and the City attorney would need to determine if public noticing would need to
be redone or not.

Rick Barchers made a motion to table the proposed rezone of parcel 24-018-0-00R
from zoning designation A-10 to MD, located at approximately 791 N. Burmester
Rd., until the end of the meeting when a legal opinion can be obtained from the City
Attorney. Derek Dalton seconded the motion. The vote is as follows: Derek Dalton
“Aye,” Jeff Downward “Aye,” Rick Barchers “Aye.” The motion carried
unanimously.

Ms. Moore read a text message from City Attorney Dallin Littlefield which said, “No, the
incorrect parcel number on the Burmester noticing won’t be an issue. In fact, the incorrect parcel
number is the parcel number that still shows on the County Parcel Viewer. I noticed they’ve also
said “791 N Burmester Road,” and that’s sufficient notice between those two items. I don’t think
anyone would reasonably mistake which property is being up for rezoning consideration.” Ms.
Moore replied with a text message which said, “The parcel on the noticing was 24-018-0-00R
but the staff report shows 01-043-0-0017.” City Attorney Littletield replied with a text message
which said, “Oh okay. I still believe it’s not an issue, even then t00.”

Jeff Downard made a motion to make agenda item number three an action item.
Derek Dalton seconded the motion. The vote is as follows: Derek Dalton “Aye,” Jeff
Downward “Aye,” Rick Barchers “Aye.” The motion carried unanimously.

Rick Barchers made a motion to recommend approval of the proposed rezone of
parcel 24-018-0-00R from zoning designation A-10 to MD, located at approximately
791 N. Burmester Rd. Derek Dalton seconded the motion. The vote is as follows:
Derek Dalton “Aye,” Jeff Downward “Aye,” Rick Barchers “Aye.” The motion
carried unanimously.

4. Discussion of the proposed Final plat for the Townhomes at Presidents Park, located at
approximately 815 S. Washington Ave.

Mike Colson and Barry Bunderson were present to speak on this agenda item. It was noted that
the streets are private roads, and basins will be maintained by the HOA. It was also noted that
driveways do meet the City’s requirements and are 25 feet deep.

Derek Dalton made a motion to make agenda item number four an action item. Rick
Barchers seconded the motion. The vote is as follows: Derek Dalton “Aye,” Jeff
Downward “Aye,” Rick Barchers “Aye.” The motion carried unanimously.

Derek Dalton made a motion to recommend approval of the proposed Final plat for
the Townhomes at Presidents Park, located at approximately 815 S. Washington



Ave. Jeff Downward seconded the motion. The vote is as follows: Derek Dalton
“Aye,” Jeff Downward “Aye,” Rick Barchers “Aye.” The motion carried
unanimously.

Rick Barchers made a motion to revisit agenda item number two, after receiving the
opinion of legal counsel. Jeff Downward seconded the motion. The vote is as follows:
Derek Dalton “Aye,” Jeff Downward “Aye,” Rick Barchers “Aye.” The motion
carried unanimously.

5. Discussion of the proposed Final plat for the Heritage Farms subdivision Phase 1, located
on Mormon Trail.

Mathew Christensen was present to speak on this agenda item. He noted that all lots are '2 acre
or larger. Vice-Chair Dalton asked if he was aware that a fee-in-lieu for open space would be
required as no open space is provided, and Mr. Christensen confirmed that they are aware of this.
Mr. Christensen clarified that while the preliminary plat is shown, phase 1 is for only 30 lots.

Chair Barchers asked if there are retention areas on private lots, and Mr. Christensen stated that
there are retention ponds in the areas colored purple. Chair Barchers requested that it be noted
for these areas to not be filled in by property owners.

Derek Dalton made a motion to make agenda item number five an action item. Jeff
Downward seconded the motion. The vote is as follows: Derek Dalton “Aye,” Jeff
Downward “Aye,” Rick Barchers “Aye.” The motion carried unanimously.

Derek Dalton made a motion to recommend approval of the proposed Final plat for
the Heritage Farms subdivision Phase 1, located on Mormon Trail, with the
condition that a fee-in-lieu for open space be paid in the amount of 10% of the
undeveloped land value. Rick Barchers seconded the motion. The vote is as follows:
Derek Dalton “Aye,” Jeff Downward “Aye,” Rick Barchers “Aye.” The motion
carried unanimously.

6. Consideration of the proposed plat amendment to vacate and amend lot 109 in Phase 1 of
the Cherry Wood Estates subdivision.

Mike DeCarlo and Krisel Travis were present to speak on this agenda item. It was noted that they
requested to make a presentation to provide further details on the proposal. Chair Barchers
approved this request.

Ms. Travis noted that there was a Zoom meeting between DR Horton and City Staff, where the
City Attorney stated it would be best for the City to own this basin. Zoning Administrator Shelby
Moore stated that this was accurate.



Commissioner Downward requested that DR Horton put gravel down on the outside of the fence
surrounding the basin, and in the park strip. Ms. Travis stated that they agree to this condition.

Ms. Travis requested that condition number three in the staff report be removed, as this basin was
previously inspected and accepted by the previous developer, and it is now out of warranty.

Jeff Downward made a motion to recommend approval of the proposed plat
amendment to vacate and amend lot 109 in Phase 1 of the Cherry Wood Estates
subdivision, with conditions one and two listed in the staff report, as well as the
condition that DR Horton landscape the outside of the fence and park strip with
gravel. Derek Dalton seconded the motion. The vote is as follows: Derek Dalton
“Nay,” Jeff Downward “Aye,” Rick Barchers “Aye.” The motion carried.

7. Consideration of the proposed plat amendment to lots 601 and 602 in the Cherry Grove
subdivision, making them into two buildable lots.

The applicant was not in attendance, but Zoning Administrator Shelby Moore was present to
answer questions. Chair Barchers asked who built Apple St. through the parcel, and Ms. Moore
stated that the developer did. The Commission expressed their desire to wait until the applicant is
present to make a decision on this.

Rick Barchers made a motion to table the proposed plat amendment to lots 601 and
602 in the Cherry Grove subdivision, making them into two buildable lots. Jeff
Downward seconded the motion. The vote is as follows: Derek Dalton “Aye,” Jeff
Downward “Aye,” Rick Barchers “Aye.” The motion carried unanimously.

8. Consideration of the proposed plat amendment to parcel A in the Cherry Grove
subdivision.

Rick Barchers made a motion to table the proposed plat amendment to parcel A in
the Cherry Grove subdivision. Jeff Downward seconded the motion. The vote is as
follows: Derek Dalton “Aye,” Jeff Downward “Aye,” Rick Barchers “Aye.” The
motion carried unanimously.

9. Discussion of the proposed amendment to the Grantsville City Land Use and
Management Code Chapter 13 (Zoning District Establishment) to include the Mixed Use
District, as outlined in Chapter 19a.

Derek Dalton made a motion to make agenda item number nine an action item. Rick
Barchers seconded the motion. The vote is as follows: Derek Dalton “Aye,” Jeff
Downward “Aye,” Rick Barchers “Aye.” The motion carried unanimously.

Rick Barchers made a motion to recommend approval of the proposed amendment
to the Grantsville City Land Use and Management Code Chapter 13 (Zoning



District Establishment) to include the Mixed Use District, as outlined in Chapter
19a. Derek Dalton seconded the motion. The vote is as follows: Derek Dalton “Aye,”
Jeff Downward “Aye,” Rick Barchers “Aye.” The motion carried unanimously.

10. Discussion of the proposed amendment to the Grantsville City Land Use and
Management Code Section 21.2.11 (Subdivision Regulations — Determination of
Appropriate Process) to reference the correct Utah State Code.

Derek Dalton made a motion to make agenda item number ten an action item. Jeff
Downward seconded the motion. The vote is as follows: Derek Dalton “Aye,” Jeff
Downward “Aye,” Rick Barchers “Aye.” The motion carried unanimously.

Jeff Downward made a motion to recommend approval of the proposed amendment
to the Grantsville City Land Use and Management Code Chapter 13 (Zoning
District Establishment) to include the Mixed Use District, as outlined in Chapter
19a. Rick Barchers seconded the motion. The vote is as follows: Derek Dalton “Aye,”
Jeff Downward “Aye,” Rick Barchers “Aye.” The motion carried unanimously.

11. Consideration of the proposed adoption of the West Bank and Northwest Area Master
Development Plan and Capital Facilities Plan.

Aqua Consultant Shay Stark was present on Zoom to speak on this agenda item. He described
some modifications that were made, based on the requests received previously. He noted that the
purpose of page 23 was to look at the highest possible density in the area, while page 24 shows
the properties currently vested with specific development rights.

Chair Barchers noted that in looking at page 25, labeled the Update Future Land Use Map, he
understands that to mean that the City would be adopting the map. Mr. Stark stated that a
General Plan Amendment must be requested and approved to do so, and that is not being
requested with this project. Mr. Stark suggested adding verbiage that labeled the map as a
potential Future Land Use Map.

Mr. Stark also suggested changing number two on page 28, to include verbiage stating that the
Planning Commission has no intention of amending the general plan to fit the maps in this
proposal. Vice-Chair Dalton requested that the numbering be corrected on page 28, as there are
currently two number 3’s.

Rick Barchers made a motion to recommend approval of the proposed adoption of
the West Bank and Northwest Area Master Development Plan and Capital Facilities
Plan with the following conditions:

1. That the following be added onto number 2 on page 28 of the proposal: The
Planning Commission voted that this adoption does not indicate that they are



in favor of any amendment to the general plan, but that this document is for
guidance of the capital facilities plan only; and

2. That the name of the map on page 25 of the proposal be changed to
“Potential Updated Future Land Use Map”; and

3. That the numbering be corrected on page 28 of the proposal.

Jeff Downward seconded the motion. The vote is as follows: Derek Dalton “Aye,”
Jeff Downward “Aye,” Rick Barchers “Aye.” The motion carried unanimously.

12. Report from City Council Liaison.

City Council Liaison Rhett Butler was present and noted that a new City Attorney will be
employed by the second Planning Commission meeting in August.

He also noted that at the prior City Council meeting, Anderson Ranch 4E was discussed, and
they determined that an open space fee-in-lieu will be required of them, as recommended by the
Planning Commission.

He reminded the Commission of the upcoming joint meeting on July 31st, noting that the
meeting will begin at 7:00pm and is anticipated to be about 1 2 hours long.

13. Adjourn.

Derek Dalton made a motion to adjourn. Jeff Downward seconded the motion. The
vote is as follows: Derek Dalton “Aye,” Jeff Downward “Aye,” Rick Barchers “Aye.”
The motion carried unanimously. The meeting ended at 9:41 PM.



AGENDA ITEM #14

Report from Zoning Administrator.



AGENDA ITEM #15

Open Forum for Planning
Commissioners.



AGENDA ITEM #16
Report from City Council.



AGENDA ITEM #17
Adjourn.
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