N
INI\ WEST VALLEY CITY

Unity Pride Progress

The Regular Meeting of the West Valley City Council will be held on Tuesday, December 16, 2014,
at 6:30 PM, in the City Council Chambers, West Valley City Hall, 3600 Constitution Boulevard,
West Valley City, Utah. Members of the press and public are invited to attend.

Posted 12/11/2014, 9:00 a.m.

AGENDA
1. Call to Order
2. Roll Call
3. Opening Ceremony: Councilmember Lars Nordfelt
4. Special Recognitions

5. Approval of Minutes:
A. December 2, 2014 (Regular Meeting)

6. Comment Period:

(The comment period is limited to 30 minutes. Any person wishing to comment shall limit their
comments to five minutes. Any person wishing to comment during the comment period shall
request recognition by the Mayor. Upon recognition, the citizen shall approach the microphone.
All comments shall be directed to the Mayor. No person addressing the City Council during the
comment period shall be allowed to comment more than once during that comment period.
Speakers should not expect any debate with the Mayor, City Council or City Staff; however, the
Mayor, City Council or City Staff may respond within the 30-minute period.)

A. Public Comments

B. City Manager Comments

West Valley City does not discriminate on the basis of race, color, national origin, gender, religion, age or
disability in employment or the provision of services.

If you are planning to attend this public meeting and, due to a disability, need assistance in understanding
or participating in the meeting, please notify the City eight or more hours in advance of the meeting and we will try
to provide whatever assistance may be required. The person to contact for assistance is Sheri McKendrick.

3600 Constitution Blvd. West Valley City, UT 84119-3720 Phone (801) 966-3600 Fax (801) 966-8455
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C. City Council Comments

Public Hearings:

A. Accept Public Input Regarding the Adoption of an Impact Fee Facilities Plan,
Impact Fee Analysis and an Ordinance Amending Impact Fees
Action: Consider Resolution No. 14-190, Adopting an Impact Fees Facilities Plan
and Impact Fee Analysis
Action: Consider Ordinance No. 14-47, Amending Sections 1-2-202, 1-2-203, 1-
2-204, 1-2-205 and 1-2-206 of Title 1 of the West Valley City Code Regarding
Drainage, Park, Road, Fire and Police Impact Fees

Resolutions:

A. 14-191: Approve an Interlocal Cooperation Agreement Between West Valley
City and Other Participating Agencies, Including Salt Lake County, Utah County,
Sandy City, West Jordan City, Midvale City, South Salt Lake City and Draper
City for Utah Public Works Emergency Management Services

B. 14-192: Approve an Agreement with Avenue Consultants, Inc., for Professional
Engineering Services for Phase 2 of Fairbourne Station

C. 14-193: Approve an Agreement with Horrocks Engineers, Inc., to Provide
Professional Services for the Parkway Boulevard Reconstruction Project

D. 14-194: Authorize the Purchase of Taser Axon Flex Body Cameras for use by the
Police Department

Consent Agenda:

A. Reso. 14-195: Ratify the City Manager's Reappointment of Corey Rushton to the
Housing Authority Commission, Term: December 20, 2014 - December 31, 2019

B. Reso. 14-196: Ratify the City Manager's Reappointment of Steve Vincent to the
Housing Authority Commission, Term: December 20, 2014 - December 31, 2019

C. Reso. 14-197: Ratify the City Manager's Reappointment of Steve Buhler to the
Housing Authority Commission, Term: January 4, 2015 - December 31, 2019

D. Reso. 14-198: Ratify the City Manager's Appointment or Reappointment of
Members and an Executive Director of the City Cultural Arts Board (CAB)
Executive Board

E. Reso. 14-199: Ratify the City Manager's Appointment or Reappointment of

Members and a Chair of the Utah Cultural Celebration Center (UCCC) Advisory
Board
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F. Reso. 14-200: Ratify the City Manager's Appointment or Reappointment of
Members and a Chair of the Arts Council

G. Reso. 14-201: Ratify the City Manager's Appointment or Reappointment of
Members and a Chair of the Historical Society

H. Reso. 14-202: Ratify the City Manager's Appointment or Reappointment of
Members and a Chair of the Sister City Committee

L Reso. 14-203: Authorize the Execution and Recording of a Delay Agreement
with Michael Dahle for Property Located at 2632 West 3500 South

Upon Adjournment, the Mayor, Councilmembers and their Spouses will be Socializing at
a Holiday Dinner

Adjourn



MINUTES OF COUNCIL REGULAR MEETING - DECEMBER 2, 2014
-1-

THE WEST VALLEY CITY COUNCIL MET IN REGULAR SESSION ON TUESDAY,
DECEMBER 2, 2014, AT 6:30 P.M., IN THE COUNCIL CHAMBERS, WEST VALLEY CITY
HALL, 3600 CONSTITUTION BOULEVARD, WEST VALLEY CITY, UTAH. THE
MEETING WAS CALLED TO ORDER AND CONDUCTED BY MAYOR BIGELOW.

THE FOLLOWING MEMBERS WERE PRESENT:

Ron Bigelow, Mayor

Corey Rushton, Councilmember At-Large
Lars Nordfelt, Councilmember At-Large
Tom Huynh, Councilmember District 1
Steve Buhler, Councilmember District 2
Karen Lang, Councilmember District 3
Steve Vincent, Councilmember District 4

Paul Isaac, Acting City Manager
Sheri McKendrick, City Recorder

STAFF PRESENT:

Eric Bunderson, City Attorney

Jim Welch, Finance Director

Layne Morris, CPD Director

Kevin Astill, Parks and Recreation Director
John Evans, Fire Chief

Lee Russo, Police Chief

Sam Johnson, Strategic Communications Director
Steve Pastorik, Acting CED Director

Jake Arslanian, Acting Public Works Director
Steve Lehman, CED Department

Kevin Conde’, Administration

16821 OPENING CEREMONY
The Opening Ceremony was conducted by Tom Huynh who led the Pledge of
Allegiance to the Flag.
16822 APPROVAL OF MINUTES OF REGULAR MEETING HELD
NOVEMBER 18,2014

The Council read and considered Minutes of the Regular Council Meeting held
November 18, 2014. There were no changes, corrections or deletions.

After discussion, Councilmember Lang moved to approve the Minutes of the
Regular Council Meeting held November 18, 2014, as written. Councilmember
Huynh seconded the motion.
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A roll call vote was taken:

Mr. Vincent Yes
Ms. Lang Yes
Mr. Buhler Yes
Mr. Huynh Yes
Mr. Rushton Yes
Mr. Nordfelt Yes
Mayor Bigelow Yes

Unanimous.

PRESENTATION OF ENGLISH LANGUAGE AWARDS TO STUDENTS
FROM ENGLISH SKILLS LEARNING CENTER AND GRANITE PEAKS
LEARNING CENTER

Mayor Bigelow informed presentation of English Language awards to students
from the English Skills Learning Center and Granite Peaks Learning Center was
scheduled this night.

Upon invitation the following the students in attendance introduced themselves to
the City Council and told their country of origin.

Members of the City Council congratulated the award recipients on their
achievements and presented a certificate to each student.

COMMENT PERIOD
Upon inquiry by Mayor Bigelow, the following individuals addressed the City
Council during the comment period:

A. PUBLIC COMMENTS

David Madsen addressed the City Council and stated he represented the
Oquirrh Mountain Boy Scout District, Great Salt Lake Council. He
introduced other scoutmasters in attendance. He thanked West Valley
City and staff for assistance with a campout event held earlier this year on
the USANA Amphitheater property. He indicated he was looking forward
to doing this again at that location. As a token of appreciation, Mr.
Madsen presented commemorative patches for that event to members of
the City Council.

Rooster Jenson, Oquirrth Mountain District, addressed the City Council.
Mr. Jenson stated he was trying to reach out to all boys, not just those
from the LDS Church. He requested assistance from the Council and City
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staff who would be willing to help them reach out to other churches and
groups to establish additional community scout troops.

B. CITY COUNCIL COMMENTS
Councilmember Vincent discussed background information regarding how
the scouting event came together working with City staff and Jim McNeil,
owner of the USANA Amphitheater.

PUBLIC HEARING, ACCEPT PUBLIC INPUT REGARDING
APPLICATION NO. S-18-2014, FILED BY JOE CUNNINGHAM,
REQUESTING FINAL PLAT APPROVAL FOR COLT PLAZA III
SUBDIVISION — LOT 5 AMENDED AND EXTENDED, LOCATED AT
2938 SOUTH GLEN EAGLES DRIVE

Mayor Bigelow informed a public hearing had been advertised in order for the
City Council to hear and consider public comments regarding Application No. S-
18-2014, filed by Joe Cunningham, requesting final plat approval for Colt Plaza
IIT Subdivision — Lot 5 Amended and Extended, located at 2938 South Glen
Eagles Drive.

Mayor Bigelow presented proposed Ordinance No. 14-45 related to the proposal
to be considered by the City Council subsequent to the public hearing, and
incorporated information into the record as follows:

Proposed Ordinance No. 14-45 would approve the amendment of Lot 5 in the Colt
Plaza III Subdivision located at 2938 South Glen Eagles Drive. The purpose for
the plat amendment was to extend the subdivision by including two properties to
the west of the existing Lot 5.

The Colt Plaza III Subdivision had been recorded with the Salt Lake County
Recorder’s Office in January of 2006. The original subdivision plat consisted of
five lots. To the west of Lot 5 were two properties previously used for residential
and agricultural purpose. These properties recently came up for sale and were
purchased by the applicant.

In October of 2014 the applicant submitted a zone change application to the
Planning Commission. The request was to re-zone these properties from the ‘A’
zone to the ‘C-2’ zone, a change that the applicant believed was prudent given its
limited access and lack of visibility from 5600 West. The re-zone application had
been approved by the City Council in November 2014.

The applicant desired to extend the boundary of the original subdivision by
including these two parcels, with the intent to consolidate Lot 5 with the two
parcels creating one large lot. At a future date the property would be developed
with a commercial use.



16826

MINUTES OF COUNCIL REGULAR MEETING - DECEMBER 2, 2014

-4-

Access would be gained from Glen Eagles Drive to the east. At the present time,
Lot 5 was serviced from a 25-foot access drive, the same drive that would provide
access to the new lot. Currently, there were no plans to develop this property in
conjunction with vacant land to the north. However, should the property owners
come up with a plan to utilize both properties for a joint venture, access could
then be gained from the north as well.

Mayor Bigelow opened the public hearing. There being no one to speak in favor
or in opposition, Mayor Bigelow closed the public hearing.

ACTION: CONSIDER ORDINANCE NO. 14-45, APPROVING THE
AMENDMENT OF LOT 5 IN THE COLT PLAZA 111 SUBDIVISION

The City Council previously held a public hearing regarding Application No. S-
18-2014 and considered proposed Ordinance No. 14-45 that would approve the
amendment of Lot 5 in the Colt Plaza III Subdivision.

After discussion, Councilmember Vincent moved to approve Ordinance No. 14-
45, an Ordinance Approving the Amendment of Lot 5 in the Colt Plaza III

Subdivision. Councilmember Huynh seconded the motion.

A roll call vote was taken:

Mr. Vincent Yes
Ms. Lang Yes
Mr. Buhler Yes
Mr. Huynh Yes
Mr. Rushton Yes
Mr. Nordfelt Yes
Mayor Bigelow Yes
Unanimous.

PUBLIC HEARING, ACCEPT PUBLIC INPUT REGARDING
APPLICATION NO. S-16-2014, FILED BY JOE CUNNINGHAM,
REQUESTING FINAL PLAT APPROVAL FOR MOOSE LANDING
SUBDIVISION — LOT 1 AMENDED AND EXTENDED, LOCATED AT
4133 SOUTH COLT COURT

Mayor Bigelow informed a public hearing had been advertised in order for the
City Council to hear and consider public comments regarding Application No. S-
16-2014, filed by Joe Cunningham, requesting final plat approval for Moose
Landing Subdivision — Lot 1 Amended and Extended, located at 4133 South Colt
Court.
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Mayor Bigelow presented proposed Ordinance No. 14-46 related to the proposal
to be considered by the City Council subsequent to the public hearing, and
incorporated information into the record as follows:

Proposed Ordinance No. 14-46 would approve the amendment of Lot 1 in the
Moose Landing Subdivision located at 4133 South Colt Court. The proposed plat
amendment would create one new building lot within the original subdivision.
The Moose Landing Subdivision had been recorded in June of 1999 and the
original plat consisted of 11 lots on 4.6 acres.

The proposal would include modification to Lot 1 and from the adjacent parcel
fronting 4100 South. The end result would be the addition of a new building lot to
be known as Lot 1B.

Lot 1 had originally been platted as approximately 12,471 square feet, with the
parcel to the north being approximately .48 acres in size. While it had a detached
garage, the owners had apparently agreed to sell the southern portion to help in
the creation of the new lot. The remaining portion of their property would be part
of the new subdivision known as Lot 1C.

When the original subdivision was recorded, Lot 1 had a boundary that included
property on the west side of what would be Lot 1C. This was the area landscaped
with a meandering sidewalk and pine trees. The developer of Moose Landing
wanted a nice entry into the subdivision and this was the chosen method. In order
to keep this entry feature in place, the northwest portion of Lot 1B would have the
same configuration. Staff assumed that Mr. Cunningham would make provisions
to ensure this area was well kept and maintained.

Access to the new lots would be gained from Colt Court. Public improvements
along this right-of-way were installed by the developer of the original subdivision.
Any damage to existing improvements, or damage associated with new
construction would need to be repaired by the builder of the new lot. The
applicant and/or builder of the new lot would also be responsible to coordinate the
new drive approach on Lot 1B

The original soils report for the Moose Landing Subdivision indicated that ground
water had been encountered at a depth of nine feet. Recommendations outlined in
the original report would apply for the new lot. To staff’s knowledge, there had
been no indications of high water table and/or problems associated with ground
water in general.

Mayor Bigelow opened the public hearing. There being no one to speak in favor
or in opposition, Mayor Bigelow closed the public hearing.
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ACTION: CONSIDER ORDINANCE NO. 14-46, APPROVING THE
AMENDMENT OF LOT 1 IN THE MOOSE LANDING SUBDIVISION

The City Council previously held a public hearing regarding Application No. S-
16-2014 and considered proposed Ordinance No. 14-46 that would approve the
amendment of Lot 1 in the Moose Landing Subdivision.

After discussion, Councilmember Huynh moved to approve Ordinance No. 14-46,
an Ordinance Approving the Amendment of Lot 1 in the Moose Landing

Subdivision. Councilmember Buhler seconded the motion.

A roll call vote was taken:

Mr. Vincent Yes
Ms. Lang Yes
Mr. Buhler Yes
Mr. Huynh Yes
Mr. Rushton Yes
Mr. Nordfelt Yes
Mayor Bigelow Yes
Unanimous.

CONSIDER APPLICATION NO. S-17-2014, FILED BY JOE
CUNNINGHAM, REQUESTING FINAL PLAT APPROVAL FOR COLT
PLAZA SUBDIVISION LOCATED AT 3100 SOUTH 5600 WEST

Mayor Bigelow presented Application No. S-17-2014, filed by Joe Cunningham,
requesting final plat approval for Colt Plaza Subdivision located at 3100 South
5600 West.

The applicant had requested final subdivision approval for a commercial
subdivision in the ‘C-2’ zone located at 3100 South 5600 West. The property was
bordered on the west by what would be the Mountain View Corridor, the north by
3100 South, the east by 5600 West, and the south by existing commercial
development.

In November of 2002, the subject property had been divided by metes and bounds
and consisted of five parcels, and was the catalyst for getting West Valley City’s
first Walmart store. The property had originally been divided by metes and
bounds that was a record of survey that created legal descriptions used to
subsequently divide the property. It was generally used for commercial purposes
and did not require road dedication.
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The application proposed to formally divide the property to create an additional
commercial lot. In addition, the subdivision would establish cross access and
parking easements on a recorded plat as opposed to documents that were
previously recorded. Lots within the subdivision would accommodate a variety of
commercial uses. Future land uses would be subject to the standards outlined in
the ‘C-2’ zone and would be processed as either conditional or permitted uses.

Access would be gained from 3100 South. Although each of the three lots had
frontage on 3100 South, access would be restricted to the two existing approaches
approved for the original Walmart site plan. Internal access would be gained via
the aforementioned cross access easements.

After discussion, Councilmember Rushton moved to approve Application No. S-
17-2014, filed by Joe Cunningham, and give final plat approval to Colt Plaza
Subdivision located at 3100 South 5600 West. Councilmember Lang seconded the
motion.

A roll call vote was taken:

Mr. Vincent Yes
Ms. Lang Yes
Mr. Buhler Yes
Mr. Huynh Yes
Mr. Rushton Yes
Mr. Nordfelt Yes
Mayor Bigelow Yes
Unanimous.

CONSIDER APPLICATION NO. S-14-2014, FILED BY IVORY HOMES,
REQUESTING FINAL PLAT APPROVAL FOR HIGHBURY PLACE
SUBDIVISION - PHASE 10, LOCATED AT 5012 WEST 2860 SOUTH
Mayor Bigelow presented Application No. S-14-2014, filed by Ivory Homes
requesting final plat approval for Highbury Place Subdivision — Phase 10, located
at 5012 West 2860 South.

The applicant had requested approval for the Phase 10 of the Highbury Place
Subdivision located to the east of Phase 9. Property to the north and east was
vacant and would be platted as future phases of Highbury in the future.

This phase consisted of 23 lots on 7.3 acres with lot sizes ranging from 8,400
square feet to 15,360 square feet. The average lot size had been calculated at just
over 10,000 square feet.



MINUTES OF COUNCIL REGULAR MEETING - DECEMBER 2, 2014
-8-

Access to the subdivision would be gained from Brixham Way and Sandwell
Drive. Both of these streets had been dedicated as part of Phase 9 to the west.
Sandwell Drive would stub to the east for a future connection out to Corporate
Park Drive.

All streets in the subdivision would be dedicated and consist of a 54-foot right-of-
way that would allow a 5-foot parkstrip and 5-foot sidewalk. Ivory Homes had
submitted a tree-planting plan for the entire Highbury Place Subdivision. Ivory
would provide homeowners with a voucher to purchase and plant the trees. The
residential homeowners association (HOA) would ensure that trees were planted
and maintained in accordance with the approved plan.

The Planning Commission and City Council had reviewed and approved a
development agreement for the entire Highbury community. This agreement
addressed dwelling size, building materials and other items related to construction
of residential homes. Staff believed the requirements outlined in the development
agreement had created a unique community with a variety of housing options
along with ample open space and recreational opportunities.

The subdivision was located next to an existing waterway along the south
boundary of the subdivision. In previous phases, Ivory Homes had installed a
semi-private fence along the rear property lines adjacent to the waterway. That
fence was constructed of Trex post and wrought iron that allowed visibility into
the waterway. The same fence type would be installed along Lots 1008-1011 in
this phase that were adjacent to the waterway.

Ivory Homes was planning to install basements for all homes. A soils report had
been prepared indicating ground water was encountered at a depth ranging from
7-8 feet below existing grades. All homes were eligible for basements and would
comply with the water table elevation as noted on the plat. In addition, Ivory
would install a sub-drain system to provide an extra measure of protection for
new homeowners.

After discussion, Councilmember Huynh moved to approve Application No. S-
14-2014, filed by Ivory Homes, and give final plat approval for Highbury Place —
Phase 10 located at 5012 West 2860 South. Councilmember Rushton seconded
the motion.

A roll call vote was taken:

Mr. Vincent Yes
Ms. Lang Yes
Mr. Buhler Yes

Mr. Huynh Yes
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Mr. Rushton Yes
Mr. Nordfelt Yes
Mayor Bigelow Yes

Unanimous.

THERE BEING NO FURTHER BUSINESS OF THE WEST VALLEY CITY COUNCIL, THE
REGULAR MEETING OF TUESDAY, DECEMBER 2, 2014, WAS ADJOURNED AT 6:58
P.M., BY MAYOR BIGELOW.

I hereby certify the foregoing to be a true, accurate and complete record of the
proceedings of the Regular Meeting of the West Valley City Council held Tuesday, December 2,
2014.

Sheri McKendrick, MMC
City Recorder



The comment period is limited to 30 minutes. Any person wishing to comment shall limit their comments to five
minutes. Any person wishing to comment during the comment period shall request recognition by the Mayor.
Upon recognition, the citizen shall approach the microphone. All comments shall be directed to the Mayor. No
person addressing the City Council during the comment period shall be allowed to comment more than once
during that comment period. Speakers should not expect any debate with the Mayor, City Council or City Staff;
however, the Mayor, City Council or City Staff may respond within the 30-minute period.



Item:

Fiscal Impact: N/A
Funding Source: N/A
Account #: N/A

Budget Opening Required: [ ]

ISSUE:
A resolution adopting an impact fee facilities plan and impact fee analysis.
SYNOPSIS:

This resolution approves the impact fee facilities plan and impact fee analysis required by state
law as a condition of the imposition of impact fees.

BACKGROUND:

Utah Code Annotated, Title 11, Chapter 36A requires that cities proposing to enact or amend
impact fees prepare an impact fee facilities plan and impact fee analysis setting forth the basis for
the proposed impact fees. Accordingly, the City retained GSBS Richman Consultants to prepare
these documents in consultation with City staff.

The proposed impact fee facilities plan and impact fee analysis establish current and proposed
levels of service for storm sewer, parks, roads, police, and fire services, as well as the anticipated
impacts of development on that level of service. The proposed fees substantiated and set forth by
the impact fee facilities plan and impact fee analysis are as follows:

Recommended Impact Fee Schedule

Single- General
Family Multifamily Commercial/
Facility Type Service Area Residential  Residential Industrial
Transportation (per unit residential/ per 1,000 SF nonresidential) City-wide $376.90 $233.68 Varies
Storm Water (per acre) Riter/Westridge $1,182 $1,182 $1,182
Oquirrh
Shadows $2,200 $2,200 $2,200
Lake Park $1,400 $1,400 $1,400
Fire Facility (per unit residential/ per 1,000 SF nonresidential) City-wide $80.68 $68.61 $181.14
Police Facility (per unit residential/ per 1,000 SF nonresidential) City-wide $188.44 $160.25 $282.05
Parks/Trails/Recreation Center (per unit) City-wide $2,285 $1,943 S0

RECOMMENDATION:

City staff recommends approval of the resolution to amend the parks section of the Impact Fee
Capital Facilities Plan.

ID 6408 Impact Fee Facilities Plan Issue Paper
12/03/2014



WEST VALLEY CITY, UTAH

RESOLUTION NO.

A RESOLUTION ADOPTING AN IMPACT
FEE FACILITIES PLAN AND IMPACT FEE
ANALYIS.

WHEREAS, State law and the City code require that an impact fee facilities plan and
impact fee analysis be adopted prior to institution of any impact fees or a change in any impact
fees; and

WHEREAS, the impact fee facilities plan identifies existing levels of service and
proposed levels of service, identifies demands placed on existing public facilities by new
development activities, considers revenue sources available to finance the impacts on system
improvements, establishes the necessity of impact fees to meet the proposed levels of service,
and otherwise complies with the requirements of state law; and

WHEREAS, the impact fee analysis identifies the impact on existing capacity of public
facilities by anticipated development activity, identifies anticipated impact on system
improvements required by anticipated development activity to maintain the established level of
service for public facilities, demonstrates the reasonable relationship between anticipated
development activity and impacts on public facilities, and otherwise complies with the
requirements of state law; and

WHEREAS, notice has been given as required by state law and a public hearing held to
receive citizen input and comments concerning the impact fee facilities plan and impact fee
analysis; and

WHEREAS, the City Council does hereby determine that it is in the best interests of the
health, safety, and welfare of the citizens of West Valley City to adopt the impact fee facilities
plan and impact fee analysis.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, by the City Council of West Valley City,
Utah, as follows:

1) The Impact Fee Facilities Plan is hereby adopted as attached in Exhibit A.
2) The Impact Fee Analysis is hereby adopted as attached in Exhibit B.



PASSED, APPROVED, and MADE EFFECTIVE this day of
,2014.

WEST VALLEY CITY

MAYOR

ATTEST:

CITY RECORDER



EXHIBIT A

IMPACT FEE FACILITIES PLAN

EXHIBIT B



IMPACT FEE ANALYSIS
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CHAPTER 1 - INTRODUCTION
1.1 Overview
This Impact Fee Facilities Plan (IFFP) identifies the capital facilities projects required to provide proposed
levels of service to new development through 2023. West Valley City has established current levels of
service and is proposing to extend current levels of service to new development. Transportation, storm
water, public safety, and parks and recreation facilities are included in this plan.

Demographics

Current population and nonresidential development estimates provided by the West Valley City Planning
Division were used to determine the current and proposed level of service (LOS) for each facility type.
Future population and nonresidential development projections provided by the West Valley City
Planning Division were used to determine future infrastructure needed to provide the proposed LOS.
The West Valley City 2013 population estimate is 132,654 residents with an estimated 35.5 million square
feet of nonresidential development]. West Valley City’s 10-year projection is 152,000 people and 45
million square feet of nonresidential development by 2023.

Transportation

West Valley City’'s current and proposed transportation LOS is to provide adequate lane mile and
intersection capacity to maintain current and proposed LOS D according to the Wasatch Front Regional
Council Travel Demand Model’.

West Valley City’s system-wide Transportation Capital Facilities Plan is a comprehensive plan with a total
cost of approximately $38.4 million in road projects and an additional $11.4 million in intersection
improvements. Approximately $8.0 million of the road projects and $2.2 million of the intersection
improvement projects increase capacity. These projects will achieve the proposed LOS for new
development and will be built between 2013 and 2023. In addition to the $10.2 million in new projects on
the IFFP, there is approximately $778,000 in existing excess capacity available for new development.
Table 1-1is the Transportation Impact Fee Facilities Plan.

! Calculated using a standardized floor area ratio of 0.26 for general commercial and 0.22 for industrial uses as
identified by Dr. A.C. Nelson, Center for Metropolitan Studies, University of Utah.

2 The travel demand model is the accepted model of the Wasatch Front Regional Council (WFRC) which represents
an appropriate planning tool for estimating existing congestion levels and forecasting future congestion levels based
on the impacts of growth.
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Table 1-1: Transportation IFFP

GSBS %

CONSULTING

Roads
Limit: Cost of
Street Total Cost R Through IFFP Cost
From To Capacity N
I Traffic
Deficiencies
4000 W 4100 S 4180 S $90,488 $59,930 $22,622 $7,936
4000 W 4180 S 4340S $338,513 $224,196 $84,628 $29,689
4000 W 4340S 4360 S $63,700 $42,188 $15,925 $5,587
4000 W 4360 S 4400 S $47,250 $31,294 $11,813 $4,143
4800 W 2400 ;?\':g' Park $1,219,050 S0 $304,763  $914,287
4800 W 3200 S 3300 S $192,488 S0 $48,122 $144,366
;l"’vrgway 5630 W 7200 W $2,629,663 S0 $657,416  $1,972,247
2400 S 2700 W 3200 W $1,451,520 S0 $362,880 $1,088,640
2400 S 5600 W 6400 W $2,160,900 S0 $540,225  $1,620,675
2400 S 6800 W 7200 W $2,250,000 S0 $562,500 $1,687,500
6200 S MVC SR-111 $755,325 S0 $188,831 $566,494
Total Roads 511,198,897 $357,608 §2,799,725 58,041,564
Intersections
Cost of
East/West  North/South Total Cost Through IFFP Cost
Traffic
3100 S 3450 W $180,077 $59,353 $120,724
3100 S 4800 W $405,077 $133,513 $271,564
3100 S 6400 W $53,077 $17,494 $35,583
3650 S 3200 W $53,077 $17,494 $35,583
4100 S 2200 W $38,077 $12,550 $25,527
4100 S 3200 W $180,077 $59,353 $120,724
4100 S 4800 W $307,077 $101,213 $205,864
4100 S 5400 W $325,077 $107,145 $217,932
4100 S 6000 W $786,077 $259,091 $526,986
4700 S 3200 W $165,077 $54,409 $110,668
4715S 4520 W (Dartmouth Dr.) $165,077 $54,409 $110,668
4700 S 4800 W $165,077 $54,409 $110,668
4700 S 6400 W $452,077 $149,005 $303,072
Total Intersections 53,275,001 $1,079,438 52,195,563

Source: InterPlan

Storm Water

West Valley City’s storm water system current and proposed LOS is to design and install infrastructure
sufficient to carry storm runoff generated by a 10-year design storm from existing and future developed
properties, which is detained per City policy and as required by Salt Lake County Flood Control.

To meet the current and proposed LOS, the City has identified 16 storm water districts. Each district was
evaluated independently for the presence of existing excess capacity and existing deficiencies based on
the design standard, and developable properties. Of the 16 districts three are eligible for an impact fee to
either recoup past expenditures or to build system improvements required for new development. Only
one of the districts in which an impact fee is recommended requires construction of new system-level
improvements. Table 1-2 is the IFFP for the Riter/Westridge storm drainage district.
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Table 1-2 - Riter/Westridge Service Area Impact Fee Facilities Plan

Basin
Name: RS
Sub-Basin | Run Name From To P‘lpe Pipe Uf“t Total
Size Length | Price
OHB4 7200 West 3615 S 3563 S 24 inch 550 $115 $63,250
$63,250
Basin
Name: R6
Sub-Basin | Run Name From To P‘lpe Pipe UT"t Total
Size Length | Price
BA12 7000 West 3500 S 3390 S 36 inch 770 $170 $130,900
OHB5 6800 West 3720S 3500 S 24 inch 1980 $115 $227,700
$358,600
Basin
Name: R7
Sub-Basin | Run Name From To P.Ipe Pipe U."'t Total
Size Length | Price
BC6 6400 West Ef\;'j‘way Riter Canal 60inch | 1830 [ $280 | $512,400
BA11 6400 West 3500 S 3270 S 36 inch 1150 $170 $195,500
OHB2 6400 West 3888 S 3800 S 24 inch 659 $115 $75,785
BB5 Parkway Blvd 5800 W 6400 W 24 inch 3500 $115 $402,500
BAS Parkway Blvd 6600 W 6400 W 18 inch 1400 $95 $133,000
$1,319,185
Basin
Name: R8
Sub-Basin | Run Name From To P.Ipe Pipe U."'t Total
Size Length | Price
WHB6 6400 West 3750 S 3643 S 24 inch 672 $115 $77,280
WHB10 6400 West 3887 S 37718 18 inch 1118 $95 $106,210
BB9 6000 West 3500 S 3400 S 36 inch 635 $170 $107,950
BB8 Walmart 3500 S Walmart 36inch 1985 $170 $337,450
BB13 Walmart to Walmart | Meadowlands | 42inch | 3135 | $195 | $611,325
MdwiInds
$1,240,215
Basin
Name: R9
Sub-Basin | Run Name From To P.Ipe Pipe U."'t Total
Size Length | Price
REC6 Brud Drive Cent. Park | Meadowlands | 36 inch 2975 $170 $505,750
$505,750
Basin
Name: R10
Sub-Basin | Run Name From To P.Ipe Pipe Uf“t Total
Size Length | Price
SA6 5400 West 3600 S 3400 S 30inch 1340 $150 $201,000
$201,000
Basin
Name: R12
Sub-Basin | Run Name From To P.Ipe Pipe Uf“t Total
Size Length | Price
SB5 5100 West 36355 3500 S 36 inch 1175 $170 $199,750
$199,750
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Riter Canal Detention Basin
Land Acquisition 32 acres $90,000/ac $2,880,000
Excavation 160’023 $8.00/CY $1,280,000
Control Structure 1 Lump $150,000 $150,000
Landscaping 35 acres $10,000/ac $350,000
[ $4,660,000
Total Cost of Improvements $8,547,750
Total Acres in Basin 7232
Undeveloped/Developable Acres in Basin 1233
Percent new development 17.05%
Total IFFP $1,457,391

Source: West Valley City

Public Safety

The current and proposed LOS for fire facilities, fire apparatus and police facilities was established based
on space and equipment currently serving West Valley City’s resident and daytime population. Table 1-3
summarizes the current and proposed LOS.

Table 1-3: Public Safety Level Current and Proposed Level of Service

Current & Current &
- Proposed . Proposed .
Facility Type Resizential Unit Nonrer)identiaI Unit
LOS LOS
Fire Facility 147.985 SF/1,000 Residents 0.795 SF/1,000 SF building
Fire Apparatus 15.71 S/Resident 84.30 $/1,000 SF building
Police Facility 257.292 SF/1,000 Residents 1.381 SF/1,000 SF building

Source: West Valley City, GSBS Richman

In order to achieve the proposed LOS, the impact fee funded facilities identified in Table 1-4 are required
to serve the 19,300 new residents and 9.5 million square feet of nonresidential development anticipated
through 2023.

Table 1-4: Public Safety Facility Conceptual Impact Fee Facilities Plan

Impact
Fee Total Cost Impact Fee Cost Funding

Future Facility Area (sf) Area (sf) (20139) (20139) Source
Fire Station 7,000 7,000 $1,058,505 $1,058,505 IF
Fire Training 3,400 3,400 $514,131 $514,131 IF
Fire Eligible Apparatus Ladder Truck 1,104,776 800,850 IF/Other[1]
Police Substation 5,000 5,000 $756,075 $756,075 IF
Police Main Station 29,768 7000 $8,653,040 $2,034,778 IF/Other
Police Support 6,000 6,000 $907,290 $907,290 IF
Total $12,993,817 $6,071,629

Source: GSBS Richman
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Parks and Recreation

The current and proposed LOS for parks and trails was established based on the current number of park
acres and facilities per 1,000 population. Table 1-5 identifies the current and proposed LOS for park
acres by classification.

Table 1-5 - Park/Trail LOS

Classification Total Acres LOS/1,0_00
Population

Neighborhood 48.35 0.364
Community 115.88 0.874
Undeveloped Park Land 13.15 0.099
Trails 24.13 0.182
Undeveloped Trails 1.79 0.013
Total 203.30 1.532

Source: WVC Parks Department

In addition to the LOS for park acreage, a current and proposed LOS for facilities installed in the parks
has also been established based on the current level of improvements. The parks facilities LOS is based
on facilities or amenities per acre and per 1,000 people. The LOS assumes that a comparable number of
amenities or facilities will be provided through the West Valley park system to serve new development.
The LOS does not assume that the exact number of soccer fields and ball diamonds will be achieved,
simply that a comparable level of facilities will be provided. Table 1-6 provides the basis of the current
and proposed LOS for facilities.

Table 1-6: Park Facilities LOS

Classification Facility Total Facilities/ LOS/1,000
Facilities Acre Population
Neighborhood Sm. Restroom 1 0.021 0.008
Playground 19 0.393 0.143
Lg. Pavilion 1 0.021 0.008
Sm. Pavilion 10 0.207 0.075
Tennis Courts 1 0.021 0.008
Baseball/Softball 2 0.041 0.015
Soccer 3 0.062 0.023
Community Play Structures 5 0.043 0.038
Lg. Pavilion 5 0.043 0.038
Tennis Courts 10 0.086 0.075
Baseball/Softball 13 0.112 0.098
Soccer 3 0.026 0.023
Restroom 8 0.069 0.060
Trails N/A
Undeveloped
Land N/A

Source: WVC Parks Department

West Valley City’s parks are also improved with landscaping, irrigation, parking and paved surfaces. The
current and proposed LOS for park improvements is identified in Table 1-7°.

3 The values in this table do not sum to 43,560 (the number of square feet in an acre) because some portion of the
park acre is captured in the improvements such as restrooms and playgrounds.)
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Table 1-7: Park Improvements LOS/Acre

Irrigated . Walkways/
Classification Landscaping Parking Other
(SF) (SF) Hardsurface
(SF)
Neighborhood 39,640 732 1,584
Community 34,848 3,742 2,792
Trails NA NA 40,000

Source: WVC Parks Department

The projected increase in population of 19,346 through 2023 will erode the current LOS. Table 1-8 is the
park acreage, by type, required to meet the proposed LOS. Table 1-8 is the parks/trails IFFP identifying
the system projects required to maintain the current LOS. The acres identified on the IFFP are greater
than the LOS required acres to allow some flexibility in responding to development. The impact fee is
based on the required number of acres only and is reflected in the table as estimated impact fee
collections.

Table 1-8: Parks/Trails Impact Fee Facilities Plan

Project Classification Area Total Cost IF Eligible Cost
(acres) (2013$) (2013$)

Develop existing park acreage Neighborhood 6 $984,780 $984,780
Acquire and develop new parks Neighborhood 20 $5,682,600 $5,682,600
Acquire and develop district park Community 10 $2,916,350 $2,916,350
Develop existing regional park acreage Community 3 $514,905 $514,905
Develop new community park Community 10 $2,916,350 $2,916,350
Develop Wetland Park Area Community 20 $500,000 $500,000
New skate park Community 1 $300,000 $300,000
Complete City Center Plaza Community 4 $50,000 $50,000
Acquire new park property All 5 $600,000 $600,000
Develop existing trail property Trails 10 $2,400,000 $2,400,000
Acquire & develop new trails Trails 20 $7,200,000 $7,200,000
Acquire new trail property Trails 5 $600,000 $600,000
Total 114 $24,664,985 $24,664,985

Estimated Impact fee collections $8,459,423
Parks/Trail funding (all other sources) $16,205,562

Source: WVC Parks Department, GSBS Richman

In addition to the cost of developing new parks and trails to maintain the current level of service, the
West Valley City Family Fitness Center was designed with adequate capacity to serve the City until
build-out. New development will “buy-in” to its share of existing excess capacity at the fitness center.

1.2 Funding Sources
The City may fund the infrastructure in the IFFP through a combination of different revenue sources.

Federal and State Grants and Donations. Impact fees cannot reimburse costs funded or expected to be
funded through federal grants and other funds that the City has received for capital improvements
without an obligation to repay. Grants and donations are not currently contemplated in this analysis. If
grants become available for construction of facilities, impact fees will be recalculated and an appropriate
credit given. Any existing infrastructure funded through past grants has been removed from the system
value in the analysis.

Bonds. None of the costs contained in the IFFP include the cost of bonding. The cost of bonding
required to finance impact fee eligible improvements identified in the IFPP may be added to the
calculation of the impact fee. This will be considered in the impact fee analysis.

Interfund Loans. Because infrastructure must generally be built ahead of growth, there often arise
situations in which projects must be funded ahead of expected impact fee revenues. In some cases, the
solution to this issue is bonding. In others, funds from existing user rate revenue will be loaned to the
impact fee fund to complete initial construction of the project and will be reimbursed later as impact fees
are received. Consideration of potential interfund loans will be included in the impact fee analysis and
should also be considered in subsequent accounting for impact fee expenditures.
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Impact Fees. It is recommended that impact fees be used to fund growth-related capital projects as they
help to maintain the proposed level of service and prevent existing users from subsidizing the capital
needs for new growth. Based on this IFFP, an impact fee analysis will be able to calculate a fair and legal
fee that new growth should pay to fund the portion of the existing and new facilities that will benefit new
development.

Developer Dedications and Exactions. Developer exactions are not the same as grants. Developer
exactions may be considered in the inventory of current and future infrastructure. If a developer
constructs a facility or dedicates land within the development for system-level infrastructure on the IFFP,
the value of the dedication is credited against that particular developer’s impact fee liability.

If the value of the dedication/exaction is less than the development’s impact fee liability, the developer
will owe the balance of the liability to the City. If the value of the improvements dedicated is worth more
than the development’s impact fee liability, the City must reimburse the difference to the developer from
impact fee revenues collected from other developments.

It should be emphasized that the concept of impact fee credits pertains to system level improvements

only. For project level improvement (i.e. projects not identified in the impact fee facility plan), developers
will be responsible for the construction of the improvements without credit against the impact fee.
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1.3 Certification
| certify that the attached impact fee facilities plan:

1. Includes only the costs of public facilities that are:
a. Allowed under the Impact Fees Act; and
b. Actually incurred; or
c. Projected to be incurred or encumbered within six years after the day on which each
impact fee is paid.
2. Does not include:
a. Costs of operation and maintenance of public facilities;
b. Costs for qualifying public facilities that will raise the level of service for the facilities,
through impact fees, above the level of service that is supported by existing residents; or
c. An expense for overhead, unless the expense is calculated pursuant to a methodology
that is consistent with generally accepted accounting practices and the methodological
standards set forth by the federal Office of Management and Budget for federal grant
reimbursement; and
3. Complies in each and every relevant respect with the Impact Fees Act.

é&:wﬁu & 7//%WA/

Christine Richman, GSBS
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CHAPTER 2 - DEMOGRAPHICS

2.1 Existing Conditions

West Valley City’s 2013 estimated population is 132,654 people living in 38,061 households for an
estimated average household size of 3.49. This is an estimated increase of 3,174 people and 922
households in the three year period since the 2010 Census.

West Valley City’s current 38,000 households occupy approximately 30 percent of the community’s
22,932 acres. Table 2-1 indicates that the remaining acreage is distributed between commercial, exempt
and vacant, developable land.

Table 2-1: Distribution of Land Uses - 2013

Category Acres Percent

Commercial 5,644 24.61%
Multi-family 999 4.36%
Single-family/Duplex Residential 5,985 26.10%
Exempt (schools, government, ecclesiastical) 3,433 14.97%
Mining 655 2.86%
Vacant Land 3,001 13.09%
Other 170 0.74%
Roads 3,045 13.28%

Total 22,932 100.00%

Source: West Valley City Planning Department

Residential uses (single-family and multi-family) occupy 41% of the developed land, while all other uses
combined represent 59% of developed acreage (Table 2-2).

Table 2-2: Distribution of Developed Land Uses - 2013

Category Acres Percent
Commercial 5,644 33.42%
Multi-family 999 5.92%
Single-family/Duplex Residential 5,985  35.44%
Exempt (schools, government, ecclesiastical) 3,433  20.33%
Mining 655 3.88%
Other 170 1.01%

Total 16,886 100.00%

Source: West Valley City Planning Department

Table 2-3 provides a breakdown of the estimated 5,644 acres of land in commercial use. The general
commercial category includes a wide range of land uses such as automobile repair and auto sales. ATK,
a major employer and land holder in West Valley City has been evaluated separately as a specialized land
holding with limited structures. The analysis assumes ATK operations will continue during the planning
horizon and beyond. If the ATK property is made available for development, this analysis will be
amended.

Table 2-3: Commercial Land Uses - 2013

Category Acres Percent
General Commercial 1,882 33.345%
Industrial 1,434 25.408%
ATK 2,328 41.247%

Total 5,644 100.00%

Source: West Valley City Planning Department
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As seen in Table 2-4, vacant industrial land represents 64 percent of vacant, developable acreage. If the
property develops as currently zoned, industrial land uses will represent 25 percent of total acreage at
build out. Vacant residential land is 29 percent of undeveloped area. At build out, residential uses are
projected to represent 34 percent of total acreage.

Table 2-4: Vacant Land Distribution - 2013

Category Acres Percent
Vacant Residential Land 870 28.99%
Vacant Commercial Land 210 7.00%
Vacant Industrial Land 1,921 64.01%
Total 3,001 100%

Source: West Valley City Planning Department

Figure 2-1 is the City’s future land use map from the General Plan dated January 2009, and updated
through August 27, 2013. The map identifies the planned distribution of uses throughout the City. As
seen in Table 2-1 approximately 87 percent of the City is currently developed. Although redevelopment is
expected to increase densities in some of the currently developed areas, the majority of growth in the 10
year impact fee planning time frame will occur on currently vacant land.
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Figure 2-1 General Plan Future Land Use Map
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Current and future development will occur in accordance with the adopted zoning regulations of the
City. The current zoning map identifying the allowed distribution of uses and related zoning regulations

is included in Figure 2-2.

Figure 2-2. Zoning Map

2.2 Population
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Table 2-5 provides an overview of West Valley City’s general demographic profile from the 2010 Census.

Table 2-5: General Demographics — 2010

2010 % Total

Total Population 129,480 100%
Population under 5 13,246 10%
Population 5-19 33,528 26%
Population 65+ 8,913 7%
Housing Units 38,978 100%
Occupied Housing Units 37,139 95%
Owner Occupied 25,975 70%
Renter Occupied 11,164 30%
Average Household Size 3.49

Source: Census

West Valley City’s estimated 2013 population is 132,654 persons living in 38,061 households®. This is an
increase of 3,174 people and 922 households in the three year period.

4 Estimates provided by West Valley City Planning Staff.
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2.3 Employment

There were an average estimated 2,484 firms reporting employment data to the State of Utah located in
West Valley City in 2012. This is a slight decline from 2009. As seen in Table 2-6, 30 percent of the firms
located in West Valley City are in the Trade, Transportation and Utilities sector. The second most highly
represented sector, in terms of the number of firms, is Professional & Business Services at 18 percent.
The sectors that gained firms during the four year period were mining, leisure & hospitality, professional
& business services, other services and education and health services.

Table 2-6: Firms by Sector - 2009 — 2012

% Total % Change

2009 2010 2011 2012 2012 2009-2012
Total 2,557 2,570 2,477 2,484 100% -3%
Mining 4 4 4 7 0% 75%
Construction 298 288 242 240 10% -19%
Manufacturing 219 225 201 204 8% -7%
Trade, Transp. & Utilities 739 737 733 737 30% 0%
Information 64 60 54 49 2% -23%
Financial Activities 243 245 234 221 9% -9%
Professional & Bus. Svcs 387 391 380 401 16% 4%
Education & Health Svcs 183 188 196 184 7% 1%
Leisure & Hospitality 190 191 200 208 8% 9%
Other Svcs 174 184 176 177 7% 2%
Government 56 57 57 56 2% 0%

Source: Annual Report of Labor Market Information, Utah State Department of Workforce Services

Table 2-7 indicates that employment by the firms reporting to the Department of Workforce Services has
increased by approximately 1 percent in the period 2009 through 2012. The largest employment sector,
just as with the largest number of firms, is Trade, Transportation & Utilities with 29 percent of reported
employment in West Valley City. Financial Activities and Professional & Business Services are each at 14
percent of total employment. Mining, Other Services and Leisure & Hospitality have shown the greatest
gain in the four year period.

Table 2-7 Employment by Sector - 2009-2012

% Total % Change

2009 2010 2011 2012 2012 2009-2012
Total 64,387 64,332 64,438 65,225 100% 1%
Mining 208 166 119 317 0% 52%
Construction 3,895 4,096 3,747 3,855 6% -1%
Manufacturing 6,481 6,153 6,307 6,738 10% 4%
Trade, Transp. & Utilities 17,537 17,625 18,158 18,893 29% 8%
Information 2,757 2,459 2,384 2,472 4% -10%
Financial Activities 10,413 10,275 9,854 9,429 14% -9%
Professional & Bus. Svcs 9,399 9,643 9,909 9,383 14% 0%
Education & Health Svcs 4,141 4,132 4,239 4,374 7% 6%
Leisure & Hospitality 3,739 3,836 3,981 4,154 6% 11%
Other Svcs 1,256 1,274 1,261 1,441 2% 15%
Government 4,561 4,673 4,479 4,169 6% -9%

Source: Annual Report of Labor Market Information, Utah State Department of Workforce Services

2.4 Growth

If West Valley City “builds out” according to the land use plan in Figure 2-1, the City will have a
population of approximately 160,000 people living in 50,000 households. New resident population is
expected to occur primarily on the approximately 870 acres of currently vacant, residentially zoned land.
This anticipated growth in households and resident population would be accompanied by an increase in
commercial and industrial development. This 21 percent increase in population and 31 percent increase in
households will require additional road, park, and public safety infrastructure to serve the new
development.
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Historical Growth

Between April 1, 2000 and April 1, 2010, West Valley City’s population grew 19 percent (approximately 1.7
percent each year) and the total number of households grew 15 percent (about 1.4 percent each year). In
addition to population increases, nonresidential development in the area increased by more than 1,900
buildings valued at more than $337 million®. This is an average annual investment in West Valley City of
more than $86 million (nonresidential and residential new construction combined)6. In addition to new
construction, property owners invested almost $20 million armually7 in renovation and rehabilitation of
existing buildings.

Seventy-four percent of the decade’s new investment occurred prior to January 1, 2008. Many
communities were affected even more significantly than West Valley City. As can be seen in Table 2-8,
residential and retail development were significantly lower during and after the recession with industrial,
office and rehabilitation investment performing better.

Table 2-8 - Investment Pre/Post 2008 Recession

Annual Average/2001-2007 Annual Average/2008-2010

- Value - Value

Type Buildings DU ($000) Buildings DU ($000)
Single Family/Duplex/Mobile Homes 432 433 $38,634 141 142 $12,879
Multi Family 30 205 $19,616 13 169 $19,197
NonResidential 182 $29,437 187 $34,732
Hotel/Motel 0 S0 1 $4,050
Industrial 4 $7,639 5 $8,768
Office 3 $3,674 3 $6,294
Retail 10 $10,295 4 $4,530
Other 165 $7,829 174 $11,090
Additions/Alterations 325 $17,962 257 $21,097
Total 969 638 $105,649 598 311 $87,905

Source: Building Permit Database, Bureau of Business & Economic Research, University of Utah

For purposes of calculating an impact fee in the state of Utah a ten year growth horizon is used to ensure
that the projects identified and the fee imposed will be encumbered within the statutorily required six
year period. Table 2-9 provides actual change in population and households between the 2000 and 2010
census, current estimates and projections for the IFFP 10 year window (2023) and build-out based on the
general plan land use map.

Table 2-9 - Growth 2000 - 2023

Census Estimates Projections
2000 2010 2013 2023 Build Out
Population 108,896 129,480 132,654 152,000 160,000
Households 32,253 37,139 38,061 46,000 50,000
Persons/HH 3.38 3.49 3.49 3.30 3.20
Commercial SF 21,314,779 22,814,779 23,694,031
Industrial SF 13,742,309 21,742,309 32,148,830
ATK SF 410,776 410,776 410,776

Source: U.S. Census, GOMB, West Valley City Planning Department

Future Growth Trends

West Valley City is projected to grow by 19,346 people and 7,939 households between 2013 and 2023.
This residential growth represents a 15 percent increase in population and a 21 percent increase in
households. At the same time nonresidential uses in the city are projected to increase by 1.5 million
square feet of commercial space and 8 million square feet of industrial space. Development projections
through 2023 assume that approximately 60 percent of new development will be in residential uses and
40 percent in nonresidential uses.

Z University of Utah, Bureau of Business and Economic Research, Building Permit Database.
Ibid.
7 Ibid.
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The majority of residential growth is anticipated west of 4000 West with additional population gains in

the Fairbourne Station redevelopment area.

New industrial investment will be concentrated primarily

along the Highway 201 corridor on the City’s northern boundary. General commercial growth will occur
in and around the City’s existing commercial centers as well as near newly developed residential
neighborhoods. Figure 2-3 illustrates the areas of projected population growth.
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Figure 2-3 Projected Population Growth

2.5 School Planning

According to West Valley City Planning Staff, the Granite School District has plans to construct a new
junior high school in the central north area of the City. Section 11-36A-302(4) of the Impact Fees Act
requires that the city include on the IFFP any infrastructure facility intended to serve a new school.
Although there is a new school planned, there are no IFFP projects required to serve the proposed junior

high.

If notified of additional schools or of necessary infrastructure to serve a school, the IFFP will be

amended to reflect the necessary infrastructure in accordance with the requirements of the Utah Impact

Fees Act.
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CHAPTER 3 - TRANSPORTATION PLANNING

3.1 Current & Proposed Level of Service (LOS)

West Valley City’'s current and proposed transportation LOS is to provide adequate lane mile and
intersection capacity to maintain LOS D according to the Wasatch Front Regional Council travel demand
model®.  Level of service standards are defined in the American Association of State and Territorial
Transportation Officials (AASHTO), A Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets, 2011 ( 6th
Edition) where LOS D is defined by traffic levels "Approaching unstable flow.” This level can be
measured by methods included in the Transportation Research Board (TRB), Highway Capacity Manual
HCMZ2010, October 2010.

LOS calculations can be complex and data intensive. LOS is typically measured at signalized
intersections where LOS D represents the approximate point where all vehicles will travel through a
signal without having to wait more than one signal cycle. Traveling through multiple signals, LOS D
represents the approximate point where drivers may have to wait for one or more signals, but will not
wait more than one signal cycle at any one intersection. Therefore, LOS can be highly variable and data
intensive depending on the following factors:

e number of travel lanes
number of turn lanes
number of trucks in the travel flow
the level of "platooning” of vehicles approaching each intersection
the timing of traffic signals and the coordination of multiple traffic signals
the number of turning vehicles
the vertical grade of the roadway and other horizontal alignment factors
the familiarity of drivers to local conditions
the availability of shoulders and lateral clearances
various natural environmental conditions

To simplify the analysis, travel models use a link based capacity (even though much of the actual delay is
manifested at intersections). Algorithms exist in the travel model to estimate the delay associated with
increased traffic volume with the primary input being the travel link number of lanes, functional
classification of the road, and area type (urban, suburban, rural, etc.). These simplifications are necessary
since detailed data may not be available for forecasting future conditions and the travel model is
developed at a regional (metropolitan area) scale. The analysis in West Valley City estimated the
capacity of existing and future roads based on the design standards of the City and available information
related to transportation plans such as number of travel lanes, classification and presence of right turn
lanes. Table 3-1 summarizes the daily traffic capacities used in the West Valley City analysis based on the
capacities used in the 2005 West Valley City Road Impact Fee Study & Roadway Capital Facilities Plan.

Table 3-1: Daily Suburban LOS D Capacity in West Valley City
Max Daily Traffic Capacity Estimates

Lanes Arterial Arterial w/ Collector w/ RT lanes
RT lanes
2 11,500 12,650 11,550
3 13,000 14,300 12,650
4 29,000 31,900 24,750
5 30,500 33,550 27,500
6 40,500 44,550
7 46,000 50,600

Source: InterPlan

® The travel demand model is the accepted model of the Wasatch Front Regional Council (WFRC) which represents
an appropriate planning tool for estimating existing congestion levels and forecasting future congestion levels based
on the impacts of growth.
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3.2 Existing Facilities

A calibrated travel demand model was used to generate current traffic volumes for each segment in
West Valley City’s current road network. For segments with capacity greater than volumes, there is
existing excess capacity. For segments with capacity less than volumes, there is an existing deficiency.
Road improvements are major investments made in anticipation of increased traffic volumes, and are
difficult to phase incrementally. Accordingly, at any point in time there will be segments that are above
capacity and segments that are below capacity. This is why the system is modeled as a whole and the
City-wide system treated as one service area. In addition, the travel demand model was used to form a
consistent source of estimating existing traffic that can be used to forecast traffic growth in the future.

3.3 Impact of Growth

The travel demand model was used to estimate the impact of the anticipated 19,346 new residents and
9.5 million square feet of non-residential development in 2023 and 2040. InterPlan worked with West
Valley City staff to develop a capital improvement program represented by a first phase that would
encompass the period from 2013 to 2023 and subsequent phases beyond the year 2023, as needed.
Traffic volume estimates were developed by road segment. Traffic volumes were estimated based on the
existing conditions, modeled conditions in the year 2023 based on planned improvements to be
completed by 2023, and modeled conditions in the year 2040 based on planned improvements by West
Valley City. Although improvements to the State Highway System are not eligible for impact fees,
improvements included in the Wasatch Front Regional Council Regional Transportation Plan (2011-2040)
were assumed in the modeling. Most significantly, the construction of the Mountain View Corridor
project is initiated as signalized frontage roads from the south County limits through West Valley (to the
north) by the year 2023 and is assumed completed as a multi-lane freeway running the length of the Salt
Lake valley by 2040. Improvements to the State Highway system will reduce the need for new capacity
on the non-state system in West Valley City and thereby lower the need for new capacity on the non-
state system.

InterPlan and West Valley City staff worked to develop capital improvement projects on the road
segments that directly benefit expected new development and relieve capacity deficiencies in the year
2023. Since the transportation system works as a network of improvements, projects were identified
beyond those with 2023 estimated traffic volumes exceeding current, 2013, capacity at LOS D. However,
the IFFP was developed to eliminate all capacity deficiencies in the year 2023, although sometimes
making improvements to parallel facilities where direct capacity constraints occur. For the most part,
road segments with traffic volumes exceeding capacity in 2040 will be included in the appropriate future
impact fee facilities plan update. There are several segments projected to experience accelerated
growth during the 2023 to 2040 period requiring investment in capacity during the 2013 to 2023 period.
These segments have been included in the IFFP. The cost of capacity for the period beyond 2023 will be
recouped as existing excess capacity in future impact fee updates as appropriate. According to the
WFRC travel demand model, projected growth of 7,939 households and 9.5 million square feet of
nonresidential development will generate an additional 13,526 peak trips in 2023.

Since it is difficult to balance the IFFP to the precise capacity needed to serve new development in West
Valley, a "capacity utilization factor" was estimated based on the net new capacity planned in the IFFP.
This capacity utilization factor reflects the equivalent lane miles of needed capacity of the IFFP to
balance the capacity needed by new development. The capacity utilization factor of the IFFP is 0.92,
indicating that only 92 percent of the capacity shown in the IFFP may actually be constructed. Since it is
cost effective to build complete road segments, as opposed to partial road construction, it is impossible
to determine which 8 percent of road capacity of the IFFP may be deferred until beyond the year 2023,
depending on the exact location and magnitude of new growth.

The capacity utilization factor has been proposed by InterPlan in response to the 2011 (and 2013) General
Legislative session modifications of the Utah Impact Fees Act. Specifically, the act calls for impact fees
to be expended within six years after collection and requires that each IFFP does not raise the level of
service of existing residents through impact fees. Since the Act implies that IFFPs and IFAs will be
updated every 3-6 years, the capacity utilization factor allows for an approximate balance of capacity
added against the development need. The capacity utilization factor of 0.92 in West Valley indicates
that 92 percent of the capacity identified in the IFFP is needed by new development in West Valley and
will be fully funded based on anticipated development. The remaining 8 percent of the capacity
proposed in the IFFP will either be built and included in future Impact Fees as Existing Excess Capacity
(discussed later in this report) or deferred until future IFFPs. The use of this capacity utilization factor
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results in a lower impact fee since new development is paying for a fraction, in this case 92 percent, of
the development attributable cost of the IFFP.

3.4 Source of Cost Estimates
The estimated costs included in the impact fee facilities plan are based on engineering estimates from
the West Valley City Engineering Department. Table 3-3 identifies the basis of the cost estimates. The
cost estimates are based on recent road projects in the City.

Table 3-3: Estimated Cost of Materials and Labor - Roads

Item Cost Unit
Roadway Excavation (28" depth) $0.26 SF
Clearing & Grubbing $1,036.00 Acre
Subgrade Finish $0.18 SF
Untreated Base Course (16" thick) $0.79 SF
Bituminous Surface Course (12" thick) * $4.72 SF
Concrete Curb and Gutter Type B1 $6.23 SF
Pavement Marking Paint $1.83 SF
Parkstrip $6.00 SF
Clearing and Grubbing for sidewalk $0.22 SF
Excavation $0.29 SF
Concrete Base Course, 4" thick $2.06 SF
5' Concrete sidewalk, 4" thick $4.47 SF
Signage 5% of Subtotal
Drainage (inc. structures) 15% of Subtotal
Environmental & design 20% of Subtotal
Mobilization & traffic control 10% of Subtotal
Contingency 20% of Subtotal

* Assumes UDOT Bid of $69.90 per ton and in place density of 135 Ib per SF

Source: InterPlan

3.5 Future Facilities/Impact Fee Facilities Plan
To serve the approximately 19,300 new residents and 9.5 million square feet of nonresidential
development projected through 2023, additional lane miles and intersection capacity are required.
Figure 3-1illustrates the projects included in the IFFP.
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Table 3-4 includes the roadway projects and Table 3-5 includes the intersection projects included in the
IFFP. Intersection improvements included in the IFFP were estimated based on locations where traffic
signal warrants are likely to be met or where other improvements will be required based on new
development. The proposed new junior high school does not require construction of additional road
capacity.

/| s Roadway Projects

Hi3mEiey i SRt

Figure 3-1: Transportation IFFP

Table 3-4 is a subset of the City’s planned road projects. All projects on the IFFP result in increased
capacity. Total improvement costs in Table 3-4 were divided three ways. First, the costs were
apportioned based on the relative share of traffic growth amongst the cost to solve existing capacity
deficiencies, the cost to serve through traffic (or other traffic unrelated to new development in West
Valley City) and the cost to serve traffic generated by new development in West Valley City. The cost to
serve new development generated traffic represents the eligible impact fee cost. Existing capacity
deficiencies were calculated based on the existing traffic volume over the existing traffic capacity
divided by the total traffic increase between existing traffic capacities and year 2023 estimated traffic.
The cost to serve through traffic was similarly estimated as the relative share of year 2023 traffic
increases on the network. New development’s share of increased volumes/capacity forms the basis for
the IFFP. Year 2040 traffic was modeled to eliminate short term effects from potential constrained
travel paths created by a more limited network. 2040 modelling allows for a wider range of
improvements in the IFFP for new development consistent with long range planning.
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Table 3-4: Roadway IFFP

Limits Cost of
Existing Cost of
Street Total Cost . Through IFFP Cost
From To Capacity Ny
.. Traffic
Deficiencies

4000 W 4100S 4180S $90,488 $59,930 $22,622 $7,936
4000 W 4180S 4340S $338,513 $224,196 $84,628 $29,689
4000 W 4340S 4360 S $63,700 $42,188 $15,925 $5,587
4000 W 4360 S 4400 S $47,250 $31,294 $11,813 $4,143
4800 W 2400 S Lake Park Blvd $1,219,050 $0 $304,763 $914,287
4800 W 3200S 3300S $192,488 SO $48,122 $144,366
Parkway Blvd 5630 W 7200 W $2,629,663 SO $657,416  $1,972,247
2400 S 2700 W 3200 W $1,451,520 S0 $362,880 $1,088,640
2400 S 5600 W 6400 W $2,160,900 S0 $540,225  $1,620,675
2400 S 6800 W 7200 W $2,250,000 S0 $562,500 $1,687,500
6200 S MVC SR-111 $755,325 S0 $188,831 $566,494

Total Roads 511,198,897 $357,608  $2,799,725 58,041,564

Source: InterPlan

It was assumed that all intersection improvements in Table 3-5 are necessary to provide for added
capacity so the total cost of intersection improvements was apportioned between through traffic
increases and traffic increases caused by new development in West Valley City. Modeling was not
performed separately for the intersection analysis, so the results of all model links were used to estimate
the relative share of new development traffic versus through traffic on all intersections.

Table 3-5: Intersections IFFP

Cost of
East/West North/South Total Cost Through IFFP Cost

Traffic
3100 S 3450 W $180,077 $59,353 $120,724
3100 S 4800 W $405,077 $133,513 $271,564
3100 S 6400 W $53,077 $17,494 $35,583
3650 S 3200 W $53,077 $17,494 $35,583
4100 S 2200 W $38,077 $12,550 $25,527
4100 S 3200 W $180,077 $59,353 $120,724
4100 S 4800 W $307,077 $101,213 $205,864
4100 S 5400 W $325,077 $107,145 $217,932
4100 S 6000 W $786,077 $259,091 $526,986
4700 S 3200 W $165,077 $54,409 $110,668
47155 giz)o W (Dartmouth $165,077 $54,400  $110,668
4700 S 4800 W $165,077 $54,409 $110,668
4700 S 6400 W $452,077 $149,005 $303,072

Total Intersections 83,275,001 51,079,438 52,195,563
Source: InterPlan

3.6 Existing Excess Capacity

The concept of allocating the cost of existing capacity in excess of what existing traffic needs is similar
to the process of allocating the cost of new capacity. For existing excess capacity, the total cost
incurred by the City to add capacity is divided by the share of existing traffic, through traffic, and traffic
from future new development in West Valley City. Since no future road is planned to have future
capacity deficiencies, all future roads will meet the LOS D standard. The volume of traffic from new
development in West Valley City using the excess capacity in the year 2023 is simply a subset of all
future traffic from new development in West Valley City. The share of volume created by new growth in
West Valley City in the year 2023 was derived based on interpolated model years.

Table 3-6 shows the existing excess capacity based on information provided by West Valley City staff.
Of the almost $8.2 million spent by the City for existing capacity, only $0.78 million is available for use by
future development in the year 2023 in West Valley City. Furthermore, this $0.78 million of existing
capacity buy-in for future development is available for 2023 traffic and will continue to be available to
2013 through 2023 new development in the 2040 modelled scenario.
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Table 3-6: Existing Excess Capacity Buy-in Calculation

Limits 2023 Vol . 2023 Buy-
Street 2013 Vol 23;3 from P?;::t In Eligible

From To WVC Cost
3100 S Redwood Rd 2700 W 12,553 13,985 1,074 $870,165 $66,826
3100 S 2700 W 3200 W 8,890 10,275 1,038 $435,083 $43,953
3100 S 3200 W 3600 W 9,376 10,919 1,311 $435,083 $52,239
5200 W 3500 S 4100 S 3,529 4,164 540 $1,835,030 $237,972
6000 W 4100 S 4400 S 2,903 3,082 170 $395,279 $21,803
6000 W 4400 S 4700 S 1,684 1,857 165 $379,777 $33,744
6400 W 4300 S 4700 S 3,201 4,091 846 $325,500 $67,312
6400 W 4700 S 5400 S 3,179 3,777 568 $556,652 $83,712
4700 S 5600 W 6400 W 62,140 35,370 1,615 $471,739 $21,540
7200 W Parkway Blvd 3100S 18,568 18,637 59 $489,542 $1,550
7200 W 3100S 3500 S 13,926 14,256 281 $717,995 $14,152
Decker Lake Dr. Parkway Blvd 2770S 2,808 3,299 417 $213,352 $26,968
Decker Lake Dr. 2770S 3100S 2,564 3,130 481 $574,408 $88,272
Decker Lake Dr. 3100 S 3500 S 20,487 21,380 759 $496,909 $17,641
Total Buy-In 58,196,514 5777,684

Source: InterPlan

3.7 Existing Deficiencies

The WFRC travel demand model was run using the 2013 road network and 2013 travel demands. The
model identified several road segments that are currently over LOS D. This situation represents an
existing deficiency. Projects required to address current deficiencies have not been included in the IFFP.
For projects on road segments that have existing deficiencies and will add capacity for new
development, a portion of the project cost proportional to the traffic generated from existing
development (i.e. the proportional number of trips currently exceeding LOS D) has been deducted from
the total project cost.

3.8 Maximum Allowable Impact Fee

Table 3-7 is the summary IFFP for West Valley City transportation. The capacity utilization factor reflects
the ratio of the year 2023 volume to capacity across the network versus the build-out of volume to
capacity across the network. This factor is necessary because it is difficult (or impossible) to exactly size
the transportation facilities to match the increment of growth that WVC can expect so we are only going
to build 92% (CUF=0.92) of the IFFP (Phase 1) Capacity and have reduced the cost to development
accordingly.

Table 3-7: Maximum Allowable Impact Fee Calculation
Roadway Intersection

Total Cost of IFFP (2023) $8,041,564  $2,195,563
# of New Peak Trips (2023) * 13,526

Capacity Utilization Factor 0.92
Cost/Peak Trip $546.96 $149.34
Buy-in Cost $777,684

Buy-in Cost/Peak Trip $57.50
Maximum Allowable Impact Fee/Peak Trip $753.80

Source: InterPlan
* Based on the WFRC Traffic Demand Model
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CHAPTER 4- STORM DRAIN PLANNING

West Valley City’s storm water system is divided into 16 districts representing different drainage areas.
Figure 4-1is a map of the storm water districts within the West Valley City storm water system. The
systems within the districts are at varying levels of completion and the acreage included within each
district is at varying levels of development. Several districts have little or no developable area left within
the boundary, while the Riter district has significant developable area. The districts were designated
based on the drainages within the City. There is limited, if any, interaction between the districts and they
are treated as independent systems. In the event that a district drains into an adjacent district they are
treated as a single service area unit for the purposes of calculating an impact fee.

West Valley City has a storm water utility that collects fees based on impermeable area. The fee funds
operation and maintenance of the installed system. Storm water utility fees are the primary funding
source for ongoing maintenance of the systems in districts that are completed. The storm water utility
fund is also the source of funding to address existing deficiencies in the limited number of districts with
existing deficiencies, for this reason a credit will be calculated where appropriate. This IFFP identifies the
following information for each of the individual districts:

Current LOS,

Proposed LOS,

Existing excess capacity within each district at the proposed LOS,

Existing deficiencies at the current LOS

Demands on existing facilities within each district at the proposed LOS,

Projects (if any) required within each district to serve new development at the proposed LOS,
All revenue sources available to fund system improvements, and

Existing reimbursement agreements for installed system improvements.
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Figure 4-1 - West Valley City Storm water System Districts

e
e

4.1 Current & Proposed Level of Service (LOS)
West Valley City’s storm watersystem current and proposed LOS is to design and install infrastructure
adequate to detain and convey water from a 10-year storm event. The capacity to meet this LOS is
determined according to the following hydrologic, policy and inter-governmental elements for storm
drainage facilities design:
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The City has chosen to use a design storm with a 3-hour duration, which produces 1.15 inches of rainfall,
and has a one in ten chance of occurring each year (10-year storm.) The City uses a hydrologic model to
predict runoff flows from this storm event, and to size the storm drain system to accommodate these
flows. City policy also directs that the storm drain system be piped in most situations.

City policy requires all new commercial, multi-family residential, industrial and institutional uses to detain
storm runoff to a maximum rate of .2 cubic feet per second (cfs) per acre. This runoff rate is
approximately equivalent to the average runoff generated from a single-family residential development,
for the design storm. Storm water detention is not required for single-family residential developments.
Thus the runoff from all developed properties is roughly equal. New developments are also required to
install unit (or development-level) drainage improvements within the development area itself.

The City’s storm drain system discharges into several Salt Lake County Flood Control facilities, including
the Jordan River, Decker Lake, the Utah & Salt Lake Canal, and the Riter Canal. Salt Lake County
regulates by permit the amount of runoff discharged to County facilities. These County requirements
place further detention requirements on the West Valley City storm drain system. For example, West
Valley City is required to construct a large regional detention basin to limit runoff flow in the Riter Canal,
at the City’s western boundary.

In summary, the current and proposed LOS provided by West Valley City’s storm drainage system is
sufficient to carry storm runoff generated by the design storm, that is detained per City policy and as
required by Salt Lake County Flood Control.

4.2 District-Level Evaluation - Existing Facilities
Figure 4-2 is the map of the existing storm drain system by district. Existing system status, required
improvements and existing reimbursement agreements are identified on the map.
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Action Needed: Zero out account and close.

District: LEE CREEK

Funds Available: 154.19

Reimbursement Agreemnt: No

Reimbursement Amt: NA

Planned Use of Fees: No improvements planned.
Built Out Area: None

Future Impact Fees Needed: No

Impact Fee/Ac.: NA

N

Lake Paint Ju

District: RITER
Funds Available: 188504
Reimbursement Agreemnt: Yes

Reimbursement Amt: 0 M~ —

Planned Use of Fees: New improvements needed.
Built Out Area: Still plenty of vacant ground
Future Impact Fees Needed: Yes

Impact Fee/Ac.: TBD

Action Needed: Determine new fee

District: UTAH SALT LAKE
Funds Available: 0
Reimbursement Agreemnt: No
Reimbursement Amt: NA

District: LAKE PARK

Funds Available: -4886.22

Reimbursement Agreemnt: Yes

Reimbursement Amt: $1400 per ac. per SLR agreement
Planned Use of Fees: Reimburse SLR for constructing system.
Built Out Area: Still lots of vacant parcels in Lake Park
Corporate Center.

Future Impact Fees Needed: Yes

Impact Fee/Ac.: 1400

Action Needed: Correct deficit from SWU. Document reason
for fee.

LEE CREEK “

Magna

L-h.EE CREEK
N

¥ I

&

\

District: DECKER
Funds Available: 3286.07

Reimbursement Agreemnt: Yes
Reimbursement Amt: 47649.15
Planned Use of Fees: Reimb. Agreement
Built Out Area: Almost completely built-out. 11
Some isolated vacant parcels will be difficult to

connect to storm drain.

Future Impact Fees Needed: No

Impact Fee/Ac.: NA

Action Needed: Pay off reimbursement L

agreements from SWU.

District: BRIGHTON
Funds Available: -3004.54
Reimb t Agr t: No
Reimbursement Amt: NA
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Planned Use of Fees: No improvements planned.
Built Out Area: Built out.

Future Impact Fees Needed: No

Impact Fee/Ac.: NA

Action Needed: None

District: COON CREEK

Funds Available: 0

Reimbursement Agreemnt: No

Reimbursement Amt: NA

Planned Use of Fees: No improvements planned.
Built Out Area: New developments will retain runoff.
Future Impact Fees Needed: No

Impact Fee/Ac.: NA

Action Needed: Close account.

District: HERCULES

Funds Available: 0

Reimbursement Agreemnt: No

Reimbursement Amt: NA

Planned Use of Fees: No improvements planned.

Future Impact Fees Needed: No
Impact Fee/Ac.: NA
Action Needed: Close account.

Built Out Area: New developments will retain runoff.
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Taylorsville
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District: WEST RIDGE
Funds Available: None
Reimbursement Agreemnt: None
Reimbursement Amt: None
Planned Use of Fees: None

( Built Out Area: None

T Future |
b} T Impact Fee/Ac.: None
Action Needed: None

t Fees Needed: None

\i

=]

District: REDWOOD
Funds Available: 8011.32
Reimbursement Agreemnt: No
Reimbursement Amt: NA
Planned Use of Fees: Improvements needed
Built Out Area: Still plenty of vacant ground
\ Future Impact Fees Needed: Yes

Impact Fee/Ac.: TBD

1
South Salt L
(o P

|\

Action Needed: Complete drainage study and determine new fee.

=4 | Planned Use of Fees: Needed impro ts are ficiencies.
Built Out Area: Mostly built out.
Future Impact Fees Needed: No
Impact Fee/Ac.: NA
Action Needed: Correct Deficit from SWU and close account.
— 7
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District: JORDAN

Funds Available: -7077.47
Reimbursement Agreemnt: No
Reimbursement Amt: NA

Built Out Area: Aimost completely built-out.

11 Some isolated vacant parcels will be difficult to connect to
storm drain.

H Future Impact Fees Needed: No

| Impact Fee/Ac.: NA

1 Action Needed: Correct Deficit from SWU and close account.

Planned Use of Fees: Term of reimbursement agreement has expired.

= 1 X I i

District: TAYLORSVILLE
Funds Available: -4272

Reimbursement Agreemnt: No

Reimbursement Amt: NA

Planned Use of Fees: No improvements planned.

Built Out Area: Built out.

Future Impact Fees Needed: No

Impact Fee/Ac.: NA

|| Action Needed: Correct Deficit from SWU and close account.

R B b

“"! District: OQUIRRH SHADOWS

District: VISTAS

District: COPPER CITY

Funds Available: 27.57

Reimbursement Agreemnt: No
Reimbursement Amt: NA

Planned Use of Fees: None

Built Out Area: None

Future Impact Fees Needed: No

Impact Fee/Ac.: NA

Action Needed: Zero out account and close.

District: SOUTH RIDGE
Funds Available: None

R

| I
T

were collected.

b it Agr t: None

Reimbursement Amt: None "
Planned Use of Fees: None

Built Out Area: None

Future Impact Fees Needed: None
Impact Fee/Ac.: None

Action Needed: None

Funds Available: -99323.43
Reimbursement Agreemnt: Yes
Reimbursement Amt: 99323
Planned Use of Fees: Future fees collected will reduce deficit
created by reimbursing developer, before additional fees

Built Out Area: Some remaining vacant ground west of MVC,
and strip between RR tracks and 4700 S.

Future Impact Fees Needed: Yes
Impact Fee/Ac.: 2261
Action Needed: Correct deficit from SWU.

| Leave current fee in place until area is built-out.

Funds Available: -21084.16

/

] L~

Y

EEESrZ

\ Reimbursement Agreemnt: Yes

Reimbursement Amt: $2200 per ac per SLCo
agreement

Built Out Area: One phase of Diamond Summit left

Future Impact Fees Needed: Yes

Impact Fee/Ac.: $2,200

Action Needed: Leave deficit in place. Add $2200
per ac to fee schedule and document reason for fee.

and area south of 6200 S, between power corridor and 5600 W.

Planned Use of Fees: Collect fees to offset deficit caused by overpayment to SLCo.

“ ‘ L T 28 252

IMiles
5

Sources: West Valley City, AGRC

Flood Districts (Work Page + Projected Population Growth)

[-JFlood District Boundaries
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Figure 4-2 - Stormwater System Status by District
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Redwood District

Current and proposed LOS is sufficient to carry storm runoff generated by the design storm.
The current installed system in the Redwood District is partially complete. There are existing
deficiencies in the system to be addressed with storm water utility funds.

There is no existing excess capacity in the system. There is limited potential for new
development. No system improvements are required to serve new development therefore
the current impact fee will be eliminated and no new impact fee imposed.

Decker District

Current and proposed LOS is sufficient to carry storm runoff generated by the design storm.
The current installed system is 100 percent constructed with limited new development
potential. The impact fee account for this district has a balance that will be used, in
combination with storm water utility fees, to pay existing reimbursement agreements.

There are no existing deficiencies in this system and no existing excess capacity. Some new
development areas will be difficult to attach to the system and therefore will be required to
retain on site, others will connect to the existing system. The existing impact fee will be
eliminated and no new impact fee imposed.

Jordan District

Current and proposed LOS is sufficient to carry storm runoff generated by the design storm.
The current installed system is 100 percent constructed with limited new development
potential. The impact fee account for this district has a negative balance of $7,077.47 and no
reimbursement agreements.

There are no existing deficiencies in this system and no existing excess capacity. The
existing impact fee will be eliminated and no new impact fee imposed.

Brighton District

Current and proposed LOS is sufficient to carry storm runoff generated by the design storm.
The current installed system is 100 percent constructed with limited new development
potential. The impact fee account for this district has a negative balance of $3,044.54 and
no reimbursement agreements.

There are no existing deficiencies in this system and no existing excess capacity. The
existing impact fee will be eliminated and no new impact fee imposed.

Taylorsville District

Current and proposed LOS is sufficient to carry storm runoff generated by the design storm.
The current installed system is 100 percent constructed with limited new development
potential. The impact fee account for this district has a negative balance of $4,272.00 and
no reimbursement agreements.

There are no existing deficiencies in this system and no existing excess capacity. New
development areas will be required to retain on site. The existing impact fee will be
eliminated and no new impact fee imposed.

Lee Creek District

Current and proposed LOS is sufficient to carry storm runoff generated by the design storm.
The current installed system is 100 percent constructed. New development in the area will
be required to retain on site. The impact fee account for this district has a positive balance of
$154.19 and no reimbursement agreements.

There are no existing deficiencies in this system and no existing excess capacity. The
existing impact fee will be eliminated and no new impact fee imposed.

Riter District

Current and proposed LOS is sufficient to carry storm runoff generated by the design storm.
The current installed system serves current development at the existing LOS. New
development is planned throughout the area. This is an active development area. There are
no current reimbursement agreements in the area.
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Planned improvements are designed to complete the system and provide capacity for new
development. The existing impact fee balance will be used to complete planned
improvements and the new impact fee will provide infrastructure for new development.
Future planned improvements for the area are identified in Table 4-2.

Table 4-2 - Riter/Westridge Service Area Impact Fee Facilities Plan

Basin
Name: RS
Sub- Pipe Pipe Unit
Basin Run Name From To Size Length | Price Total
OHB4 7200 West 3615 S 3563 S 24 inch 550 $115 $63,250
$63,250
Basin
Name: R6
Sub- Pipe Pipe Unit
Basin Run Name From To Size Length | Price Total
BA12 7000 West 3500 S 3390 S 36 inch 770 $170 $130,900
OHB5 6800 West 3720S 3500 S 24 inch 1980 $115 $227,700
$358,600
Basin
Name: R7
Sub- Pipe Pipe Unit
Basin Run Name From To Size Length | Price Total
BC6 | 6400 West Ef\:gway Riter Canal 60inch | 1830 | $280 | $512,400
BA11 6400 West 3500 S 3270S 36 inch 1150 $170 $195,500
OHB2 6400 West 3888 S 3800 S 24 inch 659 $115 $75,785
BB5 Parkway Blvd 5800 W 6400 W 24 inch 3500 $115 $402,500
BAS5 Parkway Blvd 6600 W 6400 W 18 inch 1400 $95 $133,000
$1,319,185
Basin
Name: R8
Sub- Pipe Pipe Unit
Basin Run Name From To Size Length Price Total
WHB6 6400 West 3750 S 3643 S 24 inch 672 $115 $77,280
WHB10 6400 West 3887 S 3771S 18 inch 1118 $95 $106,210
BB9 6000 West 3500 S 3400 S 36 inch 635 $170 $107,950
BB8 Walmart 3500 S Walmart 36inch 1985 $170 $337,450
g1z | Vamartto Walmart | Meadowlands | 42inch | 3135 | $195 | $611,325
MdwInds
$1,240,215
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Basin
Name: iB
Sub- Pipe Pipe Unit
Basin Run Name From To Size Length | Price Total
REC6 | Brud Drive g::kt Meadowlands | 36inch | 2975 | $170 | $505,750
$505,750
Basin
Name: R10
Sub- Pipe Pipe Unit
Basin Run Name From To Size Length | Price Total
SA6 5400 West 3600 S 3400 S 30inch 1340 $150 $201,000
$201,000
Basin
Name: R12
Su‘?- Run Name From To P.lpe Pipe U.mt Total
Basin Size Length Price
SB5 5100 West 3635S 3500 S 36 inch 1175 $170 $199,750
$199,750
Riter Canal Detention Basin
Land Acquisition 32 acres $90,000/ac $2,880,000
Excavation 160'028 $8.00/CY $1,280,000
Control Structure 1 Lump $150,000 $150,000
Landscaping | 35 acres $10,000/ac $350,000
| $4,660,000
Total Cost of Improvements $8,547,750
Total Acres in Basin 7232
Undeveloped/Developable Acres in Basin 1233
Percent new development 17.05%
Total IFFP $1,457,391

Source: West Valley City
The identified improvements are required to provide the proposed LOS in the district.

Utah & SL Canal District

Current and proposed LOS is sufficient to carry storm runoff generated by the design storm. The current
installed system is 100 percent constructed with limited development potential. The impact fee account
for this district has a balance of $0.00 and no reimbursement agreements.

There are no existing deficiencies in this system and no existing excess capacity. The existing impact fee
will be eliminated and no new impact fee imposed.

Westridge District

Current and proposed LOS is sufficient to carry storm runoff generated by the design storm. The current
installed system drains to the Riter District. Required improvements have been combined with the Riter
system and calculated with that District.

There are no existing deficiencies in this system and no existing excess capacity. The existing impact fee
will be recalculated with the Riter District.

Copper City District

There is no proposed storm drain system in this area. New development in the area will occur in areas
that will be required to retain storm runoff on site. The impact fee account for this district has a positive
balance of $27.57 and no reimbursement agreements.

There are no existing deficiencies in this system and no existing excess capacity. There is no existing
impact fee and no new impact fee will be imposed.
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Oquirrh Shadows District

Current and proposed LOS is sufficient to carry storm runoff generated by the design storm. The current
installed system is 100 percent constructed and drains to Salt Lake County. There is existing excess
capacity to serve anticipated new development as identified and calculated through a reimbursement
agreement with Salt Lake County. The impact fee account for this district has a negative balance of
$21,084.16 and a reimbursement agreement to collect $2,200 per acre and pass through to Salt Lake
County.

There are no existing deficiencies in this system. There is existing excess capacity to serve planned new
development in accordance with the reimbursement agreement.

Coon Creek District

There is no proposed storm drain system in this area. New development in the area will occur in areas
that will be required to retain storm runoff on site. The impact fee account for this district has a balance
of $0 and no reimbursement agreements.

There are no existing deficiencies in this system and no existing excess capacity. There is no existing
impact fee and no new impact fee will be imposed.

Hercules District

Current and proposed LOS is sufficient to carry storm runoff generated by the design storm. The current
installed system is designed to serve ATK and no new development is currently planned. In the event
that development may occur in the future, system improvements will be designed with related fees
calculated at that time. The impact fee account for this district has a balance of $0.00 and no
reimbursement agreements.

There are no existing deficiencies in this system and no existing excess capacity. The existing impact fee
will be eliminated and no new impact fee imposed.

Lake Park District

Current and proposed LOS is sufficient to carry storm runoff generated by the design storm. The current
installed system is 100 percent constructed through an agreement with Suburban Land Reserve (“SLR”)
There is existing excess capacity to serve anticipated new development as identified and calculated
through the reimbursement agreement. The impact fee account for this district has a negative balance
of $4,886.22 and a reimbursement agreement to collect $1,400 per acre and pass through to SLR.

There are no existing deficiencies in this system. There is existing excess capacity to serve planned new
development in accordance with the reimbursement agreement.

Vistas District

Current and proposed LOS is sufficient to carry storm runoff generated by the design storm. The current
installed system is 100 percent constructed. There is existing excess capacity to serve anticipated new
development. The impact fee account for this district has a negative balance of $99,323. The deficit in
this account occurred because the City paid the developer up front. The City was to be reimbursed
through impact fees. Since the time of installation, UDOT purchased most of the developable land in the
district for the Mountain View Corridor. There is little potential for reimbursement. The impact fee fund
will absorb this deficit. There will be no new impact fee.

There are no existing deficiencies in this system.

Southridge District
Current and proposed LOS is sufficient to carry storm runoff generated by the design storm. The current
installed system is 100 percent constructed through funding from the West Valley City General Fund.

There are no existing deficiencies in this system. There is existing excess capacity to serve the limited
anticipated new development. An impact fee will not be imposed.

4.3 Maximum Allowable Impact Fee
Table 4-3 provides the maximum allowable storm water system impact fee. The storm water impact fee
is generally charged on a per acre basis at the time of subdivision plat or final site approval.
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Developable Impact
District IFFP Total Acres Acres fee/acre

Redwood SO No Fee
Decker SO No Fee
Jordan S0 No Fee
Brighton SO No Fee
Taylorsville SO No Fee
Lee Creek S0 No Fee
Riter $1,457,391 7,232 1,233 $1,182
UT & SL Canal SO No Fee
Westridge * S0 $1,182
Copper City S0 No Fee
Oquirrh Shadows ** $21,084 $2,200
Coon Creek S0 No Fee
Hercules S0 No Fee
Lake Park ** $4,886 $1,400
Vistas ** $99,323 No Fee
Southridge S0 No Fee
Source: West Valley City, SL Co. Assessor's Office, GSBS
* Westridge has been combined with the Riter District
** Existing reimbursement agreements, buy-in for previously installed system
infrastructure
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CHAPTER 5 - PUBLIC SAFETY PLANNING

5.1 Current & Proposed Level of Service (LOS)

Fire and police facility current and proposed LOS is defined as units of square footage per 1,000
residents and nonresidential developed space. In addition to a facility LOS for fire stations and support
faC|I|t|es the fire LOS includes fire apparatus costing $500,000 or more in accordance with the Impact
Fee Act®. Table 5-Tis a summary of the current and proposed LOS for fire and police infrastructure.

Table 5-1: Public Safety Level Current and Proposed Level of Service

Current & Current &
. Proposed . Proposed .
Facility Type Residential Unit Nonresidential Unit
LOS LOS
Fire Facility 147.985 SF/1,000 Residents 0.795 SF/1,000 SF building
Fire Apparatus 15.71 $/Resident 84.30 $/1,000 SF building
Police Facility 257.292 SF/1,000 Residents 1.381 SF/1,000 SF building

Source: West Valley City, GSBS Richman

Proportional allocation of the cost of new facilities to various land use types will occur in the Impact Fee
Analysis.

5.2 Existing Facilities

Figure 5-1is a map of the location of fire and police facilities and density of population in West Valley
City as of 2010. This map demonstrates the distribution of facilities in relation to current population
distribution. Because the existing distribution of facilities corresponds to current distribution of
developed land uses and future facilities will be located to serve new development, a geographic
distribution element was not included in the proposed LOS.
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Sources: West Valley City, AGRC

Figure 5-1: Distribution of current public safety facilities

° Fire Apparatus impact fees are only allowed for non-residential uses. This will be taken into account in the Impact
Fee Analysis.
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Fire Protection

West Valley City is served by five fire stations combined with additional space in administrative, storage
and training facilities to support the overall mission. Table 5-2 is a list of each facility serving and
supporting fire protection in West Valley City. The total square feet to provide the current level of
service is 47,467.

Table 5-2: Fire Facilities 2013

Facility Year Built  SF

Station 71 Unknown 2,489
Station 72 Before 1980 3,809
Station 73 1992 5,472
Station 74 1998 14,766
Station 75 2002 5,755
Public Safety Building 1990* 1,380
Vehicle Maintenance Building 2002 2,380
City Hall 1990 2,016
Training facility (Station 73) 2003 3,400
Storage facility (Station 73) 2013 6,000

Total 47,467

* Acquired by the City in 2002
Source: West Valley City

Fire administration activities are in City Hall and the Public Safety Building. Fire apparatus are serviced in
the vehicle maintenance building. Training and storage occurs at Station 73. Table 5-3 represents the
current level of fire facility service per resident and per SF of non-residential space. The square footage
in each facility was multiplied by the percent of the total residentially developed acreage in the City
(41.36 percent) to determine the square footage dedicated to serving residential development. The area
in each facility dedicated to serving existing residential development was then divided by each 1,000 of
residents to determine the fire facility per resident level of service. A similar calculation based on
building square footage was completed for the area of each facility serving nonresidential development.

Table 5-3: Fire Facilities Existing Level of Service

SF/ SF/1,000 SF/non-  SF/1,000 SF of

Facility SF Residential Residents residential nonresidential

Service -2013 -2013 development
Station 71 2,489 1,029 7.757 1,460 0.042
Station 72 3,809 1,575 11.873 2,234 0.064
Station 73 5,472 2,263 17.059 3,209 0.092
Station 74 14,766 6,107 46.037 8,659 0.247
Station 75 5,755 2,380 17.941 3,375 0.096
Public Safety Building 1,380 571 4.304 809 0.023
Vehicle Maintenance Building 2,380 984 7.418 1,396 0.040
City Hall 2,016 834 6.287 1,182 0.034
Training facility (Station 73) 3,400 1,406 10.599 1,994 0.057
Storage facility (Station 73) 6,000 2,482 18.710 3,518 0.100
Total 47,467 19,631 147.985 27,836 0.795

Source: West Valley City, GSBS Richman

In addition to fire facilities, the Utah Impact Fees Act allows the inclusion of fire apparatus costing more
than $500,000 in the calculation of impact fees for nonresidential development. Although residential
development benefits from the apparatus and its share in the cost is calculated, the Utah Impact Fees act
limits the apparatus impact fee to nonresidential uses only. West Valley City’s current inventory of
apparatus is identified in Table 5-4. Original purchase costs were used to determine eligibility in this
table.
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Table 5-4: Fire Apparatus Inventory
Item Units Unit Cost Total

$500,000 $500,000
$5,040,000

Technical Rescue Unit
Total Fee Eligible Equipment
Source: WVC Fire Department

Transport Engines 2 $720,000 $1,440,000
Engine 1 $600,000 $600,000
75' Ladder Truck 1 $800,000 $800,000
Tower Truck 1 $1,200,000 $1,200,000
Hazmat Unit 1 $500,000 $500,000
1
7

The fire equipment current and proposed LOS is calculated using the same methodology as the fire
facility current and proposed LOS, as seen in Table 5-5.

Table 5-5: Fire Equipment Level of Service

C.OSt/. Cost/ Cost/ non- Cost/1,000 SF
Residential . . . of

Item Total Cost X Resident  residential - . .
Service - —2013 2013 nonresidential
2013 development
Transport Engines $1,440,000 $595,584 $4.49 $844,416 $24.09
Engine $600,000 $248,160 $1.87 $351,840 $10.04
75' Ladder Truck $800,000 $330,880 $2.49 $469,120 $13.38
Tower Truck $1,200,000 $496,320 $3.74 $703,680 $20.07
Hazmat Unit $500,000 $206,800 $1.56 $293,200 $8.36
Technical Rescue Unit $500,000 $206,800 $1.56 $293,200 $8.36
Total Fee Eligible Equipment  $5,040,000  $22,084,544 $15.71 $2,995,456 $84.30

Source: WVC Fire Department, GSBS Richman

West Valley City’s current fire service does not have an existing deficiency. All areas of the City receive
adequate fire protection. There is also not existing excess capacity in fire protection services.

Law Enforcement

West Valley City is served by a main police station in the Public Safety Building, two sub stations and
support and fleet maintenance facilities to support the overall mission. Table 5-6 is a list of each facility
serving and supporting police protection in West Valley City. The total square feet to provide the
current level of service is 82,523.

Table 5-6: Police Facilities 2013

Facility Year Built SF
Public Safety Building 1990* 22,768
City Hall 1990 6,855
Vehicle Maintenance Facility 2002 16,500
Centennial Park Substation 1999 5,400
Vehicle Storage 2009 18,000
Public Works Operations Unknown 5,000
Utah Cultural Celebration Center Substation 2003 8,000
Total 82,523

* Acquired by the City in 2002

Training is held at the public safety building or in other loaned facilities. As the City continues to grow
and add resident and daytime population additional police headquarters and training space will be
needed, as well as additional substations and vehicle storage and maintenance areas to support the
increase in the number of officers serving and protecting West Valley City.

Table 5-7 represents the current level of police facility service per resident and per 1,000 SF of non-
residential space. The square footage in each facility was multiplied by the percent of the total
residentially developed acreage in the City (41 percent) to determine the square footage dedicated to
serving residential development. The area in each facility dedicated to serving existing residential
development was then divided by each 1,000 of residents to determine the police facility per 1,000
resident level of service. A similar calculation based on building square footage was completed for the
area of each facility serving nonresidential development. This total square footage was then divided by

31

West Valley City Impact Fee Facilities Plan



ECONOMIC CONSULTING + PLANNING G S B S l'

CONSULTING

the 1,000 of existing nonresidential square footage in the City to determine the current square feet per
1,000 square feet of existing development.

Table 5-7: Police Facilities Current Level of Service

SF/ SF/1,000 SF/non- SF/1,000 SF of

Facility SF Residential Residents -  residential - nonresidential

Service 2013 2013 development
Public Safety Building 22,768 9,417 70.989 13,351 0.381
City Hall 6,855 2,835 21.371 4,020 0.115
Vehicle Maintenance Facility 16,500 6,824 51.442 9,676 0.276
Centennial Park Substation 5,400 2,233 16.833 3,167 0.090
Vehicle Storage 18,000 7,445 56.123 10,555 0.301
Public Works Operations 5,000 2,068 15.589 2,932 0.084
Utah Cultural Celebration Center Substation 8,000 3,309 24.945 4,691 0.134
Total 82,523 34,131 257.292 48,392 1.381

Source: West Valley City, GSBS Richman

5.3 Impact of Growth

The projected increase in population of 19,346 people to a total population of 152,000 and nonresidential
development of 9.5 million square feet to total commercial square footage of approximately 45 million
will erode the current levels of service as seen in Table 5-8.

Table 5-8: Impact of Growth

Current 2023 Revised LOS Current 2023 Revised LOS
Facility Type Residential Population (nonew  Nonresidential Nonresidential (no new
LOS P facilities) LOS SF facilities)
Fire Facility 147.985 152,000 129.150 0.795 44,557,088 0.625
Fire Apparatus 15.71 152,000 $13.71 $84.30 44,557,088 $66.33
Police Facility 257.292 152,000 224.545 1.381 44,557,088 1.087

Source: GSBS Richman

There is no existing excess capacity in West Valley City’s public safety facilities. There are no existing
deficiencies in the system.

5.4 Future Facilities

To serve the approximately 19,300 new residents and 9.5 million square feet of nonresidential
development projected through 2023, an additional 10,377 SF of fire facilities, $1,107,165 in fire apparatus
and 18,040 SF of police facilities are required, as seen in Table 5-9.

Table 5-9: Projected Facility Needs 2013 - 2023

Needed to New SF
. . . . N . Needed to Serve  Total Growth-
- Residential New Serve Nonresidential Nonresidential . . .
Facility Type . . . Nonresidential  Related Facility
LOS Residents Residential LOS Space Growth Need
Growth (thousands)

Fire Facility 147.985 19,346 2,863 SF 0.795 9,500 7,553 SF 10,416SF
Fire
Apparatus $15.71 19,346 $303,926 $84.30 9,500 $800,850 $1,104,776
Police Facility 257.292 19,346 4,978 SF 1.381 9,500 13,120 SF 18,098 SF

Source: GSBS Richman

Currently, approximately 41 percent of existing facilities serve residential development and 59 percent
serve nonresidential development. As seen in Table 5-10 approximately 27.5 percent of the required new
fire and police facilities is created by new residential development and 72.5 percent from nonresidential
development. The cost of new facilities will be distributed 27.5 percent to residential growth and 72.5
percent to non-residential growth.

Table 5-10: Source of New Development Driven Capacity Need
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Non
Total New  Residential % Residential % Non-
Facility Type Required Required Residential Required  Residential
Fire Facility 10,416 SF 2,863 SF 27.5% 7,553 SF 72.5%
Fire Apparatus $1,104,776 $303,926 27.5% $800,850 72.5%
Police Facility 18,098 SF 4,978 SF 27.5% 13,120 SF 72.5%

Source: GSBS Richman

Although the share of the fire apparatus attributable to residential growth is identified and quantified, the Utah Impact
Fees Act prohibits the inclusion of fire apparatus in the residential public safety impact fee. The residential share of
the cost is not carried forward in the rest of the IFFP and IFA analyses.

5.5 Source of Cost Estimates

Estimated costs of facilities in the Impact Fee Facilities Plan are based on the assumptions included in
Table 5-11. The estimated cost per square foot includes hard and soft construction costs. Land cost is
identified separately. Land cost estimates are based on discussions with local developers.

Table 5-11: Estimated Costs - Public Safety Facilities (2013$)

Facility Type Construction Cost Land Cost Estimated

per SF per Acre Acres
Police Main Station $280 $120,000 2.65
All other facilities $140 $120,000 2.00

Source: GSBS Richman

5.6 Impact Fee Facilities Plan

A concept plan for future growth is provided below in Table 5-12. West Valley City’s current fire stations
average approximately 6,500 SF. The main police station is currently 22,768 square feet. When the
Public Safety Building is replaced, the area dedicated to police will be increased to service the growing
city. Impact fees will fund approximately 7,000 SF of the expanded main station building and any
support activities included in the new building.

Table 5-12: Public Safety Facility Conceptual Impact Fee Facilities Plan
Impact

Future Facility Area (sf) T?ztglgg; t Fee Cost F::l:jrl:eg
(20133)

Fire Station 7,000 $1,058,505  $1,058,505 IF
Fire Training 3,400 $514,131 $514,131 IF
Fire Eligible Apparatus ~ Ladder Truck $1,104,776 $800,850  IF/Other™
Police Substation 5,000 $756,075 $756,075 IF
Police Main Station 29,768 $8,653,040  $2,034,778 IF/Other
Police Support 6,000 $907,290 $907,290 IF
Total $12,993,817 $6,071,629

Source: GSBS Richman

In addition to the facilities identified in the IFFP anticipated nonresidential growth will require the
addition of fire apparatus. The capital outlay for fire apparatus identified in Table 5-12 requires partial
funding from non-impact fee related sources.

5.7 Maximum Allowable Impact Fee
Table 5-13 is the maximum allowable impact fee for public safety facilities per capita and per 1,000 SF of

nonresidential building. The actual fee is calculated in the Impact Fee Analysis document to take into
account the proportional impact of different type of development and any applicable credits.

© According to the Utah Impact Fees Act, a city may not impose an impact fee for fire suppression vehicles on
residential development: 11-36a-202 (2)(a)(i)
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Table 5-13: Public Safety Maximum Allowable Impact Fee

. New SF
IFFP Cost % Population Fee I_’er % » served Fee per
Facility Type Residential Served Capita NonResidentia (Thousands 1,000 SF
Fire Facility $1,572,636 27.5% 19,346 $22.35 72.5% 9,500,000 $120.02
Fire Apparatus $800,850 0% 19,346 $0.00 72.5% 9,500,000 $61.12
Police Facility $3,698,143 27.5% 19,346 $52.57 72.5% 9,500,000 $282.23
Total $6,071,629 $74.92 $463.37
Source: GSBS Richman
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CHAPTER 6- PARKS, TRAILS, AND RECREATION PLANNING

6.1 Current & Proposed Level of Service (LOS)
The Parks and Trails current and proposed LOS for West Valley City’s estimated 132,654 residents, by
park classification is identified in Table 6-1. This LOS is the basis for projected park needs through 2023.

Table 6-1 - Park/Trail LOS

Classification Total Los/ 1'0,00
Acres Population

Neighborhood 48.35 0.364
Community 115.88 0.874
Undeveloped Park Land 13.15 0.099
Trails 24.13 0.182
Undeveloped Trails 1.79 0.013
Total 203.30 1.533

Source: WVC Parks Department

A second component of the Parks and Recreation current and proposed LOS is the level and cost of
providing facilities within the parks. Facilities provided in current parks include restrooms, pavilions,
baseball and soccer fields, and tennis courts. West Valley City completed an inventory of improvements
at current parks.

Table 6-2: Park Facilities LOS

Classification Facility T?'.:a.l Facilities/ LOS/1,900
Facilities Acre Population
Neighborhood Sm. Restroom 1 0.021 0.008
Playground 19 0.393 0.143
Lg. Pavilion 1 0.021 0.008
Sm. Pavilion 10 0.207 0.075
Tennis Courts 1 0.021 0.008
Baseball/Softball 2 0.041 0.015
Soccer 3 0.062 0.023
Community Play Structures 5 0.043 0.038
Lg. Pavilion 5 0.043 0.038
Tennis Courts 10 0.086 0.075
Baseball/Softball 13 0.112 0.098
Soccer 3 0.026 0.023
Lg. Restroom 8 0.069 0.060
Trails N/A
Undeveloped
Land N/A

Source: WVC Parks Department

In addition to facilities, West Valley City’s improved parks include walkways, parking Iots landscaping
and irrigation. The average ratio of these improvements per acre are included in Table 6- 3"

Table 6-3: Park Improvements LOS/Acre

Classification :.::lgdas.t:ad in, Parking Walkways/Other

(SF) ping (SF) Hardsurface (SF)
Neighborhood 39,640 732 1,584
Community 34,848 3,742 2,792
Trails NA NA 40,000

Source: WVC Parks Department

" The values in this table do not sum to 43,560 (the number of square feet in an acre) because some portion of the
park acre is captured in the improvements such as restrooms and playgrounds.)
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West Valley City currently owns and maintains the parks and trails identified in Table 6-1. Parks are
identified by type. Neighborhood parks are defined as 1.5 to 5 acres. Community and special use parks
are defined as 5-25 acres and are designed to meet the City-wide population need for specific types of

facilities. The City’s 2013 inventory of parks by type is in Table 6-4.

Table 6-4 - Current Facility Inventory

Name of facility

Location

Size

Neighborhood Parks
Back Nine Park
Bridle Farms
Country Mead.
Falcon Crest
Fassio Farm
Foxtail (Sugar P)
Hunter Ridge
Hunter Village Trail Head Park
Hunter Village
Ironwood
Kingspointe
Maple Mead.
Meadowlands
Peachwood
Scottsdale
Sugarplum
Terrace Ridge
Trailblazer Park
West View
Wheatland
Woodledge

Community Parks *

City Park

Centennial

Parkway
Promenade/Plaza

Utah Cultural Center Park

Undeveloped Park Land
Arlington Park

Brock property

Sunset Hills

East of Redwood Rd property
Pleasant Valley

Riverside

Vistas West

Vistas East

Trails
Hunter Village Open Space
Sugar Plum Trails 4.38

Undeveloped Trails
Crosstowne Trail

Mtn View Corridor Access
Beagley Sub Trail

West Ridge Estates Access

4105 West 3010 South

6690 West Bridal Farms Rd. (3940 S.)
4175 W. 3980S.

4055 S. 7060 W.

3720S. 5200 W.

6880 West 3045 South

4383 S.5710 W.

6985 West Hunter Valley Dr. (3215 South)
4565 S. Early Duke St. (5080 W.)
1330 West Rothchild Dr. (3665 SO.)
2520 West 3380 South
3350 South 5800 West
3510 W. 3965 S.
3755 W. 3100 South
6800 West 2900 South
6260 West Terrace Ridge Dr. (4365 S.)
3164 South Trailblazer Cove (6675 West)
6050 W. 4100S.
4266 South 3680 West
5210 W. 4310S.
Total Acreage - Neighborhood Parks

4500 W. 3500 S.
5405 W. 3100 So.
3405 W. Parkway Blvd. (2700 So.)
2905 West Lehman Ave
1355 West 3100 South
Total Acreage - Community Parks

4623 South 4725 West
4316 W. Paskay Drive
6414 So. Oquirrh Drive
3876 So. Grasmere Lane
6124 WEST BRUD DR. (3100S.)
1115 River Bank Rd.
6370 West Cape Ridge Lane (4590 South)
4530 South 6000 West
Total Acreage - Undeveloped Park Land

Total Acreage - Trails

Parkway Blvd and Decker Lake Dr.

Total Acreage - Undeveloped Trails

0.18
1.13
1.72
1.50
2.72
1.69
1.11
1.00
5.57
0.91
4.50
1.40
2.29
2.20
2.46
1.23
2.65
1.49
5.00
1.00
6.6
48.35

25.07
77.60
7.00
4.08
2.13
115.88

0.60
0.15
2.00
0.75
0.52
3.56
2.82
2.75
13.15

10.06
14.07
24.13

0.19
1.00
0.60
1.79

* Combined from original categories: City, Regional, District and Special Use
Source: West Valley City Parks Department

Each park in West Valley City is improved with various recreational and other improvements. Table 6-5

identifies the average number of improvements per acre by type of facility.

West Valley City Impact Fee Facilities Plan
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Table 6-5 -- Average Number of Facilities per acre by type of facility

Type of Play - Tennis Baseball/

Facility Structures Pavilions Courts Softball Soccer Restroom
Neighborhood 0.393 0.228 0.021 0.041 0.062 0.021
Community 0.043 0.043 0.086 0.112 0.026 0.069
Trails N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Source: WVC Parks Department

6.3 Impact of Growth
The projected increase in population of approximately 19,300 people will erode the current levels of
service as seen in Tables 6-6 and 6-7.

Table 6-6: Impact of Growth - Park & Trail Acreage LOS

I Total LOS/1,000 2023 Revised LOS
Classification . . (no new % Change
Acreage Population  Population L
facilities)
Neighborhood 48.35 0.364 152,000 0.318 -13%
Community 115.88 0.874 152,000 0.763 -13%
Undeveloped Park Land 13.15 0.099 152,000 0.086 -13%
Trails 24.13 0.182 152,000 0.159 -13%
Undeveloped Trails 1.79 0.013 152,000 0.011 -13%
Total 203.30 1.532 1.337 -13%

Source: WVC Parks Department

Table 6-7: Impact of Growth - Park Facilities

Revised LOS/

Classification Facility T(.)t.a.I L05/1,q00 2023. 1,000 Population %
Facilities Population  Population . Change
(no new facilities)

Neighborhood Sm. Restroom 1 0.008 152,000 0.007 -13%
Playground 19 0.143 152,000 0.125 -13%
Lg. Pavilion 1 0.008 152,000 0.007 -13%
Sm. Pavilion 10 0.075 152,000 0.065 -13%
Tennis Courts 1 0.008 152,000 0.007 -13%
Baseball/Softball 2 0.015 152,000 0.013 -13%
Soccer 3 0.023 152,000 0.020 -13%
Community Play Structures 5 0.038 152,000 0.033 -13%
Lg. pavilion 5 0.038 152,000 0.033 -13%
Tennis Courts 10 0.075 152,000 0.065 -13%
Baseball/Softball 13 0.098 152,000 0.086 -13%
Soccer 3 0.023 152,000 0.020 -13%
Lg. Restroom 8 0.060 152,000 0.052 -13%

Trails N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Undeveloped Land N/A N/A N/A N/A N/A

Source: WVC Parks Department

The impact of growth on the current and proposed LOS for park improvements
(landscaping/irrigation/parking) is proportional to the impact seen in acreage and facilities. There is no
existing excess capacity in West Valley City’s park and trails system. Although the current parks LOS is
lower than the standard identified as the desired LOS by city management, the City has identified the
current parks LOS as the proposed LOS as a result of the lack of availability of other funding sources.

6.4 Future Facilities

To provide the proposed LOS and serve the anticipated additional approximately 19,300 new residents in
West Valley City between 2013 and 2023, a total of approximately 30 new park acres are required, seven
acres of neighborhood parks, 17 acres of community parks, two acres of undeveloped park acres, four
acres of trails and about 0.25 acres of undeveloped trails. Table 6-8 identifies the needed acres and
facilities by classification.

Table 6-8: New Parks/Facilities by Classification
Classification Facility LOS/1000 New
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Table 6-11 includes the conceptual list of park and trails projects for the next ten years.

GSBS %

Population Acres/
Facilities
Neighborhood Acreage 0.364 7.04
Sm. Restroom 0.008 0.15
Playground 0.143 2.77
Lg. Pavilion 0.008 0.15
Sm. Pavilion 0.075 1.45
Tennis Courts 0.008 0.15
Baseball/Softball 0.015 0.29
Soccer 0.023 0.44
Community Acreage 0.874 16.91
Play Structures 0.038 0.74
Lg pavilion 0.038 0.74
Tennis Courts 0.075 1.45
Baseball/Softball 0.098 1.90
Soccer 0.023 0.44
Lg. Restroom 0.060 1.16
Undeveloped Park Acreage 0.099 1.92
Land
Trails Acreage 0.181 3.52
Undeveloped Trail Acreage 0.013 0.25

Source: GSBS Richman
6.5 Source of Cost Estimates

CONSULTING

The projected

total cost is based on the cost estimates included in Table 6-9. Estimated costs are based on the most

recently completed West Valley City parks projects verified with GSBS parks designers.

based on interviews with local developers.

Table 6-9: Park/Trail Cost Estimates

Cost per
Unit

Item (20149) Unit
Acreage $120,000 acre
Turf/Soil $1.25 SF
Irrigation S1 SF
Walkways/hard surface S6 SF
Parking w/curb & gutter S5 SF
Small Play Structures $60,000 ea
Lg. Play Structures $150,000 ea
Small Pavilion $60,000 ea
Lg Pavilion $130,000 ea
Tennis Courts $48,000 ea
Baseball/Softball $200,000 ea
Soccer $200,000 ea
Small Restroom $60,000 ea
Lg. Restroom $200,000 ea

Source: WVC Parks Department, GSBS

Land costs are

Using the costs in Table 6-9, the cost per acre to purchase and develop parks in West Valley City is

estimated in Table 6-10.

West Valley City Impact Fee Facilities Plan
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Table 6-10: Cost of Development per Acre by Classification

Classification Acreage Improvement Facilities Total/ Acre Acres Total
Neighborhood $120,000 $102,354  $61,776 $284,130 7.04 $2,000,275
Community $120,000 $113,870  $57,765 $291,635 16.91 $4,931,548
Undeveloped Park Land $120,000 S0 SO $120,000 1.92 $230,400
Trails $120,000 $240,000 $0 $360,000 3.52 $1,267,200
Undeveloped Trails $120,000 S0 SO $120,000 0.25 $30,000

Total 29.64 $8,459,423

Source: GSBS Richman
6.6 Impact Fee Facilities Plan

West Valley City has developed a comprehensive list of parks and trails projects to serve the entire City.
The acreage and cost of development for the projects on the list exceed the maximum allowable impact
fee collections based on the current and proposed level of service. The projects needed to maintain the
level of service will be completed to accommodate development patterns. The impact fee facilities plan
in Table 6-11 will allow West Valley City to maintain the current level of service for each of the functional
classifications within the current park system.

Table 6-11: Parks/Trails Impact Fee Facilities Plan

Project Classification Area Total Cost IF Eligible Cost
(acres) (20139) (20139)

Develop existing park acreage Neighborhood 6 $984,780 $984,780
Acquire and develop new parks Neighborhood 20 $5,682,600 $5,682,600
Acquire and develop district park Community 10 $2,916,350 $2,916,350
Develop existing regional park acreage Community 3 $514,905 $514,905
Develop new community park Community 10 $2,916,350 $2,916,350
Develop Wetland Park Area Community 20 $500,000 $500,000
New skate park Community 1 $300,000 $300,000
Complete City Center Plaza Community 4 $50,000 $50,000
Acquire new park property All 5 $600,000 $600,000
Develop existing trail property Trails 10 $2,400,000 $2,400,000
Acquire & develop new trails Trails 20 $7,200,000 $7,200,000
Acquire new trail property Trails 5 $600,000 $600,000
Total 114 $24,664,985 $24,664,985

Estimated Impact fee collections $8,459,423
Parks/Trail funding (all other sources) $16,205,562

Source: WVC Parks Department, GSBS Richman

6.7 Existing Excess Capacity
West Valley City’s parks and trails current and proposed LOS is lower than or roughly equal to other
jurisdictions in Salt Lake County. There is not existing excess capacity in any of the City’s parks or trails.

There is, however, existing excess capacity in the West Valley Family Fitness Center as defined by the
City. The Center is intended to serve the community through build-out at 160,000 people. Table 6-12
calculates the “buy-in” value of that excess capacity for new residential development. A credit against
this fee will be calculated and applied as part of the Impact Fee Analysis.

Table 6-12: Recreation Center Buy-in Analysis

Cost of

Pimllj:t,il:)tn SF SF/ person Construction F'?:;;ﬁ;:ﬁ:;‘;st Cost/SF :(:sscfn
P (Millions$) P
160,000 96,474 0.603 $22,190,000.00 $11,607,544.64 $350.33 $211.23

Source: West Valley City
* A credit for contribution to past and future bond payments will be calculated as part of the Impact Fee
Analysis
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6.8 Existing Deficiencies

The current and proposed LOS has been established based on current acreage and facilities available to
current residents. Establishing the proposed LOS based on current service levels eliminates the potential
for existing deficiencies in parks and trails. The City’s current LOS is lower than many comparably sized
cities. If the West Valley City Mayor and Council wish to raise the LOS, funding will be identified from
other, non-impact fee sources and the LOS will be raised for all residents at the point in time that the
investment is made; however, new residents will pay, through impact fees, for facilities at a level
comparable to those enjoyed by residents at the date of this analysis.

6.9 Maximum Allowable Impact Fee
Table 6-13 is the maximum allowable impact fee for parks, trails and recreation facilities per capita. The

actual fee is calculated in the Impact Fee Analysis document to take into account the proportional
impact of different type of development and any applicable credits.

Table 6-13: Parks/Trails/Recreation Maximum Allowable Impact Fee

Classification IFFP Cost  tion Served er Capita
Neighborhood $2,000,275 19,346 $103.39
Community $4,931,548 19,346 $254.91
Undeveloped Land $230,400 19,346 $11.91
Trails $1,267,200 19,346 $65.50
Undeveloped Trails $30,000 19,346 $1.55
Recreation Center Buy-In $33,797,545 160,000 $211.23

Total Maximum Fee $648.49

Source: GSBS Richman

40
West Valley City Impact Fee Facilities Plan



WEST VALLEY
CITY

IMPACT FEE ANALYSIS

Transportation, Storm Drainage, Public Safety, and
Parks, Trails & Recreation

COMPLETED BY:
GSBS Consulting

SUBMITTED:
November 13th, 2014



ECONOMIC CONSULTING + PLANNING G S B S l'

CONSULTING

Executive Summary
The impact fees calculated in this analysis have been developed in accordance with Section 11-36 A-304
of the Impact Fees Act. The basic process for adoption of an impact fee is illustrated in Figure 1.

The analysis in this document is based on the cost of projects identified in the Impact Fee Facilities Plan
and quantifies the cost of providing system infrastructure facilities to anticipated new development at a
proposed level of service that is comparable to the current level of service enjoyed by West Valley City’s
current property owners.

The following infrastructure types are addressed in this analysis and the accompanying Impact Fee
Facilities Plan:

e Transportation

e Storm Drainage

e Public Safety
o Fire Facilities
o Fire Eligible Apparatus
o Police Facilities

e Parks/Trails

The data used in this analysis were obtained from West Valley City, Salt Lake County Assessor’s Office,
the U.S. Census Bureau and the Utah State Governor’s Office of Management and Budget, Demographics
and Economic Analysis Division. Cost estimates on which the 2013 cost of facilities is based were
obtained from designers, planners, engineers and architects working in the field.

An impact fee is a one-time fee, not a tax, charged to new development to pay for the cost of
infrastructure to serve that development. The fee is charged either at plat approval for storm drain or at
the time that the building permit is issued for other facility types. Impact fees are calculated based on
strict guidelines laid out in the Utah Impact Fees Act. Following the guidelines in the Act ensures that
there is a well-established and understood relationship between the impacts of new development and
the need for new infrastructure AND that the cost of that infrastructure is fairly apportioned to the
different types of anticipated development.

This analysis and the accompanying IFFP show the impact that anticipated new growth in West Valley
City (19,300 new residents and 9,500,000 square feet of new non-residential development) in the study
period 2013-2023 will require additional parks/trails acreage, additional road capacity, additional storm
drainage capacity, fire and police facilities and fire apparatus.
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Figure 1 - Impact Fee Process

Tables ES-1 through ES-4 provide the maximum allowable impact fees for each infrastructure type. The
maximum allowable fee is adjusted, where appropriate, to reflect the proportional impact of different
land use types on facility infrastructure and for new development’s contributions to existing

infrastructure to calculate the final recommended impact fee identified in each infrastructure type
section and Table ES-5.

Table ES-1: Transportation Maximum Allowable Impact Fee Calculation

Roadway Intersection
Total Cost of IFFP (2023) $8,041,564  $2,195,563
# of New Peak Trips (2023) * 13,526
Capacity Utilization Factor 0.92
Cost/Peak Trip $546.96 $149.34
Buy-in Cost $777,684
Buy-in Cost/Peak Trip $57.50
Maximum Allowable Impact Fee/Peak Trip $753.80

Source: InterPlan
* Based on the WFRC Traffic Demand Model
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Table ES-2: Stormwater Maximum Allowable Impact Fee Schedule by Drainage District

Developable Impact
District IFFP Total Acres Acres fee/acre
Redwood ] No Fee
Decker ] No Fee
Jordan ] No Fee
Brighton ] No Fee
Taylorsville ] No Fee
Lee Creek ] No Fee
Riter $1,457,391 7,232 1,233 $1,182
UT & SL Canal ] No Fee
Westridge * ] $1,182
Copper City S0 No Fee
Oquirrh Shadows ** $21,084 $2,200
Coon Creek ] No Fee
Hercules ] No Fee
Lake Park ** $4,886 $1,400
Vistas ** $99,323 No Fee
Southridge ] No Fee

Source: West Valley City, SL Co. Assessor's Office, GSBS
* Westridge has been combined with the Riter District
** Existing reimbursement agreements, buy-in for previously installed system infrastructure

Table ES-3: Public Safety Maximum Allowable Impact Fee

IEEP Cost % Population Fee Per % Non- New SF Fee per

Facility Type Residential Served Capita Residential Served 1,000 SF
Fire Facility $1,572,636 27.5% 19,346 $22.35 72.5% 9,500,000 $120.02
Fire Apparatus $800,850 0% 19,346 $0.00 72.5 9,500,000 $61.12
Police Facility $3,698,143 27.5% 19,346 $52.57 72.5% 9,500,000 $282.23
Total $6,071,629 $74.92 $463.37

Source: GSBS Richman

Table ES-4: Parks/Trails/Recreation Maximum Allowable Impact Fee

Classification IFFP Cost Population Fee ?er

Served Capita
Neighborhood $2,000,275 19,346 $103.39
Community $4,931,548 19,346 $254.91
Undeveloped Land $230,400 19,346 $11.91
Trails $1,267,200 19,346 $65.50
Undeveloped Trails $30,000 19,346 $1.55
Recreation Center Buy-In $33,797,545 160,000 $211.23
Total Maximum Fee $648.49

Source: GSBS Richman

The recommended impact fees for each facility type are identified in Table ES-5. A complete description
of the basis and methodology for the calculation of each of these fees is included in this document and
the companion IFFP document.
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Table ES-5: Recommended Impact Fee Schedule

Single- General
Family Multifamily Commercial/
Facility Type Service Area Residential Residential Industrial
Transportation (per unit residential/ per 1,000 SF nonresidential) City-wide $377 $234  Varies
Storm Water (per acre) Riter/ Westridge $1,182 $1,182 $1,182
Oquirrh Shadows $2,200 $2,200 $2,200
Lake Park $1,400 $1,400 $1,400
Fire Facility (per unit residential/ per 1,000 SF nonresidential) City-wide $80.68 $68.61 $120.02
Fire Apparatus (per unit residential/ per 1,000 SF nonresidential) City-wide $0.00 $0.00 $61.12
Police Facility (per unit residential/ per 1,000 SF nonresidential) City-wide $188.44 $160.25 $282.05
Parks/Trails/Recreation Center (per unit) City-wide $2,300.33 $1,956.23 S0

Source: GSBS

Statutory Summary

The Utah Impact Fees Act includes several requirements relating to the completion of an Impact Fee
Analysis. This section is a summary, by section of the Impact Fees Act, of the analysis included in this
document.

11-36a-304. Impact fee analysis requirements.

(M An impact fee analysis shall:

(a) identify the anticipated impact on or consumption of any existing capacity of a public facility
by the anticipated development activity;

The existing capacity of each facility type was established through an evaluation of existing
facilities. In the case of the transportation network, the Wasatch Front Regional Council travel
demand model was run using the current road network and 2013 traffic information. For the
storm drain system each of the City’s 16 drainage areas was evaluated separately. The City’s
current fire and police facilities were identified and mapped in relation to current land uses and
development patterns to identify the existing capacity of public safety facilities. The City’s park
system includes neighborhood, community and special purpose parks, trails and a recreation
center. The capacity of each was established based on the current population of West Valley
City. For each facility type, a current level of service was established using current facilities and
current population or level of development. The level of service was then calculated using
anticipated future development levels to estimate the expected impact on the identified
infrastructure. Table ES-6 provides a summary of the impact on or consumption of existing
capacity by anticipated development activity.

Table ES-6: Summary of Impact of Development on Existing Facilities

Current Future LOS - No new %

Residential LOS facilities Difference
Transportation D E N/A
Storm Drain - Riter/Westridge Basin Limited System No Available System N/A
Fire Facilities 147.985 129.150 -13%
Fire Apparatus $15.71 $13.71 -13%
Police Facilities 257.292 224.545 -13%
Parks/Trails 1.532 1.337 -13%
Recreation Center 0.603 0.603 0%

Source: WVC; GSBS

(b) ldentify the anticipated impact on system improvements required by the anticipated
development activity to maintain the established level of service for each public facility;

As seen in Table ES-6, the level of service for both current and future residents and businesses
will erode for most facility types if additional facilities are not built. West Valley City has
established the proposed LOS based on the current LOS, therefore facilities were identified for
each infrastructure type to maintain the current level of service for current property owners and
provide the same level of service for future property owners. The process to identify required
facilities to provide the current and proposed LOS includes identification of existing excess
capacity available to new development before identification of future, new facilities to be

4
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constructed. Table ES-7 identifies the value of existing excess capacity available to new
development and required improvements needed to achieve the proposed level of service for

each facility type.

Table ES-7: Summary of Cost of Facilities to Achieve LOS

Existing Excess

Capacity New Facilities
Transportation $777,684 $10,237,127
Storm Drain - All Basins $25,970 $1,457,391
Fire Facilities S0 $1,572,636
Fire Apparatus S0 $800,850
Police Facilities S0 $3,698,143
Parks/Trails S0 $8,459,423
Recreation Center $5,776,423 S0

Source: WVC; GSBS

(c) subject to Subsection (2), demonstrate how the anticipated impacts described in
Subsections (1)(a) and (b) are reasonably related to the anticipated development activity;

The analysis included in the Impact Fee Facilities Plan identified the proportion of existing
facilities attributable to current land uses and development types. The IFFP also identified
anticipated development, by land use type for the 2013 to 2023 planning horizon. Based on
anticipated new population of 19,346 people in 7,939 new households and 9,500,000 square feet
of new nonresidential buildings, existing excess capacity will be used and new facilities required
to provide the proposed LOS. The City has used several funding sources in the past to pay for
existing infrastructure including general fund, user fees and rates, bond proceeds, grants,
developer exactions and impact fees. The analysis evaluates the availability of all funding sources
in determining the appropriateness of impact fees to fund future facilities. Several existing
facilities providing services to existing property owners are funded with bonds. To the extent
that future development will contribute property taxes to the repayment of existing bonds, a
credit has been calculated. Table ES-8 identifies the credits calculated for the infrastructure

types with outstanding debt service.

Table ES-8: Impact Fee Credits

Residential % of % of
Credit/per Recommended Non-Residential Recommended
capita Impact Fee Credit/1,000 SF Impact Fee
Police Facilities (0.37) 0.70% (50.18) 0.06%
Recreation Facility (511.28) 1.77% NA NA

Source: GSBS

(d) estimate the proportionate share of:

(i) the costs for existing capacity that will be recouped; and

Existing capacity is available for utilization by new development in three of the four infrastructure
types analyzed. Table ES-9 summarizes the total value of the facilities with existing excess
capacity, the value of existing excess capacity and the value of the excess capacity available to
new development in the period 2013 - 2023. In the case of the Oquirrh Shadows and Lake Park
storm drain service areas, existing excess capacity and the value of the capacity per acre was
established at construction and included in the applicable reimbursement agreements. An
additional consideration relating to storm drainage infrastructure is the creation of drainage
systems specific to each drainage basin. This means that there is no “flow through” storm water
that isn’t accounted for as a part of the development process. By definition, development of the
hardscapes and buildings necessary for development creates the need for the infrastructure.
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Table ES-9: Summary of Existing Excess Capacity

Value of Impact

Total Cost of Value of Existing Fee Eligible
Facilities Excess Capacity Capacity
Transportation $8,196,514 $909,883 $777,684
Storm Drainage $25,970 $25,970
Public Safety S0 ] ]
Parks/Trails S0 ] ]
Recreation Center $33,797,545 85,776,423 $4,086,546
Total $42,020,029 $6,686,306 $4,890,200

Source: WVC, GSBS

(i) the costs of impacts on system improvements that are reasonably related to the new
development activity; and

In addition to the existing infrastructure capacity available to new development, there are new
transportation, storm drainage, public safety, parks and trails facilities required to achieve the
proposed LOS. The projects were identified from larger lists of projects needed to maintain
current infrastructure or address existing deficiencies. The IFFP for each facility type includes
only the projects needed to serve new development at the proposed LOS. The cost for each of
the system improvements were determined based on recently completed projects, current
engineering or architectural estimates or based on values identified in RSMeans.

(e) based on the requirements of this chapter, identify how the impact fee was calculated.
Each section in this report identifies the steps taken to calculate the impact fee in accordance
with the requirements of the Impact Fees Act. The analysis in this report is based on the analysis

and information contained in the Impact Fee Facilities Plan report.

(2) In analyzing whether or not the proportionate share of the costs of public facilities are

reasonably related to the new development activity, the local political subdivision or private entity, as the
case may be, shall identify, if applicable:

(a) the cost of each existing public facility that has excess capacity to serve the anticipated

development resulting from the new development activity;

The basis of the value of existing excess capacity available to serve new development is based on
actual cost of the facility. In the event that actual cost information was not available or the facility
was funded by an entity other than the City the value of the facility was not included in the
analysis, although the capacity was taken into account in the evaluation of needed facilities.

(b) the cost of system improvements for each public facility;

Using actual cost of construction, where available or estimates based on engineering or
architectural estimates or RSMeans as appropriate, the cost of system improvements was
identified.

(c) other than impact fees, the manner of financing for each public facility, such as user charges,

special assessments, bonded indebtedness, general taxes, or federal grants;

For each facility type the source of funding for existing improvements was identified and
reviewed. The applicability of available funding sources was reviewed and alternative sources of
funding were identified.

(d) the relative extent to which development activity will contribute to financing the excess

capacity of and system improvements for each existing public facility, by such means as user charges,
special assessments, or payment from the proceeds of general taxes;

For transportation infrastructure a combination of federal and state funds as well as other local
sources including developer exactions and impact fees has funded the current network. West
Valley City will continue to fund transportation needs from a variety of sources including the
share of road capacity costs associated with new development. For storm drain infrastructure
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developer exactions and impact fees have been the primary source of funding for the existing
system and will continue to be the primary source for construction of new facilities to serve new
development. The storm drain utility fund is used to operate and maintain the current and future
existing system.

For public safety facilities a combination of general fund and bonding revenue sources have been
used to construct current infrastructure. For some future facilities, bonding may be appropriate.
A credit to the impact fee for future facilities has been calculated for current bonds, if bonds are
issued in the future an additional credit may be appropriate. For parks and trails infrastructure
grants, developer exactions, general fund and impact fee sources have been used to fund current
infrastructure. Grants, developer exactions and impact fees will continue to be sources of funding
for future infrastructure. A bond was issued to fund construction of the Family Fitness Center.
The Center is intended to serve the community through “build-out” and therefore new residential
development will “buy-in” to the fitness center. A credit for the property tax paid on existing
undeveloped property that will be developed has been calculated and deducted from the
recommended impact fee.

(e) the relative extent to which development activity will contribute to the cost of existing public
facilities and system improvements in the future;

An evaluation of each project on the capital facilities plan for each infrastructure type was
completed. For transportation only projects that increased capacity of the road segment or
intersection were included on the IFFP. The remaining projects will be funded with Class C road
and other similar sources. New development does not directly contribute to these funds
(although drivers of vehicles do). For storm drainage, the proportion of the new system not
included on the current IFFP (17 percent of the cost) the funding sources include current impact
fee balances and future impact fee collections beyond 2013 as well as some storm drain utility
rates.

For public safety, future construction of a new public safety building and main police station may
require the issuance of bonds. For that portion of the new building that will replace existing
square footage, a credit to the impact fee, calculated at the time that the bonds are issued, will be
required if property taxes are used to repay the bond. For parks and trails, property tax bonds
are not one of the likely funding sources for future facilities. If bonds or property tax are used in
the future, a credit should be calculated.

(f) the extent to which the development activity is entitled to a credit against impact fees
because the development activity will dedicate system improvements or public facilities that will offset
the demand for system improvements, inside or outside the proposed development;

This evaluation will occur as development proposals are reviewed by the City and at the request
of the developer. The process and basis for establishing the impact fees in this analysis will be
the basis for evaluating the extent to which new development activity should receive a credit.

(g) extraordinary costs, if any, in servicing the newly developed properties; and

No extraordinary costs are anticipated.

(h) the time-price differential inherent in fair comparisons of amounts paid at different times.
The time horizon for the improvements anticipated in this analysis is six years. The time price
differential is anticipated to be minimal given current inflation and interest rates. The current
inflation rate on construction materials and activities is approximately 3 percent. The current
interest generated on impact fee funds held in the impact fee accounts is the PTIF rate. Interest
generated on impact fee accounts is held in the account and used to fund impact fee projects
included on the IFFP.

The following sections of the Impact Fee Analysis report provide the methodology and basis for the
recommended impact fee for each facility type.
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Certification
"I certify that the attached impact fee facilities plan:

1. includes only the costs of public facilities that are:

a. allowed under the Impact Fees Act; and

b. actually incurred; or

c. projected to be incurred or encumbered within six years after the day on which each impact
fee is paid;

2. does not include:

a. costs of operation and maintenance of public facilities;

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

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

3. complies in each and every relevant respect with the Impact Fees Act.”

(Christine C. Richman, GSBS Richman Consulting)
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Transportation Impact Fee

Service Area

The transportation network in West Valley City is interconnected. System level improvements are
focused on capacity on arterials and collectors and intersection improvements. For this reason a single,
city-wide service area is used to calculate the West Valley City Transportation Impact Fee.

Impact Fee Facilities Plan

The Transportation IFFP identified a total of approximately$777,500 in existing excess capacity and
$10.2 million in new impact fee funded projects to achieve the proposed level of service for new
development. The Transportation IFFP has three parts. Table 1is the Transportation IFFP for increased
road capacity to accommodate projected new development in West Valley City.

Table 1: Roadway IFFP

Limits Cost of
Existing Cost of
Street Total Cost . Through IFFP Cost
From To Capacity )
A Traffic
Deficiencies

4000 W 4100 S 4180 S $90,488 $59,930 $22,622 $7,936
4000 W 4180 S 4340S $338,513 $224,196 $84,628 $29,689
4000 W 4340S 4360 S $63,700 $42,188 $15,925 $5,587
4000 W 4360 S 4400 S $47,250 $31,294 $11,813 $4,143
4800 W 2400 S Lake Park Blvd $1,219,050 S0 $304,763 $914,287
4800 W 3200 S 3300 S $192,488 S0 $48,122 $144,366
Parkway Blvd 5630 W 7200 W $2,629,663 S0 $657,416  $1,972,247
2400 S 2700 W 3200 W $1,451,520 S0 $362,880 $1,088,640
2400 S 5600 W 6400 W $2,160,900 S0 $540,225  $1,620,675
2400 S 6800 W 7200 W $2,250,000 S0 $562,500 $1,687,500
6200 S MVC SR-111 $755,325 S0 $188,831 $566,494

Total Roads $11,198,897 $357,608 $2,799,725  $8,041,564

Source: InterPlan

Table 2 is the intersection IFFP for increased capacity at major intersections to accommodate projected
new development in West Valley City.

Table 2: Intersections IFFP

Cost of
East/West North/South Total Cost Through IFFP Cost

Traffic
3100 S 3450 W $180,077 $59,353 $120,724
3100 S 4800 W $405,077 $133,513 $271,564
3100 S 6400 W $53,077 $17,494 $35,583
3650S 3200 W $53,077 $17,494 $35,583
4100 S 2200 W $38,077 $12,550 $25,527
4100 S 3200 W $180,077 $59,353 $120,724
4100 S 4800 W $307,077 $101,213 $205,864
4100 S 5400 W $325,077 $107,145 $217,932
4100 S 6000 W $786,077 $259,091 $526,986
4700 S 3200 W $165,077 $54,409 $110,668
47155 é?_z)o W (Dartmouth $165,077 $54,409  $110,668
4700 S 4800 W $165,077 $54,409 $110,668
4700 S 6400 W $452,077 $149,005 $303,072

Total Intersections $3,275,001 51,079,438 52,195,563
Source: InterPlan
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In addition to projects on the IFFP to be built or encumbered in the next six years, West Valley City has
several roadways that have existing excess capacity to accommodate increased utilization attributable to
new development. Table 3 identifies the impact fee eligible costs associated with existing system-level
infrastructure with available excess capacity.

Table 3: Existing Excess Capacity Buy-in Calculation

Limits 2013 2023 Vol . 2023 Buy-In
Street 2023 Vol P t Cost

ree From To Vol ° from WVC roject tos Eligible Cost

3100 S Redwood Rd \2,\700 12,553 13,985 1,074 $870,165 $66,826
3200

3100 S 2700 W W 8,890 10,275 1,038 $435,083 $43,953
3600

3100 S 3200 W W 9,376 10,919 1,311 $435,083 $52,239

5200 W 3500 S 4100 S 3,529 4,164 540 $1,835,030 $237,972

6000 W 4100 S 4400 S 2,903 3,082 170 $395,279 $21,803

6000 W 4400 S 4700 S 1,684 1,857 165 $379,777 $33,744

6400 W 4300 S 4700 S 3,201 4,091 846 $325,500 $67,312

6400 W 4700 S 5400 S 3,179 3,777 568 $556,652 $83,712
6400

4700 S 5600 W W 62,140 35,370 1,615 $471,739 $21,540

7200 W Parkway Blvd 3100 S 18,568 18,637 59 $489,542 $1,550

7200 W 3100 S 3500 S 13,926 14,256 281 $717,995 $14,152

Decker Lake Dr. Parkway Blvd 2770S 2,808 3,299 417 $213,352 $26,968

Decker Lake Dr. 2770S 3100 S 2,564 3,130 481 $574,408 $88,272

Decker Lake Dr. 3100 S 3500 S 20,487 21,380 759 $496,909 $17,641

Total Buy-in $8,196,514 $777,684

Source: InterPlan

The approximately $10.2 million in new transportation facilities will achieve the proposed LOS defined as
functional LOS D for peak PM volumes. Peak PM volumes were modeled for the current and future
situations using the Wasatch Front Regional Council traffic model.

West Valley City is expected to continue to grow as regional population increases. West Valley City is
expected to grow by approximately 19,300 people and 9,500,000 SF in non-residential space in the
period 2013 to 2023.

Proportionality

Existing Facilities

The Impact Fees Act requires that the impact fee achieve an equitable allocation of costs borne in the
past and to be borne in the future in comparison to the benefits already received and yet to be received.
Current West Valley City residents have paid for the existing transportation infrastructure through
impact fees and taxes. Property owners of vacant, undeveloped land have paid property taxes at a level
necessary to fund ongoing operations. West Valley City does not allocate property tax revenues to fund
capital infrastructure. A credit for past property tax payments on vacant undeveloped property is not
appropriate for transportation infrastructure.

System Improvements Related to New Development/Impact Fee Calculation

The City intends to achieve the proposed LOS calculated for transportation facilities. Based on the Peak
PM traffic impacts modeled using ITE guidelines, Table 4 shows the total facilities costs required to
maintain the current and achieve the proposed LOS through 2023, and the fee schedule to recoup the
costs from anticipated development.
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The impact of new development is driven by trip generation of various land use types. Table 4 identifies
the relative impacts of various development types. Impact is expressed relative to the impact of a single-
family residential unit. For example, single family residential is 1.0 per unit and multi-family is 0.6 per unit
indicating that each multi-family unit generates only 60 percent as many peak trips as a single-family
unit. Table 4 is offered as a guide based on nationally accepted trip rate averages. This table aids in
administrative efficiency for West Valley City and predictability for new development. However, there
may be cases where national averages are insufficient to address the relative share of trips of a proposed
development. The City should exercise discretion in the use of Table 4.

The formula to calculate the impact fee is:

Number of peak PM trips generated by land use type according to ITE

2

*

Primary trip generation factor by land use type according to ITE

Single Family Residential Adjusted PM Peak Trips (0.50)

*

$753.80

Impact Fee

This formula should be used when the ITE schedule land use type for the proposed use is not included on
Table 4. The use of Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) trip rates allows for consistency of
analysis across different areas and market segments but has also been the source of confusion due to
the definition of a "trip.” Impact fees in West Valley are based on a trip defined by a count on a road
during a pre-defined period (the peak hour). ITE trips are defined by extensive national studies of
driveway counts. Therefore, a typical trip from a home to a job is counted as a single trip in the West
Valley impact fee calculation. However, ITE trip rates count a "trip" crossing the residential driveway and
a second "trip" crossing the workplace driveway. To correct for this semantic inconsistency, ITE trip
rates have been divided by two in all cases, and have been reduced further in various non-residential
cases by a primary trip factor, which accounts for opportunistic driveway counts of people already on
the road. ITE trip rates in Table 4 are based on the ITE Trip Generation Manual, 9th Edition, 2012.
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Table 4 Maximum Allowable Impact Fee by Land Use

. Primary Total .
Land Use ITE Unit Adjusted Trip Peak | Transportation
Code PM Peak REU Impact Fee
. Factor X
Trips (per Unit)
Residential
Single-Family 210 | Dwelling Unit 0.5 100% 1.00 $376.90
Multi-Family 220 | Dwelling Unit 0.31 100% 0.62 $233.68
Mobile Home 240 | Dwelling Unit 0.3 100% 0.60 $226.14
Retail / Commercial
Shopping Center 820 | 1000 sq 4.62 43% 3.97 $1,497.50
Discount Superstore 813 | 1000 sq 2.18 48% 2.09 $788.78
Home Improvement Superstore 862 | 1000 sq 1.17 52% 1.22 $458.61
Convenience Store 851 | 1000 sq 26.21 24% | 12.58 $4,741.70
Convenience Store w/ Gas 853 | 1000sq 25.46 16% | 8.15 $3,070.68
Pumps
Discount Club 857 | 1000 sq 2.09 75% 3.14 $1,181.58
Drive-In Bank 912 | 1000 sq 12.15 27% 6.56 $2,472.84
?;Srz Food Restaurant w/ Drive- 934 | 1000sq 16.33 30% | 9.80 $3,692.87
Sit-Down Restaurant 932 | 1000 sq 4.93 37% 3.65 $1,375.01
Multiplex Movie Theater 445 | 1000 sq 2.46 75% 3.69 $1,390.76
New Car Sales 841 | 1000 sq 1.31 75% 1.97 $740.61
Hotel / Motel 603 | Rooms 0.3 100% 0.60 $226.14
Office / Institutional
General Office 710 | 1000 sq 0.75 100% 1.50 $565.35
Medical Office 720 | 1000 sq 1.79 100% 3.58 $1,349.30
Hospital 610 | 1000 sq 0.47 100% 0.94 $354.29
Nursing Home 620 | 1000 sq 0.37 100% 0.74 $278.91
Church / Synagogue 560 | 1000 sq 0.28 100% 0.56 $211.06
Day Care Center 565 | 1000 sq 6.17 10% 1.23 $465.09
Elementary School 520 | 1000 sq 0.61 50% 0.61 $229.91
High School 530 | 1000 sq 0.49 50% 0.49 $184.68
Industrial
General Light Industrial 110 | 1000 sq 0.49 100% 0.98 $369.36
Warehouse 150 | 1000 sq 0.16 100% 0.32 $120.61
Mini-Warehouse 151 | 1000 sq 0.13 100% 0.26 $97.99

Source: InterPlan

Manner of Financing

Impact fees will be used to achieve the proposed impact fee eligible transportation LOS. To the extent
that City residents wish to improve the current LOS, system-wide improvements beyond those funded
through impact fees will be paid for through other funding mechanisms such as general funds, bonds,
grants and donations.

West Valley City has not, nor does it intend to bond for the construction of the transportation system.

Credits Against Impact Fees

The impact fee act requires credits to be paid back to development for future fees that may be paid to
fund improvements found in the IFFP so that new development is not required to pay twice for the same
improvement. The City does not intend to fund IFFP projects with other fees from new development,
therefore a credit is not applicable.

Credits may also be paid to developers constructing, directly funding or donating IFFP improvements in
lieu of impact fees, including the dedication of land for improvements. This situation does not apply to
development exactions intended to offset density or as a condition for development. Any item that a

12
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developer funds must be included in the IFFP if a credit is to be issued and the City must agree prior to
construction of the improvements.

The standard impact can also be reduced in response to specific project conditions and unusual
circumstances. A developer may submit studies and data that show a need for fee adjustment based on
the impact of new development on service levels.

At the discretion of the City impact fees may be adjusted for low-income housing, subject to the
identification of alternative sources of funding.

Extraordinary Costs and Time/Price Differential
Extraordinary costs to service new transportation facilities are not anticipated. Current costs are used to
calculate the cost of new system infrastructure required to serve new development.

13
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Stormwater Impact Fee Analysis

Service Area

West Valley City’s stormwater system is divided into 16 drainage districts. Twelve of the districts have
complete stormwater systems and have limited, if any, available developable area within the drainage
district. Two of the drainage districts have complete drainage systems that were installed by developers
and are subject to reimbursement agreements that have established the cost of “buying-in” to the
existing system based on the actual cost incurred and remaining developable area. The two remaining
drainage districts have been combined into one area for purposes of planning and constructing the
remaining system-level improvements to serve the bulk of the remaining developable acreage in the City.

The 16 drainage districts are served by 15 service areas, three of which will be subject to a stormwater
impact fee. Figure 1 identifies the 16 drainage districts in the City. Riter and Westridge have been
combined into one service area and a new impact fee calculated below. Oquirrh Shadows and Lake Park
are subject to impact fees based on existing system-level infrastructure and “buy-in” based on actual
costs.

H
H

Figure 1 - West Valley City Stormwater System Districts
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The Riter/Westridge service area is the only drainage district in the City with remaining system level
improvements required to complete the system. Table 5is the IFFP to complete the elements of the

system required to serve new development through 2023.

Table 5 - Riter/Westridge Service Area Impact Fee Facilities Plan

West Valley City Impact Fee Analysis

Basin
R
Name: 3
Sul?- Run Name From To Pipe Size Pipe Unit Price | Total
Basin Length
OHB4 7200 West 3615 S 3563 S 24 inch 550 $115 $63,250
$63,250
Basin
R
Name: 6
Sul?- Run Name From To Pipe Size Pipe Unit Price | Total
Basin Length
BA12 7000 West 3500 S 3390S 36 inch 770 $170 $130,900
OHB5 6800 West 3720S 3500 S 24 inch 1980 $115 $227,700
$358,600
Basin
Name: R7
Sul?- Run Name From To Pipe Size Pipe Unit Price | Total
Basin Length
BC6 6400 West g?\fgway Riter Canal 60 inch 1830 $280 $512,400
BA11l 6400 West 3500 S 3270S 36 inch 1150 $170 $195,500
OHB2 6400 West 3888 S 3800 S 24 inch 659 $115 $75,785
BB5 Parkway Blvd 5800 W 6400 W 24 inch 3500 $115 $402,500
BAS5 Parkway Blvd 6600 W 6400 W 18 inch 1400 $95 $133,000
$1,319,185
Basin
Name: R8
Sul?- Run Name From To Pipe Size Pipe Unit Price | Total
Basin Length
WHB6 6400 West 3750S 3643 S 24 inch 672 $115 $77,280
WHB10 6400 West 3887S 3771S 18 inch 1118 $95 $106,210
BB9 6000 West 3500 S 3400 S 36 inch 635 $170 $107,950
BB8 Walmart 3500 S Walmart 36 inch 1985 $170 $337,450
g3 | Walmartto Walmart Meadowlands 42 inch 3135 $195 $611,325
MdwInds
$1,240,215
15
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Basin
Name: R9
Sul?- Run Name From To Pipe Size Pipe Unit Price | Total
Basin Length
REC6 Brud Drive Cent. Park Meadowlands 36inch 2975 $170 $505,750
$505,750
Basin
Name: R10
Sul?- Run Name From To Pipe Size Pipe Unit Price | Total
Basin Length
SA6 5400 West 3600 S 3400 S 30inch 1340 $150 $201,000
$201,000
Basin
Name: R12
Sul?- Run Name From To Pipe Size Pipe Unit Price | Total
Basin Length
SB5 5100 West 3635 S 3500 S 36 inch 1175 $170 $199,750
$199,750
Riter Canal Detention Basin
Land Acquisition 32 acres $90,000/ac $2,880,000
Excavation 160,000 CY $8.00/CY $1,280,000
Control Structure 1 Lump $150,000 $150,000
Landscaping 35 acres $10,000/ac $350,000
[ $4,660,000
Total Cost of Improvements $8,547,750
Total Acres in Basin 7232
Undeveloped/Developable Acres in Basin 1233
Percent new development 17.05%
Total IFFP $1,457,391

Source: West Valley City

Proportionality

Existing Deficiencies

There are existing deficiencies in the Riter basin. The projects identified in Table 5 will address both the
existing deficiencies and provide adequate capacity for new development. Eight-three percent of the
current area is developed. The remaining 17 percent of the area is undeveloped and developable. The
1,233 acres of remaining area will be subject to the impact fee.

Existing Excess Capacity

The Oquirrh Shadows and Lake Park basins have existing excess capacity installed by developers. The
remaining developable area in these basins will be charged a “buy-in” amount based on the actual cost of
installation and existing reimbursement agreements.

Existing Facilities

The Impact Fees Act requires that the impact fee achieve an equitable allocation of costs borne in the
past and to be borne in the future in comparison to the benefits already received and yet to be received.
Current West Valley City residents have paid for the existing stormwater infrastructure through impact
fees, taxes and stormwater rates. Undeveloped properties do not pay the stormwater utility rate. West
Valley City does not allocate property tax revenues to fund capital infrastructure. A credit for past
property tax payments on vacant undeveloped property is not appropriate.

System Improvements Related to New Development/Impact Fee Calculation
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The City intends to achieve the proposed LOS calculated for stormwater facilities in the Riter/Westridge
service area.

The impact of new development is driven by the construction of impermeable services of various land
use types. Stormwater impact fees are charged on a per acre basis. To the extent that a proposed use
creates more or less impact on the stormwater system than an average residential lot (2,830 SF of
impermeable surface for a 10,000 SF lot) the impact fee should be adjusted proportional to the impact of
the development. The impact fee schedule in Table 6 establishes the baseline impact fee for each of the
service areas in which a fee applies.

Because the West Valley City storm drain system design standard requires detention of storm water for
all multi-family, commercial, and industrial development types and allows discharge into the system at a
rate and level comparable to a single-family lot, each land use impacts system-level infrastructure at
roughly the same rate. There is no adjustment in the impact fee calculation for the proportional impact
by land use because all non-single family residential uses impact the system at approximately 0.2 cfs,
which is comparable to a single-family home.

Table 6: Stormwater Impact Fee by Service

Area

Service Area Fee/Acre
Riter/Westridge $1,182
Oquirrh Shadows $2,200
Lake Park $1,400

Source: GSBS Richman

Manner of Financing

Impact fees will be used to provide the proposed impact fee eligible stormwater level of service. To the
extent that City residents wish to improve the current level of service, system-wide improvements
beyond those funded through impact fees will be paid for through other funding mechanisms such as
rates, general funds, bonds, grants and donations.

West Valley City has not, nor does it intend to bond for the construction of the stormwater system.

Credits Against Impact Fees

The impact fee act requires credits to be paid back to development for future fees that may be paid to
fund improvements found in the IFFP so that new development is not required to pay twice for the same
improvement. The City does not intend to fund IFFP projects with other fees from new development,
therefore a credit is not applicable.

Credits may also be paid to developers constructing, directly funding or donating IFFP improvements in
lieu of impact fees, including the dedication of land for improvements. This situation does not apply to
development exactions intended to offset density or as a condition for development. Any item that a
developer funds must be included in the IFFP if a credit is to be issued and the City must agree prior to
construction of the improvements.

The standard impact can also be reduced in response to specific project conditions and unusual
circumstances. A developer may submit studies and data that show a need for fee adjustment based on

the impact of new development on service levels.

At the discretion of the City impact fees may be adjusted for low-income housing, subject to the
identification of alternative sources of funding.
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Extraordinary Costs and Time/Price Differential

Extraordinary costs to service new stormwater are not anticipated. The impact fee analysis does not
include a buy-in to existing infrastructure therefore past costs have not been included in the calculation.
Current costs are used to calculate the cost of new system infrastructure required to serve new

development.

West Valley City Impact Fee Analysis
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Public Safety Impact Fee Analysis

Service Area

The public safety network in West Valley City is interconnected. System level improvements are focused
on capacity to respond on a timely basis throughout the City. Current facilities are located to allow
response in emergency situations throughout the City. For this reason a single, city-wide service area is
used to calculate the West Valley City Public Safety Impact Fee.

Impact Fee Facilities Plan

The Public Safety IFFP identified a total of approximately $6.0 million in impact fee funded projects and
eligible apparatus to achieve the proposed level of service for new development. Table 7 is the Public
Safety Facilities IFFP.

Table 7: Public Safety Facility Conceptual Impact Fee Facilities Plan

- Total Cost Impact Fee Funding
Future Facility Area (sf) (2013) Cost (20135) Source

Fire Station 7,000  $1,058,505 $1,058,505 IF
Fire Training 3,400 $514,131 $514,131 IF
Fire Eligible Apparatus Ladder Truck $1,104,776 $800,850 IF/Other
Police Substation 5,000 $756,075 $756,075 IF
Police Main Station 29,768  $8,653,040 $2,034,778  IF/Other
Police Support 6,000 $907,290 $907,290 IF
Total $12,993,817 $6,071,629

Source: GSBS Richman

The approximately 10,300 SF in new fire facilities, $805,806 in new fire apparatus, and 18,000 SF in new
police facilities will achieve the proposed LOS reflected in Table 8.

Table 8: Public Safety Impact Fee Calculation

New SF

H 0
IFFP Cost % POSF::::;O“ F((:zz:apli,'::lr NonRes/:dentiaI Served IFZ‘(EJ(F)) :::
Facility Type Residential (Thousands) ’
Fire Facility $1,572,636 27.5% 19,346 $22.35 72.5% 9,500,000 $120.02
Fire Apparatus $800,850 0% 19,346 $0.00 72.5% 9,500,000 $61.12
Police Facility $3,698,143 27.5% 19,346 $52.57 72.5% 9,500,000 $282.23
Bonded Facility

Credit (0.37) (50.18)
Total $6,071,629 $74.55 $463.19

Avg. Single Family Household Size 3.61

Impact Fee/Dwelling Unit for Single Family $269.13

Avg. Multi-Family Household Size 3.07

Impact Fee/Dwelling Unit for Multi-Family Residential (Duplex +) $228.87

Impact Fee/1000 Square Foot for Non-residential Uses $463.19

Source: Household Size estimates from American Community Survey, U.S. Census, 5-year Average 2012.

Proportionality

Existing Facilities

The Impact Fees Act requires that the impact fee achieve an equitable allocation of costs borne in the
past and to be borne in the future in comparison to the benefits already received and yet to be received.
Current West Valley City residents have paid for the existing public safety infrastructure through impact
fees and taxes. The existing facilities identified in Table 9 were funded with bonds payable by sales
taxes, lease revenue and one bond that was paid with property taxes for the period 1999-2008.

West Valley City Impact Fee Analysis
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Table 9: Public Safety Facility Bonding

Pledged
Funding
Facility Bond Source Capital Amt. Financing Cost Total
Fire Station 74 1997  Franchise Fee $2,920,000 $1,003,203 $3,923,203
2006B  Franchise Fee $2,092,033 $2,092,033
Fire Station 75 2001 Lease Rev $1,027,650 $568,977 $1,596,627
2010 Lease Rev $894,056 $133,595 $1,027,651
Public Safety Bldg. 2006 Sales Tax $4,866,750 $2,200,167 $7,066,917
Public Safety Storage

Facility 2008 Sales Tax $7,900,000 $3,348,852  $11,248,852
2013 Sales Tax $5,880,000 $1,055,129 $6,935,129
Police Substation 1998 Property Tax $550,000 $287,704 $837,704
2009 Franchise Fee $332,201 $78,651 $410,852
Total $24,370,657 $10,768,311  $35,138,968

Source: West Valley City

Property owners of vacant, undeveloped land have paid property taxes at a level necessary to fund
ongoing operations. West Valley City does not allocate property tax revenues to fund capital
infrastructure, including bond payments, except when specifically designated. A credit for past property
tax payments on vacant undeveloped property has been calculated based on West Valley City’s 2013
property tax rate for the police substation bond payment between 1999 and 2008. Table 10 provides the
calculated credit.

Table 10: Public Safety Bond Payment Credit

Item Residential NonResidential
Developable Acreage 870 2,131
Estimated value/acre $120,000 $150,000
Property Tax Levy 0.004633 0.004633
Total Annual Property Tax Amount $483,685 $1,480,938
Estimated Build-out population/Non-Residential Acres 160,000 7,775
Per Capita/Non Residential Acre Annual Amount $3.02 $190,47
Total Bond Amount $837,704 $837,704
1998-2008 Estimated Collections (2014$) $6,816,842 $20,861,901
Bond as % of Collections 12.29% 4.02%
Discounted Total Credit/Capita or 1,000 Nonresidential SF $0.37 $0.18

Source: GSBS

System Improvements Related to New Development

The City intends to maintain the current LOS calculated for fire facilities, fire eligible apparatus and police
facilities. Based on the residential and non-residential buildings requiring service, Table 8 shows the total
facilities and apparatus costs required to achieve the proposed LOS through 2023.

Impact Fee Calculation

Based on the per capita cost for development of required new facilities and eligible apparatus to serve
new residential development and the per 1,000 SF cost to serve new non-residential development, Table
11 shows the impact fee per household and per 1,000 SF including credits for payments towards existing
infrastructure. For accounting purposes GSBS recommends that West Valley City establish a separate
fee and impact fee fund for each type of public safety facility or apparatus.
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Table 11: Public Safety Impact Fee Schedule

Fire
Fire Apparatus Police Police Facility
Facility Fee Fee Facility Credit Police Facility Fee Unit
Single Family $80.68 $0.00 $189.78 -$1.34 $188.44  Dwelling Unit
Multi-Family (Duplex +) $68.61 $0.00 $161.39 -$1.14 $160.25 Dwelling Unit
Commercial/Industrial $120.02 $61.12 $282.23 -$0.18 $282.05 1,000 SF

Source: GSBS

Manner of Financing

Impact fees will be used to provide the proposed LOS. To the extent that City residents wish to improve
the current level of service, system-wide improvements beyond those funded through impact fees will be
paid for through other funding mechanisms such as general funds, bonds, grants and donations.

Credits Against Impact Fees

The impact fee act requires credits to be paid back to development for future fees that may be paid to
fund improvements found in the IFFP so that new development is not required to pay twice for the same
improvement. The City does not intend to fund IFFP projects with other fees from new development,
therefore a credit for this purpose is not applicable.

Credits may also be paid to developers constructing, directly funding or donating IFFP improvements in
lieu of impact fees, including the dedication of land for improvements. This situation does not apply to
development exactions intended to offset density or as a condition for development. Any item that a
developer funds must be included in the IFFP if a credit is to be issued and the City must agree prior to
construction of the improvements.

The standard impact can also be reduced in response to specific project conditions and unusual
circumstances. A developer may submit studies and data that show a need for fee adjustment based on
the impact of new development on service levels.

At the discretion of the City impact fees may be adjusted for low-income housing, subject to the
identification of alternative sources of funding.

Extraordinary Costs and Time/Price Differential

Extraordinary costs to service new public safety facilities are not anticipated. The impact fee analysis
does not include a buy-in to existing infrastructure therefore past costs have not been included in the
calculation. Current costs are used to calculate the cost of new system infrastructure required to serve
new development.
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Parks/Trails/Recreation Impact Fee Analysis

Service Area

The parks, trails, and recreation network in West Valley City is available to all residents regardless of their
neighborhood. System level improvements are focused on capacity to provide open space alternatives
throughout the City. For this reason a single, city-wide service area is used to calculate the West Valley

City Parks Impact Fee.

Impact Fee Facilities Plan

The Parks IFFP anticipates a total of $8,052,291 of impact fee funded projects from the following plan.

Table 12 is the Parks/Trails IFFP.

Table 12: Parks/Trails Impact Fee Facilities Plan

GSBS %

CONSULTING

Project Classification Area Total Cost IF Eligible Cost
(acres) (2013$) (2013$)

Develop existing park acreage Neighborhood 6 $984,780 $984,780
Acquire and develop new parks Neighborhood 20 $5,682,600 $5,682,600
Acquire and develop district park Community 10 $2,916,350 $2,916,350
Develop existing regional park acreage Community 3 $514,905 $514,905
Develop new community park Community 10 $2,916,350 $2,916,350
Develop Wetland Park Area Community 20 $500,000 $500,000
New skate park Community 1 $300,000 $300,000
Complete City Center Plaza Community 4 $50,000 $50,000
Acquire new park property All 5 $600,000 $600,000
Develop existing trail property Trails 10 $2,400,000 $2,400,000
Acquire & develop new trails Trails 20 $7,200,000 $7,200,000
Acquire new trail property Trails 5 $600,000 $600,000
Total 114 $24,664,985 $24,664,985

Estimated Impact fee collections $8,459,423
Parks/Trail funding (all other sources) $16,205,562

Source: WVC Parks Department, GSBS Richman

The IFFP has identified a total of 114 acres in new parks and trails to serve new residential development.
According to the current and proposed parks LOS a total of 29.65 acres are needed. The IFFP has
identified facilities in different areas of the City; specific facilities will be built based on location and
pattern of growth. The standards reflected in Table 13 will achieve the proposed parks LOS and is the

basis for calculation of the impact fee.

Table 13: Cost of Development per Acre by Classification

Classification Acreage  Improvement Facilities Total/ Acre Acres Total
Neighborhood $120,000 $102,354  $61,776 $284,130 7.04 $2,000,275
Community $120,000 $113,870  $57,765 $291,635 16.91 $4,931,548
Undeveloped Park Land ~ $120,000 S0 S0 $120,000 1.92 $230,400
Trails $120,000 $240,000 S0 $360,000 3.52 $1,267,200
Undeveloped Trails $120,000 S0 S0 $120,000 0.25 $30,000

Total 29.64 $8,459,423

Source: GSBS Richman

In addition to the cost of new parks and trails facilities, there is existing excess capacity in the Family

Fitness Center - the City-wide recreation center. Table 14 is the calculation of the “buy-in” amount for

the Family Fitness Center.

West Valley City Impact Fee Analysis
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Table 14: Recreation Center Buy-in Analysis

Cost of
Build-out Construction Financing Cost LOS/
Population SF SF/ person (Millions$) (Millions$) Cost/SF person
160,000 96,474 0.603 $22,190,000 $11,607,545 $350.33 $211.23

Source: West Valley City
Proportionality

Existing Facilities

The Impact Fees Act requires that the impact fee achieve an equitable allocation of costs borne in the
past and to be borne in the future in comparison to the benefits already received and yet to be received.
Current West Valley City residents have paid for the existing parks infrastructure through impact fees
and taxes. Parks have also been funded with CDBG grant funds and other donations. The City will
continue to seek grants and other funds to supplement park and trail development activities.

Owners of developable property who contributed to the cost of the existing parks, trails, and recreation
system through property taxes are entitled to a credit against impact fees roughly equal to their
contribution.

The only facility included in this analysis funded with bonds is the Family Fitness Center. A property tax
levy was applied at the time that the original Family Fitness Center bonds were issued. A credit equal to
the property tax levy on vacant developable property for the period 1998 through 2014 is applied to the
maximum impact fee amount.

System Improvements Related to New Development

The City intends to achieve the proposed LOS calculated for neighborhood and community parks, trails
and undeveloped park land. Based on the per capita park/trail acre and improvement costs, Table 15
shows a total cost of $ 8.5 million for parks and trails land, improvements and facilities to maintain the
current LOS through 2023. The per capita cost for system improvements through 2023 is $437.27.

Table 15: Per Capita Cost for Park/Trail System Improvements
IFFP Cost New Population Per Capita Cost
$8,459,423 19,346 $437.27
Source: GSBS

Impact Fee Calculation

Based on the per capita cost for development of required new parks and trails acres to serve new
residential development, the impact fee per household has been calculated. In addition to the cost of
constructing new parks and trails to maintain the current LOS and achieve the proposed LOS, a buy-in
for the Family Fitness Center has been calculated. Because the Family Fitness Center was funded with a
bond that was paid for with property taxes for the period 1999 through 2008 when a bond refinancing
designated franchise fees to repay the bond, a credit for the estimated share of property taxes allocated
to repayment of the bonds from levies on undeveloped property between 1999 and 2008 has been
calculated. Table 16 calculates the credit.
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Table 16: Recreation Center Buy-In Credit - Bond 1998 - 2009

Item Value
Developable vacant Residential Acreage 870
Estimated value/acre $120,000
Property Tax Levy 0.004633
Vacant Property Annual Property Tax Amount $483,863
Estimated New Population through Build-out 27,346
Per Capita Annual Property Tax Amount for Future Population $17.69
Total Bond Amount (Less 2009 Refinanced Amount) $17,648,402
1999-2008 Year Total Estimated Tax Collections (2014$) $27,678,743
Credit/Capita as percentage of total Debt Service share of Total Tax Collections $11.28

Source: GSBS

Park impact fees are charged only to residential development as parks are, generally, located and
designed to serve the City’s residential population. Although non-residential uses benefit from the
presence of parks in the City, the nexus of benefit has not been established. Table 17 is the final
recommended parks impact fee including property tax credit amount.

Table 17: Parks Impact Fee Calculation

Classification IFFP Cost Population Fee Per Capita
Served

Neighborhood $2,000,275 19,346 $103.39
Community $4,931,548 19,346 $254.91
Trails $230,400 19,346 $11.91
Undeveloped Land $1,267,200 19,346 $65.50
Undeveloped Trails $30,000 19,346 $1.55
Recreation Center Buy-In $33,797,545 160,000 $211.23
Recreation Center Credit ($11.28)
Total $42,256,968 $637.21
Avg, Single Family Household Size 3.61
Impact Fee/Dwelling Unit for Single Family $2300.33
Avg. Multi-Family Household Size 3.07
Impact Fee/Dwelling Unit for Multi-Family Residential (Duplex +) $1,956.23

Source: Household Size estimates from American Community Survey, U.S. Census, 5-year Average

2012.

Manner of Financing

Impact fees will be used to maintain the current impact fee eligible parks level of service. To the extent
that City residents wish to improve the current level of service, system-wide improvements beyond those
funded through impact fees will be paid for through other funding mechanisms such as general funds,
bonds, grants and donations.

Credits Against Impact Fees

The impact fee act requires credits to be paid back to development for future fees that may be paid to
fund improvements found in the IFFP so that new development is not required to pay twice for the same
improvement. The City does not intend to fund IFFP projects with other fees from new development,
therefore a credit is not applicable.

Credits may also be paid to developers constructing, directly funding or donating IFFP improvements in
lieu of impact fees, including the dedication of land for improvements. This situation does not apply to
development exactions intended to offset density or as a condition for development. Any item that a
developer funds must be included in the IFFP if a credit is to be issued and the City must agree prior to
construction of the improvements.
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The standard impact can also be reduced in response to specific project conditions and unusual
circumstances. A developer may submit studies and data that show a need for fee adjustment based on
the impact of new development on service levels.

At the discretion of the City impact fees may be adjusted for low-income housing, subject to the
identification of alternative sources of funding.

Extraordinary Costs and Time/Price Differential
Extraordinary costs to service new park acres are not anticipated. Current costs are used to calculate the
cost of new system infrastructure required to serve new development.
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Adoption, Accounting, Expenditure, and Refunds

Adoption
The Utah Impact Fees Act requires the preparation of an impact fee facilities plan, impact fee analysis
and impact fee enactment prior to adoption of an ordinance adopting or amending impact fees.

The IFFP for transportation, storm drainage, public safety and parks/trails/recreation facilities were
prepared to identify existing excess capacity, existing deficiencies, current and proposed level of service
and the facilities required to serve new development in West Valley City through 2023.

The written impact fee analysis, using the analysis from the IFFP, identifies the impacts placed on
facilities by development activity and how the impacts are related to new development. The analysis
also calculates the roughly proportional share of costs of each facility identified in the IFFP attributable
to new development and establishes the relative benefit each group will receive from the improvement.
The analysis also includes an executive summary of the impact fee analysis providing a brief overview of
the impact fee structure, methodology and cost basis used.

The impact fee enactment must be adopted by the City Council to enact the proposed fees. The
ordinance may not impose a fee higher than the maximum legal fee defined in the written analysis, but
may adopt a fee that is lower than the maximum fee. The ordinance must establish one or more service
areas, include a schedule of the impact fees or the formula by which the fee is derived and provisions
allowing the City to adjust or modify the fee to take into account any changes or unusual circumstances
to ensure that the fee is administered fairly. The ordinance must also include provisions to adjust the fee
if independent studies or research determine that it should be different. A provision allowing charter and
public schools to request the inclusion of facilities on the IFFP and in the calculation of the impact fee
must also be included.

The Ordinance may be adopted following a ten (10) day noticing period and public hearing. Copies of
the proposed Ordinance, written impact fee facilities plan and impact fee analysis must be made
available to the public during the 10-day noticing period for public review and inspection in designated
public places including the City offices and any public libraries within the jurisdiction. A public hearing
shall be held at the end of the 10-day noticing period, at which point the Council may adopt, amend and
adopt, and reject the Impact Fee Ordinance and proposed fee schedule.

Accounting

The Impact Fees Act requires that any entity imposing impact fees establish an interest bearing ledger
account for each type of public facility for which an impact fee is collected. All impact fee receipts must
be deposited into the appropriate account. Any interest earned in each account must remain in the
corresponding account. At the end of each fiscal year, the City must prepare a report on each fund or
account showing the source and amount of all monies collected, earned and received by each account
and each expenditure made from each account.

Expenditure

The City may only expend impact fees for system improvements identified in the IFFP. All funds
collected must be spent or encumbered within six years of collection or the City must provide an
extraordinary or compelling reason why the fees must be held longer and provide an ultimate date by
which the impact fees collected will be expended. Any fees retained beyond the six years without an
extraordinary or compelling reason must be refunded. For the purposes of this analysis, it is assumed
that the ultimate date by which impact fees will be spent is 2023. The improvement financed by impact
fees must be owned and operated by the City or another local public entity with which the City has
contracted or will contract for services and improvements that will be operated on the City’s behalf.
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Refunds
The City is required to refund any impact fees collected, plus interest earned since collection if:
1. A developer who has paid impact fees does not proceed with the development and has filed a
written request for a refund,
2. The fees have not been spent or encumbered within six years, or
3. The new development which has paid impact fees has not created an impact upon the system.
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Item:

Fiscal Impact: N/A
Funding Source: N/A
Account #: N/A

Budget Opening Required: [ ]
ISSUE:
An ordinance amending the impact fees imposed by the City.
SYNOPSIS:

This ordinance amends the impact fees imposed by the City consistent with the impact fee
analysis and impact fee facilities plan proposed for adoption by the City Council.

BACKGROUND:

Utah Code Annotated, Title 11, Chapter 36A requires that cities proposing to enact or amend
impact fees prepare an impact fee facilities plan and impact fee analysis setting forth the basis for
the proposed impact fees. The proposed impact fee facilities plan and impact fee analysis
establish current and proposed levels of service for storm sewer, parks, roads, police, and fire
services, as well as the anticipated impacts of development on that level of service. The proposed
fees substantiated and set forth by the impact fee facilities plan and impact fee analysis are as
follows:

Recommended Impact Fee Schedule

Single- General
Family Multifamily Commercial/
Facility Type Service Area Residential  Residential Industrial
Transportation (per unit residential/ per 1,000 SF nonresidential) City-wide $376.90 $233.68 Varies
Storm Water (per acre) Riter/Westridge $1,182 $1,182 $1,182
Oquirrh
Shadows $2,200 $2,200 $2,200
Lake Park $1,400 $1,400 $1,400
Fire Facility (per unit residential/ per 1,000 SF nonresidential) City-wide $80.68 $68.61 $181.14
Police Facility (per unit residential/ per 1,000 SF nonresidential) City-wide $188.44 $160.25 $282.05
Parks/Trails/Recreation Center (per unit) City-wide $2,285 $1,943 S0

Accordingly, the City’s impact fee schedule should be revised to reflect the conclusions set forth
in the impact fee facilities plan and impact fee analysis.

RECOMMENDATION:

City staff recommends approval of the ordinance to amend the City’s impact fee schedule.

ID 6408 Impact Fee Ordinance Issue Paper
12/03/2014
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WEST VALLEY CITY, UTAH

ORDINANCE NO.
Draft Date: 11/26/2014; 12/9/2014
Date Adopted:
Date Effective:

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING SECTIONS 1-2-202, 1-
2-203, 1-2-204, 1-2-205, AND 1-2-206 OF TITLE 1 OF
THE WEST VALLEY CITY CODE REGARDING
DRAINAGE, PARK, ROAD, FIRE AND POLICE
IMPACT FEES.
WHEREAS, Utah Code Ann. §11-36a-101, et al. sets forth the requirements for
amending municipal impact fees; and
WHEREAS, Title 8 of the West Valley City Code incorporates the requirements
in state code for amending municipal impact fees; and
WHEREAS, the City has complied with both the state code and Title 8
requirements for amending municipal impact fees including, but not limited to the
completion of the following: revised impact fee analysis, revised impact fee facilities
plan, certifications, noticing, and public hearing; and
WHEREAS, the City adopted a revised impact fee analysis and impact fee
facilities plan for drainage, park, road, fire and police impact fees in Resolution

; and

WHEREAS, the revised impact fee analysis and impact fee facilities plan require
that the City’s impact fee amounts set forth in Title 1 of the West Valley City Code be
amended consistent with the amounts in the impact fee analysis; and

WHEREAS, the City Council of West Valley City, Utah, does hereby determine
that it is in the best interests of the health, safety and welfare of the citizens of West
Valley City to amend Sections 1-2-202, 1-2-203, 1-2-204, 1-2-205, and 1-2-206 of the
West Valley City Code in order to reflect the impact fee amounts set forth in the revised
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impact fee analysis.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED by the City Council of West Valley
City, Utah, as follows:

Section 1. Repealer. Any provision of the West Valley City Code found to be in
conflict with this Ordinance is hereby repealed.

Section 2. Amendment.

1-2-202. DRAINAGE IMPACT FEES.
Fee per acre by service area payable prior to final subdivision plat approval pursuant to
Chapter 8-2, Drainage Impact Fees:

(1) Brighton - $488 $0

(2) Coon Creek - a/a-$0

(3) Copper City - nta $0

(4) Decker Lake - $586-30

(5) Hercules - $764 $0

(6) Jordan - $266 $0

(7) Lake Park - $1,400

(8) Lee Creek - $0

(9) Oquirrh Shadows - #/a $2,200
(10)Redwood - $2;644 $0

(IDRiter - $3;76+ $1,182
(12)Taylorsville - $0

(13)Utah Salt Lake - $3+ $0
(14)Westridge - $2,210-$1,182
(15)Vistas - $2;261 $0

1-2-203. PARK IMPACT FEES.

Fee per dwelling unit by housing type payable prior to final subdivision plat approval
pursuant to Chapter 8-3, Park Impact Fees:

(1) Single-family detached, per dwelling unit - $2;032 $2.285

(2) Duplex, per dwelling unit - $35429-$1,943

(3) Multi-family, per dwelling unit - $+379 §1,943

4} Meobile k. el 51306

1-2-204. ROAD IMPACT FEES.
Fee per unit of development by land use type payable prior to issuance of building permit
pursuant to Chapter 8-4, Road Impact Fees:
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(1) Net-eostperpeak-hourvehicle mile-of travel —$750-Impact Fee Per Peak Trip -
$753.78

(2) Single-family detached, per dwelling - $846 $376.90

(3) Duplex, per dwelling - $544-$233.68

(4) Multi-family, per dwelling - $544 $233.68

(5) Shopping center/General retail, per 1,000 sq. ft. - $45343-$1.497.50
(6) Discount superstore, per 1,000 sq. ft. - $1+;548 $788.78

(7) Home improvement superstore, per 1,000 sq. ft. - $150664 $458.61
(8) Convenience store, per 1,000 sq. ft. - $4;749-§4,741.70
(9)Convenience store with gas pumps, per 1,000 sq. ft. - $3;662 $3.070.68
(10)Discount club, per 1,000 sq. ft. - $2;643 $1,181.58

(11)Drive-in bank, per 1,000 sq. ft. - $4;658 $2.472.84

(12)Fast food restaurant with drive-thru, per 1,000 sq. ft. - $3;926-$3.692.87
(13)Sit-down restaurant, per 1,000 sq. ft. - $5525 $1,375.01
(14)Multiplex movie theater, per 1,000 sq. ft. - $3;254 $1,390.76
(15)New car sales, per 1,000 sq. ft. - $1:646 $740.61

(16)Hotel/motel, per room - $499-$226.14

(17)General office, per 1,000 sq. ft. - $+:245 $565.35

(18)Medical office, per 1,000 sq. ft. - $3;088 $1.349.30

(19)Hospital, per 1,000 sq. ft. - $98+-$354.29

(20)Nursing home, per 1,000 sq. ft. - $347 $278.91
(21)Church/Synagogue, per 1,000 sq. ft. - $552 $211.06

(22)Day care center, per 1,000 sq. ft. - $1;095 $465.09
(23)Elementary school, per 1,000 sq. ft. - $68 $229.91

(24)High school, per 1,000 sq. ft. - $60 $184.68

(25)General light industrial, per 1,000 sq. ft. - $845 $369.36
(26)Warehouse, per 1,000 sq. ft. - $460 $120.61

(27)Mini-warehouse, per 1,000 sq. ft. - $249 $97.99

1-2-205. FIRE IMPACT FEES.

Fee per unit of development by land use type, payable prior to issuance of building
permit, pursuant to Title 8, Chapter 5, Fire Impact Fees:

(1) Single-family detached, per dwelling - $9+ $80.68

(2) Duplex, per dwelling - $64-368.61

(3) Multi-family, per dwelling - $62 $68.61

() Mobile home parksper-dwelling —$59
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(5) Commercial/industrial, per 1.000 sqg. ft. $181.14

1-2-206. POLICE IMPACT FEES.

Fees per unit of development by land use type, payable prior to issuance of building
permit, pursuant to Title 8, Chapter 6, Police Impact Fees:

(1) Single-family detached, per dwelling - $66 $188.44

(2) Duplex, per dwelling - $47 $160.25

(3) Multi-family, per dwelling - $45 $160.25

D-Meobile-home park—per-dwelling-$42
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(4) Commercial/industrial, per 1,000 sqg. ft. $282.05

Section 3. Severability. If any provision of this Ordinance is declared to be
invalid by a court of competent jurisdiction, the remainder shall not be affected thereby.

Section 4. Effective Date. This Ordinance shall take effect ninety days after
the date of passage and approval by the City Council, which date is indicated below.

PASSED and APPROVED this day of ,2014.
WEST VALLEY CITY
MAYOR
ATTEST:
CITY RECORDER



Item #:

Fiscal Impact: None
Funding Source: NA
Account #: NA

Budget Opening Required: No

ISSUE:

Mutual Aid Interlocal Agreement for Utah Public Works Emergency Management

SYNOPSIS:

This agreement provides a method whereby participating agencies may receive emergency assistance
from other participating agencies, at the discretion of the responding agency. Responding agencies are
to be reimbursed from the requesting agency for personnel, equipment, materials and other associated

costs that are made available during an emergency.

BACKGROUND:

This agreement creates a Utah Public Works Emergency Management Alliance, of cities, counties and
other agencies throughout the state to provide mutual aid during emergencies. The administration of the
Alliance is through the Emergency Management Committee of the Utah Chapter of the American Public
Works Association.

The following local agencies have signed the agreement to date: Salt Lake County, Utah County, Sandy
City, West Jordan City, Midvale City, South Salt Lake City and Draper City.

There is no down side to joining this alliance. The decision whether to respond to a request for mutual
aid is made by the potential responding agency. No liability incurs, should an agency choose not to
respond. Responding agencies are reimbursed for any costs incurred. Each participating agency bears
the risk of its own actions.

The advantage to West Valley City is the ability to request assistance from participating agencies that
are not affected by a local emergency and may have the ability to quickly respond with the proper

equipment and trained personnel.

RECOMMENDATION:

Approve mutual aid agreement.

SUBMITTED BY:

Russell B. Willardson, P.E., Public Works Director

ID 6358 PW Mutual Aid Agreement Issue Paper
12/02/2014



WEST VALLEY CITY, UTAH

RESOLUTION NO.

A RESOLUTION APPROVING AN INTERLOCAL
COOPERATION AGREEMENT BETWEEN WEST VALLEY
CITY AND OTHER PARTICIPATING AGENCIES,
INCLUDING SALT LAKE COUNTY, UTAH COUNTY,
SANDY CITY, WEST JORDAN CITY, MIDVALE CITY,
SOUTH SALT LAKE CITY AND DRAPER CITY (THE
“AGENCIES”) FOR UTAH PUBLIC WORKS EMERGENCY
MANAGEMENT SERVICES.

WHEREAS, the Agencies desire to enter into an interlocal agreement whereby participating
agencies may receive mutual aid from other participating agencies during emergency situations,
including personnel, equipment and materials; and

WHEREAS, Title 11, Chapter 13, Utah Code Annotated 1953, as amended, entitled
“Interlocal Cooperation Act” provides that any one or more public agencies may contract with any
one or more other public agencies to perform any governmental service, activity, or undertaking
which each public agency is authorized by law to perform; and

WHEREAS, an agreement entitled “Mutual Aid Interlocal Agreement for Utah Public
Works Emergency Management” (the “Agreement”) has been prepared for execution by and between
West Valley City and other participating agencies. This Agreement, which is attached hereto, sets
forth the rights, duties, and obligations of each of the parties with respect thereto; and

WHEREAS, the City Council of West Valley City, Utah, does hereby determine that it is in
the best interests of the health, safety, and welfare of the citizens of West Valley City to approve the
Agreement;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of West Valley City, Utah,
that the Agreement between West Valley City and the other participating agenices is hereby
approved, and that the Mayor is authorized to execute said Agreement for and on behalf of West
Valley City.

PASSED, APPROVED and MADE EFFECTIVE this day of
,2014.
WEST VALLEY CITY
MAYOR
ATTEST:

CITY RECORDER

ID 6358 PW Mutual Aid Agreement Resolution
12/02/2014
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MUTUAL AID INTERLOCAL AGREEMENT FOR
UTAH PUBLIC WORKS EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT

THIS MUTUAL AID INTERLOCAL COOPERATION AGREEMENT is entered into this day of
, by and the
other Participating Agencies as described herein.

ARTICLE I. PURPOSE

This Agreement is made and entered into by those Public Works and Related Service
Agencies who have adopted and signed this Agreement to provide mutual assistance in
times of emergency. This Public Works Emergency Management Alliance mutual aid
program is established to provide a method whereby Participating Agencies which sustain
damage from natural or man-made disasters can obtain emergency assistance, in the
form of personnel, equipment, materials, and other associated services, from other
Agencies. This Agreement also provides a method whereby responding Agencies may be
provided with reimbursement for personnel, equipment, materials and other associated
services that are made available on an emergency basis. Nothing herein is intended to
replace or terminate any pre-existing agreement between any of the Participating
Agencies that provide assistance by one Participating Agency’s department within the
political boundaries of another on a regular or routine basis. Participating Agencies intend
by this Agreement to commit to assist each other whenever possible, while allowing each
Participating Agency the sole discretion to determine when its personnel and equipment
cannot be spared for assisting other Participating Agencies.

In consideration of the mutual covenants and agreements hereinafter set forth, the
parties agree to provide mutual assistance to one another in times of emergency in
accordance with the terms and conditions of this Agreement.

This document is intended to be a companion document to the UTAH WARN (Water,
Wastewater Response Network) agreement and used in conjunction with the State of
Utah Mutual Aid Agreement (Utah Administrative Code, R704-2, State Wide Mutual Aid
Activation).

April 15, 2014
Page 10of 11



ARTICLE Il. DEFINITIONS

A. AGREEMENT - The Mutual Aid Interlocal Agreement for Utah Public Works
Emergency Management. The original Agreement(s) and all signatory pages shall be
kept at the Salt Lake County Public Works Administration Building located at 604 West
6960 South, Midvale, Utah 84047, or other location as directed by the Utah Chapter
of the American Public Works Association.

B. ALLIANCE - UTAH PUBLIC WORKS EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT ALLIANCE — The mutual
aid network consisting of and available to the Participating Agencies as described in
this Agreement and the administration of that network.

C. APWA - American Public Works Association

D. ASSISTING Agency — ANY Participating Agency which agrees to provide assistance to a
Requesting Agency pursuant to this Agreement.

E. AUTHORIZED REPRESENTATIVE — An employee of a Participating Agency authorized
by that Agency to request or offer assistance under the terms of this Agreement.

F. EMERGENCY — Any disaster or calamity involving the area of operation of the
Participating Agency, caused by fire, flood, storm, earthquake, civil disturbance,
terrorism, or other condition which is or is likely to be beyond the control or ability of
the services, personnel, equipment and facilities of a Participating Agency or a
“disaster”, “state of emergency” or “local emergency” as those terms are defined by
the Emergency Management Act and the Disaster Response and Recovery Act as set
forth in Title 53, Chapter 2a, Utah Code, as those sections currently exist or may
hereafter be amended.

G. EXPENSES — All costs incurred by the Assisting Agency during the Period of Assistance
to provide personnel, equipment, materials and other associated services when
responding to the Requesting Agency as described in Article VI.

H. PARTICIPATING Agency or Agencies — ANY Agency which executes this Agreement.
Participating Agencies may include, City Public Works, County Public Works, Public
Utilities (including water, wastewater, power, gas, etc.), Public Services (including
solid waste facilities, sanitation, etc.), Special Districts, State Agencies (including
UDOT, DFCM, DEQ, etc.), Utah National Guard, and any other agency or group that
provides services similar to standard public works type operations.

I.  PERIOD OF ASSISTANCE - The period of time beginning with the mobilization of any
personnel of the Assisting Agency from any point for the purpose of traveling to the
Requesting Agency in order to provide assistance and ending upon the demobilization
of all personnel of the Assisting Agency, after providing the assistance requested, to
their residence or place of work whichever is first to occur.

April 15, 2014
Page 2 of 11



REQUESTING Agency — ANY Participating Agency which sustains physical damage to
its infrastructure due to natural or man-made causes that seeks assistance pursuant
to this Agreement.

SCHEDULE OF EQUIPMENT RATES — The latest rates published by the Federal
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) under the response and recovery
directorate applicable to major disasters and emergencies or the pre-published
schedule provided by a Participating Agency by January 15 of each year.

WORK OR WORK-RELATED PERIOD — Any period of time in which either the personnel
or equipment of the Assisting Agency are being used to render assistance to the
Requesting Agency. Specifically included within such period of time are breaks when
the personnel of the Assisting Agency will return to work within a reasonable period
of time. Also included is mutually agreed upon rotation(s) of personnel and
equipment.

ARTICLE Ill. APPLICABILITY

This Agreement is available to all Participating Agencies, upon signing of the Agreement

and maintaining a current resource equipment list (as per Utah Administrative Code

R704-2) and a schedule of equipment and manpower rates.

ARTICLE IV. ADMINISTRATION

The administration of the Utah Public Works Emergency Management Alliance (Alliance)
will be through the Utah Chapter of APWA. The Utah APWA Emergency Management
Committee acts as the committee representing the Utah Chapter of APWA.

The Utah Chapter of APWA, on behalf of the Participating Agencies (Alliance) shall:

A.

Sponsor an annual meeting for Participating Agencies (scheduled as part of the annual
APWA Fall Conference).

Maintain a data base of information.

Meet as a committee to address and resolve concerns, create and modify procedures
and address and resolve any additional policy or legal issues related to the Alliance.
Maintain a web site to track Participating Agencies. (Currently, this website is located
at http://utah.apwa.net/)

The web site may be password protected for only the use of Participating Agencies if
deemed appropriate by the APWA Emergency Management Committee.

Facilitate and promote a minimum of one training exercise per year. Each Participating
Agency is responsible to plan, coordinate, budget and execute one emergency
exercise annually.

April 15, 2014
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ARTICLE V. PROCEDURES

In the event that a particular Participating Agency becomes a Requesting Agency, the

following procedures shall be followed:

A.
B.

A Participating Agency shall not be held liable for failing to be an Assisting Agency.
Each Assisting Agency shall respond, when practicable, to requests for emergency
assistance by providing such resources as are reasonably available to the Assisting
Agency. The Assisting Agency shall have the discretion of determining which
resources are reasonably available.

The execution of this Agreement shall not create any duty to respond on the part of
any Participating Agency.

The Requesting Agency may contact other participating members of the Alliance that
may be able to provide the requested resources.

Necessary information in accordance with the procedures defined in this Agreement
shall be shared between Requesting and Assisting Agencies.

When contacted by a Requesting Agency, the Authorized Representative of a
Participating Agency shall assess if it is capable of providing assistance. If the
Authorized Representative determines that the Participating Agency is capable and
willing to provide assistance, the Authorized Representative shall notify the
Requesting Agency and provide the Requesting Agency with the information as
required.

The personnel and equipment of the Assisting Agency shall remain, at all times, under
the direct supervision of the designated supervisory personnel of the Assisting
Agency. The Incident Commander or Unified Commander, as designated by the
Requesting Agency, shall provide work assignments and suggest schedules for the
personnel and equipment of the Assisting Agency; however, the designated
supervisory personnel of the Assisting Agency shall have the exclusive responsibility
and authority for assigning Work and establishing Work schedules for the personnel
and equipment of the Assisting Agency. The designated supervisory personnel of the
Assisting Agency shall maintain daily personnel time records and a log of equipment
hours (including breakdowns, if any), be responsible for the operation and
maintenance of the equipment furnished by the Assisting Agency, see to the safety of
Assisting Agency personnel and report work progress to the Requesting Agency
and/or the Incident Commander.

When possible, the Requesting Agency shall supply reasonable food and shelter for
the Assisting Agency personnel. If the Requesting Agency does not provide food and
shelter for the Assisting Agency, the Assisting Agency’s designated supervisor is
authorized to secure, at the expense of the Requesting Agency, the resources

April 15, 2014
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reasonably necessary to meet the needs of its personnel in coordination with the
Requesting Agency’s procedures. The cost for such resources must not exceed the
state per diem rate for that area. Where costs exceed the per diem rate, the Assisting
Agency must document and demonstrate that the additional costs were reasonable
and necessary under the circumstances.

I. The Requesting Agency shall provide a communications plan to the Assisting Agency
prior to arrival.

J. The command structure established during the Emergency shall comply with the
requirements of the National Incident Management System (NIMS)

K. TheIncident Commander or Unified Commander shall, as soon as reasonably possible,
release the personnel, equipment and materials of the Assisting Agency from the
Emergency. The personnel, equipment and materials of the Assisting Agency shall, if
practical, be released before the personnel, equipment and materials of the
Requesting Agency are released.

L. To the extent permitted by law, Assisting Agency personnel who hold valid licenses,
certificates, or permits evidencing professional, mechanical, or other skills shall be
allowed to carry out activities and tasks relevant and related to their respective
credentials during the specified Period of Assistance.

M. Personnel, equipment and materials of the Assisting Agency shall be released from
the Emergency when it is determined by the Incident Commander or the Unified
Commander that the services provided by the Assisting Agency are no longer required
or when the supervisory personnel of the Assisting Agency informs the Incident
Commander or the Unified Commander that the personnel, equipment and materials
provided by the Assisting Agency are otherwise needed by the Assisting Agency.

N. Credentialing; Each Participating Agency shall provide its own credentialing for
identification purposes.

ARTICLE VI. REIMBURSABLE EXPENSES

The terms and conditions governing reimbursement for any assistance provided under
this Agreement shall be determined by standard and prevailing rates of the Participating
Agencies. If the Assisting Agency and the Requesting Agency agree to the reimbursement
of expenses, reimbursement shall be in accordance with the following provisions:

A. PERSONNEL — During the Period of Assistance, the Assisting Agency shall continue
to pay its employees according to its then prevailing rules, regulations, policies and
procedures. The Requesting Agency shall reimburse the Assisting Agency for all
direct and indirect payroll costs and expenses incurred during the Period of
Assistance, including, but not limited to, employee pensions and benefits.

April 15, 2014
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B. EQUIPMENT — The Requesting Agency shall reimburse the Assisting Agency for the
use of the Assisting Agency’s equipment during the Period of Assistance according
to the Schedule of Equipment Rates established and published by FEMA. All
Participating Agencies shall maintain a current list of equipment available (as per
Utah Administrative Code R704-2) and the rates for that equipment upon executing
this Agreement. If an Assisting Agency uses an alternate basis of rates for equipment
listed on the FEMA Schedule of Equipment Rates, the rates of the Assisting Agency
shall prevail.

C. MATERIALS AND SUPPLIES — The Requesting Agency shall reimburse the Assisting
Agency for all materials and supplies furnished by the Assisting Agency and used or
damaged during the Period of Assistance, unless such damage is caused by the
negligence of the Assisting Agency’s personnel. The measure of reimbursement shall
be the replacement cost of the materials and supplies used or damaged. In the
alternative, the parties may agree that the Requesting Agency will replace, with a
like kind and quality as determined by the Assisting Agency, the materials and
supplies used or damaged.

D. PAYMENT — Unless mutually agreed otherwise, the Assisting Agency shall bill the
Requesting Agency for all expenses no later than ninety (90) days following
the release of the Assisting Agency’s personnel and equipment from the Period of
Assistance. The Requesting Agency shall pay the bill in full no later than forty-
five (45) days following the billing date. Unpaid bills shall become delinquent upon
the forty-sixth (46th) day following the billing date. The Assisting Agency may
request additional periods of time within which to submit the itemized bill, and the
Requesting Agency shall not unreasonably withhold consent to such request,
provided, however, that all payment shall occur not later than one year after the
date a final itemized bill is submitted to the Requesting Agency.

E. Each Assisting Agency and its duly authorized representatives shall have access to
a Requesting Agency’s books, documents, notes, reports, papers and records which
are directly pertinent to this Agreement for the purposes of reviewing the
accuracy of a cost bill or making a financial, maintenance or regulatory audit.
Each Requesting Agency and their duly authorized representatives shall have access
to the Assisting Agency’s books, documents, notes, reports, papers and records
which are directly pertinent to this Agreement for the purposes of reviewing the
accuracy of a cost bill or making a financial, maintenance or regulatory audit. Such
records shall be maintained for at least three (3) years where required by law.

F. DISPUTED BILLINGS — Undisputed portions of a billing shall be paid under this
payment plan. Disputed portions of the billing shall be coordinated and addressed
as appropriate between the Agencies involved in the dispute.

ARTICLE VII. INSURANCE

Each Participating Agency shall bear the risk of its own actions, as it does with its day-
to- day operations, and determine for itself what kinds of insurance and in what
amounts, it should carry. Nothing herein shall act or be construed as a waiver of any

April 15, 2014
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sovereign immunity provided by the Governmental Immunity Act of Utah or other
exemption or limitation on liability that a Participating Agency may enjoy.

ARTICLE VIII. NO SEPARATE ENTITY OR ACQUISITION OF PROPERTY

This Agreement is an interlocal cooperative agreement under Utah Code. This
Agreement does not create any separate legal entity. To the extent this Agreement
requires administration other than as set forth herein, it shall be administered by the
Authorized Representatives of the Participating Agencies, acting as a joint board.

No real or personal property shall be acquired jointly by the Participating Agencies to
perform the conditions of this Agreement unless such acquisition is specifically agreed
to in writing by all Participating Agencies. To the extent that a Participating Agency
acquires, holds, or disposes of any real or personal property for use in the joint or
cooperative undertaking contemplated by this Agreement, it shall do so in the same
manner that it deals with other property of such Participating Agency.

ARTICLE IX. LAWFUL RESPONSIBILITY

This Agreement shall not relieve any Participating Agency of any obligation
or responsibility imposed upon it by law or other agreement.

ARTICLE X. INDEMNIFICATION AND HOLD HARMLESS

A. Consistent with Utah Code, the Requesting Agency shall indemnify and save

B.

harmless the Assisting Agency and the officers, employees and representatives of
the Assisting Agency, if they are acting within the course and scope of their duties,
from all claims, suits, actions, damages and costs of every kind, including but not
limited to reasonable attorney’s fees and court costs, arising or resulting from the
performance or provision of services and materials by the Assisting Agency under
this Agreement unless there is a determination that such claims are the result of
negligence of the Assisting Agency or the officers, employees or representatives of
the Assisting Agency. This Agreement shall not be construed to be a waiver of any
rights or protections provided to any Participating Agency under the Governmental
Immunity Act of Utah.

The Assisting Agency shall hold harmless and indemnify the Requesting Agency
and the officers, employees and representatives of the Requesting Agency against
any liability for any and all claims arising from any damages or injuries caused by
negligence of the Assisting Agency or the officers, employees or representatives of
the Assisting Agency except to the extent of the negligence of the Requesting
Agency or the officers, employees or representatives of the Requesting Agency. This
agreement shall not be construed to be a waiver of any rights or protections

April 15, 2014
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provided to any Participating Agency under the Governmental Immunity Act of
Utah.

C. Subject to the foregoing, nothing in this Agreement shall be construed as an
agreement by a Participating Agency to indemnify or hold harmless, or in any way
assume liability, if there is a determination that any personal injury, death or
property loss or damage was caused by the negligence of any other Participating
Agency or person.

D. Nothing herein shall be construed to waive any of the privileges and immunities
associated with public works services or other related services, including
emergency or other services of any of the Participating Agencies. No party
waives any defenses or immunity available under the Utah Governmental Immunity
Act, nor does any party waive any limits of liability currently provided by the Act.

E. Each Participating Agency shall be solely responsible for providing workers
compensation, insurance, and benefits for its own personnel who provide
assistance under this Agreement unless the parties otherwise agree. Each
Participating Agency shall provide insurance or shall self-insure to cover the
negligent acts and omissions of its own personnel rendering services under this
Agreement.

ARTICLE XI. TERM

This Agreement shall have an initial term of fifty (50) years commencing upon the
effective date of this Agreement.

ARTICLE XII. TERMINATION

Any Participating Agency may terminate its obligations under and participation in this
Agreement, with or without cause, by giving the Alliance at least thirty (30) days prior
written notice of the intent to terminate. The termination of this Agreement by any
individual Participating Agency shall not affect the validity of this Agreement as to the
remaining Participating Agencies. Withdrawal from this Agreement shall in no way
affect a Requesting Agency’s duty to reimburse the Assisting Agency for costs incurred
during a Period of Assistance which occurred during the term of this Agreement, which
duty shall survive such withdrawal.

ARTICLE XIll. WHOLE AGREEMENT, AMENDMENTS

This Agreement constitutes the whole agreement of the parties, written or oral, relating
to the subject matter of this Agreement. This Agreement may be amended in whole
orin part at any time by the Participating Agencies by submitting a written amendment
to the Alliance. The amendment shall be submitted to the Participating Agencies of
the Alliance for a majority vote. The vote by the Participating Agencies will be
conducted by mail. Participating Agencies who fail to vote will have their vote counted
as an affirmative vote.

April 15, 2014
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ARTICLE XIV. SEVERABILITY

If any provisions of this Agreement are held to be invalid or unenforceable by a court
of proper jurisdiction, the remaining provisions shall remain in full force and effect.

ARTICLE XV. NO THIRD PARTY BENEFICIARIES

This Agreement is not intended to benefit any party or person not named as a
Participating Agency specifically herein.

ARTICLE XVI. EFFECTIVE DATE

This Agreement shall be effective as to a particular Participating Agency executing this
Agreement upon the date of execution of this Agreement by that Participating Agency.
Completion and maintaining of a resource equipment list (as per Utah Administrative
Code R704.2) and a schedule of equipment and manpower rates is required thereafter.

ARTICLE XVII. AUTHORIZATION

The individuals signing this Agreement on behalf of the Participating Agency confirm
that they are a duly Authorized Representative of the Participating Agency and are
lawfully enabled to sign this Agreement on behalf of the Participating Agency.

ARTICLE XVIII. REVIEW BY AUTHORIZED ATTORNEY

In accordance with the Utah Interlocal Cooperation Act this Agreement shall be
submitted to the attorney authorized to represent each Participating Agency for review
as to proper form and compliance with applicable law before this Agreement may take
effect.

ARTICLE XIX. RESOLUTIONS OF APPROVAL NOT REQUIRED

This Agreement may be approved and executed as an executive function in accordance
with the provisions of the Utah Interlocal Cooperation Act and the adoption of a
resolution of approval is normally not required.

ARTICLE XX. COUNTERPARTS

This Agreement and any amendments to it may be executed in counterparts, each
of which shall be deemed an original.

April 15, 2014
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ARTICLE XXI. GOVERNING LAW

This Agreement shall be governed by and construed in accordance with the applicable
laws of the United States and the State of Utah.

ARTICLE XXII. FILING OF AGREEMENT

An executed counterpart of this Agreement shall be filed with the keeper of records of
each Participating Agency. An executed counterpart of this Agreement shall also be
filed with the APWA Utah Chapter, representing the Alliance.

In witness whereof, each Participating Agency hereto has executed this Agreement on
the respective signature page of that Participating Agency as of the date specified by its
signature block.

ARTICLE XXIIl. PERSONNEL NOT AGENTS

The employees of the Participating Agencies providing services pursuant to or
consistent with the terms of this Agreement are solely the officers, agents, or
employees of the Participating Agency that hired them. Each Participating Agency
shall assume any and all liability for the payment of salaries, wages, or other
compensation due or claimed due, including workers’ compensation claims, and each
Participating Agency shall hold the other harmless therefrom. The Participating
Agencies shall not be liable for compensation or indemnity to any other Participating
Agency’s employee for any injury or sickness arising out of his or her employment,
and the Participating Agencies shall not be liable for compensation or indemnity to
any other Participating Agency’s employee for injury or sickness arising out of his or
her employment, and each party hereby agrees to hold the other party harmless
against any such claim.

ARTICLE XXIV. ADDITIONAL AGENCIES

Any subdivision of the State of Utah not specifically named herein (“Prospective
Agency”) which shall hereafter sign this Agreement or a copy hereof shall become a
Participating Agency. Any Agency which becomes a newly accepted Participating
Agency is entitled to all the rights and privileges and subject to the obligations of any
Participating Agency as set out herein.

April 15, 2014
Page 10 of 11



NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the covenants and obligations contained herein, the
Participating Agency listed here, as a Participating Agency, duly executes this Mutual

Aid Interlocal Agreement for Utah Public Works Emergency Management this day of
20

Agency

By: By:

Title Title:

Approved as to form and legality

By:

Agency’s Attorney

April 15, 2014
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FAQs
Mutual Aid Interlocal Agreement for Utah
Public Works Emergency Management

What is the purpose of this Agreement?

The purpose of this Agreement is to assist local governments in helping one
another in times of need. It provides a method whereby a local government or
agency that has sustained damage from a natural or man-made disaster can
obtain emergency assistance, in the form of personnel, equipment, materials,
and other associated services, from other participating agencies.

What does the Agreement do?

The Agreement provides procedures for assistance and reimbursement of
expenses, and supports and compliments the Utah Mutual Aid Agreement (UAC

R704-2).
Has this Agreement had legal reviews?

Yes. Attorneys from Salt Lake County, Salt Lake City, Utah County, along with
other local attorneys have reviewed and provided assistance in the preparation of

this document.
Can we make changes to the Agreement before we sign it?

No, not at this time. In order to ensure the timely implementation of this
Agreement with multiple partners, this Agreement needs to be approved as

is. However, the Agreement does include provisions for making changes in
the future. It should be noted that the UTWARN Agreement (Utah Water,
Wastewater Response Network) was used as a basis for this Agreement. The
UTWARN Agreement has been accepted by over 85 participating agencies -
throughout the state.

Who should sign this Agreement?

All local government agencies, service districts, and state agencies that can
provide, or would require assistance, after a natural or man-made disaster should

sign this Agreement.




How do [ get more information?

Please contact the APWA Utah Chapter Emergency Management Committee.

M. Leon Berrett, P.E.
Operations Associate Director
Salt Lake County Public Works
(385) 468-6129
LBerrett@slco.org

Tim Peters — Vice Chair

Public Services Manager

City of West Jordan Public Works
(801) 569-5722
timp@wijordan.com




Item:

Fiscal Impact: $145.111.30
Funding Source: RDA

Account No: 22-6879-40750-00000-0000

Budget Opening Required: No

Issue:

Professional Services Agreement — Fairbourne Station Phase 2 Engineering Design with Avenue
Consultants.

Synopsis:

An agreement with West Valley City and Avenue Consultants to provide traffic analysis and
preliminary design services for new Fairbourne Station roadways.

Background:

The next phase of Fairbourne Station will include the construction of a new road at 3030 West
from Lehman Avenue to 3500 South, together with the extension of Weigh Station Road to 3030
West, and the reconstruction of Lehman Avenue from Holmberg Street to 3030 West. The
project also includes the installation of a “high-T” signalized intersection at 3500 South and 3030
West. In order to accommodate the turn lanes for the new intersection, it is proposed that the
existing Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) routes be re-routed through the new Fairbourne Station
roadways.

Avenue Consultants was selected to provide engineering services for roadway and utility
improvements for the next phase of Fairbourne Station. Under the agreement, Avenue
Consultants will perform all traffic modeling necessary to secure permits from UDOT and UTA
for the new signal at 3030 West. Avenue will also provide surveys and other information
required to begin the final design. This contract covers the cost to complete a 30% design on
proposed roadway and utility improvements. Final design will be included in a separate
agreement.

Recommendation:

Authorize and Execute the Agreement

Submitted By:

Dan Johnson, P.E., City Engineer

ID 6501 Avenue Consultants Fairbourne Phase 2 Design Issue Paper
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WEST VALLEY CITY, UTAH

RESOLUTION NO.

A RESOLUTION APPROVING AN AGREEMENT
WITH AVENUE CONSULTANTS, INC.,, FOR
PROFESSIONAL ENGINEERING SERVICES FOR
PHASE 2 OF FAIRBOURNE STATION.

WHEREAS, West Valley City wishes to contract with a professional engineering firm to
provide traffic analysis and preliminary design services for Phase 2 of the Fairbourne Station
development; and

WHEREAS, Avenue Consultants, Inc., (hereinafter “Avenue”) is a professional
engineering firm that has the qualifications, expertise, and desire to provide the necessary
services to the City; and

WHEREAS, an agreement has been prepared for execution by and between West Valley
City and Avenue, a copy of which is attached hereto and entitled “Professional Services
Agreement, Fairbourne Station — Phase 2 Engineering Design” (hereinafter the “Agreement”),
that sets forth the rights, duties, and obligations of each of the parties thereto; and

WHEREAS, the City Council of West Valley City, Utah, does hereby determine that it is
in the best interests of the health, safety, and welfare of the citizens of West Valley City to enter
into the Agreement with Avenue for professional services;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, by the City Council of West Valley City,
Utah, that the Agreement with Avenue is hereby approved in substantially the form attached, and
that the Mayor is hereby authorized to execute said Agreement for and in behalf of the City,
subject to approval of the final form of the Agreement by the City Manager and the City
Attorney’s Office.

PASSED, APPROVED and MADE EFFECTIVE this day of
,2014.
WEST VALLEY CITY
MAYOR
ATTEST:
CITY RECORDER

ID 6501 Avenue Consultants Fairbourne Phase 2 Design Resolution
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West Valley City
Professional Services Agreement
Fairbourne Station — Phase 2 Engineering Design

THIS AGREEMENT is made this day of , 2014, by
and between West Valley City, a municipal corporation of the State of Utah (hereinafter the
“CITY™), located at 3600 Constitution Boulevard, West Valley City, Utah, and Avenue
Consultants, Inc. (hereinafter “Avenue”), with a location of 6575 S. Redwood Road, Ste. 101,

Taylorsville, Utah 84123.

WITNESSETH :

WHEREAS, the CITY wishes to contract with a professional engineering firm to prepare
engineering and construction documents for Fairbourne Station intersections, and roadway
improvements on 3500 South from 3200 West to Constitution Boulevard, in West Valley City
(hereinafter the “Project”); and

WHEREAS, Avenue is a professional engineering firm that has the qualifications,
expertise, and desire to provide the necessary services to the CITY; and

NOW, THEREFORE, for and in consideration of the mutual covenants made herein,
the parties agree as follows:

AGREEMENT :

1. Avenue’s Obligations. Avenue agrees to provide engineering services for Phase 2 of
development of the Fairbourne Station area consisting of onsite design elements, survey
control, mapping, and design to 30% completion, as outlined below:

A. Meetings and Project Management.

i. Meetings. Avenue will attend up to 5 meetings and/or site visits as
necessary to discuss project goals, schedules and other information in
conjunction with the development and implementation of the Project.

ii. Project Management. Avenue will perform administrative tasks associated
with the Project, including team coordination to allocate and manage team
resources.

B. Topographic and ALTA Survey: and Existing / Proposed Utility Coordination.

1. Avenue will review previously collected information on existing utilities
and existing topography and incorporate these into the onsite and offsite
plan sets. :




ii.

1il.

Avenue will provide an ALTA/ACSM Land Title Survey for the Project
area, including Salt Lake County Parcel Tax IDs 15-33-103-009, 15-33-
103-010, 15-33-103-011, 15-33-103-012, 15-33-103-013, 15-33-103-014,
15-33-103-015, 15-33-103-020, 15-33-103-021, 15-33-103-023, 15-33-
103-024, 15-33-104-002, 15-33-104-003, 15-33-104-004, 15-33-104-005,
15-33-104-011, 15-33-104-012, 15-33-104-013, 15-33-104-014, 15-33-
126-028, 15-33-126-042, according to the current 2011 ALTA/ACSM
standards and which will include: monuments placed (or a reference
monument or witness to the corner) at all major corners of the boundary of
the property, unless already marked or referenced by existing monuments
or witnesses; flood zone classification (with proper annotation based on
federal Flood Insurance Rate Maps or the state or local equivalent)
depicted by scaled map location and graphic plotting only; gross land area
and other areas if specified; vertical relief with the source of information
(e.g. ground survey or aerial map), contour interval, datum, and
originating benchmark identified; exterior dimensions of all buildings at
ground level; substantial features observed in the process of conducting
the surveysuch as parking lots, billboards, signs, swimming pools,
landscaped areas, etc.; striping number and type (e.g. handicapped,
motorcycle, regular parking, etc.) of parking spaces in parking areas, lots
and structures; location of utilities (such as railroad tracks, spurs and
sidings, manholes, catchbasins, valve vaults and other surface indications
of subterranean uses, wires and cables (including their function if readily
identifiable) crossing the surveyed property, and all poles on or within ten
feet of the surveyed property; without expressing a legal opinion as to the
ownership or nature of the potential encroachment, the dimensions of all
encroaching utility pole crossmembers or overhangs; and utility company
installations on the surveyed property) on or serving the surveyed property
as determined by observed evidence together with evidence from plans
obtained from utility companies, and markings by utility companies and
other appropriate sources (with reference as to the source of information);
names of adjoining owners of platted lands according to current public
records; observed evidence of current earth moving work, building
construction, or building additions.

Avenue will coordinate with utility companies throughout the Project
limits to gather information to identify locations of existing utilities
including Granger-Hunter Improvement District, Questar, PacifiCorp, and
cable companies.

Geotechnical Report. Avenue will provide a geotechnical investigation including

subsurface exploration, laboratory testing, and engineering analysis to provide
recommendations for design and construction of 3030 West Street from 3500
South to 3590 South and an extension of Weigh Station Road (3545 South) from
3030 West to Holmberg Street (2955 West). The geotechnical investigation will
include:




ii.

iii.

1v.

Subsurface Exploration. Four borings drilled in the area of the proposed
roadway alignment to depths of approximately 5 to 10 feet below the
existing ground surface in order to observe the subsurface profile, obtain
samples for laboratory testing, and to measure the depth to groundwater.
Slotted PVC pipe will be installed in the borings to facilitate future
measurement of the water level, if encountered.

Laboratory Testing. A laboratory testing program to determine the
following characteristics of the subsurface soil: classification; moisture
content; dry density; consolidation; strength; water soluble sulfates;
moisture-density relationship (Proctor) test; California bearing ratio test.

Engineering Analysis. Analysis of results of the field and laboratory
investigations to determine the following items: characterize the
subsurface soils; determine the suitability of the subsurface soils for use in
support of the pavements and improvements; provide pavement
recommendations; provide recommendations for construction on the on-
site soil; drainage considerations; seismic characteristics; suitability of the
on-site soil for use as fill; recommendations for imported fill; fill material
compaction criteria; site-specific liquefaction analysis.

Report. A report summarizing the information obtained from the study and
presenting conclusions and recommendations. The study will be
conducted under the supervision of a registered professional engineer.

Landscape Construction Documents 30% Design. Avenue will provide assistance

on development site planning and collaborate with the CITY to lay out streets,
walks, public spaces in support of private development and Utah Transit
Authority (hereinafter “UTA”) Bus/Platform routing. This phase will include
conceptual submittals up to a 30% design. Avenue will collaborate, with UTA to
develop unique design for up to three BRT stations along the new MAX BRT
alignment, which design will include:

i.

ii.

Transit Station Concept. In collaboration with CITY and UTA, develop a
single preliminary design for the three BRT stations along the new MAX
BRT alignment, which will include development of three concepts for
review, including design of the following key elements: standard BRT
platform; standard platform passenger amenities; custom BRT canopy.

Project Landscape Architecture.

a. Landscape design for 3030 West ROW. Develop a preliminary
planting plan scheme for the following, with irrigation deferred
until final design: entry feature and ROW design from 3300 South




to approximately 3560 South; ROW design from approximately
3560 South to 3590 South (Lehman Drive).

b. Landscape design for 3560 South ROW. Develop a preliminary
planting scheme for the following, with irrigation deferred until
final design: ROW design for 3560 South from the new 3030
West, westward into Fairbourne Station property.

1ii. Project Urban Design. Coordinate with CITY to update district design
guidelines where needed to accommodate vision of the improvements.
The following features are anticipated: custom BRT canopy; aesthetic
upgrades to walks/BRT platforms; amenities such as benches.

Traffic Evaluation. Avenue will provide traffic engineering services to West
Valley City for the proposed signalized intersection at 3030 West & 3500 South,
improvements along 3500 South (to eliminate a portion of the center-running
BRT to accommodate proposed intersection), and adjacent signal improvements
as necessary to accommodate the proposed intersection. Additionally, Avenue
will evaluate the operations at Market Street & 3500 South and at 3200 West &
3500 South to determine if improvements are appropriate. This portion of the
project will be broken into three tasks; Existing Conditions, Future Conditions,
and Improvement Concept Validation. This support will include the following
tasks:

i Existing Conditions. Avenue will continue the evaluation of the proposed
traffic signal at 3030 West & 3500 South that was initiated in the
preliminary scope of work. As part of this effort, Avenue will finalize the
existing conditions model (AM & PM peak periods), to assure accurate
representation of the current traffic conditions. We will evaluate the
existing conditions of the study interchange and report the delay / level of
service (LOS) at the main study interchange and adjacent signalized
intersections.

il. Future Conditions. Avenue will verify the future volumes that were
developed for the original traffic impact study and will adjust them based
on current volumes and the most recent travel demand model growth
projections. Avenue will then develop future conditions (2030 or 2040)
no-build VISSIM models (AM & PM peak periods) that will be used as a
baseline to compare to the improvement concepts. Additionally, they will
be used to validate the implementation of a new signal at 3030 West &

3500 South.

iii. Improvement Concept Validation. Avenue will utilize the future no-build
models to develop 3 variations of the improvement concept (adding a
signal at 3030 West & 3500 South) to understand how it will operate
relative to the adjacent signals (during the AM & PM peak periods). It




will also be used to verify the impact of a new signal on corridor
operations. The variations will include lane configurations on the south
leg to accommodate BRT stations, acceleration lane lengths for the
northbound left turn, and different signal operational strategies. It will
also include operations (BRT and vehicular traffic)y and potential
improvement opportunities at 3200 West and at Market Street. The final
iteration will be used to help in discussions with UDOT and in the
approval of the signalized access. It will also be used to provide the
correct geometry (lane configurations, acceleration lengths, etc.) for the
design efforts.

Offsite Signal and Roadway Design Elements. Avenue will provide design
services to West Valley City for the proposed signalized intersections at 3030
West & 3500 South, improvements along 3500 South (to eliminate center-running
BRT to accommodate proposed intersection) from 3200 West to Constitution
Boulevard (2700 West), and adjacent signal improvements (3200 West and
Market Street) as necessary to accommodate the proposed intersection and BRT
operation. This portion of the project will be broken into five tasks; Scoping,
30% Design, 90% Design, and Final Design (90% and Final Design to be
completed as part of a separate scope). This support will include the following
tasks: :

1. Scoping, Coordination, and Conceptual Designs. Avenue will develop a
conceptual design plan (horizontal layout only) for the proposed
signalized intersection at 3030 West & 3500 South, improvements along
3500 South (from 3200 West to Constitution) to eliminate center-running
BRT in sections as determined by the study team), and adjacent signal
improvements. Avenue will coordinate with West Valley City and UDOT
to understand the needs as necessary to accommodate the proposed
improvements. In an effort to gain approval from UDOT and UTA,
Avenue will lay out up to three conceptual horizontal layouts to show
variations in design.

ii. 30% Design. A 30% design will be developed by Avenue which will be
used to discuss the new proposed intersection geometry and 3500 South
roadway geometry from 3200 West to Constitution Boulevard and gain
approval from West Valley City and UDOT. This is a critical step in the
process to eliminate the need to come back to geometry later in the design
efforts, which can be detrimental to the Project schedule. The plan set will
include the following items:

a. One scroll plot with proposed geometry (from survey) including
existing topography, surveyed utilities, proposed roadway
geometry (intersection and roadway layouts), horizontal and
vertical alignments/curves, and medians.

b. A simple profile of the new roadway and typical section.




c. An initial look into utility design and coordination specifically
identifying existing storm and sewer elevations to verify depths
that will be critical to the site layout and development. Included in
this effort will be an initial storm and sewer layout to identify
potential conflicts. Storm drain catch basin / pipe sizes and sewer
pipe sizes will be provided by West Valley City.

d. Preparation of a site “base drawing” that considers the horizontal
placement of the most major design elements including curb,
gutter, paving, wet utilities, PUEs, signal poles, etc.

e. Addressing one round of comments regarding the proposed
horizontal design.

Project Schedule. Avenue shall complete the work as set forth in Section 1 of this
Agreement within six (6) months of the execution of this Agreement, which completion
time may be extended by the CITY, at the CITY’s sole discretion.

CITY’s Obligations. In consideration for the work performed by Avenue, as set forth in
Sections 1 and 2 above, the CITY agrees to pay Avenue for the cost of services up to a
maximum fee of One Hundred Forty Five Thousand One Hundred Eleven and 30/100

Dollars ($145,111.30).

Term of Agreement. This Agreement shall commence upon execution by the parties and
shall continue for a period ofsix months or until either of the following occurs:

A. Avenue completes the work set forth in this Agreement.

B. The CITY has paid Avenue the maximum compensation amount of One Hundred
Forty Five Thousand One Hundred Eleven and 30/100 Dollars ($145,111.30).

Termination.

A. In the event Avenue fails to comply with any provisions of this Agreement, or if
the progress or quality of the work is unsatisfactory, the CITY may serve written
notice thereof upon Avenue, and if Avenue fails within a period of three (3) days
thereafter to correct failure, the CITY may terminate this Agreement upon written
notice to Avenue. Upon such termination, Avenue shall immediately cease its
performance of this Agreement and the City shall determine and pay to Avenue
the amount due for such satisfactory work up to the effective date of Termination.
Conditions which may result in termination of this Agreement specifically
include, but are not limited to, failure to comply with any applicable federal, state,-
or local laws or regulations. Notwithstanding the above, Avenue shall not be
relieved of liability to the CITY for damages sustained by virtue of any breach by

Avenue.




B. The CITY also reserves the right to terminate this Agreement at any time for its
convenience, or in the event that it abandons or indefinitely postpones the Project.
Such terminations shall be accomplished by written notice to that effect, delivered
to Avenue. Upon receipt of such notice, Avenue shall immediately cease work.
Payment to Avenue shall be made for work performed prior to receipt by Avenue
of such termination notice, and Avenue shall have no claim for loss of anticipated
profits or any additional compensation.

C. In the event the City fails to substantially comply with the provisions of this
Agreement, or if it fails to timely pay compensation due to Avenue, Avenue may
serve written notice thereof upon the CITY, and, if the CITY fails within a period
of seven (7) working days thereafter to correct such failure, Avenue may
terminate this Agreement upon written notice to the CITY. Avenue accepts no
liability in such circumstances for damages or delays that result from suspension
of work by the CITY.

CITY Representative. The CITY hereby appoints Russ Willardson or his designee as
the CITY’s representative to assist in the administrative management of this Agreement,
to ensure that the work to be performed by Avenue is timely and adequately performed,
and to provide for CITY approvals as may be required by this Agreement or the nature of
the work. The CITY’s representative shall assist in coordinating, monitoring, and
evaluating this Agreement to completion. Avenue understands and agrees that the
CITY’s representative shall have no control over the means, methods, techniques, or
procedures employed by Avenue, it being clearly understood that the CITY is interested
only in the results obtained under this Agreement, with the manner and means of
obtaining those results being under the sole control of Avenue.

Additional Conditions.

A. CITY will furnish all applicable criteria and operating standards needed to meet
CITY requirements.

B. Responsibility for Consultants. Avenue shall be responsible for all of Avenue’s
consultants and sub-consultants of any tier for the services set forth in this
Agreement. Avenue shall be solely responsible for compensation due to
consultants and sub-consultants at any tier for the services set forth in this
Agreement. Avenue shall indemnify, defend, and hold the City harmless from any
claims, damages or expenses related to Avenue’s consultants or sub-consultants
of any tier resulting from performance under this Agreement.

C. Responsibility for Documents. Notwithstanding any approval from the CITY of
the documents prepared by Avenue pursuant to this Agreement, Avenue and
Avenue’s consultants and sub-consultants shall be solely responsible for (i) the
technical accuracy and adequacy of such documents; (ii) the constructability of
the improvements described in such documents; (iii) the compliance of such
documents and the improvements described in such documents with all laws,
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ordinances, codes, regulations, rules, or other requirements of governmental
authorities having jurisdiction over the Project applicable to the Project at the time
of the issuance of the Building Permit for the improvements described in such
documents (including the Americans with Disabilities Act Accessibility
Guidelines); and (iv) the compliance of such documents and improvements
described in such documents with the design and construction standards provided
by the CITY, if any. Avenue shall be responsible for the adequacy, accuracy, and
coordination of all documents used on the Project prepared by Avenue, Avenue’s
consultants, or their sub-consultants of any tier.

D. Instruments of Service. The CITY and Avenue acknowledge that any and all
drawings, specifications, reports, models, and other documents and data
(including documents, drawings, and data retained or stored by electronic means,
such as AutoCad 2008 or compatible or similar files) prepared by Avenue or by
Avenue’s consultants or its sub-consultants of any tier related to the Project
pursuant to this Agreement are Instruments of Service. Avenue represents and
warrants that Avenue owns all of the rights, title and interest in the Instruments of
Service and that ownership of the Instruments of Service is fully assignable.
Accordingly, Avenue hereby assigns to the CITY ownership of all Instruments of
Service and hereby assigns to the CITY all common law, statutory, or other
reserved rights, including all copyrights that Avenue has in the Instruments of
Service. Avenue shall require similar assignment by its consultants and sub-
consultants of any tier to the CITY. At the completion of the Project or upon
termination of this Agreement, whichever occurs first, Avenue, its consultants,
and sub-consultants at any tier shall promptly deliver reproducible files (including
AutoCad 2008 or compatible or similar files) to the CITY including all
Instruments of Service related to the Project and/or prepared pursuant to this
Agreement. Any reuse of the Instruments of Service by the CITY for any project
other than the Project will be at the CITYs sole risk, and Avenue, its consultants,
and sub-consultants shall not be liable.

Independent Contractor. It is understood and agreed that Avenue is an independent
contractor, and that the officers and employees of Avenue shall not be employees,
officers, or agents of the City; nor shall they represent themselves to be City employees;
nor shall they be entitled, as a result of the execution of this Agreement, to any benefits
or protections that would otherwise be available to City employees.

Conlflict of Interest. Avenue warrants that no City employee, official, or agent has been
retained by Avenue to solicit or secure this Agreement upon an agreement or
understanding to be or to become an officer, agent, or employee of Avenue, or to receive
a commission, percentage, brokerage, contingent fee, or any other form of compensation.

Indemnification _and Insurance. Avenue agrees to indemnify, defend, and hold the
CITY harmless from and against damages and expenses, including reasonable court costs
and attorney’s fees, by reason of liability imposed against the CITY for damages because
of bodily injury, death, and/or property damages, intellectual property or otherwise,
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13.

14.

15.

16.

resulting from the Avenue’s performance of services under this Agreement, to the extent
that such bodily injuries, death, and/or property damages, intellectual or otherwise, are
attributable to the negligence of Avenue and/or Avenue’s consultants, sub-consultants of
any tier, representatives, servants, agents, employees, and/or assigns. The
indemnification required by this section shall not apply to any bodily injuries, death,
and/or property damages that are attributable to the negligence of the CITY. As used in
this section, the CITY shall also refer to the officers, agents, assigns, volunteers, and
employees of the CITY.

Avenue will maintain insurance coverage throughout the term of the Agreement.
Insurance coverage will include:

A) Worker’s Compensation

State Statutory

Employer’s Liability $100,000
B) Commercial General Liability

Bodily Injury and Property Damage $2,000,000

Aggregate $4,000,000
8} Automobile Liability

Per-Occurrence Limit $2,000,000
D) Professional Liability $2,000,000

Sub-contract Assignment. Neither party shall assign any rights or interest herein
without prior written consent of the other party.

Attorney’s Fees. In the event of default hereunder, the defaulting party agrees to pay all
costs incurred by the non-defaulting party in enforcing this Agreement, including
reasonable attorney’s fees, whether legal services are provided by in-house or outside
counsel and whether incurred through initiation of legal proceedings or otherwise.

Severability. In the event any provision of this Agreement is held to be invalid or
unenforceable, the remaining provisions shall remain valid and binding upon the parties.

Entire Agreement. This Agreement contains the entire agreement between the parties,
and no statement, promise, or inducements made by either party or agents for either
party, which are not contained in this written Agreement, shall be binding or valid.

Modification of Agreement. This Agreement may be modified only by written
amendment executed by all of the parties hereto.

Applicable Law. This Agreement shall be governed by the laws of the State of Utah.




17. Notices. All notices, requests, demands, and other communications required under this
Agreement, except for normal, daily business communications, shall be in writing. Such
written communication shall be effective upon personal delivery to any party or upon
being sent by overnight mail service; by facsimile (with verbal confirmation of receipt);
or by certified mail, return receipt requested, postage prepaid, and addressed to the
respective parties as follows:

If to Avenue: Avenue Consultants, Inc.
Attn: Melvin Bodily, Principal
6575 S. Redwood Rd, Ste. 101
Taylorsville, Utah 84123
Telephone:  (801) 207-7660
Facsimile: (801) 207-7641

If to the CITY: West Valley City Public Works Department
Attn: Dan Johnson, City Engineer
3600 South Constitution Blvd.
West Valley City, Utah 84119
Telephone:  (801) 963-3318
Facsimile: (801) 963-3540

Either party may change its address for purposes of this Agreement by giving written
notice to the other party.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have executed this Agreement on the day and
year first above written.

(Signatures follow on the next page.)

10




WEST VALLEY CITY

Ron Bigelow, Mayor

ATTEST:

Sheri McKendrick, City Recorder

AVENUE CONSULTANTS, INC.

/ﬁé@

By: Melvﬁl Bodily
Its: Principal

STATE OF UTAH )
: Ss.
COUNTY OF SALT LAKE )

n this l day of DCI’MPDT/ ., 2014, personally appeared before

me bb\/l oy , whose identity is personally known to me
or proved to me on the ba31s of satisfactory evidence, and who affirmed that he is the

Pzwu Pa-L [title] of Avenue Consultants, Inc., and that this Professional Services

Agreement was signed by him in behalf of said corporation by authority of its bylaws or of a

Resolution of its Board of Directors, and he acknowledged to me that said corporation executed

the same.

JUAN DAVID GOMEZ
Notary Public

State of Utah
comm. No. 678317 :
My Comm. Expires Agr 21, 2010

11
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Item:

Fiscal Impact: $119.,600

Funding Source: Road Impact Fees
Account No: 31-7580-40750-75152-0000

Budget Opening Required: Yes

Issue:

Professional Services Agreement — Horrocks Engineers

Synopsis:

A professional services agreement to study the Parkway Blvd roadway corridor from 5600 West
to 7200 West.

Background:

Parkway Boulevard is a major east-west corridor through the northern half of the city, extending
from 8000 West to Redwood Road. Roadway improvements on Parkway Boulevard east of
5600 West are largely complete, while the segment between 5600 West and 7200 West still
require substantial improvements and capital expenditures.

Horrocks Engineers is being hired to study the roadway corridor on Parkway Boulevard from
5600 West to 7200 West to enable the city to make decisions on future capital improvement
projects.

The study will include a broad variety of topics including, traffic analysis and capacity
recommendations, topographical survey, initial utility investigation and drainage planning.
Included in the scope of work is the preparation and execution of a public involvement meeting
to understand the public’s perspective on potential roadway improvements.

Based on findings and recommendations in the study, the Public Works Department intends to
plan future capital improvement projects.

Recommendation:

Authorize and Execute the Agreement

Submitted By:

Dan Johnson, P.E., City Engineer

ID 6484 Horrocks Engineers Parkway Blvd Prof Svc Agr Issue Paper
12/03/2014



WEST VALLEY CITY, UTAH

RESOLUTION NO.

A RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE CITY TO ENTER INTO
AN AGREEMENT WITH HORROCKS ENGINEERS, INC., TO
PROVIDE PROFESSIONAL SERVICES FOR THE PARKWAY
BOULEVARD RECONSTRUCTION PROJECT.

WHEREAS, West Valley City is in the process of designing a roadway reconstruction project on
Parkway Boulevard (2700 South) from 5600 West to 7200 West (hereinafter the “Project”); and

WHEREAS, the City desires to contract with a professional engineering firm to perform a
roadway corridor survey, investigate utilities and wetlands, and assist with traffic modeling, drainage
planning, and other aspects of the Project; and

WHEREAS, Horrocks Engineers, Inc. (hereinafter “Horrocks”), is a professional engineering
firm that has the qualifications, expertise, and desire to provide the necessary services to the City; and

WHEREAS, an agreement has been prepared for execution by and between the City and
Horrocks, a copy of which is attached hereto and entitled “West Valley City Professional Services
Agreement, Roadway Corridor Study,” (hereinafter the “Agreement”), that sets forth the rights, duties,
and obligations of each of the parties thereto; and

WHEREAS, the City Council of West Valley City, Utah, does hereby determine that it is in the
best interests of the citizens of West Valley City to enter into the Agreement with Horrocks for
professional services;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of West Valley City, Utah, that
the Agreement with Horrocks is hereby approved in substantially the form attached, and that the Mayor is
hereby authorized to execute said Agreement for and in behalf of West Valley City, subject to approval of
the final form of the Agreement by the City Manager and the City Attorney’s Office.

PASSED, APPROVED, and MADE EFFECTIVE this day of
,2014.
WEST VALLEY CITY
MAYOR
ATTEST:
CITY RECORDER

ID 6484 Horrocks Engineers Parkway Blvd Prof Svc Agr Resolution
12/03/2014



West Valley City
Professional Services Agreement
Roadway Corridor Study

THIS AGREEMENT is made this day of , 2014, by
and between West Valley City, a municipal corporation of the State of Utah (hereinafter the
“CITY”), located at 3600 Constitution Boulevard, West Valley City, Utah, and Horrocks
Engineers, a Utah corporation (hereinafter “Horrocks”), with a location of 2162 W. Grove
Parkway, Ste. 400, Pleasant Grove, Utah.

WHEREAS, the CITY is currently in the process of designing a roadway reconstruction
project on Parkway Boulevard (2700 South) and from 5600 West to 7200 West (hereinafter the
“Project”); and

WHEREAS, the CITY desires to contract with a professional engineering firm to assist
the CITY with engineering tasks, concept development, project management and public
involvement for the Project; and

WHEREAS, Horrocks is a professional engineering and surveying firm that has the
qualifications, expertise, and desire to provide the necessary services to the CITY; and

NOW, THEREFORE, for and in consideration of the mutual covenants made herein,
the parties agree as follows:

AGREEMENT:

1. Horrock’s Obligations. Horrocks agrees to perform the work necessary to complete the
following tasks as outlined below:

a. Project Management and Coordination. Ensure that project budget and schedule
goals are being met; provide weekly progress updates to the CITY; meet monthly
with the CITY to update current findings.

b. Traffic Data Collection. Perform traffic counts, including vehicle types and
speeds, at six (6) locations including 6400 West to the north and to the south of
Parkway Boulevard; east of 7200 West; west of 6400 West; east of 6400 West;
west of 5600 West; and regarding turning movements at three (3) intersections
including 7200 West, 6400 West, and 5600 West.




Environmental Investigation. Preliminary wetland investigation to determine
possible areas of concern.

Topographical Survey. Full topographic survey of the corridor including control
(7200 West to 5600 West), including 80” out from roadway corridor or to first
structure; field work, setting control and gathering points; office work, processing
points and creating drawing.

SUE Investigation. Quality Level “C” reports and documentation; designating;
production of utility base map drawing.

Roadway Concept Development. Produce eight (8) full-width roadway typical
section options/concepts covering various roadway segments and possible
different future phases; provide recommendations for current and future phase
construction; work with CITY staff to establish one current phase option and one
future phase option, which may include a mixture of concepts throughout the
corridor; provide preliminary plan-view linework for a current option and for a
future option.

Traffic Modeling. Travel demand modeling for two (2) scenarios (current and
2040 with Mountain View Parkway); micro-simulation for six (6) areas (synchro
modeling); documentation and report.

Drainage Planning. Project meetings and criteria development; gather existing
information/conditions; hydraulic/hydrologic modeling; evaluate and optimize
drainage design; plan production.

Public Involvement Meeting. Prepare meeting materials including display boards
and printed information materials. Three (3) Horrocks staff members will assist
West Valley City with the meeting.

Deliverables and City’s Right to Reject. Horrocks shall provide the City with the
deliverables for subsections a-i of this Section 1, which the City may reject and
withhold payment for the following:

Q) If the deliverables do not conform to the standards set forth in this
Agreement.

(i) If the deliverables contain errors or omissions.

(iii)  If the deliverables are unusable or otherwise incompatible with the
Project.

(iv)  If the deliverables are, in any way, substandard from the
expectations set forth by the City.



k. Additional Tasks at The Request of CITY. Horrocks agrees to perform any
additional tasks, not specifically stated herein, requested by CITY in conjunction
with this Project.

Project Schedule. Horrocks shall complete the work as set forth in Section 1 of this
Agreement within six (6) months of the Notice to Proceed, which completion time may
be extended by the CITY, at the CITY’s sole discretion.

CITY’s Obligations.

a. In consideration for the work performed by Horrocks, as set forth in Sections 1
and 2 above, the CITY agrees to pay Horrocks for the cost of services up to a
maximum fee of One Hundred Nineteen Thousand Six Hundred Dollars
($119,600).

Term of Agreement. This Agreement shall commence upon execution by the parties
and shall continue for a period of six months or until either of the following occurs:

a. Horrocks completes the work set forth in this Agreement.

b. The CITY has paid Horrocks 