REGULAR MEETING AGENDA OF THE
CITY COUNCIL OF LAYTON, UTAH

PUBLIC NOTICE is hereby given that the City Council of Layton, Utah, will hold a regular public meeting in the Council Chambers
in the City Center Building, 437 North Wasatch Drive, Layton, Utah, commencing at 7:00 PM on April 2, 2015.
AGENDA ITEMS:

Nb v

1. CALL TO ORDER, PLEDGE, OPENING CEREMONY, RECOGNITION, APPROVAL OF MINUTES:

A. Minutes of Layton City Council Work Meeting - February 19, 2015

B. Minutes of Layton City Council Meeting - February 19, 2015

C. Minutes of Layton City Council Budget Work Meeting - March 3, 2015

D. Minutes of Layton City Council Work Meeting - March 5, 2015

E. Minutes of Layton City Council Meeting - March 5, 2015

MUNICIPAL EVENT ANNOUNCEMENTS:

CITIZEN COMMENTS:

VERBAL PETITIONS AND PRESENTATIONS:

CONSENT ITEMS:(These items are considered by the City Council to be routine and will be enacted by a single motion. If discussion
is desired on any particular consent item, that item may be removed from the consent agenda and considered separately.)

A. Agreement with Davis County for Conducting the 2015 Municipal Election under the Oversight of the City Recorder -
Resolution 15-21

B. 2006 Revenue Bond Refunding Parameters Resolution - Resolution 15-22

C. 2015 Revised Development Guidelines and Design Standards — Resolution 15-09

D. Bid Award - CraCar Construction Company - Project 14-03 - Talbot Drive Reconstruction - Resolution 15-20 - Talbot
Drive from Approximately Gentile Street to Lindsay Street, with Extensions for Talbot Circle and Goddard Circle (100 North)
E. Request for Proposal (RFP) Award — C&L Water Solutions, Inc. — Project 14-43 — 2015 Sanitary Sewer Lining —
Resolution 15-19 — Two Locations: 2600 East and 200 North and Snoqualmie Circle (Approximately 3300 East 2250 North)
F. Final Plat — Greyhawk Townhomes North PRUD — Approximately 3260 North 1700 East

G. Holmes Business Park Plat Amendment and Condominium Plat — 952 South Main Street

6. PUBLIC HEARINGS:

A. Annexation Request — Layton City (Greyhawk Park) — Ordinance 15-10 — Approximately 3500 North Redtail Way (2100
East)
B. Development Agreement and Rezone Request — Widner-Bastian — R-1-6 (Single-Family Residential) to R-2 (Single and
Two-Family Residential) — Resolution 15-18 and Ordinance 15-05 — Approximately 950 North Rainbow Drive
C. Development Agreement, Annexation and Rezone Request — Morgan-Bone-Allred — A (Agriculture) to R-S (Residential-
Suburban) — Resolution 15-15, Ordinances 15-11 and 15-09 — Approximately 200 South 3200 West
D. Rezone Request — Bone-Destination Homes — A (Agriculture) to R-S (Residential-Suburban) — Ordinance 15-08 —
Approximately 100 and 202 South 3200 West

7. PLANNING COMMISSION RECOMMENDATIONS:

8. NEW BUSINESS:

9. UNFINISHED BUSINESS:

10. SPECIAL REPORTS:

ADJOURN:
Notice is hereby given that:

Date:

e A Work Meeting will be held at 5:30 PM to discuss miscellaneous matters.
e In the event of an absence of a full quorum, agenda items will be continued to the next regularly scheduled meeting.
e  This meeting may involve the use of electronic communications for some of the members of this public body. The anchor location for the

meeting shall be the Layton City Council Chambers, 437 North Wasatch Drive, Layton City. Members at remote locations may be
connected to the meeting telephonically.

e By motion of the Layton City Council, pursuant to Title 52, Chapter 4 of the Utah Code, the City Council may vote to hold a closed

meeting for any of the purposes identified in that chapter.

By:

Thieda Wellman, City Recorder

LAYTON CITY does not discriminate on the basis of race, color, national origin, sex, religion, age or disability in the 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 Layton City eight or
more hours in advance of the meeting. Please contact Kiley Day at 437 North Wasatch Drive, Layton, Utah 84041, 801.336.3825 or 801.336.3820.



Citizen Comment Guidelines

For the benefit of all who participate in a PUBLIC HEARING or in giving PUBLIC COMMENT during
a City Council meeting, we respectfully request that the following procedures be observed so that all
concerned individuals may have an opportunity to speak.

Electronic Information: An electronic or hard copy of any electronic information presented to the City Council
must be submitted to the City Recorder by the end of the meeting.

Time: If you are giving public input on any item on the agenda, please limit comments to three (3) minutes.
If greater time is necessary to discuss the item, the matter may, upon request, be placed on a future City Council
agenda for further discussion.

New Information: Please limit comments to new information only to avoid repeating the same information
multiple times.

Spokesperson: Please, if you are part of a large group, select a spokesperson for the group.

Courtesy: Please be courteous to those making comments by avoiding applauding or verbal outbursts either
in favor of or against what is being said.

Comments: Your comments are important. To give order to the meeting, please direct comments to and
through the person conducting the meeting.

Thank you.
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MINUTES OF LAYTON CITY

COUNCIL WORK MEETING FEBRUARY 19, 2015; 5:33 P.M.

MAYOR AND COUNCILMEMBERS

PRESENT: MAYOR BOB STEVENSON, JOYCE BROWN,
TOM DAY, JORY FRANCIS, SCOTT FREITAG
AND JOY PETRO

STAFF PRESENT: ALEX JENSEN, GARY CRANE, BILL WRIGHT,

PETER MATSON, JAMES (WOODY) WOODRUFF,
STEPHEN JACKSON, PAUL APPLONIE, WES
ADAMS, SCOTT CARTER AND THIEDA
WELLMAN

The meeting was held in the Council Conference Room of the Layton City Center.

Mayor Stevenson opened the meeting and turned the time over to Staff.

AGENDA:

DISCUSSION OF ELECTION OPTIONS

Thieda Wellman, City Recorder, presented information to the Mayor and Council relative to the
upcoming election and the options of conducting the election on electronic voting machines or all by
mail. Thieda reviewed voter turnout information over the past few years and indicated that the County
experienced a substantial increase in voter turnout this past election with a by mail election. She said
everyone that did by mail elections experienced substantially higher voter turnout. Thieda indicated that
the cost for the 2013 election, which was conducted on machines, was $45,000. She said the estimated
cost of the 2015 election on machines was $48,000; a by mail election would be about $85,000, which
was a 75% increase in cost. Thieda said the reason for the increase was that ballots had to be mailed to all
active voters and there were return postage costs; Layton had approximately 28,000 active voters. She
mentioned a bill being considered this legislative session that would not require return postage, which

would save about $10,000.

Thieda gave Council a copy of a survey conducted by the County with fairly positive feedback about by

mail voting. She explained the County’s hybrid election process for the 2014 election.

Mayor Stevenson said he thought the School District would be putting a bonding question on the ballot.
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He asked if the School District would be paying for part of the election costs if they were included on the
City’s ballot.

Thieda said yes; that would reduce the City’s costs.
Councilmember Petro asked what percentage they would have to pay.
Thieda said it would be approximately 50%.

Mayor Stevenson suggested that the School District be contacted to verify if they were putting something

on the ballot.

Thieda indicated that she had not heard anything about it.

Council and Staff discussed some of the questions in the County survey.

Thieda said the County would be conducting the 2016 presidential election by mail. She said the State
was headed toward by mail voting. Thieda explained the condition of the voting equipment and the cost to

replace it.

Mayor Stevenson said there was also a possibility of a RAMP tax initiative on the ballot and something

tied to fiber optics, which would impact voter turnout.
Thieda said the more issues there were on a ballot the higher the turnout would be.

Mayor Stevenson said with by mail voting, the ballots were mailed out early. He said it was hard to know

when and how to campaign.
Councilmember Day asked who would make the decision on how the election would be administered.

Thieda said it was the decision of the Mayor and Council. She said the County needed to know by April
1st which way the City would be going.
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MAYOR’S REPORT

Mayor Stevenson asked if the Council had any concerns with the continued study of a RAMP tax, and

moving forward with getting it on the ballot this fall.

Councilmember Day asked for an outline to proceed that way.

Mayor Stevenson said they were currently working on timing for getting it on the ballot, and they would
be meeting with concerned groups to get input. He said everything would be brought together before

making a decision to put it on the ballot.

Councilmember Brown said one decision would be how it would be administered. She said with it being

on the ballot, citizens would be making the decision to impose the tax.

Councilmember Petro said the more she learned the more she felt that it would definitely be an advantage

for the citizens.

Councilmember Freitag said he hadn’t thought much about it. He said he didn’t have an opinion.

Councilmember Brown asked if all of the information would be brought back to the Council for a

decision to put it on the ballot.

Mayor Stevenson said yes.

Councilmember Day said he felt that it was worth pursuing to that point.

Mayor Stevenson said Layton was one of very few cities in the County that didn’t have a RAMP type tax.
He said Clearfield and Farmington passed it last year; Centerville, West Bountiful, Bountiful and North
Salt Lake all had implemented the tax. Mayor Stevenson said it would be 1/10 of 1%; for every $10 spent
it would generate one cent, and it wasn’t included on food.

Councilmember Freitag asked when the recreation survey was going to be completed.

Councilmember Brown said it was already done.
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Councilmember Freitag said he meant the long range park plan.

Alex Jensen, City Manager, said he didn’t know what the schedule was, but he would get the information

back to the Council.

Councilmember Freitag said that would also involve a lot of public input.

Mayor Stevenson said the RAMP tax would only be used for special projects. He said it wouldn’t do
away with the parks budget. Mayor Stevenson said the tax would be in effect for only 10 years, and then
it would need to be voted on again. He said normal budgets would go on as before; the funding from this
tax would be used for specific things such as a recreation center or trails. Mayor Stevenson said a
committee would be established to determine where the funds would be spent each year.

Councilmember Francis asked if the Council would ultimately decide on those projects.

Mayor Stevenson said the committee would make recommendations to the Council.

Mayor Stevenson said unless someone had major concerns, they would continue to push forward with the

RAMP tax.
Consensus was to move forward.

DISCUSSION ON MASTER TRANSPORTATION PLAN

James “Woody” Woodruff, City Engineer, provided information about the status on the Master
Transportation Plan. He said things had been in a holding pattern waiting to hold the public meeting.
Woody said the public meeting was the next step in the process, followed by the impact fee calculations.
He said in previous meetings Council and Staff had discussed highlighting the area of 2200 and 2700
West where there were questions about the interchange location and indicating that an interchange would
be located in this general location, and move forward with the study. Woody said the Master
Transportation Plan could be modified internally each year and updated as needed. He said Staff would

like to move forward and set a date for the public meeting.

Mayor Stevenson asked, based on the West Davis Corridor being constructed, was it feasible to move
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forward and not set the location of the interchange until a later date.

Woody said the exact location of the interchange could not be identified, but indicated that a future
interchange would be located on the West Davis Corridor in the general area. He said that assumption
would be included in the impact fees; a lot of the interchange would be built by UDOT and would not
affect impact fees. Woody said the City could go out 6 years and put the impact fees together; some of the
roads might be included in the fee schedule. He said the City didn’t want to make that decision in advance
of knowing when the record of decision would be made; it could be a few months or a couple of years.
Woody said if the City didn’t proceed with action on the current Plan, another consultant would probably
have to be hired at another time.

Mayor Stevenson said Staff would basically get this back in front of the public and move forward.
Councilmember Petro asked if information would be presented on both locations.

Woody said that would be up to the Council on how they would like to show the interchange possibilities.

Councilmember Brown said if both options were shown, she felt that the cost of both options and the

number of homes that would be impacted should also be shared.

Councilmember Day said he felt that the public should be given all of the information that was available

on both locations.

Councilmember Brown said feedback from residents could come back to the Council, which would help

to eventually make the decision on the location of the itnerchange.

Councilmember Petro said she felt that information on both options should be presented. Ultimately the

Council wanted to make the best decisions for the entire City, but also base it on citizen input.
Woody said Staff could easily show both options.
Councilmember Day asked what kind of timetable Staff was looking at.

Woody said Staff was looking to schedule a public meeting in March.
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Councilmember Day asked if it would be a separate public meeting.

Woody said it would be meetings set up to meet with the public to receive input. He said Staff would be

working with Horrocks Engineering to schedule those meetings.

DISCUSSION ON WATER MASTER PLAN

Alex said Staff wanted to share information with the Council, not to make a decision but to provide
feedback, regarding a framework Staff was proposing that would be used to analyze questions. He said
the provision of water for the citizens was very significant. Alex said most citizens took water for granted;
they turned the tap on and water came out and they assumed that it would always be there. He said the
provision of water was a very complicated, complex, expensive, process. Alex said it was an essential

resource.

Alex said Layton’s history had been that the City had done very well with trying to provide for this scarce
and valuable resource. He said compared to most cities across the State, Layton had historically been in a
very good position. Alex said the City had a lot of autonomy to control its destiny because the City had
five deep wells; most cities didn’t have any deep wells. He said it gave the City a lot of flexibility and it

allowed the City to keep its costs low relative to what other cities were paying.

Alex said in conjunction with a Water Master Plan study that had been undertaken, one of the questions
that always came up was the gap from what the City had today and what would be needed at build out. He
said Staff always knew there would be a gap and had systematically been working to acquire the water
rights and build infrastructure that would accommodate that. Alex said the City was at a little bit of a
crossroads; the City had a variety of resources including a combination of culinary resources and a
combination of secondary resources. He said in looking at the gap in the future, what would be the best
use of those resources to ensure that the City met its primary goals. Alex said Staff felt that there were
two primary goals to have in mind; provide an efficient and cost effective water resource to the citizens of
Layton, and try to preserve and protect the water resources and infrastructure that existed in Layton,
including reservoirs, distribution systems, etc. He said in many cases the infrastructure was not only a
water asset it was a community asset, for example the three reservoirs that were located in the City. Alex

said there were not very many cities that had reservoirs like the ones in Layton.

Alex said there were hundreds of questions that could be asked. He said tonight Staff would like to

present a framework that would allow Staff to present information, not opinion, to the Council and to
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allow the Council to add to or delete from the information, and then systematically and objectively be
able to analyze the different options. Alex said Staff felt that this would take four or five meetings. He
said in general, Staff would like to go through a slide presentation and generally talk about the resources

the City had available.

Alex said Steve Jackson, Assistant City Engineer, who was charged with managing the water system,
would present information about the City’s culinary resources. He said Scott Carter, Strategic Project
Manager, would present information about secondary water resources. Alex said Scott had met with all of
the irrigation companies. He said Staff had identified four options they would like to discuss that they felt
might be a solution to how the resources were used to meet the goals. Alex said Woody would present

information about those options.

Alex said at the end, Scott Carter would discuss some considerations. He said Staff had developed a
consideration scorecard that would give Council a tool to evaluate the viability or strength of the various
options. Alex said tonight, Staff wanted feedback from the Council on the considerations; were the right
questions being asked or were they identifying the right matrix against which option ought to be

evaluated. He said the Council might want to add to those.
Alex said if the Council could get to that point tonight with the framework, at future meetings Staff would
like to take each of those options, apply the considerations, and start to talk in detail and help the Council

identify whether it was a positive, a negative or neutral option.

Councilmember Day asked if future meetings would be part of work meetings or separate strategic

planning meetings.
Alex said it would be up to the Council.

Steve Jackson said the build out demand Staff projected for culinary water was 24,500 acre feet, which

would require an additional 8,500 acre feet. He said an acre foot was about 326,000 gallons of water.
Steve reviewed the current status of the City’s culinary water system including water rights and wells, and
contracted water through Weber Basin Water Conservancy District. He displayed a map and identified the
location of wells, water tanks, and connections to Weber Basin.

Steve indicated that there were approximately 280 miles of pipe in the system with approximately 20,000
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connections. He said the City’s annual cost of water was $110 per acre foot from the City’s system. Steve
said the contract with Weber Basin was for a little over 7,900 acre feet of water. He said the contract was
a perpetual contract with a 50 year review.

Councilmember Day asked if the price went up but the quantity was always guaranteed.

Steve said yes; the City was guaranteed that amount of water each year. He said the costs were based on
the capital costs to build their facilities, and operations and maintenance expenses. Steve said last year the
City used 6,600 acre feet of water from Weber Basin, which was 83% of the contracted amount, but 97%
of the petitioned water. He said the City had a portion of the 7,900 acre feet of water that the City was
contracted for but didn’t pay for until they petitioned to have that water delivered.

Alex asked Steve to explain why that was so important.

Steve said the contract with Weber Basin was take or pay. He said the City paid for the water whether it

was used or not. Steve said the goal was to get as close to 100% as possible, without going over.

Terry Coburn, Public Works Director, said if the City went over the contracted amount the cost went up
substantially and any amount over the contracted amount was added to the contract for the next year. He
said they tried to keep it at 97% or 98%.

Councilmember Freitag asked if the City used the contracted water first before using other resources.

Terry said it was a combination. He said very often Staff determined where the City was later in the year,

and then used Weber Basin water until the desired percentage was met.

Councilmember Freitag asked if Weber Basin water could be stored.

Terry said it couldn’t be stockpiled.

Councilmember Day asked Steve to explain again the difference between contracted and petitioned water.
Steve said currently the City contracted 7,900 acre feet of water, but there was another agreement referred
to as the tri-lateral agreement where the City didn’t have to receive that water. He said the real contracted

amount was slightly over 6,000 acre feet. Steve said the City had the opportunity to add another 1,000
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acre feet to the contract at any time that the City petitioned for the water, but it wasn’t paid for each year
as part of the annual contract. He said that portion of water wasn’t paid for unless it was petitioned for,
and based on demands, the City was able to add that amount of water to the contracted amount. Steve said

once the water was petitioned for, it was added to the contract into the future.
Councilmember Petro asked for clarification on the cost of water.

Steve said the City paid $193 per acre foot to Weber Basin for the contracted water and the cost of City

provided water was $110.

Alex said when looking at the cost of water into the future that cost could go from $193 to $600 or $900
per acre foot. He said that spoke to why having our own deep water wells was a tremendous benefit
because the City could control those costs. Alex said the costs would go up but they wouldn’t go up

exponentially like the water from Weber Basin.

Mayor Stevenson said, hypothetically, if the federal government stepped in and said the City couldn’t

pump any more water, could the City go to Weber Basin and buy sufficient water.
Terry said Weber Basin had available water to sell, but it would be expensive.

Councilmember Day said along the same line, if there was a problem and some of the wells went dry, the

City would be in the same boat.

Steve said there were communities in the State that had those types of problems.

Terry said that was why the City was rehabilitating the wells.

Scott Carter provided information on pressurized secondary water and non-pressurized secondary water.
Scott said the City currently used about 7,000 acre feet of pressurized secondary water; with 7,614
connections. He said there were 4,014 Weber Basin connections, 2,100 Kays Creek connections, and
1,500 Davis Weber connections. Scott said Holmes Creek Irrigation operated within the City but they did

not have any pressurized system within the City at this time.

Scott displayed a map that identified where pressurized secondary water was available in the City and the

companies that were providing the water.
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Scott said the City had 15,256 acre feet of non-pressurized secondary water available at this time. He said
that was water that could be converted for use in pressurized secondary systems. Scott said Weber Basin
had 5,726 acre feet, Kays Creek had 3,000 acre feet, Davis Weber had 5,030, and Holmes Creek had
1,500 acre feet. He said in Kays Creek, Layton City currently owned shares for 1,060 acre feet, in Davis
Weber 123 acre feet, and 399 acre feet in Holmes Creek. Scott said Weber Basin did not sell shares; they

had a different methodology of divvying out their water to the users.

Scott said the cost of Weber Basin water varied wildly. He said for those that were able to connect to their

system many years ago the cost was $80.27 for a year of unmetered water.

Scott said the City had a lot of opportunity to deal with the irrigation companies. He said he had met with

all of the companies to obtain this information.

Councilmember Brown said currently, when someone developed property within the City, they were
required to bring in shares of water. She said right now they had to be in Kays Creek, Davis Weber or

Holmes Creek because Weber Basin didn’t provide shares.

Scott said that was correct. The City wasn’t able to get more Weber Basin water except for what was

available through the tri-lateral agreement.

Councilmember Day asked if the non-pressurized figure was the estimate of what was currently used in

the City.

Scott said that was what the City believed was currently being delivered through the four companies

based on information they provided.

Mayor Stevenson asked about build out and what would happen with the irrigation water; would the

amount become smaller as the farms went away.

Woody said it was anticipated that over time the agricultural water would get transferred to pressurized

water.

Mayor Stevenson said if it was taking 15,000 acre feet of water to irrigate crops, if it was used for

irrigating grass, would it become a smaller number.
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Woody said yes; most of the pressurized irrigation connections were using about 1 acre foot of water a

year on an average 1/3 acre lot.

Woody said Staff had put together some options that had been evaluated for meeting future water
demands. He reviewed the options.
1. Option A - Layton City build out with culinary water (8,500 acre feet) — limited secondary water
2. Option B — Layton City build out with culinary and pressurized secondary water systems (8,500
acre feet)
3. Option C — Layton City provide culinary water and individual irrigation companies provide
pressurized secondary water
4. Option D — Layton City provide culinary water and irrigation companies consolidate to provide
pressurized secondary water

5. Other suggestions from Council

Councilmember Brown asked if Option D spoke to the irrigation companies maybe sharing infrastructure

to get their water to different areas of the City.

Woody said that was a possibility. He said the difference with Option D was that the irrigation companies

would work together.

Councilmember Brown asked if the City knew how much more capacity theses companies had that they

could put into the City.

Alex said those types of questions would be answered further down the road. He said those types of issues
were similar to issues with the fiber industry where there were a multitude of companies installing
expensive infrastructure over the top of each other trying to provide service to certain areas. Alex said
another option would be to try and encourage the consolidation of that technology; have one set of
infrastructure and allow everybody to ride it or contribute to it. He said there may be companies that
wanted to get involved in the construction and operation and maintenance of the system, and there may be

others that had a water resource but didn’t want to deal with the headache of the infrastructure.

Alex said the goal was to provide efficient and cost effective water to the residents, from whatever source,
and to preserve the infrastructure. He said some companies may choose to keep their water active and
protected, but not want to get involved in the headache of constructing and building a system.
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Councilmember Petro asked when the last water study was done.

Woody said the last Master Water Plan was done in 2006 or 2008 and focused on culinary water.

Alex said there hadn’t been a concerted effort to try and develop or force partnerships with the irrigation
companies. He said that may be the nuance that was at play now. In the past the City was doing its thing
and the irrigation companies, at their will, could do what they wanted. Alex said some have expanded and
some have chosen not to, in terms of pressurized irrigation. He said maybe one of the questions now, with
some companies stepping forward and showing an interest in doing that, was it now the time or not for
the City to enter into a more formal relationship with the companies to provide that water rather than the
City doing its thing and the irrigation companies doing their thing. Alex said in the last few years Kays
Creek had been very aggressive. He said there wasn’t a big shift in position in 2008.

Councilmember Petro asked if the 2008 update was completed by an outside source.

Woody said Hansen, Allen and Luce had prepared the last Master Water Plan.

Councilmember Brown asked if that was where the idea of having developers provide water shares came

from.

Gary Crane, City Attorney, said that had been in place a long time.

Mayor Stevenson asked if Hobbs Pond was Kays Creek water.

Woody said yes; Hobbs Pond and Andy Adams was Kays Creek. Holmes Reservoir was Holmes Creek.
Mayor Stevenson asked if those were being filled by the creeks that ran off of the mountain.

Woody said the irrigation companies had various rights in the different creeks.

Mayor Stevenson asked how many acre feet came off the mountain.

Scott Green, Kays Creek Irrigation Company, said Andy Adams was currently full and held 950 acre feet

of water. He said the reason it was full was because he pressurized the water and saved 35% of the water
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from last year. Mr. Green said Hobbs Pond might get full and held 1,260 acre feet of water. He said right
now they were dumping all of the creeks into Hobbs Pond trying to fill it. He said this included North
Fork, Middle Fork and South Fork.

Kyle Anderson, Holmes Creek Irrigation Company, said Company Pond held 1,050 acre feet of water. He

said they had 40% carry over from last year and they were currently at 65% of capacity.

Alex suggested going through the considerations and then taking direction from the Council for the next

meeting.

Scott Carter said Staff looked at 12 different considerations, but there could be more. He said the 12
considerations would be put into a matrix to analyze how Options A, B, C and D would compare to one
another. Scott said the 12 considerations were cost to the end user, cost of the water, cost of infrastructure,
cost of operations and maintenance, availability of water, availability to retain water, autonomy, customer
service level, operational service level, capacity of provider, design and construction standards, and

conservation. Scott reviewed the definitions of the various considerations.

Scott displayed an example of a scorecard Staff had developed that would help the Council use the

considerations to rank the various options.

Alex said Staff tried to make the criteria objective to meet the primary interests of the City. He asked if

there were other considerations the Council would like included that Staff had missed.

Councilmember Brown said right now if developers brought water to the City as part of development, it
was coming from Kays Creek, Holmes Creek and Davis Weber Canal. She asked what the City could do
with those shares in the future.

Gary Crane said the water couldn’t be sold or given away, but it could be traded.

Alex said when considering Option A, the City could take those exaction shares and parlay them into

other resources. He said there were pros and cons to that.

Mayor Stevenson said on the map displaying where secondary water services were provided in the City,

there was nothing for Holmes Creek Irrigation.
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Scott said that map was for pressurized irrigation; Holmes Creek Irrigation did not have a pressurized

system.
Mayor Stevenson asked how much flood irrigation Holmes Creek was providing.
Scott indicated that they covered parts of the southern portion of the City into Kaysville.

Mayor Stevenson asked if Holmes Creek was doing anything to get into the pressurized irrigation

business.

Alton Fisher said they had received a $300,000 grant to start a pressurized system. He said to get the grant
they had to have matching funds. Mr. Fisher said they had been approved for matching funds from the
State, but they had to demonstrate that they could make the payments on the loan. Right now there wasn’t

a market for the water.

Mayor Stevenson asked, hypothetically, why the City didn’t buy out all of the water companies and run

the whole thing.
Discussion suggested that that could be part of Option D.
Councilmember Brown said some of the irrigation companies serviced more than the Layton area.

Councilmember Petro said there were a lot of questions relative to cost of infrastructure, mandatory

hookups, those that owned water shares and flood irrigated their property, etc.

Councilmember Francis said relative to Option D, how would the City get the irrigation companies to

consolidate where they were private companies.

Alex said when considering how the City could solve the gap, he believed that the City had the ability to
get the culinary water necessary for build out. He said the City also had a wonderful secondary resource
that was held by the four irrigation companies; did the City want to take advantage of the efficiencies and
cost effectiveness of that and incur the difficulties that would come with that as well, but in more of a
formal partnership. Alex said he liked all of the irrigation companies, but his interests were in doing what
was best for the City; there was nobody that was a favorite or less than a favorite. He said if the City was
to enter into a partnership with all or some of the irrigation companies to provide this water, then there
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might be certain standards because the City would be tied to them. Alex said once the City entered into a
formal partnership they became us and we became them. He said in his view the City had an interest in
making sure that the service levels, standards of construction, etc., were all the same so that it was
seamless to the end user. Alex said at that point the City couldn’t direct people to call the irrigation
companies with their problems; it would be the City’s problem. He said the City wouldn’t want to partner
with four or five different companies that had different service areas and different pricing structures
because it would be confusing to the citizens. Alex said the Council may say they wanted the irrigation
companies to find a way to all consolidate; some bring water and some bring assets and come together,
and the City would enter into an agreement with that one combined company. He said he wasn’t

promoting or discouraging that, but that was the idea of Option D.

Councilmember Freitag said if the four irrigation companies couldn’t come to an agreement, would

Option E be that the City contract with one of them.
Alex said maybe.
Councilmember Day said that was jumping to the end without going through the process.

Alex said he thought Councilmember Freitag was trying to identify the options; should it be a

consideration.

Councilmember Day said there were a million options available; as you went through the process it

should weed some of those out.

Councilmember Freitag said if there were other viable options, they should be scored now during this

process.
Councilmember Day agreed.

Councilmember Brown suggested adding liability to the list of considerations. Right now if something
happened to an irrigation company line, they would have to take care of it. If the City was to partner with
them it could become a City problem. Councilmember Brown said the City was still dealing with issues
from East Layton water lines; would the City have those same types of liability with the lines that were

installed by the irrigation companies in the past.
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Council and Staff discussed several ideas under Option D.

Mayor Stevenson said looking at Davis County, was the City in a lot better position with what came off

the mountain than other cities.

Terry Coburn said Weber Basin had a large line that ran all the way down Highway 89 to service

Bountiful with secondary water. He said in his opinion Layton was in a much better position.
Mayor Stevenson said realistically the City had Weber Basin, City wells, and what ran off the mountain.

Gary said there wasn’t another city in Davis County and probably the State that had three reservoirs like

Layton.

Councilmember Brown said all three of the reservoirs were also being used for recreational purposes.
Alex said this was the first of many discussions. He encouraged the irrigation companies to stay involved
and at some point they would be asked to present information to the Council. Alex said it would take
several months to work through this process.

Scott Green said if something wasn’t done, the water would leave Layton City.

The meeting adjourned at 7:00 p.m.

Thieda Wellman, City Recorder

Minutes of Layton City Council Work Meeting, February 19, 2015 16



DRAFT

MINUTES OF LAYTON CITY

COUNCIL MEETING FEBRUARY 19, 2015; 7:03 P.M.

MAYOR AND COUNCILMEMBERS

PRESENT: MAYOR BOB STEVENSON, JOYCE BROWN,
TOM DAY, JORY FRANCIS, SCOTT FREITAG
AND JOY PETRO

STAFF PRESENT: ALEX JENSEN, GARY CRANE, BILL WRIGHT,
PETER MATSON TRACY PROBERT AND
THIEDA WELLMAN

The meeting was held in the Council Chambers of the Layton City Center.

Mayor Stevenson opened the meeting and led the Pledge of Allegiance. Mayor Stevenson gave the

invocation. Scouts and students were welcomed.

MUNICIPAL EVENT ANNOUNCEMENTS:

Councilmember Brown mentioned the Family Recreation Program activity on March 13th at the library from

6:30 p.m. to 8:30 p.m.

Mayor Stevenson indicated that Cleone Whitman had passed away. He said Mrs. Whitman was 100 years old
and had been very active in the community. Mayor Stevenson said Mrs. Whitman had been a teacher at
several of the schools in the City. He said there was not a better person or one who was more dedicated to
serving the community.

CITIZEN COMMENTS:

Fred Murray, resident, indicated that he had sent an email to some of the Council asking that the City allow
for bees in residential areas of the City. He said he would need to order bees by March 18th to get them
established this year. Mr. Murray said a lot of people had bees in the City.

Mayor Stevenson asked Mr. Murray how much background he had in beekeeping.

Mr. Murray said he had been doing it for about 5 years. He said in the past he had as many as 8 hives. Mr.
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Murray said he lost his hives in November due to cold weather. He said the hives helped the entire

neighborhood with pollinating flowers and plants.

Councilmember Brown said Staff had made one presentation to the Council about beekeeping. She asked

where Staff was with an ordinance change.

Alex Jensen, City Manager, said Staff probably wouldn’t have anything ready by March 18th. He said they
were waiting for direction from the Council whether to formalize the proposed draft ordinance for
consideration or not.

Councilmember Day said he would like to see Staff proceed with the ordinance.

Councilmember Brown said there was a bill at the State Legislature concerning bees.

Gary Crane, City Attorney, said there was a bill moving through the State Legislature that would preempt

local authority in dealing with beekeeping.
Councilmember Brown suggested waiting until the State decision was made.

Councilmember Day told Mr. Murray to contact him if he had trouble finding a place to house his bees; he

could find a place to store them in an agricultural area until the issue was resolved.
Mayor Stevenson asked how expensive a hive would be.

Mr. Murray said about $400 for everything including equipment; a hive with a queen bee was approximately

$100.
Councilmember Petro said she would also entertain storing a hive where she lived.

Councilmember Brown expressed appreciation to Mr. Murray for trying to obey the current ordinance.
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CONSENT AGENDA:

INTERLOCAL COOPERATION AGREEMENT WITH DAVIS COUNTY FOR ANIMAL
CONTROL SERVICES - RESOLUTION 15-10

Gary Crane, City Attorney, said Resolution 15-10 would authorize an agreement with Davis County for
animal control services. He said the agreement hadn’t changed for many years, except for the cost. Gary said
the cost was based on the average number of calls over a two year period. He said this year the contract was
for $155,670.22, which wasn’t a significant increase from the previous year. Gary said Staff recommended

approval.

ANNEXATION REQUEST - LAYTON CITY AND WASATCH INTEGRATED WASTE
MANAGEMENT DISTRICT — ACCEPTANCE AND CERTIFICATION OF THE PETITION FOR
ANNEXATION - APPROXIMATELY 3500 NORTH REDTAIL WAY (2100 EAST) -
RESOLUTIONS 15-05 AND 15-06

Peter Matson, City Planner, said this was an annexation request submitted by Layton City and Wasatch
Integrated Waste Management for property located just north of the Greyhawk development. He said the
property contained 10.24 acres and would be utilized as a park. Peter said Resolution 15-05 would approve
the Council’s acceptance of the annexation petition, and Resolution 15-06 acknowledged the Council’s
receipt of the City Recorder’s certification of the annexation. He said with Council’s approval, Staff would
begin the process as outlined in State law for the appropriate protest period and future public hearing. Peter

said Staff recommended approval.

Councilmember Brown said there was usually a fee required with an annexation petition. She asked if those

fees were waived since the applicant was the City.

Peter said that was correct.

ANNEXATION REQUEST - MORGAN/BONE — ACCEPTANCE AND CERTIFICATION OF THE

PETITION FOR ANNEXATION — APPROXIMATELY 200 SOUTH 3200 WEST — RESOLUTIONS
15-07 AND 15-08

Peter Matson said this was an annexation petition submitted by the Morgan and Bone families for property
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located near the southwest corner of 3200 West and Gentile Street. Peter said a small portion of the
annexation area was owned by the Allred family. He said the property contained approximately 33 acres.
Peter said the applicant and ultimate developer was Destination Homes. He said there would be a petition to
rezone the property at a later date from agriculture to R-S with the likely development of a lot averaged R-S
subdivision. Peter said the future subdivision would connect into Overlook Drive, and the utilities and street
connection into that property were some of the items that would likely be listed in an annexation agreement
that would be brought back to the Council, along with finalization of the annexation and the rezone of the

property, at a later date. He said Staff recommended approval of Resolutions 15-07 and 15-08.
Councilmember Freitag asked how many homes could go into the development area, and at what point
would it overburden Overlook Drive and Bluff Ridge Boulevard given that they were the only way into the

area.

Peter said there would be access onto Gentile Street and 3200 West as well. He said the R-S lot averaged

provisions of the Code allowed up to 2.2 units per acre, or approximately 75 homes.
Councilmember Brown said right now the Council was only considering the petition for annexation.

Peter said that was correct. He said there would be an annexation agreement that would come back to the

Council that would address any unique utility situations associated with the property.

MOTION: Councilmember Brown moved to approve the Consent Agenda as presented. Councilmember

Day seconded the motion, which passed unanimously.
PUBLIC HEARINGS:
AMEND TITLE 18, CHAPTER 18.25, SECTION 18.25.010 OF THE LAYTON MUNICIPAL CODE

BY CLARIFYING THE REQUIREMENTS OF PUBLIC UTILITY AND DRAINAGE
EASEMENTS - ORDINANCE 15-02

Peter Matson said Ordinance 15-02 was a simple amendment to Title 18, which was the subdivision
ordinance. He said the amendment would clarify the requirements of public utility and drainage easements
(PUDEs). Peter said PUDEs were typically noted on subdivision lots around the periphery, rear sides and
front of typical subdivision lots to handle such utilities as fiber optics, telecommunications, gas, electricity,

water, etc. He said they were also intended to channel and direct surface drainage. Peter said the purpose of
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this ordinance amendment was to clarify the requirements, and the establishment and timing of establishment
of PUDE:s. He said Ordinance 15-02 proposed replacing the term phone with fiber and telecommunications,
and adding language that PUDESs shall be established as part of the subdivision process on property being
divided. For existing lots the PUDE shall be created as a prerequisite of obtaining a building or other
development permit. Peter said the Planning Commission recommended approval and Staff supported that

recommendation.
Mayor Stevenson opened the meeting for public input. None was given.

MOTION: Councilmember Francis moved to close the public hearing and approve the amendments to Title

18, Ordinance 15-02, as presented. Councilmember Brown seconded the motion, which passed unanimously.

AMEND BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR 2014-2015 — ORDINANCE 15-04

Tracy Probert, Finance Director, said Ordinance 15-04 would amend the current year budget. He said the
proposed amendments were reviewed in detail at the February 5, 2015, work meeting, and nothing had
changed since that time. Tracy said the budget amendments would add an additional $175,617.42 to the
general fund budget; $102,530.58 of that would be brought forward from fund balance, approximately

$60,000 was from grant revenue, and the balance was from other unanticipated sources.

Tracy said in other funds of the City, amendments that were noteworthy were: 1) a $75,000 reduction in the
dispatch fund due to a piece of equipment being funded in the prior year; 2) a $162,000 increase in the water
projects budget for the replacement of water meters; and 3) a $30,000 increase in the emergency medical
services budget for new EKG and defibrillator equipment for the ambulances.

Tracy said Staff recommended approval of Ordinance 15-04 amending the budget for fiscal year 2014-2015.

Mayor Stevenson opened the meeting for public input. None was given.

MOTION: Councilmember Brown moved to close the public hearing and approve the amendments to the

budget, Ordinance 15-04. Councilmember Day seconded the motion, which passed unanimously.

Mayor Stevenson asked Gary to give a general update of the legislative session.

Gary gave the Mayor and Council a brief update on some of the bills being considered by the State
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Legislature, and the status of some of the bills being closely monitored by the Utah League of Cities &
Towns.

The meeting adjourned at 7:46 p.m.

Thieda Wellman, City Recorder
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MINUTES OF LAYTON CITY
COUNCIL BUDGET WORK MEETING MARCH 3, 2015; 8:11 A.M.

MAYOR AND COUNCILMEMBERS

PRESENT: MAYOR BOB STEVENSON, JOYCE BROWN,
TOM DAY, JORY FRANCIS, SCOTT FREITAG
AND JOY PETRO

STAFF PRESENT: ALEX JENSEN, GARY CRANE, BILL WRIGHT,
JIM  MASON, TRACY PROBERT, ALLEN
SWANSON, TERRY COBURN, DAVID PRICE,
KEVIN WARD AND THIEDA WELLMAN

The meeting was held in the Council Conference Room of Fire Station 51, 530 North 2200 West,
Layton, Utah.

Mayor Stevenson opened the meeting and indicated that Councilmember Freitag would be a little late. He

turned the time over to Staff.
AGENDA:

2015-2016 BUDGET DISCUSSION

Alex Jensen, City Manager, said Staff would provide budget information and some recommendations for
funding going forward, particularly for capital expenditures. He said the main focus today would be on
the general fund. Everything being presented were recommendations; Council would make the final
decisions. Alex said there would be a break for lunch around 11:30. He said Department Directors would

be done after this morning, and he would be meeting with the Mayor and Council this afternoon.

Alex handed out copies of the annual report and reviewed some of the information included in the report.
He thanked the Mayor and Council, and he expressed his appreciation to the Department Directors. Alex
expressed appreciation for the many years he had been able to work for the City. He said the good things
that happened in the City started and stopped with the Mayor and City Council; he mentioned some
surrounding cities that had disruptive elected officials that ultimately hurt the cities. Alex expressed
appreciation to the Mayor and Council for what they did and for providing good leadership. He turned the

time over to Tracy Probert, Finance Director.

Tracy said if there were questions along the way to please speak out. He reviewed the agenda and the
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budget calendar, which suggested budget meetings on March 19th and 26th in conjunction with work
meetings, and possibly on April 16th if an additional meeting was needed. Tracy said the tentative budget
would be adopted on May 7th, which was required by State statute, and the final budget would be adopted
on June 18th. He said if the Council decided to do a truth in taxation hearing, which was required in order

to raise property taxes, final adoption would be extended to August.

Tracy reviewed economic outlook information for FY 2015 and FY 2016. He said Layton had a healthy
housing market and interest rates were low. Tracy said there had been active commercial development,
growing sales tax, and lower fuel prices, which equaled more disposable income. He mentioned job

expansion at Hill AFB.

Tracy reviewed general fund budget projections for 2015/2016 and indicated that total general fund
revenues were estimated to be $29,745,724. He reviewed general fund personnel expenditures and the
recommended merit increase. Tracy reviewed other general fund expenditures including transfers to other

funds.

Tracy indicated that the budgeted general fund balance was anticipated to be a negative $1,000,000,
which would be taken from fund balance. He said this was a pretty good picture; last year it was budgeted
to be a negative $1,770,000. Tracy indicated that fund balance would be $4,991,000 or 16.78%. He said
law allowed that to be between 5% and 25% of revenue. Tracy said in the past few years the City tried to
keep that around 15%.

Alex said $50,000 had been budgeted for Council contingency, which was money that was made
available for the Council to use at their discretion over the year. He said last year it had been $30,000.
Alex said the $50,000 was getting back to what it had been in years past.

Councilmember Brown asked what it had been used for in the past.

Alex said typically the Council used it for special functions, or things that came up through the year that

they wanted to support. He said it could be used for public relations.

Mayor Stevenson suggested holding a reception to honor the Layton High basketball team for their

victory at State.
Tracy reviewed full time equivalent employee information by department. He said there were 301 full
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time positions in the City and 94 part-time positions. Tracy indicated that 70.5% of the general fund

budget went toward compensation for employees. He reviewed historic wage information for the City.

Councilmember Francis said it would be interesting to see national and State information relative to wage

history.

Alex said prior to 2007 generally the salary increases were running $1,000,000 because the City was
funding a cost of living increase and merit increases. He said the environment had been different since
2007. Alex said there had been no cost of living increases; increases were only merit increases, based on
performance. He said the cost had been relatively flat compared to prior to 2007.

Tracy reviewed what the cost would be for different percentages of merit increases.

Councilmember Day asked how many employees would receive a merit increase.

Alex said every employee would get some merit; if they didn’t warrant a merit they didn’t work here. He

said the average was 3%; some were higher and some were lower.

Councilmember Petro asked what the maximum increase could be.

Alex said the range was from 0% to 5%; some exceptional performers were in the 4% range.
Councilmember Francis said it was a balance to keep highly motivated employees but not break the bank.

Tracy reviewed personnel requests and indicated that there was a request for 1 full time position in the

Legal Department and 5 part-time positions in various other departments.

Gary Crane, City Attorney, said as of January 1, 2015, the Legal Department had to e-file everything that
was put into the court system. He said in the past this was handled by the court, but now his Staff had to
do the work. Gary said the request was to move a part-time position to a full time position. He said very
often the State mandated things that ultimately had to be paid for by the cities. Gary said they would also
be required to use new software, which would require additional training. He said historically, part-time

employees would come and go, but a full time person had longevity.
Tracy indicated that there was a request for a new part-time crossing guard for an anticipated new
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crossing at 3800 West and Gentile Street. He indicated that there was a request for a new part-time fire

inspector position.

Kevin Ward, Fire Chief, said the requested part-time position was a result of efficiency meetings that had

been held with the Community and Economic Development Director.

Tracy said there was a request for a part-time position in the Public Works Streets Division, and a request

to fund a promotion for Steve Jackson to Assistant City Engineer.

Alex said, as Council was aware, Debi Richards had retired. He said Terry and Woody wanted to change
the structure of the department and have two Assistant City Engineers. Alex said Shannon Hanson was
the Assistant City Engineer on the development side and it was proposed that Steve Jackson be an

Assistant City Engineer on the infrastructure side.

Alex explained the request to make an intern position into a part-time position in the Engineering

Division.
Terry Coburn, Public Works Director, discussed some of the Engineering Staff.

Tracy said there was a request for a part-time Parks Planner, which was a result of Scott Carter being

shifted to Administration over special projects.

David Price, Parks and Recreation Director, said Joellen Grandy was brought in using seasonal money,

but the request was to make it a regular part-time position.
Councilmember Petro asked what the full time position pay would be for the Legal Department.

Tracy said the starting salary would be the same as the part-time position, but the cost of benefits would

be much higher.

Tracy reviewed general fund operations budgets for the various departments. He said there was about a

4% increase over the current year.

Alex said Administration was up because of the election. He said that would go up and down every other

year. Alex said the Fire Department increase was for turnout gear and new hoses.
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Kevin Ward explained the new hoses that would be purchased.

Councilmember Petro asked if a new ambulance would be funded, and where that would be located in the
budget.

Alex said large projects and purchases were in the Capital Improvements Plan budget.

Tracy said anything over $50,000 was generally in the CIP.

Alex said operations were not a big piece of the budget, but Staff had been very sensitive with those costs
going up. He explained how those funds were managed and kept as lean as possible. Alex explained the

increasing costs of technology.

Allen Swanson, Interim Chief, said a lot of the technology used in the Police Department was State

mandated.

Gary said body cameras would be a huge cost to cities.

Jim Mason, Assistant City Manager, said the City had two programmers on Staff that developed many
programs used by the City. He said this was a huge cost savings because the City didn’t have to pay an
annual maintenance fee for those programs.

Council and Staff discussed services the programmers provided to various departments.

Tracy reviewed retirement costs. He said for 2016 the Utah Retirement System was not proposing an

increase in rates. Tracy said this was the first time in a long time that rates had not increased.

Tracy explained a new requirement for recording liabilities in enterprise funds.

Tracy reviewed the health insurance cost increases due to claims and Affordable Care Act impacts.
Council and Staff discussed changes made to the health insurance plan as of the first of the year and the

reduction in claims for the first two months of this year.
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Tracy reviewed information about the UTOPIA reserve commitment.

Tracy reviewed general fund revenues. He indicated that 41% of revenues came from sales tax and 24%

came from property tax. Tracy said this percentage was very similar to other cities in the State.

Council and Staff discussed the importance of buying local. They discussed the property tax calculation

and regional marketing.

Mayor Stevenson commented on the importance of the upgrades coming to the interchanges. He

discussed the timing of the road construction projects.

Tracy reviewed current year sales tax revenue information. He indicated that December was $1,396,000,
which was the largest one month period the City had ever received. Tracy said sales tax revenue was
7.29% ahead of the same time period last year.

Council and Staff discussed other cities in the area.

Mayor Stevenson mentioned some things the City was working on to increase sales tax revenue.

Tracy discussed sales tax trends over the past 20 years. He reviewed sales tax revenues by category and

indicated that all were trending upward. Tracy said WinCo would make an impact.
Tracy reviewed trends in property tax revenues and franchise tax revenues.
Council and Staff discussed the impact of UTOPIA on telecom tax revenues.

Tracy reviewed trends in municipal energy tax revenue, building permit revenue and fee in lieu revenue.
He reviewed Class C Road fund revenue trends and expenses. Tracy said B and C Road fund revenues

were not keeping up with expenses.

Alex said the City was falling further behind with maintenance of existing roads because of this issue. He
said the budget recommended 1.3 million dollars for repairs, but double that amount could easily be spent
to maintain roads. Alex said it was much more expensive to repair a damaged road that it was to maintain
a road. He said the Mayor had led a push to get the Legislature to change funding for roads, but it
probably wouldn’t happen.
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Mayor Stevenson said if they did nothing on the sales tax side, the County had the ability to impose a

special ¥4 percent sales tax for transportation. He said the City would need to push the County to do that.
Tracy reviewed historical information about revenues versus expenditures.

The meeting suspended at 10:03 a.m.

The meeting reconvened at 10:19 a.m.

Tracy reviewed historical information about the use of and return to fund balance. He reviewed other

entities in the area and their unassigned fund balance.

Tracy reviewed utility rates. He indicated that the North Davis Sewer District would increase rates by $3
in 2016, 2017 and 2018. Tracy said the new garbage contract indicated that rates would increase $.35 for
first cans and $.25 for second cans beginning in July, but they would not need to be increased over the
next five years of the contract. He said the current minimum utility bill was $101.20 for two months; with
the budgeted changes it would go to $107.90.

Mayor Stevenson asked how much it would cost the City to go to an every month billing process.

Tracy said that was something that could be explored with the new software; the current software
wouldn’t accommodate that now. He said it would cost more to read the meters every month, and it may
require a couple of additional personnel. Tracy said the new meter registers would help with reading
meters.

Mayor Stevenson asked if most cities billed every other month.

Tracy said some billed every month, but it required more personnel to do that. He said there was also a

savings with postage costs and printing costs.

Tracy said the $3 increase from the Sewer District would generate 1.1 million dollars per year for the

Sewer District.
Mayor Stevenson explained the District’s justification for the rate increases.
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Tracy reviewed utility rates from surrounding cities.
Alex asked Tracy to discuss the recycling proposal from Waste Management.

Tracy said in their current proposal, Waste Management was offering a recycling can for $5.50 a month.

He said the can would be picked up twice a month and it could be an opt-in program.

Alex said Staff wasn’t recommending or not recommending the recycling program. He said it would have

some impact on private companies that were now providing that service in a limited capacity.
Mayor Stevenson suggested talking with the Burn Plant before proceeding with a recycling program.

Tracy reviewed capital equipment requests being proposed. He mentioned the Legal Department’s request

for a criminal software program and server.
Council and Staff discussed Police Department vehicle purchases and the State contract.
Alex explained the philosophy of replacing police vehicles at 90,000 miles.

Council and Staff discussed body cameras and the costs that would be associated with cameras and

storage of data.
Chief Ward reviewed trends in mobile mapping for the fire engines and ambulances. He said they were
looking at replacing current hardware in ambulances with tablets that could also be used for electronic

patient reporting, which would help with the billing process.

Mayor Stevenson asked if there were things in the departments, if there was money available, that would

be good for the City to have; a wish list of items.

Terry Coburn said no; Layton did a good job of having sufficient equipment. He said the telemetry

system would eventually need to be replaced.

Allen Swanson said the bottom line was that they would get the job done. He said the City was very good

at keeping equipment to a good standard.
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Mayor Stevenson asked about the Police Department facility.

Allen said they were getting by; a new facility wasn’t needed right now. He said a new facility would
maybe be needed in 10 years; the only thing that was lacking right now was adequate evidence storage
area. Allen explained that they were using the basement area of the Arts Council building for additional

storage.

David Price said the pressure for their Department came from users and outside agencies. He said the
largest request they had was for places to play; fields for kids to play on. David said competition level
teams could not be accommaodated; recreational uses were in good shape.

Kevin Ward said there would be some apparatus needs coming in the future. He said call volume
increased every year, but these were big ticket items. Kevin said the City had looked at future station

locations and staffing would be the big expense.

Mayor Stevenson said if a new station was built was there sufficient equipment to accommodate the

station.

Kevin said an engine could be moved from another station; it would be better with another piece of

equipment.

Bill Wright, Community and Economic Development Director, said their needs were being met; this year

they were purchasing new plotters.
Mayor Stevenson asked what the most important position in his department would be to Staff.
Bill said if things continued to ramp up their planners were getting spread very thin.

Tracy said the Finance Department was in good shape. He said the new financial software would be a

great improvement. Tracy said personnel on the front counter could be a little thin if people called in sick.
Jim Mason said their greatest need was in the IT Division with replacing equipment. He said they had
sufficient funding to do what was needed. Jim said they were able to stay up very well on maintenance

with facilities.
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Mayor Stevenson asked Alex what the City was going to need in the next 5 to 10 years.

Alex said his emphasis was to focus on good infrastructure and provide good transportation and facilities;

making the community attractive so that people wanted to come here.
Councilmember Freitag arrived at 11:09 a.m.

Alex said purchasing large vehicles for public works was a need because of the cost. He said the
condition of the infrastructure was important to address. Alex said absent the UTOPIA situation being
resolved, and the State addressing transportation funding, it was hard to stay optimistic about improving

infrastructure.

Alex said he didn’t think the Police Department facility was needed right now; they could make the one
they had work for now. He said a new facility would be 30 to 35 million dollars. Alex said another desire

was a shooting range training facility for the Police Department.

Alex said a new fire truck would cost $515,000; to staff one engine was an additional $500,000, which

would be an ongoing cost. He said the cost was about $190,000 for a new ambulance.
Kevin said they remounted the ambulances onto new chassis, which saved a lot of money.

Alex said current revenue streams were not maintaining; if the UTOPIA debt went away that would be a
huge impact. He said it would be key to keep doing the fundamentals well, and then add some things that

were important to the community.
Mayor Stevenson asked how Layton’s property tax rate compared to other entities.

Tracy displayed a graph of other comparable cities. He indicated that West Valley was double Layton’s;

Layton had a lower rate than a lot of cities.

Mayor Stevenson said good planning for the future was very important. He said this year might not be a
good year to make a change to property tax because of RAMP tax and UTOPIA maybe being on the
ballot, but the City needed to plan ahead for future needs. Mayor Stevenson said it was also important to
work on economic development and building sales tax.
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Mayor Stevenson mentioned a private partnership with the pool.

Councilmember Brown said at some time in the future the City might want to look at keeping the

property tax rate steady. A small increase every year was better than a big increase every few years.
Tracy discussed truth in taxation and the idea of raising property tax a little every year.

Councilmember Francis expressed support of doing a truth in taxation every year; maybe not this year,

but every year whether or not there was a tax increase.

Mayor Stevenson said with 2.5 million dollars going to UTOPIA, it was very important to take care of

that. He said in the future there could be additional revenue from people using the service.
Tracy reviewed the capital improvement plan summary for next year.

Council and Staff discussed the sidewalk replacement program and how that was underfunded; and the

liability associated with it.

Mayor Stevenson said he and the Council appreciated everything that Staff did. He said they didn’t
always agree, but once a decision was made everyone came together. Mayor Stevenson said in talking

with other cities about the UTOPIA issues, he was very grateful for being a part of Layton.

Councilmember Francis said Staff was where the rubber met the road. He said Layton had the best City
Manager in the western United States, and Staff was so very good. Councilmember Francis said he really

appreciated Staff.

Councilmember Petro thanked Staff for the recent tours that she and Councilmember Day were able to
take of the various departments. She said it made you appreciate where you lived; everyone did a good

job.

Councilmember Brown said citizens only saw what went wrong; they didn’t see what went on every day

to make sure things went right. She said she appreciated the work that Staff did.

The meeting suspended at 11:38 a.m.
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The meeting reconvened at 1:14 p.m.

The meeting reconvened with the Mayor, Council, Alex and Thieda Wellman, City Recorder, in

attendance.
Mayor Stevenson said this would be an open discussion for any concerns or priorities the Council had.

Mayor Stevenson said the budget presentation was Staff’s recommendations, but it came down to what
the Council wanted to prioritize. He asked if there were things the Council would like to see happen; was

there anything presented today that they had concerns with.

Councilmember Francis said UTOPIA and revenues were always a concern. He said if a new Police

facility was 10 years out, they should start working on it now.

Councilmember Francis said the key for the City was marketing, marketing, marketing. He said he would

like to see a marketing budget every year.

Mayor Stevenson said UTOPIA was without a doubt a key issue. He updated the Council on the status of

UTOPIA and the Macquarie proposal.
Council and Staff discussed marketing strategies for UTOPIA.

Alex gave the Mayor and Council an update on the status of UIA and UTOPIA, and building

infrastructure. He showed the Mayor and Council a map of the proposed areas for building in Layton.
The Mayor and Council discussed a referendum or opinion poll to the citizens on the Macquarie proposal.

Mayor Stevenson mentioned a possible fire sub-station, the Adams Canyon area, and an incentive for

employee creativity.

Councilmember Brown mentioned the Vietnam Veterans Memorial being located behind the bowery in
Commons Park. She said they were very excited about that. There was discussion about the memorial
honoring all veterans. Councilmember Brown said the organization would be selling bricks to raise
money. She said the group would be raising money for the memorial, and the City would be providing the
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location.

Councilmember Francis suggested moving the Veterans Park to a different location and possibly turning

that area over to UTA for much needed parking.

The Mayor and Council discussed changing the name of Commons Park to Veterans Park and they

discussed the Ronnenkamp property adjacent to City property.

The Mayor and Staff discussed dog parks. There was discussion about opening existing parks to allow for
walking dogs on leashes. They discussed issues with waste and people picking up after their animals.

Discussion suggested opening a couple of parks for dogs as a test.

Councilmember Freitag said he supported annual truth in taxation hearings whether taxes were raised or

not.

Councilmember Freitag said he would like to see compensation for elected officials addressed. He said a
flat salary for the Mayor didn’t serve the City well. Councilmember Freitag suggested compensating the
Mayor position for time spent, but leaving the Council pay at a flat rate. He suggested that Council pay be

increased at the same percentage as employees.

Mayor Stevenson mentioned making health insurance benefits available for elected officials. He said the
Mayor’s position was a lot busier that it used to be, and the Council was more involved in additional
things. Mayor Stevenson said he was 100% against a full time Mayor running the City; the City Manager
was the best form of government.

Councilmember Freitag said he agreed that this form of government was best for a city this size.

Councilmember Brown commented about issues with paying the Mayor hourly, but the base salary could

be more.

Councilmember Petro said it would be hard to police without negative ramifications.

Councilmember Brown suggested a survey of other cities.

Alex said that data was available. He said Staff did that as part of the salary survey. Alex said it could be
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adjusted based on the survey. He suggested that if health benefits were available to elected officials that it

be at the same cost as employees.
The Mayor and Council discussed compensating elected officials that didn’t use the insurance.

Alex said that would be different than what happened with employees, and it would almost double the

Council’s salary.
Mayor Stevenson suggested looking at it over the next year.

Alex said as part of the salary survey, that information could be gathered from other cities to see what

they were providing to their elected officials.

Mayor Stevenson asked if there were any other projects that came to mind. He mentioned a public safety

building and a fire station on the east side.

Councilmember Francis suggested a 5 and 10 year plan.

Councilmember Francis suggested a farmer’s market in the hotel area every year.

Mayor Stevenson asked Councilmember Day about a farmers market.

Councilmember Day said his nephews sold produce at farmer’s markets in the area.

Councilmember Francis also suggested doing more than selling produce; crafts and other items.
Councilmember Brown suggested using Commons Park as a location for a farmer’s market.

Mayor Stevenson mentioned an interfaith council that was being discussed, and he mentioned the
overpass being proposed by Kohl’s. He talked about enhancements at the mall and a concept to reinvent
the mall area. Mayor Stevenson mentioned a performing arts center.

Councilmember Brown handed out information for the transportation bill from ULCT.

Mayor Stevenson said the Vietnam War Memorial wall would turn out to be a very nice thing for the
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community.

Councilmember Brown mentioned some issues with legislative bills and input from ULCT.
Councilmember Freitag mentioned a communications bill supported by the cities that was being fought
by some in the telecom industry. He said the bill proposed a fee being added to telecom bills to help pay

for infrastructure.

Councilmember Freitag said he would like to see a City cemetery; it was an important part of a

community.

Councilmember Freitag suggested having prayers pre-planned before Council meetings. He suggested

having someone from other faiths offer a prayer and not Staff.

The Mayor and Council discussed having Councilmembers be responsible for a month for finding people

to say a prayer. They discussed the way the Mayor was handling scouts at the meetings.
Mayor Stevenson explained the history of the Lindquist Cemetery. He said there could be a study to see
what the cost and ongoing cost would be for a cemetery. Mayor Stevenson suggested that Scott Carter

could do the research.

Mayor Stevenson said IHC would begin building an out-care surgical center. He said there wouldn’t be a

hospital for now, but the surgical center would be built so that it could be expanded.

The Mayor and Council discussed a senior housing village concept that was being looked at on the north

side of the Parkway near the IHC property.

Mayor Stevenson mentioned that WinCo was putting their papers into the City today and wanted to open

by November.

The Mayor and Council discussed other development on the WinCo site.

Councilmember Brown expressed concerns with changing the development agreement.

Alex said not everything being proposed was in line with the development agreement. He said Staff was
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working with them to keep a quality project.

Thieda asked about the by mail election proposal.

Consensus was to go with a traditional election on machines because of costs.

Council and Staff discussed working with Tanner Clinic on accepting the City’s new insurance plan.

Mayor Stevenson mentioned that the road going to the landfill from Highway 193 was being constructed
by the Burn Plant.

Mayor Stevenson expressed appreciation to the Council. He said it was a good group and the first year

had been very enjoyable. Mayor Stevenson said the City benefitted from Alex and his experience.

Alex said there were three things he would be taking away from the discussion: 1) make adjustments and
take two parks that would allow dogs on leashes, one in the east and one in west; 2) do a comprehensive
analysis of elected official’s compensation looking at making an adjustment; and 3) have Scott Carter

research the cost of a cemetery.

Mayor Stevenson suggested brainstorming for things to accomplish in the next five or ten years, and

looking at funding sources.

Alex said the CIP was meant to do that. He said the CIP would be looked at during the budget process,

but he would have Tracy spend more time on that.

Mayor Stevenson said the City always painted a very positive picture of the City’s finances. He said he
thought that needed to be brought down a little and talk about the fact that there were a lot of things
coming up and the City would need to find ways to finance them. Mayor Stevenson said the City needed

to start talking about funding needs.
Councilmember Day asked if the next envisioning meetings had been scheduled.

Councilmember Petro said the City needed to work on following through on public involved projects

more quickly, such as the envisioning project.
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Alex said there had been a set schedule for those follow up meetings.

Councilmember Petro said the information presented at the last meeting was that there would be a follow

up meeting in mid to late February, and here it was March. People were losing interest.
Alex said he wasn’t aware that the date had slipped.

The meeting adjourned at 4:27 p.m.

Thieda Wellman, City Recorder

Minutes of Layton City Council Budget Work Meeting, March 3, 2015 17



DRAFT

MINUTES OF LAYTON CITY

COUNCIL WORK MEETING MARCH 5, 2015; 5:39 P.M.

MAYOR AND COUNCILMEMBERS

PRESENT: MAYOR BOB STEVENSON, JOYCE BROWN,
TOM DAY, JORY FRANCIS, SCOTT FREITAG
AND JOY PETRO

STAFF PRESENT: ALEX JENSEN, MARLESSE JONES, SCOTT

CARTER, JAMES (WOODY) WOODRUFF,
STEPHEN JACKSON, TERRY COBURN, PAUL
APPLONIE, WES ADAMS AND THIEDA
WELLMAN

The meeting was held in the Council Conference Room of the Layton City Center.

Mayor Stevenson opened the meeting and turned the time over to Staff.

AGENDA:

WATER MASTER PLAN DISCUSSION

Alex Jensen, City Manager, said as a follow up to the previous discussion, Staff wanted to review a
schedule moving forward with a Water Master Plan. Alex said discussion suggested that at some point
there should be an opportunity for the representatives from the irrigation companies to share information
about their companies and share with the Mayor and Council what their interests and desires were. He
said Staff felt that it might be more productive to have those presentations at the front of the process
rather than at the end of the process. Alex said as the Council began to consider the opportunities going
forward to provide water to the citizens, it would be good to know up front the various interests and
desires of those companies. He said Staff wanted to have something put together for them to respond to,
and tonight Staff would like to try and identify some of the questions the Council may want to have each

of the irrigation companies answer, that would help the Council moving forward to make decisions.

Alex said Staff had tried to identify some questions that they thought would be logical for the Council to
consider asking. He said Staff wanted to present those questions tonight and have the Mayor and Council
add or delete to that with the intention that once the Council felt good about the questions, make those
available to the various companies and begin to put in place a schedule where they could come and

represent themselves, rather than Staff trying to convey their thoughts. Alex said based on feedback from
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the last meeting, Staff had amended the score card by adding a liability component.

Scott Carter, Strategic Project Manager, reviewed the goals of the Water Master Plan, which were to
make sure the City provided efficient and cost effective water to the residents, and to preserve and

maintain the existing infrastructure and resources in the City.

Scott said Staff had structured the questions to get information from the irrigation companies that would
help the Council make an informed decision on the alternatives that were discussed in the previous

meeting.

Scott asked for feedback from the Council on the draft questions so that Staff was gathering the

information the Council wanted directly from the irrigation companies.
Scott read through the questions.

Question 1. Describe your company’s interest in participating in a pressurized secondary irrigation
system to service residents of Layton City.
a. Address whether your company is interested in providing infrastructure or being a
wholesaler for a pressurized secondary irrigation system in Layton City.
b. Address your company’s willingness to combine with other irrigation companies to
form a single pressurized secondary irrigation provider to service residents of Layton
City.
c. Describe the roll your company envisions for Layton City as part of the future of

your company.
Councilmember Brown said, relative to subsection “a” couldn’t it be both infrastructure and water.

Scott said it could be.

Councilmember Day said at some point, whether it was done by the irrigation companies or someone else,
there would have to be an in-depth feasibility study of the irrigation companies combining because there

would be a lot of complications in doing that.

Councilmember Francis said there would be so many questions relative to that one aspect; it would be

very difficult.
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Alex said he felt that that was being contemplated. He said the City was not trying to determine the
viability of that, or whether it would work or not. The question was to see if the irrigation companies were
interested in approaching that possibility. Alex said there wasn’t a right or wrong answer. He said the
various irrigation companies had different assets; the City wanted to provide flexibility to allow
everybody to indicate whether they wanted to do that or not. He said there would be a lot more detail

down the road.

Councilmember Brown asked if the irrigation companies would receive the different options so that they

would be able to respond.

Alex said from Staff’s perspective, at the outset the City would take a very deliberative, very objective
approach to this. He said the City would ask everybody that participated to do that. Alex said up front,
Staff was trying to get information for the Council. He said the more facts and information that everybody
could provide, as they went through the information, there would naturally be opinions formed based on
the facts. Alex said Staff was trying to make this very transparent so that it was the facts and information
that lead to a conclusion; not jumping ahead and forming a conclusion and then trying to get facts to

support that conclusion.

Mayor Stevenson said Staff was trying to make the questions broad so that there wasn’t a yes or no

answer.

Alex said every company would be asked the same questions and given the same opportunity. It would be
an equal playing field. He said everyone would have an opportunity to be involved if they chose to do

that.

Question 2. Describe your company’s service area and quantify the amount of water available for use in a
pressurized secondary irrigation system.
Identify the service area located within Layton City.
b. Identify the service area outside of Layton City.
c. Identify the quantity of water available to your company’s service area within Layton
City.
d. Identify the quantity of water available to your company’s service area outside of
Layton City.

e. Does commitment to agricultural irrigation systems affect availability of water to a
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pressurized secondary irrigation system in Layton?
f.  What long term planning is being done to determine the conversion of agricultural

water to urban/suburban pressurized secondary water?

Councilmember Petro asked if this question should also include information about the age and

functionality of their current system.
Alex said that would be a good addition.

Question 3. Describe your company’s ability to control/protect water for use in a pressurized secondary
water system in Layton City.
a. How do the company bylaws address protection of water pertaining to use in a

pressurized secondary irrigation system in Layton City?
Mayor Stevenson asked Scott to define protection.

Scott said did their bylaws really commit the water to Layton City, or were they planning for it to go

elsewhere.

Alex said a company might have a sufficient quantity of water to prove to the City. If the City was to
partner with that company, or a combination of companies, and make a commitment with infrastructure, it
would be important that the water was always able to be made available to the City. He said you couldn’t
start into a system and then five years down the road find out that individual shareholders had perhaps

sold off some of that water outside of the City.

Councilmember Petro suggested elaborating on that question a little so that it was clear to the irrigation

companies what the City wanted.

Alex said the questions would be made available to all of the companies and then Staff would ask for

feedback to make sure there was clarity with the questions.

Question 4. Address the reliability of the water sources available to your company.
a. Address the priority of the water rights owned by your company.
b. Provide historical water data for sources and water delivered to system.

i. Provide data from drought years as well as years with sufficient supply.
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Question 5. Describe the pressurized secondary irrigation connections (current and future) serviced by
your company.
a. Identify the number of connections currently serviced with pressurized secondary
irrigation within Layton City.
i.  How much water is required to service these current connections?
b. Identify the number of connections projected to be serviced with pressurized
secondary irrigation within Layton City.
i.  How much water is required to service these future connections?
c. Identify the number of connections currently serviced with pressurized secondary
irrigation outside of Layton City.
i.  How much water is required to service these current connections?
d. Identify the number of connections projected to be serviced with pressurized
secondary irrigation outside of Layton City.
i. ~ How much water is required to service these future connections?
e. Do you now, or do you anticipate implementing any water conservation measures,

e.g. metering or restricted water times and/or days?

Councilmember Petro said the question addressed projections. She asked if they were allowing the
companies to make the assumption that it wasn’t necessarily based upon where they were currently
operating; or where they think their designated area was. Councilmember Petro asked if the question

wanted overall projects for the entire City or the portion that the companies wanted.

Steve Jackson said it was based on the area that they currently planned to service. He said the individual
companies had service areas and they knew where they were flood irrigating or not. Steve said the City
was asking what their projections were for their future pressurized area, and how many connections they

would be servicing.
Councilmember Day said this would include current agricultural areas that were being serviced.
Steve said yes; what they considered their service area. He said the intent wasn’t to have them do

projections outside of their current service area. Steve said the question could be clarified to make sure

they understood the intent.
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Question 6. Describe your company’s current organizational structure.
a. How many employees does your company employ?
i.  Field vs. office staff or serve as both.
b. Describe your company’s financial situation. How well capitalized is the
organization? Does your company have financial reports that can be made available

for review?

Councilmember Petro said it would help her in understanding their overall structure to know who handled
their billing; was it done in-house or through a third party, or was it something the City would take on.
She said she would also like to know what their customer service structure was to the end user; was it at

the connection point or at the lateral; define where the end user took over responsibility.

Alex said they could probably speak to how that was handled now; going forward if a partnership was
entered into with the City, he would assume that that would be one of many details that would need to be

worked through. He said that was a very important question.
Councilmember Day asked if they would want to see several years of financials.
Alex said the assumption was that it would be for the current year. He said the City recognized that all the
companies were in a different situation; there wasn’t a right way or a wrong way, but it was important for
the City to understand that when looking toward a partnership.
Question 7. Describe your procedures and abilities to respond to emergency situations, e.g. night time
line break or other system failure.

a. Address personnel, equipment, and contact procedures.
Question 8. Provide your company’s current rate structure for providing pressurized secondary irrigation
and unpressurized irrigation to your service area.

a. Address your company’s current rate structure and any plans for changes in the

future.

Scott asked if there were any additional questions to consider.

Woody asked that they address cost of operations and maintenance, design construction standards, and
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liability.

Alex said that would speak to their current situation; it may change or be required to change.
Mayor Stevenson said the ability to retain water should be explained.

Alex said Staff hoped that Question 3 would touch on that; it could be better clarified.
Mayor Stevenson asked what the contingency plan would be if a reservoir went down.
Councilmember Day said that would be addressed in sources of water and available water.

Councilmember Brown said with Question 6 relative to the financial situation, she would like information

about outstanding liabilities; law suits, etc.

Councilmember Day said relative to liability, did they want to know supply liability and infrastructure
liability. He said all the systems had an inherent liability because of the way they were built and where
they were built. Councilmember Day said they all could have a pipeline break or a failure such as that. He
asked if the questions should address that, or were they looking more about liability as far as servicing the

customers.

Councilmember Francis said he felt there were two liabilities; supply liability and structural liability.

Alex said he thought the Council would want to understand what kind of insurance coverage they had;
what steps were they taking to mitigate any exposure. He said everyone understood that water systems

were risky. Alex said he didn’t know that there would be a need to explain what the City already knew.

Councilmember Francis said the question might be, “Do you have structural specifications that you

adhere to that the City could see over the years.”

Mayor Stevenson asked Ivan Ray, Davis and Weber Counties Canal Company, if they could get liability

insurance on their lines.

Mr. Ivan Ray said they had liability insurance for 21 million dollars. He said for the pressurized system

they had an emergency management plan, and the pump stations and reservoirs were covered under their
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insurance. He said they had liability insurance for broken lines if it caused damage.
Councilmember Petro asked if there should be a question about their regular maintenance schedule.
Councilmember Brown said similar to the City televising the sewer lines every few years.

Alex said Staff would gather whatever information the Council would like. He said Staff’s idea was to
have the companies provide a general idea of their capacities in the different areas, which would give the
Council a sense of whether there was a likelihood that under some type of a formal arrangement, they
would have the capacities to continue to do that. Alex said what they were doing today may change, but
hypothetically if you had an entity that currently had insurance coverage like what was discussed by Mr.
Ray, and they had a maintenance plan, and design standards, it was reasonable to assume that they would
expect that going forward. He said if there was a company that didn’t have any of that structure, but
indicated that they were going to start doing that, it might be something important for the Council to
consider. Alex said the details of insurances, coverage, and liabilities would be worked out if an

agreement was entered into. He said a lot of those answers would naturally come as this progressed.

Alex said during the process, the Council could certainly add things. He said Staff would suggest that if
additional things were added for one company, those same questions should be asked of all companies so

that everyone was providing the same information.
Mayor Stevenson said the conversation itself would stimulate additional questions.

Mr. Ray said it would be ideal if the companies could have those questions for a week or two to allow the

companies to respond in writing.

Alex said that was the intent. He said the hope would be that the information would be presented to the
Council verbally, but that it would also be presented in writing. That way it would be clear that they were
the companies’ words, and the City would not be interpreting or trying to remember what one company

said versus another.
Ron Layton said a lot of the smaller ditch companies that got water from Davis Weber owned the ditches.

He said if those ditches were taken over and lined with pipe, it would save the City and canal company a

lot of money. Mr. Layton said the ditch companies owned easements all over the City.
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Councilmember Day said that information would likely come out through this process.

Councilmember Day disclosed that he was a shareholder of Kays Creek Irrigation and Davis Weber Canal

Company.

Mayor Stevenson disclosed that he also had Davis Weber Canal Company shares.
Councilmember Petro disclosed that she had Davis Weber Canal Company shares.
Councilmember Brown said she received her secondary water from Weber Basin.

Mr. Ray said Alex Jensen received his secondary water from Davis Weber Canal Company.

Mayor Stevenson asked if dates should be set for the questions to be back to the Council. He asked if the

individual companies would be asked to meet with the Council, or would it be done all together.

Alex said Staff would like the Council to set a date. He said Staff would make an effort to manage work
meeting agendas to allow for time during a work meeting to meet with the irrigation companies. Alex said
his personal opinion was that each individual company should come in and have their own time to address
the Council, and ask that the other companies not come. He said there should be an open forum for them
to speak and share with the Council their information without having the information being challenged, or
any type of adversarial relationship. The Council was simply trying to gather information; the companies
should be able to share what they were hoping to do and what their plans were without having to worry

about somebody else trying to pick up on that.

Councilmember Day asked if Alex was talking about questions from the other companies, not necessarily

questions from the Council.
Alex said yes.

Councilmember Brown said the next few work meetings would include budget discussions; it might be

hard to fit this on an agenda for a while.

Mayor Stevenson asked Mr. Ray how much time he felt they would need to go through the questions.
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Mr. Ray said maybe two weeks.
Mayor Stevenson asked Mr. Ray how much time he would need to present the information to the Council.

Mr. Ray said there was a lot of information the Council would want to have. He said an hour to an hour

and a half.

Alex suggested that each company be given an hour; the Council would be given the information in
writing and they could emphasize the things they wanted more discussion on. He said everyone should be
given the same amount of time. Alex said this was a really important decision for the Council to make and

taking extra time to review the information wouldn’t be a problem.

Mr. Ray said the written dialog could be given to the Council in advance of the verbal presentation to
allow time for the Council to review the information and then inquire about those things they wanted

more information on.

Discussion suggested having two separate meetings with two companies presenting information at each

meeting, such as strategic planning meetings.
Mr. Ray asked if the questions could be submitted to them by the end of next week.

Mayor Stevenson said as soon as the questions were cleaned up, Staff would get them out to the irrigation

companies.

Councilmember Brown said during Scott’s presentation at the last meeting, he talked about that even
within some companies their rates were different based on the area. She said if the City moved forward
with some type of program, the rates would have to be consistent. Councilmember Brown asked if there

would be a question to address that.
Discussion suggested that this type of information would come at a later date.

Councilmember Day said he was willing to spend an hour and a half because he didn’t think it could be

handled in one hour. He said he felt that it would be smart to schedule an hour and a half per company.
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MAYOR’S REPORT

Mayor Stevenson said a date for an open house on the Traffic Master Plan needed to be set.

Woody said they were looking at a Wednesday night in April; possibility April 15th, from 6:00 p.m. to
8:00 p.m.

Discussion suggested that April 15th would work.

Woody said after that public open house, Horrocks Engineering would come back to a work meeting and

present the results of the public comments to the Council.

Councilmember Brown asked how word would be sent out about the open house.

Woody said it was too costly to send notices to each residence. He said they would be providing

information through the media, to the stakeholders, on the City’s website, and through social media.

Councilmember Day asked if the consultants would be gathering the information and then bringing it

back to the Council.

Woody said Staff would be there to support the consultants, but they would be gathering the information.
He said Staff would schedule time during a work meeting to discuss the information gathered during the

open house.

Mayor Stevenson said he felt that it would be nice for the Council to hold a reception and do a

proclamation honoring the Layton High School Basketball Team for their recent State championship.

Councilmember Freitag said in the past the City had done a proclamation when teams had won. He said

the team members had attended the Council meeting.

Mayor Stevenson asked about doing a small reception, possibly between the work meeting and regular

meeting.

Discussion suggested holding a reception on March 19th.
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Mayor Stevenson indicated that the City’s response to the Shared Solution was sent out.

The meeting adjourned at 6:37 p.m.

Thieda Wellman, City Recorder
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MINUTES OF LAYTON CITY

COUNCIL MEETING MARCH 5, 2015; 7:02 P.M.

MAYOR AND COUNCILMEMBERS

PRESENT: MAYOR BOB STEVENSON, JOYCE BROWN,
TOM DAY, JORY FRANCIS, SCOTT FREITAG
AND JOY PETRO

STAFF PRESENT: ALEX JENSEN, MARLESSE JONES, DAVID
PRICE, TERRY COBURN AND THIEDA
WELLMAN

The meeting was held in the Council Chambers of the Layton City Center.

Mayor Stevenson opened the meeting and led the Pledge of Allegiance. Councilmember Day gave the

invocation. Scouts and students were welcomed.

MUNICIPAL EVENT ANNOUNCEMENTS:

Councilmember Brown mentioned the Family Recreation activity on March 13th at the Davis County

Library. She said there would be activities based on Dr. Seuss.

Councilmember Brown said there would be Y2 price admission for Surf ‘n Swim on St. Patrick’s Day if you

wear green.

Councilmember Brown said on Saturday, April 4th there would be an Easter Egg dive at Surf ‘n Swim. She

said the cost would be $5 and you would need to register to participate.

Mayor Stevenson read an email from Trish Marino indicating that she had reported some graffiti on the
Bamberger Trail on Monday afternoon. She said the Police Department and Parks Department reported back
to her with exceptional service. Ms. Marino said the agencies should be acknowledged for their
professionalism, which reflected on Layton City as a whole. Mayor Stevenson said overall the City had very

dedicated employees that took good care of the community.

Minutes of Layton City Council Meeting March 5, 2015



DRAFT

CITIZEN COMMENTS:

Fred Murray asked where the City was on a bee keeping ordinance. He said he knew that the State

Legislature dropped their bill.

Councilmember Brown said Staff was working on an ordinance to bring before the Council.

Mayor Stevenson suggested that Mr. Murray call Peter Matson, City Planner, tomorrow.

Roger McBride challenged the Council to consider a small modification to Layton Municipal Code Section
10.2.010 regarding parking on streets during winter months. He said his proposal was to consider removing
the first paragraph and letting paragraph 2 carry the ordinance; no parking when it was needed.

Mr. McBride said this year was a prime example; because of the lack of snow there had been only a handful
of days where it was needed. He said it would help with pollution because residents wouldn’t have to keep

moving vehicles.

Mayor Stevenson said his understanding was that unless there was snow there was very little enforcement

during the winter months.

Mr. McBride said there was always a threat of enforcement.

Mayor Stevenson said he had brought this up with the Police Department and they had indicated that unless
there was snow they didn’t enforce the ordinance. He suggested that Mr. McBride come in and discuss it
with the Legal Department and the Police Department.

CONSENT AGENDA:

ADOPT AGREEMENT FOR CONSULTING SERVICES WITH LANDMARK DESIGN TO

PREPARE A PARKS, RECREATION, TRAILS AND CULTURAL MASTER PLAN -
RESOLUTION 15-12

David Price, Parks and Recreation Director, said Resolution 15-12 would adopt an agreement for consulting

services with Landmark Design to prepare a Parks, Recreation, Trails and Cultural Master Plan. David said
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the Parks and Recreation element of the Layton City General Plan was last updated in 1995. He said Staff
received a proposal from Landmark Design to prepare and update this element of the General Plan. David
said Landmark Design would be compensated for satisfactory performance at an hourly rate not to exceed
$43,200. He said since the last meeting, Staff had worked with Landmark Design to make sure that the
Council was briefed throughout the process, and had added five meetings with the Council. David said Staff

recommended approval of Resolution 15-12.
Councilmember Freitag expressed appreciation for Staff adding meetings for the City Council.

BID AWARD - LARRY DALEY CONSTRUCTION - 2015 VARIOUS SANITARY SEWER
REPAIRS — RESOLUTION 15-13

Terry Coburn, Public Works Director, said Resolution 15-13 authorized the execution of an agreement with
Larry Daley Construction for the 2015 Various Sanitary Sewer Repairs project. Terry said the project
included the installation of 2,745 lineal feet of new pipe, manholes and associated work items in three
separate areas of the City. He said the project would upgrade and repair the sanitary sewer system mains on
Barber Avenue, Beacon Avenue and Elm Street to alleviate broken pipes and low spots that had created
continual maintenance issues. Terry said five bids were received with Larry Daley Construction submitting
the lowest responsive, responsible bid of $425,859; the engineer’s estimate for the project was $512,000. He

said Staff recommended approval.

Mayor Stevenson asked if they would replace the line or would they reline it.

Terry said they would replace the line in this instance.

BID AWARD — ORMOND CONSTRUCTION, INC. — EAST GENTILE SEWER REPLACEMENT
PROJECT - APPROXIMATELY 1830 TO 1980 EAST GENTILE STREET — RESOLUTION 15-14

Terry Coburn said Resolution 15-14 authorized the execution of an agreement with Ormond Construction for
the East Gentile Sewer Replacement project. He said the project included the removal and replacement of
997 lineal feet of pipe, manholes and associated items along East Gentile Street between 1830 East and 1980
East. Terry said seven bids were received with Ormond Construction submitting the lowest responsive,
responsible bid of $182,788.16; the engineer’s estimate for the project was $200,000. He said Staff

recommended approval.
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MOTION: : Councilmember Freitag moved to approve the Consent Agenda as presented, with changes to
Item A, including rewording the title to “Adopt the Resolution,” and determine if there were any other

necessary meetings for the Council, including public hearings, to amend this element of the General Plan.

Councilmember Brown seconded the motion, which passed unanimously.

The meeting adjourned at 7:19 p.m.

Thieda Wellman, City Recorder

Minutes of Layton City Council Meeting March 5, 2015



LAYTON CITY COUNCIL MEETING
AGENDA ITEM COVER SHEET

Item Number: 5.A.

Subject:
Agreement with Davis County for Conducting the 2015 Municipal Election under the Oversight of the City
Recorder - Resolution 15-21

Background:
State law allows for the City to contract with the County to administer the municipal election for 2015.
Davis County has the equipment and expertise to manage the election at a reasonable cost.

The City has contracted with the County for several years in conducting the election. The costs outlined in
the agreement for 2015 are very similar to the 2013 agreement.

Alternatives:

Alternatives are to 1) Adopt Resolution 15-21 approving the agreement with Davis County for conducting
the 2015 municipal election; 2) Adopt Resolution 15-21 with any amendments the Council deems
appropriate; or 3) Not adopt Resolution 15-21 and remand to Staff with directions.

Recommendation:
Staff recommends the Council adopt Resolution 15-21 approving the agreement with Davis County for
conducting the 2015 municipal election.



RESOLUTION 15-21

A RESOLUTION APPROVING AN AGREEMENT WITH DAVIS COUNTY FOR
CONDUCTING THE 2015 MUNICIPAL ELECTION UNDER THE OVERSIGHT
OF CITY RECORDER

WHEREAS, the City is holding a municipal election for three (3) city council positions; and

WHEREAS, Davis County has the ability and equipment necessary to conduct and administer the
election; and

WHEREAS, State Statute allows for the City to contract with Davis County to administer the
election; and

WHEREAS, the costs associated with Davis County administering the election are very
reasonable; and

WHEREAS, it is in the best interests of the City and the residents of the City to have Davis County
administer the election.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF LAYTON, UTAH:

1. That Layton City enter into the agreement with Davis County to administer the election under the
oversight of the City Recorder.

2. That the Mayor be authorized to execute the agreement.

PASSED AND ADOPTED by the City Council of Layton, Utah, this day of 5
2015.

ROBERT J STEVENSON, Mayor
ATTEST:

THIEDA WELLMAN, City Recorder

APPROVED AS TO FORM:

N /ff@ i
o GARS ANE, Ci orn.
i\?(?ﬁ’(?&/ANE City Attorney
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AGREEMENT

This Agreement is made and entered into this day of , 2015 by and
between DAVIS COUNTY, a body politic of the State of Utah, hereinafter referred to as

“County,” and CITY, a municipal corporation of the State of Utah,

hereinafter referred to as “City.”
WITNESSETH:

WHEREAS, pursuant to Section 20A-1-201.5 and 20A-1-202, Utah Code Ann. (1953) as
amended, City is authorized and required to hold municipal elections in each odd-numbered
year; and

WHEREAS, County has equipment and resources needed to carry out an election and is
willing to make available the resources and equipment to assist City in holding its municipal
primary and general elections in 2015 upon the following terms and conditions; and

WHEREAS, the parties are authorized by the Utah Interlocal Cooperation Act as set
forth in Chapter 13, Title 11, and Section 20A-5-400.1 of the Utah Code Ann. (1953) as
amended, to enter into this Agreement:

NOW THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual terms and conditions set forth
hereafter, the parties hereto agree as follows:

L County agrees to provide to City if needed for the primary election in August
2015, and if needed for the general election in November 2015 the following:

a. Test, program, assemble and make available to City voting machines and
poll supplies.

b. Provide for delivery and retrieval of voting equipment.



Polling location management, which includes, but is not necessarily
limited to making arrangements for use, ADA compliance survey and
contact information.

Absentee and By-Mail ballot processing, which includes mailing,
receiving, signature verification and tabulation.

Provide electronic ballot files for Optical Scan Ballots printing.

Provide Information System assistance which includes, but is not
necessarily limited to election programming, tabulation, programmers and
technicians.

Canvass reports.

Flectronic tabulation results transmitted to the Office of the Lieutenant
Governor.

Provide personnel and technical assistance throughout the election process
and equipment and/or supplies required specifically for voting.

Recruit poll workers; provide training, scheduling, supplies and
compensation.

Provide preparation and personnel for the public demonstration of the
tabulation equipment.

If required, in cooperation with the City, conduct an election audit.

Store all election returns for the required twenty-two (22) months.

City agrees to do the following:

Provide the Recorder or other designated officer to act as the election
officer and assume all duties and responsibilities as outlined by law.

Identify polling location(s) and assign voting precinct.



c. Enter into a polling location Hold Harmless Agreement, if needed.

d. Provide projected voter turnout.
€. Declaration of Candidacy filing.
f. Provide County with ballot information which includes, but is not

necessarily limited to races, candidates and ballot issues.

g. Approve the election plan, which includes, but is not necessarily limited to
accuracy of polling location and precinct assignments, voter turnout
percentages, paper ballot quantities, voting machine quantities and poll
worker assignments.

h. City’s legislative body poll worker approval.

i Proof and approve the accuracy of the printed and audio of ballot formats.

J- Publish all legal notices which include, but are not necessarily limited to

election notice, polling locations, ballots and public demonstration.

k. Early voting administration if needed.

L Arrange and conduct election canvass.

m. Prepare candidate certificates.

n. Perform all other election related duties and responsibilities not outlined in

this agreement but required by law.

0. City agrees to pay County repair or replacement costs for damaged voting
equipment, which occurs at the polling locations beyond the normal wear
and tear.

3. Both parties agree to conduct the election according to the statutes, rules,
Executive Orders, and Policies of the Lieutenant Governor as the Chief Elections Officer of the

state.



4. City agrees to pay County the costs for providing the election equipment, services
and supplies in accordance with the election costs schedule, attached hereto, incorporated herein,
and made a part hereof as Exhibit "A". The payment shall be made within thirty (30) days of
receiving the invoice prepared by the County.

S. This Agreement shall be effective as of the date of execution by all parties.

6. This Agreement shall continue in effect until 30 days after the election or upon
invoicing, whichever occurs later.

7. The individuals executing this Agreement on behalf of the parties confirm that
they are duly authorized representatives of the parties and are lawfully enabled to execute this
Agreement on behalf of the parties.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have caused this Agreement to be executed in

duplicate, each of which shall be deemed an original.

DAVIS COUNTY

By
P Bret Milburn, Chair
Davis County Commission

ATTEST:

Curtis Koch
Davis County Clerk/Auditor

Attorney Approval



The undersigned, the authorized attorney of Davis County, approves the foregoing Agreement as

to form and compatibility with State law:

Neal Geddes
Deputy Davis County Attorney

CITY
By
ATTEST:
City Recorder
Attorney Approval

The undersigned, the authorized attorney of [.&/'7113& City, approves the foregoing
Agreement as to form and compatibility with State law:

.

B b.m.ﬂ\ C/;\m‘ L;;, N\7((/ City Attorney

AL )

X

~



Poll Workers Compensation Rates

Exhibit "A" (Page 1 of 3)
DAVIS COUNTY MUNICIPAL ELECTION EXPENSES

20A-5-602(4)(b) Municipalities may not compensate higher than the county. COST TRADITIONAL

Poll Manager (PM)
Training Course(s)
Review Training

Touch Screen Technician (TST)
Training Course(s)
Review Training

Receiving Clerk
Training Course(s)
Review Training

Poll Book Clerk

Training Course(s)
Review Training

Provisional Clerk
Training Course(s)
Review Training

Host
Training Course(s)

Mileage

Early Voting Poll Worker Pay (per hour)

Training Course(s)

Alternate Poll Workers

Poll Worker Recruitment and Training
Poll Worker Recruitment and Administration

Training Creation and Preparation {Includes equipment and preparation}
Poll Worker Handbook and Supplies

Poll Worker Training (per person)

Review Training (per person)

Equipment
Touch Screen (TSX) Includes:
Testing Pre and Post election
Security Seals
Canister, Label, and (1) Roll of Paper
Printer Housing
VIBS--Visually Impaired Ballot Station (Keypad & Headphones)
Voter Access Cards
Vote Here Signs (4 per location)
WIFi Connection
Laptop Computers, Programming, Pre/Post Test

Consumable Supplies
Paper Roll {for each additional)

Canister Label

Canisters

Polling Location Supplies

Regular Green Poll Books {per check in station)
Provisional Orange Poll Books

Paper Ballot Yellow Poll Books

Ballot Layout and Programming

Gems Programming/ Ballot Logic and Accuracy Testing - TSX & Optical Scan

City/District set-up (cities/districts with new recorders/clerks)
Memory Card Programming (per card)
Audio Programming

$160.00
$50.00
$10.00
$160.00
$35.00
$10.00
$135.00
$35.00
$10.00
$125.00
$25.00
$10.00
$135.00
$35.00
$10.00
$125.00
$25.00
$0.25
$10.00
$50.00
$740.00

$8.00
$500.00
$1.00
$20.00
$10.00

$75.00

$5.00
$40.00
$75.00

$1.00
$1.00
$10.00
$35.00

$800.00
$75.00
$15.00
$50.00

COST BY-MAIL

$160.00
$50.00
$10.00
$160.00
$35.00
$10.00
$135.00
$35.00
$10.00
$125.00
$25.00
$10.00
$135.00
$35.00
$10.00
$125.00
$25.00
$0.26

$50.00
$330.00

$8.00
$500.00
$1.00
$20.00
$10.00

$75.00

$5.00
$40.00
$75.00

$1.00
$1.00
$10.00
$35.00

$800.00
$75.00
$15.00
$50.00

Poll Workers who are trained for early voting and work on
election day only attend early vote training. They do not attend or
receive compensation for regular training.  Poll workers who are
trainers and work the position they trained do not attend or
receive compensation for training. Polf workers who are frainers
and do not work the position they train will attend and receive
compensation for additional training.

Early voting only with Traditional administrative option

Shared with all cities under administrative option

Per Polt Worker
Shared with all cities

(150 voters per machine, minimum of 3 machines per location)

{1 per machine)
(1 per machine)
(1 per polling focation)
{4 per machine)

(If using electronic voter check in, 1 laptop per 500 voters})

(No charge for unused and returned paper rolls)

(Forms, instructions, signs, stickers, pens, pencils, name tags, etc.
Included with Laptop

Included with Laptop

Included with Polling Location Supplies

Shared with all cities
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DAVIS COUNTY MUNICIPAL ELECTION EXPENSES

Election Services
Public L&A Demonstration (testing, programming & demonstration)
Independent Rovers (training & election day - per person)
Election Night Clerk Staff Support
Election Night Security
Election Night Ballot/ Supply Return Teams
Rover Kits (each)
Rovers Training
Help Desk Set-Up
Help Desk Staff
Pre-Canvass Ballot Issues Audtt, if needed
Canvass Preparation

Delivery and Pickup {machines & supplies at polls)
Delivery (per location)
Pickup (per location}

Election Night Counting - IT Services

TSX Counters

Early Voting

$300.00
$500.00
$1,400.00
$150.00
$210.00
$25.00
$400.00
$75.00
$450.00
$300.00
§150.00

§34.50
$34.50

$750.00

Fees and services not listed below apply to early vote sites same as an election day polling location

Administration Support

Polt Delivery and Setup for Electronic Check-in

Early Vote On-call Technical Support (per hour + mileage)
Early Vote TSX

Memory Card Programming (per card)

Early Vote Laptop Computers, Programming, Pre/Post Test
Early Voting Polling Location Supplies

Ballot Remake Equipment
Remake TSX

Remake Memory Cards
Remake Laptops

By-Mail and Paper Ballots
Materials and Services from Printer

By-Mail Outer Envelopes
By-Mail Inner Return Envelopes
Instruction/iD requirement Inserts per baliot
Test Deck Paper Ballots
Ballot set-up (per style)
Freight cost per ballot
1st Mailing
By-Mail Ballots
Assembly, insert and mailing services
Postage Out-Bound
2nd Mailing
By-Mail Ballots
Assembly, insert and mailing services
Postage Out-Bound

County Administration
Signature Verification and Tabulation Prep. (each returned)

Return Postage
Postage In-Bound Business Reply
Returned Undeliverable Postage

Post Election
Provisional Verification (per hour)

General Administration
Election Administration Support
Clerk Staff (per-hour for any additional services)

$30.00
$50.00
$50.00
$75.00
$15.00
$75.00
$35.00

0.130
0.240
0.054
399.500
25.000
0.130

0.3200
0.3200
0.1047
0.3670

0.3670
0.6900

0.820

NA

NA

$25.00

$45.00
$25.00

NA
NA

$300.00
$500.00
$1,400.00
$150.00
$210.00
$25.00
$400.00
$75.00
$450.00
$300.00
$150.00

$34.50
$34.50

$750.00

$75.00
$15.00
$75.00

$0.0552
$0.1055
$0.0544
$399.50
$25.00
0.0140

$0.3240
$0.3100
$0.1047
$0.3670

$0.3670
$0.6900

$0.3076

$25.00

$45.00
$25.00

Shared with all cities
Shared with all cities
Shared with all cities
Shared with all cities
Shared with all cities
Shared with all cities
Shared with all cities
Shared with all cities
Shared with all cities
Only if needed

Shared with all cities

Actual cost per contract with moving company
Actual cost per contract with moving company

Shared with all cities

Early voting only with Traditional administrative option
Early voting only with Traditional administrative option
Early voting only with Traditional administrative option
Early voting only with Traditional administrative option
Early voling only with Traditional administrative option
Early voting only with Traditional administrative option
Early voting only with Traditional administrative option

Shared with cities using by-maif option
Shared with cities using by-mail option
Shared with cities using by-mail option

Actual cost from printer

Actual cost from printer

Actual cost from printer

Shared with all cities

Actual cost from printer

Actual cost for shipping per ballot

Actual cost from printer
Actual cost from printer
Actual Postage

Actual cost from printer

Actual cost from printer
Actual Postage

Return Postage is no longer required
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DAVIS COUNTY MUNICIPAL ELECTION EXPENSES

Complete Paper Voting System
Printed Official Registers (1-3 precincts)
Printed Official Registers (4 or more precincts)
Addendums (per location)
Posting List (each})
Update Voter Histories Manually (Hours)

Important Notice about the above listed prices
This exhibit shows listed costs for both a traditional as well as a by-mail
administrative option. Most of the above listed prices show the cost per unit.
Some show the overall cost for that service and indicate that the cost will be
shared with all cities. The total cost of the election is subject to decisions
made by each city and approved in each election plan and varies from each
city. For a more complete view of total cost you should refer to the cost
estimate that has been prepared for each individual city based upon their
administrative option,

$30.00
$60.00
$5.00
$7.00
$25.00

$30.00
$60.00
$5.00
$7.00
$25.00

Only applies if Vista Local is not used for early voting
Optional



LAYTON CITY COUNCIL MEETING
AGENDA ITEM COVER SHEET

Item Number: 5.B.

Subject:
2006 Revenue Bond Refunding Parameters Resolution - Resolution 15-22

Background:

Interest rates in the bond market are at a level that justifies refunding or refinancing currently outstanding City
bonded debt. The City's financial advisor, Lewis, Young, Robertson and Burningham, will present a
parameters resolution regarding the refunding of the 2006 Sales Tax Revenue bonds and request permission to
issue a notice of intent to issue refunding bonds.

Alternatives:

1) Adopt Resolution 15-22 authorizing the issuance and sale of not more than $3,400,000 aggregate principal
amount of Sales Tax Revenue Refunding Bonds; and related matters, within the guidelines of the parameters
resolution; 2) Adopt Resolution 15-22 with any amendments the Council deems appropriate; or 3) Not adopt
Resolution 15-22 and remand to Staff with directions.

Recommendation:

Staff recommends the Council adopt Resolution 15-22 authorizing the issuance and sale of not more than
$3,400,000 aggregate principal amount of Sales Tax Revenue Refunding Bonds; and related matters, within
the guidelines of the parameters resolution.
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RESOLUTION NO. 15-22

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF LAYTON CITY, UTAH
(THE “ISSUER”), AUTHORIZING THE ISSUANCE AND SALE OF
NOT MORE THAN $3,400,000 AGGREGATE PRINCIPAL AMOUNT
OF SALES TAX REVENUE REFUNDING BONDS, IN ONE OR
MORE SERIES; FIXING THE MAXIMUM AGGREGATE PRINCIPAL
AMOUNT OF THE BONDS, THE MAXIMUM NUMBER OF YEARS
OVER WHICH THE BONDS MAY MATURE, THE MAXIMUM
INTEREST RATE WHICH THE BONDS MAY BEAR, AND THE
MAXIMUM DISCOUNT FROM PAR AT WHICH THE BONDS MAY
BE SOLD; DELEGATING TO CERTAIN OFFICERS OF THE ISSUER
THE AUTHORITY TO APPROVE THE FINAL TERMS AND
PROVISIONS OF THE BONDS WITHIN THE PARAMETERS SET
FORTH HEREIN; PROVIDING FOR THE PUBLICATION OF A
NOTICE OF BONDS TO BE ISSUED; PROVIDING FOR THE
RUNNING OF A CONTEST PERIOD; AUTHORIZING AND
APPROVING THE EXECUTION OF A SUPPLEMENTAL
INDENTURE, A BOND PURCHASE AGREEMENT, AND OTHER
DOCUMENTS REQUIRED IN CONNECTION THEREWITH;
AUTHORIZING THE TAKING OF ALL OTHER ACTIONS
NECESSARY TO THE CONSUMMATION OF THE TRANSACTIONS
CONTEMPLATED BY THIS RESOLUTION; AND RELATED
MATTERS.

WHEREAS, the City Council (the “Council”) of the Issuer desires to (a) refund
all or a portion of the Issuer’s currently outstanding sales tax revenue bonds (the
“Refunded Bonds”) and (b) pay costs of issuance with respect to the Series 2015 Bonds
herein described; and

WHEREAS, to accomplish the purposes set forth in the preceding recital, and
subject to the limitations set forth herein, the Issuer desires to issue its Sales Tax Revenue
Refunding Bonds, Series 2015 (the “Series 2015 Bonds™) (to be issued from time to time,
as one or more series and with such other series or title designation(s) as may be
determined by the Issuer), pursuant to (a) the Utah Refunding Bond Act, Title 11,
Chapter 27, Utah Code Annotated 1953, as amended (the “Act”), (b) this Resolution, and
(c) a General Indenture of Trust dated as of July 1, 2003, as heretofore amended and
supplemented (the “General Indenture”), and as further amended and supplemented by a
Supplemental Indenture of Trust (the “Supplemental Indenture” and together with the
General Indenture, the “Indenture™), each between the Issuer and Zions First National
Bank, as trustee (the “Trustee”), in substantially the form presented to the meeting at
which this Resolution was adopted and which are attached hereto as Exhibit B; and

WHEREAS, the Act provides that an issuing entity may give notice of its intent to
issue bonds under the Act; and

WHEREAS, there has been presented to the Council at this meeting a form of a
bond purchase agreement (the “Bond Purchase Agreement™) to be entered into between
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the Issuer and the purchaser selected by the Issuer for the Series 2015 Bonds (the
“Purchaser”™), in substantially the form attached hereto as Exhibit C; and

WHEREAS, in order to allow the Issuer (with the consultation and approval of
the Issuer’s Municipal Advisor, Lewis Young Robertson & Burningham, Inc. (the
“Municipal Advisor™)) flexibility in setting the pricing date or dates of the Series 2015
Bonds to optimize debt service costs to the Issuer, the Council desires to grant to any one
of the Mayor, any authorized Mayor pro tem, the City Manager, or the Finance Director
(the “Designated Officers”), the authority to (a) approve the principal amounts, interest
rates, terms, maturities, redemption features, and purchase price at which the Series 2015
Bonds shall be sold; (b) select the Purchaser of the Series 2015 Bonds; and (d) make any
changes with respect thereto from those terms which were before the Council at the time
of adoption of this Resolution, provided such terms do not exceed the parameters set
forth for such terms in this Resolution (the “Parameters™).

NOW, THEREFORE, it is hereby resolved by the City Council of Layton City,
Utah, as follows:

Section 1. For the purpose of (a) refunding the Refunded Bonds and (b)
paying costs of issuance of the Series 2015 Bonds, the Issuer hereby authorizes the
issuance of the Series 2015 Bonds which shall be designated “Layton City, Utah Sales
Tax Revenue Refunding Bonds, Series 2015 (to be issued from time to time, as one or
more series and with such other series or title designation(s) as may be determined by the
Issuer) in the aggregate principal amount of not to exceed $3,400,000. The Series 2015
Bonds shall (1) mature in not more than eleven (11) years from their date or dates, (ii) be
sold at a price not less than ninety-seven percent (97%) of the total principal amount
thereof, (iii) bear interest at a coupon rate or rates of not to exceed four percent (4.0%)
per annum, (iv) bear interest collectively at a true interest cost of not to exceed two and
three-quarters percent (2.75%) per annum, and (v) deliver a net present value savings of
at least $110,000; all as shall be approved by at least one of the Designated Officers,
within the Parameters set forth herein.

Section 2. Any one of the Designated Officers are hereby authorized to select
the Purchaser, the final principal amounts, terms, discounts, maturities, interest rates,
redemption features, and purchase price with respect to the Series 2015 Bonds for and on
behalf of the Issuer, provided that such terms are within the Parameters set by this
Resolution. The selection of the Purchaser and the determination of the final terms and
redemption provisions for the Series 2015 Bonds by the Designated Officers shall be
evidenced by the execution of the Bond Purchase Agreement in substantially the form
attached hereto as Exhibit C. The form of the Bond Purchase Agreement is hereby
authorized, approved and confirmed.

Section 3. The Supplemental Indenture in substantially the form presented to
this meeting and attached hereto as Exhibit B is hereby authorized, approved, and
confirmed. The Mayor or Mayor pro tem (the “Mayor”) and the City Recorder or Deputy
City Recorder ( the “City Recorder”) are hereby authorized to execute and deliver the
Supplemental Indenture in substantially the form and with substantially the content as the
form presented at this meeting for and on behalf of the Issuer, with final terms as may be
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established by the Designated Officers, in consultation with the Municipal Advisor,
within the Parameters set forth herein, and with such alterations, changes or additions as
may be necessary or as may be authorized by Section 5 hereof.

Section 4. The appropriate officials of the Issuer are authorized to make any
alterations, changes or additions to the Indenture, the Series 2015 Bonds, the Bond
Purchase Agreement, the Certificate of Award or any other document herein authorized
and approved which may be necessary to conform the same to the final terms of the
Series 2015 Bonds (within the Parameters set by this Resolution), to conform to any
applicable bond insurance or reserve instrument or to remove the same, to correct errors
or omissions therein, to complete the same, to remove ambiguities therefrom, or to
conform the same to other provisions of said instruments, to the provisions of this
Resolution or any resolution adopted by the Council or the provisions of the laws of the
State of Utah or the United States.

Section 5. The form, terms, and provisions of the Series 2015 Bonds and the
provisions for the signatures, authentication, payment, registration, transfer, exchange,
redemption, and number shall be as set forth in the Indenture. The Mayor and the City
Recorder are hereby authorized and directed to execute and seal the Series 2015 Bonds
and to deliver said Series 2015 Bonds to the Trustee for authentication. The signatures of
the Mayor and the City Recorder may be by facsimile or manual execution.

Section 6. The appropriate officials of the Issuer are hereby authorized and
directed to execute and deliver to the Trustee the written order of the Issuer for
authentication and delivery of the Series 2015 Bonds in accordance with the provisions of
the Indenture.

Section 7. Upon their issuance, the Series 2015 Bonds will constitute special
limited obligations of the Issuer payable solely from and to the extent of the sources set
forth in the Series 2015 Bonds and the Indenture. No provision of this Resolution, the
Indenture, the Series 2015 Bonds, or any other instrument, shall be construed as creating
a general obligation of the Issuer, or of creating a general obligation of the State of Utah
or any political subdivision thereof, or as incurring or creating a charge upon the general
credit of the Issuer or its taxing powers.

Section 8. The appropriate officials of the Issuer, and each of them, are
hereby authorized and directed to execute and deliver for and on behalf of the Issuer any
or all additional certificates, documents and other papers (including, without limitation,
any tax compliance policies or escrow agreements or reserve instrument guaranty
agreements permitted by the Indenture) and to perform all other acts they may deem
necessary or appropriate in order to implement and carry out the matters authorized in
this Resolution and the documents authorized and approved herein.

Section 9. After the Series 2015 Bonds are delivered by the Trustee to the
Purchaser, and upon receipt of payment therefor, this Resolution shall be and remain
irrepealable until the principal of, premium, if any, and interest on the Series 2015 Bonds
are deemed to have been duly discharged in accordance with the terms and provisions of
the Indenture.
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Section 10.  In accordance with the provisions of the Act, the Issuer has caused
the following “Notice of Bonds to be Issued” to be (i) published one (1) time in The
Standard Examiner, a newspaper of general circulation in the Issuer, (ii) posted on the
Utah Public Notice Website (http://pmn.utah.gov) and (iii) posted on the Utah Legal
Notices website (www.utahlegals.com) created under Section 45-1-101, Utah Code
Annotated 1953, as amended, and shall cause a copy of this Resolution and the Indenture
to be kept on file in the Layton City offices, for public examination during the regular
business hours of the Issuer until at least thirty (30) days from and after the date of such
publication. The Issuer directs its officers and staff to publish a “Notice of Bonds to be
Issued” in substantially the following form:
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NOTICE OF BONDS TO BE ISSUED

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN pursuant to the provisions of the Utah Refunding
Bond Act, Title 11, Chapter 27, Utah Code Annotated 1953, as amended (the “Act”), that
on April 2, 2015, the City Council (the “Council”) of Layton City, Utah (the “Issuer™),
adopted a resolution (the “Resolution™) in which it authorized the issuance of the Issuer’s
Sales Tax Revenue Refunding Bonds, Series 2015 (the “Bonds™) (to be issued in one or
more series and with such other series or title designation(s) as may be determined by the
Issuer).

PURPOSE FOR ISSUING THE BONDS

The Bonds will be issued for the purpose of (a) refunding a portion of the Issuer’s
outstanding sales tax revenue bonds (the “Refunded Bonds™) in order to achieve a debt
service savings and (b) paying costs of issuance of the Bonds.

PARAMETERS OF THE BONDS

The Issuer intends to issue the Bonds in the aggregate principal amount of not
more than Three Million Four Hundred Thousand Dollars ($3,400,000), to mature in not
more than eleven (11) years from their date or dates, to be sold at a price not less than
ninety-seven percent (97%) of the total principal amount thereof, bearing interest at a
coupon rate or rates of not to exceed 4.0% per annum, bearing interest collectively at a
true interest cost of not to exceed two and three-quarters percent (2.75%) per annum, and
delivering a net present value savings of at least $110,000. The Bonds are to be issued
and sold by the Issuer pursuant to the Resolution, including as part of said Resolution, a
General Indenture of Trust (previously entered into) and a Supplemental Indenture of
Trust (collectively, the “Indenture”) which were before the Council and attached to the
Resolution with the Supplemental Indenture in substantially final form at the time<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>