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NOTICE AND AGENDA

Notice is hereby given that the Millville City Council will hold their regularly scheduled council
meeting on Thursday, March 10, 2016, at the Millville City Office, 510 East 300 South in Millville, Utah,
which meeting shall begin promptly at 7 p.m. (Please note the time given to each agenda item is an
approximate time.)

Call to Order / Roll Call — Mayor Michael Johnson.

Opening Remarks / Pledge of Allegiance — Councilmember Ryan Zollinger.
Approval of agenda and time allocation.

Approval of minutes of the previous meeting — February 25, 2016.

Action Items—

A.
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Report on P & Z Meeting held March 3, 2016 — Development Coordinator Harry Meadows —
7:03 p.m.

Appointment to Planning Commission — Councilmember Michael Callahan — 7:05 p.m.
Review of a System for Emergency Notifications to Residents — Councilmember Michael
Callahan — 7:07 p.m.

Review of Proposed Impact Fee Analysis and Review of Ordinance regarding Impact Fees for
Roads, Parks, and Water; / Consideration for Setting a Public Hearing — Mayor Michael
Johnson/Councilmember Julianne Duffin — 7:10 p.m.

Review of General Plan and Parks and Trails Plan Drafts / Consideration for Setting the Public
Hearing — Councilmember Julianne Duffin — 7:15 p.m.

Review of Businesses not Licensed for 2016 — Recorder Rose Mary Jones — 7:25 p.m.
Agreement between Cache County and Millville City for the Ownership of Main Street at the
Intersection of 450 North Main — Engineer Zan Murray — 7:30 p.m.

Bills to be paid.

ussion [tems—

City Reports.

1. Roads/Sidewalks — Superintendent Gary Larsen.

2. City Parks — Superintendent Larsen.

3. Culinary Water System — Superintendent Larsen.

Capital Improvement Plan for Parks — Councilmember Julianne Duffin.
Budget Information for Fiscal Year 2017 — Mayor Michael Johnson.
Review of Animal Licensing to date — Recorder Rose Mary Jones.
Councilmember Reports.

Other items for Future Agendas.

Executive Session to discuss land acquisition and also the sale of real property.
Adjournment.

In compliance with the American with Disabilities Act, individuals needing special accommodations
(including auxiliary communicative aids and services) during public meetings should notify Rose Mary
Jones at (435)752-8943 at least three working days prior to the meeting.

Notice was posted on March 7, 2016, a date not less than 24 hours prior to the date and time of the
meeting and remained so posted until after said meeting. A copy of the agenda was sent electronically to
the Utah Public Meeting Notices website (http://www.utah.gov/pmn/index.html) on March 7, 2016.

Aes, Recorder




MILLVILLE CITY COUNCIL MEETING
City Hall — 510 East 300 South — Millville, Utah
February 25, 2016

PRESENT: Michael Johnson, Cindy Cummings, Julianne Duffin, Mark Williams,
Ryan Zollinger, Rose Mary Jones, Tara Hobbs, Harry Meadows, Gary
Larsen, David Dickey, Richard Leishman, Brian Jenkins, Jonny Budge,
Wade Anderson, LaRay Willden, Katie Andrews

Call to Order/Roll Call

Mayor Michael Johnson opened the Council Meeting calling it to order at 7 p.m. The roll
call indicated Mayor Michael Johnson and Councilmembers Cindy Cummings, Julianne
Duffin, Mark Williams, and Ryan Zollinger were in attendance with Councilmember
Michael Callahan absent. Also Treasurer Tara Hobbs and Recorder Rose Mary Jones
were present. :

Opening Remarks/Pledge of Allegiance
Councilmember Williams welcomed all to the Council Meeting expressing appreciation

to those in attendance. He indicated he hoped the meeting would be short and sweet, but
time would tell. He then invited all to stand and‘recne the pledge of allegiance.

Approval of agenda and time allocations
The agenda for the City Council Meeting of February 25, 2016 was reviewed.

Councilmember Cummings moved to approve the agenda for February 25, 2016.
Councilmember Williams seconded. Councilmembers Cummings, Duffin, Williams, and
Zollinger voted yes with Councilmember Callahan absent. (A copy of the agenda is
included as Attachment “A”))

Approval of minutes of the previous meeting

The Council reviewed the minutes of the City Council Meeting for February 11, 2016.
Councilmember Cummings moved to approve the minutes for February 11, 2016.
Councilmember Williams seconded. Councilmembers Cummings, Duffin, Williams, and
Zollinger voted yes with Councilmember Callahan absent. (A copy of the minutes is
included as Attachment “B”.)

Report on P & Z Meeting held February 18, 2016 — Development Coordinator Harry
Meadows

Development Coordinator Harry Meadows reported on the Planning Commission
Meeting held February 18, 2016. There was discussion about the Mond-Aire Subdivision
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Phase 2; to date, there is not a road built nor any electricity to this Phase. The Planning
Commission will not be issuing building permits until this is completed. (A copy of the
minutes is included as Attachment “C”.)

Proposal from the Millville-Nibley Cemetery Board
David Dickey, along with Richard Leishman, Wade Anderson, and LaRay Willden

representing the Millville-Nibley Cemetery District, discussed possibilities of expanding
the cemetery property with the Council. Mr. Dickey indicated they have property on the
eastern border of the cemetery that is not suitable to be used:for burials, as it is too steep
and rocky. They understood that 200 East is in the Master Road Plan and asked the
Council to consider moving that road further to the east on this upper cemetery property.
Councilmember Duffin explained the 200 East Road would continue and could
eventually connect to Providence City’s Main Street.

Superintendent Gary Larsen reminded the Council of the plan to connect the water main
from the Center Street line to the 100 North water line, as had been proposed during the
2006 water reservoir project; this would be in the in the.200 East right of way. He also
explained to build a road in the upper 2 area. would be me _ev_expenswe

Mr. Dickey explained there was part of the upper property that could be used for building
lots. It was suggested that perhaps the Clty would be willing to swap the upper property
with city-owned property on 200 East. Mr. Dickey indicated the Cemetery District also
has built up a cash reserve, which is in excess of the state regulations and they need to
spend some money. They also would have the capablllty of borrowing funds if needed.

The Council reviewed the cost to construct the 200 East Road. There had been a
construction bid of $51,000 to have this completed; this cost is excluding part of the road
that will be paid for by a private developer.

LaRay Willden emphasized that the cemetery could be built out within five to seven
years. The only property that is adjoining the cemetery is owned by Millville City and
Mondell Knowles. They would like to take action and have this resolved as soon as
possible.

Mr. Dickey indicated the Cemetery Board has raised the cost for a grave site for
individuals living outside of the district. The current rates are $100 for those living
within the district boundary and $400 for those living outside of the boundary.

The Council will continue their discussion on this matter at a future meeting.
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Consideration of Approving a Resolution Establishing the Park Capital
Improvement Plan

Mayor Johnson reviewed with the Council a Resolution which had been prepared to

Establish the Park Capital Improvement Plan. Councilmember Duffin reported the

Capital Improvement Plan had been developed by herself along with Superintendent
Larsen with the cost estimates being supplied by Engineer Zan Murray. The Council had
reviewed this plan at the last meeting. It was reported this plan was to help substantiate
the Park Impact Fees being discussed.

Councilmember Williams moved to approve the Resolutlon to Adopt the Millville
City Capital Improvement Plan for Parks. Councilmember Dufﬁn seconded.
Councilmembers Cummings, Duffin, Williams, and Zollinger voted yes with
Councilmember Callahan absent. (A copy of the Resolution is 1ncluded as Attachment
“D”) e

Review of a System for Emergency Notificationé to Residents
As Councilmember Callahan was not in attendance at the meeting, this item was
continued to the next meeting.

Consideration for Approval of RAPZ Grant Application
Development Coordinator Meadows had prepared the RAPZ Application for 2016 which
is to be s1gned and turned in next week. The Council complimented him on the great job.

This request is to fund the restroom facnhty by the Splash Pad at the City Park.

Councilmember Cummings moved to accept the RAPZ application as prepared by
Harry and have the Mayor sngn |t Counc1lmember Wllhams seconded
Counc1lmember Callahan absent (A copy of the application is included as Attachment
‘6E79 )

Consideration fdr'iiithmel_'gency Management Pamphlet Project
Development Coordinator Meadows reviewed information to be included with the

Emergency Preparedness Pamphlet that was discussed at the last meeting. The new
information being added is for Emergency Procedures for Hazardous Spills. (This is
included with the minutes as Attachment “F”.) As this will require one additional sheet
of paper having four sides, he explained this information will be included on one page,
the back of the pamphlet will be left blank, and the other two pages will be left for phone
numbers and notes. It was noted the cost for 750 copies of the pamphlet will be
approximately $850.



Millville City Council Meeting Minutes, February 25, 2016, Continued Page 4 of 7

Brian Jenkins reviewed the procedure for having this delivered by the Eagle Scout with
the Council. This scout will need to make a proposal at some point to the City Council.

Councilmember Duffin moved to approve the Emergency Management Pamphlet
project as discussed and not to exceed $900. Councilmember Zollinger seconded.
Councilmembers Cummings, Duffin, Williams, and Zollinger voted yes with
Councilmember Callahan absent.

Culinary Water System Audit for 2015

Superintendent Larsen reviewed with the Council the MlllVl]le City Water Audit for 2015.
He explained the total water production for 2015 was down 3% from the previous year.
The electrical cost for operating the pumps was $18,144. The total capacity for the July
production was at 56% with July 3 being the peak day where 76% of the water capacity
was used. He also reviewed charts showing the Total Metered Sales by million gallons
and the Park and Glenridge Wells Pumping Production. (A copy of the Water Audit is
included as Attachment “G”.)

The information from this Audit will be used to ﬁle the requlred report with the State for
our water system.

There was also some discussion on whether the water system is covering the costs for
operating the system. It has been sometime since the water rate had been raised. Mayor
Johnson suggested this may be something the Councﬂ would like to consider.

Bills to be paid :
The bills were presented. They are as follows

Mike Johnson ' 50.00  General
Tara Hobbs o 4320  Water
Questar 489.35  NorthPark/Building
CenturyLink 181.30  General
Rocky Mountain Power 1,167.38  Street lights
Staker Parson ' 2,017.09 Road
Thomson Electric 161.94  Road

ACN Communications 16.56  Building
Comcast 125.83  Building
Maverik 681.82  Road
Postmaster 1,715.00  Water
Rural Water Association of Utah 780.00  Water
Olson & Hoggan 105.00  Legal
Transportation Repair 84290 Road

Bear River Health Department 40.00  Water

Riverside Carwash 11.36 Stormwater
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BILLS (Continued)--
J-U-B 45,233.50  General/Water
Heidi Checketts 34,60  Youth Council
Cache County Corporation 2,311.50  CPDO, Trails
Utah Association of Public Treasurers 75.00  General
Salary Register 9,321.61

Councilmember Duffin moved to pay the bills. Councilmember Cummings seconded.
Councilmembers Cummings, Duffin, Williams, and Zollmger voted yes with
Councilmember Callahan absent.

City Reports
Roads/Sidewalks:

Superintendent Larsen reported on a storm water mock audit that was to take place. The
individual doing the audit had written a grant to observe and inventory the city’s facilities
along with the park facilities of several cities throughout the state. She had met with our
staff and seemed quite satisfied with how the City is ']eratmg She will not be reporting
anything to Water Quality. Supermtendent Larsen 1ndlcated this audit went very good.

City Parks:
Superintendent Larsen had nothmg to report on the parks at this time.

Culinary Water System
Superintendent Larsen reported a letter had been sent to the Drinking Water Board
notlfymg them of the momes we would like to use from our Capital Facility Replacement

‘‘‘‘‘‘‘‘

be some reply to the letter following their meeting.

The ASR project report has been through the second draft reading. The Utah Geological
Survey had completed their part of the manuscript, and it had been reviewed by the
Division of Water Quality. This report was sent to the City to review for any corrections
and note any needed changes. This has been completed and returned to Utah Geological
Survey. After all of the comments are compiled, there will be a time scheduled for the
presentation of this report; this will be some time later in the year.

Jonny Budge, representing J-U-B Engineering, reviewed with the Council the 450 North
to 550 North Road Dedication Plat with lot line adjustments. (A copy of this plat is
included as Attachment “H”.) This was mainly for the Council’s information. There had
been one property owner that had contested the property purchase and the City has started
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the procedure for condemnation. There was discussion on whether there could be a
settlement made without going through the condemnation process. Mayor Johnson will
approach the property owner to try to identify the dollar amount being requested for the
property. The State Property Ombudsman may be of some help in acquiring the property
without going to court.

It was noted that there will be title insurance on all properties and agreements for the
project. The City will be paying for all of the costs for the settlement.

There was also discussion about the Derby Car Subdivision prc perty and the
requirements that were placed on that subdivision durmg th pproval process. The
curb, gutter and sidewalk was to be installed at the expense of Mr. Grange, with him
personally doing the labor for the installation. A drainage pipeline for storm water and
irrigation was also to be installed. However, as this project is now abutting this
subdivision and the required drain pipe must be installed at the time of the project, it was
expedient to have this included as part of the 450-550 North Road Project with Mr.
Grange paying for the costs of the materials. Mr. ‘Grange was amiable to do this. The
cost of this part of the project will be approximately $l7 000, with Mr. Grange paying his
proportionate amount.

Business License Application Process
Councilmember Zollinger discussed the possﬂal ity of havmg the business licensing
process for businesses in the commercial zone changed. He questioned if it was needed
to have them come before the Council to review their license.

There was discussion about commercial businesses existing in residential zones and how
to address their licensing. There was also a discussion about the City ordinances and
enforcement of licensing, Home busmesses that grow into commercial businesses was
also briefly reviewed.

It was the consensus of the Council that there needs to be clarifications made to the
ordinances and they all may need to be revamped.

Councilmember Zollinger will find out more information on this issue and bring it back
to the Council at a future meeting.

Councilmember Reports
A copy of the Councilmember Reports list is included with the minutes as Attachment “I”.

Councilmember Duffin reported she had met with Cindy Gooch, General Plan
Coordinator, to have clerical and other changes that had been suggested at the last review
by the Council made on the General Plan. There were various changes on formatting in
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the document, survey responses, the identified 500 South Road changed to be 600 South,
consolidation of some of the maps, and the appendixes updated. Councilmember Duffin
requested the Council to go through and make one more final review of the Plan. This
will be discussed at the next Council Meeting.

Councilmember Duffin will acquire a digital copy of this plan and send it to all of the
Council.

Other items for Future Agendas

Councilmember Duffin questioned when the discussion regardmg the cemetery property
should continue. There was also discussion on whether an appralsal of the property near
the cemetery should be made at this time.

Development Coordinator Meadows reported-about the Mond-Aire Subdlv ion and the
need to connect Center Street with this subdivision before five of the lots could be built
upon. This may make part of that property more acce331ble for the cemetery to purchase.

It was the consensus that this property should be dlscussed in an executive session and
one was tentatively scheduled for the next meetmg,

Councilmember Duffin is hoping to have the Impact Fee Ordinance drafted for the
Council’s review at the next meeting. k.

Treasurer Tara Hobbs reported dogs are to be licensed by March 1. After that date, the
list of unlicensed dogs will be turned over to animal control.

Recorder Jones informed the Council of a hot-line provided by Utah Local Government
Trust for legal issues regarding our liability coverage.

Development Coordmator Meadows indicated the Planning Commission is to review two
building permits, as well as the Conceptual Plan for the Howell Subdivision and the
Preliminary Plan for the Copperleaf Subdivision at their next meeting.

Adjournment
Councilmember Duffin moved to adjourn the meeting. Councilmember Cummings

seconded. Councilmembers Cummings, Duffin, Williams, and Zollinger voted yes with
Councilmember Callahan absent. The meeting adjourned at 8:43 p.m.



MILLVILLE PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING

City Hall - 510 East 300 South - Millville, Utah
March 3, 2016

1. Roll Call:
Chairman Jim Hart, Commissioners Lynette Dickey, Rachel Thompson, Garrett Greenhalgh, and
Larry Lewis (Alt.).

Others Present:

Development Coordinator Harry Meadows, Treasurer Tara Hobbs, Mayor Michael Johnson, Zan
Murray, Chad Kendrick, Brett Hadfield, Ezra Eames, Tammy Johnson, Lee Tibbitts, Gary
Tibbitts, Matthew Anderson, Mike Anderson, Cathy Anderson, Kristen Gonzales, Jeff Hansen,
Julianne Duffin, Danny Macfarlane, and Bob Bates. Secretary Adria Davis recorded the
minutes. :

2. Opening Remarks/Pledge of Allegiance
Chairman Hart opened the meeting at 8:03 p.m.

He led those present in the Pledge of Allegiance.

3. Review and Approval of agenda
The agenda for the Planning Commission meeting of Mar 3, 2016 was reviewed. A motion was

made by Commissioner Dickey to approve the agenda as presented. Commissioner Thompson
seconded. Commissioners Hart, Dickey, Thompson, Greenhalgh, and Lewis (Alt) voted yes.

4. Review and Approval of the Minutes of the Planning Commission Meeting
The minutes for the meeting of Feb 18, 2016 were reviewed. A motion was made by

Commissioner Lewis (Alt.) to approve the minutes as outlined. Commissioner Greenhalgh
seconded. Commissioners Hart, Dickey, Thompson, Greenhalgh, and Lewis (Alt) voted yes.

5.A Consideration of zomng clearance for a building permit by Visionary Homes, for a
residence to be. located at 151 North 430 East, Lot #13 Mond-Aire Heights Subdivision in

MlllVllIe, Utah.

Phase 1 is still lacking street lights and signs (and sidewalks). Occupancy permits will only be
granted if the subdivision is complete by the time homeowners are ready to move in.
Commissioner Thompson moved to approve the clearance. Commissioner Dickey seconded.
Commissioners Hart, Dickey, Thompson, and Lewis (Alt.) voted yes. Commissioner Greenhalgh
abstained from the vote.

5.B. Consideration of zoning clearance for a building permit by Tammy Johnson, for a

residence to be located at 485 East 216 North, Lot #7 Mond-Aire Heights Subdivision in
Millville, Utah.

The roof overhangs the setbacks in three places. Homeowners were cautioned to observe the
setbacks closely when setting foundations. The same stipulations apply as above.
Commissioner Greenhalgh made a motion to approve the clearance. Commissioner Dickey
seconded. Commissioners Hart, Dickey, Thompson, Greenhalgh, and Lewis (Alt.) voted yes.
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5.C. Review of Tibbitts Subdivision Preliminary Drawing and set a Public Hearing date.
The city has made some concessions with the developer in arranging for the 450 N/550 N roadway.

The curb and gutter requirement is waived on 550 N.
Lot #4 must be accessed from 550 N.
The roadway dedication plat must be recorded before this subdivision can be finalized.

Commissioner Thompson made a motion to set a Public Hearing for Mar 17, 2016 at 8:05 pm.
Commissioner Dickey seconded. Commissioners Hart, Thompson, Dickey, Greenhalgh, and Lewis
(Alt.) all voted yes.

5.D. Review of The Views at CopperLeaf Subdivision Preliminary Drayving and set a Public

Hearing date. ,
Chairman Hart declared he has a personal interest in this development.

This subdivision will have 24 lots with one existing exit and another exit to follow with the completion
of 300 East in the adjacent proposed subdivision.

Providence sewer lines run through this property but they will not be connecting to sewer.

The 8” water line easement must be shown on the final plat.

The curve of the 300 East road doesn’t conform to city standard however this could be reviewed to
work around existing homes in the area.
There was some discussion about stubbing w ”er -lmes to emstmg propertles that are currently on
wells.

300 East is shown as a stub ending at the north boundary of Millville. Providence liked the idea but
would not commit to connectmg to ﬂ’llS road ‘

Commissioner Lewis (Alt.) made a motlon to set a Public Hearing for Mar 17, 2016 at 8:10 pm.
Commissioner Thompson seconded. Commissioners Dickey, Greenhalgh, Thompson, and Lewis (Alt.)
voted yes. Chairman Hart abstained from the vote.

6.A Conceptual Review — Howell Subdivision

The layout of the subdivision showed a street at 375 North. The city’s master plan shows 400 North
was designed to connect through from a stubbed street on the east end. There is also parking designed
for the south end of the city park.

Only 66’ are required for the 100 East road, however both connecting ends are currently at 99°. If the
city decides they would like the road wider they would purchase the land from the developers.

Each proposed lot must meet the 108’ frontage requirement.
Possible redrawn solutions could include cul-de-sacs.

Developers are required to install the road with curb and gutter, except along Main Street as that is a
county street.

PAGE2 OF 3
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6.B. Subdivision ordinance change re: non-conforming lots.

Development Coordinator Meadows explained that a variance could be requested from the appeals

board for situations like these and changing the ordinance was not necessary.

6.C. Ordinance change re: facilities for the elderly

Discussion was held on the phrasing of the whole ordinance. Proposed suggestions will be presented

in following meetings.

6.D. City Council Reports — review minutes from Feb 25, 2016 meetingv .

The commissioners were given copies of the minutes. No comments were made.

6.E. Agenda Items for Next Meeting
Discussion — Ordinance on Elderly facilities

2 Public Hearings

6.F. Other ‘
Harry Meadows will be resigning as the Development Coordinator at the end of April.

1. Calendaring of future Planning and Zonin'g Meéting
The next meeting will be held Thursday, Mar 17, 201 6.

8. Assignment of Representative for City Council Meeting

No representative was assigned.

9, Adiournméit ,
Chairman Hart moved to adjourn the meeting at 10:01p.m.
Commissioner Lewis (Alt.) seconded.

PAGE 3 OF 3
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IMPACT FEE CERTIFICATION

IFA Certification
Lewis Young Robertson & Burningham, Inc. certifies that the Impact Fee Analysis (*IFA") prepared for culinary water, transportation and
parks and recreation services:
1. includes only the costs of public facilities that are:
a.  allowed under the Impact Fees Act; and
b.  actually incurred; or
c.  projected to be incurred or encumbered within six years after the day on which each impact fee is paid;
2. does notinclude:
a.  costs of operation and maintenance of public facilities;
b.  costs for qualifying public facilities that will raise the level of service for the facilities, through impact fees, above the
level of service that is supported by existing residents;
¢.  anexpense for overhead, unless the expense is calculated pursuant to a methodology that is consistent with generally
accepted cost accounting practices and the methodological standards set forth by the federal Office of Management
and Budget for federal grant reimbursement;
d. offsets costs with grants or other alternate sources of payment; and
3. complies in each and every relevant respect with the Impact Fees Act.

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

LEWIS YOUNG ROBERTSON & BURNINGHAM, INC.

WE PROVIDE SOLUTIONS
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DEFINITIONS

The following acronyms are used in this document and expanded below:
ADT: Average Daily Trips or “Trips”

ERC: Equivalent Residential Connections

Gal: Gallons

GPM: Gallons per Minute

IFA: Impact Fee Analysis

IFFP: Impact Fee Facilities Plan

KSF: Thousand Square Feet

LOS: Level of Service

LYRB:  Lewis Young Robertson and Burningham, Inc.

Sq. Ft..  Square Feet

WE PROVIDE SOLUTIONS
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SECTION 1: EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The purpose of this Impact Fee Analysis (‘IFA"), is to fulfill the requirements established in Utah Code Title 11 Chapter 364, the “Impact Fees
Act," and help Millville City (the “City") plan necessary capital improvements for future growth. This document will address the future culinary
water, ransportation and park infrastructure needed to serve the City through the next six fo ten years, as well as the appropriate impact fees
the City may charge to new growth to maintain the existing level of service (‘LOS"). An Impact Fee Facilities Plan is not required, as the population
of the service area was below 5,000 people as of the last census and impact fee revenues are less than $250,000 annually.” However, this
analysis relies on information provided by the City and its engineers to evaluate existing system capacity and future projects.

% Impact Fee Service Areas: The service area for culinary water and parks impact fees includes all areas within the municipal
boundaries of the City. The transportation service area includes all areas within the municipal boundaries east of SR-165. This
document identifies capital projects that will help to maintain the same level of service enjoyed by existing residents into the
future.

= Demand Analysis: The demand units utilized in this analysis include population, Equivalent Residential Connections (ERCs)
and growth in Average Daily Trips (ADTs). As residential and commercial growth occurs within the City, this new development
creates greater demand on existing system infrastructure. The system improvements identified in this study are determined
necessary to maintain the level of service for future development.

= Level of Service: The existing and proposed level of service for culinary water is approximately 1.37 GPM per ERC. The current
total park value per capitais $241 for neighborhood parks, $1,267 for community parks, and $17 for undeveloped park land. The
current level of service for transportation is category D or higher for both intersection congestion and roadway congestion.

= Excess Capacity: The culinary water source component has 249 GPM of excess capacity at the existing LOS of 1.37 GPM per
ERC. The culinary water storage component has 292,604 GAL of excess capacity. The buy-in cost to growth calculated for the
source, distribution, and booster pumps is $288,462. No excess capacity has been identified related to park facilities. The buy-
into the existing street system is based on proportionate trips through buildout, with a total of $1,388,978 included in this analysis.

= Capital Facilities Analysis: The culinary water capital cost eligible for impact fees is $90,170. The eligible cost for parks impact
fees is $636,537. The transportation eligible costs are $1,817,102,

% Outstanding Debt: The City has three pieces of outstanding debt that have been included in this analysis: the 1997A Water
Bonds, 19978 Water Bonds, and the 2006 Water Revenue Bonds. According to the City, these bonds were used to fund
improvements to the water system and are paid from the water fund. A total of $1,220,581 in interest cost associated with these
bonds is included in this analysis. There are no bonds outstanding related to transportation or parks and recreation.

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

PROPOSED IMPACT FEES
TABLE 1.1: TOTAL IMPACT FEE SUMMARY
PROPOSED EXISTING DIFFERENCE PERCENT CHANGE
S T SO DT RRVDUTUIIoT . ... O 3 - | - B CISVE L
Park (Single Family Residential) _$53%  sa000 83332 167%
_Culinary Water (Per ERC) . §3053 83700 | ($647) (17%)
Transportation (Residential) . Si764 SA7A9 | (§298%)  (63%)
Total . 1 $10,148 o Sos9 @) (3%)
TABLE 1.2: CULINARY WATER IMPACT FEE BY METER Stze TABLE 1.3: PARK IMPACT FEF SCHEDULE
. -
P Nominal Impact Fee F | Persons = Feeper
MeterSze @ | wuipier | per Meter Size b P | et | W
3/4 1.00 | $3,053 Single-Family (perunif) | 339 $5332
ot reT s5009 Mult-Family (per unit) | 104 | $1636
twe o 33
2 533
3 1167 | $35629 TABLE 1.4: TRANSPORTATION IMPACT FEE SCHEDULE,
4000 $61080 | Adjusted | Impact
8 aer si2m9 tandUse [P | “frips | Fee
*ERC Multiplier based on updated AWWA M6 Residential Dwellings Unit 479 | §1,764
Manual "Water Meters" General Commercial | KSF 776 | 52,859
Manufacturing/Warehousing | KSF | 185 | 9680

WE PROVIDE SOLUTIONS
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SECTION 2: GENERAL IMPACT FEE METHODOLOGY

The purpose of this study is to fulfill the requirements of the Impact Fees Act regarding the establishment
of an IFFP and IFA. The IFFP is designed to identify the demands placed upon the City's existing facilities

DEMAND ANALYSIS by future development and evaluate how these demands will be met by the City. The IFFP is also intended
to outline the improvements which are intended to be funded by impact fees. The IFA is designed to
proportionately allocate the cost of the new facilities and any excess capacity to new development, while
ensuring that all methods of financing are considered. Each component must consider the historic level of
service provided to existing development and ensure that impact fees are not used to raise that level of
service. The following elements are important considerations when completing an IFFP and IFA.

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

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

FUTURE FACILITIES EXISTING FACILITY INVENTORY
ANALYSIS In order to quantify the demands placed upon existing public facilities by new development activity, the
Impact Fee Faciliies Plan provides an inventory of the City's existing system facilities. To the extent
possible, the inventory valuation should consist of the following information:

= Original construction cost of each facility; and,
= Estimated useful life of each facility.

FINANCING STRATEGY The inventory of existing facilities is important to properly determine the excess capacity of existing facilities
and the utilization of excess capacity by new development.

FUTURE CAPITAL FACILITIES ANALYSIS

The demand analysis, existing facility inventory and LOS analysis allow for the development of a list of

capital projects necessary to serve new growth and to maintain the existing system. This list includes any

excess capacity of existing facilities as well as future system improvements necessary to maintain the
PROPORTIONATE SHARE ANALYSIS  level of service. Any demand generated from new development that overburdens the existing system

beyond the existing capacity justifies the construction of new facilities.

FINANCING STRATEGY - CONSIDERATION OF ALL REVENUE SOURCES

This analysis must also include a consideration of all revenue sources, including impact fees, future debt costs, alternative funding sources and
the dedication of system improvements, which may be used to finance system improvements.2 In conjunction with this revenue analysis, there
must be a determination that impact fees are necessary to achieve an equitable allocation of the costs of the new facilities between the new and
existing users.?

PROPORTIONATE SHARE ANALYSIS

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




L_YRB CULINARY WATER, TRANSPORTATION, & PARK IFA

Mi , UTAH
R — MILLVILLE, UT,

MARCH 2016

SECTION 3: OVERVIEW OF SERVICE AREA, DEMAND, AND LOS

SERVICE AREAS

Utah Code requires the impact fee enactment to establish one or more service areas within which impact fees will be imposed. The service
area for culinary water, transportation and parks are shown in lllustration 3.1. The service area for culinary water and parks includss all areas

within the Cily, whereas the transportation service area includes all areas east of SR-165. This document identifies capital projects that will help
to maintain the same level of service enjoyed by existing residents into the future.

ILLUSTRATION 3.1: PROPOSED SERVICE AREAS

—
B

.

LEGEND

WATER & PARK IFA SERVICE AREA
§ % TRANSPORTATION IFA SERVICE AREA

- WE PROVIDE SOLUTIONS
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DEMAND UNITS

As shown in Table 3.1, the growth in ERCs which is used to calculate culinary water demand is expected to reach 700 units by 2025, based on
a growth rate of 2 percent. This represents an increase of 126 ERCs from 2015, As illustrated in Table 3.2, the population, which identifies park
demand, is expected to increase by 417 to 2,323 by the year 2025, reflecting an AARG of 2.0 percent. A comparison of population growth from
2000 to 2010 shows an AAGR of 1.96 percent.

TagLE 3.1: WATER: ERC GROWTH PROJECTIONS TABLE 3.2: PARK: POPULATION PROJECTIONS

Year ERC Est. YEAR PoOPULATION

2015 - 514 2015 198

2016 585 2016 1044

2017 507 2017 1,983

2018 609 2018 - 20m

2019 621 2019 - | 2063

200 634 2020 2104

2021 846 2021 2146

022 659 200 o189

2023 : 673 2023 2,233

2024 686 2024 L 22717

2025 . I B

NewERCsinIFFP 128 Newpopulaon | o 41’7""'7
AAGR  200% MAGR T 200%
T N Average HH Size (Singe Family) | 339

 Average HH Size (Singe E_’a}nnf! T R

_ Household Size based on 2009-2013 ACS Census Data

To determine the proportionate transportation impact from each land use type, the existing trips are allocated to the different land use types
based on trip statistics as presented in the Institute of Traffic Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation Manual, 8" Edition. The most common method of
determining growth is measuring the number of trips within a community based on existing and future land uses. Appropriate adjustment factors
are applied to remove pass-by traffic. Based on the growth in trips, the City will need to expand its current facilities to accommodate new growth.
The current and future trip counts are shown in Table 3.3 and Table 3.4. It is anticipated that trips on existing roadways will increase as a result
of new development with a total of 7,382 trips for residential dwellings, 4,328 trips for general commercial entities, for a total of 11,710 new trips
at buildout, an increase of 8,516 trips.

TABLE 3.3: TRANSPORTATION CURRENT TRIPS

| | Developed | Developed = . . . | Entering/ | Passby |  Curment Peak
bmdUse | (PR e | umts | OIS | g | adusiment | HourTrps
Residential : L ; : Al
 Residential Dwellings Tunit 1| 515143 580 | 957 | 050 | 0% 2775
Non-Residential i ; T R
_Cenarsl Gommerol SqFt | 014|909 54000 843 oS0 4% 419
Manufacturing/Warehousing | Sg. Ft. ! 020 | 2 - 369 0.50 0% -
TOTALS . sax 1 I 3,194
TABLE 3.4: TRANSPORTATION BUILDOUT TRIPS
Land Use FAR = Undeveloped Acres Undeveloped Units | Future Daily Trips Toé‘::iig_'gjl@
T , . gA T ‘__
Residential Dwellings Tunit | a 32094 | 962.81 | 4607 | 7,382
NS R . e T
Gl Cormmeiciel | 014 | . s 503842 | 3009 | 4,328
Manufacturing/arehousing 020 | - - | - | -
TOTALS #95'?:“““ “ WU, f 8516 S

LEVEL OF SERVICE STANDARDS

Impact fees cannot be used to finance an increase in the level of service to current or future users of capital improvements. Therefore, it is
important to identify the existing and proposed culinary water level of service to ensure that the new capacities of projects financed through
impact fees do not exceed the established standard.
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The existing and proposed culinary water LOS for the source component as illustrated in Table 3.5 is approximately 1.37 GPM per ERC. This
is based on the actual peak demand of 786 GPM, which was provided by the City's engineer, divided by the existing ERCs of 574. For additional
discussion regarding the level of service and demand variables related to culinary water, see Appendix A,

Table 3.6 includes the total value per capita for park land and improvements within the City. Per capita, neighborhood parks are valuad at $241,
community parks are $1,267, and undeveloped park land is $17. The current transportation level of service for intersection congestion and
roadway congestion is based on maintaining a grade of D or higher as shown in Table 3.7.

TABLE 3.5: CULINARY WATER LEVEL QF SERVICE

Actual Existing LOS Provided LOS Proposed LOS Measurement

Source (Observed) 13 Al ~ GPMperERC
Storage (Equalization +Erhergency) 1,720 ) 1358 " GPD perERC
TABLE 3.6: PARKS LEVEL OF SERVICE

Summary Level of Service (Cost per Capita) ' Land Value per Capita | Improvement Value per Capita Total Value per Capita
Neigh'borhood'Parks" b bt i B oo A il 0 i i b e
CommunityParks | §%:8 8 stoer
Undeveloped Park Land ; s17 a8 T
TABLE 3.7: TRANSPORTATION LEVEL OF SERVICE

Summary Level of Service | Category

Intersection Congestion . Dorhigher
Roadway CongestonLevel | Dorhigher

'WE PROVIDE SOLUTIONS
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SECTION 4: EXISTING FACILITIES INVENTORY

EXISTING SYSTEM

CuLINARY WATER
Based on information provided by the City, the existing culinary water system capacity is shown in Table 4.1. These values represent amounts
that can be included in any excess capacity calculations and exclude other revenue sources such as grants, donations or developer contributions.

TABLE 4.1: CULINARY WATER EXISTING CAPACITY INVENTORY

AVAILABLE \WATER- TOTAL PIPE
ASSET SUMMER (GPM) CAPACITY (GALLONS) LENGTH (FEET) ) CAPACITY (GPM)
S S SR R S oiEstorage i . Distibution  BoosterStations
Total s 82060 600

Source: Millville City

According to the City's financial statements, the current system is valued at $5,320,112. Isolating only system improvements that can be identified
as source, storage, or distribution produces a value of $2,651,333. After the inclusion of interest on existing bonds, the total value included in this
analysis is $3,822,199.

TABLE 4.2: CULINARY WATER DETERMINATION OF ORIGINAL VALUF

| PRINCIPAL INTEREST | TOTAL
' Source - $127,289 | o612 | $183501
Storage §2017500 | . seengs7 $2.908,457
Distribution T © §506,544 | i o osa3ee7 O s730241

Source: Millville City

PARKS AND RECREATION

The City's existing park inventory for park acres by type is shown in Table 4.3. This inventory is used to help calculate the LOS in the City that
will need to be perpetuated as additional residents locate in the City. The improvement costs for parks and recreation are based on the historic
value of existing amenities.

TABLE 4.3: PARKS & RECREATION EXISTING FACILITIES

PARKTYPE A |7_ = CITY PARKS SYSTEM ~ TOTAL ACREAGE .
el porm_e_am 100 East450 North L 267
i __| South Park 500 East300 South 1150

i ___ SouthPark Undeveloped B .
1467

Table 4.4 illustrates the total value per capita for park land and improvements within the City, with neighborhood parks valued at $241, community
parks at $1,267, and undeveloped park land at $17. Appendix B provides a detailed illustration of the inventory of existing parks and recreation
facilities. The determination of park values excludes non-City funded amenities and values. This includes Recreation, Aris, Parks and Zoo (RAPZ)
funds, as well as grants. The City received a total of $414,25% in RAPZ funds which has been excluded from this analysis.

TABLE 4.4: PARKS LEVEL OF SERVICE
Summary Level of Service (Cost per Capita) | | and value per Capita

Improvement Value per Capita Total Value per Capita

Neighborhood Parks 40 $201 | $241
L LL I — - s8] 8868 $1267
Undeveloped Park Land $17 $0 $17

Itis noted that current costs are used strictly to determine the actual cost, in today's dollars, of duplicating the current level of service for future
development in the City, and does not reflect the value of the existing improvements within the City. According to the City, land is valued at
366,000 per acre.

~ WE PROVIDE SOLUTIONS
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TRANSPORTATION

The current value of transportation infrastructure including sidewalks, curbs, and land is $3,548,489. A total of $714,903 is excluded from this
value as project improvements and $923,604 is excluded as grants or donated funds, leaving $1,909,982 as impact fee eligible value as shown
in Table 4.5. This total excludes grant funding and the value related to project improvements which are not eligible revenue sources for the
calculation of impact fees.

TABLE 4.5: TRANSPORTATION DETERMINATION OF ORIGINAL VALUE

TRANSPDRTATION |NFRASTRUCTUR€ VALUE
“Soovals T
Towbs 5136734
“Roads B 51976335
LendUnderRoads | 59583
Total 53,548,489
Less Project Imprnvements ! ($71 4 903)
Grant Fundmg (5923,604)
 Impact Fee Eligib 1 s1g09982

 Source: Milville Clty

EXCESS CAPACITY

The intent of the equity buy-in component is to recover the costs of the unused capacity in existing infrastructure from new development. This
section addresses any excess capacity in the systems.

CuLINARY WATER

The culinary water system has excess capacity including 249 GPM of source with an original value of $44,147, and 292,604 GAL of storage

excess capacity with an original value of $370,011. Of these values, $30,590 is applied to this analysis for source value utilized by ERCs in the

next ten years and $216,374 for storage. A total of 5.7 percent, or a value of $41,498, of the distribution system is available to the impact fee.

The determination of excess capacity or buy-in value is shown below. Based on the timing of this report, the calculation of ERC excess capacity
differs slightly from Appendix A.

TABLE 4.6: CULINARY WATIR SOURCE

TABLE 4.7: CULINARY WATER STORAGE

| UNIT
Total Source Capacity 1035 GPM F
Existing Demand T 785 GPM
" Excess Cap’amty’ T ug i Gﬁd
% Excess Capamty 24 1% i,
ERCsS Served byExcessCapacly | 182 ERCs
1% | ERCs

Base Value of Existing Faci!irhjéglm

Cost of Issuance

jTotaI Base \:T;Iiue
% Excess C_ap ty

Cost of Issuance

i | UNIT
“Total Storage Capacity ! 2300000 | GAL
Less Fire Suppression 1,020,000 | GAL
Remaining Capacty 1,280,000 el
~ Existing Used Capacity | 973% | GAL
Total Excess Capéc}ty - f - 2'.5)2 604 ”GI o
% Excess Capacity 12, 7% ! o
_ERCs Served by Excess Capaclty | 215 |  ERCs
New ERCs in IFFP i 126 | ERCs
Percentto IFA % 58.5% } = '
Remaining ERCs to Serve in IFFP | -
Base Value of Existing Facﬂ;pgg__ $2,908,457

Total | Base Value $2 QOB 45? |

'%Excess Capacuty ) _ ) ) 12.7% o
Excess Capacity Valué [ ‘ $37E'Ei1_%_"' -
 Percent o IFA | 58.5% |

Cost1o IFA 1 $216,374 |

Excess Capacﬁy Value IR
Percent to IFA 6 P
CosttolFA _ ss0
TABLE 4.8: CULINARY WATER DISTRIBUTION
% OF
YEAR ERCs ToTAL

_'BUF!d Dut ERCsm”m'm !
Total Base Value

PewentolFA_ | 57% [

Cost to IFA - 54'1,553"' i

WE PROVIDE SOLUTIONS
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TRANSPORTATION

The buy-in fo the existing street system is based on proportionate trips through buildout, with a total of $1,909,982 included in this analysis. This
total excludes grant funding and the value related to project improvements which are not eligible revenue sources for the calculation of impact
fees. Itis anticipated that a total of 8,516 new trips will be added to the system through buildout. This represents 73 percent of the total trips at
buildout. Thus, 73 percent of the existing value, or $1,388,978, is applied to the new trips through buildout.

PARKS AND RECREATION
No excess capacity has been identified related to park facilities.

FUNDING OF EXISTING FACILITIES

CULINARY WATER

The City has funded its existing capital infrastructure through a combination of different revenue sources, including general utility fund revenues,
the issuance of debt, and revenues received from other governmental agencies. This analysis has removed all funding that has come from federal
grants and donations from non-resident citizens to ensure that none of those infrastructure items are included in the level of service.

The City has three pieces of outstanding debt that have been included in this analysis: the 1997A Water Bonds, 19978 Water Bonds, and the
2006 Water Revenue Bonds. According to the City, these bonds were used to fund improvements to the water system and are paid from the
water fund. A total of $1,220,581 in interest cost associated with these bonds is included in this analysis. There are no bonds outstanding related
to transportation or parks and recreation.

Utility rate revenues serve as the primary funding mechanism within enterprise funds. Rates are established to ensure appropriate coverage of
all operations and maintenance expenses, debt service coverage, and capital project needs. Impact fee revenues are generally considered non-
operating revenues and help offset future capital costs. Rate revenues will be required to fund non-growth related capital improvements.

TRANSPORTATION

The City's existing transportation infrastructure has been funded through general fund revenues, grants, donations and other taxes. As shown in
Table 4.5, a total of $923,604 in grant funding from FEMA, UDOT and the Cache County Council of Governments has been excluded from this
analysis.

PARKS AND RECREATION

The City's existing parks and recreation infrastructure has been funded through general fund revenues, grants, donations and other taxes. The
City also received Recreation, Arts, Parks and Zoo (RAPZ) funds, as well as grants. The Cily received a total of $414,259 in RAPZ funds which
has been excluded from this analysis.
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SECTION 5: CAPITAL FACILITY ANALYSIS

The estimated costs attributed to new growth were analyzed based on existing development versus future development patterns, as well as
through an analysis of flow data. From this analysis, a portion of future development costs were attributed to new growth and included in this
impact fee analysis. Capital projects related to curing existing deficiencies were not included in the calculation of the impact fees. The costs of
projects related to curing existing deficiencies cannot be funded through impact fees.

CULINARY WATER

Table 5.1 illustrates the identified cost of future culinary water capital improvements within the Service Area. The total cost related to growth is
$2,392,853, based on construction timing and inflation of three percent annually. Appendix C provides a detail of the future capital improvements
related to culinary water.

TABLE 5.1: CuLINaRY WATER CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS

ONSTRUCTION
PROJECT ESTIMATED COSTS YEAR COST TOTAL COST TO GROWTH g % WITHIN IFEP COSTTOIFA
“Source ) $2.199,000 $2,200,740 $2,200,740 "
465,600 $651,427 $154109 T890470
_BoosterPumps . $30000 | $38003 | §38003 - -
Total Capital Projects _ S2604600 | $2890171 | $2302853 | $90.170

Source: Millville City, LYRB

TRANSPORTATION

Table 5.2 illustrates the estimated cost of future capital improvements within the Service Area, as identified by the City. The total cost related to
growth is $1,817,102, based on construction timing and inflation of three percent annually. Appendix D provides details for the future capital
improvements related to transportation.

TABLE 5.2: TRANSPORTATION CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS

| CONSTRUCTION YR, COSTTO NEW
o Sw | TONCOS @m, |  Chgp | OOSTOMMUE | Cgpoum
Total  §22995820 | §34,155,716 §10,599,711 | $9,855,550
IFFP Projects (10 Year Horizon) $5,767,840 |  $6437.862 S2103064 | $1,817,102

Source: Millville City, LYRB &
PARKS AND RECREATION

Based on the expected changes in population over the planning horizon, the City will need to acquire and develop additional acres of parkland
and park improvements. This assumes the City will grow by 417 persons through 2025. A total of $636,537 in additional capital expenditures is
identified within the next ten years.

TABLE 5.3: PARKS CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS

! | POPULATION CosT 70 PARKS
TYPE OF IMPROVEMENT LAND VALUE PER CAPITA 5 V;{":;g::%?;m TOTA'&:’;?;EPER 1 INCREASE IFFP OVERIFFP
__ Horizon HoRrizon
_Neighborhood Parks 540 5201 L SV M $100,717
Community Parks | $398 5868 $1,267 M7 $528,593
Undeveloped ParkLand ST7 80 . ST T 81221
Total $1,525 $636,537

SYSTEM VS. PROJECT IMPROVEMENTS

System improvements are defined as existing and future public facilities designed to provide services to service areas within the community at
large.® Project improvements are improvements and facilifies that are planned and designed to provide service for a specific development
(resulting from & development activity) and considered necessary for the use and convenience of the occupants or users of that development.
To the extent possible, this analysis only includes the costs of system improvements related to new growth within the proportionate share analysis.

FUNDING OF FUTURE FACILITIES

The IFFP must also include a consideration of all revenue sources, including impact fees and the dedication of system improvements, which may
be used to finance system improvements.” In conjunction with this revenue analysis, there must be a determination that impact fees are
necessary to achieve an equitable allocation of the costs of the new facilities between the new and existing users.

WE PROVIDE SOL
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In considering the funding of future facilities, the City has determined the portion of future projects that will be funded by impact fees as growth-
related, system improvements. Impact fees are an appropriate funding and repayment mechanism of the growth-related improvements. Where
applicable, impact fees will offset the cost of future facilities. However, impact fees cannot be used to fund non-qualified expenses (i.e. to cure
existing deficiencies, to raise the level of service, to recoup more than the actual cost of system improvements, or to fund overhead). Other
revenues such as utility rate revenues, property taxes, sales tax revenues, grants, or loans can be used to fund these types of expenditures, as
described below.

UTILITY RATE REVENUES

Utility rate revenues serve as the primary funding mechanism within enterprise funds. Rates are established to ensure appropriate coverage of
all operations and maintenance expenses, debt service coverage, and capital project needs. Impact fee revenues are generally considered non-
operating revenues and help offset future capital costs. Rate revenues will be required to fund non-growth related capital improvements.

GENERAL FUND REVENUES

It is anticipated that the general fund revenues will continue to be a source of revenue for fulure park and transportation improvements,
maintenance and operations of future facilities, and level of service improvements. Impact fees will be necessary to help maintain the existing
level of service for new development. Where general fund monies are used to pay for growth related improvements, impact fees can be used as
a repayment mechanism to replace these funds.

GRANTS, DONATIONS AND DEVELOPER CONTRIBUTIONS

This analysis has removed all funding that has come from federal grants and donations to ensure that none of those infrastructure items are
included in the level of service. Therefore, the City's existing “level of service” standards have been funded by the City's existing residents.
Funding the future improvements through impact fees places a similar burden upon future users as that which has been placed upon existing
users through impact fees, property taxes, user fees, and other revenue sources,

Grants, donations or developer contributions are not specifically identified in this analysis related to funding of future improvements. However,
the impact fees should be adjusted if grant monies are received. New development may be entitled to a reimbursement for any grants or
donations received by the City for growth related projects, or for developer funded IFFP projects.

IMPACT FEE REVENUES

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

DEBT FINANCING

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

PROPOSED CREDITS OWED TO DEVELOPMENT

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

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

EQUITY OF IMPACT FEES

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

WE PROVIDE SOLUTIO!_\_!-S
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NECESSITY OF IMPACT FEES

An entity may only impose impact fees on development activity if the entity's plan for financing system improvements establishes that impact fees
are necessary to achieve parity between existing and new development. This analysis has identified the improvements to public facilities and the
funding mechanisms to complete the suggested improvements. Impact fees are identified as a necessary funding mechanism fo help offset the
costs of new capital improvements related to new growth. In addition, alternative funding mechanisms are identified to help offset the cost of
future capital improvements.
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SECTION 6: IMPACT FEE CALCULATION

The calculation of impact fees relies upon the information contained in this analysis. Impact fees are calculated based on many variables centered
on proportionality and level of service. The City currently provides culinary water to its residents and businesses. As a result of new growth, the
culinary system is in need of expansion to perpetuate the level of service ("LOS’) that the City has historically maintained. The Millville City
Culinary Water System Master Plan Update 2010 outlines the recommended capital projects that will maintain the established level of service.

PROPOSED CULINARY WATER IMPACT FEE

Impact fees for culinary water are calculated based on a defined set of costs specified for future development, as defined by the City. The total
project costs are divided by the total demand units the projects are designed to serve. Under this methodology, it is important to identify the
existing LOS and determine any excess capacity in existing facilities that could serve new growth. Impact fees are then calculated based on
many variables centered on proportionality share and LOS.

The culinary water impact fees proposed in this analysis will be assessed within the entire municipal boundaries. The table below illustrates the
appropriate impact fee to maintain the existing LOS, based on the assumptions within this document. The fee below represents the maximum
allowable impact fee assignable to new development.

TABLE 6.1: CuLINARY WATER IMPACT FEE PERERC

‘ ToTAL COSTTO PERCENTIN | COSTTO ERCs FEE PER
) . Cost GROWTH IFFPWiNDOW | IMPACT FEE SERVED ERC
Excess Capacity : A : : ;
Sowce | 183501 s44147 | 69% | $30500 | 126 | @ $243
Storage | §2,908,457 | $370,011 - 58% | $216,374 126 §$1.721
Distributon | 8730241 | 541498 100% | $41498 | 126 $330
__Subtotal Excess Capacity | $3,822,199 $455,656 T i $288,462 B | $2,294
_Future Projects R e 8 it bt T TR
_Future Source R | $2200740 | $2200,740 7 - 126
Future Storage i Sl 27 S S O - 1 S
_Future Distribution | 8651427 §154109 | 50% . 8$90470 |
, $38,003 - -
. st
_ Professional Expense. R 100% sa167 | 99 ]
TR — - T
Total 382,799 |

Approximately $90,170 of the future facilities are attributed to growth within the next ten years. In addition, a total of $288,462 of buy-in value is
applied to new growth, based on the original value of system assets. These costs, along with the professional expense result in a fotal cost to
growth of $382,799. The professional expense includes the current cost to update the IFFP and IFA. The professional expense and the costs for
future projects are apportioned based on the demand anticipated to be served by these facilities. The total fee per ERC is $3,053. The impact
fee per meter is shown below.

TABLE 6.2 IMPACT FEE PER METER SIz¢

METERSIZE(N) | MULTIPLER® | IMPACT FEEPER METER SIZE _
I _ 100 | B

1
BT I - 1 ~$10,166
2 o 516,272
3. 35,629
oA 2000 561,060
6 ; 4167 | $127.219

“ERC Multiplier based on updated AWWA M Manual "Water Meters'
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PROPOSED TRANSPORTATION IMPACT FEE
The proportionate share analysis determines the proportionate cost assignable to new development based on the proposed capital projects and
the new growth served by the proposed projects. The impact fee per trip is calculated below.

TABLE 6.3: TRANSPORTATION IMPACT FEE COST PER TRIP
- TOTAL QUALIFIED |

COSTTO NEW

o cost | WIONGWOROWW | powm TP COSTRRTRP
Existing Facilities . §1909982 | 72.7% | $1,388,978 8516 $163
Future Facilities §1,817,102 | 100.0% | ~ §1,817,102 8516 | $§213
ImpactFeeFundBalance | ($112248) | 1000% (3112246) 8516 ($13)
Professional Expense $4000 . 1000% $4000 R B
CTotal  $3,618,838 | 53,097,834 ‘ $369
TABLE 6.4: TRANSPORTATON IMPACT FEE BY LAND-USE TYPE
LANDUSE | _ITE CoDES PER | ADJUSTED TRIPS IMPACT FEE
_Residential Dwellings e Unit 4T $1,764
General Commercial | 8228 o KSFO 7.76 $2,859
Manufacturing/Warehousing 14010 KSF 185 | $680

PROPOSED PARK IMPACT FEE

The methodology utilized in this analysis is based on the increase in residential demand. The growth driven method utilizes the existing level of
service and perpetuates that LOS into the future. Impact fees are then calculated to provide sufficient funds for the entity to expand or provide
additional facilities, as growth occurs within the community. Under this methodology, impact fees are calculated fo ensure new development
contributes the same level of investment as existing development while maintaining the current LOS standards in the community. This approach
is often used for public facilities that are not governed by specific capacity limitations and do not need to be built before development occurs (i.e.
park faciliies).

The park impact fees proposed in this analysis will be assessed within all areas of the City. Utilizing the estimated land cost per acre by park
type and the cost per acre to provide the same level of improvements, the total fee per capita is $1,573. The impact fee per residential unit is
shown in Table 6.6.

TABLE 6.5: PARK IMPACT FEE PER CAPITA

| i VALUE OF IMPROVEMENTS PER

o | LanDVALUEPERCAPITA CapiTA TOTAL VALUE