“MILLVILLE CITY

CULINARY WATER, TRANSPORTATION & PARK
IMPACT FEE ANALYSIS (IFA)

MARCH 2016

—

e
LEWIS [[[f YOUNG
ROBERTSON & BURNINGHAM, .

GATEWAY PLAZA ELNLDING = &I N. RIO GRANDC, STE 101 » SaLy Lasx CITy, UT BRIOT
{F) EOT-3@0-0F00 = (TF) BOG-S51-1 100 - {F) SOI-566-2000 - wam.lows¥oumc.con



GUUN'WWATER.TsAnsPORTAmr_L&PARK\FA e i s : A ; ¢
MILLVILLE, UTAH i R e s B SR E Rl e -_ MARCA2016"

TABLE OF CONTENTS

SECTION 1: EXECUTIVE SUMMARY......
PROPOSED IMPACT FEES

SECTION 2: GENERAL IMPACT FEE METHODOLOGY

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

SERVICE AREAS Luvevassmsmsersenss
DEMAND UNITS covvvaavaeumassasssemssseses
LEVEL OF SERVICE STANDARDS

Excess CAPACITY
FUNDING OF EXISTING FACILITIES ...vvvseessonsessessmsssssssmsssspusssssazssssss sttt s

SECTION 5: CAPITAL FACILITY ANALYSIS
SySTEM vS. PROJECT IMPROVEMENTS ..oorvvriemmssees
FUNDING OF FUTURE FACILITIES .ooooreiroroenvmeemens
ProPOSED CREDITS OWED TC DEVELOPMENT .......
EQUITY OF IMPACT FEES ..coo ccnsimssmsssmessress
NECESSITY OF |MPACTFEES

SECTION 6: IMPACT FEE CALCULATION

PRrOPOSED CULINARY WATER IMPACT FEE ccveiiinnes

PROPOSED TRANSPORTATION IMPACT FEE... R 17
PROPOSED PARK IMPACT FEE ocooiinissirrmrmermeene

NON-STANDARD CULINARY s -

...... 17

C.ONSIDERATION OF ALL REVENUE SOURCES «.c.or
EXPENDITURE OF IMPACT FEES...ccimvvneerarenees e — o
GROWTH-DRIVEN EXTRAQRDINARY COSTS coovvvvveernineens I
SUMMARY OF TIME PRICE DIFFERENTIAL 18

APPENDIX A: CULINARY WATER DEMAND AND LOS DISCUSSION

APPENDIX B: PARK INVENTORY cocovuansissnsssssssssamsasmsmssssssissssmsness ot
APPENDIX C: CULINARY WATER FUTURE CAPITAL PROJECTS .overrinannees

APPENDIX D: TRANSPORTATION FUTURE CAPITAL PROJECTS cooumeisirsnmneses




ULINAR'( WATER Tamsmmnor\, & PARK: IFA o

EMLVILE Unan ™ : Lo e e . MarcH2016

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 incumred; 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. |Ifallora 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.

LEWS YOUNS ROBERTSON & BURNINGHAM
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DEFINITIONS

The following acronyms are used in this document and expanded below:

ADT: Average Daily Trips

ERC: Equivalent Residential Connection Based on "M
Gal: Gallons

GPM:  Gallons per Minute

IFA: Impact Fee Analysis

IFFP:  ImpactFee Facilities Plan

Los:  Levelof Service

LYRB: Llewis Young Robertson and Burningham, Inc.

Sq.Ft. Square Feet

LEws YOuNG ROBERTEON A BURNNG

cter Size
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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 362, the “Impact Fees
Acl,” and help Millville City (:he “City") plan necessary capital improvements for future growth. This document will address the future culinary
water, transportation and park infrastructure needed to serve the City through the next six to 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 refies 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 Gity. 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
fulure.

= 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 capita is $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 248 GPM of excess capacity at the existing LOS of 1.37 GPM per
ERC. The culinary water storage component has 282,604 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-
in to 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.

% OQutstanding Debt: The City has three pieces of outstanding debt that have been included in this analysis: the 1897A Water
Bonds, 19978 Water Bonds, and the 2006 Water Revenue Bonds. Accarding 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 faciliies will be funded through & 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
" Park (Single Famiy Residential] ___ s 2000 T sazszl  167T%
_Culinary Water (PerERC)" $3,053 $3,700 | ($647) | (17%)
 Transportaticn (Residential) . $1,764 $4748 L ($2,985) : . \63%)
Total g 510,148 $10,449 | (3%)
‘OneERCisequaltoat’meter. E—
TABLE 1.2: CULINARY WATER IMPACT FEE BY METER SIZE TABLE 1.3: PARK IMPACT FEE SCHEDULE
.. ¢ Nominal | ImpactFee | | Persons | Fee per
Meter Size (0) | muttplier* |  \mpactFeeper i | pertt | HH
1.00 ] _ Single-Family (per unit) 339 | 85332
199 186075 . _MuitFamiy (perunit) |
2 319
3 6.99
4 11.98 i TABLE 1.4: TRANSPORTATION IPACT FEE SCHEDULE
6| 2495 | §76,172 i Adjusted | Impact
i D - IP ;
*ERC Multiplier based on updated AWWA M6 Land Uae PET | Trips | Fee
Manual "Water Meters” Residential Dwellings - Unit_| 479 | §1,764
General Commercial | KSF | 7.76 | $2,859

oo ManufacturingWarehousing | KSF | 185 | 880
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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 intenced
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 capacily 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 foundaticn 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 FAGILITIES 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 Facilities 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 inventary of existing facilities is important to properly determing the excess capacity of existing facilties
and the utiiization 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 o maintain the
PROPORTIONATE SHARE ANALYSS - 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 proportionale
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 impase 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).

OFIcE BO1.50B.0700 P §01.505.2800
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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 includes all areas

within the City, 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
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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 t0 reach 700 units by 2025, based on
a growth rate of 2.0 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 t0 2,323 by the year 2025, reflecting an AARG of 2.0 percent. A comparison of poputation growth
from 2000 to 2010 shows an AAGR of 1.96 percent.

TABLE 34 WATER: ERC GROWTH PROJECTIONS TABLE 3.2 PARK: POPULATION PROJECT'IONS

Year ERC Est. YEAR POPULATION

2015 574 2015 . _ 1,806

2016 585 2016 1.944

2017 597 2017 B RS

2018 609 2018 o202

s e 2019, e 2,063

'20.20 o o 634 o _2(52_0 R 2,104

"2024 o ga6 2021 S 26

2022 ' 659 2022 - 2,188

2023 673 - 2233

wps 68 . — l 2277

025 700 o2 233

' NeijEEE;T; ﬁ:ﬁwﬂww Lr;l_e-w-'pc')pﬁla‘lion o { 4‘11__ P__J_

- :guér;'g'é'hﬁéizekéiﬁ;jé Family) ;'_"_:_f_:ﬂa'ggj -
Average HH Size (Singe Fami) .

H‘o_lggllg[d_iizre_ba_#sed on 2008-2013 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 numboer 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 wil need to expand its current faciliies 1o accommodaie new growth.
The current and future trip counts aré shown in Table 3.3 and Table 3.4. ltis anticipated that trips on existing roadways will increase as @ result
of new development with 2 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

: fa "“Developed | Developed | pappy Tri . Entering/ . Passby CurrentPea{cm
bndse | PR dess DailyTPS | pgng | Adstment . HowTORS.

“General Com
Méndfa"E{GﬁhgnNar'eEB&é‘iﬁﬁ"H'§HT'F'F

TABLE 3.4: TRANSPORTATION BUILDOUT TRIPS

Total Trips @ -

Land Use | FAR | ] | Futre Paly Trgs Build-out

ential Dwelﬁﬁﬁé
Non-Residential
General Cnmrﬁérc’sai - , !

E

e

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 lo ensure that the new capacities of projects financed through
impact fees do not exceed the established standard.

“Lews Y0(aiG ROBERTSONE RGN, NG, SALT LAKE G, Uriuget0tOFFCE 501’536, 0700 FAX B01.596.2800
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The existing and proposed culinary water LOS for the source compoenent 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 valued 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 OF SERVICE

_Actual Existing LOS Provided LOS i Proposed LOS . Measurement
‘Source (Observed) j 137 | 137 ) GPM per ERC |
o Fouimon- Eregre | Am | um G
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
_ Neighborhaod Parks . $40 5201 $241
 Community Parks ‘ 5308 5868 §1,267
Undeveloped Park Land . ! ST e §17

TABLE 3.7: TRANSPORTATION LEVEL OF SERVICE

Summary Level of Service ‘ Category
Intersection Congestion i D or higher
Roadway Congestion Level ! D or higher

LEwiS YOUNG ROBERTS
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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
APACITY (GPM
SUMMER (GPM) VCA!:’-ACITY[GAFLPNSV)” LENGTH (FEET) CAPACITY (GPM)
P oL B Storage Distibition.s . v cBoosterStations . .
Total Mg 230000

Source: Milluille"b'itymw

According to the City's financial statements, the current systemis valued at $5,320,112. Isolating only system improvements that can be identfied
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 VALUE

- PRINCIPAL : B INTEREST o ToTtaL

i ;Sgu}E; e e "—___is'i é?,ﬂﬂg 556,512 - e $1é3|531 :
PG ! $2017,500 $890,957 _ " 52,908,457
.-‘Disiribution . $506,544 I $223‘.597 5730:241_

Source: Millville City

PARKS AND RECREATION
Tne 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.

TasLE 4.3: PARKS & RECREATION EXISTING FACILITIES

PARK TYPE . CITY PARKS SYSTEM 1 TOTALACREAGE

Neighborhood Park North Park 100 East 450 North 2,67
" Commurity Park I South Park 500 East 300 South o Tt
_Undeveloped Park Land |_South Park Undeveloped ' 050
Total S ' - 1467

Table 4.4 illustrates the lotal 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, Arts, Parks and Zoo (RAPZ)
fundg, as well as grants. The City received a total of $414,259 in RAPZ funds which has been excluded from this analysis.

TABLE 4.4: PARKS LEVEL OF SERVICE

 Summary Level of Service (Cost per Capita) | Land Value per Capita_Improvement Value per Capita ___ Total Value per Capi .
Neighborhood Parks = $40 | §201 | §241
Community Parks o $398 $868 51,267
Undeveloped Park Land ‘ | $17 | - 7 T s

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
$66,000 per acre.

LEW YounG ROSERTSON & BURNNGHAM, NG, SALT LAKE Oy, Uran 8410%. D=ACE 801 5960700 FAX801,506.2800



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.

TfaBLE 4.5: TRANSPORTATION DETERMINATION OF ORIGINAL VALUE

TRANSPORTATION INFRASTRUCTURE VALUE
Sidewalks $509,585
Cuos ) $136,734
Roads 51,976,335
LandUnderRoads $925.835
e ————
___I-_-e_ss_Pr.o'j.écl Improvements (8714,803) -
© LessGrantFunding - T (5923,604)
Impact Fee Eligible Value T $1,900,982

Source: Millville City

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 appliad 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 WATER SOURCE TaBLE 4.7: CULINARY WATER STORAGE

URIT . s s ! i Unir
Tota Soure Capaciy v oowt TowlSoage Capatty 230000 GAL
Existng Demand 186 gem LessFire Suppression 1020000  GAL
BcessCopssly T 3 o Remainng Capacty 1280000 GAL
% Excess Capacity T a0 Existing Used Capacity 987,395  GAL
ERCs Served by Excess Capacity 182 | ERCs Total Excess Capaclty 604 GAL
New ERCs in IFFP 126 | ERCs % ExcessCapacty O 127%
Percentto IFA 89.3% "ERCs Served by Excess Capacty 215 ERCs
Remaining ERCs to Serve in IFFP S New ERCs in IFFP 126 ERCs
Base Value of Existing Faciliies ~~ $183,501 Percent to [FA : 585%
Cost oflssuaqce ) C _ Remaining ERCsto Sg_rve'in 'IF_FP =
Total Base Value $183,501 Base Value of Existing Faciliies $2,908,457
% Excess Capacity 24.1% i __Cq_s_! _nf [ﬁsuance -
Excess Capacity Value T Tsadar Total Base Value ) © $2,908.457
Percentto IFA 69.3% % Excess Capacity L 12T%
“CosttofFA i T CTLEETE $30,590 11 il ExcessCapacityValie ~ $370011

- o PercenttoIFA ' 585%

TCOSHOIFA " o i b ] qE A
TABLE 4.8: CULINARY WATER DISTRIBUTIOR S o
% OF
ERLS . ToTaL

Year: 2015 . N 574 26%
New ERCs in IFFP 126 6%
_Bulld OWERCs e 22212 100%
Total Base Value 730,241
PercenttolFA ) 45.1% i
SCosttolFA . - " ow T 1,498

LEWS YOUNGROBERTSON & BURNINGHAN AXB0T508.2800 - -
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TRANSPORTATION

The buy-in to 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. It is 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 & combination of different revenue sources, including general utility fund revenues,
he 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 1987A 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
{o 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 RECREATICN

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 City received a total of $414,259 in RAPZ funds which
has been excluded from this analysis.

. LEws YoUN ROBERTSON 8 BURNINGHAM, ING. 8015960700 74X 8015952800 :
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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 INPROVEMENTS

| CONSTRUCTION

PROJECT ESTIMATED COSTS . YEAR COST TOTAL | COST TO GROWTH 3 % WITHIN IFFP i COSTTOIFA
_ 52,199,000 $2,200740 | §2,200740 -1 =
$465,600 | $651,427 $154,109 58% $90,170
TonslerPumps L S0000 | TSR0 SOB i
Total Capital Projects ' $2604600  $2,890,171 $2,392,853 T sen170

" 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.

TASLE 5.2: TRANSPORTATION CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS

| CONSTRUCTIONYR. | COSTTO NEW
TOTETST : " cost COST TO MILLVILLE " GrowT
$22,995,820 | $34155.716 §10599.711 .  $9,855,550
$5,767,840 $6,437,862 $2,103,084 : $1,817,102

" Source: Milville City, LYRB

PARKS AND RECREATION

Basad 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.

TASLE 5.3: PARKS CAPITAL IMNPROVEMENTS

; POPULATION | CosTT0 PARKS
TYPE OF IMPROVEMENT LAND VALUE PER CAPITA i VAT:ER :::%E;Tm i TOTA'(‘::;#E RER INCREASE IFFP i OVERIFFP
| R HORZON ! HomzoN
$201 | §241 47 | $100,717
CommunityParks i $868 $1,267 417 1 $528,593
“Undeveloped ParkLand | _ S NN 2 TN 5 O
Total B - $1525 | | §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.5 Project improvements are improvements and faciliies that are planned and designed to provide service for a specific development
(resulting from a development activity) and considered necessary for the use and convenience of the occupants or users of that development 8
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 lo 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 naw facilities between the new and existing users.®

LEWiE YOUNG ROBERTEON & BURNINGHAH, 1 5062800 .
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in considering the funding of future facilities, the City has determined the partion 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 growtn-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 {ax 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 fes 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 future 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 @ 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 lo 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 cannat 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.

DEeBT 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 (o
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 allaws 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: (2) dedicates
land for a system improvement; (b) builds and dedicates some Of all of a system improvement; or () 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.
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NECESSITY OF IMPACT FEES

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

LEWIS YOUNG RORERTSON & BURNINGHAM, INC. " SaLT L



- CULINARY.WATER, TRANSPORTATION; & PARKIFA

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 mainiain the established leve! 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 PER ERC

| TotAL ! CosTTO  PERCENTIN CosTTo . ERCs | FEEPER
| COST | GROWTH . IFFPWiNDOW | IMPACTFEE | SERVED | ERC
Excess Capacity A g e R L e SRR ' -
_Source T 18183501 1 Sa4td7 _ 6%
T ST —— 152,908,457 | 370,011 58%
_ Distribution : . 3 C o satg0e o 100% |
: ubtotal Excess (:,apacity ) i 5‘455,6;55_“ o T
A S —— =1
Future Distribution - Cstad0s
Future Booster Pi $38,003

" Subtotal Other
Total

“l§6716535  S2852615

Approximately $30,170 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 total cost 10
growth of $382,788. 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 facilifies. The total fee per ERC is $3,053. The impact
fee per meter is shown below.

TABLE 6.2: IMPACT FEE PER METER SIZE
__Meter Size (in) Nominal Multiplier* | Impact Fee per Meter Size
| 1.00 !

$3,053

ERC Mullpiier based on updated AVWA M Manual ‘Waler Meters” -

Lewi YouNG ROBERTSON & BURNINGRAH,INC. SALT Lake Crrv AiTan 84101 OFRc pt-.sgs_,n?ocr;\x-aa1.5aéf2'aec‘f.-'“




‘CULINARYWATER, TRANSPORTATION, & PARKIFA ~

SV E UTAH ‘ MaRCH 2016

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 lrip is calculated below.

TABLE 6.3: TRANSPORTATION IMPACT FEE COST PER TRIP
| TOTALQUAUFED | %TONEW  COSTTONEW i

: ecer Growmi i Gl | TRIPS | CoSTPERTRIP
‘Existing Faciltes | $1909982 . 727% 51388978 — P _ §183
Future Feciitles 1 §$1817402 | L 1000% ... 5213
Impact Fee Fund Balance : (§112,246) 100.0% | (813)
ProfessionalExpense 1 S4000 1 J00.0% L BO00 IO i 0.
Total : $3,618838 §3,007,834 = $369

TABLE 6.4: TRANSPORTATION IMPACT FEE BY LAND-USE TYPE

|_ITE CODES . PER . ADJUSTEDTRIPS |  IMPACTFEE
| 210 | Unit - 479 | §1,764
| 822,860,862, 869, 875, 890, 942 | KSF 5 e $2,859

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 to 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 facilities).

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

LAND VALUEPERCAPITA | VALUEOF ""CTP?::ME"“PER TOTAL VALUE PER CAPITA

Neighborhood Parks $201 5241
‘Communily Parks - $866 $1,267
_Undeveloped Parkland IR —— L
_Other ARe T . ' : '
Prof.g‘s§ipnrarl Services Expense » 511.,-ﬂj?
‘Estimate of Impact Fee Per Capita B - '
TABLE 6.6: PARK IMPACT FEE PER BY LAND-USE TYPE
_IMPACTFEEPERHH | PERSONS PER HH . FEEPERHH

) 339 85332

1.04 | o $1,636

NON-STANDARD CULINARY WATER IMPACT FEES

The City reserves the right under the Impact Fees Act to assess an adjusted fee that more closely maltches the true impact that the land use will
have upon public facilities.™® This adjustment could result in a lower impact fee if the City determines that a particular user may create a different
impact than what is standard for its land use.

CONSIDERATION OF ALL REVENUE SOURCES

The Impact Fees Act requires the proportionate share analysis to demonstrate that impact fees paid by new development are the most equitable
method of funding growth-related infrastructure. See Section 5 for further discussion regarding the consideration of revenue sources.

EXPENDITURE OF IMPACT FEES

Legislation requires that impact fees should be spent or encumbered within six years after each impact fee is paid. Impact fees collected in the
next five to six years should be spent only on those projects outlined in the IFFP as growth related costs to maintain the LOS.

LEws YouNG ROBERTSON & BURNINGHAM; ING, - SALT LAKE Cirv, UTwi 841
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GROWTH-DRIVEN EXTRAORDINARY COSTS

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

SUMMARY OF TIME PRICE DIFFERENTIAL

The Impact Fees Act allows for the inclusion of a time price differential to ensure that the future value of costs incurred at a later date are
accurately calculated to include the costs of construction inflation. This analysis has included an annual infiationary multiplier of three percent to

account for construction year costs.

LEWIS YOUNG ROBERTSON & BURNINGHAR, INS,  SALT LAKE CITy, UTAH 84101 OFFICE 801.596.0700 FAx 801.596.2800
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APPENDIX A: CULINARY WATER DEMAND AND LOS DISCUSSION

MEMORANDUM
DATE: September 28, 2015
TO: Lewis Young Robertson & Burningham Inc
CC: Mayor Mike Johnson

FROM: Zan Murray S.E.
SUBJECT:  Culinary Water Source and Storage Amounts for Impact Fee Analysis

%

Over the past 18 months we have been updating the General Plan for Millville City. Along with the General Plan
update, Lewis Young Robertson & Burningham Inc (LYRB) has been updating the impact fees for the culinary water
system. As part of that update, water source and storage level of service and latent capacity values have been
reviewed by J-U-B to ensure that they are reasonable.

Water Storage

Currently Millville City has water storage of 2.3 million gallons (MG). According to Utah Administrative Code R-309-
510-8, water systems must provide equalization storage, fire storage and emergency storage. Equalization and fire
storage are dictated by rules and codes. Emergency storage amounts are set by the water system provider,
Equalization storage is set by rule from the Division of Drinking Water (DDW). The current DDW requirement for
equalization storage is 400 gallons per connection and 2,848 gallons per irrigated acre. With 574 connections in the
city, and an equivalent of 292 connections irrigating approximately 0.25 acres each, the current equalization storage
required is 437,504 gallons,

At this time, Millville has a fire storage requirement of 1.02 MG according to the International Fire Code (IFC). This is
because of a church located in the community that does not have fire sprinkler protection. Most structures in Millville
only require 120,000 gallons of storage per the IFC.

Emergency storage is determined by the public water system. This is typically in terms of peak day demand (PDD).
Emergency Storage for public water systems will often vary between 0.5 PDD and 1 PDD. Peak Day Demand for
Millville according to historical records from the public works department is 1.1 MG (pp. 5 Source Feasibility Study).

With a very high volume of fire flow storage required by the IFC, it would be highly improbable to have a fire at the
church and a situation where a PDD of emergency storage would be required. That would be a combined total of 2.12
MG of water used in one day. That is nearly five times the equalization storage required by the DDW. To be more
realistic, we recommend that the city use 1/2 a peak day water usage or 550,000 gallons for emergency storage.
Therefore the storage Level of Service per connection should be 400 gallons for equalization and 958 gallons for
emergency storage for a total of 1358 gallons per connection. This is based on 574 connections in the city.

Latent storage is the remaining storage not used for equalization, fire or emergency storage. Given the storage
requirements above, latent storage is 2.3 MG (total) - 0.4375 MG (equalization) - 1.02 MG (fire)- 0.55 MG (emergency)
=0.30 MG (latent). Therefore there is storage capacity for 221 connections left in the system.

Water Source

The sources of water in Millville must be equal to or greater than the Peak Day Demand. At this time, Millville's Sources
can produce 1035 gallons per minute (pp 6 Source Feasibility Study) or 1,490,400 gallons per day. In comparison, the
historic PDD for the city has been 1.1MG. That means that the city is at 74% of capacity and should look for additional
sources of water for the system. They are currently developing several of the options outlined in the Source Feasibility
Study to meet the upcoming demand.

LEWIS YOUNG 'RDBERT$ON &BiR} INGE
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Based upon the Source Feasibility Study, the historic PDD was 11 MG for 521 connections. That equates to a source
Level of Service of 2,111 gallons per connection. Source latent capacity is now 390,400 gallons per day. This means
that there is capacity for 185 connections to the city water supply.

Summary

As this memo was prepared, we reviewed the Source Feasibility Study and the Millville City Hydraulic Model Design
Elements and System Capacity — Expansion Report. We also based our conclusions in this memo with actual usage
data collected by the city to be more accurate in the analysis and defendable for the impact fees.

L T _%;E:.?»js}'(d{qNsﬁ@éEH?gbﬁ_&B' RN
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APPENDIX B: PARK INVENTORY

PaRX Tree fror Ciry Pagycs SYsTew
. Neighborheed Park

Srarus Lano VaLue

CEwsueg gIEEN

" Communtty Park

T g Exsting  §755.000
_ Undeveloped Park Land

. R E Underioped s
Touls $868819
Augsines, CiTY Pasxs Srsen ‘“‘P e PAVLION LARGE a

Neighborhood Park
Cost Perlinit £100,00 200,000
Yes (7]
§58.000
Community Park ;
South Park S0 east 300Sauth | Yes o
$84.000
... Jowl Amenities RN i
Total Cost " 52200
PasaanG LOT PER OPEN GRASS AREA-
s QFT Aces
Neighborhood Park . . -
Cost Per Unit §50535
Morth Park 100 East dS0 Noath | SRS 2
Subtotal $106,250
Community Park
South Park 300 £as) 300 South ’ s
Subtata 8303570
i
. Total Amenities []
Total Cost 409,820
VALuATION Ty Pasxs SYSTEM ! ] | TOTaL IMPROVEMENT VALUE PER CAPTA TOTAL VALUE PER Capta

wMaoorhasd Pk,

igsi T §23243

5550
_ Commundy Park = :
R ... Sout Par 508 East 350 South $1.256.08
S “Unspentimpact Fee Furd Baance sy

" Undeveioped Park Land o )
ety . s
Tetal Level of Service Vaiue ... $2.037.7% §1.525.25

LEWS Y0hG ROIERTSON & BURKINGHAM
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APPENDIX C: CULINARY WATER FUTURE CAPITAL PROJECTS
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2011 CONSTRUCTION
| CONSTRUCTION Year CosT |
| CostTora | . Toa

| CoNsTRUCTION | % CosT 10
Y !

r
]
ProJECT |
|

Source

GRovnn !

CosT T0
GROWTH

% WITHIN
IFFP ‘ CostrolFA

“~Garr Sping Wae 3018 $56.000 §59.740

100% i

§50,740

2016
" Park Well Upgrade

e i 2015
Glenridge Well Blending |

i $206,000
... 2015 |

[ 5206.000
$395,000

$395,000

100% |
“H00%

.§206,00

Glenridge Well Aquifer Storageand |

 Recovery 2015 §480,000

$490,000

100% |

$490,000

L —— L2005
Sub Tolal

_$1,050,000 $1,050,000

szz 740

T00%

$1,050,000
$2,200, 740

52 159 01]0 1
" Distribution Nkl LTS
Install an & water fine alang 200 Eastfrom
Center Street to 100 North, This will provide
adequate fire low 1o the homes on the east
end of Center Street. (1,840 of 8" pipe x
$40/ft)
Install an 8" line along 300 South from 550
East down to 400 East with a PRV at 450
East. This line will connect the homes above
the canal along 300 South to the upper
pressure zone to provide adequale pressure
to these homes. (1000' 8° pipe x $40/f +
$50k for PRV)
Install an 8" line along 80 East from 500
North to 650 North. This will enable the
distribution system to provide adequate fire
flow protection at the hydrant located at 750
North on Main Street (1670° 8" pipe x $40/ft)
When the existing booster pumps nears the
end of its usable life, replace and upsize
pumps to meet demands for the next 15
years..
Replace and upsize emshng 4"line along
200 S to an 8" line (3260’ 8" pipe x $40/ft)
Replace and upsize extsling 47line along 100
W10 an 8 line (1870' 8" "pipe x S40/R)

Sub-Total

Booster Pump Stations SRR e
When the existing  booster | pumps nearsthe
end of its usable life, replace and upsize
pumps to meeting demands for the next 15
LJears .

2020 $73,600

2020 $90,000 §104335 50%

2030 $66,800 $104,072

2023 $30,000 $38,003

2030 $130 400 $203 159

$74.800 $116, 536

$465,600

2030

$30,000 $38,003 100%

e

$85,323 -1

100%

20%
20%

651,427 ﬁ 4% s154108

§52,167

$38,003

$40,362

$23,307

Sub-Total 530,000 $38.003

100%

100% $52,167

100% $38,003

90,170

N Comhlned Total Caplta ) ,52-55..?5:599..”;,.,‘.

LEwis YOUNG ROBERTSON & BURNINGHAM, ING.” SALTLaKE Cirv, Uk 84101 OFFICE 501.596.0700 £ 8015962800
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APPENDIX D: TRANSPORTATION FUTURE CAPITAL PROJECTS

CONSTRUCTION  ©  MILLVILLE Costto . %T1ONEw = CostToNew
! LocaTion PROJECT DESCRIPTION ToraL Cost Yeag Cost ; Cost | Muvete : Growm GROWTH
. Mainto 100 W (curve) | New construclion —SIS2A00 1 S19BI02 | 0% | SM96110  SO% | $99055
. Mainto 200E New construction $838,000 $971,472 | 50% §485,736 100% $485.735
10051 100N [Newconstrugtion 25 $981,036 % ... 5332 M00% | SM3362
50 N to City Boundary construct 750,920 35% $262,822 100% 52628
L 250E 10550 ]

construction |
New construction

§1,254,914 5% _00% 5439700
5%

300Nt 400N 50% 186,907

tal B 1 T R TR TS (T Tstose T T 855550
Within [FFP
Planning Horizon - L s $o437862 52,103,084 $1,817,102

LEess YOG ROBEATEON & BURNINGHASA. ik

SRk 90115352600
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Capital Improvement Plan for Parks

Project Park Year Cost Info
New restrooms by splash pad | South Park 1-2 years $10,000 remainder of RAPZ
Parking South side (400 N) North Park 2-5 years $35,000
Irrigation system South Park 2-5 years $150,000
Parking lot East side South Park 2-5 years $50,000
Top soil, grass and sprinklers Mond-Aire Park 2-5 years $75,000
Small playground Mond-Aire Park 2-5 years $40,000
Volieyball court Mond-Aire Park 2-5 years $6,000
Trail 300 South 2-5 years $10,000 Grants pay for rest?
Bleachers for ball diamonds South Park 1-2 years $5,000
5 year TOTAL $381,000

Additional property West Glenridge Park 5-10 years $50,000 100 ft. protection area
Irrigation system Glenridge Park 5-10 years $20,000
Fence 2 sides Glenridge Park 5-10 years $18,000 $30/ft x 600 ft
Basketball Court Glenridge Park 5-10 years $55,000

10 year GRAND TOTAL $524,000

$381,000 / 5 years = $76,200 / $5,000 impact fee = 15 building permits per year.

$524,000 / 10 years= $52,400 / $5,000 impact fee = 10 building permits per year.

* General Plan Parks & Trails Vision: “Millville promotes a future that enhances outdoor and natural recreation
opportunities while protecting open space and sensitive lands.”

* “Residents like the rural character of Millville. Preservation, enhancement and thoughtful development of
open space can provide a variety of experiences while maintaining the rural character.” (General Plan)

e Asthe community grows,

desired.

Q;zals:

Maintain and reflect the rural character in all parks and trails projects.
Provide recreation opportunities for all ages and user groups.

more parks and open space are needed to provide the diversity and quality of life




Millville City
Water Distribution System CIP

% of Cost to
Priority Project Description OPC Impact | Timeframe
Fees

1 lnsta.ll an 8" water line along 200 East from Center Street to 100 North. This will 473,600 0% 5 Years
provide adequate fire flow to the homes on the east end of Center Street. (1,840
of 8" pipe x $40/ft)
Install an 8" line along 300 South from 550 East down to 400 East with a PRV at

2 450 East. This line will conne.zct the homes above the canal along 300 Sout'h :o ?he $90,000 50% S Years
upper pressure zone to provide adequate pressure to these homes. (1000' 8" pipe
x $40/ft + $50k for PRV)
Install an 8" line along 80 East from 500 North to 650 North. This will enable the
distribution system to provide adequate fire flow protection at the hydrant

3 located at 750 North on Main Street {1670 8" pipe x $40/ft) ' 566,800 0% 15years
When the existing booster pumps nears the end of it's usable life, replace and
upsize pumps to meet demands for the next 15 years

4 $30,000 100% 8-10 Years
Replace and upsize existing 4" line along 200 S to an 8" fine (3260' 8" pipe x $40/ft)

5 $130,400 20% 1SYears
Replace and upsize existing 4" line along 100 W to an 8" line (1870' 8" pipe x

40/ft

6 S40/f0) $74,800 20% 15Years
Automate Garr Spring Water Irrigation Turns for use in Culinary System

8 $58,000 100% 2016
Upgrade Park Well to 900 GPM Capacity (Glenn's Electric Quote)

9 100% 2016

$35,000

10 2017
Glenridge Well Aquifer Storage and Recovery $100,000 100%

11 2030
New Well $1,050,000 100%

$1,708,600




Cont of 6 Rosd/it |

MILLVILLE FUTURE TRANSPORTATION CAPITAL PROJECTS conerstovets | comarnomps | icenccon | mnetin | oot e
Date: September 14, 101% $ 450,00 | 550.00 | § 28005 29.000.00 | § 3690000 | § £5,00000 | § 60,00000

A [ [ £ ¥ G
S50 Noth  Iawn to 100 W (turee) Mew tonatruction 2016 3200 2 $1.845.600.00 $0.00 $73.61.00 $1.924.400.00 10% % $50.170.00
£ to 200 O 2010 3600 3 7 $720.000.00 £60.000 00 $58,000.00 0% 100% $419.000 00
00T 160310 100 W Hew conitr e von 2020 1835 3 2 $668.250.00 $60.000.00 $58.000.00 5% 100% $T6,387.30
E 450 N 1o Caty Bonmlary [Hew construe ion 2010 1375 [3 1 5615.750.00 $0.00 $29.000.00 5% loom 5220,712 50
Center St 1250110550 Hew construciion 200 2180 [ 1% $981,000.00 $0.00 $101.500.00 3N 100% 37867500
100t 300 N 10 800 N Frw construction 2020 650 100 1 $393,040 00 $0.00 536.500.00 X 5% 0% 163,227 80
00 W 200 § 10 300 N toew 2025 2300 &0 3 $1,271,600.00 50.00 $110, 700.00 $1,322.300.00 % 100% 48 3,805.00
200 W 100 Wiw 175 W 2025 410 66 05 5184,500 00 $60,000.00 $14,500.00 $259,000.00 100% 100% 254.000.00
B 3005 10 5005 2025 1485 [ 1 $668.250.00 5800 $29,000.00 SEA7,250.00 100% 100% 647,150 01
B 300 1 Center Widenng ol exnting 1028 055 2070 3 3 $931.500.00 50,00 $87.000.00 51.018,500.00 &% B 331,012.50
Center St [West end o 2030 460 86 $307.000.00 50.00 5000 $207.000.00 D 100 103.500.00
5005 100 W 10 3500 Kew conitruction 2030 5175 [1] H $2.991.150.00 5130.000.00 515830000 53.379.250.00 % 100% $1,182.807.50
Fan 5t 3005 10 00 3 New conitiution 1030 660 80 1 $381.580.00 30,00 53650000 $500.00000 591838000 B 100% $455.190.00
B Maen 10 100 t {Shae) Hew comtruction 2030 730 & 05 $328.500.0 $60,006.00 514,500.00 40300000 o 50% S0.00
2008 MO0 110 b8 1 Nerw conatruction 7030 2000 ) $1.356,000.00 $6.00 $36.90000 $1.191.900.00 23 1005 50.00
200 W %50 N 1o 750 W {2100'5) few Lonstiucuon 2030 1385 3 $623.250.01 50.00 $29,000.00 652.250.00 5% 200 128,287 50
50U W %50 N to 750 N (2100 S) New consirction 2030 1385 [1] $800.530 0 50.00 $36.900.00 5317.430.00 355 100% 293.100 50
TS H 00 W 10 300W [New constiuetion 7030 680 66 $306.600.00 560.000 00 $25,000.00 $395.000.00 T 100 138.350.00
750N SRI6S weit 1 600 West New constructon 2035 2850 [ $2.62642000 563,000 00 $73.300.00 $1.200.000.00 $4,165.220.00 0% 160% 416.512.00
(400 W T% N 1o City boundary [Mew Contruenion T 2035 2800 [T $1,618,400.00 $65.000.00 536,900 00 $1.720.300 00 5% 200% 602,105 00
== Tou! $6.773.002.50

\mesﬁlﬁi

New construction

5

550 North  [Man 10 100 W [ Widenng of exnting road $
200 W 200 1o No., City banet Mew constiuction § 1113,2¢6000
o N 150 W t0 200 W Hew construction §  137,50000
200 N 150'W 10 200 W New constiuction $  157.500.00
200 M 150 W [Bridge replace and upsize § 6000000
Totsl 5 4885,28000
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RECOMMENDATION FOR IMPACT FEE ORDINANCE RMJ 4-16

Email Response — Attorney Jorgensen

OLSON & HOGGAN, P.C.

130 SOUTH MAIN STREET, SUITE 200 P.O.BOX525 LOGAN, UTAH 84323-0525
TELEPHONE: (435) 752-1551 TOLL FREE: (866) 752-1551 TELEFAX: (435) 752-2295

Confidentiality Notice: This e-mail is confidential and/or privileged and intended to be reviewed by only the individual or organization nemed above. if
yau received this e-mail in error, please notify the sender by return e-maif and delete this e-maii from your system. Thank You.
Tax Advice Notice: IRS Circular 230 requires us to advise you that, if this communication or any attachment contains eny tox advice, the advice 1s ne:
mtended o be used, and cannot be used. for the purpose of avoiding federal tax penalties.

From: Bruce Jorgensen

Sent: Friday, April 08, 2016 1:12 PM

To: 'Julianne Duffin'

Cc: Rose Mary Jones, MMC; Mayor Mike Johnson

Subject: RE: Notice of Public Hearing for Ordinance (Millville)

Julianne:
Sorry to be a bit slow. The project I've been working on took longer to get done than | thought it would.

Now, to respond to the email you sent to me yesterday about the number of days required for giving
the Notice of Public Hearing before the date of the Public Hearing.

Until the mid-2000’s, the number of days before the Public Hearing that a Notice was required to be
posted and published had always been 14 days. This was not always a problem, but the problem that
most times we had to deal with was that if a City Council decided to hold a public hearing at a Council
Meeting, unless a special meeting was held, it would be at least 4 weeks before the public hearing could
be held. With the days before publication the Herald Journal requires, it was not possible to decide to
hold a public hearing at a Council Meeting, give the required notice and then hold the public hearing at

“the next meeting 2 weeks later. To give the required notice 14 days before the public hearing would

require that the notice be published in the Herald Journal, on the day of the City Council Meeting, at the
latest. This meant the notice had to be in to the newspaper 3-4 days before the Council Meeting at
which the decision to hold a public hearing was made. Not really possible.

In 2006 or thereabouts, the statute was amended to require a 10-day prior notice. It still required
immediate attention to getting the public notice to the newspaper the next day, but it meant that a
public hearing could be held at a Council Meeting 2 weeks later.

I double-checked to make sure the Impact Fee Act didn’t require more than 10 days, as some state
statutes do. It does not. In fact, the Impact Fee Act refers the public notice requirements of the Land
Use Act, which is 10 days, as required by UCA 10-9a-205. With this background, the publication
requirement is 10 days prior to the Public Hearing and in the manner Fred outlines in his email to you.

Having used the Wellsville Impact Fee Ordinance as an ordinance to begin with in drafting the Millville
Ordinance, and since it was adopted before the change to 10 prior days’ notice, Section 3.16.050 (2)
states the requirement as 14 days and | didn’t catch before your email. 1 attach a new copy of the
Ordinance, without the Exhibits, with the change made to 10 days.



| have also gone through the ordinance a couple of times since | sent if off for the last March City Council
Meeting and have a few other changes | want to make before the Ordinance is adopted and before it is
made available to the public before the public hearing. They are not major revisions, but need to be
made. I'll get them made and the revised ordinance to you ali next week.

Bruce

P.S. Rose Mary: Good timing for your last email. | just read it. The repeal of the existing Impact Fee
sections is one of the changes | have written down to do. You are right and | realized a need to do this
after | sent the Ordinance off to you earlier. | appreciate that there is time required between the first
draft of this and other ordinances and their final adoption, as there are always details that come to the
surface, once the major part of the ordinance is written and the fine details can be reviewed more
critically.

Bruce L. Jorgensen

blji@oh-pc.com

RMJ RECOMMENDATIONS FOR CONSIDERATION
3.16.020

ADD: The following ordinances are to be repealed at the same time this ordinance will become
effective. They are: Water System Impact Fee - 13.08; Public Park Impact Fee - 3.28;
and Roadway Impact fee, 3.32.

3.16.040 (A) Change from fourteen (14) to ten (10) day.
3.16.040 (B) Change from fourteen (14) to ten (10) day.
3.06.040 (C) Change from fourteen (14) to ten (10) day.
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This is the State Code
10-9a-702. Variances.

(1) Any person or entity desiring a waiver or modification of the requirements of a land use ordinance as applied to a parcel of property that he owns, leases, or in
which he holds some other beneficial interest may apply to the applicable appeal authority for a variance from the terms of the ordinance.

(2) (a) The appeal authority may grant a variance only if:

(i) literal enforcement of the ordinance would cause an unreasonable hardship for the applicant that is not necessary to carry out the
general purpose of the land use ordinances;

(ii) there are special circumstances attached to the property that do not generally apply to other properties in the same zone;

(iii) granting the variance is essential to the enjoyment of a substantial property right possessed by other property in the same zone;
(iv) the variance will not substantially affect the general plan and will not be contrary to the public interest; and

(v) the spirit of the land use ordinance is observed and substantial justice done.

(b) (i) In determining whether or not enforcement of the land use ordinance would cause unreasonable hardship under Subsection (2)(a),
the appeal authority may not find an unreasonable hardship unless the alleged hardship:

(A) is located on or associated with the property for which the variance is sought; and
(B) comes from circumstances peculiar to the property, not from conditions that are general to the neighborhood.

(ii) In determining whether or not enforcement of the land use ordinance would cause unreasonable hardship under
Subsection (2)(a), the appeal authority may not find an unreasonable hardship if the hardship is self-imposed or economic.

(c) In determining whether or not there are special circumstances attached to the property under Subsection (2)(a), the appeal authority
may find that special circumstances exist only if the special circumstances:

(i) relate to the hardship complained of; and

(ii) deprive the property of privileges granted to other properties in the same zone.

(3) The applicant shall bear the burden of proving that all of the conditions justifying a variance have been met.
(4) Variances run with the land.
(5) The appeal authority may not grant a use variance.

(6) In granting a variance, the appeal authority may impose additional requirements on the applicant that will:
(a) mitigate any harmful affects of the variance; or

(b) serve the purpose of the standard or requirement that is waived or modified.



Councilmember Reports
April 14,2016

Sign into Millville — Mayor Johnson/Councilmember Duffin

Fees in Lieu of Water Rights — Gary Larsen/Bob Fotheringham

Review of Group Residential Facilities — Coordinator Harry Meadows

Volunteerism Always Pays (VAP) Projects provided by Wal-Mart — Mayor Johnson

City Artifacts — Councilmember Callahan

Old Mill Day Committee — Councilmember Cummmgs

CERT Training Program — Councilmember Cummings

Water Rights Recommendation from Planning Commission — Mayor Johnson

High School — Councilmember Zollinger

Schedule for Newsletter Article -May, Councilmember Zollinger; June, Mayor Johnson; July,
Councilmember Callahan; August, Councilmember Cummings; September,
Councilmember Duffin; September, Councilmember Williams. (To be turned in by the 6

of each month)



