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Date: 		January 19, 2017



Subject: 	Workers Compensation Insurance





City Council:
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1. WCF $41,329 annually

2. ULGT $45,800

3. Olympus $47,422



The ULGT is not the lowest bid but we have participated in their TAP program the last few years which makes the City eligible to receive a cash incentive of 5% of the annual premium, last year it was $2,675.  The ULGT also knows us and has worked hard to provide additional savings to the City.  After reviewing the bids, it is staff’s recommendation that we select ULGT to provide workers compensation insurance for the City.   



Respectfully,







Brock Jacobsen
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To: City Council

From: Jack Taylor

Date: June 12,2019

Subject: Approve staff to work with Eaton to develop a contract for AMI meter reading system.
Staff Report:

Over the last few months, staff and council have reviewed two different AMI metering companies
Tantalus and Eaton in council work meeting and other prior meetings with staff. [ along with Brock,
Jarett, Sherry and staff agree that Eaton has more to offer than Tantalus.

We have talked to other cities that have chosen Eaton, as there AMI system and all have great reviews.
Pacific Corp, Provo and Kaysville are using Eatons power AMI Yukon system and Beaver is using
Eatons Power and water AMI system.

Reasons for choosing Eaton over Tantalus is.

Eaton is a large company that’s been in business for a century.

Eaton has trained staff right here in Utah for great support.

Eaton AMI has been intergrated with Caselle in other cities with no problems.
The Yukon software has more options at no added costs.

There is no recurring costs.

Eaton will interface with other brands of meters.

No other companies in Utah are using Tantalus.

2Oy i L kD =

If you look at total replacement of power and water ert’s both companies are very similar in price. Staff
is looking at total replacement because the Itron system is over 20 years old and were entering into a
time where time of day metering, demand, power quality, disconnects and customer information is very
impartant to the customer and the city.

It’s staffs recommendation that we work with Eaton to develop a contract to bring back to Council
because of there size, expertise, technology and back ground history of the company.

Jack Taylor

2603 Santa Clara Drive, Santa Clara, Utah 84765
Phone (435) 673-6712 Fax (435) 628-7338





A . Eaton Cg{pcration
A Eaton Utility Sales

Robert D Pugh

Powering Business Worldwide Sr. Sales Engineer
RobertDPugh@Eaton.com
801-550-6552
June 5, 2019

To: City of Santa Clara
To Jack Taylor, Director Public Works:

Dear Mr. Taylor:

The purpose of this document is to provide you and your team with a broad overview of
factors which we are confident set Eaton apart as Santa Clara’s best choice for their AMI
solution. Our team is eager to review with Santa Clara any and all of the points below
and answer any additional questions you may have:

e Guiding Principle for Eaton’s Santa Clara Proposal: Our proposal is structured as a
“second to none Gold Standard.” Success is the only acceptable outcome for Santa
Clara’s AMI landscape.

¢ Annual Recurring Costs: As an ‘apples-to-apples’ comparison, we suggest Santa Clara
evaluate Eaton’s Yukon software platform based on installation on the city’s own server,
rather than hosted by Eaton. This represents a $180K (20 year life) total cost savings.
Santa Clara can deduct $9000 (reduce from $16,200 down to $7,200) from the annual
recurring costs. Hosting the software on Santa Clara’s server is a straightforward and
comfortable scenario, because:

o All the software installation, configuration and dashboard set-ups, the
integration with billing SW Caselle Clarity CIS, and thorough training for all Santa
Clara’s roles/functions — are in the project management portion of Eaton’s priced
proposal. The process is managed by Eaton’s team, on site and hand-in-hand
with Santa Clara. When we ‘hand Santa Clara the keys,’ your team will be fully
versed and eager to run with it.

o Firmware upgrades to the software are part of the annual $7200 support &
maintenance fee, they are not eliminated with the transfer of hosting from Eaton
to Santa Clara. Eaton notifies Santa Clara of such FW revisions, explains the
functional reasons/advantages, gets Santa Clara’s permission/direction on
whether to do the upgrade, schedules the upgrade’s specific time with Santa
Clara’s IT personnel, and performs the upgrade via remote access provided by
Santa Clara’s IT team.

¢ Project Management Costs: $85,000 per proposal —
o As noted, our proposal “second to none Gold Standard” to assure nothing but
success for Santa Clara. Project Management is a distinct differentiating aspect
of Eaton’s project rollout/support. We urge Santa Clara to contact Eaton





customers for reviews of our project management approach.

That said, should Santa Clara want to entertain shifting some aspects of project
management from Eaton to Santa Clara’s implementation team and thereby
reduce our PM price portion, we can have such a discussion.

The following points represent our offering as is, our ‘gold standard.’

o The $85K does not limit the number of on-site visits or team interactions — our
team will undertake whatever is required for optimal success through the
installation & commissioning, and up-and-running process —

o Training and re-training Santa Clara’s functional teams on all aspects of the
solution:

= the software platform and dashboards,

» the available analysis and reports of great value for Santa Clara’s system
monitoring engineering,

= the network infrastructure (gateways, relays, communications pipeline,
etc.)

o Systems Acceptance Test (SAT) is performed jointly with Santa Clara and includes
every standard and advanced function identified by Santa Clara’s team as part of
your vision and operation, now and in the future. Every function required by
Santa Clara must pass the SAT before ‘handing over the keys’ to the Santa Clara
team.

¢ Advanced Meter Functionality and AMI Features:

o A primary reason that utilities are purchasing and installing network systems is to
assure they’ll have technology in place for “rate re-design” —to be able to offer
diverse-multiple rate structures going forward, and to secure related operational
and economic benefits. Eaton’s model accommodates such future changes up
front. There are no added charges years from now if 10% of your customers want
net metering, 25% want TOU, etc. You and your customers will be able to model
their bill based on rate structures. Santa Clara can navigate this future with no
added cost.

o All our advanced functions are included within the meter’s radio node — there will
be no ‘hidden, added charge’ to turn on any of those functions.

o Eaton’s project management team will work side-by-side with Santa Clara
configuring the functions/data, per your team’s preferences, that flows from the
meters into your enterprise. Any future reconfigurations are trivial and over-
the-line, no added charge. Any support/guidance needed is provided in the
context of the annual support.

o Attached as a 4" page to this document is a list of the advanced functionality
included with our proposed solution/price.

o First-Year Budget Model:

o A full network infrastructure, with the software platform on Santa Clara’s server,
would cost $120,455. Referring to the proposal, this includes the software
platform and Caselle integration ($23,500), all five gateways with all
accompanying network hardware ($28,495), the RF tool ($4,260), 2/3 of the
Project Management ($57K), and 1 year of recurring costs ($7,200).

o First year meter spend: as an example, a $300K first year budget would
accommodate close to $180K for meters (easily translated into meters quantities
from the proposal).





¢ Fiscal Security: Restating Eaton’s business model, we’re not a small, niche, private
equity company —

o Oursize and diversity of products, services, and solutions allows Eaton to
manage economic cycles, and gives us the flexibility and stability to confine AMI
project costs and fees strictly to those delineated in our proposals — we have no
motive for post-installation add-ons, no surprise costs.

o That same diversity of products and services motivates Eaton to make customers
happy, and to secure their confidence in looking to Eaton for a wide spectrum of
their system requirements.

o Eaton has been around for over a century, and we’ll continue to be there to
support our customers for a very, very long time

Please by all means allow us to clarify any additional aspects to our proposal as required by Santa
Clara to accurately and effectively evaluate our proposal.

Sincerely

W Q@é
Bob Pugh, Sr Sales Engineer

Eaton Utility Sales
Phone (801)550-6552

RobertDPugh@Eaton.com





FEATURES OF EATON’S AMI SOLUTION INCLUDED IN SANTA CLARA PRICE
PROPOSAL

Single Phase Electric Meters Include:

o Usage, Demand, Voltage, Tamper, Outage, TOU, Net Metering, Display Control

included in all residential meters.
Polyphase Electric Meters Include:

o All data stored in the ANSI C12.19 meter tables including:

o kwh, kW, 4 TOU rates w/ kWh and Peak kW, Load Profile (5-, 15-, 30-, or 60-
minute intervals), Outage, Meter Event flags, Per Phase Voltage, Per Phase
Current, Net Metering

o Upto 50 data fields can be returned per polyphase meter.

o Options include: kVAR/kVARA, kVA/kVAh

o Power Factor and Reactive Power Quantities are optional via Soft Keys

Water Meter Support Include:

o Leak Detection, Tampering, Advanced Meter alarms with Badger E-Series and
HRE-LCD meters.

o Field replaceable battery pack, allows for simple battery replacement vs. having
to replace an entire radio water node.

Electric and Water in the same network without use of 3" party hardware or software.
Yukon Software Includes the following key features:

o Role based security log-ins allowing for custom dashboards for each user.

o No limit to the number of authorized users.

o Easy to navigate and friendly dashboards.

o Best in class Outage Management that includes Maps that easily identify Outages

and Restorations within minutes

System Health Dashboard — easy view of system operational status

o Billing to Caselle can match your current operations including uploading billable
data by cycle, route or by a schedule.

o Easy to use Report Generator for quick creation of reports that can be emailed or
exported in PDF or Spreadsheet formats.

o Secure meter disconnect and reconnection dashboard.

o Data trending for easy analysis of load monitoring in tabular and graphic formats.

o Monitors that allow for viewing specific alarms/events such as outages,
restorations, end of line voltage monitoring, leaks, tampering, etc.

o Software license fee is for any number of devices in your network. We do not
charge by device or meter.

o Easy to use troubleshooting tools and network performance monitoring right
from your desktop.

o Supports over the air software and firmware updates.

o Yukon can be access through a laptop or tablet through secure login credentials.

o
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SECTION I
INTRODUCTION

A. PREFACE

In 1997, Sunrise Engineering, Inc. completed an Impact Fee Analysis for Santa Clara City’s Parks
and Trails Master Plan. This master plan identified numerous future projects to be undertaken by
the City within 20 years of that time. Updates for the impact fee analysis were completed in 2001,
2007, and again in 2013. Sunrise Engineering, Inc. has again been contracted to update the plan
and impact fee analysis according to future undertakings and current market conditions.

B. INTRODUCTION

This Parks & Trails Impact Fee Facilities Plan & Impact Fee Analysis has been prepared for Santa
Clara City, located west of St. George, Utah in Washington County along Highway 91. An area
and location map showing the location of Santa Clara City, is provided on Exhibit I.B-1.

Santa Clara City has experienced significant growth over the past 30 years. At times this growth
has been somewhat rapid and has required improvements and upgrades to much of the City’s
public infrastructure to meet the increased demands. The recession of 2007/2008 brought a
drastic drop in the growth rate. However, Santa Clara City’s growth rate has substantially
increased in the last few years.

To help ensure that the City is prepared to meet the needs of anticipated growth and to ensure
up-to-date information is considered in planning efforts, the City of Santa Clara has contracted
with Sunrise Engineering, Inc. to update their existing Impact Fee Facilities Plan and to perform
an updated Impact Fee Analysis.
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C. IMPACT FEE RELATED ITEMS

There are a few items related to Impact Fees that Santa Clara City staff should keep in mind when
planning for, collecting, and expending impact fees.

Generally it is a good idea to update this plan at least every five years or more frequently if
occasion arises. This plan assumes that it will be updated every 5 years — 4 times in the next 20
years (See Item #32 of the Opinion of Probable Cost in Appendix B).

City staff should be made aware that, in conformance with Utah Code 11-36a-602, impact fees
can only be expended for a system improvement that is identified in the Impact Fee Facilities
Plan and that is for the specific public facility type for which the fee was collected (i.e. culinary
water impact fees cannot be used for parks projects). Also, impact fees must be expended or
encumbered for a permissible use within six years of their receipt unless 11-36a-602(2)(b)
applies.

City staff should also ensure that proper accounting of the Impact Fees occurs (track each fee in
and out). See Utah Code 11-36a-601.
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SECTION II
USER ANALYSIS

A. PROJECTED GROWTH RATE

An important element in any community plan is the projection of the City’s population growth
rate. This projection gives the planner an idea of the future demands the City should plan for
throughout the planning period.

Projecting the future population can be a subjective process. With this in mind Table 1l.A-1 below
shows the City’s historic growth rate according to the US Census Data and provides an idea of
how the community has grown from 1970 to 2017.

Table Il.A-1: Historic Growth

Santa Clara Historic Growth

Year Census Population| Percent Growth
1970 271 -

1980 1,091 15%

1990 2,311 8%

2000 4,630 7%

2010 6,003 3%

2017 7,418 3%

The City of Santa Clara has grown significantly since 1970. During the 1970’s it grew at almost
15% per year. During the 1980’s and 1990’s the city grew at over 7% per year. Despite this rapid
population growth, there has been very little commercial development in Santa Clara. The
recession of 2007/2008 brought a drastic drop in the growth rate. However, during the last
couple of years the growth rate has rebounded and has seen a substantial growth around 6%.
Santa Clara is primarily a residential community supporting the St. George area. Because Santa
Clara is bordered by other municipalities, lava flows, flood plains, and environmentally sensitive
areas, it is not expected to grow as fast as it historically has.

This plan will use a projected growth of 8% starting in 2018 and diminishing each year by 0.25%
to 3% at the end of the planning period. This growth rate was used in another recent facilities
plan and was determined after consultation with the mayor and staff.

It is possible for the City to see significant growth in the “South Hills” area on the south side of
the Santa Clara River. Currently, most of the land on the south side of the Santa Clara River is
owned by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM). This portion represents 1,100 acres of the
property in the South Hills that was identified in a congressional land bill passed around 10 years
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ago; although its presence in the bill is no guarantee of BLM disposal (sale). If the BLM were to
sell the land in the “South Hills” to a developer, significant growth would be expected in this area.

Regardless of what the BLM does with the property, there is a smaller portion of the South Hills
that is private. That privately-owned area will likely grow quickly as the City has already seen
conceptual layouts for some parcels of South Hills.

As mentioned previously, the City is no longer expecting to see development occur in the South
Hills area anytime soon. Based on current communication with the BLM, the City believes that
considering this area to remain as open space throughout the planning period may be the most
accurate representation.

Because the City of Santa Clara will eventually develop all of its available land, build-out
projections have been considered in this study. As indicated, this build-out projection is based
on all property within the existing city limits, excluding the South Hills area.

Data from the Santa Clara General Plan and General Plan Update was used in determining build-
out projections. Population estimates from the General Plan for build-out, excluding the South
Hills area, is 20,300. Based on these growth rates, build-out would most likely occur during the
20-year planning period; it is realized that the growth will most likely taper off as the City
approaches build-out.

It is important to understand that projected growth rates are not the corner stone of this plan. If
the projected population is reached earlier or later than anticipated, then future improvements
to support growth may either come earlier or later. Impact Fees should not be significantly
affected if the actual rate of growth varies from the rate used in the plan.

B. LENGTH OF PLANNING PERIOD

This parks and trails master plan uses a 20-year planning period, beginning in the fiscal year 2018,
and running through fiscal year 2038. Build-out projections have also been considered in this
plan. This period will allow an adequate evaluation of the parks and trails system for potential
improvements or other needs.

C. EQUIVALENT RESIDENTIAL UNITS

It is estimated that Santa Clara City currently has approximately 2,523 residential sewer
connections. For the purpose of this report, we will assume this number to be the number of
existing Equivalent Residential Units (ERUs). By definition, a residential unit is a home or other
single-family dwelling. It is not within the scope of this report to define what an ERU would be
for other types of connections.
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By assuming that the current number of ERUs will grow at the same rate as the population, we
can approximate the future number of ERUs over the next 20 years or until build-out. Following
this assumption results in build-out occurring during the year 2034, in which there will be a total
of 6,394 ERUs. At the time when build-out is reached, an additional 3,871 ERUs will have been
added to the current estimated 2,523 ERUs. The calculation to determine the current number of
people per ERU and the corresponding number of build-out ERUs is as follows:

Current People/ERU:

(8,011 People) — 3175 People
2,523 ERUs )~ ERU

Build-out ERUs:

(20,300 People

3175 People

) = 6,394 ERUs
ERU

The current value of 3.175 people / ERU is slightly lower than the 2017 census estimate of 3.52
people per household. This difference is most likely due to discrepancies in population estimates.

By dividing the current population by the build-out population estimate, or by dividing the
current number of ERUs by the build-out ERU estimate, it can be found that existing population
is 39.5% of the build-out population. As a result, Parks and Trails facilities will experience a 60.5%
usage increase. Santa Clara City plans to improve and expand its parks and trails facilities to meet
this expected usage growth.
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SECTION III
PARKS & TRAILS
IMPACT FEE FACILITIES PLAN

A. EXISTING PARKS

A goal that has been previously established by Santa Clara City to govern their Parks and Trails
Impact Fee Facilities Plan is that there should be 10 acres of parks for every 1,000 people living
within the City. The city established an original parks and trails plan prior to 1997 when they had
their first impact fee study completed. They have been actively implementing and updating the
plan since that time. At present the city has approximately 81.1 acres of effective park space as
can be seen in Table Ill.A-1 below. The park space has been categorized into four different
categories (Recreational, Trails, Cemetery, and Aesthetic/Historical) as can also be seen in the

table.

Table Ill.A-1: Santa Clara Existing Parks & Trails

EXISTING PARKS
Area Eff. Area

Park Description (Acres) Est.% Comp. (Acres)
Recreational Parks

Gubler Park Ph. 1 13.6 100% 13.6

Gubler Park Ph. 2-3 9.3 100% 9.3

Gubler Park Ph. 4 2.1 75% 1.6

Skate Park 0.9 70% 0.6

Swiss Days Park 0.7 50% 0.3

Canyon View Park 16.1 100% 16.1

Blackrock Park (Vineyards) 2.3 100% 2.3
Trails

Existing Trails 15.1 100% 15.1
Cemetery

Cemetery Park 3.7 100% 3.7

Cemetery Park Ph. 2 2.8 90% 2.5
Aesthetic/Historical

Leavitt Park (City Hall Reception Park) 0.6 100% 0.6

Santa Clara Dr. Streetscape 1.1 100% 1.1

Arboretum 26.4 50% 13.2

Heritage Square 1.0 100% 1.0

TOTAL 95.7 81.1
PARKS AND TRAILS 10
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Effective park space is calculated by multiplying the total park area by the estimated percent
complete of the park in order to give a better representation of the park space available to be
used by the public.

B. RECOMMENDED IMPROVEMENTS

This Plan recommends improvements to existing parks and new parks to be completed in the
near future. These improvements will increase the amount of effective park space. A summary
of the recommended improvements by park is shown in Table I11.B-1.

Table I1l.B-1: Recommended Improvements to Parks

EXISTING PARKS
Park Description Area (Acres) Est. % Eff. Area
Recreational Parks
Gubler Park Ph. 1 13.6 100% 13.6
Gubler Park Ph. 2-3 9.3 100% 9.3
Gubler Park Ph. 4 2.1 75% 1.6
Skate Park 0.9 70% 0.6
Swiss Days Park 0.7 50% 0.3
Canyon View Park 16.1 100% 16.1
Blackrock Park (Vineyards) 2.3 100% 2.3
Trails
Existing Trails 15.1 100% 15.1
Cemetery
Cemetery Park 3.7 100% 3.7
Cemetery Park Ph. 2 2.8 90% 2.5
Aesthetic/Historical
Leavitt Park (City Hall Reception Park] 0.6 100% 0.6
Santa Clara Dr. Streetscape 1.1 100% 1.1
Arboretum 26.4 50% 13.2
Heritage Square 1 100% 1
TOTAL 95.7 81.1

The detailed breakdown of costs for each project is included in Appendix B — Opinion of Probable
Cost.

C. PLANNED PARKS
A key part of an Impact Fee Analysis is determining the existing and target level of service (LOS).

In the case of parks, the LOS will be determined by acres of parks per 1,000 people. As has been
presented in Table Ill.A-1, the current effective area is estimated as 81.1 acres; which divided by
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the population estimate of 8,011 people gives an approximate value of the existing LOS at 10.1
acres/1,000 people.

Existing Parks LOS (Combined):

81.1 acres
(BOLL People) = 101 acres/1,000 people

1,000

This existing LOS combines all parks categories. When each category is broken out separately,
the LOS for Recreational Parks, Cemetery, and Aesthetic/Historical is 5.5, 0.8, and 2.1 acres/1,000
people respectively. The existing Trails LOS is calculated as 10.6 feet of trail per person (or about
1.9 acres per thousand people).

Rather than have a design goal for all parks combined, the City has elected to look at each
category and determine a design goal for each category. This target LOS is set at 4.5, 0.3, and 2.0
for Recreational Parks, Cemetery, and Aesthetic/Historical respectively.

A summary of these levels of service is shown below in Table IIl.C-1. Also shown in this
table is the level of service at build-out with recommended improvements. This number takes
into account the effective area after recommended improvements shown in Table 111.C-2 and the
build-out population.

Table I1I.C-1: Santa Clara Parks Level of Service

LOS at Build-out with Target
only Recommended LOS at
Category Existing LOS Improvements Build-out
Recreational Parks (acres/1,000 people) 5.5 6.4 4.5
Trails (feet/person) 10.6 10.9 5.0
Cemetery (acres/1,000 people) 0.8 0.3 0.3
Aesthetic/Historical (acres/1,000 people) 2.1 1.5 2.0

Table III.C-2 lists all of the existing parks and all of the planned parks that have not yet been
completed. This table shows the effective park area anticipated after the improvements
recommended by this plan are complete.
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Table 111.C-2: Santa Clara Existing and Planned Parks

EXISTING & PLANNED PARKS
Area % Comp. After Area after
Park Description (Acres) Rec. Imp. Rec. Imp.
Recreational Parks
Blackrock Park (Vineyards) 2.3 100% 2.3
BMX Bike Park 2.0 100% 2.0
Gubler Park Ph. 1 13.6 100% 13.6
Gubler Park Ph. 2-3 9.3 100% 9.3
Gubler Park Phase 4 2.1 100% 2.1
Gubler Park Phase 5 10.0 100% 10.0
Graf Park (River Park) 8.4 100% 8.4
Little League Dr. Community Park 16.1 100% 16.1
Neighborhood Park 1 6.9 100% 6.9
Neighborhood Park 2 2.6 100% 2.6
Neighborhood Park 3 2.8 100% 2.8
South Hills Recreational Park 52.0 100% 52.0
Skate Park 0.9 100% 0.9
Swiss Memorial Park 1.2 100% 1.2
Swiss Days Park 0.7 100% 0.7
Trails
Existing Trails 15.1 100% 15.1
Planned Trails 24.4 100% 24.4
Cemetery
Cemetery Park 3.7 100% 3.7
Cemetery Park Ph. 2 2.8 100% 2.8
Aesthetic/Historical
Pioneer Memorial Park 0.5 100% 0.5
Leavitt Park (City Hall Reception Park) 0.6 100% 0.6
Santa Clara Dr. Streetscape 1.1 100% 1.1
Arboretum 26.4 100% 26.4
Heritage Square 1.0 100% 1.0
TOTAL 206.4 206.4

As can be seen from Table Ill.C-1, in addition to the currently planned parks additional
aesthetic/historical and cemetery effective park space will be needed in order to meet the target
LOS at build-out.

The calculations on the following page show the additional effective park space needed beyond

the recommended improvements by subtracting the projected build-out LOS from the target
build-out LOS and multiplying by build-out population.
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Additional Cemetery Effective Park Space Requirement After Recommended

Improvements:
( . - )(20 300 people) = 2.0 acr
) .
1,000 people 1,000 people acres

Additional Aesthetic/Historical Effective Park Space Requirement After Recommended

Improvements:
( 2.0 acres 1.5 acres )(20 300 ) = 10.2
1,000 people 1,000 people ’ people) = 10.2 acres

The existing and planned parks are shown in a map included as Exhibit I1l.C-1.
D. EXISTING AND PLANNED TRAILS

The trail system implemented by Santa Clara City has approximately 84,826 ft of existing trails,
which includes paved and unpaved trails and bike lanes. Santa Clara City has an additional
136,620 feet of trails planned for the future. Table lll.D-1 is a summary of the existing and planned
trails for Santa Clara City. Exhibit IIl.D-1 is a map of the existing and planned trails.

Table Ill.D-1: Santa Clara Existing & Planned Trails

EXISTING & PLANNED PARKS
Description Build-out
Existing Trails (2018) 84,826 Feet
Planned Trails 136,620 Feet
TOTAL 221,446 Feet

As shown below, the existing LOS for trails is 10.6 feet of trails per capita:

Existing Trails LOS:

84826 Feet _ .
8,011 People _ —28./t/capita

The LOS after recommended improvements is 10.9 feet of trails per capita:

Trails LOS at Build-out after Recommended Improvements:

221446 Feet _
20300 People  ~22 /t/capita
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Because the projected build-out LOS is greater than the existing LOS, no additional trails beyond
those already planned are needed to meet the target LOS.
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SECTION IV
PARKS & TRAILS
IMPACT FEE ANALYSIS

A. EXISTING IMPACT FEE AMOUNT

Existing Parks & Trails Impact Fees for Santa Clara City are set at $3,906 per ERU. This value was
set by the City based on the projections used in the 2013 Parks and Trails Impact Fee Analysis
update.

B. PERCENT IMPACT FEE ELIGIBLE

Additional park improvements needed to meet the needs of future growth at build-out have the
potential of being 100% impact fee eligible since they would not be needed if growth did not
occur. Table Ill.B-1 shown previously is a summary of the recommended improvements for each
park but also is a summary of the amounts considered impact fee eligible for each project. A
more detailed breakdown of the impact fee eligible amount is given in Appendix C.

Planned trails are not considered 100% impact fee eligible because doing so would increase the
level of service (LOS) above the existing LOS. The existing LOS was determined to be 10.6 feet of
trails per person. To keep the same LOS for future connections, only an additional 130,113 feet
are required for build-out. The planned trails were determined to be 95.2% impact fee eligible
(130,113 feet required to maintain LOS divided by the total planned 136,620 feet of additional
trail).

C. PROPOSED IMPACT FEE

The proposed impact fee is found by adding the impact fee eligible amount of recommended
improvements as shown in Table Ill.B-1 with the estimated costs of additional effective acres of
park space as required to meet the target levels of service for each category. The estimated costs
were determined based on estimated values of $220,000 per acre of future recreational park
space and $60,000 per acre of additional Aesthetic/Historical park space. These values were
determined by evaluating costs of park per acre for other parks in the area and have been
rounded down to be conservative. Costs for recommended improvements are included as
Appendix B.

This method of determining the maximum impact fee that can be assessed is demonstrated in
Table IV.C-1 on the following pages.
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The number listed as the “Maximum Impact Fee” represents the maximum amount that can be
charged per ERU. It is up to the city council to determine the actual rate that will be charged. The
maximum impact fee shown by this analysis is $4,175 per ERU.
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Table IV.C-1: Proposed Impact Fee

TABLE IV.C-1
CITY OF SANTA CLARA
IMPACT FEE ANALYSIS FY2018
PARKS AND TRAILS PLAN

May-19

IMPACT FEE CALCULATIONS
Recreational Parks

Total Estimated Project Cost 9,901,500

% of New Project Cost Due to New Growth 97.9%

Impact Fee Eligible Cost for Recommended Improvements 9,696,000

Existing Level of Service (Acres/1,000 People) 5.6

Level of Service with Recommended Improvements 6.5

Target Level of Service 4.5

Additonal Park Area (Acres) Needed to Meet Requirement 0.0

Total Impact Fee Eligible Cost 9,696,000
Trails

Total Estimated Project Cost 3,583,335

% of New Project Cost Due to New Growth 95.2%

Impact Fee Eligible Cost for Recommended Improvements 3,412,656

Existing Level of Service (Ft./Person) 10.6

Level of Service with Recommended Improvements 10.9

Target Level of Service 5.0

Additonal Trail (Feet) Needed to Meet Requirement 0.0

Total Impact Fee Eligible Cost 3,412,656
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TABLE IV.C-1 (CONT.)
CITY OF SANTA CLARA
IMPACT FEE ANALYSIS FY2018
PARKS AND TRAILS PLAN

May-19

Cemetery

Total Estimated Project Cost S 23,500

% of New Project Cost Due to New Growth 100.0%

Impact Fee Eligible Cost for Recommended Improvements S 23,500

Existing Level of Service (Acres/1,000 People) 0.8

Level of Service with Recommended Improvements 0.3

Target Level of Service 0.3

Additonal Park Area (Acres) Needed to Meet Requirement 0.0

Total Impact Fee Eligible Cost S 23,500
Aesthetic/Historical

Total Estimated Project Cost S 792,000

% of New Project Cost Due to New Growth 0.0%

Impact Fee Eligible Cost for Recommended Improvements S -

Existing Level of Service (Acres/1,000 People) 2.1

Level of Service with Recommended Improvements 15

Target Level of Service 2.0

Additonal Park Area (Acres) Needed to Meet Requirement 11.0

Total Impact Fee Eligible Cost S -
Miscellaneous

Total Estimated Project Cost S 3,030,345

% of New Project Cost Due to New Growth 100.0%

Impact Fee Eligible Cost for Recommended Improvements S 3,030,348

Total Impact Fee Eligible Amount

$ 16,162,504

No. of ERUs (2018) 2,523
Future ERU's (Buildout) 6,394
No. of New ERU's Due to Growth 3,871
Maximum Impact Fee = Total Eligible Cost / New ERU's S 4,175 /ERU
Proposed Impact Fee for Santa Clara City (FY2018) = S 4,175 /ERU
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APPENDIX A

POPULATION & BUILD-OUT
PROJECTIONS





Santa Clara Population & Growth Projections

Year Source Population | Percent Growth ERUs
1970 Census 271 - -

1980 Census 1,091 14.9% -

1990 Census 2,311 7.8% -

2000 Census 4,630 7.2% -

2010 Census 6,003 2.6% -

2017 Census Estimate 7,418 3.1% -

2018 Estimate 8,011 8.0% 2523
2019 Estimate 8,632 7.8% 2719
2020 Estimate 9,280 7.5% 2922
2021 Estimate 9,953 7.3% 3134
2022 Estimate 10,649 7.0% 3354
2023 Estimate 11,368 6.8% 3580
2024 Estimate 12,107 6.5% 3813
2025 Estimate 12,864 6.3% 4051
2026 Estimate 13,635 6.0% 4294
2027 Estimate 14,419 5.8% 4541
2028 Estimate 15,213 5.5% 4791
2029 Estimate 16,011 5.3% 5042
2030 Estimate 16,812 5.0% 5294
2031 Estimate 17,610 4.8% 5546
2032 Estimate 18,403 4.5% 5796
2033 Estimate 19,185 4.3% 6042
2034 Estimate 19,952 4.0% 6283
2035 Estimate 20,701 3.8% 6519
2036 Estimate 21,425 3.5% 6747
2037 Estimate 22,121 3.3% 6967
2038 Estimate 22,785 3.0% 7176
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SUNRISE ENGINEERING, INC.

11 North 300 West, Washington, Utah 84780
Tel: (435) 652-8450 Fax: (435) 652-8416
Engineer's Opinion of Probable Cost

2019 - PARKS & TRAILS IMPACT FEE ANALYSIS Jun-19
Santa Clara, Utah TLN
Estimated . L Attributible to
NO. DESCRIPTION . Units Unit Price Total Cost
Quantity New Growth
BMX Bike Park
1 Santa Clara BMX Track (City's Portion) 1.0 LS S 108,500.00 100.0% S 108,500
Gubler Park Phase 4
2 Pickleball Courts 6.0 EA S 40,000.00 100.0% S 240,000
4 120 X 20 Pavilion 1.0 EA S  120,000.00 100.0% S 120,000
5 [Playground Equipment 1.0 LS S 100,000.00 100.0% S 100,000
6 |Landscaping 80,000.0 SF S 1.50 0.0% S -
7 |Dugout Covers 8.0 EA S 6,000.00 0.0% S -
Gubler Park Phase 5
8 |Community Park - Grass Field 10.0 ACRE S 250,000.00 100.0% S 2,500,000
Graf Park (River Park)
9 |Neighborhood Park 8.4 ACRE $  100,000.00 100.0% S 840,000
Neighborhood Park 1
10 |Neighborhood Park 6.9 ACRE $  220,000.00 100.0% S 1,518,000
Neighborhood Park 2
11 ([Neighborhood Park 2.6 ACRE S 220,000.00 100% S 572,000
Neighborhood Park 3
12 |Neighborhood Park 2.8 ACRE $  220,000.00 100.0% S 605,000
South Hills Recreational Park
13 |Engineering Services and Utilities 1.0 LS S 125,000.00 100.0% S 125,000
14 [Children's Museum and Play Area 1.0 LS S 160,000.00 100.0% S 160,000
15 [Asphalt Pump Track 1.0 LS S 175,000.00 100.0% S 175,000
16 |Restroom and Shower Facilities 1.0 LS S 225,000.00 100.0% S 225,000
17 [Climbing Area 1.0 LS S 125,000.00 100.0% S 125,000
18 |Pavilions and Picnic Accessories 1.0 LS S 160,000.00 100.0% S 160,000
19 |Frisbee Golf 1.0 LS S 125,000.00 100.0% S 125,000
20 |Decomposed Granite Trail 1.0 LS S 80,000.00 100.0% S 80,000
21 |Geological Display 1.0 LS S 75,000.00 100.0% S 75,000
22 |Parking Areas and Fencing 1.0 LS S 40,000.00 100.0% S 40,000
23 |Road Improvements 1.0 LS S 30,000.00 100.0% S 30,000
24  |Amphitheater 1.0 LS S 200,000.00 100.0% S 200,000
Swiss Days Park
25 |Bathroom 1.0 EA S 150,000.00 100.0% S 150,000
26 (30 X 50 Pavilion 1.0 EA S 160,000.00 100.0% S 160,000
26 |Land Acquisition 1.0 LS S 350,000.00 100.0% S 350,000
Swiss Memorial Park
27 |Neighborhood Park 1.0 LS S 800,000.00 100.0% S 800,000






SUNRISE ENGINEERING, INC.

11 North 300 West, Washington, Utah 84780
Tel: (435) 652-8450 Fax: (435) 652-8416
Engineer's Opinion of Probable Cost

2018 - PARKS & TRAILS IMPACT FEE ANALYSIS May-18
Santa Clara, Utah TLN
Estimated ) L Attributible to
NO. DESCRIPTION . Units Unit Price Total Cost
Quantity New Growth

Cemetery Park Ph. 2

28 (Roll Curb 425.0 LF S 20.00 100.0% S 8,500

29 [Bituminous Surfacing W/ Base 5,000.0 SF S 3.00 100.0% S 15,000
Arboretum

30 |Arboretum 13.2 ACRE S 60,000.00 0.0% S -

Planned Trailheads

31 |Trailhead at Cemetary 1.0 LS S 150,000.00 75.0% S 112,500

Planned Trails

32 |Planned Trails 102,381.0 LF S 35.00 95.2% S 3,412,656

Future Parks & Trails Impact Fee Facilities Plan & Impact Fee Analysis Updates

Impact Fee Facilities Plan & Impact Fee Analysis

33 3.0 EA S 10,000.00 100% S 30,000
Update

Construction Sub-Total $ 13,205,000.00
34 Contingency 5% $ 660,300.00
Contstruction Total $ 13,865,300.00

Engineering & Incidentals
35 |Administrative Services 1% Est. S 138,700
36 |Engineering Design 5% L.S. S 831,900
37 |Construction Observation 6% Est. S 970,600
38 [Miscellaneous Engineering Est. S 10,000
TOTAL PROJECT COST $ 15,816,500.00

In providing opinions of probable construction cost, the Client understands that the Engineer has no control over costs or the price of labor, equipment or materials, or over the Contractor’s
method of pricing, and that the opinion of probable construction cost provided herein is made on the basis of the Engineer’s qualifications and experience. The Engineer makes no warranty,
expressed or implied, as to the accuracy of such opinions compared to bid or actual costs.
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NRPA Parks and Open Space Classifcations (1995)

PARKS AND OPEN SPACE CLASSIFICATIONS

Classification

General Description

Location

Size Criteria

Application of LOS

Used to address limited, isolated or unique recreational

Less 1/4 mile distance in

Between 2500 sq. ft. and

Mini-Park : ) ) - No
needs residential setting one acre in size
Neighborhood park remains the basic unit of the park 1/4 mile to 1/2 mile distance ) .
) ) ) 5 acres is considered
. system and serves as the recreational and social focus of and uninterrupted by non- . )
Neighborhood Park X . X L . R A minimum size. 5 to 10 Yes
the neighborhood. Focus is on informal activity and passive |residential roads and other . )
, . R acres is optimal
recreation. physical barriers
Depending on circumstances, combining parks with school
School-Park sites can fulfill the space requirements for other classes of [Determined by location of  |Variable depends on No
parks, such as neighborhood, community, sports complex, [school district property function
and special use.
Determined by the qualit
. . . v q X Y As needed to
Serves broader purpose than neighborhood park. Focus is |and suitability of the site. accommodate desired
Community Park on meeting community-based recreation needs, as well as  |Usually serves two or more Yes
. i X . uses. Usually between 30
preserving unique landscapes and open spaces. neighborhoods within a 1/2
. i and 50 acres
to 3 mile distance
Large Urban parks serve a broader purpose than
& K P pure R . . As needed to
community parks and are used when community and Determined by the quality .
) - ) accommodate desired
neighborhood parks are not adequate to serve the needs of |and suitability of the site. o
Large Urban Park . . . X . uses. Usually a minimum No
the community. Focus is on meeting community-based Usually serves the entire X
i X X X of 50 acres with 75 or
recreational needs as well as preserving unique landscapes |community. R R
more acres being optimal
and open spaces.
Lands set aside for preservation of significant natural I
. Resource availability and .
Natural Resource Areas resources, remnant landscapes, open space and visual X Variable No
. . Opportunity
aesthetics or buffering.
Effectively tie the park system components together to Resource availability and .
Greenways v . P 4 . P g X ¥ Variable No
form a continuous park environment. Opportunity
Determined by projected
Consolidates heavily programmed athletic fields and . demand usually a
. . R . Strategically located L .
Sports Complex associated facilities to larger and fewer sites strategically minimum of 25 acres with No

located throughout the community.

Community-wide facilities

40 to 80 acres being
optimal

Special Use

Covers a broad range of parks and recreation facilities
oriented toward single-purpose use.

Variable — dependent on
specific use

Variable

Depends on type of use

Private Park/Recreation Facility

Parks and recreational facilities that are privately owned
yet contribute to the public park and recreation system.

Variable — dependent on
specific use

Variable

Yes






PATHWAY CLASSIFICATIONS

Classification

General Description

Description of Each Type

Park Trail - Type |

Park Trail - Type Il

Park Trail - Type llI

Multi-purpose trails located within
greenways, parks and natural resource
areas. Focus is on recreational value
and harmony with the natural
environment.

Separate/single-purpose hard-surfaced trails for pedestrians or bicyclists/in-
line skates.

Multipurpose hard-surfaced trails for pedestrians and bicyclists/in-line
skaters.

Nature trails for pedestrians, which may use either hard or soft surfaces.

Connector Trails - Type |

Connector Trails - Type Il

Multipurpose trails that emphasize safe
travel for pedestrians to and from parks
and around the community. Focus is as
much on transportation as it is on
recreation.

Separate/single-purpose hard-surfaced trails for pedestrians or bicyclists/in-
line skates located in independent Rights-of-ways (ROWs) e.g., old railroad
ROW.

Separate/single-purpose hard-surfaced trails for pedestrians or bicyclists/in-
line skates. Typically, located within road ROW.

On-Street Bikeways - Bike Route

On-Street Bikeways - Bike Lane

Paved segments of roadways that serve
as a means to safely separate bicyclists
from vehicular traffic.

Designated portions of the roadway for the preferential or exclusive use of
bicyclists.

Shared portions of the roadway that provide separation between motor
vehicles and bicyclists, such as paved shoulders.

All-Terrain Bike Trail

Off-road trail for all terrain (mountain)
bikes.

Single-purpose loop trails usually located in larger parks and natural
resource areas.

Cross-Country Ski Trail

.Trails developed for traditional and
skate-style cross-country skiing

Loop trails usually located in larger parks and natural resource areas.

Equestrian Trails

Trails developed for horseback riding.

Loop trails usually located in larger parks and natural resource areas.
Sometimes developed as multipurpose with hiking and all-terrain biking
where conflicts can be controlled.






Stﬂested QOutdoor Facility Development Standards

Activity Recommended Recommended Recommended Service Radius
Format Size and Space Orientation and Location Notes
Dimensions Requirements

Badminton Singles—17" x 44’ 1622 sq. ft. Long axis north 1/4 - 172 mile. Usually in school
Doubles—20" x44’ - south recreation center or church
with 5° unobstructed facility. Safe walking or biking
area on both sides. or biking access.

Basketball

1. Youth 46'- 50" x 84’ 2400-3036 sq. ft. Long axis north 1/4 - 112 mile. Same as

2, High school 50" x 84’ 5040-7280 sq. ft. - south badminton. Outdoor courts

3. Collegiate 50’ x 94’ with §' 5600-7980 sq. ft. in neighborhood/community
unobstructed space parks, plus active recreation
all sides. areas in other park settings.

Handball 20" x 40’ witha 800 sq. ft. for Long axis is north 15 - 30 min. travel time,

(3-4 wall) minimum of 10’ 4-wall, 1000 sq. ft. - south. Front wall 4-wall usually indoor as part
to rear of 3-wall for 3-wall. at north end. of multi-purpose building.
court. Minimum 20’ 3-2 all usually in park or
overhead clearance. school setting.

Ice hockey Rink 85’ x 200 22,000 sq. ft. Long axis is north 1/2 - 1 hour travel time.

(Min. 85’ x 185°) including support - south if outdoors.  Climate important
Additional 5000 area. consideration affecting no. of
22,000 sq. ft. units. Best as part of multi-
including support area. purpose facility.

Tennis 36" x78'. 121t Min. of 7,200 sq. ft. Long axis north 1/4 - 1/2 mile. best in batteries of
clearance on single court area - south. 2 - 4, Located in neighborhood/
both ends. (2 acres per complex). community park or near school site.

Volleyball 30" x 60°. Minimum 4,000 Long axis north 172 - 1 mile.

Minimum of 6’ sq. ft. - south.
clearance on all sides.

Baseball

1. Official Baselines - 90 3.0-3.85 A min. Locate home plate 1/4-1/2 mile. Part of neighborhood
Pitching dist.- 60.5’ so pitcher is not complex. Lighted fields part of
Foul lines - min. 320 throwing across sun, community complex.

Center field - 400’+ and batter not facing it.
Line from home plate

2. Little League Baselines - 60’ 1.2 A min. through pitchers mound
Pitching distance-46’ to run east-northeast.

Foul lines - 200°
Center field - 200°-250

Field Hockey 180’ x 300’ witha Minimun 1.5 A Fall season - Long 15-30 minute travel time. Usually
minimum of 10’ axis northwest or part of baseball, football, soccer
clearance on all sides southeast. For complex in community park

longer periods, or adjacent to high school.
north/south

Football 160" x 360" with a Minimum 1.5 A Same as field hockey. 15 - 30 min. travel time.
minimum of 6’ Same is field hockey.
clearance on all sides.

Soccer 195’ t0 225" x 330’ 1.7-2.1 A Same as field hockey. 1 -2 miles. Number of units

to 360’ with 10
minimum clearance
on all sides.

depends on popularity. Youth
popularity. Youth soccer on
smaller fields adjacent to fields
or neighborhood parks.
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Golf - 900’ x 690" wide. 13.5 A for min. Long axis is southwest 30 minute travel time. Park of golf
driving range  Add 12’ widtheach  of 25 tees. -northeast with golfer course complex. As separate unit
additional tee. driving northeast. may be privately operated.
1/4 mile Over-all width - 276’ 43 A Long axis insector ~ 15-30 minute travel time. Usually
running track  length -600°. Track from north to south  part of a high school or community
width for 8 - 4 lanes to northwest - park complex in combination with
is 32°. southeast, with finish  football, soccer, etc.
line at north end.
Softball Baselines - 60’ 15-20A Same as baseball. 1/4 - 1/2 mile. Slight difference
pitching dist. - 45’ men. indimensions for 16”. May also be used for youth
40’ women baseball.
Fast pitch field radius
from plate - 225’
Slow pitch - 275’ (men)
250’ (women).
Multiple use 120’ x 80 9,840 sq. ft. Long axis of court 1 - 2 miles, in neighborhood or
court with primary use community parks.
(basketball, north and south,
tennis, etc.)
Archery range 300’ length x Minimum 0.65 A Archer facing north 30 minutes travel time. Part of a
minimum 10’ +or - 45 degrees. regional/metro complex.
between targets.
Roped, clear area
on side of range
minimum 30’ clear
space behind targets
minimum of
90’ x 45" with bunker.
Golf
1.Par3 Average length varies 50 - 60 A Majority of holeson  1/2 - 1 hour travel time
(18 hole) -600 - 2700 yards. north/south axis
2. 9-hole Average length Minimum of 50 A 9-hole course can accomodate
standard 2250 yards. 350 people/day.
3. 18-hole Average length Minimum 110 yds 500 - 550 people/day.
standard 6500 yards.

Course may be located in
community, district or
regional/metro park.

Swimming pools Teaching - min.

25 yds x 45" even

Varies on size of pool None, but care must

and amenities.

be taken in siting

15 to 30 minute travel time. Pools
for general community use should

depth of 3-4 ft. Usually 1 -2 Asites. life stations in planned for teaching competitive
relation to afternoon  and recreational purposes with

Competitive - sun enough to accomodate 1m and 3m
min. 25mx 16 m. diving boards. Located in
Min. of 25 sq. ft. community park or school site.
water surface per
swimmer. Ration of
2to 1 deck to water.

Beach areas Beach area should N/A N/A 1/2 to 1 hour travel time. Should

have 50 sq. ft. of land
and 50 sa. ft. of water
per user. Tumover
rate is 3. There should
be a 3 -4 A supporting
area per A of beach.

have a sand bottom with a
médximum slope of 5%. Boating
areas completely segregated from
swimming areas. In regional/metro
parks.
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CERTIFICATION OF IMPACT FEE ANALYSIS BY CONSULTANT

In accordance with Utah Code Annotated § 11-36a-306, Marvin J Wilson, P.E., on behalf of Sunrise
Engineering, Inc., make the following certification:

| certify that the attached impact fee facilities plan and impact fee analysis:

1. Includes only the costs of public facilities that are:
a. Allowed under the Impact Fees Act; and
b. Actually incurred; or
c. Projected to be incurred or encumbered within six years after the day on which
each impact fee is paid;
2. Does not include:
a. costs of operation and maintenance of public facilities;
b. costs for qualifying public facilities that will raise the level of service for the

facilities, through impact fees, above the level of service that is supported by
existing residents; or

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

3. Offsets costs with grants or other alternate sources of payment; and

4. Complies in each and every relevant respect with the Impact Fees Act.

Marvin J Wilson, P.E., makes this certification with the following qualifications:

1. All of the recommendations for implementation of the Impact Fee Facilities Plan (“IFFP”)
made in the IFFP documents or in the Impact Fee Analysis documents are followed in their
entirety by the Santa Clara, Utah, staff, and elected officials.

2. If all or a portion of the IFFP or Impact Fee Analyses are modified or amended, this
certification is no longer valid.

3. Allinformation provided to Sunrise Engineering, Inc., its contractors or suppliers, is assumed
to be correct, complete and accurate. This includes information provided by Santa Clara City,
Utah, and outside sources.





4. The undersigned is trained and licensed as a professional engineer and has not been trained
or licensed as a lawyer. Nothing in the foregoing certification shall be deemed an opinion of
law or an opinion of compliance with law which under applicable professional licensing laws
or regulations or other laws or regulations must be rendered by a lawyer licensed in the
State of Utah.

5. The foregoing Certification is an expression of professional opinion based on the
undersigned’s best knowledge, information and belief and shall not be construed as a
warranty or guaranty of any fact or circumstance.

6. The foregoing certification is made only to Santa Clara City, Utah, and may not be used or

relied upon by any other person or entity without the expressed written authorization of the
undersigned.

Sunrise Engineering, Inc.

By:

Dated:
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  Mayor   Rick Rosenberg     City Manager   Brock Jacobsen   City Council   Herb Basso   Wendell Gubler   Mary Jo Hafen   Ben Shakespeare   Jarett Waite                                                   October 4 ,   2018     To:     City Council     From:     Brad Hays     Subject:      Parks and Trails Impact Fee Facilities Plan Update     Dear Council,     The Parks department is requesting  City Council to review the proposed Parks and Trails  Impact Fee Facilities Plan for changes. The Plan was last updated in August 2013 and is  normally updated every 5 years. We will incorporate the City Councils recommendations  into the plan then advertise  for a public hearing and approval.   Respectfully,     Brad Hays  
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Herb Basso

Wendell Gubler

Mary Jo Hafen

Ben Shakespeare

Jarett Waite



2603 Santa Clara Drive, Santa Clara, Utah 84765

Phone (435) 673-6712    Fax (435) 628-7338



											

											October 4, 2018



To:		City Council



From:		Brad Hays



Subject: 	 Parks and Trails Impact Fee Facilities Plan Update



Dear Council,



[bookmark: _GoBack]The Parks department is requesting City Council to review the proposed Parks and Trails Impact Fee Facilities Plan for changes. The Plan was last updated in August 2013 and is normally updated every 5 years. We will incorporate the City Councils recommendations into the plan then advertise for a public hearing and approval.

Respectfully,



Brad Hays
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SANTA CLARA CITY   ORDINANCE NO. 2019 - 07     AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE  CITY’S STREET IMPROVEMENT POLICY   TO  ADDRESS IMPROVEMENTS TO STREETS OUTSIDE OF FUTURE SUBDIVISIONS     Section 1.   Amendment     WHEREAS , the City  has several streets, such as Vineyard Drive,  which provide public access  to lots and parcels which were created historically and prior to the city’s establishment of a  consistent and unified policy with respect to construction of street improvements.     WHEREAS ,  the City Council  has determined to updat e the city’s street improvement standards,  in order to implement a unified and consistent policy, and to ensure that citizens who utilize  public streets outside of subdivisions receive the same benefits of improved and well - maintained  public streets.      Sec tion 2 .   Classification     This ordinance amends Chapter 16.24.060 of the Santa Clara City Code.     Section 3 .   General Provisions     16.24.060: STREET IMPROVEMENTS:     A.  DEFINITIONS:  For purposes of this Section 16.24.060, each reference to a “subdivision”  herein  shall mean and refer to either (1) a  “subdivision,” as defined in Santa Clara City Code §  16.08.010 ; or (2) a “streets project area , ” as may be defined by the  c ity council from time to  time, on recommendation of the  technical review committee ( TRC )   and planning commission .       B. STREETS PROJECT AREAS:   The purpose of defining a “streets project area” is so that  existing parcels not requiring further subdivision  before development  may  still   have the benefit  of complete and well - maintained street impro vements.   A streets project area shall be created  when at least eighty percent (80%) of the owners on the public street in the proposed streets  project area, as measured by linear foot   of frontage , have signed a document notifying the City of  their agreeme nt with the conditions of such designation.   The following  areas of the City  shall ,  for purposes of this ordinance , each be  considered  a potential streets project area :     1.   Vernon Street, North of Santa Clara Drive   2.   Vernon Street, South of Santa Clara Drive   3.   Victors Street, North of Santa Clara Drive   4.   Victors Street, South of Santa Clara Drive     5.   Quail Street, North of Santa Clara Drive   6.   Quail Street, South of Santa Clara Drive   7.   Hamblin Drive and Gates Lane, North of Santa Clara Drive   8.   West Vineyard Drive, from Old  Farm Road to Heights Drive  
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SANTA CLARA CITY

ORDINANCE NO. 2019-07



AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE CITY’S STREET IMPROVEMENT POLICY TO ADDRESS IMPROVEMENTS TO STREETS OUTSIDE OF FUTURE SUBDIVISIONS



Section 1.	Amendment



WHEREAS, the City has several streets, such as Vineyard Drive, which provide public access to lots and parcels which were created historically and prior to the city’s establishment of a consistent and unified policy with respect to construction of street improvements.



WHEREAS, the City Council has determined to update the city’s street improvement standards, in order to implement a unified and consistent policy, and to ensure that citizens who utilize public streets outside of subdivisions receive the same benefits of improved and well-maintained public streets. 



Section 2.	Classification



This ordinance amends Chapter 16.24.060 of the Santa Clara City Code.



Section 3.	General Provisions



[bookmark: s820547]16.24.060: STREET IMPROVEMENTS:



A. DEFINITIONS:  For purposes of this Section 16.24.060, each reference to a “subdivision” herein shall mean and refer to either (1) a “subdivision,” as defined in Santa Clara City Code § 16.08.010; or (2) a “streets project area,” as may be defined by the city council from time to time, on recommendation of the technical review committee (TRC) and planning commission.  



B. STREETS PROJECT AREAS:  The purpose of defining a “streets project area” is so that existing parcels not requiring further subdivision before development may still have the benefit of complete and well-maintained street improvements.  A streets project area shall be created when at least eighty percent (80%) of the owners on the public street in the proposed streets project area, as measured by linear foot of frontage, have signed a document notifying the City of their agreement with the conditions of such designation.  The following areas of the City shall, for purposes of this ordinance, each be considered a potential streets project area:



1. Vernon Street, North of Santa Clara Drive

2. Vernon Street, South of Santa Clara Drive

3. Victors Street, North of Santa Clara Drive

4. Victors Street, South of Santa Clara Drive 

5. Quail Street, North of Santa Clara Drive

6. Quail Street, South of Santa Clara Drive

7. Hamblin Drive and Gates Lane, North of Santa Clara Drive

8. West Vineyard Drive, from Old Farm Road to Heights Drive

9. Central Vineyard Drive, from Heights Drive to River Front Drive

10. East Vineyard Drive, from River Front Drive to Lava Flow Drive



Any other combination of adjacent parcels, having direct public access from the same public street, may also seek recognition as a “streets project area” by obtaining a recommendation from the TRC and planning commission and approval from the city council.



B. When multiple streets project areas are designated or eligible by designation, the city council shall have the right to determine the relative priority of the projects for application of available city resources.  The city council will consider the following information when determining priority between any two streets project areas:

	1. Citizen input;

	2. Whether the proposed streets project area will help to mitigate growth or development;

	3. Availability of utility services;

	4. Relative size of streets project areas;

	5. Availability and cost of contractor services;

	6. Any other reasonable consideration related to the health, safety, and welfare of city residents and visitors.



C. All streets shall be designed in accordance with the city design standards, AASHTO, or other approved standards.  All streets within the city shall be improved with street lights and pavements bounded by integral concrete curbs, gutters and sidewalks.



D. The arrangement of streets in new subdivisions and in designated streets project areas shall provide for the continuation of principal streets between adjacent properties when such continuation is necessary for convenient movement of traffic, effective fire protection, for efficient provision of utilities, and where such continuation is in accordance with the general plan. 



E. The owner(s) of the subdivision shall be responsible to bear all costs of required improvements as set forth in this chapter, shall provide a bond or other security to warranty the improvements for not less than one (1) year from the date of completion, and shall provide traffic control and street name signs conforming to the city's design specifications and approved by the city.



F. The owner(s) of the parcels comprising a designated streets project area shall also be responsible to bear certain costs of required improvements; however, the City agrees to bear a portion of improvement costs, as set forth in the following table:



		Owner(s) pay for:

		City pays for:



		Asphalt and base exceeding 28’ in width

		Civil engineering costs



		Curb & gutter

		Asphalt and base up to 28’ in width



		Storm water

		Utility upgrades (greater than 



		Right of way acquisition costs

		Storm drain improvements



		Own legal and professional fees

		Own legal and professional fees



		Bond or other security for 1-year warranty

		







Owner(s) may negotiate among themselves to modify their respective obligations, provided that any such agreement shall not be enforceable against the city.  The city shall have no obligation to proceed with improvements to a designated streets project area until having received from the owner(s) thereof 100% of the funds anticipated to be required to complete the planned improvements.  Impact fees designated for road improvements, or any funds or other security previously deposited with the city by owner(s) in lieu of impact fees, may be applied by the city to any designated streets project area in the city, regardless of location.  Any unpaid obligation of individual owner(s) to the city shall be deemed a joint and several obligation of all the owner(s) in the same streets project area.



G. All subdivision lots shall have frontage on a dedicated public street improved to city standards unless the lot is approved as a flag lot under the city's flag lot ordinance, or is approved by the city council on some other basis. Streets project areas are assumed by definition to have such frontage.  Private streets, alleys, or ways shall not be approved except as may be approved as a part of a planned development project under the city planned development ordinance or when, because of hazardous slopes, soils, floodplains, or other conditions, the city council determines that approval is not in the best interest of the city.



H. The technical review committee (TRC) or the planning commission may recommend to the city council that an exception for private roadways, utility improvements, or other improvements be approved for a specific subdivision or streets project area. In any event, private streets and utility construction will conform to the construction standards required for dedicated streets and utilities regarding quality of construction, whether dedicated or not.



I. All off-site access roads providing the subdivision or streets project area with access to the nearest public street shall be improved as required by this ordinance. Wherever feasible, local streets shall be laid out to provide connectivity to adjoining residential areas.  If the adjacent property is undeveloped and the street must be a temporary dead end street, the right of way shall be extended to the property line and a temporary turnaround shall be provided. All permanently dead-end streets shall end in an approved cul-de-sac or other improved turnaround, including appropriate signage, unless otherwise approved by the city council.



J. Intersections shall be designed in conformance with AASHTO standards to provide adequate sight distance and other performance and safety needs as approved by the city.



K. No subdivision shall be approved which does not have access to an improved and dedicated city street. Where a subdivision or existing streets project area obtains access from a street which does not meet minimum city standards, the access road shall be improved to a minimum width of twenty-five feet (25').



L. Where a subdivision or designated streets project area abuts a master planned road, utility, or drainage system, the owner(s) shall complete their portion of such improvements the full length of their project in conformance with the official city master plan unless otherwise approved by the city council.  Any owner(s) of parcels which are part of a larger designated streets project area shall have the same obligation with respect to their own respective parcels.



M. Streets shall have the following minimum right of way widths:

1. Arterial street: Eighty foot (80') minimum;

2. Collector street: Sixty-six feet (66');

3. Local street: Fifty feet (50');

4. In planned development areas, subdivisions, and designated streets project areas, the minimum width of streets may be modified with planning commission recommendation and city council approval.



N. Streets shall have the following paved roadway width (lip of curb to lip of curb):

1. Arterial street: Sixty five feet (65');

2. Collector street: Fifty one feet (51');

3. Local street: Thirty four feet (34').

4. In planned development areas, subdivisions, and designated streets project areas, the width of streets may be modified with planning commission recommendation and city council approval.



O. Cul-de-sacs shall be no longer than eight hundred feet (800') in length without a recommendation for exception from the planning commission and approval by the city council.



P. The radius of the turnaround in a cul-de-sac shall be a minimum of fifty feet (50').



Q. Streets should intersect as nearly as possible to ninety degree (90°) angles and shall not be offset less than two hundred fifty feet (250') from the centerline of the nearest intersecting street.



R. Streets shall have the names or numbering system of all streets in city-approved sequence. Permanent street name or number signs shall be installed by the owner at their expense according to city requirements and standards at the time of development of the subdivision, and shall be provided for along with other elements of the subdivisions for which a guarantee is posted.



S. Traffic control signs required by the city shall also be installed to ensure a smooth flow of traffic through the subdivision.



T. Streetlights, of a type approved by the electrical department, shall be installed in every subdivision. Spacing of lights shall not exceed five hundred feet (500'), and shall be installed at all intersections, or in other locations as determined by the city.



U. Curb, gutter, and sidewalk are required in all subdivisions and designated streets project areas, in accordance with the city's design and construction standards.



V. The minimum centerline radii for local streets shall be one hundred fifty feet (150'). For collector streets the minimum shall be three hundred feet (300'). For arterial streets the minimum shall be five hundred feet (500'), unless otherwise approved by the city council upon recommendation of their engineer.



W. The grade of streets shall not exceed eight percent (8%) for arterial or collector streets and fifteen percent (15%) for local streets.



X. Blocks shall not be longer than one thousand feet (1,000') and shall be at least two (2) building lots in depth, unless otherwise approved by the city council upon recommendation of the planning commission.



Y. All arterial streets are classified as limited access streets, and no individual lot shall front on an arterial street.



Z. All street widths shall conform to the width requirements unless otherwise recommended by the TRC, and the planning commission, for approval by the city council. Such recommendation and approval shall normally apply only to developments in the planned development zone.



Section 4.	Effective Date



This ordinance shall become effective immediately upon adoption, recording and posting in the manner required by law.



[bookmark: _GoBack]ADOPTED and approved by a duly constituted quorum of the Santa Clara City Council this 12th  day of June, 2019.



							SANTA CLARA CITY





							_________________________________

							Rick Rosenberg, Mayor





ATTEST:





____________________________________

Chris Shelley, City Recorder
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Stout Roofing - Shed $1,000.00

Alpine Painting $6,100.00

Mark Weston $3,800.00

Jerry - new closet labor $2,797.00

Rich Electric $2,310.00

AC Units $8,200.00

Master Arbor - Wood chips front $180.00

Master Arbor - Wood chips rear $360.00

Carpet, Vinyl Bathrm - Carpets plus $6,615.73

Appliances - Carpets Plus $2,046.46

Dixie Waste - dumpster $553.52plus

Cheaper Sweaper Chimney Cleaned  $150.00

Alan Hunt Casual Labor $200.00

Crystal Clear Plumbing $401.00

Garage Door $2,084.40

Cleaning  $1,104.00

Misc. Replace toilet & install $188.00

Bid for Blinds from Jensen Property

TOTAL $38,090.11

Invoiced and paid  = $10,236.52

Invoiced and not paid yet = $27,853.59

Rosenloft Home remodel amount
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Sheet1

				Stout Roofing Les Casey 632-2121

				3/11/19 started work. 

				4/3/2019 they will be in by Friday and finish shed roof



				Dixie Waste 673-5610    ordered a 2 ton dumpster, delivered 2/13/19

				3/7/19 Nathan 522-9458, they tried to empty dumpster to heavy that it broke cement. 

				need a smaller one, square box.

				Parks - Rebecca 669-5193                        3/21/19 ordered a larger dumpster 

				3/27/19 they will pick up larger dumpster, empty out smaller one on 3/28/19																$175 per load

				4/1/19 they havent picked up dumpster yet. 



				Crofts AC 635-7838 - Rachel,   Chance 229-7688,   Jim 619-1374

				Stopped by 3/1/19 to bid new AC unit







				Mark Weston 229-2088     Jerry Anderson 414-4791, Handyman

				Jerry will fix shed roof, door and garage ceiling. 



				Alpine Painting, Eric 632-9804 call when shed & garage ceiling are ready to be painted



				Rich Electric 673-9137

				Mark will call them





				Crystal Clear Plumbing, Jason 656-9013

				3/21/19 to check water pipes to home.







				Cheaper Sweeper, Brandon 656-8894

				3/25/2019 scheduled for them to check the chimney and clean 4/2/19 3:30 pm

				4/2/19 they called to move to 4/8/2019 3:30 pm





				Carmack Hvac, Darren 703-3066             Garage Door 





Sheet2

				Rosenloft Home remodel amount

				Stout Roofing - Shed		$1,000.00

				Alpine Painting		$6,100.00

				Mark Weston		$3,800.00

				Jerry - new closet labor		$2,797.00

				Rich Electric		$2,310.00

				AC Units		$8,200.00

				Master Arbor - Wood chips front		$180.00

				Master Arbor - Wood chips rear		$360.00

				Carpet, Vinyl Bathrm - Carpets plus		$6,615.73

				Appliances - Carpets Plus		$2,046.46

				Dixie Waste - dumpster		$553.52		plus

				Cheaper Sweaper Chimney Cleaned 		$150.00

				Alan Hunt Casual Labor		$200.00

				Crystal Clear Plumbing		$401.00

				Garage Door		$2,084.40

				Cleaning 		$1,104.00

				Misc. Replace toilet & install		$188.00

				Bid for Blinds from Jensen Property

				TOTAL		$38,090.11





				Invoiced and paid  =		$10,236.52

				Invoiced and not paid yet =		$27,853.59
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SANTA CLARA CITY
ORDINANCE NO. 2019-03

AN ORDINANCE ADOPTING THE CITY OF SANTA CLARA FINAL
OPERATING AND CAPITAL BUDGETS FOR FISCAL YEAR 2019 - 2020; AND
ESTABLISHING AN EFFECTIVE DATE.

WHEREAS, the Utah Uniform Fiscal Procedures Act provides for the governing body
an opportunity, at any time during the budget period, to review the individual budgets of
the funds, for the purpose of determining if the total of any of them shall be increased
(UCA 10-6-127); and

WHEREAS, the City Manager submitted to the City Council, during a regular meeting
held on May 22, 2019, the Fiscal Year 2019-2020 Final Budget; and

WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Santa Clara, adopted the proposed final
budget for Fiscal Year 2019 — 2020 on June 12, 2019 during a regular meeting of the
City Council; and

WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Santa Clara, during the May 8, 2019 Council
Meeting set the Public Hearing date to receive input on the Final budget for May 22,
2019 at 5:00 p.m. in the council chambers of the Santa Clara Town Hall: and

WHEREAS, the City properly advertised, as prescribed by state law (UCA 10-6-113),
and held a Public Hearing on Wednesday, May 22, 2019 to receive input from the
general public on the FY 2019-2020 Operating and Capital Budget;

WHEREAS, before June 22" of each fiscal year, or in the case of a property tax
increase under UCA Sections 56-2-919 through 59-2-923, before August 17" of the year
for which property tax increase is proposed, the governing body is required to adopt a
final budget for the ensuing fiscal year for each fund for which a budget is required;

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED by the City Council of the City of Santa Clara,
Utah as follows:

SECTION 1. Classification:
This is a non-code ordinance.

SECTION 2. General Provisions:

The City of Santa Clara Final Operating and Capital Budgets for the fiscal year 2019-
2020 are hereby adopted as set forth in the attached “Exhibit A”, which is hereby
incorporated into and made a part of this ordinance by reference.

SECTION 3. Effective Date:
This Ordinance shall become effective immediately upon adoption, recording and
posting in the manner prescribed by law.

ADOPTED and approved by a duly constituted quorum of the City Council of the
City of Santa Clara, Utah this 12" day of June 20109.
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IN WITNESS THERETO:

ATTEST:

RICK ROSENBERG, Mayor

CHRIS SHELLEY, City Recorder
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“EXHIBIT A”
General Fund (Fund 10)

Summary of Revenues and Expenditures
Requested Proposed
Actual Budget Budget Budget
2017-2018 2018-2019 2019-2020 2019-2020

Revenues
Taxes 2,491,997 2,579,971 2,638,554 2,691,219
Licenses & Permits 329,994 229,500 168,450 168,450
Intergovernmental Revenue 791,356 1,124,268 1,191,371 1,199,466
Charges for Services 1,085,231 1,012,402 1,003,528 1,003,528
Fines & Forfeitures 185,561 170,000 180,000 180,000
Miscellaneous Revenue 292,380 220,850 192,600 192,600
Swiss Days & Pageant 51,626 47,000 43,300 43,300
Transfers 321,845 358,111 439,439 673,169

Total Revenues $5,549,990 $5,742,102 $5,857,242 $6,151,732

Expenditures

Justice Court 272,817 311,365 315,657 328,081
Administrative 1,061,564 1,070,740 1,237,744 1,247,481
Police 902,298 957,945 978,945 978,945
Fire 823,334 745,188 768,367 686,741
EMS 77,795 443,213 515,196 615,114
Building 344,194 428,650 403,854 441,100
Public Services 601,010 617,894 681,431 683,390
Parks 541,324 606,516 458,074 648,406
Sports Field Maintenance 315,472 305,966 341,416 417,974
Swiss Days & Pageant 57,330 63,200 63,600 65,000
Economic Development 21,596 39,225 39,500 39,500
Fund Balance (+/-) - 152,200 - -
Total Expenditures $5,018,734 $5,742,102 $5,803,784 $6,151,732
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