EAGLE MOUNTAIN

( 07- | CITY COUNCIL MEETING

May 19, 2020, 4:00 PM
EAGLE Eagle Mountain City Council Chambers
O U N

M TAI1IN 1650 East Stagecoach Run, Eagle Mountain, Utah 84005

4:00 P.M. WORK SESSION — ELECTRONIC MEETING VIA LIFESIZE
Proposed mnterim adjustments to procedures relating to Council Work Sessions and Policy Meetings

Public meetings will be held electronically in accordance with Executive Order 2020-1 Suspending the
Enforcement of Provisions of Utah Code 52-4-202 and 52-4-207 due to Infectious Disease COVID-19
Novel Coronavirus issued by Governor Herbert on March 18, 2020.

The public may monitor or listen to open portions of the meeting electronically by following the instructions
below.

Lifesize electronic meeting through Granicus at
https:/eaglemountaincity.convcity-recorder/city-meetings-portal/#meetingdocs. Copy and paste the link to
your web browser to view the live stream and meeting documents.

For information regarding revised practices for public meetings in Eagle Mountain City,
click the link below.
Revised Meeting Practices

1. CITY ADMINISTRATOR INFORMATION ITEMS
This is an opportunity for the City Administrator to provide information to the City Council. These items are
for information only and do not require action by the City Council.

1.A. DISCUSSION - Eagle Mountan Municipal Code Amendments
1. Chapter 17.35 Commercial Zones
2. Chapter 17.80 Sign Regulations and Sign Permits
3. Chapter 17.45 Airpark Zone
Commercial Zones - Commercial Regional
Sign Code Amendment - Official Signs
Airpark Zone

THE PUBLIC IS INVITED TO PARTICIPATE IN PUBLIC MEETINGS FOR ALL AGENDAS.
In accordance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, Eagle Mountain City will make reasonable accommodation
for participation in all Public Meetings and Work Sessions. Please call the City Recorder’s Office at least 3
working days prior to the meeting at 801-789-6610. This meeting may be held telephonically to allow a member of the
public body to participate. This agenda is subject to change with a minimum 24-hour notice.



https://d2kbkoa27fdvtw.cloudfront.net/emcity/1479b9aeba586d32e438739ec9e66eb00.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/585964/Revised_Meeting_Practices.pdf
https://d2kbkoa27fdvtw.cloudfront.net/emcity/5b71e33aeb768bff358f5fce7a59ac7a0.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/581278/Commercial_Zones_-_Commercial_Regional.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/593559/Sign_Code_Amendment_-_Official_Signs.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/593565/Airpark_Zone_Ch_17.45.pdf

AGENDA REVIEW
The City Council will review items on the Consent Agenda and Policy Session Agenda.

ADJOURN TO A CLOSED EXECUTIVE SESSION
The City Council will adjourn into a Closed Executive Session for the purpose of discussing reasonably

imminent litigation, the purchase, lease or exchange of real property pursuant to Section 52-4-205(1) ofthe
Utah Code, Annotated.

7:00 P.M. POLICY SESSION — ELECTRONIC MEETING VIA LIFESIZE

4. CALL TO ORDER
5. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE
6. INFORMATION ITEMS/UPCOMING EVENTS
7. PUBLIC COMMENTS
8. CITY COUNCIL/MAYOR’S ITEMS
Time has been set aside for the City Council and Mayor to make comments.
CONSENT AGENDA
9. BID AWARDS
9.A. Community Development Building Vehicle Wash Bay - Wasatch West Construction
Motion to approve.
Wash Bay Plans
9.B. Library Addition - Bailey Builders
Motion to approve.
Library Addition Plans
9.C. Water Optimization Study - Barr Engineering
Motion to approve.
10. BOND RELEASES

10.A.  Arrival Phase B, Plat 2 - Out of Warranty
Motion to approve.
Arrival Phase B, Plat 2 Bond Release - Out of Warranty
Arrival Phase B, Plat 2 Recorded Plat

2|Page


https://d2kbkoa27fdvtw.cloudfront.net/emcity/65a85a16af9d31bd6166ee8e12649f7e0.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/592224/Wash_Bay.pdf
https://d2kbkoa27fdvtw.cloudfront.net/emcity/9ff39b2fadb224faf142fc04950bc7a40.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/592239/Library_Addition_permit_set.pdf
https://d2kbkoa27fdvtw.cloudfront.net/emcity/a39fe42100db3fe038311709f3c2bc8e0.pdf
https://d2kbkoa27fdvtw.cloudfront.net/emcity/ac331eca197f0bd9f23e7d18c6127b070.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/585906/Arrival_B-2_Bond_Release_-_Out_of_Warranty.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/585907/Arrival_B-2_Recorded_Plat.pdf

10.B.

Harmony Phase A, Plat 1 - Out of Warranty

Motion to approve.

Harmony Phase A, Plat 1 Bond Release - Out of Warranty
Harmony Phase A, Plat 1 Recorded Plat

11. CHANGE ORDERS

11.A.

11.B.

11.C.

Facebook 3.5 MG Tank Change Order #1 - Probuild Construction
Motion to approve.

Pony Express Parkway Widening Design Change Order #4 - Horrocks Engineers
Motion to approve.

Wastewater Treatment Expansion Design Change Order #3 - Aqua Engineering
Motion to approve.

12. MINUTES

12.A.

May 5, 2020 - Regular City Council Meeting
Motion to approve.
05.05.2020 City Council Minutes - DRAFT

13. RESOLUTIONS

13.A.

RESOLUTION - A Resolution of Eagle Mountain City, Utah, Adopting the Municipal
Wastewater Planning Program, 2019 Annual Survey.

Motion to approve.

RES--MWPP Self- Assessment Report 2019

Exhibit A - 2019 MWPP

SCHEDULED ITEMS

14. ORDINANCES/PUBLIC HEARINGS

14.A.

ORDINANCE - An Ordnance of Eagle Mountain City, Utah, Adopting the Eagle Mountain
City Fiscal Year 2020-2021 Budget.

*This is not an action item; public hearing only.*

BACKGROUND: (Presented by Assistant City Administrator/Finance Director Paul Jerome)
State statute requires that the City Council hold a public hearing on the tentative budget and that
the budget be adopted by June 30. The tentative budget was accepted by the City Council on
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https://d2kbkoa27fdvtw.cloudfront.net/emcity/a8628dc6e90101e801835d759530f2290.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/594355/Harmony_Phase_A__Plat_1_Bond_Release_-_Out_of_Warranty.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/592890/Harmony_A-1_Recorded_Plat.pdf
https://d2kbkoa27fdvtw.cloudfront.net/emcity/311d30b1b493a48c894c49677d470e020.pdf
https://d2kbkoa27fdvtw.cloudfront.net/emcity/c936d5c483bf5bfcb104940011f6af350.pdf
https://d2kbkoa27fdvtw.cloudfront.net/emcity/496e5211297cce9fbf5f184ad8d80af10.pdf
https://d2kbkoa27fdvtw.cloudfront.net/emcity/b5eec539999cc02192d1d3fa81a82ecd0.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/594196/05.05.2020_City_Council_Minutes_-_DRAFT.pdf
https://d2kbkoa27fdvtw.cloudfront.net/emcity/0e376d536a4e15c1254f06e3617347c50.pdf
https://d2kbkoa27fdvtw.cloudfront.net/emcity/0e376d536a4e15c1254f06e3617347c50.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/592228/RES--MWPP_Self-Assessment_Report_2019.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/590517/2019_MWPP.pdf
https://d2kbkoa27fdvtw.cloudfront.net/emcity/7be606d8c9f15f0d117c61956fdce3060.pdf
https://d2kbkoa27fdvtw.cloudfront.net/emcity/7be606d8c9f15f0d117c61956fdce3060.pdf
https://d2kbkoa27fdvtw.cloudfront.net/emcity/7be606d8c9f15f0d117c61956fdce3060.pdf

14.B.

May 5, 2020. The final budget will be adopted on June 16, 2020 and will be the document that
governs the expenditures for FY 2020-2021.

General Fund - Preliminary

Capital Projects - Preliminary

Impact Fee Funds - Preliminary

Debt Service Funds - Preliminary

Enterprise Fund - Preliminary

ORDINANCE - An Ordinance of Eagle Mountain City, Utah, Approving the Fourth
Amendment to the Fiscal Year 2019-2020 Budget.

BACKGROUND: (Presented by Assistant City Administrator/Finance Director Paul Jerome)
State statute requires the City to amend its budget to appropriate funds for increased expenses.
The proposed ordinance is the fourth budget amendment for Fiscal Year 2019-2020 and
includes increases in the General Government, Enterprise, Capital Projects, Impact Fee and Debt
Service funds.

ORD--FY 2020 Budget Amendment #4

Exhibit A - FY2020 Budget Amendments

15. RESOLUTION

15.A.

RESOLUTION - A Resolution of Eagle Mountain City, Utah, Approving the Revised Sage Park
Business Center Development Agreement.

BACKGROUND: (Presented by Planning Staff) This applicant-proposed revision to the Sage
Park Business Center Development Agreement addresses reimbursement of collector road
upsizing and access off of Eagle Mountain Boulevard. The project is located on the north end of
Sage Park, on the east side of Eagle Mountain Boulevard. This item was presented to the City
Council on May 5, 2020 and was tabled to the May 19, 2020 meeting.

RES--Revised Sage Park Development Agreement

AGMT--Sage Park DA Proposal 05.19.2020

Sage Park Development Agreement - Approved 12.03.2019

11.19.2019 CC Minutes - Sage Park Rezone

12.03.2019 CC Minutes - Sage Park Development Agreement

16. ORDINANCES/IMPACT FEES

16.A.

ORDINANCE - An Ordinance of Eagle Mountain City, Utah, Adopting an Updated Impact Fee
Enactment for a Parks and Recreation Impact Fee; Providing for the Calculation and Collection
of Such Fees; Providing for Appeal, Accounting, and Severability of the Same and Other Related
Matters.

BACKGROUND: (Presented by City Staff) The Parks and Recreation Impact Fee Enactment
adopts the Impact Fee Facilities Plan (IFFP) and Impact Fee Analysis (IFA) and implements the
mmpact fees recommended through ordinance. Once adopted, there is a 90-day waiting period
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https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/593608/General_Fund_-_Preliminary.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/593607/Capital_Projects_-_Preliminary.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/593609/Impact_Fee_Funds_-_Preliminary.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/593610/Debt_Service_Funds_-_Preliminary.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/593612/Enterprise_Fund_-_Preliminary.pdf
https://d2kbkoa27fdvtw.cloudfront.net/emcity/33f2051fefc82ad333691d29c12d27a30.pdf
https://d2kbkoa27fdvtw.cloudfront.net/emcity/33f2051fefc82ad333691d29c12d27a30.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/591520/ORD--FY_2020_Budget_Amendment__4.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/592904/Exhibit_A_-_FY2020_Budget_Amendments.pdf
https://d2kbkoa27fdvtw.cloudfront.net/emcity/edb1c5bbbe9add1e66a6b15abb1d06b20.pdf
https://d2kbkoa27fdvtw.cloudfront.net/emcity/edb1c5bbbe9add1e66a6b15abb1d06b20.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/593038/RES--Revised_Sage_Park_Development_Agreement__1_.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/593035/Sage_Park_DA_Proposal_5-19-20.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/592234/Sage_Park_Development_Agreement__00465611-3xB00C1_.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/592238/11-19-2019_Approved_City_Council_Minutes.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/592235/12.03.2019_CC_Minutes_-_Sage_Park_Development_Agreement.pdf
https://d2kbkoa27fdvtw.cloudfront.net/emcity/0d3c3dd018bbdeda7bf890468e565c8c0.pdf
https://d2kbkoa27fdvtw.cloudfront.net/emcity/0d3c3dd018bbdeda7bf890468e565c8c0.pdf
https://d2kbkoa27fdvtw.cloudfront.net/emcity/0d3c3dd018bbdeda7bf890468e565c8c0.pdf
https://d2kbkoa27fdvtw.cloudfront.net/emcity/0d3c3dd018bbdeda7bf890468e565c8c0.pdf

16.B.

16.C.

16.D.

before the revised impact fees can be assessed to new building permits. The IFA recommends
the maximum reasonable impact fee that could be charged to new development based on
provisions in the State Code. This item was presented at the May 5, 2020 City Council meeting
and the public hearing was held; the item was tabled to the May 19, 2020 meeting.

ORD--2020 Parks and Recreation Impact Fee Enactment (00487637xB00C1)

Parks and Recreation Impact Fee Facilities Plan 2020

Parks and Recreation Impact Fee Analysis 2020

ORDINANCE — An Ordinance of Eagle Mountain City, Utah, Adopting an Updated Impact
Fee Enactment for a Storm Water Impact Fee; Providing for the Calculation and Collection of
Such Fees; Providing for Appeal, Accounting, and Severability of the Same and Other Related
Matters.

BACKGROUND: (Presented by City Staff) The Storm Water Impact Fee Enactment adopts
the IFFP and IFA and implements the impact fees recommended through ordinance. Once
adopted, there is a 90-day waiting period before the revised impact fees can be assessed to new
building permits. The IFA recommends the maximum reasonable impact fee that could be
charged to new development based on provisions in the State Code. This item was presented at
the May 5, 2020 City Council meeting and the public hearing was held; the item was tabled to
the May 19, 2020 meeting.

ORD--2020 Storm Water Impact Fee Enactment (00487640xB00C1)

Storm Water Impact Fee Facilities Plan 2020

Storm Water Impact Fee Analysis 2020

ORDINANCE - An Ordinance of Eagle Mountain City, Utah, Adopting an Updated Impact Fee
Enactment for a Culinary Water Impact Fee; Providing for the Calculation and Collection of Such
Fees; Providing for Appeal, Accounting, and Severability of the Same and Other Related
Matters.

BACKGROUND: (Presented by City Staff) The Culinary Water Impact Fee Enactment adopts
the IFA and implements the impact fees recommended through ordinance. Once adopted, there
is a 90-day waiting period before the revised impact fees can be assessed to new building
permits. The IFA recommends the maximum reasonable impact fee that could be charged to new
development based on provisions in the State Code. This item was presented at the May 5,
2020 City Council meeting and the public hearing was held; the item was tabled to the May 19,
2020 meeting,

ORD--2020 Water Impact Fee Enactment (00487632xB00C1)

Water Impact Fee Analysis 2020

ORDINANCE - An Ordinance of Eagle Mountain City, Utah, Adopting an Updated Impact Fee
Enactment for a Transportation Impact Fee; Providing for the Calculation and Collection of Such
Fees; Providing for Appeal, Accounting, and Severability of the Same and Other Related
Matters.

BACKGROUND: (Presented by City Staff) The Transportation Impact Fee Enactment adopts
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https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/591496/ORD--2020_Parks_and_Recreation_Impact_Fee_Enactment__00487637xB00C1_.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/591481/Parks_and_Recreation_Impact_Fee_Facilities_Plan_2020.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/591482/Parks_and_Recreation_Impact_Fee_Analysis_2020.pdf
https://d2kbkoa27fdvtw.cloudfront.net/emcity/cb2515f350d324403cabf83ce4202efc0.pdf
https://d2kbkoa27fdvtw.cloudfront.net/emcity/cb2515f350d324403cabf83ce4202efc0.pdf
https://d2kbkoa27fdvtw.cloudfront.net/emcity/cb2515f350d324403cabf83ce4202efc0.pdf
https://d2kbkoa27fdvtw.cloudfront.net/emcity/cb2515f350d324403cabf83ce4202efc0.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/591504/ORD--2020_Storm_Water_Impact_Fee_Enactment__00487640xB00C1_.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/591484/Storm_Water_Impact_Fee_Facilities_Plan_2020.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/591485/Storm_Water_Impact_Fee_Analysis_2020.pdf
https://d2kbkoa27fdvtw.cloudfront.net/emcity/e78834f5c86ee3b64a31f24ece69a00d0.pdf
https://d2kbkoa27fdvtw.cloudfront.net/emcity/e78834f5c86ee3b64a31f24ece69a00d0.pdf
https://d2kbkoa27fdvtw.cloudfront.net/emcity/e78834f5c86ee3b64a31f24ece69a00d0.pdf
https://d2kbkoa27fdvtw.cloudfront.net/emcity/e78834f5c86ee3b64a31f24ece69a00d0.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/591513/ORD--2020_Water_Impact_Fee_Enactment__00487632xB00C1_.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/591488/Water_Impact_Fee_Analysis_2020.pdf
https://d2kbkoa27fdvtw.cloudfront.net/emcity/34b9148efe78035eeb26c8eaa09d32590.pdf
https://d2kbkoa27fdvtw.cloudfront.net/emcity/34b9148efe78035eeb26c8eaa09d32590.pdf
https://d2kbkoa27fdvtw.cloudfront.net/emcity/34b9148efe78035eeb26c8eaa09d32590.pdf
https://d2kbkoa27fdvtw.cloudfront.net/emcity/34b9148efe78035eeb26c8eaa09d32590.pdf

the IFA through ordinance. Once adopted, there is a 90-day waiting period before the revised
impact fees can be assessed to new building permits. The [FA recommends the maximum
reasonable mmpact fee that could be charged to new development based on provisions in the
State Code. This item was presented at the May 5, 2020 City Council meeting and the public
hearing was held; the item was tabled to the May 19, 2020 meeting.

ORD--2020 Transportation Impact Fee Enactment (00487629xB00C1)

Transportation Impact Fee Analysis 2020

17. CITY COUNCIL/MAYOR'’S BUSINESS

This time 1s set aside for the City Council’s and Mayor’s comments on City business.

18. CITY COUNCIL BOARD LIAISON REPORTS

This time is set aside for Councilmembers to report on the boards they are assigned to as liaisons to the City

Council

19. COMMUNICATION ITEMS

19.A.

19.B.

Financial Report
This is not an action item.
Executive Summary of Revenue and Expenses as 0f04.30.2020

Upcoming Agenda Items
This is not an action item.
CI--Upcoming Agenda Items.docx

20. ADJOURNMENT

21. RESOLUTION

CERTIFICATE OF POSTING

The undersigned, duly appointed City Recorder, does hereby certify that the above agenda notice was posted on this 15th day of May, 2020,

on the Eagle M ountain City bulletin boards, the Eagle M ountain City website www.emcity.org, posted to the Utah State public notice website
http:/www.utah.gov/pmn/index.html, and was emailed to at least one newspaper of general circulation within the jurisdiction of the public

body.

Fionnuala B. Kofoed, MM C, City Recorder
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https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/591505/ORD--2020_Transportation_Impact_Fee_Enactment__00487629xB00C1_.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/591491/Transportation_Impact_Fee_Analysis_2020.pdf
https://d2kbkoa27fdvtw.cloudfront.net/emcity/aefe351a0ae17f8689d29d43792295750.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/592953/Executive_Summary_of_Revenue_and_Expenses_as_of_4-30-20.pdf
https://d2kbkoa27fdvtw.cloudfront.net/emcity/404f48c7dc89b89fc123e5f588281d8d0.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/594319/CI--Upcoming_Agenda_Items.pdf
http://www.utah.gov/pmn/index.html
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To comply with social distancing practices, the following procedures have been implemented to limit the

number of people in attendance at meetings, while still providing ample opportunity for public input
and ensuring legal requirements are met.

1. Meeting Schedule.

A

All meetings will be held as planned until further notice. Any changes to meeting schedules
will be posted via social media and other normal channels of communication.

An electronic Lifesize meeting will be livestreamed via Granicus at
https://eaglemountaincity.com/city-recorder/city-meetings-portal/#meetingdocs to allow
the public remote attendance to the Work Session and Policy Session.

2. Work Sessions — Limiting Physical Attendance.

A

C.

The Council Chambers will be open to administrative staff to participate in the Work Session
meeting, from that location.

Council members will participate electronically from remote locations to limit the number of
people in the Council Chambers. City staff may also participate electronically.

Agenda items will be evaluated to determine if a presentation is necessary.

3. Policy Meetings — Limiting Physical Attendance.

A

Council members will participate electronically from remote locations to limit the number of
people in the Chambers. City Staff may also participate electronically.
General public comment will not be taken during meetings. General comments may be
submitted through the following electronic options, prior to the meeting:
i.  Telephonic message: 801-789-6611,
ii. Written comments through the Public Comment Submission Format
https://emcity.seamlessdocs.com/f/3pp842tmesrx, or

iii.  Written comments through email: recorder@emcity.org
Action Items.
i.  Consent Agenda and Policy Session. The City Council will act on the consent agenda

and policy session items where public comment is not accepted (normal practice).

ii. Public Hearings. On items where a public hearing is required by law, residents will
be encouraged to provide comments prior to the public hearing date. At the public
hearing, the Council will receive a summary presentation and discuss the issue.
Comments received prior to the hearing will be added to the record before closing
the hearing and taking final action. Members of the public that wish to make a
public comment during the hearing may fill out a Public Comment Submission Form


https://eaglemountaincity.com/city-recorder/city-meetings-portal/#meetingdocs
https://emcity.seamlessdocs.com/f/3pp842tmesrx

at https://emcity.seamlessdocs.com/f/3pp842tmesrx, and submit the form prior to

the meeting. Comments for public hearings may also be submitted through the
following electronic options:

a. Telephonic message: 801-789-6611;

b. Written comments through email: recorder@emcity.org
A computer, with remote access to the electronic meeting, will be available in the
foyer at City Hall to accommodate those that prefer to make comments, in person,
rather than using the other electronic means, provided.
Questions. Staff will ensure any questions received through the email, website or
by phone are either answered or directed to the Mayor to be addressed.


https://emcity.seamlessdocs.com/f/3pp842tmesrx

Chapter 17.35
COMMERCIAL ZONES

Sections:
17.35.010 What this Chapter Does

17.35.020 Commercial Zones

17.35.030 Land Use Table

17.35.040 Commercial Development Standards

17.35.050 Generally Applicable Provisions

17.35.010 What this chapter does.

In order to further the purposes of LUDMA (Utah’s Municipal Land Use, Development, and Management

Act) and the City’s General Plan, the city is divided into various zones, including a number of commercial

and office zones. This chapter establishes the land use regulations for these zones in Eagle Mountain

City, including allowed uses, minimum land use standards, and other development provisions.

17.35.020 Commercial Zones.

1.

Zone: Commercial Neighborhood (CN). This zone provides small scale commercial retail,
office, and services, located to accommodate the daily needs of local residents. Uses should be
integrated with adjacent neighborhoods and impose minimal impacts resulting from traffic,
lighting, noise, etc. This zone is generally appropriate within some areas designated as
Community Commercial on the City’s Future Land Use Map, but may also be considered for
approval in other areas, depending on the surrounding land uses and other circumstances.
Zone: Commercial Community (CC). This zone provides areas of commercial retail, office, and
services, located near transportation hubs and major intersections and designed to buffer
neighboring residential areas. Developments should incorporate coordinated circulation,
architecture, and landscaping, and a balance of uses oriented to local residents and passing
motorists. This zone is generally appropriate within some areas designated as Community
Commercial on the City’s Future Land Use Map, but may also be considered for approval in other
areas, depending on the surrounding land uses and other circumstances.

Zone: Commercial Regional (CR). This zone provides areas appropriate for highway-oriented
retail and service uses and regional shopping centers that serve community-wide and regional
shopping needs. The CR zone should be located close to freeways and/or major arterials to
provide convenient access for major traffic volumes without impacting residential areas.
Developments should incorporate coordinated circulation, architecture, and landscaping, and

contain a wide range of retail and service establishments within a unified shopping center



complex. When supported by the General Plan, an appropriate mixture of uses, such as

professional office, and institutional uses, as well as entertainment and recreational venues, is

allowable. Where necessary and appropriate, the development must provide transitioning toward

less intensive uses neighboring the district. This zone is generally appropriate within areas

designated as Regional Commercial on the City’s Future Land Use Map, but may also be

considered for approval in other areas, depending on the surrounding land uses and other

circumstances.

17.35.030 Land Use Table.

This land use table contains the various land uses that are permitted, special, and prohibited uses in the

commercial zones. Uses that are not listed in this table are prohibited.

P = Permitted (Permitted uses may still require approval through an application process as detailed in this

chapter and other chapters)

S = Special (Special uses are permitted uses that must also comply with the standards listed in Chapter

17.75 EMMC that are specific to that type of use)
BLANK = Prohibited

Land Use Table

LAND USE ZONING DISTRICT
Commercial Commercial | Commercial
Neighborhood | Community Regional
(CN) (cq) (CR)
RESIDENTIAL USES
Assisted Living Facility (12+ residents)
Assisted Living Facility (up to 12 residents) P
Bed and Breakfast P
Caretaker / security guard dwelling unit
Residential Juvenile Group Home; Residential Facility for Persons s
with a Disability; Residential Rehabilitation and Treatment Facility
Skilled Nursing Facility; Transitional Care Facility P
CIVIC / INSTITUTIONAL
Cultural & Entertainment Uses (Theaters, Museums, Galleries, P p
Libraries, Performing Arts Studios, Movies, etc.)
Schools (Public / Charter / Private) S S
Public / Civic buildings & facilities (City Owned) P P
Public parks, plazas, trails, and open space P P
Religious or Cultural Meeting Halls P P
Sports Facilities / Arenas / Fields (Indoor) P
Transit Stop (Bus, Light-Rail) P P

COMMUNICATION & UTILITIES
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Communication Facilities & Towers

sS

SS

sS

Electrical Substations & Power Transmission Lines

SS

sS

Public and Private (with franchise agreement) Utility Underground
Lines, Utility Buildings, and other Above Ground Structures

SS

SS

SS

Public and private utility equipment and inventory storage, fenced
or enclosed

SS

SS

sS

COMMERCIAL / NONRESIDENTIAL USES

Adult Group Care Facility (Nonresidential)

v

Animal Care Service

(%]
(0}

w
(5}

Athletic Instruction, including Dance, Gymnastics, Martial Arts, etc.

Automobile gas/service stations

Automobile sales and/or minor service

Automobile Service & Repair (minor)

Automobile Service & Repair (including auto body)

Banks & Credit Unions

Brewery

Car Wash

Car Wash (Ancillary to a gas/service station)

SS

V(Y9 |9| 9|V (V|| OO

V(9|9 | 9|9 (9| |O|T

Check Cashing and Deferred Deposit Lenders?

w
(0}

Child Day Care Center or Preschool

Construction and Equipment Sales / Rental

Convenience Store; Corner Market

Dialysis Center

Fitness Center

Flex Office / Retail / Warehouse

Grocery Store, small/Neighborhood (generally < 30,000 sq ft)

V|9 (O|0|O |0 |0

Grocery Store, Medium/Community (generally 30,000 - 75,000 sq
ft)

o

Grocery Store, Large/Regional (generally > 75,000 sq ft)

Hospital

Hotel*

Laundry Services (No On-Site Dry Cleaning)

Mortuary

V|9 |(O |00

Mot — s

Office (Medical, Health Care, Professional)

Outdoor Sales and Display (including storage of materials,
products, and equipment incidental to an allowed use)

sS

SS

sS

7 7 7

il hi

Parking Garage

SS

Pawn Shop

P6

Pharmacy (Retail)
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Plant & Tree Nursery / Garden Center (with outside display; min. 1 s p p
acre lot)

Plasma, Blood Collection P
Portable Storage Container
Race Tracks for Go-Carts, ATVs, and other Motorized Sports S5

Recreational Facilities

Reception/Conference/Meeting Center s° S5 S5

Recreation (Indoor)

Recreational Vehicle Sales/Rentals

. I 5 Facilities i . .
| . | atod I eturi

Restaurant or Bakery {witheut-drive-through-services} P
Retail Sales, General®
Retail Sales, Neighborhood (generally < 5,000 sq ft)? P
Retail Sales, Regional (generally > 55,000 sq ft)

V(O |O

i~ e ~ N e ~ A e~

Salon (hair, nails, etc.) P P
S e O Busi
State Liquor Store P P

. Urits {indoor cl led!

Temporary Sales (Christmas tree lots, farmers market or s s S5
fruit/vegetable stands, fireworks, food trucks, snow cones, etc.)

Tobacco Specialty Business s° s®

YIncludes arts & crafts sales, body art facility, electronic media rental & sales, hardware and home improvement, pet
store, and uses deemed similar or appropriate by the City

2 Includes bookstore, copy center or postal center, floral sales, ice cream or dessert shop, and uses deemed similar or
appropriate by the City

3 Check cashing and deferred deposit lenders include any business that must register in accordance with Utah Code Ann.
§ 7-23-101, et seq.

4 Hotels offering extended stay must include a mix of extended stay and standard rooms (maximum 70% extended stay)

> These special uses are considered prohibited until special use standards specific to these uses are approved and
included in Chapter 17.75 EMMC

17.35.040 Commercial Development Standards.
This Development Standards table contains required standards for each commercial zone in the city.
More details and clarification are included as footnotes and as generally applicable provisions later in this

chapter.

Commercial Development Standards

CN CC CR
Zone Designation (Commercial (Commercial (Commercial
Neighborhood) Community) Regional)

12



Maximum Height of Structures 35'" 50'* 50'?
Minimum Setback Requirements 2
Front 5110’ Min; 206 25’ Max | 5* 10’ Min; 208* 25’ Max 10' Min
20 20'
20' \ .
Rear (357) (35%)
None None None
(20%) (Equal to building (Equal to building
) height3) height®)
Side

! Height is measured from the average of the highest finished grade and the lowest finished grade of
the structure to the highest point of the roof, excluding ancillary structures.

2 The approval authority may approve alternative setbacks if, in its judgment, the setbacks comply with the following:
1. Does not interfere with the use, enjoyment, and character of adjacent properties;
2. The success of the business necessitates the setbacks, proven by data or research;
3. The setbacks are not solely to provide space for parking between the building and the street;
4. Topography or natural features make it impossible or impracticable to place the building within the setback
*Maximum setback does not apply to anchor buildings if pad sites are provided which comply with this standard.

3 If adjacent to residential

17.35.050 Generally applicable provisions.
All development projects within the commercial zones in this chapter shall conform to the following

general requirements:

A. Site Plan Approval. All permitted or special uses in the commercial zones must comply with Chapter

17.100 EMMC, Site Plan Review, unless exempted in that chapter.

B. Architecture & Site Design. All permitted or special uses in the commercial zones shall comply with
Chapter 17.72 EMMC, Commercial and Multifamily Design Standards. Exceptions include communication

& utility structures, transit stops, temporary commercial uses, and similar uses.

C. Lighting. All exterior lighting, including parking lot lights, building lights, and other lighting must comply
with the standards found in Chapter 17.56 EMMC, Outdoor Lighting Standards. Streetlights are required
to be paid for by developers and installed by the City’s contractor along all roads in and surrounding a
project, in accordance with Section 15.10.390 EMMC.

D. Parking. Parking stalls, including ADA stalls, and parking lot improvements shall be provided in
accordance with the standards in Chapter 17.55 EMMC, Off-Street Parking.

E. Landscaping. All landscaping shall comply with the standards in Chapter 17.60 EMMC, Landscaping,
Buffering, Fencing and Transitioning. Landscaping in parking lots shall comply with Chapter 17.55

EMMC, Off-Street Parking. All landscaping shall be installed prior to the issuance of a certificate of

13



occupancy for the building. The City Building Official may approve exceptions as seasonal conditions
warrant. It shall be the responsibility of the property owner to maintain all approved landscaping in
accordance with the approved site plan and in compliance with the City’s parking and landscaping

requirements.

F. Buffers and Transitions Between Developments and Uses. Commercial and other non-residential uses
require buffering or transitioning when built adjacent to residential uses. Buffering standards can be found
in Chapter 17.60 EMMC, and include walls or fences, landscaping, and distance separations. Screening
walls shall be built by the developer/builder of the commercial or non-residential use, when adjacent to a

residential use.

G. Hillside Development and Sensitive Lands. No construction, development, or earthwork may occur on
land restricted by utility corridors, natural washes, storm drain retention/detention areas, geologically
sensitive areas that require special engineering considerations for safe habitation, and steep slopes,
unless in full compliance with Chapters 15.80, 17.62, other applicable City Codes, and approved by the
approval authority for site plans. The approval authority may consider, at their discretion, approval of uses
on land restricted by utility corridors, including parking lots, recreation (trails, plazas, open space),
appropriate temporary uses, and transit stops. Development projects that include hillsides, ridgelines, or
retaining walls must comply with the standards in Chapters15.80 and 17.62 EMMC. Development near
natural washes must include significant setbacks from the edge of the wash to any structure, unless
approved to pipe the wash. Ultility corridors shall be preserved and deeded to the City whenever possible

for trails and open space corridors.

H. Signs. Permanent monument signs for a project shall comply with the standards in Chapter 17.80,
Sign Regulations and Sign Permits, and sign locations shall be reviewed along with the site plan review.
All business signs require submittal and approval of a sign permit application, and signs may require a

building permit.

I. Street Trees. Developers and/or builders shall plant appropriate trees in park strips along all public
streets. Planting shall be done along with the project landscaping and in accordance with the standards

found in EMMC 16.35.080. Street trees are required along all collector and arterial roads.

J. Uses within Buildings. All uses in the commercial zones shall be conducted entirely within a fully
enclosed building except those uses deemed by the approval authority to be customarily and
appropriately conducted outside (merchandise, gas pumps, plant nurseries, home improvement material
yards, automobile sales, etc.). No trash, used materials, wrecked or abandoned vehicles or equipment

shall be stored in an open area. All such materials shall be kept within an opaque enclosure that is

14



architecturally compatible with the main building. Trash enclosures, compactors, truck loading areas, and

outdoor storage shall be oriented away from residential uses to the extent practical.

K. Bicycle Parking. Convenient bicycle parking shall be provided in locations that do not interfere with
pedestrian circulation. Bicycle parking facilities shall be disbursed throughout larger sites and located in

convenient and visible areas.

L. Drive-Through Lanes. Drive-through lanes shall be located away from adjoining residential
developments. Speakers and menu boards shall be located so that noise is not directed toward
residential uses and shall incorporate a screen wall and landscaping to mitigate noise. Where possible,
public access doors shall not be located in an area that requires pedestrians/customers to cross drive-
through lanes. Where unavoidable, improvements shall be provided to slow vehicles or improve visibility

for pedestrians.

15



Chapter 17.80
SIGN REGULATIONS AND SIGN PERMITS

17.80.120 Exempt signs.
All signs exempt from the permit process shall comply with the general provisions of this chapter except

traffic signs approved by the city engineer. No sign permits shall be required for the following signs:

P. Official Signs. Signs that are owned and operated by Eagle Mountain City and are used for

informational or civic purposes, including advertising special events within Eagle Mountain City. Official

signs may include electronic message centers, reader boards, or other replaceable copy signs. Official

signs that do not comply with the general provisions of this Chapter 17.80 must be approved by the city

council. Electronic signs should be turned off between the hours of 11:00 p.m. and 6:00 a.m., except in

the case of emergency communications.

{00485242.DOCX /}
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Chapter 17.45
AIRPARK ZONE

Sections:
17.45.010 What this chapter does.
17.45.020 Purpose and objective.
17.45.030 Permitted uses.
17.45.040 Conditional uses.
17.45.050 Prohibited uses.
17.45.060 Area and density requirements.
17.45.070 Land use standards.
17.45.080 Driveways.
17.45.090 Protection of airspace.
17.45.100 Open space requirements.
17.45.110 Supplementary regulations.

17.45.120 Previous zoning district equivalents.

17.45.010 What this chapter does.

This chapter establishes the land use regulations for the airpark zoning district in Eagle Mountain City,
including permitted and conditional uses, minimum land use standards, and open space provisions. [Ord.
0-23-2005 § 3 (Exh. 1(1) § 9.1)].

17.45.020 Purpose and objective.

The purpose and objective of this chapter is to provide commercial and residential sites with access to
hangars and taxiways suitable for business and general aviation aircraft. The airpark zone will encourage
a variety of uses including business parks, light manufacturing, professional offices, restaurants, and
lodging. [Ord. O-23-2005 § 3 (Exh. 1(1) § 9.2)].

17.45.030 Permitted uses.
The following land uses shall be permitted uses in the airpark zone. Any use not specifically permitted in

this chapter is prohibited.

A. Aircraft sales, manufacturing, assembly and service operations or other aviation services carried out

under contract with the city are permitted uses;
B. Single-family detached dwellings;

C. Research and development uses, including medical or electronic assembly and manufacturing;
17



D. Wholesale trade, warehousing, distribution and other operations characterized by the need for large

truck and shipping establishments;

E. Light manufacturing of finished products or parts, including processing, fabrication, assembly,
treatment, packaging, and incidental storage of such products. Such uses include, but are not limited to,

food, beverages, apparel, textiles, pharmaceuticals, household appliances and plastics;

F. Laundry and dry cleaning establishments;

G. Commercial recreation including golf courses;

H. Motels and hotels;

I. Office/business parks;

J. Shopping centers that include grocery stores, restaurants without drive-through windows, general retail

services in multi-unit buildings;

K. Mixed uses of residential and commercial including small-scale retail, service commercial, or offices;

L. Public parks;

M. Public and private utility structures or facilities;

N. Residential facilities for the elderly;

O. Manufacturing. [Ord. O-11-2017 § 2 (Exh. A); Ord. 0-23-2005 § 3 (Exh. 1(1) § 9.3)].

17.45.040 Conditional uses.
The following conditional uses and such uses as the planning director and planning commission may

recommend as similar and consistent with the scale, character and impact of the area will be considered:

A. Retail establishments such as restaurants, department stores, furniture outlets, warehouse stores,

hardware and building supply stores, auto parts and gasoline service stations and auto sales facilities;

B. Printing, lithography and publishing establishments;

C. Convenience stores;

D. Restaurants with drive-through windows;
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E. Banks and banks with drive-through windows;

F. Religious or cultural meeting halls;

G. Public or private schools;

H. Home businesses (as allowed by Chapter 17.65 EMMC);

I. Pet stores. [Ord. 0-23-2005 § 3 (Exh. 1(1) § 9.4)].

17.45.050 Prohibited uses.
The following are prohibited uses and such uses as the planning director and planning commission

determine to be similar or consistent with the prohibited use:

A. Sexually oriented businesses;

B. Multifamily dwellings and twinhomes. [Ord. O-23-2005 § 3 (Exh. 1(1) § 9.5)].

17.45.060 Area and density requirements.

The following area and density requirements shall apply to this district:

A. The minimum lot size for single-family detached dwellings in this zone is one-half acre. Other uses may
require a minimum size greater than one-half acre and will be evaluated by the city council, after review
and recommendation by the planning commission, on an individual basis to determine if more property is

required to reasonably accommodate the proposed use.

B. Subdivisions in this zone shall not exceed 1.6 dwelling units per acre. [Ord. O-23-2005 § 3 (Exh. 1(1)
§ 9.6)].

17.45.070 Land use standards.

The diverse types of land uses including aviation, residential, retail, warehouses, light industrial and
manufacturing require all projects in this zone to be subject to a site plan review and approval. The
planning commission shall approve all building setbacks and heights in compliance with the Federal
Aviation Administration (FAA). The planning commission shall also approve the setbacks of accessory
structures, lot widths, and dwelling sizes. [Ord. O-23-2005 § 3 (Exh. 1(1) § 9.7)].

17.45.080 Driveways.

Residential driveways shall comply with the following standards:
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A. Slopes. Driveways shall not exceed grades of 12 percent. The building official may approve driveway
slopes that exceed 12 percent in circumstances that are deemed necessary because of the topographical

conditions.

B. Clear Vision Triangle. Residential driveways when feasible shall not be permitted in the clear vision

triangle at local streets as described in this title.

C. Driveway Length. Residential driveways shall be a minimum of 24 feet, measured from the property
line. [Ord. O-23-2005 § 3 (Exh. 1(1) § 9.8)].

17.45.090 Protection of airspace.
The following standards will encourage aviation while at the same time provide for safety of residential

and commercial development.

A. Development under Landing and Approach Patterns. All property within one-half mile of the end of an
active runway and located under the noninterference cone trapezoids established by the Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA) will be limited to agricultural or open space uses. Lands from one-half to one mile
from the end of an active runway and located under the FAA cone trapezoid will generally be limited to

agriculture, open space, low density commercial development or airpark uses.

B. Radio Communication. All aircraft in Eagle Mountain airspace and below 6,500 feet mean sea level
(msl) must use radio communication in accordance with and as published in the Federal Aviation

Administration’s guidelines.

C. Minimum Altitude. All aircraft transiting Eagle Mountain airspace are requested to maintain an altitude

in accordance with and as published in the Federal Aviation Administration’s guidelines.

D. Approaches. Traffic patterns for landing at airports in Eagle Mountain will be from the west. [Ord. O-23-
2005 § 3 (Exh. 1(1) § 9.9)].

17.45.100 Open space requirements.
Projects within this zone are required to provide at least 10 percent of the project areas as improved open
space. [Ord. O-23-2005 § 3 (Exh. 1(1) § 9.10)].

17.45.110 Supplementary regulations.
All properties in Eagle Mountain City are also subject to the supplementary land use provisions of this
title. [Ord. O-23-2005 § 3 (Exh. 1(1) § 9.11)].

17.45.120 Previous zoning district equivalents.
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The equivalent zoning district contained in previous development codes includes the airpark zone.
Properties zoned prior to the adoption of the ordinance codified in this title shall only be entitled to the
permitted and conditional uses permissible under the land use ordinance in which the property was
zoned. With the exception of the land uses, property zoned under previous development codes shall
comply with all other regulations and standards contained in this chapter so long as it does not restrict
density entitlements that are solidified in a master development agreement. Property zoned under the
development code of Eagle Mountain City adopted on September 28, 1999, is entitled to the following

land uses:

A. Airpark Zone. Aircraft sales, manufacturing, assembly and service operations or other aviation services
carried out under contract with the city are permitted uses. The following conditional uses and such uses
as the planning commission may recommend as similar and consistent with the scale, character and
impact of the area will be considered: office use, restaurants, hotels, motels, bed and breakfast facilities,
light manufacturing, warehousing, dwellings, group homes, places of worship, schools (public and
private), banks and retail goods establishments. All other uses are expressly prohibited. [Ord. O-23-2005
§ 3 (Exh. 1(1) § 9.12)].
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EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY
CITY COUNCIL MEETING

" EAGLE
MAY 19, 2020
TITLE: | Community Development Building Vehicle Wash Bay - Wasatch West
Construction
ITEM TYPE: | Bid Award
FISCAL IMPACT: | 144,101.64
APPLICANT: | Jeff Weber
GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION CURRENT ZONE ACREAGE COMMUNITY
PUBLIC HEARING: RECOMMENDATION:
No Staff recommends the City Council award this bid to Wasatch West
REQUIRED FINDINGS: Construction in the amount Of$144,101.64.
BACKGROUND:
PLANNING COMMISSION 5 bids were received for the Vehicle Wash Bay project:
ACTION/ Wasatch West Construction - $144,101.64
RECOMMENDATION Double H Contractors - $150,754
KDK Construction - $152,470
NorthFace - $152,500
J. Lyne Roberts & Sons - $168,400
PREPARED BY:

Jeff Weber, Admin

Attachments:
Wash Bay Plans

$100,000 was previously budgeted for this project. Pending the bid award of
this project, there will need to be a budget amendment in the amount of
$49,101.64.
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ARCHITECT

alt architecture

1445 WEST 8660 SOUTH
WEST JORDAN, UTAH 84088
PHONE: 801-865-0633

andy@altarchitecture-ut.com
ANDY TONGISH, AIA

STRUCTURAL

REAVELEY ENGINEERS

675 EAST 500 SOUTH, SUITE 400
SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 84102
PHONE: 801-505-4013
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3/16" = 10"

ROOF FRAMINGPLAN

BY BUILDING MANUFACTURER

STANDING SEAM METAL ROOFING
ON 11/2" DEEP METAL DECKING
ON STRUCTURE

VERIFY

STRUCTURE DESIGNED BY
BUILDING MANUFACTURER

R _ _ TOP OF CMU $
122'-0"
/ EXISTING CMU BUILDING

3 PARAPET CONNECTION

1/2" — 1I_0II

ELECTRICAL KEYED NOTES O

1. 40" LED TIGHT LIGHT FIXTURE RATED FOR HIGH PRESSURE HDSE
DOWN. KURTZON #WL-SEG-740-2LD-835-CP-UNV-DIM1 SURFACE
MOUNT (OR EQUAL).

2. 20A LIGHT SWITCH IN WEATHER PROOF ENCLOSURE.

3. LINE VOLTAGE PHOTOCELL. CIRCUIT PHOTOCELL AHEAD OF SWITCH
SUCH THAT LIGHTS CANNOT BE USED WHEN SUFFICIENT DAYLIGHT
EXISTS.

4. CIRCUIT TO A SPARE 20A (120V OR 277V) BRANCH CIRCUIT
BREAKER IN NEARBY PANEL. FIELD VERIFY LOCATION OF PANEL PRIOR
TO BID.

2x8 TREATED WOOD w/ ANCHOR BOLTS @ 32" oc

/ ALUMINUM CAP FLASHING w/ ATTACHMENT
COLUMN BY BUILDING \ |

MANUFACTURER BEYOND A
J \ 8" CMU WALL, SOLID GROUTED
/ SEE 4/A102 FOR REINF.

(XY

4 CAP FLASHING

1II — 1I_0II

EXISTING BUILDING WALL N @
/ i i i 1o E—
IU:: L1 /— L1 d>
-
IU:: /U \\/U
2 REFLECTED CEILING PLAN
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PLATFORM
/ SEE XX/AXXX

BUILDING CANOPY TO BE
DESIGNED BY MANUFACTURER

/ SEE 4/A102

CONCRETE STEM WALL

CONCRETE SLAB ON GRAVEL BASE X
=11

NORTH ELEVATION

1/4" — 1I_0II

COLUMN BY BUILDING MANUFACTUER
ADJUST SPACING OF PLATFORM FROM

BUILDING ACCORDINGLY

PROVIDE MATCHING MATERIAL CLOSURE
PLATE BETWEEN BUILDING & PLATFORM

5/16" CABLING - 4" oc MAX

42" HIGH GUARD RAIL
11/2" DIA. ALUMINUM TOP RAILING
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PLATFORM

1/4" = 1'-0"

11/2" GRATING DECK -
4-0"WIDE 6 TREADS @ 11" EACH
PROVIDE SUPPORTS AS METAL GRATING TREAD
REQUIRED / GALVANIZED - 4-0" WIDE
TUBE STEEL SUPPORTS J \ N
& ~—
oc
[am]
) S
g =
= 4" CONCRETE WALKWAY 2
ON 4" GRAVEL BASE \ =
B / _ 7 7 / I \ _ / 3. WASH BAY
I o A S A I A B e  E e D e e ~ 1000
NOTE:

5

1/4" — 1I_0II

PLATFORM SECTION

STAIRS & WALKING PLATFORM TO BE DESIGN
BY ENGINEER HIRED BY CONTRACTOR.
PROVIDE FULL DESIGN INCLUDING BASE

ATTACHMENT

EXISTING BUILDING BEYOND \

EXISTING CMU
EXPANSION JOIN\

\

STANDING SEAM METAL ROOFING

TOP OF CMU

122'-0"

ALUMINUM CAP FLASHING

STEEL COLUMN - BY BUILDING MANUFACTURER
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< EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY
EAGLE CITY COUNCIL MEETING
e MAY 19, 2020

TITLE: | Library Addition - Bailey Builders

ITEM TYPE: | Bid Award

FISCAL IMPACT: | $131,446

APPLICANT: | Jeft Weber

GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION CURRENT ZONE ACREAGE COMMUNITY
PUBLIC HEARING: RECOMMENDATION:
No Staff recommends the City Council award the bid to Bailey Builders in the
REQUIRED FINDINGS: amount 0f$ 13 1,446
BACKGROUND:
PLANNING COMMISSION There were 8 bids received for this project:
ACTION/ Bailey Builders - $131,446
RECOMMENDATION Crew General Contractors - $153,818
Dreamworks - $159,167
Double H Contractors - $160,578
PREPARED BY. Bid D Construction - $175,148
Judd Construction - $184,371
Wasatch West Construction - $184,456.01
J. Lyne Roberts & Sons - $196,800
The amount previously budgeted for this project was $100,000. Pending the
bid award of this project, there will need to be a budget amendment in the
Jeff Weber, Admin amount of $37,946.
Attachments:

Library Addition Plans


https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/592239/Library_Addition_permit_set.pdf

1/24/2020 12:10:32 PM

EAGLE MOUNTAIN - LIBRARY ADDITION

EAGLE MOUNTAIN, UTAH
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EAGLE MOUNTAIN

2565 N. PONY EXPRESS PKWY
EAGLE MOUNTAIN, UTAH 84005
PHONE: 801-789-6679
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jweber@emcity.org
JEFF WEBER, DIRECTOR
FACILITIES / OPERATIONS
SHEET INDEX

ARCHITECT MECHANICAL

. GENERAL:
alt architecture WHW ENGINEERING G001 |COVER SHEET
1445 WEST 8660 SOUTH 8619 SOUTH SANDY PARKWAY #101
WEST JORDAN, UTAH 84088 SANDY, UTAH 84070 :
PHONE: 801-865-0633 PHONE: 801-466-4021 ARCHITECTURAL:

andy@altarchitecture-ut.com winp@whw-engineering.com A100 ARCHITECTURAL SITE PLAN
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A171 REFLECTED CEILING PLANS

A201 EXTERIOR ELEVATIONS

A301 BUILDING SECTIONS

A302 WALL DETAILS

GENERAL NOTES: A401 INTERIOR ELEVATIONS

COVER SHEET

1. FIRE SPRINKLER SYSTEM TO BE A DEFERRED SUBMITTAL. CONTRACTOR SHALL EXTEND EXISTING SYSTEM INTO NEW AREA. SUB-CONTRACTOR
STRUGTURAL ELECTRIGAL TO PROVIDE SHOP DRAWINGS AND CALCULATION TO THE ARCHITECT, OWNER, AND CITY. A601 _ [DOOR & WINDOW SCHEDULES
REAVELEY ENGINEERS RMCE 2. CONTRACTOR SHALL VERIFY THAT THE NEW MECHANICAL EQUIPMEENT ON THE ROOF IS A MINIMUM OF 100" FROM ALL EDGES OF THE ROOF. STRUCTURAL:
g;ﬁfﬁf\l Esg?T\S(OllJJE\IHSs%ngm é)\:} ER}IE%I%?(O?J}IZ\EIS;M o 3. CONTRACTOR SHALL WORK WITH THE OWNER TO TERMINATE THE IRRIGATION SYSTEM IN THE WORK AREA. S101 _ ISTRUCTURAL PLANS & DETAILS
PHONE: 801-505-4013 PHONE: 801-566-0503 4. EXSITNG EXTERIOR LANDSCAPE ROCK SHALL BE SCRAPPED AND STORED UNTIL USE AROUND THE PERIMETER OF THE BUILDING.
fkaraghouli@reaveley.com david@rmceut.com MECHANICAL:
FARIS KARAGHOULI, PhD DAVID STEWARD, P.E. ME101 [MECHANICAL / ELECTRICAL PLANS
dadams@reaveley.com

Dorian Adams, P.E.
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EXISTING SIDEWALK

20|_3||

OUTSIDE OF FOUNDATION TO OUTSIDE OF FOUNDATION

I I
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REMOVE EXISTING LANDSCAPING & ROCK
CAP EXISTING IRRIGATION - WORK w/
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LINE OF NEW ADDITION FOUNDATION
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EXISTING CHILDREN'S LIBRARY SPACE —
11/A401

ADDITION - DEMOLITION PLAN

8|_9||

21 |_7||

12I_OII

1g|_9||

MATCH EXISTING

MATCH EXISTING MATERIAL /

ELECTRICAL FLOOR BOX

21-0 7/8"
FRAMING TO FRAMING

4/p401

P N
3/A401
1/A401
~

2/A401
.

I
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LINE OF CONCRETE SLAB

8|_9||

P -
11/A401

EXISTING CHILDREN'S LIBRARY SPACE

1 ADDITION - FLOOR PLAN

3/8" — 1 I_OII

12I_OII

GENERAL NOTES

1. DO NOT SCALE DRAWINGS. WRITTEN DIMENSIONS SHALL HAVE PRECEDENCE. LARGER SCALE DRAWINGS SHALL HAVE
PRECEDENCE OVER SMALLER SCALE DRAWEINGS. THE GENERAL CONTRACTOR SHALL NOTIFY THE ARCHITECT OF ANY
DIMENSION DISCREPANCIES OR CONFLICTS BEFORE PROCEDING WITH THAT PORTION OF WORK.

2. CONTRACTOR SHALL VERIFY LAY-OUT OF STRUCTURAL, MECHANICAL, AND ELECTRICAL.

3. ALL INTERIOR DIMENSIONS ARE TO/FROM FACE OF STUD. DIMENSIONS MARKED 'CLEAR' OR 'CLR' ARE FROM FACE OF
FINISH TO FACE OF FINISH AND SHALL BE MAINTAINED AND CANNQT BE FIELD ADJUSTED WITHOUT PRIOR APPROVAL
OF THE ARCHITECT.

4. ALL DOOR FRAMES SHALL BE 4" MIN. FROM WALL UNLESS NOTED OTHERWISE.

N
/

e
architecture

5. L 4 m CG = CORNER GUARD. SEE FINISH SCHEDULE FOR MATERIAL.
6. BLOCKING TO BE PROVIDED FOR ALL WALL MOUNTED EQUIPMENT.
7. FE = FIRE EXTINGUISHER.  FEC = FIRE EXTINGUISHER & CABINET.
8. SEE SCHEDULES FOR DOOR AND WINDOW TYPES.
NOTE:

1. DIMENSIONS & ELEVATIONS THAT ARE PROVIDED ARE BASED ON
EXISTING CONDITIONS. CONTRACTOR SHALL FIELD VERIFY ALL EXISTING
DIMENSIONS, HEIGHTS, MATERIAL, ETC. AND MATCH EXISTING CONDITIONS.

2. WINDOWS ARE TO MATCH EXISTING IN STYLE, COLOR, SIZE, AND
GLAZING.

N
NOTCH WOOD SILL & TRIM AS NEEDED
T b s ln d[
B \ NEOPRENE IN-FILL
CENTER WALL ON MULLION
T P N
8/Ad01
EXISTING WINDOW SYSTEM { = = }
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| | EXISTING DOWNLIGHTS
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1 ADDITION - REFLECTED CEILING PLAN

1/4" — 1I_OII

7 SOFFIT MATERIAL

A

EXISTING DOWNLIGHT
RELOCATE TO NEW AREA
24" QUTSIDE OF ROOM

2|_0||

REMOVE EXISTING 2x4 LIGHT FIXTURE
PROVIDE NEW 2x2 MATCHING FIXTURE

EXISTING DOWNLIGHTS <

LOUVER TO NEW LOCATION

i

\‘O MOVE EXISTING SUPPLY

2 CONFERENCE - REFLECTED CEILING PLAN

1/4" = 1'-0"

A

FIRE RETARDANT TREATED ——
WOOD SHINGLES
MATCH EXISTING

MATCH EXISTING GUTTER PROFILE /

OVER-BUILD AREA
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WOOD SHINGLES - MATCH
EXISTING
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s = = 7 GUTTER & DOWNSPOUTS

MATCH EXISTING
111'-6"

ALUMINUM FASCIA

N EIFS - MATCH
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STONE WAINSCOT
MATCH EXISTING
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ADDITION - FLOOR PLAN
100-0"

1 NORTH ELEVATION

1/4" — 1I_0II

WOOD SHINGLES - MATCH
EXISTING

ROOF OVERBUILD

/ EXISTING ROOF

=

ROOF OVERBUILD
WOOD SHINGLES - MATCH
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EIFS TRIM - MATCH
EXISTING

EIFS - MATCH
EXISTING

ADDITION - FLOOR PLAN

EXISITING STONE WAINSCOT /

STONE WAINSCOT
MATCH EXISTING

3 EAST ELEVATION

1/4" = 1'-0"

100'-0"
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EIFS - MATCH /
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STONE WAINSCOT EXISITING STONE WAINSCOT
MATCH EXSTING ADDITION BUILDING
1/4" — 1I_OII
GUTTER & DOWNSPOUTS
NOTE:
» 1. DIMENSIONS & ELEVATIONS THAT ARE PROVIDED ARE BASED ON
T EXISTING CONDITIONS. CONTRACTOR SHALL FIELD VERIFY ALL EXISTING
E— DIMENSIONS, HEIGHTS, MATERIAL, ETC. AND MATCH EXISTING CONDITIONS.
N | MATCH EXISTING
111-6" 2. WINDOWS ARE TO MATCH EXISTING IN STYLE, COLOR, SIZE, AND
GLAZING.
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NOTE: PROVIDE RIDGE & SOFFIT VENTING TO MATCH EXISTING

PRE-ENGINEERED TRUSSES @ 24" oc

EXISTING ROOF

FIRE RETARDANT )
TREATED WOOD SHINGLES |
TO MATCH EXISTING |
I
I

ALUMINUM GUTTER SYSTEM

} I X < q | FASCIA - MATCH EXISTING
—  ERRRRRRRRRRRRRRREEER——————— —— i i fiiMATQHEXmIIl}lgIQ;
} ! /\:¥ SOFFIT MATERIAL TO MATCH
) = 7 i |
— g | evpsuveorrp \— =y N |
/ 116" FACE +-15-7 SOFFIT 4-0" MATCH
GYPSUM BOARD SOFFIT T0 FACE EXISTING EIFS TRIM - MATCH EXISTING
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= WINDOW SYSTEM ——<

=

= 2 5

= = S

= /
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CONCRETE FOQTING
1-0"
NOTE: PROVIDE RIDGE & SOFFIT VENTING TO MATCH EXISTING
1 ADDITION - SECTION (NORTH / SOUTH)
1/2" = 10" . )

GUTTER - MATCH EXISTING

NOTE:

1. DIMENSIONS & ELEVATIONS THAT ARE PROVIDED ARE BASED ON
EXISTING CONDITIONS. CONTRACTOR SHALL FIELD VERIFY ALL EXISTING
DIMENSIONS, HEIGHTS, MATERIAL, ETC. AND MATCH EXISTING CONDITIONS.

2. WINDOWS ARE TO MATCH EXISTING IN STYLE, COLOR, SIZE, AND
GLAZING.

SHEATHING - MATCH EXISTING THICKNESS
w/ 8d NAILS @ 4" oc ON EDGES

HURRICANE / SEISMIC TIE
@ EA. TRUSS BEARING

PRE-ENGINEERED TRUSSES @ 24" oc

FIRE RETARDANT TREATED WOOD SHINGLES TO MATCH EXISTING

ALUMINUM GUTTER SYSTEM

FASCIA TO MATCH EXISTING — = 4

3l
‘_/l J
W ST T 4|_0||

SOFFIT MATERIAL TO MATCH EXISTING

12-8 3/4"

LAY-IN TILE CEILING

GYPSUM BOARD SOFFIT

<|O|_3||

GYPSUM BOARD
SOFFIT

5/8" GYPSUM BOARD ON 2x6 @
16" oc w/ R-19 BATT INSULATION,
TYPICAL ALL EXTEROR WALLS

FASCIA - MATCH EXISTING

- _ MATCH EXISTING
111-6" s
SOFFIT MATERIAL TO MATCH

EIFS TRIM - MATCH EXISTING

1/2" SHEATHING w/ 8D NAILS
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ALL EXTERIOR WALLS
\ EIFS - MATCH EXISTING THICKNESS
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SHEATHING - MATCH EXISTING THICKNESS
w/ 8d NAILS @ 4" oc ON EDGES

PRE-ENGINEERED TRUSSES @ 24" oc

FIRE RETARDANT TREATED WOOD SHINGLES TO MATCH EXISTING

METAL DRIP EDGE

ALUMINUM GUTTER & DOWNSPOUT
MATCH EXISTING PROFILE
PROVIDE CONCRETE SPLASH BLOCKS

2x4 FRAMING @ 16" oc

N
&

ﬁuuuu&
o

DOWNLIGHT 2x6 @ 16" oc w/ —

- GENTERED 5/8" SHEATHING

L

LAY-IN TILE CEILING
45 DEG. ANGLE

5/8" GYPSUM BOARD

1 SOFFIT - INTERIOR / EXTERIOR

3/4" — 1I_0"

o MATCH EXISTING $
\ 111'-6"

| %ﬁ ALUMINUM FASCIA
i 2 MATCH EXISTING
§ =g
L =5
=3
ALUMINUM SOFFIT
PROVIDE MATCHING VENTING

EIFS - MATCH EXISTING THICKNESS

WINDOW SYSTEM
MATCH EXISTING \

EIFS TRIM ). T 5/8" GYPSUM BOARD

WINDOW SYSTEM =
MATCH EXISTING \

YT IV

2 WINDOW DETAIL

3/4" = 1-Q"

(3) 2x6 HEADER w/ PLYWOOD SPACERS

EXTERIOR INSULATION
FINISH SYSTEM

STONE SILL - MATCH

J/'
WOO0D TRIM {

FINISH TO MATCH

SCHEDULED WALL / k

STONE WAINSCOT
MATCH EXISTING

3 WAINSCOT CAP

3/4" — 1I_0"

WINDOW SYSTEM
MATCH EXISTING

STONE SILL & WAINSCOT
MATCH EXISTING

EXTERIOR INSULATION

FINISH SYSTEM

EIFS TRIM

WINDOW SYSTEM

5

3/4" — 1I_0H

2x4 INTERIOR SOFFIT FRAMING

\ (3) 2x10 HEADER w/ PLYWOOD SPACERS

WINDOW HEAD DETAIL

\
/

e
architecture

WOOD SILL - MATCH EXISTING
MATERIAL & FINISH

1x WOOD TRIM

1/2" SHEATHING w/ 8D NAILS
@ 4" oc ON EDGES, TYPICAL
ALL EXTERIOR WALLS

A

/

5/8" GYPSUM BOARD ON 2x6 @
16" oc w/ R-19 BATT INSULATION,
TYPICAL ALL EXTEROR WALLS

4 EXTERIOR WINDOW SILL

3/4" — 1I_0"
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architecture

1445 W 8660 S
WEST JORDAN, UTAH 84088 /

y

SCHEDULED WINDOW SYSTEM
2x WOOD SILL
TRIMMED TO FIT GENERAL SPECIFICATIONS - PROVIDE SHOP DRAWINGS FOR ALL LISTED MATERIAL

EXTERIOR INSULATION FINISH SYSTEM - MATCH EXISTING

2x WOOD TRIM "DRYVIT" ACRYLIC BASED SYNTHETIC STUCCO SYSTEM OVER RIGID FOAM INSULATION

MATCH EXISTING (THICKNESS TO MATCH EXISTING). PROVIDE CONTINUQUS J-MOLD AT ALL TERMINATIONS AND
EACH SIDE FULL HEIGHT CORNER BEAD AT ALL CORNERS. EIFS SHALL BE INSTALLED PER

FINISH TO MATCH MANUFACTURERS RECOMMENDATION.

: 5/8" GYPSUM BOARD EACH
B / SIDE ON 2x4 @ 16" oc PROVIDE 2 COATS "DRYVIT" ELASTOMERIC COATING TO ALL EXPOSED NON-VERTICAL EIFS

\
//

2|_5||

SURFACES.

INSTALL OVER NOTED SHEATHING. PROVIDE EXPANSION AND CONTROL JOINTS PER EXISITNG
CONDITIONS.

PROVIDE RIGID INSULATION TRIM TO MATCH.

BUILDING WRAP (REQUIRED, NOT SHOWN ON DRAWINGS)

2 Wl N D OVV S | L L TYVEK OR EQUAL VAPOR BARRIER UNDER MASONRY AND EIFS AS REQURIED BY CODE.

CULTURED STONE - MATCH EXISTING
11/2" =1-0" STYLE, COLOR, AND THICKNESS TO MATCH EXISTING WAINSCOT.

DESCRIPTION:

WOOD SHINGLES - MATCH EXISTING
FIRE RETARDANT TREATED WOOD SHINGLES.

ALUMINUM FASCIA, SOFFITS, CAPS, FLASHING, GUTTERS & DOWNSPOUTS - MATCH EXISTING
STYLE, COLOR, THICKNESS, AND SHAPE SHALL MATCH EXISTING. PROVIDE RIDGE AND SOFFIT
VENTING OF TRUSS SPAGE TO MATCH EXISTING.

PRE-ENGINEERED TRUSSES
MATCH EXISTING SLOPE AND PITCH. PROVIDED STRUCTURAL CALCULATIONS FROM
MANUFACTURER.

GYPSUM BOARD
5/8" GYPSUM BOARD THROUGHOUT PROJECT. PROVIDE FINISH TO MATCH EXISTING WALL
FINISHES.

DATE:

INSULATION
EXTERIOR WALLS: R-19 BATT INSULATION w/ 6mm POLYETHYLENE VAPOR BARRIER.

TRUSS INSULATION: R-30 BATT INSULATION (ATTACH TO BOTTOM CHORD OF ROQF TRUSS),
FULLY STAPLED w/ NONCOMBUSTIBLE VAPOR BARRIER.

PERIMETER: 2" RIGID INSULATION.

N/ VARK:
\
\

PAINT - COLORS SELEGTED BY OWNER

CEILING TILE - MATCH EXISTING

2'-0"x 2-0" CEILING TILE TO BE INSTALLED IN A 45 DEG. PATTERN TO MATCH EXISTING.
TEGULAR EDGE. PROVIDE MEDIUM DUTY ALUMINUM GRID SYSTEM. PROVIDE ALL REQUIRED
GRID SEISMIC CONNECTIONS.

WOO0D TRIM, BASE, CHAIR RAIL, WINDOW SILLS - MATCH EXISTING
MATCH THICKNESS OF MATERIAL TO EXISTING MATERIAL. PROVIDE RADIUSED EDGES PER
EXISTING. COLOR AND FINISH TO MATCH.

CARPET - MATCH EXISTING
CARPET SQUARE TILES, STYLE, THICKNESS, COLOR, ETC. TO MATCH.

DOOR TYPES WINDOW TYPES

"EAGLE MOUNTAIN LIBRARY ADDITION

1/24/2020 12:10:30 PM

SHEET METAL IN-FILL
SHEET METAL IN-FILL
8-8" 12-6 3/64"
> “101/8" 2 120
NEOPRENE GASKETING g 2 3 2 g EQUAL 28 EQUAL 2 / EQUAL NEOPRENE GASKETING 120 FIELD VERIFY
MATERIAL IN-FILL MATERIAL IN-FILL — — — — ,, ,,
\ \4" : / i 3 -0 3 -0 3 -0 3 -0 2 2|_8|| 2|| 2|_g|| 2“ 3|_0|| 2|| 2|_g|| 2
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7 PROJECT #: 19-021
© TYPE: HM 1 TYPE: A TYPE: B TYPE: C TYPE: D DRAWN BY: act
HOLLOW METAL ALUMINUM ALUMINUM MATCH EXISTING ALUMINUM
PAINT 1/4" TEMPERED GLAZING 1/4* TEMPERED GLAZING 1" INSULATED GLAZING 1/4" TEMPERED GLAZING CHECKED BY: act
NON-NSULATED
ISSUED: 1/24/2020
NOTE:
DOOR AND WINDOW GENERAL NOTES WINDOW GENERAL NOTES S s
1. ALL GLAZING PANEL MEETING ALL OF THE FOLLOWING CRITERIA TO 1. DIMENSIONS & ELEVATIONS THAT ARE PROVIDED ARE BASED ON No. 135322-030
1. PROVIDE SEALANT AT JOINTS AT DISSIMILAR MATERIAL CONNECTIONS, ISOLATE DISSIMILAR METALS. BE SAFETY GLAZING COMPLYING WITH ALL APPLICABLE BUILDING EXISTING CONDITIONS. CONTRACTOR SHALL FIELD VERIFY ALL EXISTING
2. ALL DIMENSIONS FOR DOOR AND WINDOW OPENINGS TO BE FIELD VERIFIED PRIOR TO MANUFACTURING AND S)OFE’ESEL S GREATER THAN 9 S.F DIMENSIONS, HEIGHTS, MATERIAL, ETC. AND MATCH EXISTING CONDITIONS. :
INSTALLATION. b) PANEL IS WITHIN 18 INCHES OF FINISH FLOOR 2. WINDOWS ARE TO MATCH EXISTING IN STYLE, COLOR, SIZE, AND AAR 9
¢) PANEL IS GREATER THAN 60 INCHES ABOVE FINISH FLOOR GLAZING. DU ™
d) PANEL IS NEAR A WALKING PATH OR AREA
2. ALL SAFETY GLAZING TO HAVE PERMANENT LABELS/IDENTIFICATION Wl N D OW
LOGATED ON GLAZING.
3. ALL GLAZING IN OPERABLE PANELS OR WITHIN 24 INCHES OF DOOR SC H E D U LES
JAMB TO BE TEMPERED GLAZING.

/7 '\
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T ]
I I
I I
I I CONCRETE FOOTING
I r ] I
I I I
I I I I
I I I I
I I I I
| | | | CONGRETE FOUNDATION
I I I I
I I I
I I I )y
I I I I
I I I I
I I I I
I I I I
I I | I FOUNDATION SCHEDULE
I I I I
@ | | | | REINFORCEMENT
I I I I MARK | HEIGHT | WIDTH | VERTICAL HORIZONTAL LAYER
=) | I I I CFWi | 25 |8 #4@18" oc (3) #4 CENTER
N
O
- I I I I 1. DOWEL VERTICAL BARS INTO FOOTING.
2. PLACE TOP & BOTTOM BARS WITHIN 4" OF TOP & BOTTOM OF WALL.
I I I I 3. PLAGE REINFORCEMENT LAYERS IN CENTER OF WALL.
I I I I
I I I I
| | 6 | | @ FOOTING SCHEDULE
| I VP, I I REINFORGEMENT
| | I I MARK | WIDTH | LENGTH | THICKNESS TRANSVERSE LENGTHWISE
I I I S
| | | | S FC20 | 24 CONT. | 12" - (3) #4
I I I I 1. PLACE REBAR 3' CLEAR FROM BOTTOM & SIDES.
I I I I
I I I I
I I I I
I I I I
I I a EXISTING FOUNDATION I I
I I W I I
I 1 [ R R I
I | I
I | I EXISTING FOOTINGS
I e T /
I I I I
| | | |
3/8" — 1I_0II
*
% INDICATES APPROXIMATE LOCATIONS
OF SIMPSON STHD10 CAST-IN-PLACE
STRAP-TIE HOLD DOWNS. PROVIDE (1)
#4 x 2-0" BAR CENTERED ON HOLDOWN
FRAMING NOTES
1. AT ALL WINDOW OPENINGS PROVIDE:
* A. 2-2X6 TRIM STUDS AND 3-2X6 JAMB COLUMNS.
B. 3-2X10 HEADERS W/ 2-SIMPSON LCE4 POST CAPS AT EACH BEARING END.
2. AT ALL EXTERIOR WALLS PROVIDE 2X6 STUDS AT 16 " 0.C. W/ 7/16" APA RATED 0SB
SHEATHING PANELS WITH 8DNAILS @ 6" 0.C. AT ALL PANEL EDGES AND 8D NAILS AT 12"
0.C. AT INTERMEDIATE SUPPORTS, U.N.0.
4. BLOCK ALL WALLS AT MID-HEIGHT, U.N.0.
{::l Wl
i 5. PROVIDE 5/8" DIAMETER GALVANIZED "J* BOLTS OR SIMPSON STRONG-TIE TITEN HD
CONCRETE SCREW ANCHORS WITH 2'x2"x1/4" GALVANIZED PLATE WASHERS @ 32" 0.C.,
PROVIDE MINIMUM 2 ANCHORS BETWEEN HOLDOWN STRAPS.
6. ROOF: PROVIDE 7/16" APA RATED 0SB SHEATHING WITH "H" CLIPS AND 8D NAILS @ 6"
0.C. AT ALL PANEL EDGES AND 8D NAILS AT 12" 0.C. AT INTERMEDIATE SUPPORTS, U.N.0.
|
—] i 7. ALL WOOD IN CONTACT WITH CONCRETE SHALL BE REDWOOD OR PRESSURE TREATED
LUMBER.
8. PROVIDE SIMPSON H1 HURRICANE/SEISMIC TIES AT EACH TRUSS BEARING END, TYP.
9. CONNECT BOTTOM CHORDS OF OVERBUILD TRUSSES TO EXISTING HIP ROOF TRUSSES
WITH SIMPSON VTCR VALLEY TRUSS CLIPS AT 24" 0.C., CENTERED ON EXISTING TRUSS
4 | CHORDS BELOW.
i
10. AT NEW CONCRETE WALL CONNECTION TO EXISTING CONCRETE FOUNDATION WALL
EXISTING JAMB COLUMNS & HEADER TO REMAIN PROVIDE 2-6" LONG DOWELS IN HILTI RE 500 V3 OR EQUIVALENT EPOXY TO MATCH NEW
HORIZONTAL WALL REINFORCING WITH MININUM 6" EMBEDMENT.
11. AT NEW CONCRETE FOOTING CONNECTION TO EXISTING CONCRETE FOOTING PROVIDE
g 26" LONG DOWELS IN HILTI RE 500 V3 OR EQUIVALENT EPOXY TO MATCH NEW
N@W HORIZONTAL FOOTING REINFORCING WITH MININUM 6" EMBEDMENT.
-———f— - | o2’
EXISTING CHILDREN'S LIBRARY SPACE
3/8" — 1I_OII

CULTURED STONE

METAL FLASHING

PARGE COAT EXPOSED FOUNDATION

VERTICAL WALL REINFORCEMENT

DAMPPROOFING - 2 COATS
ASPHALT EMULSION

2

3/4" — 1 I_OII

2x6 REDWOOD OR PRESSURE TREATED PLATE
PROVIDE ANCHOR BOLT PER STRUCTURAL PLANS

HORIZONTAL REINFORCEMENT

ADDITION - FLOOR

4" CONCRETE SLAB ON 4" GRAVEL BASE
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CONCRETE FOUNDATION WALL

_ 2" RIGID INSULATION
-

ROUGHEN SURFACE TO
MINIMUM 1/4" AMPLITUDE

TOP OF FOQTING
98I_0II

|—— FOOTING REINFORCEMENT

|| ﬂ; CONCRETE FOOTING

5

3/8" = 1'-0"

SCHEDULED WALL
#4 DOWEL@ 32" oc /
2I_6II
6 / I ~ ADDITION - FLOOR PLAN
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—EVBEDVENT iy = 798%}._0..
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:I I I I | I — | EXISTING CONCRETE FOOTING
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3/4" — 1 I_OII

THICKEN SLAB DETAIL

SHIFT FRAMING TO ALLOW DOWNLIGHT TO BE CENTERED ON WALL
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LOCATE ON ROOF NEXT OTHERS

ADDITION - ELECTRICAL PLAN

3/8" — 1 I_OII

2

3/8" — 1 I_OII

CONFERENCE ROOM - ELECTRICAL PLAN

ELECTRICAL KEYED NOTES Q

1. REMOVE EXISTING INTERIOR DUPLEX OUTLET & TELECOM QUTLET. EXTEND EXISTING
BRANCH CIRCUIT INTO ADDITION OR NEW QUTLETS.

2. CIRCUIT TO NEARBY 20A, 120V AC BRANCH CIRCUIT SERVING QUTLETS.

3. PROVIDE A FOUR SQUARE JBOX w/ A SINGLE DEVICE PLASTER RING & 1" CONDUIT TO
ABOVE ACCESSIBLE CEILING FOR TELECOM OUTLET. DATA CABLE, JACK, FACEPLATE
ARE TO BE PROVIDED BY OTHERS.

4. CIRCUIT HEAT PUMP TO NEARBY PANEL. PROVIDE A NEW 30A 2P BRANCH CIRCUIT
BREAKER. COORDINATE w/ MECHANICAL FOR WIRING CONNECTION BETWEEN HP1 &
SS1.

5. RECESSED FLOOR BOX. MATCH EXISTING IN CONFIGURATION & FINISH.

6. 1" C FOR TELECOM TO RISE UP IN WALL TO ABOVE ACCESSIBLE CEILING SPACE.

ELECTRICAL KEYED NOTES <:>

1. CIRCUIT NEW LIGHT FIXTURES TO NEARBY INTERIOR LIGHTINGBRANCH CIRCUIT. VERIFY LOADING ON
CIRCUIT WILL NOT EXCEED 80% OF BRANCH CIRCUIT CAPACITY.

2. CONNECT NEW EXTERIOR DOWNLIGHT TO EXISTING EXTERIOR LIGHTING BRANCH CIRCUIT.
3. EXISTING EXTERIOR LIGHT TO BE REMOVED. EXTEND EXISTING BRANCH CIRCUIT TO NEW LOCATION.

4. TYPE "G1" 2x4 GRID TROFFER w/ 18 CELL PARACUBE LOUVER, (3) 32W T8 LAMPS w/ ELECTRONIC
DIMMABLE BALLAST (MATCH EXISTING).

5. TYPE "DL" 6" DOWNLIGHT w/ CFL LAMP (VERIFY WATTAGE & MATCH EXISTING) AND DIMMABLE
BALLAST.

6. TYPE "ODL" 6" DOWNLIGHT, EXTERIOR DAMP LOCATIONLISTED (VERIFY LAMP TYPE, WATTAGE, &
MATCH EXISTING).

7.NOT USED

8. PROVIDE A CEILING MOUNTED, DUAL-TECHNOLOGY LINE VOLTAGE OCCUPANCY FOR CONTROL OF
LIGHTING.

9. PROVIDE SLIDE DIMMERS FOR LIGHTING CONTROL. DIMMER TECHNOLOGY TO MATCH DIMMING
BALLASTS IN LIGHT FIXTURES.

MECHANICAL KEYED NOTES (O

1. INSTALL EXTERIOR UNIT PER MANUFACTURER'S RECOMMENDATIONS. PROVIDE ROOF CURB
TO MATCH EXISTING UNITS.

2. INSTALL INTERIOR UNIT PER MANUFACTURER'S RECOMMENDATIONS. COORDINATE
THERMOSTAT LOCATION WITH OWNER, ARGHITECT AND SITE CONDITIONS.

3. PROVIDE REFRIGERANT PIPING FROM OUTDOOR UNIT TO INDOOR UNIT PER MANUFACTURER'S
RECOMMENDATIONS. PROVIDE CONDENSATE PIPING FROM INTEGRAL PUMP AT INDOOR UNIT TO
EXTERIOR. COORDINATE LOCATION OF EXTERIOR CONDENSATE WITH OWNER, ARCHITECT, AND
SITE CONDITIONS.

FIELD VERIFY LENGTH & LOCATION

3

3/8" — 1 I_OII

6|_0||

0DL

7-10 3/8"

6|_0||

6|_0||

O

ADDITION - REFLECTED CEILING PLAN

1 DD

LOCATE ON ROOF NEXT OTHERS
FIELD VERIFY LENGTH & LOCATION

SPLIT SYSTEM INDOOR UNIT SCHEDULE

SYMBOL EQUIPMENT CFM COOLING WEIGHT MCA VOLTAGE FAN F.L.A. MANUF. & SCHEDULE
SERVED (LBS) PHASE-HZ MODEL # NOTES
SS1 HP-1 1020 62 1.0 208/230-1-60 1.0 MITSUBISHI 1,2
PLA-A36

1. R410A REFRIGERANT

2. PROVIDE CONDENSATE PUMP. ROUTE CONDENSATE LINE TO EXTERIOR.

HEAT PUMP QUTDOOR AIR COOLED CONDENSING UNIT SCHE

DULE

SYMBOL NO. REQD MIN. SIZE COMPRESSOR MOTOR MCA MOCP MANUF. & SCHEDULE
(TONS) NO. PHASE | VOLTS HERTZ MODEL # NOTES
HP1 1 3 1 1 208-230 60 25 31 MITSUBISHI 1,2,3
PUZ-A36

1. R410A REFRIGERANT

2. AT DESIGN CONDITIONS AND 95 DEG. F DB 65 DEG. F WB EAC.

3. CONDENSING UNIT SYMBOLS CORRESPOND WITH COIL UNIT SYMBOLS.
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EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY
CITY COUNCIL MEETING

" EAGLE
MAY 19, 2020
TITLE: | Water Optimization Study - Barr Engineering
ITEM TYPE: | Bid Award
FISCAL IMPACT: | $169,900
APPLICANT:
GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION CURRENT ZONE ACREAGE COMMUNITY
PUBLIC HEARING: RECOMMENDATION:
No Staff recommends that the City Council approves a bid award to Barr
REQUIRED FINDINGS: Engineering for the Water Optimization Study.
BACKGROUND:
PLANNING COMMISSION As Eagle Mountain City has continued to grow, sources of water have become
ACTION/ a major concern. As such, the City has contracted with the Central Utah
RECOMMENDATION Water Conservancy District to provide an additional 1500 acre feet of water
to the City. CWP has become a vital partner with the City in meeting the water
needs of our community.
PREPARED BY:

Chris Trusty, Public
Works

With mput from CWP, the City issued an RFP for engineering services to
conduct a study intended to evaluate and analyze:

1. Near term and future domestic and industrial water use in Eagle Mountain.
2. Possible new water sources, including the possible location of new wells and
the effect of new wells on aquifer yield.

3. Allowable depletion and consumptive use of water rights and sources,
specifically as it relates to the overall long-range uses of water in the City within
Cedar Valley and any returns credited towards Utah Lake.

4. The mmpact on existing aquifer water quality from discharging high TDS
effluent through rapid infiltration basins.

5. The impact on existing parks and green spaces from irrigating with high TDS
effluent.

6. Possible recommendations to effectively dispose/reuse industrial wastewater
that might be high in Total Dissolved Solids (TDS).

The end goal of this report is to evaluate and make recommendations on how
the City can utilize existing and future water sources within the Cedar Valley,
taking into account hydro-geologic impacts, depletion and return requirements
as well as how to regulate industrial wastewater influent TDS and manage,
treat, and dispose of high TDS industrial wastewater to protect existing aquifer
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Attachments:

water quality and yield.

Three proposals were received by the City. Proposals were first and foremost
evaluated based on the competency of the submittals. The review team
included members of City staff and engineers from CWP. Proposals were
received by the following teams:

Barr, Hansen Allen and Luce, and JWO Engineering ($169,900)
Psomas, Jones and DeMille, and Cascade Water Resources ($96,285)
Sunrise Engineering ($119,211)

CWP has committed to help fund $50,000 of this project. Staff
recommendation is to award the bid to the Barr Engineering team. Their team
provides the most complete team with the varied aspects of this project, and
their project approach was the best planned to be able to provide the City with
results in a short time frame.
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\NS : Pl h Engineering Division

= 2565 North Pony Express Parkway
' Eagle Mountain City, Utah 84005

E A G L E (801) 789-6671
M O UNTATIN
Thursday, April 30, 2020
City Recorder's Office
Eagle Mountain City

1650 East Stage Coach Run
Eagle Mountain City, UT 84005

SUBJECT: Arrival phase “B” plat 2 out of warranty Bond Release

City Recorder:

The above referenced subdivision has completed the required one year maintenance period as
required in their development agreement. After performing a walkthrough of this subdivision, |
would recommend that the city accepts the subdivision as complete and release all bonds placed
by the developer and held by the city for this development.

Please contact me should you have any comments, questions, or concerns. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Christopher T. Trusty, P.E.

Engineering Director
Eagle Mountain City

Cc: Fionnuala Kofoed, City Recorder



A ; L "SURVEYOR'S CERTIFICATE
c 1 '
Z 25' MIN. REAR 25' MIN. REAR I, SPENCER W. LLEWELYN, DO HEREBY CERTIFY THAT I AM A PROFESSIONAL LAND SURVEYOR, AND
% YARD SETBACK YARD SETBACK
% ——— e —— e THAT I HOLD CERTIFICATE NO. 10516507 IN ACCORDANCE WITH TITLE 58, CHAPTER 22, OF UTAH
Q) ’ ) r v, | 1T f B - STATE CODE. 1FURTHER CERTIFY BY AUTHORITY OF THE OWNER(S), THAT I HAVE COMPLETED A
% | G YARD ' ||| . SURVEY OF THE PROPERTY DESCRIBED ON THIS PLAT IN ACCORDANCE WITH SECTION 17-23-17 OF
ane - COMBINED | || ~  25MIN.STREET ___| _ E SAID CODE, AND HAVE SUBDIVIDED SAID TRACT OF LAND INTO LOTS, BLOCKS, STREETS, AND
Caverie® | MIN.30 B SIDE SETBACK | = EASEMENTS, AND THE SAME HAS, OR WILL BE, CORRECTLY SURVEYED, STAKED, AND THE
| MONUMENTED ON THE GROUND AS SHOWN ON THIS PLAT, AND THAT THIS PLAT IS TRUE AND
I LOT | LOT | Q ~
| | | | 3 CORRECT.
12' MIN. n
| SIDE YARD o | - =)
% | comnen "L | F
. NG | | o . || | SDEYARD | 4 24 ,a :
& % ; L 41 }
= ® = 25'MIN. STREET 25'MIN. STREET SPE "LLEWELYN DATE
PROJE 2 8 FRONT SETBACK FRONT SETBACK 54 ; A PROFESSIONAL LAND SURVEYOR
c 3 | : | CERTIFICATE NO. 10516507
L O C ATION e - PUBLIC STREET
5 GRAPHIC SCALE
O
TYPICAL BUILDING SETBACKS | o 0 w0 BOUNDARY DESCRIPTION
N.T.S. . ! , ,
e — — A portion of the NWI/4 & the NEI/A of Section 13, Township 5 South, Range 2 West, Salt Lake Base &
53 Meridian, more particularly described as follows: ~
‘ (IN FEET) : Beginning at the Northeast Corner of Lot 121, Phase A, Plat 1, ARRIVAL Subdivision, according to the
. STRUC%&% o i 1inch=100ft. Official Plat thereof on file in the Office of the Utah County Recorder, located S89°19'12"E along the Section line
8000 North "@l 50' OF TOP OF WASH 3&53’ ~(S33°48'03" : 28.81 feet and North 2,886.52 feet from the South ¥ Corner of Section 13, T5S, R2W, S.L.B.& M.; thence along
/1‘5 ‘ ’ - \/—38.04) NSO&TII){ RANN , Line Table said plat and the extension thereof the following 3 (three) courses and distances: N89°48'26"W 758.76 feet; thence
o 554 @}1{: 50 AT B 7 North 28.70 feet; thence N89°4826"W 376.72 feet; thence N39°03'40"W 332.36 feet; thence N32°29'33"W 50.00
o i) 3’6\3; - LINE | DIRECTION | LENGTH ‘ feet; thence N57°3027"E 7.63 feet; thence N31°10'26"W 221.61 feet; thence N72°09'05"E 278.92 feet; thence
VICINITY MAP s AN 2 2 SPRN RCT— R—— N17°50'55"W 43.92 feet; thence N72°09'05"E 50.00 feet; thence N57°30'27"E 739.43 feet; thence N32°29'33"W
N.T.S 0 (S33°48'03"E \ MAINTENANCE 52 : — 11.67 feet; thence N57°30'27"E 348.33 feet to the Westerly of Plat “B”, NORTH RANCH Subdivision, according
47.01) \ \ EASEMENT ’ L2 | S4°I834"E | 2155 to the Official Plat thereof on file in the Office of the Utah County Recorder; thence along said Plat “B” and along
N32°29'33"W (S51°36'05"E \ 2 INFAVOROF ) ‘ \ . L3 | S45°1834"E | 21.55 , Plat “A”, CEDAR PASS NORTH Subdivision, according to the Official Plat thereof on file in the Office of the
7214 \_ N EAGLEggYUNTAIN | T sevmos | o1 Utah County Recorder the following 2 (two) courses and distances: $25°00'00"E 637.02 feet; thence South 685.93
1.03 acres 9P /\Q,./ A &, 2 - feet to the to the point of beginning. \
44734 sqft nf"\n;@m'\‘ \ \ \vgy %a . L5 | N04°07'45"W | 65.03 Contains: 27.82 acrest/-
. o' \5\ ’ - .
Z Zs @,)}\ N o o L6 | S00°00'00"E | 40.82
=2
2\ \2 N L7 | NI17°50'55"W | 53.41
@ \o e
\ 2 A :
215 N Y C) OWNER'S DEDICATION
B\ A WE, THE UNDERSIGNED OWNERS OF ALL THE REAL PROPERTY DEPICTED ON THIS PLAT AND
- FUTURE DEVELOPMENT e \ N ‘ : DESCRIBED IN THE SURVEYORS CERTIFICATE ON THIS PLAT, HAVE CAUSED THE LAND
\ 1.15 acres 4 LS \ ' , DESCRIBED ON THIS PLAT TO BE DIVIDED INTO LOTS, STREETS, PARKS, OPEN SPACES,
Yy N\ 50237 sqft ~ By <A\ \ ‘ EASEMENTS AND OTHER PUBLIC USES AS DESIGNATED ON THE PLAT AND NOW DO HEREBY
A7 N\ \\ . Zz \ \ P 42 DEDICATE UNDER THE PROVISIONS OF 10-9A-607, UTAH CODE, WITHOUT CONDITION,
‘,\61 2 W\2 ‘ \ A\ %& “’%\ i ’ RESTRICTION OR RESERVATION TO EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY, UTAH, ALL STREETS, WATER,
o ~ \ ‘-’ng 216 N %, ‘% : SEWER AND OTHER UTILITY EASEMENTS AND IMPROVEMENTS, OPEN SPACES SHOWN AS PUBLIC
Vi W\ N\ N OPEN SPACES, PARKS AND ALL OTHER PLACES OF PUBLIC USE AND ENJOYMENT TO EAGLE
4 NN _ s dcres N & ' Curve Table MOUNTAIN CITY, UTAH TOGETHER WITH ALL IMPROVEMENTS REQUIRED BY THE
& (& 2, \ 54 _/\ \ N CEDAR PASS NORTH DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT BETWEEN THE UNDERSIGNED AND EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY FOR
z " A\~ o | (S37°3636'E \ SUBDIVSION CURVE | RADIUS | DELTA | LENGTH | CHORD DIRECTION | CHORD LENGTH THE BENEFIT OF THE CITY AND THE INHABITANTS THEREOF.
i \\< 212 123.78) = A PLAT A 1 «a 4000 | 90°00000" | 62.83 N45°11'34"E 56.57
7 AN 1.17 acres /256551\\:,/’ =" e ‘ c2 500.00 | 18°3330" | 161.95 S27°0T'40"E 161.24 OWNER(S):
N72°09'05"E Vi AN 50930 saft =) o ‘ ' ‘ PRINTED NAME OF OWNER
50.00 | A \\& 4 —= ~\ \& >~ c3 52500 | 14°01'17" | 128.48 N24°51'34"W 128.16 o
z . = 2 0 : RTWELS., L4T
P \\ %a\ 2\ \‘“‘ , | ca 47500 | 27°2739" | 227.66 S31°34'45"E 225.49 MTW&L‘ L4
= v
8 N17°50'55"W N\ \ AN 217 m\ \“; C5 1500 | 89°22139" | 23.40 N12°49'07"E 21.10
N17°50'55"W 0\ 5341 N\ S » gl 2. 43
43.92 \s 208 \ r— — % if733 Zcre;t £\ \?(,;) = . c6 475.00 | 14°35'13" | 120.93 $52°36'11"E 120.60
o S EN -~
e , 24(1).;24 %cresﬁ R L (al '/é 4 2\ \\ = c7 500.00 | 8°54'09" | 77.69 S40°51'30"E 77.61 ACKNOWLEDGMENT
o ks =° Zﬁ \ A s 1500 | 820633 | 2150 NBI2617"W 19.70 ONTHE _Z DAY OF %ﬁ% 2018, PERSONALLY APPEARED BEFORE ME THE PERSONS
€ o =1 L ——— 266.50. — —l— — S —— SIGNING THE FOREGOING OWNERS DEDICATION KNOWN TO ME TO BE AUTHORIZED TO EXECUTE
72o(,g'O"’ - = A 211 & | | [T =—  Neems0TET CO | 52500 | 4%4125" | 42.98 N4T23917"W 9297 THE FOREGOING OWNERS DEDICATION FOR AND ON BEHALF OF THE OWNERS WHO DULY
N—"— - // |2 108 res 21| oo €25 \ \g Clo | 47500 | 20°5439" | 24797 S74°5107"E 24516 ACKNOWLEDGE TO ME THAT THE OWNERS DEDICATION WAS EXECU
20.0 TRAIL e | 3 3 'z \ ,\\: ci1 475.00 | 44°29'52" | 368.90 S67°33'30"E 359.70 THEO RS. ‘
<‘ EASEMENT . e - e Z N = W5 2 1 a \ ‘
\ 207 -~ ’ \ l Slg ' glg ; 8 | g e C12 | 50000 | 34°3907" | 30240 S$62°38'08"E 297.81 4
e o 03 °23'00"E O ~2 -2021
\ }8‘72732;; Kot | |5 745,60 _} gl g S 14732?(;; R SN Al c13 | 52500 | 31c0416" | 28470 S60°50'42"E 281.23 MY COMMISSION EXPIRES OF
[} NS - L e 24560 — — : 211
’0‘3 \ _ /:,\036'15\ } § [ No0000W— — — — = : = | 2] C14 | 52500 | 12°40003" | 116.07 N56°20'01"W 115.84
I - [ 1 7
o%_ e 20.0'DRAINAGE. _| 1 | [ES|9s L 26673 \ _“rJé' C15 | 52500 |13°4247" | 12565 N69°3126"W 125.35 CAT043 a
~ EASEMENT s oyl b — — T3 e e e e — b
o 209 )] = BB 594826 — — ] cte | 1500 [re2zs0| 2000 | wsernasw 18355 COMMISSION NUMBER PRIN‘)TED FUL% o AME”OFE NOTARY
éi‘g;“s’:; e %3 10 SHEE ‘ 2 ! = Voo c17 | 1500 |[oso003st| 2487 S47°30'18"W 2.12
b= 1. o D . N
N57°30°27"E EE 103 acres Z| & 4|2 AN | o Tore Tomor T o T sormses " LIMITED LIABILITY ACKNOWLEDGMENT
7.63 | 2! 3 8 |2 219 2l L 3
. || &l —|718 1,02 acres : - b c19 | 50000 | 9°5045" | 8592 S84°53'04"E 85.82 STATE OF UTAH o
~ EE] - S,
: - ]! 1595 EAST ! | = 44459 sqft al i c20 | 44700 | 20°2328" | 159.08 N22°17'49"W 158.25 COUNTY OF UTAH
N32°29 353 'gz (\ h ;f’llggcsr:; T ———— 136.03 — = — — — —22999 — — — — — oy 1= | %\\ : c21 | 1500 | o90c0000" | 23356 N45°1134"E 2121 2 M e -
. 2 $89°48'26"E 366.02 o / ¥ < ON THE DAY OF AD. 20 PERSONALLY D BEFORE ME THE
C]9 e] CAQIAN N SN 01 112 A [, ¥ >
\\ . T~ = 8 _ Sapasnnt I?ngg%lg DRIVEZ o /8 28538 — 4 — _ \l o oF C22 | 6500 |90°0000" | 102.10 N4S11'34'E o192 UNDERE};NEP NOTARY/PUBLIC, %AND FOR THE COUNTY OF ﬁu , IN SAID STATE OF
2\ W/ \ >~ -C @ & S89°48'26"E  366.02 [_9?_9_0_1‘1_' oo S80%B26"Bni iy \ EAGLE MOUNTAIN c23 65.00 | 46°113" | 52.40 S67°05'58"W 50.99 UTAH, , WHO AFTER BEING DULY SWORN, ACKNOWLEDGED TO ME
BN // A3 205 /i d o 6\'\—c18__55.69_| = 103 46— —[——= —20687— — — - B AN T T T T T e J o 1) 36:713:0052 oot 500 | azoagar | 4970 PSTP— 850 THAT HE IS THE IM&% OF JgrSmeazl" , LLC. AND THAT HE SIGNED
=2 N\ Y, // Los Y/ | | I 1548 EAST 1566 EAST 1596 EAST r N \ . : i THE OWNERS DEDICATION FREELY AND VOLUNTARILY FOR AND IN BEHALF OF SAID LIMITED
2\ /4 45356 st 7 I 2| | I I 10FRONTPU.&DE. | 1| | : PR C25 | 497.00 | 1°4327" | 1496 $00°40'10"E 14.96 LIABILITY COMPANY FOR THE PURPOSES THEREIN MENTIONED.
2\, a /s T =& | I 1l (TYP.) l PARCEL A |
\ IO 204 ! N P , I . |5 c26 | 447.00 | 12°1739" | 9591 NO5°57'15"W 95.73 y
N/ & o',,? =l gla S l < I 1l | 1.83 acres e\ NO PERMANENT / X %
< /i 1.00 acres % ‘f §g 2 =] 203  JE 202 4B 201 J B l 79646 sqft | 5 v ST'RUCTCI)JREE VV\JIIESH C27 497.00 | 15°08'51" | 131.39 $09°06'19"E 131.01 MY COMMISSION EXPIRES //1/203° = '
\ \ / / 43426 Sqﬁ 3 I?'" gé zg § % 0.59 acres 2 g 0.53 acres ; § . 1.05 acres 2 § : (PUBLIC OPEN SPACE) / : % \ \ S0'OF TOP 0 C28 497.00 32041y07u 283.52 N16°09'00"W 279.69 ! . . A NOTMUBZIC COM].V[ISSIONED IN UTAI‘I
S 25620 sqft NS 22900sqft T 45790 sqft qlz APPROXIMATE LOCATION R = . , .
) z‘%\ //// Sl g : E ! i % B ; 18 . ; 2 | OF TRAIL R \\ \ DOWER EASEMENT c29 | 47200 |3204107" | 269.26 N16°09'00"W 265.62 AWM & . Lapet
) . \ - - A l\/] E
CANN /fy _: = | il il 10 REAR I | T \(_ BOOK______PAGE c30 | 44700 | 32°4107" | 255.00 N16°09'00"W 251.55 NOTARY ADDRESS . PRINTED FULL NAME OF NOTARY
Y/ / A _— prsras | R
81.64 245.09 25.0{25.0 (TYP.) \ C31 497.00 | 15°4849" | 137.17 S24°35'09"E 136.74
e N e ]V eowror ACCEPTANCE BY LEGISLATIVE BODY
- / — 11533 — —103.46— — = — —0687— — — — 333.10 ,/\\/V\BEGINNING C32 | 52500 | 4°5534" | 45.14 S42°5047°E 45.12 THE CITY COUNCIL OF EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY, COUNTY OF UTAH, APPROVES THIS SUBDIVISION
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0?‘; Engineering Division
~ B _","

2565 North Pony Express Parkway
Eagle Mountain City, Utah 84005

EAG L E (801) 789-6671

M O UNTATI N

_.&.

Wednesday, May 13, 2020

City Recorder’s Office

Eagle Mountain City

1650 East Stage Coach Run
Eagle Mountain City, UT 84005

SUBJECT: Harmony phase “A” plat 1 out of warranty Bond Release

City Recorder:

The above referenced subdivision has completed the required one year maintenance period as
required in their development agreement. After performing a walkthrough of this subdivision, |
would recommend that the city accepts the subdivision as complete and release all bonds placed
by the developer and held by the city for this development.

Please contact me should you have any comments, questions, or concerns. Thank you.

Sincerely,

Carittontier 7 7pvsty

ChrlstopherT‘(rusw {May 13, 2020)
Christopher T. Trusty, P.E.
Engineering Director
Eagle Mountain City

Cc: Fionnuala Kofoed, City Recorder
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& 877 X S{E7am sar1 318 70 sry BI 7w sarT S\ e SOrT SI a0 A £13760 S0f1 213 1 ISR L B I R B s © s STSIBPOMLET R W | SMALLEST LOT SIZE: 5,581 SF/0.13 ACRES |
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43 45'32 2 IF ‘A STRUCTURE IS CONSTRUCTED WITH LESS THAN AN EIGHT-FOOT SETBACK, PIPING OR OTHER APPROVED N0 COMBUSTIBLE CONSTRUCTION UNTIL FIRE HYDRANTS /
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EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY
CITY COUNCIL MEETING

" EAGLE
MAY 19, 2020
TITLE: | Facebook 3.5 MG Tank Change Order #1 - Probuild Construction
ITEM TYPE: | Change Order
FISCAL IMPACT: | $60,000
APPLICANT:
GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION CURRENT ZONE ACREAGE COMMUNITY
PUBLIC HEARING: RECOMMENDATION:
No Staff recommends that the City Council approves Probuild Construction
REQUIRED FINDINGS: Change Order #1, for the Facebook 3.5 MG Tank.
BACKGROUND:
PLANNING COMMISSION With the installation of the 3.5 MG tank east of Eagle Mountain Boulevard, the
ACTION/ city included an upsize to the storm drainage system in order to accommodate
RECOMMENDATION possible increased flow from tank overflow. However, the contractor was
unable to install the storm drain gravity line due to a conflict in elevations with a
buried electrical line. The change order is the cost to uncover the buried
electrical line sufficiently so that it can be raised, the existing storm drain
PREPARED BY:

Chris Trusty, Public
Works

Attachments:

removed and replaced with a larger pipe, and the electric lne raised and
reburied.
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EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY
CITY COUNCIL MEETING

" EAGLE
MAY 19, 2020
TITLE: | Pony Express Parkway Widening Design Change Order #4 - Horrocks
Engineers
ITEM TYPE: | Change Order
FISCAL IMPACT: | $38,000
APPLICANT:
GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION CURRENT ZONE ACREAGE COMMUNITY
PUBLIC HEARING: RECOMMENDATION:
No Staff recommends that the City Council approve the Pony Express Parkway
REQUIRED FINDINGS: Widening Design Change Order #4 i the amount of $38,000 for Horrocks
Engineers.
PLANNING COMMISSION BACKGROUND:
ACTION/ The City originally contracted with Horrocks Engineers for design services for
RECOMMENDATION . . . .
the widening of Pony Express Parkway from Sandpiper Ave to Oquirrh
Mountain. The original design also included the Unity Pass parallel waterline.
During the design phase, this was expanded to Lake Mountain Road to
PREPARED BY- provide a more logical end point. Later, this contract was modified to provide

Chris Trusty, Public
Works

design services for widening to Mid Valley Road and a change order was
approved for that scope of work.

The Project Manager working for Horrocks left employment at the end of last
year and prior to leaving had not communicated with the City that some of the
work being asked for had expanded beyond what had been included in the
original contract and subsequent change orders. They presented the City with a
breakdown of the additional costs totaling $75,200.

Some of the work included in this expanded scope includes a redesign of the
waterline in Pony Express Parkway to avoid conflicts with the existing
waterline that had not been located in the correct location on City maps,
expanding the widening design from Oquirrth Mountain to Lake Mountain
Road, breaking out the Phase 4 construction sets to allow Kenny Seng to
construct the east side of the road while the west side was still being designed;
modify the design at Mid Valley Road to coordinate with the traffic signal
design, various site visits and construction meetings, coordination with Rocky
Mountain Power, design changes for the storm drain system requested by the
City to reduce the amount of storm drain pipe, additional survey work not
ncluded in the original scope, and conversion of additional survey work
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Attachments:

provided by the City using a different survey datum.

The City feels some of the increased scope are for items that should have been
included in the original proposal, especially site visits, utility coordination,
submittal reviews and the like. Other items, such as the redesign of the water
line, the survey conversion, the additional roadway design from Oquirrh
Mountain to Lake Mountain, and additional storm drain design modifications
requested by the City are valid.

Of the requested $75,200, staff recommends approving $38,000. Staff has
requested that on any future projects, Horrocks Engineers communicates
similar concerns to the City at an earlier time.
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EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY
CITY COUNCIL MEETING

" EAGLE
MAY 19, 2020
TITLE: | Wastewater Treatment Expansion Design Change Order #3 - Aqua
Engineering
ITEM TYPE: | Change Order
FISCAL IMPACT: | $128,762.10
APPLICANT:
GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION CURRENT ZONE ACREAGE COMMUNITY
PUBLIC HEARING: RECOMMENDATION:
Staff recommends the City Council approve the change order for the
REQUIRED FINDINGS: Wastewater Treatment Expansion Design.
BACKGROUND:
PLANNING COMMISSION The new wastewater administration building has grown from the original
ACTION/ anticipated design of a single-story structure with a total estimated footprint of
RECOMMENDATION g . .
around 8,000 square feet. The current proposed building is two stories with a
total square footage of over 20,000. The increased size and complexity of the
building requires additional services from the architectural sub-consultant, as
well as supplementary support from structural and mechanical sub-consultants
PREPARED BY:

Chris Trusty, Public
Works

Attachments:

to accommodate the multistory design and provide an efficient, tailored HVAC
system for the building.

In order to properly address these changes, we request a revision in the
original scope and fee schedule associated with this task. The majority of
these additional costs are to procure the necessary additional services from the
architectural sub-consultant, as well as supplemental support from structural
and mechanical sub-consultants to ensure a timely and efficient building design.

The amended fee for these services is $214,902.10, an increase of
$128,762.10 from the original contract amount.
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07 EAGLE MOUNTAIN
CITY COUNCIL MEETING MINUTES

May 05, 2020, 5:00 P.M.
E A G L E Eagle Mountain City Council Chambers
O U N

M T A1 N 1650 East Stagecoach Run, Eagle Mountain, Utah 84005

5:00 P.M. WORK SESSION - ELECTRONIC MEETING VIA LIFESIZE

ELECTED OFFICIALS PRESENT ELECTRONICALLY: Mayor Tom Westmoreland,
Councilmembers Donna Burnham, Melissa Clark, Colby Curtis, Jared Gray, and Carolyn Love.

CITY STAFF PRESENT ELECTRONICALLY: Ifo Pili, City Administrator; Paul Jerome,
Assistant City Administrator/Finance Director; Fionnuala Kofoed, City Recorder; Jeremy Cook,
City Attorney; Elizabeth Fewkes, Recording Secretary; Steve Mumford, Community
Development Director; Michael Hadley, Planning Manager; Chris Trusty, City Engineer; Aaron
Sanborn, Economic Development Director; Mack Straw, Public Utilities Manager; Zac Hilton,
Streets and Storm Drain Manager; Ross Fowlks, Fire Chief; Brad Hickman, Parks and Recreation
Director; Jeff Weber, Fleet and Facilities Operations Director; Jessa Porter, Planner; and Angela
Valenzuela, Human Resources Manager.

Mayor Westmoreland called the work session to order at 5:04 p.m.

City Recorder Fionnuala Kofoed explained the procedural adjustments to the electronic meeting
held via Lifesize and live streamed through Granicus and the proposed interim adjustments to
practices relating to City Council Work Sessions and Policy Meetings. She stated the Recorder’s
Office had received resident communications via email to be read into the meeting during the
applicable public hearings during Policy Session.

Public meetings will be held electronically in accordance with Executive Order 2020-1 Suspending
the Enforcement of Provisions of Utah Code 52-4-202 and 52-4-207 due to Infectious Disease
COVID-19 Novel Coronavirus issued by Governor Herbert on March 18, 2020.

1. CITY ADMINISTRATOR INFORMATION ITEMS

City Administrator Ifo Pili announced Assistant City Administrator/Finance Director Paul Jerome
had achieved the International City Management Association Credentialed Manager designation
and stated a formal presentation of recognition would be forthcoming. Staff and elected officials
congratulated Mr. Jerome.

2. AGENDA REVIEW

9. AGREEMENTS

9.A. Insurance Renewal Agreement — NFP
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50



Councilmember Burnham inquired if the terms of the renewal agreement represented an increase
or decrease in insurance benefits for City employees.

Mr. Jerome explained that in order to retain the same level of coverage standards, premiums would
have increased by 12.5 to 13 percent. The proposed agreement would bring the City in line with
insurance market standards while still providing quality coverage at only a 0.4 percent premium
increase.

Clint Wadsworth, Vice President at NFP Corporate Benefits, stated the City filed more insurance
claims in 2019 than in previous years, which accounted for the 12.5 percent premium increase to
maintain the existing agreement terms. Mr. Wadsworth searched the market for more competitive
offers and suggested changes to the deductible structuring; the changes lowered the increase in
premiums to less than half a percent, resulting in a $3,946 premium increase from $977,591 in
2019 to $981,537 in 2020 with a maintenance in comparable benefit coverage.

Mr. Wadsworth explained the deductible amounts remain the same at $2,500 for individual
coverage and $5,000 for family coverage. In 2019, the out-of-pocket maximum amounts equaled
the deductible. Under the proposed agreement, after meeting the deductible, the employee will be
responsible for ten percent of medical costs until reaching the maximum out-of-pocket amounts of
$3,000 for an individual or $6,000 for families.

Councilmember Love verified the health savings account employer contribution rate will remain
the same as in 2019.

Mr. Wadsworth informed the Council that a recording of a meeting conducted via Zoom will be
emailed to employees explaining the changes in benefit coverage in lieu of a staff enrollment
meeting due to in-person meeting restrictions due to the pandemic.

10. AMENDED FINAL PLAT

10.A. Parkway Crossroads — Recorded Plat Amendment

Planning Manger Michael Hadley confirmed the amendment brings the plat into compliance with
Council-approved changes.

11. MINUTES

11.A. April 21, 2010 — Regular City Council Meeting
SCHEDULED ITEMS
12. ORDINANCES/IMPACT FEES - PUBLIC HEARINGS

12.A. ORDINANCE - An Ordinance of Eagle Mountain City, Utah, Adopting an
Updated Impact Fee Enactment for a Parks and Recreation Impact Fee; Providing
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for the Calculation and Collection of Such Fees; Providing for Appeal, Accounting,
and Severability of the Same and Other Related Matters.

12.B. ORDINANCE - An Ordinance of Eagle Mountain City, Utah, Adopting an
Updated Impact Fee Enactment for a Storm Water Impact Fee; Providing for the
Calculation and Collection of Such Fees; Providing for Appeal, Accounting, and
Severability of the Same and Other Related Matters.

12.C. ORDINANCE - An Ordinance of Eagle Mountain City, Utah, Adopting an
Updated Impact Fee Enactment for a Culinary Water Impact Fee; Providing for the
Calculation and Collection of Such Fees; Providing for Appeal, Accounting, and
Severability of the Same and Other Related Matters

12.D. ORDINANCE - An Ordinance of Eagle Mountain City, Utah, Adopting an
Updated Impact Fee Enactment for a Transportation Impact Fee; Providing for the
Calculation and Collection of Such Fees; Providing for Appeal, Accounting, and
Severability of the Same and Other Related Matters.

Items 12.A., 12.B., 12.C., and 12.D. were presented and discussed concurrently.
Fred Philpot, Lewis, Young, Robertson, and Burningham Vice President, presented the items. Mr.
Philpot explained the impact fees calculation process including the Impact Fees Facilities Plan
(IFFP) and Impact Fee Analysis (IFA) for the Parks and Recreation Impact Fee, the Storm Water
Impact Fee, the Culinary Water Impact Fee, and the Transportation Impact Fee.

12.A. — Parks and Recreation Impact Fee

Mr. Philpot presented three parks and recreation impact fee scenarios for the City Council’s
consideration.

Table 1.2: Park Impact Fee Schedule by Scenario

IMPACT FEE PER HH PERSONS PER HH FEE PER HH 2016 CALCULATED FEE % CHANGE
Single Family 4.41 $6,903 $6,333 9%
Multi Famil 3.09 $4,842 $4,524 7%
Single Family 441 $1,936 $1,158 67%
Multi Famil 3.09 $1,358 $827 64%
Single Family 441 $2,978 $1,158 157%
Multi Family 3.09 $2,089 $827 153%

The impact fee including the applicable buy-in component is presented below. Scenario 1
represents the maximum allowable impact fee the City may assess. Scenario 2 illustrates the impact
fee assuming all land is removed from the level of service (LOS) calculations. Scenario 3 illustrates
the needed investment to achieve the objectives of the IFFP. In order to fund the proposed projects
in the IFFP, the City would need to adopt a LOS of $675 per capita, which is still lower than the
existing LOS of $1,565 (including land valuation). Removing the land value in the LOS calculation
will reduce the available impact fee revenues from $39M to $11M, which is below the estimated
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expenditures shown in the IFFP. Thus, Scenario 2 may not be feasible if the City desires to fund
the projects identified in the IFFP.

Table 1.3: Impact Fee with Applicable Buy-In Component

BUY-IN SCENARIO 1 SCENARIO 2 SCENARIO 3
MID-VALLEY FEE FEE FEE
IMPACT FEE PERHH | SID BUY-IN BRIl BUv-i PER HH TOTAL PER HH TOTAL PER HH TOTAL
North Service Area $364 $110 $6,903 $7,377 $1,936 $2,410 $2,978 $3,452
South Service Area - $110 $6,903 $7,013 $1,936 $2,046 $2,978 $3,088
West Service Area - $110 $6,903 $7,013 $1,936 $2,046 $2,978 $3,088

North Service Area $364 $110 $4,842 $5,316 $1,358 $1,832 $2,089 $2,563
South Service Area - $110 $4,842 $4,952 $1,358 $1,468 $2,089 $2,199
West Service Area - $110 $4,842 $4,952 $1,358 $1,468 $2,089 $2,199

Councilmember Love asked if Scenario 2 had been used for the parks and recreation impact fees
in the past because the City already owned the land, and the impact fees covered the expense of
park land improvement, not purchase. Mr. Philpot said the City’s ownership of the land and large
percentage increases were considerations in selecting Scenario 2. He explained fee variances
which are due to housing density.

Councilmember Curtis explained the rational used to determine previous park and recreation
impact fee assessments including General Fund supplementation and said impact fees would need
to be increased to maintain the same LOS.

Mr. Philpot discussed LOS maintenance via fund supplementation and land value changes in
accordance with City growth.

Councilmember Gray expressed concern regarding fee variances between service areas. He stated
due to resident use of parks throughout the City, the fees should be the same for all residents.

Discussion ensued regarding Special Improvement District (SID) buy-ins and other agreements
necessitating the division of impact fees based upon improvement location in the past, and the
possibility of combining the City into a single area should staff research determine all SID buy-in
obligations have been met, or should the City Council determine to use the General Fund to pay
off the balance.

Councilmember Clark requested clarification on the terms and remaining balances of the SID
obligations.

12.B. — Storm Water Impact Fee
Mr. Philpot explained that staff and he had discussed establishing a City-wide storm water service
area for impact fees; however, due to the substantial variance in capital costs, the three service
areas designations were retained.

Proposed Storm Impact Fees per Equivalent Residential Unit (ERU):
Eagle Mountain City Council Meeting — May 5, 2020 Page 4 of 20
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North Service Area:

e Total Future Facilities Fee Per ERU: $207

e Tickville Wash Equity Buy In: $75

e Total Combined Impact Fee: $282
South Service Area:

e Total Future Facilities Fee Per ERU: $537

e 98-3 SID Equity Buy In: $113

e EM Properties Equity Buy In: $29

e Total Combined Impact Fee: $679
West Service Area:

e Total Future Facilities Fee Per ERU: $2,470

e Total Combined Impact Fee: $2,470

Councilmember Love requested the current impact fees for each area. Mr. Philpot stated the current
impacts fees are $235 for the North Service Area, $611 for the South Service Area, and
approximately $400 for the West Service Area. He verified the high increase for the west service
area is due to necessary capital improvements and explained the impact fees will be used to install
and improve the storm water system in an area with lower growth, which results in a higher cost
per ERU.

12.C. — Culinary Water Impact Fee

Mr. Philpot presented the item and explained the culinary water impact fees changes are based
upon partnership with the Central Water Project (CWP) through Central Utah Water Conservatory
District (CUWCD). The developments utilizing CWP water include a one-time development fee
assessed by CWP in place of a City water existing source buy-in component included as a capital
cost in the impact fee total. Mr. Philpot stated the two service area designations are due to a
variance in storage component costs.

TasLe A4: Summary oF Reviseo lwpact Fee per ERC ror DeveLopment Umninizmwe CWP Water

SERVICE AREA 1 SERVICE AREA 2
Eagle Mountzin City Impact Fes §3,668 54,354
CWE One-Time Development Fee® 36,339 36,339
Total Impact Fee §10.507 $11,693

*Fee Wanved if Devalopment Purchazes CWP Water Directly from CLUWCD.

Mr. Philpot stated the Eagle Mountain City impact fee has decreased by approximately $600 for
both service areas; however, the overall impact fees have increased due to the development fee the
CWP imposes. Mr. Philpot explained the fee covers the development of capital infrastructure such
as pipelines, pumps, wells and water rights, but does not include the annual maintenance fee for
the CWP system.

Discussion ensued regarding the CWP specifications, implementation, and fees.

12.D. — Transportation Impact Fee
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Mr. Philpot stated the transportation impact fee was calculated by updating the 2017 transportation
plan based upon recent transportation projects. The totals were lower than anticipated due to
alternative funding that resulted in a decrease in the impact fee cost per trip from $259 to $183.79.

Mr. Philpot presented and explained non-standard impact fee calculations. He presented the below
impact fees for other cities in Utah and explained factors that can cause variances in impact fee

assessments.
Eagle Eagle Eagle
Mountain Mountain Mountain ) South Brigham Spanish . Saratoga
SR (Max) (Max) (Max) LB ReEilE Legn Jordan City Fork e Springs
NSA SSA WSA

Parks
(Scenario 3)

$3,452

$3,088

$3,088

$2,168

$4,480

$1,292

$5,420

$3,115

$3,999

$2,600

$2,505

Storm

$282

$679

$2,470

$0

$0

$0

$1,466

$1,026

$438

$1,391

$535

Transportation

$1,908

$3,440

$1,568

$0

$1,330

$1,020

$1,807

$354

$301

$1,163

$1,125

Culinary Water

$10,507 / $11,693

$4,609

$769

$2,293

$3,108

$2,366

$1,236

$1,200

$2,531

Assumes 3/4" Meter,
1/4 Acre Lot

He stated after holding public hearings for the various impact fees, the City Council may adopt,
modify, or reject the proposed impact fees. Any reduced impact fees will be immediately
implemented. Any increased impact fees will undergo a ninety-day waiting period before
implementation to permit time for contesting of the fees by the public, if warranted or desired.

Councilmember Love asked for clarification regarding the reduction in the transportation impact
fee, despite the need for the expansion and improvement of City roadways.

Mr. Philpot explained the impact fees may only be used toward infrastructure growth or expansion.
City Engineer Chris Trusty explained that some growth projects, such as the widening of Pony
Express Parkway, came in under budget due to funding assistance from Saratoga Springs City and
Mountainland Association of Governments, and other reimbursement agreements. Mr. Trusty
explained the transportation IFFP is scheduled to be reviewed during the upcoming budget year
and the impact fees will be reassessed and adjusted in accordance with the updated IFFP.

Discussion ensued regarding transportation impact fees, IFAs, IFFPs, assessments, future projects,
and funding assistance.

13. RESOLUTIONS

13.A. RESOLUTION - A Resolution of Eagle Mountain City, Utah, Approving the
Revised Sage Park Business Center Development Agreement.

Community Development Director Steve Mumford explained the revised agreement was requested
by the applicant. Subsequent to the City Council approving the development agreement for the
Sage Park Business Center and Residential Development Area, the City and developer had a
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different understanding regarding whether the developer would be entitled to an impact fee
reimbursement for the construction of the collector road in the project. Staff believes that the
construction and dedication of the collector road was a condition of approval and the requirement
for the developer to construct and install 77-feet of asphalt without reimbursement is reasonable.

Mr. Mumford explained the developer believes he should be entitled to reimbursement for the land
and up-sizing costs above a 53-foot width road. In addition, the developer has requested revisions
to the language with respect to an access onto Eagle Mountain Boulevard. Staff disagrees that the
changes are necessary or appropriate.

The developer proposes the following revision to the development agreement:

3. Collector Road Dedication. The Property shall be developed in the general
configuration as shown on the concept plan attached hereto and incorporated herein (the
“Concept Plan”). In consideration for the City rezoning the Property, Developer shall
construct and dedicate to the City a 94’ wide Major Collector Road in accordance with the
design standards in Eagle Mountain City Code Table 16.35.130(b) in the location shown
on the Concept Plan (the “Collector Road”). Developer shall be reimbursed for all upsizing
cost (including land cost) above that of the 53" road previously required as part of the prior
approvals.

4. Commercial Storage Access Road. It is the understanding of the parties that
Developer may is vested with the right to propose a right in / right out access into the
Project to the North of the Collector Road (as shown on the attached concepts). The City
shall Grant consider the access in accordance with the then existing EMMC requirements.

Staff proposes the following revision:

3. Collector Road Dedication. The Property shall be developed in the general
configuration as shown on the concept plan attached hereto and incorporated herein (the
“Concept Plan”). In consideration for the City rezoning the Property, Developer shall
construct and dedicate to the City up to a 94’ wide Major Collector Road (which width
shall be determined by the City) in accordance with the design standards in Eagle Mountain
City Code Table 16.35.130(b) in the location shown on the Concept Plan (the “Collector
Road”). Developer shall be reimbursed for upsizing cost for any portion of the Collector
Road that is more than 77’ wide, including the value of the land required to upsize the
Collector Road to greater than 77’ feet at unimproved agriculture land value.

4. Commercial Storage Access Road. It is the understanding of the parties that
Developer may propose a right in / right out access into the Project to the North of the
Collector Road. The City shall consider the access in accordance with the then existing
EMMC requirements.

Discussion ensued regarding Municipal Code requirements for and applications of a right-in, right-
out access and concerns regarding granting a vested right for a right-in, right-out access as part of
a development agreement, as these accesses are usually granted during later approvals for a project,
once detailed infrastructure design plans and site renderings are provided to staff.
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Mr. Mumford stated a traffic study has yet to be completed for the area and the project will include
storage units in lieu of residential units. He explained staff recommendations for the project are
based upon understandings during the initial agreement meeting and approval that the developer
would cover part or all of the cost of the road width expansion.

Applicant lIsaac Patterson with Patterson Construction stated his intention to construct a
development that meets the City’s updated General Plan. He said he had understood that the
additional width, above a standard 53-foot road, for the installation of a collector road would be
reimbursed through transportation impact fees and discovered the up-sizing costs would not be
reimbursed while reviewing the final contract before signing the agreement. He said that due to
the economic impact of the COVID-19 pandemic, Patterson Construction desired to withdraw the
rezone equest and construct only residential units. He expressed a willingness to honor the rezone
agreement but reiterated his preference to withdraw the application.

3. ADJOURN TO A CLOSED EXECUTIVE SESSION
No closed session was held. The work session was adjourned at 6:47 p.m.

7:00 P.M. POLICY SESSION - ELECTRONIC MEETING VIA LIFESIZE

4. CALL TO ORDER

Mayor Westmoreland called the meeting to order at 7:05 p.m. and explained the meeting was being
conducted electronically due to the COVID-19 pandemic.

5. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

City Recorder Fionnuala Kofoed led the Pledge of Allegiance.

6. INFORMATION ITEMS/UPCOMING EVENTS

Ms. Kofoed explained the deadline for filing to run for City Youth Council has been extended
through Thursday, May 07, 2020. Youth interested in running should submit a letter of intent to
recorder@emcity.org. The election will be conducted electronically via Canvas through Cedar
Valley High on Tuesday, May 12, 2020. Youth who do not attend Cedar Valley High may vote by
contacting the City’s Recorder’s Office.

1. PUBLIC COMMENTS

Due to social distancing standards public comment during meetings is temporarily suspended.

8. CITY COUNCIL/MAYOR’S ITEMS

Councilmember Love
None.
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Councilmember Clark

Councilmember Clark suggested having work session items return to the policy session at the next
schedule meeting, instead of the current meeting, to allow more time for research and discussion
with staff before voting. She said several residents had contacted her requesting the allowance for
memorial signs, in addition to ribbons, to honor community members who have passed away. She
expressed gratitude to Facebook and the Chamber of Commerce for their efforts to provide grant
funding for small businesses struggling due to the economic impact of the COVID-19 pandemic
and encouraged small businesses in need to apply for the grant assistance.

Councilmember Curtis

Councilmember Curtis also expressed gratitude to Facebook and the Chamber of Commerce for
grant relief and expressed concern for and awareness of struggling businesses and a desire for the
City and Council to assist in economic recovery.

Councilmember Burnham

Councilmember Burnham expressed thanks to Facebook and the Chamber of Commerce and the
impact of their efforts. She expressed appreciation for residents’ efforts to understand, support,
and assist one another.

Councilmember Gray

Councilmember Gray thanked the residents attending the remote meeting and appreciated their
efforts to stay informed on City matters. He thanked staff for their efforts during the crisis and the
Communications department for handling complaints and distributing information to keep
residents safe and informed. He expressed appreciation to Parks and Recreation Director Brad
Hickman for addressing citizen concerns regarding park maintenance.

Mayor Westmoreland
Mayor Westmoreland expressed appreciation for resident strength and resilience during a time of
crisis and efforts to adapt and assist one another. He thanked those attending electronically.

CONSENT AGENDA
9. AGREEMENTS
9.A. Insurance Renewal Agreement — NFP
10. AMENDED FINAL PLAT
10.A. Parkway Crossroads — Recorded Plat Amendment
11. MINUTES
11.A. April 21, 2010 — Regular City Council Meeting

MOTION: Councilmember Curtis moved to approve the consent agenda.
Councilmember Gray seconded the motion. Those voting aye: Donna
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Burnham, Colby Curtis, Melissa Clark, Jared Gray, and Carolyn Love. The
motion passed with a unanimous vote.

SCHEDULED ITEMS
12. ORDINANCES/IMPACT FEES - PUBLIC HEARINGS

Mr. Philpot, a municipal finance consultant and Vice President of Lewis, Young, Robertson, and
Burningham, reviewed the proposed impact fee analyses he presented during the work session.

Councilmember Curtis inquired if the 90-day wait period for increases to impact fees could also
be applied to decreases. Mr. Philpot stated the 90-day wait period is required to allow sufficient
time for developers to present information to dispute an impact fee increase and decreases are
adopted and effective immediately.

Discussion ensued regarding the purpose, benefits, and payment of impact fees.

Councilmember Burnham inquired if the timing deadline for public notification had been met due
to concerns expressed via resident communications. Ms. Kofoed stated the public notification
requirements had been met and stated the final documentation was received by the Recorder’s
Office six days before the meeting, as opposed to the usual ten days.

City Attorney Jeremy Cook stated that the City Council and the public may benefit from additional
time to review the proposed impact fee amendments and the impact fees could be included on the
consent agenda for the following City Council meeting. Councilmember Curtis expressed concern
with the inclusion of the impact fee ordinances on the consent agenda should any significant
changes be made to the impact fees as currently proposed.

12.A. ORDINANCE - An Ordinance of Eagle Mountain City, Utah, Adopting an
Updated Impact Fee Enactment for a Parks and Recreation Impact Fee; Providing
for the Calculation and Collection of Such Fees; Providing for Appeal, Accounting,
and Severability of the Same and Other Related Matters.

Councilmember Burnham expressed concern regarding the acreage calculations listed on Table 3-
1: Existing Parks Inventory in the Parks and Recreation IFFP. Mr. Philpot stated the acreage listed
on Existing Park Inventory table was not a factor in the impact fee calculation. Parks and
Recreation Director Brad Hickman stated the calculations for total acreage on the Existing Park
Inventory table in the IFFP includes unimproved and improved land within each subdivision, in
addition to developed parks.

Councilmember Gray stated his preference for a City-wide impact fee in lieu of three separate fees

for the north, south, and west service areas within the City, as the impact fee is for new construction
and new residents benefit from and are allowed use of all park and recreation facilities.
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Councilmember Clark requested additional information regarding SID specifications and the
remaining payoff amounts. Staff verified the SID balance had been paid and could be removed
from the IFA.

Discussion ensued regarding the removal of the SID, the recalculation of the impact fees, and the
potential of creating a City-wide Parks and Recreation Impact Fee.

Mayor Westmoreland opened the public hearing at 7:57 p.m.
The following comments were submitted via email and the online comment form:
Good afternoon,

I wish to voice my support for the proposed changes to city code regarding raising impact
fees and have this email read into the public comment record.

I am certain that organizations representing builders and developers will have
representatives addressing you in opposition to the proposed increases. As a long-time
resident of Eagle Mountain, in my view, residents are living with far greater financial
uncertainty than developers and homebuilders, both now and for coming years.

You know many residents have taken major financial hits as a result of the COVID-19
restrictions. Many have lost jobs and will likely not recover to pre-pandemic income for
some time. Our city's revenue from tax sources will likely drop as well. It is important that
the needs of residents be given priority.

News and economic reports show development and construction have moved ahead at a
record pace as potential homebuyers scramble to take advantage of historically low interest
rates. Several realtors | know personally have reported to me that they are experiencing an
unexpected dramatic increase in sales. Construction has continued to progress as essential
work. Meanwhile, many resident taxpayers have seen drastic reductions in their income.
These are all indicators that business remains strong for developers and homebuilders while
residents face uncertainty.

Those infrastructure and other costs for new development not adequately covered by
impact fees ultimately fall back upon resident taxpayers. Combine that with the economic
uncertainty many residents face and potential shortfalls from anticipated tax revenue the
City may be facing, now is not the time for residents to foot the bill for developments that
impact fees need to cover. Far too often we have seen new neighborhoods built without
adequate roads to carry new residents and all residents suffer when this happens.
Meanwhile, the developer moves on to the next project.

Residential developers and homebuilders may attempt to frighten us by saying they will
take their developments elsewhere. The fact is that they likely will be facing similar
situations wherever they go. Yes, we want new residents. Yes, we want to be seen as an
attractive home for new commercial development. But unlike homebuilders and
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developers, we residents don't have the same option as they do; namely, we can't put the
cost off on anyone else. It falls to us for the long-term.

You are certainly aware of these points. | know you take your responsibilities very
seriously and | encourage you to support raising impact fees.

Thank you,
Mare Burningham

Please accept this email public comment concerning the consideration of new Impact Fee
Facility Plans and Impact Fee Analysis.

PARKS & RECREATION IMPACT FEE ANALYSIS.
a. The IFA page 4 states on Section 1: Table 1.1 Estimate of Impact Fee Value per Capita.
“The City’s parks classification system includes pocket, neighborhood, community and
regional parks, as well as trail ways. Only system improvements are included in the impact
fee analysis. System improvements include park facilities classified as community and
regional parks. Trailways, pocket parks and neighborhood parks are excluded from this
analysis since these are funded by developers or generally through grants.”  Since only
community and regional parks are included in the data for consideration of the fee, it seems
appropriate that Eagle Mountain create only one service area: City Wide. Utah code allows
cities to include only system-wide parks for the purpose of calculating impact fees. The
entire community benefits from the community and regional parks. Twenty years ago
when the city incorporated it made sense to have service areas, but now as large as the city
is and only the community and regional parks included, it could be reviewed to combine
the entire city into one City Wide fee.
b. The land value that the IFA is based on is very high. $141,109 for park land/acre is
excessive. This value is based on raw ground. In comparison: Lehi-$38,903/acre; Spanish
Fork-$65,000/acre; Lindon - $101,549/acre.
The IFFP lists $54,949 for improvements. This also is high per acre. This includes parking
lots, playground equipment, picnic tables, etc. | would like more time to analysis the data.
c. The city Parks/Rec account presently has a large balance. Are all the funds being
utilized within the 6 year period as dictated by Utah Code on projects identified for their
use in the IFFP?

Deann Huish, Government Affairs Public Relations
Utah Valley Home Builders Association

As a professional who actively bids and sees the purchase prices of raw land in Eagle Mnt.
The price per acre is greatly overvalued. It is important to understand that the asking price
of land is a poor indicator as a person can ask for anything but the actual value, which is
what people will actually pay. Deann is correct in her comments as she submitted.

David Lewis IV
D.R. Horton Construction
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Mayor Westmoreland closed the public hearing at 8:02 p.m.

Councilmember Curtis asked for an explanation of the methodology used to calculate land values.
Mr. Philpot stated he used real estate data for property currently on the market to calculate an
average cost of large and small land tracts and determined an average of $200,000 value per acre,
then reduced the value to $150,000 per acre, in order to remain conservative.

Mr. Hickman explained the impact fees take into consideration the existing LOS. He explained
staff efforts to improve park standards and services and expressed a desire to ensure the impact
fees reflect the preservation and funding of the current LOS.

Discussion ensued regarding the park and recreation impact fees, regulations preventing impact
fees from exceeding the current LOS standards, previous City Capital Project Fund and impact fee
investments in parks and recreation to provide a quality LOS, and land cost evaluation concerns.

MOTION: Councilmember Burnham moved to table an ordinance of Eagle Mountain
City, Utah, adopting an updated Parks and Recreation Impact Fee until the
next meeting to allow additional time to verify land cost evaluations and the
SID buy-in. Councilmember Clark seconded the motion. Those voting aye:
Donna Burnham, Colby Curtis, Melissa Clark, Jared Gray, and Carolyn
Love. The motion passed with a unanimous vote.

12.B. ORDINANCE - An Ordinance of Eagle Mountain City, Utah, Adopting an
Updated Impact Fee Enactment for a Storm Water Impact Fee; Providing for the
Calculation and Collection of Such Fees; Providing for Appeal, Accounting, and
Severability of the Same and Other Related Matters.

Mayor Westmoreland opened the public hearing 8:09 p.m. No comments were submitted to the
City Recorder’s Office and no public was in attendance to make comment. As there were no
comments, Mayor Westmoreland closed the hearing.

MOTION: Councilmember Burnham moved to table an ordinance of Eagle Mountain
City, Utah, adopting an updated Storm Water Impact Fee until the next
meeting. Councilmember Gray seconded the motion. Those voting aye:
Donna Burnham, Colby Curtis, Melissa Clark, Jared Gray, and Carolyn
Love. The motion passed with a unanimous vote.

12.C. ORDINANCE - An Ordinance of Eagle Mountain City, Utah, Adopting an
Updated Impact Fee Enactment for a Culinary Water Impact Fee; Providing for the
Calculation and Collection of Such Fees; Providing for Appeal, Accounting, and
Severability of the Same and Other Related Matters

Councilmember Love expressed concern regarding the significant increase of the Culinary Water
Impact Fee and requested clarification regarding the increase.
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City Administrator Ifo Pili stated the one-time development fee CWP imposes supports the
infrastructure installation and water rights costs for CWP to be able to provide water to Eagle
Mountain. He explained the City has absorbed capital costs through the City’s CWP Fund in the
past, and the inclusion of CWP’s one-time development fee is to ensure those using CWP and
benefiting from CWP water assist with capital costs.

Councilmember Love asked for additional clarification as to why the culinary water fee would be
significantly higher than other cities. Mr. Philpot reviewed the culinary water costs in other cities
and explained variance in infrastructure debt and growth capital costs influence on impact fee
assessment.

Councilmember Clark verified the increase to the culinary impact fee schedule represents a change
in the funding method for an existing City expense the City had been previously subsidizing
through other funds.

Mr. Pili explained obtaining water through the CWP verses other sources and the associated
infrastructure and capital cost expenses, previous methods using City funds to supplement
providing water for new residents, changes in the market, and City efforts to provide and maintain
low water costs. He explained City efforts to educate developers purchasing water rights from
other sources that exclude infrastructure and capital costs, resulting in a higher overall expense.

Mr. Pili stated one of the reasons for the higher impact fee is to prevent City debt that would
increase water service rates for all residents; Eagle Mountain City has one of the lowest water rates
in the Utah. He stated the City strives to avoid debt and balance the water infrastructure expense
between impact fees and other City funds.

City Engineer Chris Trusty explained other cities obtain irrigation water from local secondary
water sources geographically unavailable within Eagle Mountain City.

Mayor Westmoreland opened the public hearing at 9:00 p.m.
The following public comment was submitted for record:

CULINARY WATER IMPACT FEE ANALYSIS

a. Amendment to the 2014 Culinary Water IFA, page 4. Non-Standard Impact Fees.
The City acknowledges in the last paragraph on this page that these are non-standard
impact fees. (Typo on “transportation system”. Should state Culinary Water in this last
paragraph) After speaking with Chris Trusty, maybe this should be listed differently or
worded differently on the Table A.3: CWP One-Time Development Fee. 1’m not sure
these are impact fees, but rather development fees and could be included in the Eagle
Mountain Fee Schedule for Development.

Thank you for taking my comments. In behalf of the builders and developers in Eagle

Mountain, we appreciate having as much time as possible to peruse the documents and give
comments and input to the council and staff.
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Deann Huish, Government Affairs Public Relations
Utah Valley Home Builders Association

Mayor Westmoreland closed the public hearing at 9:11 p.m.

MOTION: Councilmember Burnham moved to table an ordinance of Eagle Mountain
City, Utah, adopting an updated Culinary Water Impact Fee until the next
meeting to allow for amendments to improve clarity. Councilmember Gray
seconded the motion. Those voting aye: Donna Burnham, Colby Curtis,
Melissa Clark, Jared Gray, and Carolyn Love. The motion passed with a
unanimous vote.

12.D. ORDINANCE - An Ordinance of Eagle Mountain City, Utah, Adopting an
Updated Impact Fee Enactment for a Transportation Impact Fee; Providing for the
Calculation and Collection of Such Fees; Providing for Appeal, Accounting, and
Severability of the Same and Other Related Matters.

Mayor Westmoreland opened the public hearing 9:21 p.m. No comments were submitted to the
City Recorder’s Office and no public was in attendance to make comment. As there were no
comments, Mayor Westmoreland closed the hearing.

MOTION: Councilmember Curtis moved to table moved to table an ordinance of Eagle
Mountain City, Utah, adopting an updated Transportation Impact Fee until
the next meeting. Councilmember Gray seconded the motion. Those voting
aye: Donna Burnham, Colby Curtis, Melissa Clark, Jared Gray, and Carolyn
Love. The motion passed with a unanimous vote.

13. RESOLUTIONS

13.A. RESOLUTION - A Resolution of Eagle Mountain City, Utah, Approving the
Revised Sage Park Business Center Development Agreement.

Mr. Mumford reviewed the revised Sage Park Business Center Development Agreement presented
during work session.

Mr. Cook stated concerns have arisen in the past regarding the allowance of changes to negotiated
agreements and that the staff recommendations for this project are reasonable.

Councilmember Love expressed concerns that a 77-foot road would lack sufficient width to allow
for a left-hand turn lane from the proposed minor collector road onto Eagle Mountain Boulevard.
Mr. Mumford explained that should a 77-foot road be installed, the parking areas/emergency lanes
would need to be removed or the sidewalk or park strip width reduced in order to provide for a
left-hand turn lane onto Eagle Mountain Boulevard.

Applicant representative Isaac Patterson stated that during previous discussions, he had understood
a right-in, right-out access had been approved. He voiced concern in having the development
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agreement commit Patterson Construction to binding restrictions without having the right-in, right-
out access likewise guaranteed by the City. He stated the lack of a right-in, right-out access would
render the property unusable. He said Patterson Construction’s plan meets the intent of the updated
City General Plan. Mr. Patterson expressed frustration the upgrading of the road to a collector, due
to the updated General Plan, would not be reimbursed by the City and was not included in the
impact analysis. He stated the standard procedures for all other cities he has developed properties
in include an impact fee reimbursement for the installation of additional asphalt when a collector
road is required as part of a general plan.

Mr. Patterson stated Patterson Construction’s amendment proposes reimbursement for the road
width expansion and a guaranteed right-in, right-out access in accordance with their understanding
of the terms of the original agreement negotiation. He stated, if the Council determines to deny
Patterson Construction’s proposed amendment, they prefer to withdraw the residential to
commercial rezone application.

Councilmember Gray asked if Mr. Patterson had reviewed the minutes and listened to the
recording for the November 19, 2019 City Council meeting. Mr. Patterson stated he had read the
minutes.

Councilmember Curtis stated when he discussed the development agreement with Mr. Patterson
before the meeting, Councilmember Curtis did not recall the specifics of the previous agreement.
Other Councilmembers recalled the road width expansion as included in the agreement approved
during the November 19, 2019 meeting. Councilmember Curtis played an excerpt from the
November 19, 2019 work session in which the Sage Park rezone was discussed. The audio related
to Wayne Patterson’s comment regarding the road under discussion.

Councilmember Curtis explained his understanding, based upon Wayne Patterson’s statement on
November 19, 2019, that Patterson Construction’s installation of the road expansion was included
with the agreement at no cost to the City.

Councilmember Clark recalled Councilmember Reaves expressing concern during the November
19, 2019 City Council meeting in permitting the construction of additional storage units instead of
the desired employment center uses. She stated the Council and staff understood Wayne
Patterson’s statement to indicate Patterson Construction would fund the road installation in
accordance with the updated General Plan and was a determining factor in the approval of the
agreement. She said the City should not have to pay for a road that Wayne Patterson had previously
agreed to fund.

Mr. Patterson said he would need to speak with Wayne Patterson regarding the statement, as it did
not align with Patterson Construction’s current position. He stated Patterson Construction’s
position is to install a 53-foot road, the standard width of a local residential road, and front the
expense of a road expansion to a collector road with the expectation of City reimbursement for the
cost of the additional width.

Councilmember Clark stated she voted to approve the project based upon the understanding that
Patterson Construction would fund the installation of the full collector road width.
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Mr. Patterson asked if the Council would prefer Patterson Construction to withdraw the application
for the rezone to commercial and construct residential units.

Councilmember Curtis stated the Council agreed to allow the installation of storage units, an
incompatible use for the area, in exchange for the installation of the collect road.

Mr. Patterson clarified the owner of the adjacent property was responsible for half of the road
installation.

Discussion ensued regarding the road width and use expectations for adjacent properties, the
functionality and accessibility of the Sage Park Business Park Development should a right-in,
right-out be denied, and concerns regarding the City guaranteeing a right-in, right-out access
before reviewing a concept plan or a preliminary plat.

Mr. Patterson reiterated Patterson Construction’s preference to withdraw the rezone application.

Councilmember Clark stated the conversation should center around the rezone application
withdrawal as the concerns regarding granting the right-in, right-out would no longer be relevant.

Mr. Mumford explained that if the applicant were to withdraw the rezone application and revert to
residential, a collector road would no longer be required for the property but would no longer be
in accordance with the updated General Plan. He stated the project's approved plat was in place
before expiration dates were introduced to City developmental agreements in 2010.

Mr. Cook explained the intent of the verbiage used in the agreement allows for a right-in, right-
out access, but does not guarantee the access, as this stage of the project is not the appropriate time
for such approvals.

Discussion ensued regarding land use, road width, and traffic flow options for the area that best
implement the updated General Plan, provide value, and addresses City needs.

Councilmember Burnham clarified the Sage Park Business Center Development included flex
buildings in addition to the storage units.

Councilmember Curtis expressed frustration regarding the applicant requesting what he viewed to
be changes from the previously approved application and stated a preference for the withdrawal of
the rezone application as he did not feel the City was being treated fairly.

Mayor Westmoreland stated reverting to residential units would be problematic as it no longer was
a compatible land use for the area in accordance with the updated General Plan.

Councilmember Love concurred with Councilmember Curtis and stated she understood Wayne

Patterson’s comments during the November 19, 2019 meeting as an agreement to fund the road
expansion and did not perceive an alternate interpretation of his statement.
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Discussion ensued regarding the interpretation of Wayne Patterson’s comments during the
November 19, 2019 meeting.

Mr. Patterson stated, due to other cities funding the width for collector road expansion, Patterson
Construction had understood the reimbursement for the additional asphalt installation was included
in the agreement.

Councilmember Gray stated his understanding was a quid pro quo in allowing the storage units in
return for the road expansion and the agreement reflects that understanding. He said the applicant
not signing the agreement or disagreeing with the terms does not alter the Council’s approval of
the agreement or intentions. He stated neither of the proposed amendments appear to meet both
the needs of the applicant and the Council and suggested further negotiations may be necessary
before a mutual agreement could be reached.

Mr. Patterson stated Patterson Construction pays hundreds of thousands of dollars in impact fees
every year and is willing to front the cost for the road expansion and other infrastructure expenses.
Where a collector road would benefit Eagle Mountain City and not only the residents of the Sage
Park development and the placement is in accordance with City requests, he expressed surprise at
the Council’s concerns with Patterson Construction’s proposed terms.

Councilmember Curtis stated the confusion and disagreements have apparently arisen due to
miscommunication between the applicant and the City Council. He recognized Patterson
Construction as a valuable partner with the City and stated both parties need to work together to
determine a solution both sides can agree upon.

Councilmember Burnham suggested tabling the item to allow time to work with the applicant to
determine a mutually agreed upon solution to prevent creating an antagonistic relationship with
Patterson Construction and verified Mr. Patterson would be amenable a postponement.

MOTION: Councilmember Burnham moved to table a resolution of Eagle Mountain
City, Utah, approving the revised Sage Park Business Center Development
Agreement to allow time for further negotiating to reach a new agreement.
Councilmember Clark seconded the motion. Those voting aye: Donna
Burnham, Colby Curtis, Melissa Clark, Jared Gray, and Carolyn Love. The
motion passed with a unanimous vote.

13.B. RESOLUTION - A Resolution of Eagle Mountain City, Utah, Adopting the Eagle
Mountain City Tentative Budget for Fiscal Year 2020-2021 and Setting a Public
Hearing for Adoption of the Final Budget for May 19, 2020.

Assistant City Administrator/Finance Director Paul Jerome presented the changes to the tentative
budget since the presentation to the City Council on April 21, 2020, and projection adjustments
due to the economic impacts of the COVID-19 pandemic.

MOTION: Councilmember Clark moved to approve a resolution of Eagle Mountain City,
Utah, adopting the Eagle Mountain City Tentative Budget for Fiscal Year
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2020-2021 and setting a public hearing for adoption of the Final Budget for
May 19, 2020. Councilmember Burnham seconded the motion. Those voting
aye: Donna Burnham, Colby Curtis, Melissa Clark, and Jared Gray, Carolyn
Love. The motion passed with a unanimous vote.

14. CITY COUNCIL/MAYOR’S BUSINESS

Councilmember Clark

Councilmember Clark expressed appreciation to City Council and staff for the foresight to prepare
for emergencies and budget conservatively which has prevented fiscal concerns due to the
economic impact of the COVID-19 pandemic being experienced by other municipalities.

Councilmember Curtis

Councilmember Curtis reiterated Councilmember Clark’s appreciation for Council and staff’s
fiscal conservativity. He stated he has determined to not to meet with developers outside of City
Council meetings for personal reasons.

Councilmember Gray

Councilmember Gray said he has spoken with several department heads regarding the City budget
and expressed appreciation for the balance the Council and staff have achieved in addressing City
needs without superfluous spending.

15. CITY COUNCIL BOARD LIAISON REPORTS

Councilmember Gray

Councilmember Gray said meals are being provided at the senior center via a drive-up service. He
said residents reported confusion regarding the Parks and Recreation survey questions and Mr.
Hickman indicated progress is being made to address concerns.

Councilmember Clark

Councilmember Clark said Be Ready Eagle Mountain will be hosting a parking lot ham radio
demonstration to provide the opportunity for certification and expressed an appreciation to the
volunteers.

Councilmember Love

Councilmember Love reminded residents the Youth Council elections will be held on Tuesday,
May 12, 2020. She said the Planning Commission is meeting virtually and expressed appreciation
for the excellent job the Commission did in addressing concerns regarding the McDonald's site
plan and preparing the application for the City Councill.

Councilmember Curtis

Councilmember Curtis stated the Eagle Mountain Arts Alliance has expressed a desire to partner
with the City library regarding a book swap drop box project. He expressed appreciation to the
Chamber of Commerce for their efforts, work, and concern for the City.

16. COMMUNICATION ITEMS
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17. ADJOURNMENT

MOTION: Councilmember Gray moved to adjourn the meeting at 10:35 p.m.
Councilmember Curtis seconded the motion. Those voting aye: Donna
Burnham, Colby Curtis, Melissa Clark, Jared Gray, and Carolyn Love. The
motion passed with a unanimous vote.

The meeting was adjourned at 10:35 p.m.

Approved by the City Council on May 19, 2020.

Fionnuala B. Kofoed, MMC
City Recorder
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EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY

EAGLE CITY COUNCIL MEETING
M OUNTAIN
MAY 19, 2020
TITLE: | RESOLUTION - A Resolution of Eagle Mountain City, Utah, Adopting the
Municipal Wastewater Planning Program, 2019 Annual Survey.
ITEM TYPE: | Resolution
FISCAL IMPACT: | N/A
APPLICANT: | Eagle Mountain City
GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION CURRENT ZONE ACREAGE COMMUNITY
NA NA NA NA
PUBLIC HFARING: RECOMMENDATION:
No Staff recommends that the City Council approve a Resolution of Eagle
REQUIRED FINDINGS: Mountain City, Utah, Adopting the Municipal Wastewater Planning Program,
2019 Annual Survey.
PLANNING COMMISSION BACKGROUND:
ACTION/ The annual report is an overview of the Eagle Mountain municipal wastewater
RECOMMENDATION . . .
system. The State requires the City to do perform an annual review of the
NA system and submit a report back to the State.
PREPARED BY:

Mack Straw, Public
Works

Attachments:

RES--MWPP Self-Assessment Report 2019

Exhibit A - 2019 MWPP
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https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/592228/RES--MWPP_Self-Assessment_Report_2019.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/590517/2019_MWPP.pdf

RESOLUTION NO. R- -2020

A RESOLUTION OF EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY, UTAH,
ADOPTING THE MUNICIPAL WASTEWATER PLANNING PROGRAM
SELF-ASSESSMENT REPORT FOR 2019
PREAMBLE

WHEREAS, Section R317-101-3H of the Utah Administrative Code requires
political subdivisions which receive assistance for a wastewater project to participate
annually in the Municipal Wastewater Planning Program (MWPP);

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Eagle Mountain City Council that:

1. The Eagle Mountain City Municipal Wastewater Planning Program
Self-Assessment Report for 2019, attached to this Resolution as Exhibit A, be adopted to
meet the requirements of the Utah Administrative Code, Section R317-101-3H.

2. All necessary actions have been taken to maintain effluent requirements
contained in the UPDES permit.

3. This Resolution shall be effective on the date it is adopted.

ADOPTED by the City Council of Eagle Mountain City this 19" day of May, 2020.

EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY, UTAH

Tom Westmoreland, Mayor

ATTEST:

Fionnuala B. Kofoed, MMC
City Recorder
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on this 19" day of May, 2020.

CERTIFICATION

The above Resolution was adopted by the City Council of Eagle Mountain City

Those voting aye:

O O O O 0O

Donna Burnham
Melissa Clark
Colby Curtis
Jared Gray

Carolyn Love

Those voting nay:

O O O O 0O

Donna Burnham

Melissa Clark

O
O
Colby Curtis O
Jared Gray O

O

Carolyn Love

Those excused:

Donna Burnham
Melissa Clark
Colby Curtis
Jared Gray

Carolyn Love

Fionnuala B. Kofoed, MMC

City Recorder
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Exhibit A
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Municipal Wastewater Planning Program (MWPP)
Annual Report
for the year ending 2019
EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY

Thank you for filling out the reqgested information. Please let DWQ know
when it is approved by the Council.

Please download a copy of your form by clicking "Download
PDF" below.

Below is a summary of your
responses

SUBMIT BY APRIL 15, 2020

Are you the person responsible for completing this report for your
organization?

@® Yes
O No

This is the current information recorded for your facility:

Facility Name: EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY
Contact - First Name: Mack
Contact - Last Name: Straw

Contact - Title Public Utilities Manager

Download PDF
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Contact - Phone: 801-789-6678

Contact - Email: mstraw@emcity.org

Is this information above complete and correct?

@® Yes
O No

Your wastewater system is described as Collection, Mechanical Treatment
& Financial:

Classification: COLLECTION
Grade: Il

(if applicable)
Classification: TREATMENT
Grade: Il

Is this correct?

WARNING: If you select 'no’, you will no longer have access to this form
upon clicking Save & Continue. DWQ will update the information and
contact you again.

@® Yes
O No

Click on a link below to view examples of sections in the survey:
(Your wastewater system is described as Collection, Mechanical
Treatment & Financial)

MWPP Collection System.pdf

MWPP Discharging Lagoon.pdf
MWPP Financial Evaluation.pdf
MWPP Mechanical Plant.pdf

MWPP Non-Discharging Lagoon.pdf
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https://utahgov.co1.qualtrics.com/WRQualtricsControlPanel_rel/File.php?F=F_1XmbE8y5uAqxoPj
https://utahgov.co1.qualtrics.com/WRQualtricsControlPanel_rel/File.php?F=F_3wN0PTZU8A7RtSl
https://utahgov.co1.qualtrics.com/WRQualtricsControlPanel_rel/File.php?F=F_4G8uTausmY2oxoN
https://utahgov.co1.qualtrics.com/WRQualtricsControlPanel_rel/File.php?F=F_9NfifvDx3UiBzxz
https://utahgov.co1.qualtrics.com/WRQualtricsControlPanel_rel/File.php?F=F_3Fay9YXH3dE9w2h

Will multiple people be required to fill out this form?

@® Yes
O No

Please update the information for the person in charge of filling out each
section.

Email Name Notes
. . (first and These notes will be sent in the
ex. john@email.com L. .
last) invite email
Financial Evaluation mstraw@emcity.org Mack Straw
Collection System mstraw@emcity.org Mack Straw
Mechanical i i Matt i i
mgoodrich@emcity.org . Please Fill This Out Thanks
Goodrich
Review, sign and submit mstraw@emcity.org Mack Straw

Click 'Yes' to send an email to each responsible person with the notes
you've included (if any) with a link to the forms and to receive updates

Yes, send the link to this form for the next person to fill
out.

®

Continue filling out the form myself and send the link to others
later.

O

Financial Evaluation Section

Form completed by:

Mack Straw
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Part I: GENERAL QUESTIONS

Yes No
Are sewer revenues maintained in a dedicated ® O
purpose enterprise/district account?

Yes No
Are you collecting 95% or more of your ® O
anticipated sewer revenue?
Are Debt Service Reserve Fund® requirements ® O

being met?

What was the User Charge'® for 2019?

4114

Do you have a water and/or sewer customer assistance program ~ (CAP)?

O Yes
@® No

Part [I: OPERATING REVENUES AND RESERVES

Yes No

Are property taxes or other assessments
applied to the sewer systems'®?
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Yes No
Yes No

Are sewer revenues'? sufficient to cover
operations & maintenance costs?, and repair & O] O
replacement costs'?2 (OM&R) at this time?

Are projected sewer revenues sufficient to cover
OM&R costs for the next five years?

Does the sewer system have sufficient staff to
provide proper OM&R?

Has a repair and replacement sinking fund'3
been established for the sewer system?

Is the repair & replacement sinking fund
sufficient to meet anticipated needs?

© ® ©®
O O O O

Part Ill: CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS REVENUES AND
RESERVES

Yes No

Are sewer revenues sufficient to cover all costs
of current capital improvements? projects?

Has a Capital Improvements Reserve Fund*
been established to provide for anticipated O] O
capital improvement projects?

Are projected Capital Improvements Reserve ® O
Funds sufficient for the next five years?

Are projected Capital Improvements Reserve O ®
Funds sufficient for the next ten years?

Are projected Capital Improvements Reserve O ®
Funds sufficient for the next twenty years?

Part IV: FISCAL SUSTAINABILITY REVIEW



Have you completed a Rate Study'! within the
last five years?

Do you charge Impact fees®?

2019 Impact Fee =

3283.43

Have you completed an Impact Fee Study in
accordance with UCA 11-36a-3 within the last
five years?

Do you maintain a Plan of
Operations'®?

Have you updated your Capital Facility Plan?
within the last five years?

Do you use an Asset Management' system for
your sewer systems?

Describe the Asset Management System (check all that apply)

Spreadsheet

(] elIs

Accounting Software

[] Specialized Software

1co

Yes

Yes

Yes

O)

No

No
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Other

Do you know the total replacement cost of
your sewer system capital assets?

Do you fund sewer system capital
improvements annually with sewer revenues
at 2% or more of the total replacement cost?

What is the sewer/treatment system annuall

asset renewal” cost as a percentage of its total
replacement cost?

Yes No

Yes No

What is the sewer/treatment system annual asset renewal * cost as a

percentage of its total replacement cost?

Part V: PROJECTED CAPITAL INVESTMENT COSTS

Cost of projected capital improvements

Cost

Please enter a valid
numerical value

Purpose of Improvements

New Increase

Replace/Restore
place/ Technology Capacity 80

2020

2020 thru 2024 7274534

O O O
O O



2025 thru 2029 652&%67 Burpose of Impmements

Pleasg e valid In se
2030 thru 2034 &4@%@7 Replacmestore Iﬂl Oﬂ‘
numerical value Technology Capacity

—/ —/ s
Z035 TTU 2039 65498667 UJ J

This is the end of the Financial questions

To the best of my knowledge, the Financial section is completed and
accurate.

Yes

This is the end of the Financial section. What would you like to do next?

This entire section is complete. Send the link to the next person in charge.
O (Once you Save & Continue, you will no longer be able to use the same link to
view/edit your responses).

@® 1 will continue to fill out/review the next section myself.

Collections System Section

Form completed by:
May Receive Continuing Education /units (CEUSs)

Matt Goodrich

Part I: SYSTEM DESCRIPTION

What is the largest diameter pipe in the collection system (diameter in
inches)?



30

What is the average depth of the collection system (in feet)?

10

What is the total length of sewer pipe in the system (length in miles)?

n4

How many lift/pump stations are in the collection system?

What is the largest capacity lift/pump station in the collection system
(design capacity in gallons per minute) ?

660 GPM @ 140 FT of head

Do seasonal daily peak flows exceed the average peak daily flow by 100
percent or more?

O VYes
@® No

What year was your collection system first constructed (approximately)?

1998

In what year was the largest diameter sewer pipe in the collection system
constructed, replaced or renewed? (If more than one, cite the oldest)
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1998

PART II: DISCHARGES

How many days last year was there a sewage bypass, overflow or
basement flooding in the system due to rain or snowmelt?

How many days last year was there a sewage bypass, overflow or
basement flooding due to equipment failure (except plugged laterals)?

The Utah Sewer Management Program defines two classes of sanitary
sewer overflows (SSOs):

Class 1- a Significant SSO means a SSO or backup that is not caused by a
private lateral obstruction or problem that:
(a) affects more than five private structures;
(b) affects one or more public, commercial or industrial structure(s);
(c) may result in a public health risk to the general public;
(d) has a spill volume that exceeds 5,000 gallons, excluding those in
single private structures; or
(e) discharges to Waters of the state.

Class 2 - a Non-Significant SSO means a SSO or backup that is not

caused by a private lateral obstruction or problem that does not meet the
Class 1 SSO criteria.

Below include the number of SSOs that occurred in year: 2019

Number
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Number of Class 1 SSOs in Calendar Number
year

Number of Class 2 SSOs in Calendar
year

Please indicate what caused the SSO(s) in the previous question.

Our lift station pumps didn't prime in the night. When we went to inspect the lift
station in the morning there was a small pool of water around the lift station. This
Lift station is located near a city park, thus classifying it as a class one SSO. We
sucked up the water with our vac truck. Also, we have since connected this lift
station to our SCADA system.

Please specify whether the SSOs were caused by contract or tributary
community, etc.

Tributary community.

Part Ill: NEW DEVELOPMENT

Did an industry or other development enter the community or expand
production in the past two years, such that flow or wastewater loadings to
the sewerage system increased by 10% or more?

@® Yes
O No

Are new developments (industrial, commercial, or residentiql) anticipated
in the next 2 - 3 years that will increase flow or BOD5 loadings to the
sewerage system by 25% or more?

@® Yes
O No
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Number of new commercial/industrial connections in the last year

Number of new residential sewer connections added in the last year

923

Equivalent residential connections’ served

2306776

Part [V: OPERATOR CERTIFICATION

How many collection system operators do you employ?

Approximate population served

21,415

State of Utah Administrative Rules requires all public system operators
considered to be in Direct Responsible Charge (DRC) to be appropriately
certified at least at the Facility's Grade.

List the designated Chief Operator/DRC for the Collection System below:

Name Grade Email

Ciret And 1 Ack NlAarmAaas Dlarens antar fiill armaall AAArvrece
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T HIVE WITW REViIVE TV

| NPT CN

TNOIT T IC

Chief Operator/DRC Matt Goodrich
First and Last Name

oTOCT

mgoodrich@emcity.or
Please enter full email address

List all other Collection System operators with DRC responsibilities in the
field, by certification grade, separate names by commas:

Name

separate by comma

sLs!/ Grade I:

Collection Grade I:

Collection Grade II:

Collection Grade llI:

Collection Grade IV:

Brody Kinder

List all other Collection System operators by certification grade, separate

names by commas:

Name

separate by comma

sLs!’ Grade I:

Collection Grade I:

Collection Grade II:

Collection Grade Il

Collection Grade IV:

No Current Collection Certification:

Dallan Harris

Is/are your collection DRC operator(s) currently certified at the

appropriate grade for this facility?

@® Yes

N\ NA
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Part V: FACILITY MAINTENANCE

Have you implemented a preventative
maintenance program for your collection
system?

Have you updated the collection system
operations and maintenance manual within
the past 5 years?

Do you have a written emergency response
plan for sewer systems?

Do you have a written safety plan for sewer
systems?

Is the entire collections system TV inspected at

least every 5 years?

Is at least 85% of the collections system
mapped in GIS?

Part VI: SSMP EVALUATION

Has your system completed a Sewer System
Management Plan (SSMP)?

Has the SSMP been adopted by the
permittee’s governing body at a public
meeting?

Has the completed SSMP been public
noticed?

During the annual assessment of the SSMP,
were any adjustments needed based on the

narfarmmaoanca nf the nlan ?

Yes

O]

©® ® O

Yes

No

O

O O ® O
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Yes No
Date of Public Notice

10/17/2017

During 2019, was any part of the SSMP audited as part of the five year
audit?

O Yes
@® No

Have you completed a System Evaluation and Capacity Assurance Plan
(SECAP) as defined by the Utah Sewer Management Program?

@® Yes
O No

Part VII: NARRATIVE EVALUATION

This section should be completed with the system operators.

Describe the physical condition of the sewerage system: (lift stations, etc.
included)

Our System is in relatively good condition. 90% of our system is PVC and the RCP
we do have is in good condition, except for a strech of our fall out line going to

TSSD. Lift stations are in good shape and operating properly. Also, we have 24+
manholes we need to have repaired.

What sewerage system capital improvements? does the utility need to 88
implement in the next 10 years?

We will need to repair a portion of our fallout line and 24+ manholes.



What sewerage system problems, other than plugging, have you had over
the last year?

We had pumps not prime and we have found some manholes and sewer line that
needs to be repaired.

Is your utility currently preparing or updating its capital facilities plan2?

@® Yes
O No

Does the municipality/district pay for the continuing education expenses of
operators?

(® 100% Covered
O Partially cover

(O Does not pay

Is there a written policy regarding continuing education and training for
wastewater operators?

@® Yes
O No

Any additional comments?

No Comments

This is the end of the Collections System questions 89

To the best of my knowledge, the Collections System section is completed



and accurate.

Yes

This is the end of the Collection System section, what would you like to do
next?

This entire section is complete. Send the link to the next person in charge.
O (Once you Save & Continue, you will no longer be able to use the same link to
view/edit your responses).

@® 1 will continue to fill out/review the next section myself.

Mechanical Plant Section

Form completed by:
May Receive Continuing Education /units (CEUSs)

Matt Goodrich

Part I: INFLUENT INFORMATION

Please provide the average influent flow rate and
average influent BODs and TSS loading rates listed below for your facility.

Average Daily Flow Average Daily BODg Average Daily TSS Load
(MGD) Load (Ib/day) (ib/day)
Design Basis or
. 1.2 210 210
Rated Capacity
2019 Average 5 196 269

90
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AOW many Notices of Violation \NOVS) did you receive 1or tnis racliity in tne
review year?

How many days in the past year was there a bypass or overflow of
wastewater at the facility due to high flows?

Part lll: FACILITY AGE

In what year were the following process units constructed, upgraded or

renewed?

Note: If a unit process does not apply to your system enter the Evaluation Year under
Construction or Upgrade Year.

Construction or

Evaluation Year Upgrade Year Age

Headworks 2019 2009 10
Primary Treatment 2019 2009 10
Secondary

2019 2009 10
Treatment
Tertiary Treatment 2019 0 0
Solids Handling 2019 2009 10
Disinfection 2019 2009 10
Land

2019 2009 10

Application/Disposal

PART IV: DISCHARGES

How manyv dave in the lacet vear wae there a bvnadce or overflow of
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wastewater at the facility due to equipment failure?

PART V: BIOSOLIDS HANDLING

Biosolids Disposal (check all that apply)

Yes No
Landfill O] O
Land Application O O
Give Away/Other Distribution O] O

Part VI: NEW DEVELOPMENT

Number of new commercial/industrial connections in the last year

18

Number of new residential sewer connections added in the last year

1090

Equivalent residential connections’ served

1108

Part VII: OPERATOR CERTIFICATION
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How many treatment system operators do you employ?

State of Utah Administrative Rules requires all public system operators
considered to be in Direct Responsible Charge (DRC) to be appropriately

certified at least at the Facility's Grade.

List the designated Chief Operator/DRC for the Wastewater Treatment

System below:

Name Grade Email
First and Last Name Please enter full email address
Chief Operator/DRC Matt Goodrich \Y

mgoodrich@emcity.org

List all other Wastewater Treatment System operators with DRC
responsibilities in the field, by certification grade, separate names by

commas:

Name

separate by comma

sLs!/ Grade I:

Treatment Grade [:

Treatment Grade Il

Treatment Grade llI:

Treatment Grade 1V:

Brody Kinder, Matt Mort

93

List all other Wastewater Treatment System operators by certification

grade, separate names by commas:



Name

separate by comma

sLs'” Grade I:
Treatment Grade I: Tyler Herd, Dallan Harris
Treatment Grade II:
Treatment Grade llI:

Treatment Grade 1V:

Is/are your DRC operator(s) currently certified at the appropriate grade for
this facility?

@® Yes
O No

Part VIiI: FACILITY MAINTENANCE

Yes No

Have you implemented a written preventative
maintenance program for your treatment O O
system?

Have you updated the treatment system
operations and maintenance manual within O] O
the past 5 years?

Identify the types of treatment equipment and processes installed at your
facility.

Yes No

O]
O

Screens 94

O]
O

Grit Removal

Primary Clarifiers O @



Imhoff Tanks

Fixed Film Reactor

Activated Sludge

Aerobic Suspend Growth Variations
Anaerobic Suspended Growth variations

Physical-chemical systems for organic
removal w/o secondary treatment

Physical-chemical systems for organic
removal following secondary treatment

Membrane Filtration

Suspended-growth Nitrification and
Denitrification

Air Stripping

Phosphorus Removal - Chemical
Phosphorus Removal - Biological
lon Exchange

Reverse
Osmosis

Media Filtration
Dissolved Air Flotation
Micro Screens
Chilorine Disinfection
UV Disinfection

Effluent use/Reuse

Thic iec tha AanA AfF tha NMarhanicral Dlant Alicactinne

<
®
7

© O® OO0 O 0O®O0OO0L ® O O O O0O0®OoO0

O® 0 ®®we® ®© ®$O®W® O ©®©® ®@ ©® ®® O O® @
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To the best of my knowledge, the Mechanical Plant section is completed
and accurate.

Yes

This is the end of the Mechanical Plant section, what would you like to do
next?

This entire section is complete. Send the link to the next person in charge.
O (Once you Save & Continue, you will no longer be able to use the same link to
view/edit your responses).

@® 1 will continue to fill out/review the next section myself.

| have reviewed this report and to the best of my knowledge the
information provided in this report is correct.

ek Stow

Has this been adopted by the council? If no, what date will it be presented
to the council?

O Yes
@® No

clear

What date will it be presented to the council?
Date format ex. mm/dd/yyyy
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05/19/2020

Please log in.

Email mstraw@emcity.org

PIN (XX X J

NOTE: This questionnaire has been compiled for your benefit to assist you in evaluating the technical and financial
needs of your wastewater systems. If you received financial assistance from the Water Quality Board, annual
submittal of this report is a condition of that assistance. Please answer questions as accurately as possible to give
you the best evaluation of your facility. If you need assistance, please send an email to wginfodata@utah.gov and
we will contact you as soon as possible. You may also visit our Frequently Asked Questions page.

Powered by Qualtrics &
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https://documents.deq.utah.gov/water-quality/engineering/DWQ-2019-002976.pdf
https://www.qualtrics.com/?utm_source=internal%252Binitiatives&utm_medium=survey%252Bpowered%252Bby%252Bqualtrics&utm_content=utahgov&utm_survey_id=SV_0P01zkLj3nV0l25

EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY

EAGLE CITY COUNCIL MEETING
M OUNTAIN
MAY 19, 2020
TITLE: | ORDINANCE - An Ordinance of Eagle Mountain City, Utah, Adopting the
Eagle Mountain City Fiscal Year 2020-2021 Budget.
*This is not an action item; public hearing only.*
ITEM TYPE: | Ordinance
FISCAL IMPACT:
APPLICANT:
GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION CURRENT ZONE ACREAGE COMMUNITY
:’(UBLIC HEARING: RECOMMENDATION:
€S
REQUIRED FINDINGS:
BACKGROUND:
PLANNING COMMISSION
ACTION/
RECOMMENDATION
PREPARED BY:

Paul Jerome, Admin

Attachments:

General Fund - Preliminary
Capital Projects - Preliminary
Impact Fee Funds - Preliminary
Debt Service Funds - Preliminary
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https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/593608/General_Fund_-_Preliminary.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/593607/Capital_Projects_-_Preliminary.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/593609/Impact_Fee_Funds_-_Preliminary.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/593610/Debt_Service_Funds_-_Preliminary.pdf

Enterprise Fund - Preliminary
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https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/593612/Enterprise_Fund_-_Preliminary.pdf

Budget Summary- GENERAL FUND
Final Budget Appropriation

Fiscal Year 2021
Adopted June 16, 2020

General Fund

Revenue Sources:

Sales, Property, Utility, & Use Taxes
Planning, Building, & Engineering Fees
Class B & C Road Funds

Charges For Services

Sport Recreation Fees

Fines & Forfeitures

Miscellaneous
Intergovernmental/Grants

Impact Fees/Equity Buy Ins
Interfund Transfers

Total revenues

Fund balance - (from surplus of prior year to fund capital projects)

Expenditures:
Legislative Department
Recorders Department
Attorney

Executive Department
Finance Department
Engineering Department
Planning Department
Economic Development
Youth City Council
Recreation Department
Information Technology (IT)
Human Resources (HR)
Public Information (P1O)
Project Management/Facilities
Senior Council

Special Events Department
Public Safety

Building Department
Streets & Roads Department
Parks Department

Library

Total expenditures

Other Financing Uses:

Debt Service

Transfer to Capital Projects Fund 1
Reserve 2

Excess/Deficit Revenues over Appropriation

1. According to Utah State Code, municipalities are not to maintain a reserve balance of more

Total appropriable revenues

Total proposed appropriation

than 25% of the fiscal year's projected revenues. Municipalities are also restricted from

maintaining less than 5%.

2. Any excess of revenues over expenditures shown above will either be transferred to the

General Fund Capital Projects Fund for use on infrastructure or will go to fund.i)alance reserve.

7,380,000
4,244,700
1,400,000
0

98,800
135,000
502,700

0

0
1,225,549

14,986,749
0

$14,986,749

95,200
323,446
135,000
661,900
441,624
614,012
584,535
138,042

3,725
322,581
429,520
250,163
255,167
511,983

12,995

274,815
3,533,700
1,093,918
2,929,440
1,948,655

426,327

14,986,749

0

0
0

14,986,749

$0
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Fund 10- General Fund
Revenue & Expenditure Summary

GENERAL FUND 2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
SUMMARY EXPENDITURES Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed
Personnel Services 4,000,368 4,431,441 4,833,884 5,484,567 5,603,860 5,678,453
Materials, Supplies & Services 5,389,931 6,955,969 6,825,234 7,614,401 8,004,930 8,303,405
Capital Outlay 259,628 400,577 437,226 568,625 405,504 271,350
Interfund Transaction 288,668 317,070 689,498 569,718 569,718 733,541

Ending Balance
Expenditure Total: 9,938,595 12,105,058 12,785,842 14,237,311 14,584,012 14,986,749
GENERAL FUND 2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
SUMMARY REVENUES Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed
Sales, Property, Utility, & Use Taxes 5,694,479 6,289,512 7,161,845 7,147,000 7,537,000 7,380,000
Planning, Building, & Engineering Fees 3,012,330 4,046,681 5,283,283 3,612,050 6,009,875 4,244,700
Class B & C Road Funds 1,104,598 1,144,864 1,373,327 1,350,000 1,500,000 1,400,000
Charges For Services - - - - - -
Sport Recreation Fees 132,387 88,885 114,159 114,500 98,800 98,800
Fines & Forfeitures 129,689 136,386 124,570 135,000 133,000 135,000
Miscellaneous 603,816 744,316 1,771,573 750,775 794,430 502,700
Intergovernmental/Grants 195,933 236,494 14,932 - - -
Impact Fees/Equity Buy Ins - - - - - -
Interfund Transfers (942,405) (628,130) (2,418,890) 1,087,629 (1,352,372) 1,225,549
Revenue Total: 9,930,826 12,059,006 13,424,799 14,196,954 14,720,733 14,986,749
GENERAL FUND 2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
BALANCE SUMMARY Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed
Excess (Deficiency) of Financing
Sources over Financing Uses: (194,889) (46,012) 659,461 (40,357) 136,721 0
Fund Balance (Deficit)- Beginning: 3,070,888 2,875,999 2,829,987 3,489,448 3,489,448 3,626,169
Use of Fund Balance Reserve: - -
Fund Balance (Deficit)- Ending: 2,875,999 2,829,987 3,489,448 3,449,091 3,626,169 3,626,169
2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
PERSONNEL SUMMARY (FTE) Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed
Elected 6.00 6.00 6.00 6.00 6.00 6.00
Appointed 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00 3.00
Full-time 34.86 39.62 48.82 54.54 54.54 52.81
Part-time/Seasonal 14.28 14.47 15.02 18.02 18.02 19.76
FTE Total: 58.14 63.09 72.83 81.56 81.56 81.57
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Fund 10- General Fund
Revenue Detail

SALES/PROPERTY/UTILITY/USE TAXES 2017 2018 2019 2020 2(,)20 2021
Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed
31116 Property Taxes 1,212,071 1,272,618 1,434,040 1,450,000 1,500,000 1,600,000
31121 Property Taxes (Delinquent) 1,934 2,690 4,156 2,000 2,000 5,000
31300 Sales/Use Taxes 3,139,809 3,659,450 4,344,548 4,300,000 4,550,000 4,300,000
31410 Water Utility Fee (63) (€3] 6)
31411 Electric Utility Fee (444) (1006) 2)
31412 Gas Utility Fee (226) 92) 10
31415 Municipal Energy Tax 1,029,218 1,031,886 1,075,312 1,100,000 1,200,000 1,200,000
31420 Motor Vehicle Fee-In-Lieu 116,096 157,777 154,367 145,000 160,000 150,000
33470 Utah State Telecom Fee 196,083 165,338 149,421 150,000 125,000 125,000
Total: 5,694,479 6,289,512 7,161,845 7,147,000 7,537,000 7,380,000
2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
PLANNING, BUILDING, ENGINEERING FEES Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed
32100 Business Licenses 19,985 18,465 20,453 22,000 22,000 22,000
32214 Permits-Signs 100 400 400 300
32215 Franchise Agreement Fees 1,300 1,300
32220 Conditional Use 1,000 1,000 1,000
32311 Building Permits-Building 1,368,236 1,814,574 2,445,085 1,550,000 2,810,000 1,725,000
32316 Building Permits-Grading & Excavating 18,031 4,916 7,987 5,000 40,000 5,000
32320 Building Permit- Surcharge 2,725 3,356 3,536 3,500
32330 Building Permit-Temporary Power Inspection 78,700 78,300 75,800 65,000 110,000 75,000
32340 Building Fast Track Fees 32,400 40,800 43,250 40,000 99,000 45,000
34121 Processing Fee-Recording Legal Docs 22,800 22,400 24,000 20,000 40,000 20,000
34218 Dev Fees-Subdivision Inspections 404,718 469,710 638,616 500,000 965,000 700,000
34512 Building Permits-Plan Check 673,470 663,269 840,115 700,000 980,000 750,000
34513 Building Permits-Plan Check (Commercial/Solar) 56,970 54,276 216,644 420,000 156,000 150,000
34515 Deyv Fees-Plat Fees 217,240 284,074 429,876 285,000 285,000 250,000
34516 Dev Fees-Zoning and Subdivision 100 100 - 150 175 100
39725 Dev Contribution - Street Lights 116,856 592,442 537,922 500,000 500,000
Total: 3,012,330 4,046,681 5,283,283 3,612,050 6,009,875 4,244,700
2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
CLASS B & C ROAD FUNDS Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed
33460 Class B & C Road Funds 1,104,598 1,144,864 1,373,327 1,350,000 1,500,000 1,400,000
Total: 1,104,598 1,144,864 1,373,327 1,350,000 1,500,000 1,400,000
2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
CHARGES FOR SERVICES Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed
34320 Ambulance Services
Total: - - - - - -
2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
RECREATION Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed
34704 Men's Volleyball
34705 Adult Softball 3,780 19,487 12,642 10,000 10,000 10,000
34706 Women's Basketball
34707 Men's Basketball 2,800 2,800 2,800
34708 Flag Football 2,500 2,500 2,500
34709 Women's Volleyball 2,500 1,200 1,200 1,200
34710 Adult Volleyball 1,000 4,400 1,600 1,600 2,800 2,800
34711 Youth Sports (1,028) 1,669 3,525
34712 Adult Sports 420
34713 Youth Soccer 3,340 170 7,412 3,200 3,200 3,200
34713 Youth Soccer (Fall)
34714 Youth Baseball 61,800 3,404 4,080 3,200
34715 Youth Basketball 54,075 57,605 74,035 65,000 65,000 65,000
34717 Youth Soccer (Spring)
34701 New Programs 5,000 5,000 5,000
34703 Pickleball 475 3,000 3,000 3 000
34702 Ultimate Frisbee 3,000 3,000 3102
34718 CSSA Softball (Spring) 6,025 8,050 7,000
34719 CSSA Softball (Fall) 950 1,900 7,000
34720 Youth Sports Camp (285) 1,500 1,500
Total: 132,387 88,885 114,159 114,500 98,800 98,800




Fund 10- General Fund
Revenue Detail (Continued)
2017
Actual

2017
Actual
21,930
31,057
108,215
17,700

MISCELLANEOUS REVENUE

1,250

15,500
(260)

280

280

7,108
1,170
4,595
2,500

1,113
2,197
2,012
190
157,167
521

6,000
192,017

156
700
27,162
2,489

766

2017
Actual
2,500

INTERGOVERNMENTAL TRANSFERS/GRANTS

3,000

190,433

2018
Actual
16,725
9,852
103,670
2,179
3,960

2018
Actual
19,065
21,190
77,559

7,663

(100)
10,500

220
420
14,534

3,125
1,125

610
1,932
6,217

135

169,438

140

6,000
356,594

74

665
43,661
3,036

512

242,928

(7,434)
1,000

2019
Actual

2019
Actual
17,512
12,160
742,811

750
8,997

4,708
19,000

12,580

2,325
1,725

646
2,471
3,325

198

194
6,000
792,516

40
4,830
135,881
2,076

830

2019
Actual

14,932

2020
Approved
5,000
8,000
115,000
2,500
4,500

2020
Approved
18,000
12,000
75,000

1,500
10,000

10,000
9,000

15,000

7,000
2,100

275
1,000
2,000

6,000
500,000
50,000
100
2,800
25,000
3,000
500

500

2020
Approved

2020
Projected

125,000
2,500
5,500

2020
Projected
25,000
11,000

1,300
7,000
33,000
10,000

15,000
7,000
1,500

500
3,000

110

6,000
640,000

100
3,300
25,000
3,000
500
500
1,620

2020
Projected

2021
Proposed

125,000
2,500
5,500

2021
Proposed
25,000
11,000

1,500
7,000
6,000
10,000

15,000
7,000
1,500

750
3,000

100

6,000
350,000

100
3,000
50,000
3,000
500
500
1,750

2021
Proposed
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Fund 10- General Fund
Revenue Detail (Continued)

IMPACT FEES/EQUITY BUY IN

INTERFUND TRANSFERS

2017
Actual

2017

Actual

serve)

401,970
398,086
58,568
59,335

20,000
30,000

91,023

(65,934)

(12,018)
(72,000)
(5,000)

(1,846,435)

2018
Actual

2018
Actual

411,112
406,392

59,675
53,611
60,853

73,954

65,934
339

(10,000)

(1,750,000)

2019
Actual

2019

Actual

443,479
438,403

62,858
66,370

20,000

(3,450,000)

2020
Approved

2020
Approved
499,316
491,361
65,613

71,338

20,000

(60,000)

2020
Projected

2020
Projected
499,316
491,361
65,613

71,338

20,000

(2,500,000)

2021
Proposed

2021
Proposed
535,272
521,366

72,842
76,069

20,000
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2017
Actual
Legislative 5.00
Recorder 3.00
Attorney -
Executive 5.41
Finance 3.60
Engineerin: 4.30
Planning 4.00
Economic | -
Youth Coul -
Recreation 3.28
IT -
HR 1.00
P1O 2.40
PM&Facilit 2.10
Senior CoL 0.10
Special Evi 1.48
Public Safe 4.52
Building 5.25
Streets 6.01
Parks 6.05
Library 6.15

Special Revenue

Cemetery

0.15

2018

Actual
5.00
3.00

5.41
3.60
4.33
4.50

3.53

1.00
2.18
2.75
0.10
1.48
4.52
6.26
5.91
9.13
6.33

0.05

Storm Wati on enterprise

Incubator

Internal Service

0.65

Utility Billin on enterprise
GIS on enterprise

Fleet

0.50

2019 2020 2020 2021
Actual ApprovedProjected Proposed
5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00
3.50 3.50 3.50 3.50
6.41 6.41 6.41 5.41
3.60 3.60 3.60 3.93
5.83 5.83 5.83 5.50
4.50 4.50 4.50 5.25
0.65 0.65 0.65 0.65
3.93 3.73 3.73 3.73
0.50 1.50 1.50 1.50
2.18 218 2.18 3.18
5.25 5.25 5.25 4.81
0.10 0.10  #REF! 0.10
1.65 1.65 1.65 1.66
4.52 4.52 4.52 4.52
8.76 8.76 8.76 8.01
7.41 7.41 7.41 8.41
11.13 11.13 11.13 10.63
6.50 6.50 6.50 6.43
0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05
0.50 1.25 1.25 1.25

FTE

Changes this year

(1.00)
0.33
(0.33)
0.75
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Fund 10- General
Sub 11- Executive
Department 41100- Legislative Summary

2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
EXPENDITURES Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed
Personnel Services 32,295 32,295 44,128 32,295 52,041 83,500
Materials, Supplies & Services 2,973 6,678 5,411 6,000 8,049 11,700
Capital Outlay - - - - - -
Interfund Transactions - - - - - -
Expenditure Total: 35,268 38,973 49,539 38,295 60,090 95,200
p11) 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
REVENUE Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed
General Taxes & Revenues 35,268 38,973 49,539 38,295 60,090 95,200
Revenue Total: 35,268 38,973 49,539 38,295 60,090 95,200
2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
PERSONNEL SUMMARY (FTE) Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed
Elected 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00
Appointed
Full-time
Part-time/Seasonal
FTE Total: 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00

Fund 10- General
Sub 11- Executive
Department 41100- Legislative Detail

2020 2020 2021

Personnel Services

Approved Projected Proposed
1111 Salaries- Full-time Permanent

1112 Salaries- Part-time Permanent 30,000 30,000 30,000 30,000 48,343 75,000
1300 Employee Benefits

1311 Bonus

1511 FICA 1,860 1,860 13,693 1,860 2,997 6,000
1512 Medicare 435 435 435 435 701 2,500

1531 State Insurance Fund

Total: 32,295 32,295 44,128 32,295 52,041 83,500

2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021

Materials, Supplies, Service:
B Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed

2121 Dues, Subscriptions, Memberships

2321 Travel & Training 668 2,556 2,408 2,000 2,340 5,000
2369 Meetings 2,288 2,240 2,248 3,000 4,496 4,500
2411 Office Expenses & Supplies 18 388 - 500 627 500

2421 Postage

2513 Equipment Supplies & Maintenance
4531 Professional/Technical Services
4950 Elections

5002 Misc. Services & Supplies 649 72 500 500 600
5003 Special Projects 45 - 1,000
Total: 2,973 6,678 5,411 6,000 8,049 11,700

2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed

Capital Outlay

7412 Computer Equipment

Total: - - - - - -

2020 2020 2021
Approved Projected Proposed

Interfund Transactions

9154 Due To Fleet Fund

Total: - - - - - -
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Fund 10- General
Sub 11- Executive
Division 41110- Recorder Summary

z 2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
EXPENDITURES Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed
Personnel Services 246,350 253,327 271,830 304,265 381,089 292,001
Materials, Supplies & Services 16,475 49,685 16,574 76,850 81,524 31,445
Capital Outlay 938 1,258 - - - -
Interfund Transactions - - - - - -
Expenditure Total: 263,763 304,270 288,404 381,115 462,613 323,446
2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
REVENUES Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed
General Taxes & Revenues 263,763 304,270 288,404 381,115 462,613 323,446
Revenue Total: 263,763 304,270 288,404 381,115 462,613 323,446

2020 2020 2021
PERSONNEL SUMMARY (FTE) Approved Projected Proposed

Elected
Appointed 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Full-time 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00
Part-time/Seasonal 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50

FTE Total: 3.00 3.00 3.50 3.50 3.50 3.50
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Fund 10- General
Sub 11- Executive
Division 41110- Recorder Detail
. 2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
Personnel Services X
Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed
165,209 169,473 181,813 178,483 219,766 175,178
4,700 21,424 21,424 18,720
89 218 276

14,164 14,558 15,386 11,066 15,219 10,861

617 1,328 1,328 1,161

2,344 2,405 2,583 2,899 3,313 2,812

30,385 31,304 32,070 32,966 31,487 32,355

29,196 30,449 29,897 50,776 50,776 44,859

3,579 3,536 3,292 3,606 36,060 4,135

575 573 515 639 639 751

811 681 1,077 1,077 1,170

2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed

Materials, Supplies, Services

2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed

1,258 ----

2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed

Capital Outlay

Interfund Transactions
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Fund 10- General
Sub 11- Executive
Department 41220- Attorney Summary

2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
EXPENDITURES Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed
Personnel Services - - - - - -
Materials, Supplies & Services 116,751 174,300 141,223 110,000 126,965 135,000
Capital Outlay - - - - - -
Interfund Transactions - - - - - -
Expenditure Total: 116,751 174,300 141,223 110,000 126,965 135,000
2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
REVENUES Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed
General Taxes & Revenues 116,751 174,300 141,223 110,000 126,965 135,000
Revenue Total: 116,751 174,300 141,223 110,000 126,965 135,000

PERSONNEL SUMMARY (FTE)

Elected

Appointed
Full-time
Part-time/Seasonal

2017
Actual

2018
Actual

2019
Actual

2020
Approved

2020
Projected

2021
Proposed

FTE Total:

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

Fund 10- General
Sub 11- Executive
Department 41220- Attorney Detail

Personnel Services

1111 Salaries

1211 Overtime

1511 FICA

1311 Bonus

1521 Retirement

1531 State Insurance Fund

1531 Medicare

1541 Health Insurance

1999 Reserve For Pay Adjustments

2020
Approved

2020
Projected

2021
Proposed

Total:

Materials, Supplies, Services

2017
Actual

2018
Actual

2019
Actual

2020
Approved

2020
Projected

2021
Proposed

4121 Attorney Fees 116,751 174,300 141,223 110,000 126,965 125,000

2321 Travel & Training

4531 Professional & Technical Services (ALJ) 10,000
Total: 116,751 174,300 141,223 110,000 126,965 135,000

Capital Outlay

7410 Equipment
7412 Computer Equipment

2017
Actual

2018
Actual

2019
Actual

2020
Approved

2020
Projected

2021
Proposed

Total:

Interfund Transactions

9154 Due To Fleet Fund

2020
Approved

2020
Projected

2021
Proposed

Total:

11
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Fund 10- General
Sub 11- Executive

Department 41310- Executive Summary

. 2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
EXPENDITURES Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed
Personnel Services 580,383 568,443 563,329 585,652 613,606 584,417
Materials, Supplies & Services 7,401 17,938 35,968 52,100 51,500 52,100
Capital Outlay - - - - - -
Interfund Transactions 19,099 30,285 25,581 26,435 26,435 25,384
Expenditure Total: 606,883 616,666 624,878 664,187 691,541 661,900
2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
REVENUES Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed
General Taxes & Revenues 606,883 616,666 624,878 664,187 691,541 661,900
Revenue Total: 606,883 616,666 624,878 664,187 691,541 661,900

2017

2018

2019 2020 2020 2021
PERSONNEL SUMMARY (FTE) Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed
Elected 1 1 1 1 1 1
Appointed 1 1 1 1 1 1
Full-time 2.75 2.75 3.75 3.75 3.75 2.75
Part-time/Seasonal 0.66 0.66 0.66 0.66 0.66 0.66
FTE Total: 5.41 5.41 6.41 6.41 6.41 5.41
110
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Fund 10- General
Sub 11- Executive
Department 41310- Executive Detail

Personnel Services

Materials, Supplies, Services

Capital Outlay

Interfund Transactions

375,773

12,911
263

6,018
50,117

3,911
5,810
51,889

66,195
5,282
852
1,362

2017
Actual

2017
Actual

2017
Actual

2018
Actual

2018

391,388

24,286
256

6,018
23,762

1,932
6,015
36,470

70,562
5,391
869

1,498

Actual

2018
Actual

13

2019
Actual

2019
Actual

401,152

15,611
1,968

5,875
26,417

990
6,011
34,462

64,057
4,779
735

1,273

2019
Actual

2019
Actual

2020
Approved
383,116

20,592
2,000

6,000
23,760

1,277
5,854
70,762

63,470
5,710
799

2020
Approved

2020
Approved

2020
Approved

2020 2021

Projected Proposed
399,997 386,181
20,592 21,965
2,000
8,000 6,000
34,636 23,950
1,277 1,362
6,051 5918
70,762 71,328
63,470 56,073
5,710 6,371
799 939
2,312 2,330

2018
Actual

2020
Projected

2020
Projected

2020
Projected

Proposed

Proposed

Proposed

19,099 30,285 25,581 26,435 26,435 25,384

2021

2021

2021
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Fund 10- General
Sub 11 - Executive

Department 41410- Finance & Accounting Summary

. 2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
EXPENDITURES Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed
Personnel Services 274,956 288,308 330,443 343,277 344,080 351,424
Materials, Supplies & Services 86,531 128,748 184,475 94,850 96,106 90,200
Capital Outlay - - - - - -
Interfund Transactions - - - - - -
Expenditure Total: 361,487 417,057 514,918 438,127 440,186 441,624
2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
REVENUES Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed
General Taxes & Revenues 361,487 417,057 514,918 438,127 440,186 441,624
Revenue Total: 361,487 417,057 514,918 438,127 440,186 441,624

2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
PERSONNEL SUMMARY (FTE) Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed

Elected
Appointed 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Full-time 2.60 2.60 2.60 2.60 2.60 2.93
Part-time/Seasonal

FTE Total: 3.60 3.60 3.60 3.60 3.60 3.93
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Fund 10- General
Sub 11 - Executive

Department 41410- Finance & Accounting Detail

Materials, Supplies, Services

Interfund Transactions

Personnel Services

169,295
139

10,433

0
2,352
30,507

56,197

4,487
723
824

2017
Actual
582

2,893
80

1,007
27,911
43,350

10,708

2017

Capital Outlay Actual
ua

2017
Actual

15

2018
Actual

183,286
10,987
2,507
33,598
52,506
3,933

637
855

932
4,239

93
192

890
30,744
41,000

2,753

47,905

2019
Actual
216,985

12,933

2,996
38,962

53,519

3,661
574
813

2019

Actual
607.00

2,509.87
369.63
192.15

1,160
34,035
35,000

1,872.44
455.00

108,274.05

2019
Actual

2019
Actual

2020
Approved
218,784

13,565

3,172
40,409

60,931
4,328
767
1,320

2020
Approved
750

5,750
300

1,050
34,000
40,000

3,000
10,000

2020
Approved

2020
Approved

2020
Projected
219,000

14,153

3,172
40,409

60,931
4,328
767
1,320

2018
Actual

2020
Projected
750

5,750
300

1,050
34,000
40,000

4,256
10,000

2018
Actual

2020
Projected

2018
Actual

2020
Projected

2021
Proposed
232,400

13,728

3,370
40,896

53,830
4,962
901
1,336

2021
Proposed
750

4,300
300

1,350
34,000
45,000

4,500

2021
Proposed

2021
Proposed
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Fund 10- General
Sub 11 - Executive
Division 41710- Engineering Summary

. 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
EXPENDITURES Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed
Personnel Services 413,278 418,444 422,713 545,833 548,893 520,483
Materials, Supplies & Services 4,374 3,934 10,595 13,480 14,682 13,480
Capital Outlay - - - - - -
Interfund Transactions 23,639 28,615 31,866 34,466 34,466 80,049
Expenditure Total: 441,291 450,993 465,174 593,779 598,041 614,012
2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
REVENUES Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed
General Taxes & Revenues 441,291 450,993 465,174 593,779 598,041 614,012
Revenue Total: 441,291 450,993 465,174 593,779 598,041 614,012

2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
PERSONNEL SUMMARY (FTE) Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed

Elected
Appointed
Full-time 430 433 5.83 5.83 5.83 5.50
Part-time/Seasonal

FTE Total: 4.30 4.33 5.83 5.83 5.83 5.50
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Fund 10- General
Sub 11 - Executive
Division 41710- Engineering Detail

Personnel Services

Materials, Supplies, Services

Capital Outlay

Interfund Transactions

261,901

2,180
5,717
19,842

1,200

3,827
42,692

68,259
5,548
883
1,229

2017
Actual

2017
Actual

2017
Actual

2018
Actual

262,703

4,015
5,717
20,050

1,200

3,844
43,022

70,267
5,485
880
1,261

2018

Actual

2018

Actual

2018
Actual

17

2019
Actual
267,948

5,121
5,581
20,135

3,942
43,141

69,903
5,134
805

2019
Actual

2019
Actual

2019
Actual

Approved

Approved

2020

340,748

5,700

21,126

1,400

4,941
62,936

98,674
7,009
1,242

2020

2020

Approved

2020

Approved

23,639 28,615 31,866 34,466 34,466 80,049

2020 2021
Projected Proposed

340,748 333,154
5,700 5,700
23,543 20,656
2,000 1,400
4,941 4,831
62,936 61,533
98,674 82,241
7,053 7,581
1,242 1,377
2,056 2,010

2020
Projected

2020
Projected

2020
Projected

Proposed

Proposed

Proposed

2021

2021

2021
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Fund 10- General

Sub 18 - Boards, Commission and Council
Department 41910 - Economic Development Summary

EXPENDITURES

2017
Actual

2018
Actual

2019
Actual

2020
Approved

2020
Projected

2021
Proposed

Personnel Services 58,319 70,944 73,015 74,016 76,672
Materials, Supplies & Services 98,831 38,728 89,770 101,541 61,370
Capital Outlay - - - - -
Interfund Transactions - - - - -
Expenditure Total: 157,150 109,672 162,785 175,557 138,042
2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
REVENUES Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed

General Taxes & Revenues 162,785 175,557 138,042
Revenue Total: - - 162,785 175,557 138,042

2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
PERSONNEL SUMMARY (FTE) Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed
Elected
Appointed
Full-time 0.65 0.65 0.65 0.65 0.65
Part-time/Seasonal
FTE Total: - 0.65 0.65 0.65 0.65
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Fund 10- General
Sub 18 - Boards, Commission and Council
Department 41910 - Economic Development Detail

2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021

Personnel Services
crsonnetservice Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed

2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021

Materials, Supplies, Services .
ateria “PPUies, Service Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed

2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021

Capital Outlay
aprias Cutay Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed

2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed

Interfund Transactions
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Fund 10- General
Sub 18 - Boards, Commission and Council
Department 41930- Youth Council Summary

2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
EXPENDITURES Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed
Personnel Services - - - - - -
Materials, Supplies & Services 580 71 516 1,400 1,700 3,725
Capital Outlay - - - - - -
Interfund Transactions
Expenditure Total: 580 71 516 1,400 1,700 3,725
2017 2018 2019 b1 p1] 2020 2021
REVENUES Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed
General Taxes & Revenues 580 71 516 1,400 1,700 3,725
Revenue Total: 580 71 516 1,400 1,700 3,725

PERSONNEL SUMMARY (FTE)

Elected

Appointed
Full-time
Part-time/Seasonal

2017
Actual

2018
Actual

2019
Actual

2020
Approved

2020
Projected

2021
Proposed

FTE Total:

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

Fund 10- General
Sub 18 - Boards, Commission and Council
Department 41930- Youth Council Detail

Personnel Services

1111 Salaries - FT

1112 Salaries - PT

1211 Overtime

1300 Employee Benefits
1511 FICA

1512 Medicare

1521 Retirement

1541 Health Insurance
1545 Dental Insurance
1548 Vision Insurance
1561 Long Term Disability
1999 Reserve For Pay Adjustments

2020
Approved

2020
Projected

2021
Proposed

Total:

Materials, Supplies, Services

2121 Dues Subscriptions & Membership

2017
Actual

2018
Actual

2019
Actual

2020
Approved

2020
Projected

2021
Proposed

2321 Travel and Training 1,200 1,200 1,200

2411 Office Expenses & Supplies

5856 Youth Council 580 71 516 200 500 525

6527 Grants/Cont.- Youth Council 2,000
Total: 580 71 516 1,400 1,700 3,725

Capital Outlay

7000 Capital Outlay

2017
Actual

2018
Actual

2019
Actual

2020
Approved

2020
Projected

2021
Proposed

Total:

20
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Fund 10- General
Sub 18 - Boards Commission and Council
Division 41940- Recreation Summary

. 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
EXPENDITURES Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed
Personnel Services 174,766 192,825 180,652 202,075 203,106 198,358
Materials, Supplies & Services 122,306 63,575 77,182 104,400 100,466 104,400
Capital Outlay 16,441 - - - - -
Interfund Transactions 18,548 23,015 21,062 19,987 19,987 19,824
Expenditure Total: 332,061 279,416 278,896 326,462 323,559 322,581
2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
REVENUES Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed
General Taxes & Revenues 332,061 279,416 278,896 326,462 323,559 322,581
Revenue Total: 332,061 279,416 278,896 326,462 323,559 322,581

2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
PERSONNEL SUMMARY (FTE) Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed

Elected
Appointed
Full-time 2.08 2.33 2.53 2.33 2.33 2.33
Part-time/Seasonal 1.20 1.20 1.40 1.40 1.40 1.40

FTE Total: 3.28 3.53 3.93 3.73 3.73 3.73
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Fund 10- General
Sub 18 - Boards Commission and Council
Division 41940- Recreation Detail

Personnel Services 2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed
1111 Salaries FT 92,794 92,696 100,167 98,912 99,830 99,948
1112 Salaries PT 12,066 29,953 10,567 29,994 29,994 29,120
1211 Overtime 5,230 3,308 3,407 1,000 1,000
1300 Employee Benefits 6,225 6,602 6,248 6,133 6,610 6,197
1311 Bonus - -
1321 Clothing Allowance 400 400 - 800 800 800
1511 FICA 748 1,686 615 1,860 1,860 1,805
1512 Medicare 1,568 1,758 1,601 1,869 1,869 1,871
1521 Retirement 16,924 17,091 17,769 18,269 18,733 18,460
1531 State Insurance Fund - -
1541 Medical Insurance 34,969 35,545 36,807 39,351 39,351 34,765
1545 Dental 2,930 2,879 2,691 2,795 2,966 3,205
1548 Vision 464 460 421 496 496 582
1561 Long Term Disability 448 448 361 597 597 603
Total: 174,766 192,825 180,652 202,075 203,106 198,358
, . . 2020 2020 2021
Materials, Supplies, Services Approved Projected e
2121 Dues, subscriptions, and memberships 145 145 300 200 266 200
2321 Travel/Training 903 712 2,000 2,000 2,000
2431 Uniforms
2513 Equipment Supplies & Maintenance 1,112 2,850 1,176 5,000 5,000 5,000
3111 Utilities
4531 Professional & Technical Services 12,795 2,077 2,680 4,000 4,000 4,000

4610 Officials
4611 Concessions

5750 Youth Soccer (Spring) - Formerly Youth Sports 5)
5751 Youth Soccer (Fall)
5752 Youth Baseball 60,155
5753 Youth Basketball 39,400 41,330 52,735 54,500 54,500 54,500
5754 Adult Softball 3,842 4,780 8,962 9,000 10,000 9,000
5755 Adult Volleyball 518 1,155 423 1,200 1,200 1,200
5756 Men's Basketball 2,800 2,800 2,800
5757 Women's Basketball
5758 Women's Volleyball 418 408 468 1,200 1,200 1,200
5759 Flag Football 2,500 2,500 2,500
5749 Pickleball 2,500 2,500 2,500
5748 Ultimate Frisbee 2,500 2,500 2,500
5760 CSSA Softball (Spring) 3,921 5,113 5,363 6,000 6,000 6,000
5761 CSSA Softball (Fall) 4,821 4,364 6,000 6,000 6,000
5747 New Program Development 5,000 5,000
5862 Pass-Through

Total: 122,306 63,575 77,182 104,400 100,466 104,400

Capital Outlay 2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed

7000 Capital Outlay 16,441

Total: 16,441 - - - - -

| 018 019 020 020 |
a D D
A A A a A a AP 0 O 0 O oposed

9154 Due To Fleet Fund 18,548 23,015 21,062 19,987 19,987 19,824

Total: 18,548 23,015 21,062 19,987 19,987 19,824
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Fund 10- General
Sub 18 - Boards, Commission and Council
Department 41960 Senior Council Summary

. 2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
EXPENDITURES Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed
Personnel Services - 2,828 7,306 7,511 7,782 7,995
Materials, Supplies & Services 3,100 4,733 4,251 5,000 6,110 5,000
Capital Outlay
Interfund Transactions - - - - - -
Expenditure Total: 3,100 7,561 11,557 12,511 13,892 12,995
2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
REVENUES Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed
General Taxes & Revenues 3,100 7,561 11,557 12,511 13,892 12,995
Revenue Total: 3,100 7,561 11,557 12,511 13,892 12,995
2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
PERSONNEL SUMMARY (FTE) Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed
Elected
Appointed
Full-time 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 #REF! 0.10
Part-time/Seasonal
FTE Total: 0.10 0.10 0.10 0.10 #REF! 0.10

Fund 10- General
Sub 18 - Boards, Commission and Council
Department 41960 Senior Council Detail

Personnel Services

2019
Actual

2020
Approved

2020
Projected

2021
Proposed

1111 Salaries - FT 1,637 4,425.08 4,480 4,684 5,000

1112 Salaries - PT

1211 Overtime 131 181.14

1300 Employee Benefits 28 52.94 278 278 310

1511 FICA

1512 Medicare 25 66.90 65 68 73

1521 Retirement 267 710.84 827 827 924

1531 State Insurance Fund

1541 Health Insurance 676 1,707.78 1,693 1,739 1,495

1545 Dental Insurance 49 125.51 120 138 138

1548 Vision Insurance 8 19.64 21 21 25

1561 Long Term Disability 7 15.74 27 27 30
Total: - 2,828 7,306 7,511 7,782 7,995

i St St 2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed

5856 Senior Council 3,100 4,733 4,251 5,000 6,110 5,000

Total: 3,100 4,733 4,251 5,000 6,110 5,000

Interfund Transactions

9154 Due To Fleet Fund

2017 2018
Actual Actual

2019
Actual

2020
Approved

2020
Projected

2021
Proposed

Total:

23
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Fund 10- General
Sub 18 - Boards, Commission and Council
Division 41990- Special Events Summary

EXPENDITURES

2019
Actual

2020
Approved

2020
Projected

2021
Proposed

Personnel Services 86,096 86,679 93,304 130,157 132,241 136,968
Materials, Supplies & Services 56,423 61,133 86,049 137,400 142,001 127,800

Capital Outlay - - 166,383 25,000 25,000 -
Interfund Transactions - - 13,227 10,608 10,608 10,047
Expenditure Total: 142,518 147,811 358,963 303,165 309,850 274,815

2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021

REVENUES Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed
General Taxes & Revenues 142,518 147,811 358,963 303,165 309,850 274,815
Revenue Total: 142,518 147,811 358,963 303,165 309,850 274,815

2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
PERSONNEL SUMMARY (FTE) Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed

Elected
Appointed
Full-time 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98 0.98
Part-time/Seasonal 0.50 0.50 0.68 0.68 0.68 0.68

FTE Total: 1.48 1.48 1.65 1.65 1.65 1.66
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Fund 10- General
Sub 18 - Boards, Commission and Council
Division 41990- Special Events Detail

Personnel Services

2020
Approved

2020
Projected

2021
Proposed

1111 Salaries FT 43,757 40,748 45,939.36 46,498 48,239 51,377
1112 Salaries PT 10,354 15,480 16,538.62 21,692 21,692 23,868
1111 Salaries FT - Other Dept Staff 20,000 20,000 20,000
1112 Salaries PT - Other Dept Staff 10,000 10,000 10,000
1211 Overtime 2,672 2,435 2,575.20
1300 Employee Benefits 1,078 779 490.23 2,883 3,281 3,185
1311 Bonus
1511 FICA 690 1,021 1,083.99 1,345 1,524 1,480
1512 Medicare 812 839 939.42 989 989 1,091
1521 Retirement 6,980 6,440 7,505.36 8,588 7,731 9,489
1541 Health Insurance 17,896 17,232 16,651.68 16,502 16,951 14,579
1545 Dental Insurance 1,426 1,304 1,224.33 1,172 1,345 1,344
1548 Vision Insurance 230 212 191.09 208 208 244
1561 Long Term Disability 201 188 164.90 281 281 310
Total: 86,096 86,679 93,304 130,157 132,241 136,968

Materials, Supplies, Services

2017
Actual

2018
Actual

2019
Actual

2020
Approved

2020
Projected

2021
Proposed

2121 Dues and Subscriptions 135 1,200 1,200 1,200
(Music Licensing, SESAC, BMI, ASCAP,
Utah Assn. of Fairs & Events)
2321 Travel and Training 23 198 2,500 2,500 2,500
2513 Equipment, Supplies & Maintenance 4,499 8,000 8,000 8,000
3111 Utilities
5855 Exceptional Kids
5856 Special Events Projects 18,244 37,760 42,154 65,000 65,000 57,500
5858 Pony Express Days 28,836 16,798 31,839 50,000 50,000 43,500
5859 Miss Eagle Mountain 7,475 5,098 7,056 7,000 7,000 8,000
5860 PE Days Rodeo (270)
5850 Veterans Board 1,868 1,724 169 3,700 3,700 2,100
5861 Utah South Pacific Festival 4,601
Cultural Festivals 5,000
Total: 56,423 61,133 86,049 137,400 142,001 127,800

Capital Outlay

2017
Actual

2018
Actual

2019
Actual

2020
Approved

2020
Projected

2021
Proposed

7000 Capital Outlay 166,383 25,000 25,000
Total: - - 166,383 25,000 25,000 -
Interfund Transactions 2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
R Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed
9154 Due To Fleet Fund 13,227 10,608 10,608 10,047
Total: - - 13,227 10,608 10,608 10,047
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Fund 10- General

Sub 18 - Boards, Commissions and Councils
Department 45800- Library Summary

. 2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
EXPENDITURES Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed
Personnel Services 232,890 243,538 234,146 291,744 256,977 284,027
Materials, Supplies & Services 57,335 52,420 65,551 93,250 101,753 107,800
Capital Outlay 10,637 - 9,149 12,125 12,125 34,500
Interfund Transactions - - - - - -
Expenditure Total: 300,862 295,958 308,846 397,119 370,855 426,327
2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
REVENUES Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed
General Taxes & Revenues 300,862 295,958 308,846 397,119 370,855 426,327
Revenue Total: 300,862 295,958 308,846 397,119 370,855 426,327
2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
PERSONNEL SUMMARY (FTE) Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed
Elected
Appointed
Full-time 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00
Part-time/Seasonal 4.15 4.33 4.50 4.50 4.50 4.43
FTE Total: 6.15 6.33 6.50 6.50 6.50 6.43
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Fund 10- General
Sub 18 - Boards, Commissions and Councils
Department 45800- Library Detail

Personnel Services

2020
Approved

2020
Projected

2021
Proposed

1111 Salaries 95,653 99,136 96,596 107,548 104,091 112,320

1112 PT/Temp Seasonal Salaries 70,021 74,452 69,403 110,334 81,641 119,691

1211 Overtime 10 68 33

1212 Wellness Benefit

1300 Employee Benefits (401k or 457) 5,968 6,141 5,951 6,668 6,454 6,964

1311 Bonus

1511 FICA 4,342 4,616 8,352 6,841 5,062 7,421

1512 Medicare 2,303 2,409 2,337 3,159 2,661 3,364

1521 Retirement 17,600 18,295 17,727 19,864 19,864 29,906

1531 State Insurance Fund

1541 Health Insurance 33,434 34,886 30,782 33,851 33,851 2,757

1545 Dental Insurance 2,662 2,633 2,246 2,404 2,562 501

1548 Vision Insurance 429 427 351 426 426 426

1561 Long Term Disability 467 474 369 649 365 678
Total: 232,890 243,538 234,146 291,744 256,977 284,027

Materials, Supplies, Services

2020
Approved

2020
Projected

2021
Proposed

2121 Dues, Subscriptions, Memberships 10,516 6,779 13,784 15,000 16,000 16,000
(Membership Renewals, Jr. Library Guild,
Rocket Languages, Universal Class,
Law Depot, ALA, ULA, MPLA, ARSL,
Audio Book Subscription)
2321 Travel & Training 409 1,297 51 1,500 1,500 1,500
2369 Meetings 260 41 139 150 150 150
2411 Office Expenses & Supplies 3,040 2,860 3,542 3,500 3,500 4,000
2421 Postage
2513 Equipment, Supplies, & Maintenance 1,032 1,500 1,503 1,550
2531 Mileage Reimbursement
3111 Utilities
4211 Computer Network & Data Process 13,662 10,661 12,663 21,000 21,000 21,000
4521 Collection Fees 56 500
5002 Misc. Services & Supplies -
5791 Library Materials & Books 28,687 27,703 31,976 40,000 40,000 45,000
5793 Replacement Books -
5795 Library Materials From Grants (1,754) 859 514 7,000 15,000 15,000
5856 Library Events 1,482 2,221 2,825 3,100 3,100 3,600
Total: 57,335 52,420 65,551 93,250 101,753 107,800

Capital Outlay

2017
Actual

2018
Actual

2019
Actual

2020
Approved

2020
Projected

2021
Proposed

7410 Equipment 4,908 9,149 7,125 7,125 9,500
7412 Computer Equipment 1,508 5,000 5,000 5,000
7552 Furniture 4,221 20,000

Total: 10,637 - 9,149 12,125 12,125 34,500

Interfund Transactions

9154 Due To Fleet Fund

2017
Actual

2018
Actual

2019
Actual

2020
Approved

2020
Projected

2021
Proposed

Total:

27

125



Sub 19

Fund 10- General

Department 41950 - Non-Departmental - Project Management/Facilities Summary

. 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
EXPENDITURES Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed
Personnel Services 94,176 158,603 183,102 266,210 268,841 296,099
Materials, Supplies & Services 91,542 113,105 94,315 101,200 106,724 118,000
Capital Outlay 64,313 771 49,820 211,000 148,656 21,350
Interfund Transactions 14,410 19,128 20,248 65,958 65,958 76,534
Expenditure Total: 264,442 291,613 347,485 644,368 590,179 511,983
2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
REVENUES Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed
General Taxes & Revenues 264,442 291,613 347,485 644,368 590,179 511,983
Revenue Total: 264,442 291,613 347,485 644,368 590,179 511,983

2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
PERSONNEL SUMMARY (FTE) Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed

Elected
Appointed
Full-time 2.10 1.50 4.00 4.00 4.00 3.25
Part-time/Seasonal 1.25 1.25 1.25 1.25 1.56

FTE Total: 2.10 2.75 5.25 5.25 5.25 4.81
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Fund 10- General
Sub 19
Department 41950 - Non-Departmental-Project Management/Facilities Detail

Personnel Services 2020 2020 2021
Approved Projected Proposed

1111 Salaries - FT 40,032 58,478 104,970 139,781 139,781 152,958

1112 Salaries - PT 18,847 20,238 20,639 30,797 30,797 36,400

1115 Unemployment 2,354 -

1211 Overtime 2,615 456 333

1300 Employee Benefits 5,074 8,092 12,199 8,666 10,539 9,483

1321 Clothing Allowance 101 - 900 900 900

1511 FICA 1,169 1,255 1,280 1,909 1,909 2,257

1512 Medicare 825 1,097 1,751 2,473 2,874 2,746

1521 Retirement 4,766 5,640 12,889 25,818 29,795 28,251

1531 State Insurance Fund 40,303 -

1541 Health Insurance 16,755 20,868 26,437 50,776 46,986 56,073

1545 Dental Insurance 1,330 1,561 1,948 3,606 3,778 5,169

1548 Vision Insurance 214 253 301 639 639 939

1551 HSA Admin Fees

1561 Long Term Disability 195 261 357 843 843 923
Total: 94,176 158,603 183,102 266,210 268,841 296,099

2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed

Materials, Supplies, Services

2431 Uniforms & Clothing

2321 Travel & Training 1,500 1,500 3,500
2421 Postage (262)
2513 Equipment Supplies & Maintenance 4,474 172 283 5,000 5,000 5,000
2610 Buildings & Ground Maintenance 41,292 56,317 33,871 35,000 35,000 45,000
2612 Janitorial Services 4,586 6,345 8,518 15,000 15,000 15,000
2613 Contract Services (Janitorial)
3111 Utilities 40,146 39,069 36,938 30,000 32,080 33,000
3315 DSL Service (89)
4531 Professional/Technical Services 1,044 11,291 14,705 16,200 16,200 16,500
6211 Insurance & Surety Bonds 3,444
Total: 91,542 113,105 94,315 101,200 106,724 118,000
Capital Outlay 2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed
7211 Building & Bldg. Improvements 64,313 347 48,438 62,000 62,000 15,600
7410 Equipment 430 1,382 3,250
7412 Computer Equipment 149,000 79,609
7552 Furniture 7,047 2,500
Total: 64,313 777 49,820 211,000 148,656 21,350
. . 2020 2020 2021
Interfund Transactions e Projected o ed
9154 Due To Fleet Fund 14,410 19,128 20,248 65,958 65,958 76,534
Total: 14,410 19,128 20,248 65,958 65,958 76,534
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Fund 10- General
Sub 19
Department 41955 - Non-Departmental-Information Technology Summary

. 2020 2020 2021
EXPENDITURES Approved Projected Proposed
Personnel Services - - - - - -
Materials, Supplies & Services 215,753 164,248 276,859 298,800 271,504 310,520
Capital Outlay 15,772 57,734 42,642 149,000 67,000 119,000
Interfund Transactions - - - - - -
Expenditure Total: 231,525 221,982 319,501 447,800 338,504 429,520
2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
REVENUES Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed
General Taxes & Revenues 231,525 221,982 319,501 447,800 338,504 429,520
Revenue Total: 231,525 221,982 319,501 447,800 338,504 429,520

2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
PERSONNEL SUMMARY (FTE) Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed
Elected
Appointed
Full-time

Part-time/Seasonal

FTE Total:

30
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Fund 10- General
Sub 19

Department 41955 - Non-Departmental-Information Technology Detail

Personnel Services

2020
Approved

2020
Projected

2021

1111 Salaries - FT

1112 Salaries - PT

1115 Unemployment

1211 Overtime

1300 Employee Benefits
1511 FICA

1512 Medicare

1521 Retirement

1531 State Insurance Fund
1541 Health Insurance
1545 Dental Insurance
1548 Vision Insurance
1551 HSA Admin Fees
1561 Long Term Disability

Proposed

Total:

Materials, Supplies, Services

2017

2018

2019

2020

2020

2021

Actual

Actual

Actual

Approved

Projected

Proposed

2121 Dues, Subscriptions, Memberships 200

2320 Allocated Credit Cards

2369 Meetings

2513 Equipment, Supplies & Maintenance 1,730 3,546 2,500 2,500 3,000

3311 Telephone 40,855 33,837 29,436 30,000 30,000 30,000

3313 Cell Phones/Pagers 24,002 33,777 34,017 33,200 34,504 36,000

3315 DSL Service

4221 Website Maintenance 46,018 10,000 10,000 10,000

4222 Printer/Copier Maintenance (Contracted) 7,725 10,619 12,000 12,000 12,000

4261 Computer Software & Maintenance 145,565 34,958 85,923 143,600 115,000 152,400

4531 Professional/Technical Services 5,331 52,220 67,299 67,500 67,500 66,920
Total: 215,753 164,248 276,859 298,800 271,504 310,520

Capital Outlay

2017
Actual

2018
Actual

2019
Actual

2020
Approved

2020
Projected

2021

7211 Building & Bldg. Improvements
7412 Computer Equipment
7552 Furniture

15,772

57,734

42,642

149,000

67,000

Proposed

119,000

Total:

15,772

57,734

42,642

149,000

67,000

119,000

Interfund Transactions

2017

2018

2019

2020

2020

2021

9154 Due To Fleet Fund

Actual

Actual

Actual

Approved

Projected

Proposed

Total:

31
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Fund 10- General
Sub 19

Department 41970 - Non-Departmental-Public Information Summary

. 2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
EXPENDITURES Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed
Personnel Services 139,976 150,715 144,109 149,586 150,189 229,167
Materials, Supplies & Services 88,491 28,036 16,643 26,000 26,000 26,000
Capital Outlay - - - - - -
Interfund Transactions - - - - - -
Expenditure Total: 228,467 178,751 160,752 175,586 176,189 255,167
2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
REVENUES Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed
General Taxes & Revenues 228,467 178,751 160,752 175,586 176,189 255,167
Revenue Total: 228,467 178,751 160,752 175,586 176,189 255,167
2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
PERSONNEL SUMMARY (FTE) Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed
Elected
Appointed
Full-time 1.00 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93 0.93
Part-time/Seasonal 1.40 1.25 1.25 1.25 1.25 2.25
FTE Total: 2.40 2.18 2.18 2.18 2.18 3.18
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Fund 10- General
Sub 19

Department 41970 - Non-Departmental-Public Information Detail

Personnel Services

2020
Approved

2020
Projected

2021
Proposed

1111 Salaries - FT 75,357 77,107 75,405 76,217 76,217 123,626

1112 Salaries - PT 24,020 31,940 33,217 33,475 33,475 37,700

1115 Unemployment

1211 Overtime 598 336 564

1300 Employee Benefits 4,663 4,781 176 4,725 4,725 7,665

1511 FICA 1,526 2,001 2,094 2,075 2,075 2,337

1512 Medicare 1,382 1,552 1,535 1,591 1,591 2,339

1521 Retirement 13,837 14,242 13,667 14,077 14,077 22,834

1531 State Insurance Fund

1541 Health Insurance 16,693 16,911 15,817 15,656 16,096 28,784

1545 Dental Insurance 1,331 1,280 1,161 1,112 1,276 2,653

1548 Vision Insurance 214 208 181 197 197 482

1551 HSA Admin Fees

1561 Long Term Disability 355 359 291 460 460 746
Total: 139,976 150,715 144,109 149,586 150,189 229,167

Materials, Supplies, Services

2017
Actual

2018
Actual

2019
Actual

2020
Approved

2020
Projected

2021
Proposed

2121 Dues, Subscriptions, Memberships 575 585 585 800 800 800
(3CMA, NIOA)

2321 Travel & Training 413 1,586 1,014 2,500 2,500 2,500
2369 Meetings 23 75 820 300 300 300
2421 Postage -
4531 Professional & Technical Services 4,776 2,388 2,400 2,400 2,400
4541 Printing and Mailing 2,126 2,126 1,057
4561 Citizen Survey
5003 Marketing & PR Events 10,533 11,772 10,692 8,000 8,000 12,000
5005 EM City Merchandise 7,116 86 12,000 12,000 8,000
5006 USP 20th Anniv. Celebration 74,820

Total: 88,491 28,036 16,643 26,000 26,000 26,000

Capital Outlay

7211 Building & Bldg. Improvements
7412 Computer Equipment
7552 Furniture

2017
Actual

2018
Actual

2019
Actual

2020
Approved

2020
Projected

2021
Proposed

Total:

Interfund Transactions

9154 Due To Fleet Fund

2020
Approved

2020
Projected

2021
Proposed

Total:

33
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Fund 10- General
Sub 19

Department 41980 - Non-Departmental-Human Resources Summary

EXPENDITURES

2020
Approved

2020
Projected

2021
Proposed

34

Personnel Services 112,716 119,751 116,606 130,750 159,934 157,913
Materials, Supplies & Services 82,010 69,454 106,905 86,375 118,219 92,250
Capital Outlay - - - - - -
Interfund Transactions - - - - - -
Expenditure Total: 194,726 189,205 223,511 217,125 278,153 250,163
2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
REVENUES Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed
General Taxes & Revenues 194,726 189,205 223,511 217,125 278,153 250,163
Revenue Total: 194,726 189,205 223,511 217,125 278,153 250,163
2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
PERSONNEL SUMMARY (FTE) Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed
Elected
Appointed
Full-time 1.00 1.00 0.50 1.00 1.00 1.00
Part-time/Seasonal 0.50 0.50 0.50
FTE Total: 1.00 1.00 0.50 1.50 1.50 1.50
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Fund 10- General
Sub 19

Department 41980 - Non-Departmental-Human Resources Detail

Personnel Services

2020
Approved

2020
Projected

2021
Proposed

1111 Salaries - FT 69,656 75,101 77,121 80,340 70,035 40,005
1112 Salaries - PT - 41,206 67,995
1115 Unemployment 5,000 5,000 5,000
1211 Overtime
1300 Employee Benefits 4,220 4,488 4,456 4,981 4,562 4,216
1321 Clothing Allowance 5,600 5,550 800 5,600 5,600 5,600
1511 FICA 149 161 25 - 1,864 2,480
1512 Medicare 1,072 1,152 1,112 1,165 855 1,566
1521 Retirement 13,280 13,879 14,235 14,839 11,000 12,559
1531 State Insurance Fund (Worker's Comp) -
1541 Health Insurance 16,856 17,542 17,108 16,925 17,733 14,953
1545 Dental Insurance 1,336 1,319 1,258 1,202 1,386 1,378
1548 Vision Insurance 215 214 196 213 209 250
1551 HSA Admin Fees - 1,500
1561 Long Term Disability 331 345 295 485 485 410
Total: 112,716 119,751 116,606 130,750 159,934 157,913
Materials, Supplies, Services 2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed
2121 Dues, Subscriptions, Memberships 11,171 12,447 13,605 500 8,191 500
(SHRM)
2320 Allocated Credit Cards
2321 Travel & Training 558 2,498 2,250 2,250 2,750
2369 Meetings
2371 Educational Assistance 7,500 5,895 4,500 9,000 9,000 9,000
2378 Safety Awards 310 1,487 429 1,500 1,500 1,500
2379 Employee Activities 3,666 4,418 7,360 10,000 10,653 12,500
2411 Office Expenses & Supplies 24,447 17,689 23,858 23,000 23,000 23,000
2421 Postage 2,000 2,000 2,000
2431 Uniforms & Clothing (Office Employees) 572 433
2461 Computer Software & Maint 4,080 1,625 1,625 6,000
4531 Professional & Technical Services 9,817 4,750 4,673 11,500 35,000 10,000
6211 Insurance and Surety Bonds 23,969 22,768 45,470 25,000 25,000 25,000
Total: 82,010 69,454 106,905 86,375 118,219 92,250

Capital Outlay

7211 Building & Bldg. Improvements
7412 Computer Equipment
7552 Furniture

2017
Actual

2018
Actual

2019
Actual

2020
Approved

2020
Projected

2021
Proposed

Total:

Interfund Transactions

9154 Due To Fleet Fund

2020
Approved

2020
Projected

2021
Proposed

Total:

35
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Fund 10- General
Sub 21 - Public Safety
Division 42100- Public Safety Summary

EXPENDITURES

2018
Actual

2019
Actual

2020
Approved

2020
Projected

2021
Proposed

Personnel Services 84,042 93,817 121,219 107,700 110,432 117,700
Materials, Supplies & Services 2,244,695 2,453,462 2,560,797 3,040,750 3,082,985 3,410,000
Capital Outlay 815 - 5,998 62,500 62,500 6,000
Interfund Transactions - - - - - -
Expenditure Total: 2,329,552 2,547,279 2,688,014 3,210,950 3,255,917 3,533,700
2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
REVENUES Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed
General Taxes & Revenues 2,329,552 2,547,279 2,688,014 3,210,950 3,255,917 3,533,700
Revenue Total: 2,329,552 2,547,279 2,688,014 3,210,950 3,255,917 3,533,700
2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
PERSONNEL SUMMARY (FTE) Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed
Elected
Appointed
Full-time
Part-time/Seasonal 4.52 4.52 4.52 4.52 4.52 4.52
FTE Total: 4.52 4.52 4.52 4.52 4.52 4.52
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Fund 10- General
Sub 21 - Public Safety
Division 42100- Public Safety Detail

2020 2020 2021
Approved Projected Proposed
1112 PT/Temp Seasonal Salaries 78,069 87,149 109,609 100,000 102,531 110,000
1211 Overtime
1300 Employee Benefit

Personnel Services

1311 Bonus
1511 FICA 4,840 5,403 10,020 6,200 6,404 6,200
1512 Medicare 1,132 1,264 1,590 1,500 1,497 1,500

1521 Retirement

Total: 84,042 93,817 121,219 107,700 110,432 117,700

2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed

Materials, Supplies, Services

2513 Equipment, Supplies, and Maintenance

3111 Utilities 2,312 4,500 4,500 4,500
3311 Telephone
4410 Animal Control (NUVASSSD Cost) 26,576 27,612 30,336 31,000 46,049 31,000
4520 Contract Services 2,116,085 2,267,576 2,386,697 2,850,000 2,850,000 3,230,000
4520 Contract Services (Citation Credit) (50,000) (50,000)
4525 Utah Valley Dispatch 88,311 140,303 129,677 145,000 122,186 140,000
4531 Professional & Technical Services 9,000 9,000
5002 Misc. Services & Supplies 1,414 1,944 1,353 2,250 2,250 3,000
5230 Emergency Management 1,851 2,269 1,019 2,500 2,500 5,000
5235 CERT Training 680 500 500 500
5797 Planning Grant Expenses -
5859 RadWomen 761 751 750 750 750
5860 RadKids-Women/Community Safety/VIPS 3,138 7,255 8,229 8,250 8,250 8,250
5861 Communities That Care Program 5,009 5,742 2,056 7,000 7,000 7,000
5862 DUI Blitzes w/ Beer Tax Funds 2,827 3,252 - 30,000 30,000 30,000
Total: 2,244,695 2,453,462 2,560,797 3,040,750 3,082,985 3,410,000

2020 2020 2021
Approved Projected Proposed

Capital Outlay

7000 Capital Outlay
7410 Equipment 815
7415 Emergency Management Equipment 5,998.00 62,500 62,500 6,000

Total: 815 - 5,998 62,500 62,500 6,000

2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed

Interfund Transactions

9154 Due To Fleet Fund

Total: - - - - - -
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Fund 10- General
Sub 25 - Fire
Department 42200- Fire Summary

EXPENDITURES

Personnel Services

Materials, Supplies & Services
Capital Outlay

Interfund Transactions

101,000

2020
Approved

2020
Projected

2021
Proposed

Expenditure Total:

101,000

REVENUES

General Taxes & Revenues

2017
Actual
101,000

2018
Actual

2019
Actual

2020
Approved

2020
Projected

2021
Proposed

Revenue Total:

101,000

PERSONNEL SUMMARY (FTE)

Elected

Appointed
Full-time
Part-time/Seasonal

2017
Actual

2018
Actual

2019
Actual

2020
Approved

2020
Projected

2021
Proposed

FTE Total:

38
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Fund 10- General
Sub 25 - Fire
Department 42200- Fire Detail

2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed

Personnel Services

2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021

Materials, Supplies, Services .
ateria ‘PPUies, Service Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed

2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed

B .....

2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed

Capital Outlay

Interfund Transactions
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Fund 10- General
Sub 25 - Fire

Department 42270- Ambulance Summary

EXPENDITURES

Personnel Services

Materials, Supplies & Services
Capital Outlay

Interfund Transactions

2019

Actual

2020

Approved

2020

Projected

2021

Proposed

Expenditure Total:

REVENUES

General Taxes & Revenues

2017

Actual

2018

Actual

2019

Actual

2020

Approved

2020

Projected

2021

Proposed

Revenue Total:

40

2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
PERSONNEL SUMMARY (FTE) Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed
Elected
Appointed
Full-time
Part-time/Seasonal
FTE Total: 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
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Fund 10- General
Sub 25 - Fire
Department 42270- Ambulance Detail

2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021

Personnel Services .
Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed

2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021

Materials, Supplies, Services .
slereass, Suppies, service Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed

2019 2020 2020 2021
Actual Approved Projected Proposed

2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed

Capital Outlay

Interfund Transactions
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Fund 10- General
Sub 32 - Planning and Zoning
Department 41800- Planning Summary

EXPENDITURES

Personnel Services

2018
Actual

2019
Actual

2020
Approved

2020
Projected

2021
Proposed

455,300 442,268 433,183 417,648 351,781 460,114
Materials, Supplies & Services 22,254 50,081 14,121 122,650 45,590 97,400
Capital Outlay - - - - - -
Interfund Transactions 9,932 - 22,049 27,447 27,447 27,021
Expenditure Total: 487,486 492,349 469,354 567,745 424,818 584,535
2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021

REVENUES Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed
General Taxes & Revenues 487,486 492,349 469,354 567,745 424,818 584,535
Revenue Total: 487,486 492,349 469,354 567,745 424,818 584,535

42

2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
PERSONNEL SUMMARY(FTE) Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed

Elected
Appointed
Full-time 4.00 4.00 4.50 4.50 4.50 5.25
Part-time/Seasonal 0.50

FTE Total: 4.00 4.50 4.50 4.50 4.50 5.25
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Fund 10- General
Sub 32 - Planning and Zoning
Department 41800- Planning Detail

Personnel Services

Materials, Supplies, Services

Capital Outlay

Interfund Transactions

2017
Actual
293,075

5,272
16,060

400

4,256
51,989

75,889
6,071
967
1,323

2017
Actual
1,495
5,245

98

1,800
445

2017
Actual

2018
Actual

9932 ] 22,049 27,447 27,447 27,021

2017
Actual

2018
Actual

281,534
360
4,560
16,467

800

22
4,107
49,198

77,335
5,683
923
1,278

2018

Actual

2018

2,283

3,851
4,450
279

1,939
771
36,493

Actual

43

2019
Actual
282,063

750
22,621

400
2,921
4,036
43,668
70,005

4,980
743
997

2019
Actual
1,372

6,379
3,847

1,948
575

2019
Actual

2019
Actual

2020
Approved
263,815

16,357

800

3,825
48,727

76,164
5,410
959
1,592

2020
Approved
2,150

8,500

5,000
300

3,600
3,100

100,000

2020
Approved

2020
Approved

2020
Projected
243,360

800

3,533
41,890

56,635
4,092
621

2020
Projected
2,150

8,500
3,200
300

3,340
3,100

2020
Projected

2020
Projected

2021
Proposed
293,758

18,213

800
4,259
54,257

78,503

7,237
1,314
1,773

2021
Proposed
2,250

8,650
5,000
300

5,000
1,200

2021
Proposed

2021
Proposed
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Fund 10- General
Sub 33 - Building Inspections
Department 42420- Building Summary

EXPENDITURES

2018
Actual

2019
Actual

2020
Approved

2020
Projected

2021
Proposed

Personnel Services 261,808 397,786 446,567 658,610 721,725 619,226
Materials, Supplies & Services 127,258 75,830 332,347 427,655 429,068 429,740
Capital Outlay - - - - - -
Interfund Transactions 19,826 27,815 71,796 44,264 44,264 44,951
Expenditure Total: 408,892 501,431 850,710 1,130,529 1,195,057 1,093,918
2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
REVENUES Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed
General Taxes & Revenues 408,892 501,431 850,710 1,130,529 1,195,057 1,093,918
Revenue Total: 408,892 501,431 850,710 1,130,529 1,195,057 1,093,918
2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
PERSONNEL SUMMARY (FTE) Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed
Elected
Appointed
Full-time 4.00 5.00 7.50 7.50 7.50 6.75
Part-time/Seasonal 1.25 1.26 1.26 1.26 1.26 1.26
FTE Total: 5.25 6.26 8.76 8.76 8.76 8.01
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Fund 10- General
Sub 33 - Building Inspections
Department 42420- Building Detail

Personnel Services 2020 2020 2021
Approved Projected Proposed
1111 Salaries - FT 135,803 218,371 250,072 364,765 364,765 262,309
1112 Salaries - PT 28,723 47,355 55,959 70,185 70,185 142,272
1116 Fast Track Salaries 4,400 0 - 51,514 -
1211 Overtime 3,160 1,443 924 - 5,602 -
1242 Car Allowance 0 - -
1300 Employee Benefits 11,241 16,007 16,842 22,615 28,796 22,809
1311 Bonus
1321 Clothing Allowance 1,600 1,200 0 1,600 2,743 1,600
1511 FICA 1,787 2,954 6,642 4,351 4,351 2,275
1512 Medicare 2,488 3,837 4,392 6,307 6,307 5,866
1521 Retirement 21,622 34,738 39,632 67,372 67,372 67,949
1531 State Insurance Fund 0
1541 Health Insurance 46,134 65,300 66,099 110,014 110,014 100,932
1545 Dental Insurance 3,622 4,825 4,443 7,814 7,814 9,304
1548 Vision Insurance 586 785 734 1,385 1,164 1,690
1561 Long Term Disability 643 971 829 2,201 1,098 2,220
Total: 261,808 397,786 446,567 658,610 721,725 619,226
20T il i e 2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed
2121 Dues, Subscriptions, Memberships 669 1,240 535 1,755 3,168 3,790
(ICC, Beehive Chapter ICC)
2321 Travel & Training 2,220 5,174 4,250 4,950 4,950 5,050
2369 Meetings 94 291 274 450 450 400

2411 Office Expenses & Supplies
2421 Postage

2431 Uniforms & Clothing (20)

2513 Equipment Supplies & Maintenance 190 330 634 500 500 500
3111 Utilities

4531 Professional/Technical Services 124,085 68,814 326,654 420,000 420,000 420,000

5002 Misc. Services & Supplies

Total: 127,258 75,830 332,347 427,655 429,068 429,740

2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed

Capital Outlay

7000 Capital Outlay

7211 Building & Bldg. Improvements
7410 Equipment

7412 Computer Equipment

Total: - - - - - -
2020 2020 2021
Interfund Transaction:
nterfund Transactions e Projected g
9154 Due To Fleet Fund 19,826 27,815 71,796 44,264 44,264 44,951
Total: 19,826 27,815 71,796 44,264 44,264 44,951
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Fund 10- General

Sub 41 - Public Works
Department 44100- Streets & Roads Summary

. 2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
EXPENDITURES Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed
Personnel Services 456,226 454,222 592,051 545,304 527,551 570,470
Materials, Supplies & Services 1,290,443 2,462,746 1,977,048 1,815,221 2,326,693 2,069,625
Capital Outlay 49,712 312,974 157,201 54,500 73,067 42,000
Interfund Transactions 115,899 119,141 414,598 225,692 225,692 247,345
Expenditure Total: 1,912,280 3,349,084 3,140,897 2,640,717 3,153,003 2,929,440
2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
REVENUES Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed
General Taxes and Revenues 1,912,280 3,349,084 3,140,897 2,640,717 3,153,003 2,929,440
Revenue Total: 1,912,280 3,349,084 3,140,897 2,640,717 3,153,003 2,929,440

46

2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
PERSONNEL SUMMARY (FTE) Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed

Elected
Appointed
Full-time 5.51 5.41 6.91 6.91 6.91 7.41
Part-time/Seasonal 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.50 1.00

FTE Total: 6.01 5.91 7.41 7.41 7.41 8.41

144



Fund 10- General
Sub 41 - Public Works
Department 44100- Streets & Roads Detail

Personnel Services 2020 2020 2021
Approved Projected Proposed
1111 Salaries 263,445 264,905 347,528 297,761 297,761 310,385
1112 Salaries PT 11,514 1,890 960 12,854 14,368 24,960
1211 Overtime 16,434 8,156 12,548 25,000 25,000
1212 Wellness Benefit
1242 Car Allowance - -
1300 Employee Benefits 16,077 16,579 22,480 18,461 23,094 19,244
1311 Bonus - -
1321 Clothing Allowance 1,900 3,100 800 2,400 3,500 2,400
1511 FICA 737 117 7,364 797 797 1,548
1512 Medicare 4,149 3,892 5,160 4,504 4,504 4,863
1521 Retirement 46,770 45,552 59,980 54,996 54,996 57,328
1531 State Insurance Fund -
1541 Health Insurance 85,986 99,810 123,450 116,954 116,954 110,801
1545 Dental Insurance 6,894 7,716 9,135 8,307 8,307 10,214
1548 Vision Insurance 1,105 1,248 1,429 1,473 1,473 1,855
1561 Long Term Disability 1,213 1,256 1,216 1,797 1,797 1,873
Total: 456,226 454,222 592,051 545,304 527,551 570,470
Materials, Supplies, Services 2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed
2321 Travel & Training 830 1,927 2,912 4,700 4,700 4,700
2369 Meetings 86 87 275 300 370 350
2411 Office Expenses & Supplies
2431 Uniforms & Clothing 210
2513 Equipment Supplies & Maintenance 36,970 38,026 33,503 50,000 50,000 50,000
2610 Buildings & Ground Maintenance 237 21
3111 Utilities 42 -
4121 Attorney Fees 7,380 3,402 2,375
4320 Engineering Services
4394 Collar Maintenance 10,000 10,000 10,000 10,000
4531 Professional/Technical Services 3,340 6,726 1,164 4,000 4,000 29,000
4811 Equipment Rental/Lease 23,813 26,481 29,413 36,000 36,000 38,000
5002 Misc. Services & Supplies 69
5110 Street Material
5121 Unimproved Road Maintenance 25,253 22,849 4,575 4977 4,575
5122 Paved Road Maintenance 747,048 1,521,278 1,075,911 1,363,646 1,363,646 1,075,000
5124 Sidewalk Maintenance 14,890 17,633 21,950 70,000 70,000 70,000
5140 Street Light New Install 116,856 592,442 537,922 500,000 500,000
5141 Street Light Maintenance 179,180 135,006 172,298 150,000 150,000 150,000
5142 Traffic Signal Maintenance/Power 3,803 2,333 1,453 7,000 7,000 8,000
5721 Snow Removal 71,459 57,610 58,949 80,000 80,000 85,000
5730 Sign Maintenance 23,589 24,251 28,624 35,000 46,000 45,000
5731 Street Sweeping 11,580 12,656
6000 Bad Debt Expense 24,130
Total: 1,290,443 2,462,746 1,977,048 1,815,221 2,326,693 2,069,625
Capital Outlay 2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed
7000 Capital Outlay 242,928
7410 Equipment 49,712 70,047 157,201 54,500 73,067 42,000
Total: 49,712 312,974 157,201 54,500 73,067 42,000

2020 2020 2021
Approved Projected Proposed
9154 Due To Fleet Fund 115,899 119,141 414,598 225,692 225,692 247,345
9179 Due To Road Debt Fund

Interfund Transactions

Total: 115,899 119,141 414,598 225,692 225,692 2473 145
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Fund 10- General
Sub 41 - Public Works
Department 45100- Parks Summary

. 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
EXPENDITURES Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed
Personnel Services 355,111 469,272 578,251 692,936 699,576 691,919
Materials, Supplies & Services 753,236 876,962 779,897 911,250 765,750 1,005,850
Capital Outlay - 27,834 6,034 54,500 17,156 48,500
Interfund Transactions 67,315 69,071 69,071 114,861 114,861 202,386
Expenditure Total: 1,175,662 1,443,139 1,433,253 1,773,547 1,597,343 1,948,655
2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
REVENUES Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed
General Taxes & Revenues 1,175,662 1,443,139 1,433,253 1,773,547 1,597,343 1,948,655
Revenue Total: 1,175,662 1,443,139 1,433,253 1,773,547 1,597,343 1,948,655
2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
PERSONNEL SUMMARY (FTE) Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed
Elected
Appointed
Full-time 4.55 8.13 10.13 10.13 10.13 9.63
Part-time/Seasonal 1.50 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
FTE Total: 6.05 9.13 11.13 11.13 11.13 10.63
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Fund 10- General
Sub 41 - Public Works
Department 45100- Parks Detail

Personnel Services 2020 2020 2021
Approved Projected Proposed
1111 Salaries 212,769 275,396 343,617 381,419 381,419 382,668
1112 PT/Temp Seasonal Salaries 3,140 7,001 14,221 32,136 32,136 52,100
1113 Salaries - FT Temp - -
1114 Salaries - PT Temp
1211 Overtime 11,006 12,042 19,160 7,000 7,000
1212 Wellness Benefit
1300 Employee Benefits 13,037 17,672 27,058 22,984 36,161 23,081
1311 Bonus - -
1321 Clothing Allowance 1,900 2,300 1,000 3,500 3,900 3,500
1511 FICA 195 434 889 1,992 1,992 3,230
1512 Medicare 3,288 4,253 5,360 5,841 5,903 6,153
1521 Retirement 39,209 49,319 60,425 68,470 68,470 68,758
1531 State Insurance Fund -
1541 Health Insurance 63,551 91,581 96,579 154,443 154,443 129,118
1545 Dental Insurance 5,235 7,010 7,558 10,970 10,970 11,903
1548 Vision Insurance 804 977 1,145 1,945 1,945 2,162
1561 Long Term Disability 977 1,287 1,240 2,237 2,237 2,246
Total: 355,111 469,272 578,251 692,936 699,576 691,919
. . . 2020 2020 2021
Materials, Supplies, Services NS Projected Proposed
2121 Dues, subscriptions, & memberships 175 4,250 750 750 750
(UCEC, UCPA, UNLA, ISA)
2321 Travel & Training 1,624 2,831 3,859 3,500 3,500 4,500
2369 Meetings 36 300 300 400
2411 Office Expenses & Supplies
2431 Uniforms & Clothing 58
2513 Equipment Supplies & Maintenance 16,201 18,951 19,260 25,000 25,000 27,000
2521 Vehicle Fuel & Maintenance
2610 Buildings & Ground Maintenance 3,912 11,211 10,648 7,500 12,000 12,000
3111 Utilities 88,162 166,536 147,250 150,000 150,000
4121 Attorney Fees 1,836 1,530 252
4531 Professional/Technical Services 473,525 601,390 491,998 540,000 540,000 575,000
4811 Equipment Rental/Lease 14,629 21,844 22,996 27,200 27,200 27,200
5002 Misc. Services & Supplies 13,681 1,221
5405 Park Amenities Repair/Replacement 6,554 8,162 15,000 15,000 70,000
5410 Landscaping Maintenance 27,482 45,591 45,648 55,000 55,000 74,000
5420 Trail Maintenance 81,766 525 6,993 50,000 50,000 20,000
5425 Silverlake Trees 30,000 933
5430 City Wide Trees 13,452 30,000 30,000 40,000
5721 Chemicals & Fertilizers 185 2,940 7,000 7,000 5,000
5760 Other Special Departmental Supplies
Total: 753,236 876,962 779,897 911,250 765,750 1,005,850
, 2020 2020 2021
Capital Outlay Approved Projected Proposed
7410 Equipment 27,834 6,034 54,500 17,156 48,500
Total: - 27,834 6,034 54,500 17,156 48,500
. 2020 2020 2021
Interfund Transactions P Projected Proposed
9118 Due To Impact Fee Fund
9154 Due To Fleet Fund 67,315 69,071 69,071 114,861 114,861 202,386
Total: 67,315 69,071 69,071 114,861 114,861 202,386
147

49



Fund 54- Fleet Summary

Sub 45

Department- 54000

EXPENDITURES

2020
Approved

2020
Projected

2021
Proposed

Personnel Services - 22,086 72,294 116,628 56,661 102,219
Materials, Supplies & Services 519,950 512,071 453,090 234,000 250,272 235,000
Capital Outlay 535,296 758,534 1,006,224 376,758 376,758 754,926
Debt Service 3,425 1,321 - - - -
Interfund Transactions - - - - - -
Expenditure Total: 1,058,671 1,294,012 1,531,608 727,386 683,692 1,092,145
i 2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
REVENUES Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed
54-00-37010-0000 Interest Earnings
54-00-37020-0000 Sale of Vehicles 49,116 36,855 39,654 - - -
54-00-37142-0000 Insurance Reimbursements 570 17,864 -
54-00-38110-0000 Due From General Fund 288,668 317,070 689,498 569,718 569,718 733,541
54-00-38151-0000 Due From Water Fund 100,209 53,859 616,686 202,040 202,040 202,040
54-00-38152-0000 Due From Sewer Fund 111,613 72,749 165,006 167,349 167,349 227,348
54-00-38153-0000 Due From Electric Fund -
54-00-38155-0000 Due From Gas Fund -
54-00-38159-0000 Due From Storm Drain Fund 36,197 52,291 117,001 84,171 84,171 84,171
54-00-39730-0000 General Contributions -
Revenue Total: 586,373 550,688 1,627,845 1,023,278 1,023,278 1,247,100

BALANCE SUMMARY

Excess (Deficiency) of Financing

2017
Actual

2018
Actual

2019
Actual

2020
Approved

2020
Projected

2021
Proposed

50

Sources over Financing Uses: (169,861) (27,429) 903,634 295,892 339,586 154,955
Fund Balance (Deficit)- Beginning: 417,528 247,667 220,238 1,123,872 1,123,872 1,463,458
Fund Balance (Deficit)- Ending: 247,667 220,238 1,123,872 1,419,764 1,463,458 1,618,414
, p11) 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
PERSONNEL SUMMARY (FTE) Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed
Elected
Appointed
Full-time 0.50 0.50 1.25 1.25 1.25
Part-time/Seasonal
FTE Total: - 0.50 0.50 1.25 1.25 1.25
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Fund 54- Fleet Detail
Sub 45
Department- 54000

Personnel Services

1111 Salaries 14,557
1211 Overtime
1242 Car Allowance
1300 Employee Benefits 902
1511 FICA
1512 Medicare 201
1311 Bonus
1521 Retirement 2,689
1531 State Insurance Fund
1541 Health Insurance 3,386
1545 Dental Insurance 245
1548 Vision Insurance 40
1561 Long Term Disability 66
1999 Reserve For Pay Adjustments

Total: - 22,086

38,694

2,294
944
20,941
8,552
628

98

142

72,294

2020 2020 2021

Approved Projected Proposed
70,324 37,303 68,624
4,360 2,313 4,255
1,020 524 995
12,989 6,890 7,203
25,388 8,699 18,691
1,803 690 1,723
320 104 313
424 141 414
116,628 56,661 102,219

Materials, Supplies, Services

2017
Actual

2018
Actual

2019
Actual

2020
Approved

2020
Projected

2021
Proposed

2521 Vehicle Fuel 76,128 90,478 92,634 120,000 82,840 120,000

2522 Vehicle Maintenance 160,623 76,690 76,214 100,000 153,432 100,000

4531 Professional & Technical (GPS Tracking) 9,576 9,337 9,337 14,000 14,000 15,000

5999 Depreciation 273,624 335,567 274,906
Total: 519,950 512,071 453,090 234,000 250,272 235,000
Capital Outlay 2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
- Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed

7000 Capital Outlay 5,000
7421 New Vehicle Purchase 535,296 758,534 1,006,224 376,758 376,758

Street Sweeper Lease 58,758

Replacement Vehicle - #82 37,000

Replacement Vehicle - #85 22,000

Replacement Vehicle - #87 37,000

Replacement Vehicle - #88 37,000

Replacement Vehicle - #89 40,000

Additional 10 wheel Dump 225,168

Additional Vehicle - Facilities 1/2 Ton| 37,000

Additional Vehicle - Parks 3/4 Ton 40,000

Additional Vehicle - Parks 3/4 Ton 40,000

Additional Vehicle - Parks 3/4 Ton 42,000

Additional Vehicle - Engineering 1/2 Ton 37,000

Additional Vehicle - Sewer 1 Ton 60,000

Additional Vehicle - Building 1/2 Ton| 37,000

Total: 535,296 758,534 1,006,224 376,758 376,758 754,926

Debt Service

8111 Principal
8121 Interest
8151 Paying Agent Fee

2017
Actual

3,425

2018
Actual

1,321

2019
Actual

2020
Approved

2020
Projected

2021
Proposed

Total:

3,425

1,321

Interfund Transactions

9110 Due To General Fund

Total:

2020
Approved

2020
Projected

2021
Proposed

51
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Fund 60- Economic Development/Business Incubator Summary

Sub 47
Department- 60000

EXPENDITURES

2018
Actual

2019
Actual

2020
Approved

2020
Projected

2021
Proposed

Personnel Services 67,291 - - - - -
Materials, Supplies & Services 71,084 - - - - -
Capital Outlay - - - - - -
Debt Service - - - - - -
Interfund Transactions - 73,954 - - - -
Expenditure Total: 138,375 - - - - -
i 2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
REVENUES Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed
60-00-33100-0000 Incubator Tenant Rental 12,153 3,648
60-00-33101-0000 Golf Sponsorship 5,484 3,738
60-00-33102-0000 Ladder Sign Revenue 2,009
60-00-33103-0000 Vendor Street Fair 1,084
60-00-37020-0000 Sale of Assets (Building)
60-00-38110-0000 Due From General Fund 72,000 72,000
60-00-38158-0000 Due From Golf Course Fund 30,000
Use of Fund Balance Reserve
Revenue Total: 121,647 80,469 - - - -
2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
BALANCE SUMMARY Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed
Excess (Deficiency) of Financing
Sources over Financing Uses: (17,213) 71,071 - - - -
Fund Balance (Deficit)- Beginning: 141,742 124,529 195,600 195,600 195,600 195,600
Use of Fund Balance Reserve: - -
Fund Balance (Deficit)- Ending: 124,529 195,600 195,600 195,600 195,600 195,600

2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
PERSONNEL SUMMARY (FTE) Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed
Elected
Appointed
Full-time 0.65
Part-time/Seasonal
FTE Total: 0.65 - - = = -

52

150



Fund 60- Economic Development/Business Incubator Detail

Sub 47
Department- 60000

Personnel Services

2017
Actual

2018
Actual

2019
Actual

2020
Approved

2020
Projected

2021
Proposed

1111 Salaries 48,313
1211 Overtime
1242 Car Allowance
1300 Employee Benefits 3,200
1511 FICA
1311 Bonus
1512 Medicare 690
1521 Retirement 2,988
1531 State Insurance Fund
1541 Health Insurance 10,904
1545 Dental Insurance 865
1548 Vision Insurance 139
1561 Long Term Disability 191
1999 Reserve For Pay Adjustments
Total: 67,291 - -
. . . 2020 2020 2021
Materials, Supplies, Services Approved Projected Proposed
2121 Dues, Subscriptions, Memberships 9,350
(Lehi Area Chamber of Commerce
EDCUtah Membership
Utah Alliance for Economic Dev.
Utah Technology Council)
2321 Travel & Training 1,480
(ICSC Conference
GOED
UV Chamber/Utah Alliance
Smart Cities Summit
Proactive Recruiting)
2369 Meetings 92
4121 Attorney Fees
4320 Consulting Services 2,500
4812 Building Rent 44,327
5780 Marketing Tools 5,195
6522 Economic Development 8,141
Total: 71,084 - - - -

Capital Outlay

7000 Capital Outlay

2017
Actual

2018
Actual

2019
Actual

2020
Approved

2020
Projected

2021
Proposed

Total:

Debt Service

8111 Principal
8121 Interest
8151 Paying Agent Fee

2020
Approved

2020
Projected

2021
Proposed

Total:

rfund Transactions

9110 Due To General Fund

Total:

2017
Actual

2018
Actual
73,954
73,954

2019
Actual

2020
Approved

2020
Projected

2021
Proposed

53
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Fund 62- Cemetery Summary

Sub 49

Department - 62000

ENDITURES

Personnel Services

2017
Actual
16,750

2018
Actual
3,551

2019
Actual
4,167

2020
Approved
5,241

2020
Projected
3,763

2021
Proposed
5,436

Materials, Supplies & Services 5,725 4,243 225 11,650 5,249 -
Capital Outlay - 66,273 - 55,000 10,758 -
Interfund Transactions

Expenditure Total: 22,475 74,066 4,392 71,891 19,771 5,436

REVENUES

2017

2018

2019

2020

2020

2021

Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed
62-00-33200-0000 Burial Plot Sales 14,100 23,585 19,600 22,000 38,743
62-00-33201-0000 Opening/Closing Fee 3,300 6,235 4,800 8,000 13,886
62-00-33202-0000 Headstone Inspections 245 1,410 140 600 360
62-00-33203-0000 Xfr of Ownership Fee-Cemetery 171)
62-00-33434-0000 Grant Revenue 14,430
62-00-38110-0000 Due From General Fund 5,000 10,000
62-00-38155-0000 Due From Gas - Sale Proceeds (USP) 51,654
62-00-39210-0000 Cemetery Donations
Use of Fund Balance Reserve 41,291
Revenue Total: 22,645 107,314 24,540 71,891 52,817 -
; 2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
BALANCE SUMMARY Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed
Excess (Deficiency) of Financing
Sources over Financing Uses: 170 33,248 20,148 0 33,046 (5,436)
Fund Balance (Deficit)- Beginning: - 170 33,418 53,566 53,566 86,612
Use of Fund Balance Reserve: - (41,291) - -
Fund Balance (Deficit)- Ending: 170 33,418 53,566 12,275 86,612 81,176
2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
PERSONNEL SUMMARY (FTE) Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed
Elected
Appointed
Full-time 0.15 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05
Part-time/Seasonal
FTE Total: 0.15 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05 0.05
152



Fund 62- Cemetery Detail
Sub 49
Department - 62000

Personnel Services

Materials, Supplies, Services

Capital Outlay

2017
Actual

2017
Actual

2017
Actual

2018

Actual

2018

Actual

2018
Actual

2019

Actual

2,526.96

2019

Actual

2019
Actual

2020

Appr

oved

2020

Appr

oved

2020

Appr:

oved

2020
Projected

2020
Projected

2020
Projected

2021
Proposed

2021
Proposed

2021
Proposed

66,084 55,000 10,758
189

55
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2,600,000
100,000
100,000

20,000
40,000

1,000,000

500,000
50,000
80,000

200,000
10,000

500,000

250,000

140,000

$

$
$

5,590,000

3,489,448
1,440,957
446,721
1,385,340
0

520,000

3,100,000

10,382,467

4,792,467

FY20 GENERAL FUND CAPITAL NEEDS

Recreation Center in the Aggregate - USP
Three Library Meeting Rooms (add-on to existing building)

CDB Extension/Move Salt Shed (Add 3 bays & wash bay) - Just Wash Bay Solutig

Reserve Based on % of

Cory Wride Park Improvements (backstops, infield mix) - Impact Fees
Trail and Sidewalk Imp. (PE Pkwy @ SL, Rock Creek @ Plum Creek) - USP
City Center Medians/Streetscapes - USP

City Center Medians/Streetscapes - Impact Fees

Skyline Ridge Park Pavilion

Valley View Park Bathroom

Northmoor Detention Pond and Park

City Center Orchard in Paseos

Silverlake Woodhaven Park

Smith Ranch Park Improvements

Rodeo Ground Bathrooms

749,337
1,049,072
1,348,807
1,648,542
1,948,277
2,248,012
2,547,747
2,847,482
3,147,217
3,446,952
3,746,687

$14,986,749

5% Min.
7%
9%
11%
13%
15%
17%
19%
21%
23%
25% Max.

TOTAL OF PROJECTS

FY18 General Fund Balance (Unreserved)

FY18 General Fund Capital Projects Fund Balance

FY19 General Fund Projected Revenues Over Expenditures (estimate)

FY19 Capital Projects Fund Projected Revenues Over Expenditures (estimate)
FY20 Budgeted Revenues Over Expenditures

FY20 Transfer from Impact Fee Funds

FY20 Grant Revenue for Capital Projects

FY20 MAG Funding and/or Developer Contributions

FY20 Due From Gas Fund (USP)

TOTAL AVAILABLE (Including GF Reserve and Capital Projects Reserve)

Projected Combined General Fund and Capital Projects Fund Balance with High Priority Projects Completed
(996,298) LESS FY20 Projected Capital Projects Fund Ending Fund Balance

56

3,796,169 PROJECTED GENERAL FUND BALANCE RESERVE WITH HIGH PRIORITY PROJECTS COMPLETED

25.33%
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$ 2,500,000
25,000
1,000,000
175,000

5,000

100,000
150,000
1,000,000
1,000,000
25,000
25,000
360,000
600,000

$ 6,965,000

$ 3,489,448
2,655,850
570,000

0

250,000
2,250,000
1,000,000
1,250,000

150,000

$ 11,615,298

$ 4,650,298

FY21 GENERAL FUND CAPITAL NEEDS

Widening of PE Pkwy (Frontier to EM Blvd) - MAG Funded (2023-24) - Loan from Transportation IF Fund?

Trees (in Gen. Fund?)
Airport Road (Land or first phase plus light) - Use IF Fund if we only use MAG $ for PE Pkwy?
Lone Tree Light Reserve Based on % of $14,986,749
Security System w/ Credentials 749,337 5% Min.
Recreation Center (USP) 1,049,072 7%
UB Office Remodel 1,348,807 9%
Phase 2 Monument Signage w/Savings from FY20 (USP) 1,648,542 11%
Woodhaven Park ($500k from '20 and rest from impact fees) 1,948,277 13%
Smith Ranch Park ($250k from '20 and rest from impact fees) 2,248,012 15%
Storage Sheds (Parks and Events) 2,547,747 17%
Pave Rest Senior Center Parking Lot 2,847,482 19%
Truck and equipment Storage building 160 X 40 steel building. 3,147,217 21%
Asphalt CDB Yard 3,446,952 23%
3,746,687 25% Max.
TOTAL OF PROJECTS

FY19 General Fund Balance (Unreserved)

FY20 General Fund Capital Projects Fund Projected Revenues Over Expenditures (includes projected Gen. Fund >25% Transfe
Ivory Homes 2021 Contribution for CWMP

FY21 General Fund Budgeted Revenues Over Expenditures

FY21 Transfer from General Fund Balance

FY21 Storm Water Impact Fee Fund (PE Pkwy)

FY21 MAG Funding and/or Developer Contributions (2023-24 Funding Year - Transportation IF Fund Loan until then)
Use of Transportation IF Fund 2021 revenue for Airport Rd. (fund balance at end of 2020 for PE Pkwy)

Use of Parks Impact Fee Fund balance (rest of Woodhaven and Smith Ranch)

FY21 Due From Gas Fund (USP) - remaining amount of $400k from FY20

TOTAL AVAILABLE (Including GF Reserve and Capital Projects Reserve)

PROJECTED COMBINED GENERAL FUND/GEN. FUND CAPITAL PROJECTS FUND BALANCE RESERVE

(1,185,850) LESS ENDING 2021 GENERAL FUND CAPITAL PROJECTS FUND BALANCE

$ 3,464,448

PROJECTED GENERAL FUND BALANCE RESERVE 23.12%
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GENERAL FUND CHANGES FROM TENTATIVE (4/21/20 VERSION)

[Amount [Department [ Detail
$  (100,000) Revenue Gas Tax Reduction (7% from FY20 Projection)
$ (100,000) Total Change in Revenues

$  (100,000) Expense Reduction of preventative maintenance from $1M to $900,000

$ (100,000) Total Change in Expenditures

GENERAL FUND CHANGES FROM PRELIMINARY (5/5/20 VERSION)

[Amount [Department [ Detail

$ - Total Change in Revenues

$ - Total Change in Expenditures

GENERAL FUND CHANGES FROM PUBLIC HEARING (5/19/20 VERSION)

[Amount [Department [ Detail
$ -  Total Change in Revenues
$ -  Total Change in Expenditures

58
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Fund 47- Capital Projects- General Fund
Department- 0

2017
Actuals

EXPENDITURES

301,284

545,772
562,891
243,353

24,417
291,683
43247

14,378

212,690
53,013
21,546
224,969
35,825

519

1,529,244
8,400
80,120

555
13,823

28,537

82,781
44,994
80,631

2018
Actuals

15,077
32,013

29,235

12,586
118,712

80,000
62,528

5,500

3,475,345

80,454
5,831

21,928
15,235

2,444319
(685)
25,998

29,698

2,000

141,525

2019
Actuals

500,000
449,903

479,147
2,654,761

909,276
2,814,849
115,506
82,725
4,294

221
32,806
41,815

48,617

622,094
31,413

2,731
3,335

14,859

366
72,7117

3,138
22,204

2020
Adopted

40,000
1,000,000

2,600,000
20,000
250,000
535,000

400,000

220,000
240,000
500,000
500,000

100,000

100,000

2020
Projected

235,000

40,000
1,000,000

100,000
20,000

535,000

250,000

220,000

240,000

500,000

53,617

100,000

100,000

2021
Proposed

175,000

2,750,000
1,000,000

1,000,000
7,500

150,000

1,000,000

5,157
1,110,uvu




2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021

REVENUES

Actuals Actuals Actuals Adopted Projected Proposed
13,823
72,7117
105,767
1,736 2,781 5,024
2,614,261 200,589 770,589 570,000
15,000 22,075
247,380
129,751
1,846,435 1,750,000 3,450,000 1,000,000 2,500,000
100,000
60,000
75,000 250,000
550,000 815,000 235,000 3,500,000
1,200,000 640,000 1,020,000 1,020,000 1,250,000
653,892 250,000 150,000
2,181,383 3,500,000 1,160,380 3,100,000 1,140,000

2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021

BALANCE SUMMARY -
Actuals Actuals Actuals Adopted Projected Proposed

2,017,599 (576,676)|  (177262)| (1,184,411)| 2,521,972 | (1,477,500)

33| 2,017,632 1,440,957 133,878 133,878 | 2,655,850
(1,129,817)
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CAPITAL PROJECTS CHANGES FROM TENTATIVE (4/21/20 VERSION)

|Amount [Fund [ Detail
$ (7,500) General Capital Projects Fencing for petroglyphs at top of Lone Tree area/Three Kings
$ (250,000) Transporation I.F. Loan Additional needed for expansion of PE Parkway (Midvalley to EM Blvd)

$  (257,500) Total Changes

CAPITAL PROJECTS CHANGES FROM PRELIMINARY (5/5/20 VERSION)

|Amount [Fund [Detail

$ - Total Changes

CAPITAL PROJECTS CHANGES FROM PUBLIC HEARING (5/19/20 VERSION)

|Amount [Fund [ Detail |

$ - Total Changes
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Fund 11- Water Impact Fee

2017
Actual

EXPENDITURES

20,053

93,435

74,575

2,300,000

2017
Actual
419,958
429,601

REVENUES

2,111,076
473,889
1,125

BALANCE SUMMARY

401,199
1,955,901

2018
Actual

6,590

23,851

34,260

10,778

65,934

1,121,663

2018
Actual
533,007
281,792

2,679,361
310,842
39,728

2018
Actual

2,581,654
2,357,101

2019
Actual

2019
Actual

32,055

241,303

100,000

1,465,300

515,367.65
341,362.00

2,529,735.50
379,161.60
107,719.94

2,034,689
4,938,754

2020
Approved

15,000

821,700

2020
Approved

440,000
250,000

2,200,000
250,000
75,000

2020
Approved

2,378,300
6,973,443

2020
Projected
17,499

29,269

821,700

2020
Projected

765,264
258,075

3,846,888
284,680
71,117

2020
Projected

4,357,555
6,973,443

2021
Proposed

15,000

1,500,000
2,000,000

650,000
5,000,000

2021
Proposed
400,000
250,000

2,000,000
250,000
50,000

2021
Proposed

(6,215,000)
11,330,998
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Fund 12- Wastewater Impact Fee

2017
Actual

EXPENDITURES

19,870
259,115

2017
Actual
345,463
19,870
238,094

REVENUES

228,679

169,768
676
14,574
15

BALANCE SUMMARY

738,155
1,036,900

2018
Actual

37,763

712,500

2018
Actual
447,932

25,764
308,716

274,794

206,211
821
17,697
25,200

556,871
1,775,055

2019
Actual

61,218

60,000

2019
Actual
616,402
35,454
424,826

224,295

168,316
670
14,450
69,388

1,432,583
2,331,926

2020
Approved

35,000

2020
Approved
450,000
28,000
320,000

205,000

150,000
625
13,000
45,000

2020
Approved

1,176,625
3,764,509

2020
Projected

53,865

2020
Projected
1,159,682
66,702
799,256

251,776

188,938
752
16,220
45,811

2020
Projected

2,475,273
3,764,509

2021
Proposed

35,000
2,000,000
3,000,000

200,000

2021
Proposed
350,000

20,000
250,000

150,000

100,000
500
10,000
25,000

2021
Proposed

(4,329,500)
6,239,782
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Fund 15 -Parks/Trails Impact Fee

EXPENDITURES 2017 2018 2019 2020 2(.)20 2021
Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed
15-51-51000-4531  Professional & Technical Services 9,709 530
15-51-45100-6000  Bad Debt Expense 3,109
15-51-51000-6302  SITLA Impact Fee Reimbursement 61,028 83,468 101,090 120,000 156,279
15-61-48100-9146  Due To General Capital Proj Fund 1,200,000 640,000 520,000 1,250,000
Total Financing Uses: 1,261,028 726,577 110,799 640,000 676,809 1,250,000
REVENUES 2017 2018 2019 2020 2(.)20 2021
Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed
15-00-34825-0000  Future Facilities SSA 176,105 230,437 354,015 260,000 658,199 250,000
15-00-34840-0000  SITLA Equity Buy-In NSA 64,438 77,990 63,140 50,000 70,066 50,000
15-00-34841-0000  SITLA Equity Buy-In SSA 19,030 23,100 34,100 25,000 62,523 20,000
15-00-34845-0000  Future Facilities NSA 607,230 731,041 589,886 540,000 673,237 250,000
15-00-37010-0000  Interest Earnings 1 6,213 17,111 12,000 11,297 5,000
15-00-38110-0000  Due From General Fund
Use of Fund Balance Reserve
Total Financing Sources: 866,803 1,068,781 1,058,252 887,000 1,475,322 575,000
BALANCE SUMMARY 2017 2018 2019 2020 2(')20 2021
Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed
Excess (Deficiency) of Financing
Sources over Financing Uses: (394,225) 342,205 947,454 247,000 798,513 (675,000)
Fund Balance (Deficit)- Beginning: 617,172 222,947 565,151 1,512,605 1,512,605 2,311,118
Use of Fund Balance Reserve: -
Fund Balance (Deficit)- Ending: 222,947 565,151 1,512,605 1,759,605 2,311,118 1,636,118
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Fund 16- Public Safety Impact Fee

2017 2018 2019 2020
Actual Actual Actual Approved

9103 [

EXPENDITURES

2017 2018 2019 2020
Actual Actual Actual Approved

REVENUES

2017 2019 2020
Actual ctus Actual Approved

BALANCE SUMMARY

2020
Projected

2020
Projected

2020
Projected

2021
Proposed

2021
Proposed

2021
Proposed
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Fund 17- Storm Water Impact Fee

EXPENDITURES 2017 2018 2019 2020 2920 2021
Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed
17-51-59000-4531  IFFP Update 27,058 6,188 3,857
17-51-59000-6000  Bad Debt Expense 280
17-51-59000-6306  EM Property Reimbursement 4,837
17-51-59000-6310  Developer Impact Fee Reimbursement 15,092 6,800 13,609 5,000
17-81-59000- Storm Water Improvements
17-61-48100-9147  Due To General Fund Capital Projects Fund
17-61-48100-9159  Due To Storm Water Fund 200,000 200,000
Total Financing Uses: 4,837 27,338 6,188 206,800 217,466 5,000
REVENUES 2017 2018 2019 2020 2920 2021
Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed

17-00-34806-0000 N Revenue Bond Equity Buy-In
17-00-34820-0000  EMP Property Buy-In 4,837 6,189 8,903 6,800 16,670 5,000
17-00-34825-0000  Future Facilities SSA 77,451 100,084 143,983 100,000 269,591 100,000
17-00-34833-0000  Tickville Wash/Basin Equity Buy-In 42,923 50,910 42,195 35,000 44,855 30,000
17-00-34845-0000  Future Facilities NSA 91,568 108,608 90,016 75,000 95,691 70,000
17-00-37010-0000  Interest Earnings 2,258 9,237 22,015 16,000 14,534 10,000
17-00-38110-0000  Due From General Fund Impact Fees

Total Financing Sources: 219,036 275,028 307,112 232,800 441,342 215,000

BALANCE SUMMARY

Excess (Deficiency) of Financing

2017
Actual

2018
Actual

2019
Actual

2020
Approved

2020
Projected

2021
Proposed

Sources over Financing Uses: 214,200 247,689 300,924 26,000 223,876 210,000
Fund Balance (Deficit)- Beginning: 380,239 594,439 842,129 1,143,053 1,143,053 1,366,929
Fund Balance (Deficit)- Ending: 594,439 842,129 1,143,053 1,169,053 1,366,929 1,576,929
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Fund 18- Transportation Impact Fee

2017

EXPENDITURES
Actual

16,957

104,266
273,078
191,745

550,000

REVENUES

273,429
70,977
46,748
42,656

145,040

243,407
20,031

5,841

13

2017
Actual

BALANCE SUMMARY

(287,904)
578,047

2018
Actual

1,603
171,440
115,276

29,805

Actual
334,854
222,121

248
52,700
176,490
699,046
24,470
7,013

7,575

2018
Actual

1,206,388
290,144

2019
Actual
40,891
345,210
84,430

658,125

2019
Actual

323,271
375,635

80,600
170,385
645,879

20,163

10,230

20,844

2019
Actual

518,351
1,496,532

2020
Approved

200,000
95,000

300,000

2020
Approved

260,000
280,000

60,000
135,000
580,000

15,000

7,800

15,000

2020
Approved

757,800
2,014,883

2020
Projected
23,154

200,000
178,382

368,362

2020
Projected

427,593
717,844

142,954
225,370
693,114
21,020
19,181

13,761

2020
Projected

1,490,939
2,014,883

2021
Proposed
30,000

175,000
75,000

250,000

3,500,000

2021
Proposed

250,000
200,000

50,000
125,000
250,000

20,000

5,500

5,000

2021
Proposed

(3,124,500)
3,505,822
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IMPACT FEE FUND CHANGES FROM TENTATIVE (3/15/19 VERSION)

[Amount [Account [Detail

IMPACT FEE FUND CHANGES FROM TENTATIVE (4/16/19 VERSION)

[Amount [Account [Detail

IMPACT FEE FUND CHANGES FROM PRELIMINARY (5/7/19 VERSION)

[Amount [Account [Detail

IMPACT FEE FUND CHANGES FROM PUBLIC HEARING (5/21/19 VERSION)

[Amount [Account [Detail |

$ - Total Changes
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City Of Eagle Mountain
Budget Summary- Debt Service Fund

Final Budget Appropriation
Fiscal Year 2021

Expenditures Sources from various Debts:

98-1 SID $ 0
2013-1 SAA 126,750
2000-1 SID 0
97-1 SID 250,000
98-3 SID 150,000
Total Debt Service expenditures:| 526,750]

Revenues:
98-1 SID 0
2013-1 SAA 105,000
2000-1 SID 0
97-1 SID 400,000
98-3 SID 150,000
Total Revenues $ | 655,000]
Total proposed appropriation 655,000
Excess/Deficit Revenues over Appropriation $ 128,250

*Deficit to come from fund balance
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Fund 70: 97-1 SID

2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
EXPENDITURES Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed
70-61-48100-9147  Due To Capital Projects 247,380
70-71-47170-4140  Banking Fees 20 20 20
70-71-47170-8151 Paying Agent Fee
70-81-70000-6600  Reimbursement of Equity Buy-In 169,798 209,780 306,032 240,000 379,084 250,000
Total Financing Uses: 169,818 209,800 553,412 240,020 379,084 250,000
2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
REVENUES Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed
70-00-34851-0000  Equity Buy-In Transportation 212,248 262,225 382,540 300,000 816,085 400,000
70-00-37010-0000  Interest 5 6 11 10
70-00-37090-0000  Other Revenue
Total Financing Sources: 212,253 262,231 382,551 300,010 816,085 400,000
2018 2020 2020 2021
BALANCE SUMMARY Actual Approved Projected Proposed
Excess (Deficiency) of Financing
Sources over Financing Uses: 42,435 52,431 (170,861) 59,990 437,001 150,000
Fund Balance (Deficit)- Beginning: 81,857 124,292 176,722 5,861 5,861 442,863
Fund Balance (Deficit)- Ending: 124,292 176,722 5,861 65,851 442,863 592,863
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Fund 71: 2005A SID Debt Service Fund

2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed
3,004

EXPENDITURES

36
224,751 342,847 389,854

2020
Approved

2020
Projected

2021
Proposed

REVENUES

217,196 146,347 4210
204,174 132,012
13,350 78

19,140 12,672

2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021

BALANCE SUMMARY
Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed

229,073 (54,742) (385,643) - - -
325,148 554,221 499,478 113,835 113,835 113,835
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Fund 72: 2013 AA

2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
EXPENDITURES Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed
72-71-47172-4140 Banking Fees 1,620 1,620 1,750 1,750 2,360 1,750
72-71-47172-8111 Principal 180,000 155,000 140,000 55,000 55,000 55,000
72-71-47172-8121 Interest 63,006 56,119 49,813 48,312 48,312 45,000
72-71-47172-8151 Paying Agent Fees 5,992 8,033 4,775 12,000 1,500 5,000
72-71-47172-9110 Administration Overhead 20,000 20,000 20,000 20,000 20,000
72-81-72000-6600 Reimbursement of Bond Proceeds
Total Financing Uses: 270,618 220,772 216,338 137,062 127,172 126,750
2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
REVENUES Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed
72-00-34311-0000 Assessments Collected 250,663 228,830 215,647 200,000 117,993 100,000
72-00-34861-0000 Equity Buy-In
72-00-34862-0000 Equity Buy-In
72-00-37010-0000 Interest 2,654 4,053 8,607 8,000 5,684 5,000
72-00-39111-0000 SAA Proceeds
Total Financing Sources: 253,316 232,883 224,254 208,000 123,677 105,000

BALANCE SUMMARY

2017

Actual

2018
Actual

2019
Actual

2020

2020

2021

Approved

Projected

Proposed

Excess (Deficiency) of Financing
Sources over Financing Uses: (17,301) 12,111 7,916 70,938 (3,495) (21,750)
Fund Balance (Deficit)- Beginning: 297,199 279,898 292,009 299,925 299,925 296,430
Fund Balance (Deficit)- Ending: 279,898 292,009 299,925 370,863 296,430 274,680

170



Fund 73: 98-3 SID

2017

2018

2019

2020

2020

2021

EXPENDITURES Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed
73-71-47173-4140 Banking Fees 20 20
73-71-47173-8111 Principal
73-71-47173-8121 Interest
73-61-48100-9147 Due to Capital Projects Fund 129,751
73-81-73000-6600 Reimbursement of Equity Buy-In 85,715 110,228 120,000 193,097 150,000
Total Financing Uses: 85,735 110,248 129,751 120,000 193,097 150,000
2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
REVENUES Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed
73-00-34311-0000 Assessments Collected
73-00-34861-0000 Equity Buy-In Transportation 88,408 109,225 159,340 120,000 339,925 120,000
73-00-34862-0000 Equity Buy-In Storm Water 18,735 28,560 36,914 30,000 75,333 30,000
73-00-37010-0000 Interest 17 18 38
73-00-38146-0000 Due From Road Cap Project Fund
Total Financing Sources: 107,160 137,803 196,292 150,000 415,259 150,000

BALANCE SUMMARY

Excess (Deficiency) of Financing

2017
Actual

2018
Actual

2019
Actual

2020
Approved

2020
Projected

2021
Proposed

Sources over Financing Uses: 21,426 27,554 66,541 30,000 222,161 -
Fund Balance (Deficit)- Beginning: 47,262 68,688 96,242 162,783 162,783 384,944
Fund Balance (Deficit)- Ending: 68,688 96,242 162,783 192,783 384,944 384,944
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Fund 74: 2000-1 SID Debt Service Fund

2017

EXPENDITURES
Actual

40

(57
18,153

30,000
3,222

3
235,473

2017
Actual
48,714
8,264

REVENUES

387,600
191,649
4,870

2017

BALANCE SUMMARY
Actual

354,263
254,424

2018
Actual

40
6,576

2,510

6,138

162,216

2018

Actual

27,820
1,900

1,938
129,752
7,231

2018
Actual

(8,839)

608,687

2019
Actual

1,982

1,656

2019

Actual Approved

10,081

331

2019
Actual

1,466
599,848

Approved

2020
Projected

2020
Projected
1,938

2020
Projected

6,040
601,314

2021
Proposed

2021
Proposed

2021
Proposed

607,354
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City Of Eagle Mountain
Budget Summary- ENTERPRISE FUND

Final Budget Appropriation
Fiscal Year 2021

Revenue Sources from various Enterprises:

Solid Waste S
Water

Wastewater

Gas

Electric

Golf

Stormwater

Total revenues S
Total fund Balance- (from previous year)
Total appropriable revenues

Expenditures:

Solid Waste S
Water

Wastewater

Gas

Electric

Golf

Stormwater

Total expenditures S
Other Financing Uses:

Debt Service

Transfer to capital projects fund

Total proposed appropriation

Excess/(Deficit) Revenues over Appropriation S

1,700,000
11,072,300
5,200,000
0

0

0

658,000

18,630,300

18,630,300

2,349,052
3,962,120
4,428,201
0
0
0

579,130

11,318,503

11,318,503

7,311,797



FTE

2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021

Actual Actual Actual ApprovedProjected Proposed
Solid Waste - - - - - - -
Water 5.93 7.47 9.09 9.09 9.09 9.44 0.35
Wastewater 5.30 5.83 5.83 5.83 5.83 6.25 0.42
Gas - - - - - - -
Electric - - - - - - -
Golf 0 0 0 0 0 0 -

Special Revenue
Stormwater 3.63 3.58 3.58 3.58 3.58 3.58 -

Internal Service

Utility Billing 3.50 3.50 3.88 3.88 3.88 3.89
GIS 1.00 1.00 1.50 1.66 1.50 1.50
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Fund 51- Water Utility Summary
Sub 45- Utility Services

Department 51000

2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
EXPENDITURES Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed
Personnel Services 424,998 445,130 469,273 656,396 596,251 691,662
Materials, Supplies & Services 2,692,569 3,072,149 3,227,303 1,515,425 1,624,213 1,802,360
Capital Outlay - - 790 1,386,700 13,067,976 -
Debt Service 303,455 331,675 258,979 587,155 673,014 587,155
Interfund Transactions 656,488 592,221 1,183,641 844,062 844,062 880,943
Expenditure Total: 4,077,510 4,441,175 5,139,985 4,989,738 16,805,517 3,962,120
i 2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
REVENUES Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed
51-00-33550-0000 CWP Water Shares Sold 519,452 3,777,277 4,269,483 500,000 6,852,680 500,000
51-00-34890-0000 Reimbursement Miscellaneous -
51-00-35100-0000 BB Deferred Revenue - Water -
51-00-35110-0000 Utility Billing- Water 3,184,896 3,528,186 3,966,794 4,250,000 4,686,924 5,000,000
51-00-35120-0000 Damage to Service 1,361 4,138 3,406
51-00-35130-0000 Hydrant Meter Revenue 24,150 77,618 88,924 50,000 51,839 50,000
51-00-35160-0000 Meter Fee- Water 95,220 154,500 136,000 100,000 206,777 100,000
51-00-35170-0000 Connection Fees 352,350 338,850 356,000 345,000 509,143 350,000
51-00-35999-0000 YEC Audit Adjustments & Accruals 88,832 11,071 76,219
51-00-36020-0000 Late/Delinquent Fees Penalties & Charges 57,151 57,000 70,300 57,000 57,000 70,000
51-00-37010-0000 Interest Earnings 859 1,388 2,584 2,300 2,268 2,300
51-00-37020-0000 Gain on Sale of Vehicles - 37,000 37,000
51-00-37090-0000 Other Miscellaneous 1,513 1 832,622 2,794
51-00-38153-0000 Due From Electric Fund -
51-00-38155-0000 Due From Gas Fund
51-00-38112-0000 Due From Sewer Fund 100,000
51-00-38158-0000 Due From Golf Course Fund 464,157 -
51-00-39111-0000 Bond Proceeds -
51-00-39710-0000 Contributions- From Developer 2,497,783 2,759,430 5,353,840 4,385,334
51-00-38111-0000 Due From Water Impact Fee Fund 2,365,934 1,121,663 1,465,300 837,000 837,000 5,000,000
Use of Water Fund Balance Reserve
Revenue Total: 9,752,297 11,828,343 16,622,205 6,178,300 17,632,166 11,072,300
2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
BALANCE SUMMARY Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed
Excess (Deficiency) of Financing
Sources over Financing Uses: 2,690,140 8,986,299 4,283,811 1,188,562 826,649 7,110,180
Fund Balance (Deficit)- Beginning: 1,819,453 4,509,593 13,495,892 17,779,703 17,779,703 18,606,353
Reserved for Current CWP Share Liability: (21,500,000)
Use of Fund Balance Reserve: - -
Fund Balance (Deficit)- Ending: 4,509,593 13,495,892 17,779,703 18,968,265 18,606,353 4,216,533

. 2020 2020 2021
PERSONNEL SUMMARY (FTE) Approved Projected Proposed
Elected
Appointed
Full-time 5.93 6.84 7.84 7.84 7.84 8.81
Part-time/Seasonal 0.63 1.25 1.25 1.25 0.63
FTE Total: 5.93 7.47 9.09 9.09 9.09 9.44
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Fund 51- Water Utility Detail
Sub 45- Utility Services

Department 51000

2017
Actual
237,948
7,837

Personnel Services

18,587
19,857

2,500
498
3,743
47,811
8,778
70,006
5,559
886
988

2017
Actual
2,558

Materials, Supplies, Services

159,694
5,000

600
555,009
33,896
27,285

6,707

2,959

13,625

6,093

16,736
450
140,017
69,339
4,602

1,532,550
30,471
80,129

2018

Actual

255,721
25,619

15,234
22,393

2,900
401
4,145
35,872
3,252
70,900
6,582
857
1,253

2018

Actual

2,349

2,905
76

357,875
5,748

530,655
23,873
30,047

4,199
4,796

2,745
9,090

21,071

15,400

239,784
79,918
11,311

1,690,388
(4,554)
44,476

2019

Actual

286,997.54
11,873.00

12,733.67

28,639.92

3,831.05
4,378.31
43,809.75
3,454.04
65,899.38
5,923.42
730.76
1,001.89

2019

Actual

1,894

148,600
25,807

770
560,226
15,181
33,462

1,508
4,824

16,000
27,073

11,327

5,500
15,000
202,441
176,936
6,571

1,830,601
71,331
63,406

Approved

2020

356,947
32,136

20,000
22,131

2,850
1,992
5,642
65,928
3,000
132,694
9,425
1,671
1,980

2020

Approved

2,025

11,000
300

191,000
28,000

2,500
650,000
25,000
34,000

4,200
30,000
10,000
20,000

25,000

7,000
240,400

200,000
10,000

25,000

2020

Projected

334,952
8,823

27,850

2,850
1,992
5,086
65,928
3,000
132,694
9,425
1,671
1,980

2020
Projected
1,342

7,039
300

274,294
28,000

2,500
515,715
25,000
34,000

15,045

7,332
30,000
10,000
28,896

151,946

9,643
241,105

200,000
17,058

25,000

2021
Proposed
388,523

18,200

20,000
18,024

2,850
7,193
5,897
70,079
3,000
143,865
10,218
1,812
2,000

2021
Proposed
2,750

14,260
300

220,000
28,000

2,500
650,000
25,000
34,000

200,000
7,800
30,000
20,000
20,000

7,750

300,000
200,000
15,000

25,000
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Fund 51- Water Utility Detail (continued)
Sub 45- Utility Services
Department 51000

Capital Outlay

Debt Service

51-71-47100-8161 White Hills Loan Reimbursement

Interfund Transactions

2017
Actual

2017
Actual

225,572
38,425
28,822

10,637

401,970

100,209
75,406
49,936
28,967

2018
Actual

2018
Actual

221,507
36,653
28,822
37,238

7,456

411,112

53,859
76,366
50,884

Actual

2019

790

2019

Actual

177,387
34,607
28,822

7,471

10,692

443,479

616,686
75,655
47,821

2020
Approved

75,000

65,000

425,000

821,700

2020
Approved

213,850 335,400 213,850
107,000 107,000 107,000
231,699 184,212 231,699
34,606 34,606 34,606
7,450
4,346

2020
Approved

496,356 496,356 535,272
202,040 202,040 202,040
96,188 96,188 105,367
49,478 49,478 38,264

2020
Projected

425,000
75,000

65,000

5,299,586

1,996,356
20,571
331,616
1,414,509
340,408
2,278,229

821,700

2020
Projected

2020
Projected

2021
Proposed

2021
Proposed

2021
Proposed
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Fund 52- Wastewater Utility
Sub 45- Utility Services
Department 52000

2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
EXPENDITURES Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed
Personnel Services 367,373 391,446 410,837 466,693 417,946 503,679
Materials, Supplies & Services 2,339,346 2,649,172 3,053,985 1,586,850 1,616,705 1,769,060
Capital Outlay - (48) - 70,000 70,000 400,000
Debt Service 403,347 321,410 387,661 863,117 863,117 863,117
Interfund Transactions 735,901 606,391 726,885 801,415 801,416 892,345
Expenditure Total: 3,845,967 3,968,371 4,579,369 3,788,075 3,769,184 4,428,201
2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
REVENUES Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed
52-00-33435-0000 DEQ Grant
52-00-34802-0000 Bond Equity Buy In
52-00-34805-0000 Bond Equity Buy In
52-00-34820-0000 Property Buy In
52-00-34825-0000 Future Facilities SSA
52-00-34870-5000 Collection Line
52-00-34890-0000 Reimbursement - Misc. 11,550
52-00-35200-0000 Utility Billing- Sewer 3,494,013 3,842,554 4,293,764 4,400,000 4,694,408 5,000,000
52-00-35270-0000 Connection Fees 73,100 90,400 87,200 90,000 123,943 100,000
52-00-35999-0000 YEC Audit Adjustment & Accrual 24,984 32,966 63,577
52-00-36020-0000 Late/Delinquent Fees Penalties & Charges 63,167 63,000 157,695 65,000 65,000 75,000
52-00-37010-0000 Interest Earnings 1,233 1,895 30,757 2,000 31,424 25,000
52-00-37020-0000 Gain on Sale of Vehicles 2,477 22,000 22,000
52-00-38112-0000 Due From WW Impact Fee Fund (DEQ)
52-00-38112-0000 Due From WW Impact Fee Fund 712,500
52-00-38148-0000 Due From Water Cap Project Fund
52-00-38151-0000 Due From Water Fund
52-00-38153-0000 Due From Electric Fund
52-00-38155-0000 Due From Gas Fund
52-00-39710-0000 Contributions- From Developer 3,232,970 2,046,225 6,403,599 177,105
52-00-39111-0000 Bond Proceeds
Use of Sewer Fund Balance Reserve
Revenue Total: 6,889,467 6,789,541 11,050,618 4,579,000 5,113,880 5,200,000
2 2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
BALANCE SUMMARY Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed
Excess (Deficiency) of Financing
Sources over Financing Uses: 592,952 593,458 1,702,976 790,925 1,344,696 771,799
Fund Balance (Deficit)- Beginning: 1,789,992 2,382,944 2,976,403 4,679,379 4,679,379 6,024,074
Use of Fund Balance Reserve: -
Fund Balance (Deficit)- Ending: 2,382,944 2,976,403 4,679,379 5,470,304 6,024,074 6,795,873

2020 2020 2021
PERSONNEL SUMMARY (FTE) Approved Projected Proposed
Elected
Appointed
Full-time 5.30 5.83 5.83 5.83 5.83 6.25
Part-time/Seasonal
FTE Total: 5.30 5.83 5.83 5.83 5.83 6.25
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Fund 52- Wastewater Utility Detail
Sub 45- Utility Services
Department 52000

2017 2018 2019 2020 2021

Personnel Services

Actual Actual Actual Approved Proposed
245,819 243,789 241,470 274,783 244,171 302,962
9,823 1,952 4,621 6,000 6,000
20,661 14,221 11,273 17,037 17,037 18,332
2,000 1,600 2,650 2,650 2,650

2,501

3,595 3,316 3,363 3,984 3,984 4,393
4,010 29,953 54,742 50,752 50,752 54,613
7,340 2,034 2,091 3,000 3,000 3,000
66,604 85,864 82,992 98,674 86,706 101,552
5,536 6,541 5,995 7,009 6,844 7,213
857 1,060 938 1,242 1,242 1,279
1,129 1,117 853 1,561 1,561 1,686

Materials, Supplies, Services 2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
aterials, SUppies, > ) Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed
2,793 170 1,500 1,500 10,760
385

3,738 4,899 6,877 9,350 9,350 10,450
39 5 300 300 300

83,689 87,446 131,828 140,000 162,643 |1167,000'|
5,753 17,454 1,066 15,000 15,000 15,000
1,270 10,000 10,000 10,000
21,000 21,000 30,000
3,630 1,214 1,268 7,000 7,000 14,000
71,424 73,797 86,200 75,000 75,389 75,000
12,408 2,574 6,929 15,000 15,000 15,000
27,285 30,047 33,462 34,000 34,000 34,000
792 25,000 25,000 25,000
2,745 10,000 10,000 10,000 20,000
3,350 4,796 4,824 4,200 7,332 7,800
34,447 39,333 33,297 45,000 45,000 55,000
13,828 19,989 4,934 20,000 20,790 20,000
863,278 1,073,469 1,157,341 1,100,000 1,100,000 1,200,000
5,500 5,500 7,500 10,016 7,750
4,867 22,000 22,000 27,000

1,094,290 1,227,842 1,392,587
39,303 12,283 108,635
80,129 44,476 63,406 25,000 25,000 25,000
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Fund 52- Sewer Utility Detail (continued)
Sub 45- Utility Services

Department 52000

Capital Outlay

Debt Service

Interfund Transactions

2017
Actual

2017
Actual

303,028
58,950
38,205

3,164

2017
Actual

398,086

111,613

860
75,406
49,936
100,000

2018
Actual

176,489
52,760
38,205
49,362

4,594

2018

Actual

406,392

72,749

76,366
50,884

2019
Actual

2019
Actual

246,044
54,000
38,205
47,133

2,279

2019

Actual

438,403

165,006

75,655
47,821

2020
Approved
60,000

10,000

2020
Approved
241,150
310,000
261,277
50,690

2020
Approved

488,401
167,349

96,188
49,478

2020
Projected
60,000

10,000

2020
Projected
241,150
310,000
261,277
50,690

2020
Projected

488,401
167,349

96,188
49,478

2021
Proposed
400,000

2021
Proposed
241,150
310,000
261,277
50,690

2021
Proposed

521,366
227,348

105,367
38,264

180



Fund 53- Electric Utility Summary
Sub 45- Utility Services
Department 53000

EXPENDITURES

REVENUES

BALANCE SUMMARY

PERSONNEL SUMMARY (FTE)

2017
Actual

50,041

5,388
760,385

2017
Actual

(5,806)

2017
Actual

(636,454)
653,892

2017
Actual

2018
Actual

2018
Actual

(1,843)

2018
Actual

2019
Actual

146,146

2,535

2019
Actual

(1,325)

(1,148)

2019
Actual

2019
Actual

2020
Approved

2020
Approved

2020
Approved

(139,590)

2020
Approved

2020
Projected

2020
Projected

2020
Projected

(139,590)

2020
Projected

2021
Proposed

2021
Proposed

2021
Proposed

(139,590)

2021
Proposed
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Fund 53- Electric Utility Detail
Sub 45- Utility Services
Department 53000

2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed

Personnel Services

" . y PP 2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
Materials, Supplies, Services X
Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed
4,476
(350)
50,041 6,496 146,146

Fund 53- Electric Utility Detail (continued)

182

10



Sub 45- Utility Services
Department 53000

Capital Outlay

Debt Service

Interfund Transactions

2017
Actual

2017
Actual

5,388

2017
Actual

653,892

106,493

11

2019 2020
Actual Approved

2019 2020
Actual Approved

2,535

2019
Actual

2020
Approved

2020
Projected

2020
Projected

2020
Projected

2021
Proposed

2021
Proposed

2021
Proposed

183



Fund 55- Natural Gas Utility Summary
Sub 45
Department 55000

2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed

EXPENDITURES

51,798 156,690

4,863 2,301
2,185,351 3,551,654 1,160,380

2017 2018
Actual Actual

2019
Actual

2020
Approved

2020
Projected

2021
Proposed

REVENUES

(5,070) (2,751) 26
54,781 25419 112,849
768 11,137 1,187

2,100,000 3,100,000

2017 2019 2020 2020 2021

BALANCE SUMMARY .
Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed

(2,085,678) (3,472,711) (1,253,176) 3,100,000 - -
12,100,579 10,014,901 6,542,190 5,289,014 5,289,014 5,289,014
(3,100,000) - -

2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed

PERSONNEL SUMMARY (FTE)

184
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Fund 55- Natural Gas Utility Summary (continued)
Sub 45
Department 55000

2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed

Personnel Services

v . . o o 2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
Materials, Supplies, Services X
Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed
252
51,546 3,929 156,690

185
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Fund 55- Natural Gas Utility Summary
Sub 45
Department 55000

Capital Outlay

Debt Service

Interfund Transactions

2017
Actual

2017
Actual

2,181,383

14

2018
Actual

2018
Actual

3,551,654

2019
Actual

2019
Actual

1160380.48

2020
Approved

2020
Approved

2020
Approved

2020
Projected

2020
Projected

2020
Projected

2021
Proposed

2021
Proposed

2021
Proposed
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Fund 57- Solid Waste Summary
Sub 45
Department- 57000

EXPENDITURES

2017
Actual

2018
Actual

2019
Actual

2020

2020

2021

Approved

Projected

Proposed

Personnel Services 934 1,831 186 - - -

Materials, Supplies & Services 1,076,872 1,174,704 1,327,828 1,335,500 1,319,000 1,541,500

Capital Outlay - - - - - 680,000

Debt Service

Interfund Transactions 97,721 299,327 102,141 115,557 115,557 127,552
Expenditure Total: 1,175,527 1,475,862 1,430,154 1,451,057 1,434,557 2,349,052

REVENUES

2017
Actual

2018
Actual

2019
Actual

2020
Approved

2020
Projected

2021
Proposed

57-00-35700-0000 Utility Billing- Solid Waste 1,242,875 1,349,005 1,500,386 1,500,000 1,625,000 1,650,000
Green Waste Revenue 25,000
57-00-35705-0000 Garbage Fuel Surcharge (25) 7 0.3
57-00-35999-0000 YEC Audit Adjustment & Accrual 10,904 8,903 14057.2
57-00-36020-0000 Late/Delinquent Fees Penalties & Charges 22,560 22,500 27750 23,500 25,000
Use of Solid Waste Fund Balance
Revenue Total: 1,276,313 1,380,401 1,542,193 1,523,500 1,625,000 1,700,000

BALANCE SUMMARY

Excess (Deficiency) of Financing

2017
Actual

2018
Actual

2019
Actual

2020
Approved

2020
Projected

2021
Proposed

Sources over Financing Uses: 154,851 (123,124) 112,039 72,443 190,443 (649,052)
Fund Balance (Deficit)- Beginning: 407,026 561,877 438,753 550,793 550,793 741,236
Use of Fund Balance Reserve: - - -
Fund Balance (Deficit)- Ending: 561,877 438,753 550,793 623,236 741,236 92,184

PERSONNEL SUMMARY (FTE)

2017
Actual

2018
Actual

2019
Actual

2020

2020

2021

Elected

Appointed
Full-time
Part-time/Seasonal

Approved

Projected

Proposed

FTE Total:

15
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Fund 57- Solid Waste Summary
Sub 45
Department- 57000

. 2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
Personnel Services .

Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed
57-45-57000-1111 Salaries - FT -
57-45-57000-1112 Salaries - PT 523
57-45-57000-1211 Overtime
57-45-57000-1300 Employee Benefits 81 198 64.73 -
57-45-57000-1511 FICA 62 46
57-45-57000-1512 Medicare 32 41 8.41 -
57-45-57000-1521 Retirement 194 348 93.51 -
57-45-57000-1531 Worker's Compensation
57-45-57000-1541 Health Insurance 43 1,079 18.96 -
57-45-57000-1545 Dental Insurance 89 -
57-45-57000-1548 Vision Insurance 14 -
57-45-57000-1561 Long Term Disability 15 -

Total: 934 1,831 186 - - -

2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed

Materials, Supplies, Services

57-45-57000-2321 Travel & Training
57-45-57000-2369 Meetings

57-45-57000-2431 Uniforms & Clothing
57-45-57000-2513 Equipment, Supplies & Maintenance
57-45-57000-4121 Attorney Fees

57-45-57000-4140 Banking Fees 4,473 4,926 5486 5,000 5,000 6,000
57-45-57000-4211 Computer Network & Data Processing
57-45-57000-4521 Collection Expense 500 500 500
57-45-57000-4541 Utility Bill Printing & Mailing
57-45-57000-4585 City Cleanup Areas (Waste) 25,461 7,865 160 50,000 3,500 50,000
57-45-57000-4586 City-Wide Cleanup Project(s) 15,366 26,942 11097 50,000 25,000 50,000

Green Waste Program 50,000
57-45-57000-5640 Solid Waste Disposal Contract 1,016,213 1,114,403 1248567 1,200,000 1,250,000 1,350,000
57-45-57000-6000 Bad Debt Expense 13,518 (779) 29387
57-45-57000-6810 Dump Passes 1,842 21,347 33131 30,000 35,000 35,000

Total: 1,076,872 1,174,704 1,327,828 1,335,500 1,319,000 1,541,500
. 2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
Capital Outlay N
i Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed

57-45-57000-7000 Capital Outlay 30,000
Composting Yard (Land)/Green Waste & Chipper 650,000

57-45-57000-7421 New Vehicle Purchase
Total: - - - - - 680,000

Debt Service

57-71-47100-8111 Principal

57-71-47100-8121 Interest

57-71-47100-8151 Paying Agent Fee

2017
Actual

2018
Actual

2019
Actual

2020
Approved

2020
Projected

2021
Proposed

Total:

Interfund Transactions

2017
Actual

2018
Actual

2019
Actual

2020
Approved

2020
Projected

2021
Proposed

57-61-48000-9110 Due To General Fund (Administrative Charge) 58,568 59,675 62,858 65,613 65,613 72,842
57-61-48000-9163 Due To Utility Billing Internal Service 39,153 39,652 39283 49,944 49,944 54,710
57-61-48000-9159 Due To Storm Drain Fund 200,000
Total: 97,721 299,327 102,141 115,557 115,557 127,552
188
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Fund 58- Golf Course Summary
Sub 40
Department 58000

EXPENDITURES

2017
Actual

2018
Actual

2019
Actual

2020

2020

2021

Personnel Services
Materials, Supplies & Services

Approved

Projected

Proposed

Capital Outlay - - - - - -
Debt Service - - - - - -
Interfund Transactions - 53,611 - - - -

Expenditure Total: - 53,611 - - - -

REVENUES

58-00-35710-0000 Cell Tower Revenue
58-00-37010-0000 Interest Earnings

2017
Actual

2018
Actual

2019
Actual

2020
Approved

2020
Projected

2021
Proposed

58-00-37090-0000 Miscellaneous Revenue 3,064
58-00-39710-0000 Contributions from Developer
Use of Golf Fund Balance Reserve
Revenue Total: - 3,064 - - - -

BALANCE SUMMARY

Excess (Deficiency) of Financing

2017
Actual

2018
Actual

2019
Actual

2020
Approved

2020
Projected

2021
Proposed

Sources over Financing Uses: - (50,547) - - - -
Fund Balance (Deficit)- Beginning: 53,611 53,611 3,064 3,064 3,064 3,064

Use of Fund Balance Reserve: - - -
Fund Balance (Deficit)- Ending: 53,611 3,064 3,064 3,064 3,064 3,064

PERSONNEL SUMMARY (FTE)

2017
Actual

2018
Actual

2019
Actual

2020

2020

2021

Elected

Appointed
Full-time
Part-time/Seasonal

Approved

Projected

Proposed

FTE Total:

17
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Fund 58- Golf Course Summary
Sub 40
Department 58000

Personnel Services

2017

2018

2019

2020

2020

2021

58-40-58000-1111 Salaries
58-40-58000-1211 Overtime
58-40-58000-1300 Employee Benefits
58-40-58000-1311 Bonus
58-40-58000-1511 FICA
58-40-58000-1512 Medicare
58-40-58000-1521 Retirement
58-40-58000-1531 Worker's Compensation
58-40-58000-1541 Health Insurance
58-40-58000-1545 Dental Insurance
58-40-58000-1548 Vision Insurance
58-40-58000-1561 Long Term Disability

Actual

Actual

Actual

Approved

Projected

Proposed

Total:

Materials, Supplies, Services

58-40-58000-2121 Dues, Subscriptions, Memberships

58-40-58000-2321 Travel & Training
58-40-58000-2411 Office Expenses $ Supplies
58-40-58000-2431 Uniforms & Clothing

58-40-58000-2513 Equipment Supplies & Maintenance

58-40-58000-4520 Contract Services

58-40-58000-4531 Professional & Technical Services
58-40-58000-5002 Misc. Services and Technical Services

58-40-58000-5999 Depreciation

2020
Approved

2020
Projected

2021
Proposed

Total:

Fund 58- Golf Course Summary
Department 58000

Capital Outlay

2017

Actual

2018
Actual

2019
Actual

2020

2020

2021

58-40-58000-7611 Golf Course Pumps and Wells

Approved

Projected

Proposed

Total:

Debt Service

58-71-47100-8121 Interest
58-71-47100-8151 Paying Agent Fee

2017
Actual

2018
Actual

2019
Actual

2020
Approved

2020
Projected

2021
Proposed

Total:

Interfund Transactions

2017

2018

2019

2020

2020

2021

Actual

Actual

Actual

Approved

Projected

Proposed

58-40-58000-9210 Due To General Fund 53,611
58-61-48000-9151 Due To Water Fund
58-61-48000-9154 Due To Fleet Fund
Total: 53,611 - - -

18
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Fund 59- Storm Water Utility Summary

Sub 45
Department 59000

. 2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
EXPENDITURES Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed
Personnel Services 240,793 320,101 328,575 271,274 339,468 274,266
Materials, Supplies & Services 87,939 429,226 469,092 102,625 94,309 103,625
Capital Outlay 55,594 - 438 205,300 209,063 -
Debt Service - - - - - -
Interfund Transactions 135,477 153,127 221,833 199,217 196,084 201,239
Expenditure Total: 519,802 902,454 1,019,938 778,416 838,924 579,130
i 2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
REVENUES Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed
59-00-35900-0000 Utility Billing - Storm Drain 370,671 496,331 566,431 585,000 609,147 650,000
59-00-35920-0000 Damage to Services - Storm Drain 923
59-00-35999-0000 YEC Audit Adjustments & Accrual 2,372 12,692 7,167
59-00-36020-0000 Late/Delinquent Fees Penalties & Charges 7,520 7,500 9,250 8,000 8,000 8,000
59-00-38117-0000 Due From Storm Water Impact Fee Fund 200,000 200,000
59-00-38157-0000 Due From Solid Waste Fund 200,000
59-00-39710-0000 Contributions From Developers 1,838,034 1,230,861
59-00-39730-0000 Contributions - General 10,220,601
Use of Storm Water Fund Balance
Revenue Total: 380,562 12,775,158 1,814,632 793,000 817,147 658,000

BALANCE SUMMARY

2017

2018

2019

2020

2020

2021

Actual

Actual

Actual

Approved

Projected

Proposed

Excess (Deficiency) of Financing
Sources over Financing Uses: (104,791) 173,580 (34,480) 14,584 (21,777) 78,870
Fund Balance (Deficit)- Beginning: 93,793 (10,998) 162,582 128,102 128,102 106,326
Use of Fund Balance Reserve: -
Fund Balance (Deficit)- Ending: (10,998) 162,582 128,102 142,686 106,326 185,196

S p11) 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
PERSONNEL SUMMARY (FTE) Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed

Elected
Appointed
Full-time 3.63 3.58 3.58 3.58 3.58 3.58
Part-time/Seasonal

FTE Total: 3.63 3.58 3.58 3.58 3.58 3.58
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Fund 59- Storm Water Utility Summary (continued)
Sub 45
Department 59000

2017
Actual
140,078
3,571
10,539
13,757

Personnel Services

800
221
2,177
25,153
3,835
36,550
3,021
470
620

2017

Materials, Supplies, Services
Pl Actual

11,072

19,733

3,219

20

2018
Actual
165,691
3,852
8,483
15,510

800
241
2,510
74,305
1,219
42,858
3,351
526
755

2018
Actual
4,416

1,072

14,574
13,186

1,982

3,448

500

16,389
261
2,295
13,898
350,490
361
6,354

2019
Actual
198,788
4,428
8,106
19,104

2,867
2,998
35,043
1,307
50,960
3,701
568
705

2019
Actual
4,846

1,044

15,956
14,853
328

1,902
144
3,840

992
11,470

5,000
1,720
391,820
6,120
9,058

2020

Approved

156,456
5,000
9,700

1,300

2,269
28,898
1,000
60,593
4,304
763
992

2020
Approved
5,000
2,375
50
22,500
30,000
2,500
3,000

1,000
3,700

5,000

17,500

5,000

5,000

2020

Projected

194,761
18,093

18,837

1,300
1,143
3,175
34,441
1,062
60,593
4,304
769
992

2020
Projected
8,307
2,375
50
22,500
18,399
2,500
2,000

1,000
3,700

5,972

17,500

5,000

5,000

2021
Proposed
158,817

5,000
9,847

1,300

2,303
29,334
1,000
60,593
4,304
763
1,007

2021
Proposed
6,000

2,375
50
22,500
30,000
2,500
3,000

1,000
3,700

5,000

17,500

5,000

5,000
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Fund 59- Storm Water Utility Summary
Department 59000

Capital Outlay

2020
Approved

2020
Projected

2021
Proposed

59-45-59000-7000 Capital Purchases
59-45-59000-7111 Land and Rights of Way

59-45-59000-7410 Equipment 55,594 438 5,300 9,063
59-81-59100-7001 Pony Express Improvements 200,000 200,000
Total: 55,594 - 438 205,300 209,063 -

Debt Service

59-71-47100-8121 Interest
59-71-47100-8151 Paying Agent Fee

2017
Actual

2018
Actual

2019
Actual

2020
Approved

2020
Projected

2021
Proposed

Total:

Interfund Transactions

2017
Actual

2018
Actual

2019
Actual

2020
Approved

2020
Projected

2021
Proposed

59-61-48000-9110 Due To General Fund (Administrative Charge) 59,335 60,853 66,370 71,167 71,167 76,069
59-61-48000-9154 Due To Fleet Fund 36,197 52,291 117,001 84,171 84,171 84,171
59-61-48000-9158 Due To Golf Course Fund 602
59-61-48000-9163 Due To Utility Billing Internal Service Fund 17,194 17,413 17,251 21,933 18,800 24,026
59-61-48000-9164 Due To GIS Internal Service Fund 22,149 22,570 21,211 21,946 21,946 16,972
Total: 135,477 153,127 221,833 199,217 196,084 201,239
193
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Internal Service Fund
Fund 63 - Utility Billing Internal Service

Sub 43
Department 63000

. 2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
EXPENDITURES Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed
Personnel Services 145,246 131,386 144,825 194,777 190,698 203,870
Materials, Supplies & Services 61,825 56,771 73,911 91,246 95,050 85,600
Capital Outlay - - - - - -
Interfund Transactions - - - - - -
Expenditure Total: 207,071 188,157 218,736 286,023 285,748 289,470
. 2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
REVENUES Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed
63-00-38151-0000 Due From Water Fund 75,406 76,366 75655 96,188 96,188 105,367
63-00-38152-0000 Due From Sewer Fund 75,406 76,366 75655 96,188 96,188 105,367
63-00-38153-0000 Due From Electric Fund
63-00-38155-0000 Due From Gas Fund
63-00-38157-0000 Due From Solid Waste Fund 39,153 39,652 39283 49,944 49,944 54,710
63-00-38159-0000 Due From Storm Drain Fund 17,194 17,413 17251 21,933 21,933 24,026
Revenue Total: 207,159 209,797 207,844 264,252 264,253 289,470

BALANCE SUMMARY

2020
Approved

2020
Projected

2021
Proposed

Excess (Deficiency) of Financing

Sources over Financing Uses: 6,938 23,557 (10,892) (21,771) (21,495) -
Fund Balance (Deficit)- Beginning: 97,832 104,770 128,328 117,436 117,436 95,941
Fund Balance (Deficit)- Ending: 104,770 128,328 117,436 95,665 95,941 95,941

2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
PERSONNEL SUMMARY (FTE) Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed

Elected
Appointed
Full-time 1.00 1.00 2.00 2.00 2.00 2.00
Part-time/Seasonal 2.50 2.50 1.88 1.88 1.88 1.89

FTE Total: 3.50 3.50 3.88 3.88 3.88 3.89
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Internal Service Fund

Fund 63 - Utility Billing Internal Service
Sub 43

Department 63000

2018 2020 2021

Personnel Services
ersonnerservice Actual Approved rojecte Proposed

2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021

Materials, Supplies, Services :
AErIass, Supphies, Services Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed

2018 2019 2020 2020 2021

Capital Outlay
apHias Cutsay Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed

2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed

Interfund Transactions

195
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Internal Service Fund

Fund 64 - GIS Internal Service
Sub 46

Department 64000

. 2017 2018 2019 2020 2020 2021
EXPENDITURES Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed
Personnel Services 77,100 80,475 80,230 - - 93,500
Materials, Supplies & Services 34,246 37,877 34,529 - - -
Capital Outlay - - - - - -
Interfund Transactions - - - - - -
Expenditure Total: 111,346 118,352 114,759 - - 93,500

REVENUES

2017

2018

2020

2020

2021

Actual

Actual

Actual

Approved

Projected

Proposed

64-00-38151-0000 Due From Water Fund 49,936 50,884 47821 38,264

64-00-38152-0000 Due From Sewer Fund 49,936 50,884 47821 38,264

64-00-38153-0000 Due From Electric Fund

64-00-38155-0000 Due From Gas Fund

64-00-38159-0000 Due From Storm Drain Fund 22,149 22,570 21211 16,972
Revenue Total: 122,021 124,338 116,853 - - 93,500

L , 2017 2018 2020 2020 2021
BALANCE SUMMARY Actual Actual Actual Approved Projected Proposed
Excess (Deficiency) of Financing
Sources over Financing Uses: 4,140 10,706 2,094 - - -
Fund Balance (Deficit)- Beginning: 27,521 31,661 42,367 44,461 44,461 44,461
Fund Balance (Deficit)- Ending: 31,661 42,367 44,461 44,461 44,461 44,461

7 2020 2020 2021
PERSONNEL SUMMARY (FTE) Approved Projected Proposed

Elected
Appointed
Full-time 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00]
Part-time/Seasonal 0.50 0.66 0.50 0.50

FTE Total: 1.00 1.00 1.50 1.66 1.50 1.50]
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Internal Service Fund

Fund 64 - GIS Internal Service
Sub 46

Department 64000

Personnel Ser

2017

Materials, Supplies, Services
Pr Actual

Capital Outlay

Interfund Transactions

39,725
13,927
29
6,470

855
763
(3.,015)
502
16,114
1,331
214
185

2018

Actual

Actual

2019
Actual

39,259
9,304

6,490

1,080
686
4,848
432
16,523
1,256

2020
Approved

2020
Approved

2020
Approved

2020
Approved

2020
Projected

2020
Projected

2020
Projected

2020
Projected

2021
Proposed
43,748
18,382

2,712
1,140

901
8,080

16,925
1,202

2021
Proposed

2021
Proposed

2021
Proposed
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ENTERPRISE FUND CHANGES FROM TENTATIVE (4/21/20 VERSION)

|Amount |Fund |Detai| |

$ - Total Changes

ENTERPRISE FUND CHANGES FROM PRELIMINARY (5/5/20 VERSION)

|Amount |Fund |Detai| |

$ - Total Changes

ENTERPRISE FUND CHANGES FROM PUBLIC HEARING (5/19/20 VERSION)

|Amount |Fund |Detai| |

$ - Total Changes
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EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY

EAGLE CITY COUNCIL MEETING
M OUNTAIN
MAY 19, 2020
TITLE: | ORDINANCE - An Ordinance of Eagle Mountain City, Utah, Approving the
Fourth Amendment to the Fiscal Year 2019-2020 Budget.
ITEM TYPE: | Ordinance
FISCAL IMPACT:
APPLICANT:
GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION CURRENT ZONE ACREAGE COMMUNITY
PUBLIC HEARING: RECOMMENDATION:
Yes
REQUIRED FINDINGS:
BACKGROUND:
PLANNING COMMISSION
ACTION/
RECOMMENDATION
PREPARED BY:

Paul Jerome, Admin

Attachments:

ORD--FY 2020 Budget Amendment #4
Exhibit A - FY2020 Budget Amendments
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https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/591520/ORD--FY_2020_Budget_Amendment__4.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/592904/Exhibit_A_-_FY2020_Budget_Amendments.pdf

ORDINANCE NO. O- -2020

AN ORDINANCE OF EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY, UTAH
AMENDING THE FISCAL YEAR 2019-2020 ANNUAL BUDGET
(FOURTH AMENDMENT)

PREAMBLE

WHEREAS, the City Council of Eagle Mountain City, Utah finds that it is in the public
interest to amend the budget for fiscal year 2019-2020; and

WHEREAS, the City Council finds that procedures for the amendments, pursuant to
Section 10-6-127 of the Utah Code, Annotated have been followed, including a public hearing if
budgetary funds are increasing;

BE IT ORDAINED by the City Council of Eagle Mountain City:

1. The City Council finds that the all required notices have been given and that a public
hearing has been conducted, public comment received and considered and that the Council may
consider and amend the budget of Eagle Mountain City as follows:

2. “FISCAL YEAR” means that year which began on the first day of July, 2019 and ends on
the last day of June, 2020.

3. APPROPRIATIONS. The budget set and adopted by the City for the fiscal year is hereby
amended and re-enacted with respect to the specific items set forth on Exhibit A hereto. From the
effective date of this budget ordinance, as outlined in the attached Exhibit A, the several amounts

stated therein as proposed expenditures shall be appropriated for the several objects and purposes
therein named.

4. This Ordinance shall be effective for fiscal year 2019-2020.

ADOPTED by the City Council of Eagle Mountain City this 19" day of May, 2020.

EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY, UTAH

ATTEST: Tom Westmoreland, Mayor

Fionnuala B. Kofoed, MMC
City Recorder
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CERTIFICATION

The above Ordinance was adopted by the City Council of Eagle Mountain City, Utah
on this 19" day of May, 2020.

Those voting aye: Those voting nay: Those excused:
O Donna Burnham O Donna Burnham O Donna Burnham
O Melissa Clark O Melissa Clark O Melissa Clark
O Colby Curtis O Colby Curtis O Colby Curtis
O Jared Gray O Jared Gray O Jared Gray
O Carolyn Love O Carolyn Love O Carolyn Love

Fionnuala B. Kofoed, MMC
City Recorder
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Exhibit A
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A LE

T A T N

EAG
& T N

M

Fund Name

General Government

Utah South Pacific Celebration Event

Independence Day Fireworks

Defribulator for Senior Center

Senior Bus Wrap Removal

Traffic Study (Lone Tree Pkwy/Bobby Wren)

Youth Council Scholarship

Digital Media Specialist

Operating System Upgrade

Salary Study Changes (All Funds + Council) + Benefits

Fast Track Fees 10-33-42420-1116
Snow Removal 10-41-44100-5721
Street Sign Maintenance 10-41-44100-5730
Library Materials from Grants 10-18-45800-5795
COVID-19 Response Materials (various)

Cemetery Landscaping Increases

Subtotal General Government:

Enterprise Funds
Fixed Based Meter Reading System
Silverlake PRV

Utility Rate Study (UB) 63-43-63000-4531

Subtotal Enterprise Funds:

Capital Projects

PE Parkway Widening (Lake Mtn. to Frontier MS)
Accomodation and Storage Renovations to City Hall
Additional City Center Trail Connections (3)

Traffic Light (Aviator and EM Blvd)

Landscape Improvements (PE Pkwy/Ranches Pkwy)
Silverlake Trees ($52k collected, $32k expended)

May 19, 2020

Original Budget Proposed Budget Increase

$ - $ 5,000.00 $ 5,000.00
$ - $ 5,000.00 $ 5,000.00
$ - $ 1,500.00 $ 1,500.00
$ - $ 3,500.00 $ 3,500.00
$ - $ 10,000.00 $ 10,000.00
$ - $ 2,000.00 $ 2,000.00
$ - $ 40,000.00 $ 40,000.00
$ - $ 3,000.00 $ 3,000.00
$ - $ 125,000.00 $ 125,000.00
$ - $ 40,000.00 $ 40,000.00
$ 80,000.00 $ 92,000.00 $ 12,000.00
$ 35,000.00 $ 50,000.00 $ 15,000.00
$ 7,000.00 $ 14,000.00 $ 7,000.00
$ - $ 25,000.00 $ 25,000.00
$ 2,500.00 $ 9,500.00 $ 7,000.00
$ 124,500.00 $ 425500.00 $ 301,000.00
$ - $ 330,000.00 $ 330,000.00
$ - $ 300,000.00 $ 300,000.00
$ - $ 20,000.00 $ 20,000.00
$ - $ 650,000.00 $ 650,000.00
$ - $ 2,000,000.00 $ 2,000,000.00
$ - $ 5,000.00 $ 5,000.00
$ - $ 50,000.00 $ 50,000.00
$ - $ 200,000.00 $ 200,000.00
$ - $ 25,000.00 $ 25,000.00
$ - $ 20,000.00 $ 20,000.00

Eagle Mountain City Budget Amendments for FY 2020

Funding Source

Fund Balance

Fund Balance

Fund Balance

Fund Balance

Fund Balance

Fund Balance

Fund Balance

Fund Balance

Fund Balance
Development Revenue
Fund Balance

Fund Balance

Grants

Fund Balance or Federal Funding
Plot Sale Revenue

Fund Balance (from '19)
Fund Balance (from '19)
Enterprise Fund Balances

Loan - State Infrastructure Bank
G.F. Fund Balance

G.F. Fund Balance/Grant Revenue
Transportation IF Fund Bal

G.F. Fund Balance

G.F. Fund Balance

Approval Date Done?

8/6/2019
8/6/2019
10/15/2019
10/15/2019
10/15/2019
10/15/2019
1/21/2020
1/21/2020

10/15/2019
10/15/2019

8/6/2019
8/6/2019
8/6/2019
10/15/2019
10/15/2019
10/15/2019

v
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Card Access Security System-City Hall/Link to C.D.
PE Parkway Widening (Lake Mtn. to Frontier MS)

Airport Road Design

Facebook Infrastructure (carry-over from FY 19) - 51 & 52
PE Park Bathroom (from FY 2019)
PE Parkway Widening (Lake Mtn. to Frontier MS)

Library Expansion
Wash Bay (CDBIdg)
PE Trench Rebuilds

Traffic Light (Lone Tree Pkwy and PE Pkwy)

Impact Fees

Transportation Loan Payment (PE Pkwy)
Transportation Impact Fee IFA/IFFP

Water Impact Fee IFA/IFFP
Sewer Impact Fee IFA/IFFP
Water Impact Fee IFFP
Water Impact Fee IFA

SITLA Impact Fee Reimbursement
Developer Impact Fee Reimbursements
Developer Impact Fee Reimbursements

To Capital Projects Fund for Lone Tree Light

Transfer to Water Fund for Project Debt Service

Debt Service

Due To Capital Project Fund
Reimbursement of Equity Buy-In
Principal Payment

Due to Capital Project Fund
Reimbursement of Equity Buy-In
Paying Agent Fee

Other

$ - $ 29,000.00 % 29,000.00

$ 2,000,000.00 $ 2,220,000.00 $ 220,000.00

$ - $ 60,000.00 $ 60,000.00

$ - $ 7,500,000.00 $ 7,500,000.00

$ - $ 120,000.00 $ 120,000.00

$ 2,220,000.00 $ 2,260,000.00 $ 40,000.00

$ 100,000.00 $ 140,000.00 $ 40,000.00

$ 100,000.00 $ 150,000.00 $ 50,000.00

$ - $ 800,000.00 $ 800,000.00

$ - $ 215,000.00 $ 215,000.00

Subtotal Capital Projects: $ 4,420,000.00 $ 15,794,000.00 $ 11,374,000.00

$ - $ 235,000.00 $ 235,000.00

$ - $ 25,000.00 $ 25,000.00

$ - $ 25,000.00 $ 25,000.00

$ - $ 25,000.00 $ 25,000.00

$ 25,000.00 $ 38,000.00 $ 13,000.00

$ - $ 25,000.00 $ 25,000.00

11-51-51000-6302 $ 15,000.00 $ 50,000.00 $ 35,000.00

12-51-52000-6310 $ 35,000.00 $ 100,000.00 $ 65,000.00

17-51-59000-6310 $ 6,800.00 $ 25,000.00 $ 18,200.00

$ - $ 215,000.00 $ 215,000.00

Subtotal Impact Fees: $ 81,800.00 $ 763,000.00 $ 681,200.00

70-61-48100-9147 - 185,000.00 $ 185,000.00

70-81-70000-6600 240,000.00 675,000.00 $ 435,000.00

72-71-47172-8111 55,000.00 250,000.00 $ 195,000.00

73-61-48100-9147 - 78,000.00 $ 78,000.00

73-81-73000-6600 120,000.00 350,000.00 $ 230,000.00

74-71-47174-8151 - 100.00 $ 100.00

Subtotal Debt Service: $ 415,000.00 $ 1,538,100.00 $ 1,123,100.00
$ -

G.F. Fund Balance
Transportation IF Fund Bal
Transportation IF Fund Bal
Facebook Reimbursment
Capital Projects Fund Balance
Transportation IF Fund Bal
G.F. Fund Balance

G.F. Fund Balance

Transportation IF Fund Bal

Fund Balance
Fund Balance
Fund Balance
Fund Balance
Fund Balance
Fund Balance
Impact Fees Received
Impact Fees Received
Impact Fees Received
Fund Balance

Assessment Revenue Received
Assessment Revenue Received
Assessment Revenue Received
Assessment Revenue Received
Assessment Revenue Received
Assessment Revenue Received

10/15/2019
1/21/2020
1/21/2020
1/21/2020

8/6/2019
8/6/2019
8/6/2019
8/6/2019
10/15/2019
10/15/2019
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Total Increase (All Funds):

*Please note that General Fund balance in excess of 25% of FY 2021's budgeted revenues at the end of FY 2020 will be transferred to the

Subtotal Other:

$ -

$ 5,041,300.00

$ 19,170,600.00

$ 14,129,300.00

General Fund Capital Projects Fund for use in completion of city capital projects.

Description

97-1 SID Eq Buy In Trans
Interest Earnings

Due To Captial Project Fund
Banking Fees

Reimbursement of Equity Buy-In

Assessments - Collected

Interest Earnings

Banking Fees

Principal

Interest

Paying Agent Fee

Due To General Fund (Admn Chrg
Attorney Fees

Reimbursement of Bond Proceeds

98-3 SID Eq Buy In Trans

98-3 SID Eq Buy In StrmWtr
Due to Capital Project Fund
Reimbursement of Equity Buy-In

Assessments - Collected
Interest Earnings
Paying Agent Fee

Account Number
70-00-34851-0000
70-00-37010-0000
70-61-48100-9147
70-71-47170-4140
70-81-70000-6600

72-00-34311-0000
72-00-37010-0000
72-71-47172-4140
72-71-47172-8111
72-71-47172-8121
72-71-47172-8151
72-71-47172-9110
72-81-72000-4121
72-81-72000-6600

73-00-34861-0000
73-00-34862-0000
73-61-48100-9147
73-81-73000-6600

74-00-34311-0000
74-00-37010-0000
74-71-47174-8151

Budget Amount
300,000.00
10.00

20.00
240,000.00

200,000.00
8,000.00
1,750.00

55,000.00
48,312.00
12,000.00
20,000.00

120,000.00
30,000.00

120,000.00

New Budget Amo Budget Adjustment

840,000.00
10.00
185,000.00
20.00
652,868.27

200,000.00
8,000.00
2,000.00

220,000.00

48,312.00
12,000.00
20,000.00

345,000.00
78,000.00
78,000.00

345,000.00

1,937.88
6,500.00
32.00

540,000.00

185,000.00

412,868.27

250.00
165,000.00

225,000.00
48,000.00
78,000.00

225,000.00

1,937.88
6,500.00
32.00

205



EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY
EAGLE CITY COUNCIL MEETING
M OUNTAIN
MAY 19, 2020
TITLE: | RESOLUTION - A Resolution of Eagle Mountain City, Utah, Approving the
Revised Sage Park Business Center Development Agreement.
ITEM TYPE: | Resolution

FISCAL IMPACT:

The applicant is requesting that the City pay for the upsizing costs of the major
collector road above a 65-foot right-of-way through the development.

Isaac Patterson

APPLICANT:
GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION CURRENT ZONE ACREAGE COMMUNITY
PUBLIC HEARING: RECOMMENDATION:
No
REQUIRED FINDINGS:
BACKGROUND:
Subsequent to the City Council approving the Development Agreement for the
PLANNING COMMISSION Sage Park Business Center and Residential Development Area, it was
ACTION/ determined that City and developer had a different understanding regarding
RECOMMENDATION . . .
whether developer would be entitled to impact fee reimbursement for
construction of the collector road in the project. This item was tabled at the
previous City Council meeting, and the applicant has returned with a revised
proposal. The developer is proposing to pay for and build a 65-foot
PREPARED BY: . . .
right-of-way that includes 40 feet of asphalt. If the road needs to be upsized to
a 77-foot or a 94-foot right-of-way, then the developer is requesting
reimbursement from the City. In addition, the developer has requested
revisions to the language with respect to an access onto Eagle Mountain
Boulevard. The developer's proposal is attached.
Steve Mumford,
Planning
Attachments:

RES--Revised Sage Park Development Agreement
AGMT--Sage Park DA Proposal 05.19.2020
Sage Park Development Agreement - Approved 12.03.2019
11.19.2019 CC Minutes - Sage Park Rezone
12.03.2019 CC Minutes - Sage Park Development Agreement
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https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/593038/RES--Revised_Sage_Park_Development_Agreement__1_.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/593035/Sage_Park_DA_Proposal_5-19-20.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/592234/Sage_Park_Development_Agreement__00465611-3xB00C1_.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/592238/11-19-2019_Approved_City_Council_Minutes.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/592235/12.03.2019_CC_Minutes_-_Sage_Park_Development_Agreement.pdf

RESOLUTION NO. R-  -2020

A RESOLUTION OF EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY, UTAH,
APPROVING THE REVISED
SAGE PARK BUSINESS CENTER DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT
PREAMBLE

WHEREAS, the City Council of Eagle Mountain City, Utah finds that it is in the public interest
to approve the Revised Sage Park Business Center Development Agreement as set forth herein;

BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of Eagle Mountain City, Utah:
1. The City Council finds that all required notices and hearings have been completed as
required by law to consider and approve the proposed Revised Sage Park Business

Center Development Agreement as set forth in Exhibit A.

2. The Revised Sage Park Business Center Development Agreement is hereby approved
as set forth more specifically in Exhibit A.

3. This Resolution shall take effect upon its first publication or posting.
ADOPTED by the City Council of Eagle Mountain City, Utah, this 19" day of May, 2020.

EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY, UTAH

Tom Westmoreland, Mayor

ATTEST:

Fionnuala B. Kofoed, MMC
City Recorder

00049042.DOC
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The above resolution was adopted by the City Council of Eagle Mountain City, Utah, on

the 19" day of May, 2020.

Those voting aye:

O Donna Burnham

O Melissa Clark

O Colby Curtis

O Jared Gray

O Carolyn Love
00049042.DOC

Those voting nay:

O

O O 0O 0O

CERTIFICATION

Donna Burnham
Melissa Clark
Colby Curtis
Jared Gray

Carolyn Love

O

O O 0O 0O

Those excused:

Donna Burnham
Melissa Clark
Colby Curtis
Jared Gray

Carolyn Love

Fionnuala B. Kofoed, MMC

City Recorder
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Exhibit A
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When Recorded Return To:

Eagle Mountain City

c/o Fionnuala Kofoed, City Recorder
1650 E. Stagecoach Run

Eagle Mountain, UT 84005

DEVELOPMENT AND USE AGREEMENT
FOR THE
SAGE PARK BUSINESS CENTER AND RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT
AREA

This Development Agreement for the Sage Park Business Center and Residential
Development Area (this “Development Agreement” or “Agreement”) is entered into between
Eagle Mountain City, a Utah municipal corporation (the “City”) and Patterson Construction, Inc.,
a Utah corporation (“Developer”). City and Developer shall be referred to as the “Parties” to this
Agreement, and individually each as a “Party”.

This Agreement is made with reference to the following facts.

A. Developer is the owner of certain real property located in Eagle Mountain City
which property is described on Exhibit A, attached hereto and incorporated herein (the
“Property”).

B. The Property is currently zoned Residential and is subject to an approved
preliminary plat (the “Approved Preliminary Plat”).

C. Developer has submitted an application to the City to rezone the Property to a mix
of Business Center and Residential, which will require Developer to vacate a portion of the
Approved Preliminary Plat.

D. The City has approved the rezone of the Property subject to developer agreeing to
the conditions and restrictions set forth in the Agreement with respect to the development and
use of the Property.

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual covenants and promises of the
Parties contained herein, and for other valuable consideration received, the Parties agree as
follows:

1. Governing Standards. The Parties agree that the recitals stated above are
incorporated into and form a part of this Agreement. Persons and entities hereafter developing or
using the Property or any portions of the project thereon shall accomplish such development in
{00487756.D0CX /}/ 2}
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accordance with the provisions of the Eagle Mountain Municipal Code (“EMMC”), ordinances,
and regulations (collectively “City’s Laws”) in effect as of the date of this Agreement, and the
provisions of this Agreement. This Agreement contains certain requirements and conditions for
development and use of the Property and the Project in addition to those contained in the City’s
Laws. Development of the Property shall be governed by the procedures, standards and
requirements of the City’s Laws in effect as of the date of this Agreement and the approved final
plat or plats for the project. In the event of a conflict between the terms of the City’s Laws then
in effect and the terms of this Agreement, the terms of this Agreement shall control.

2. General Land Use Plan. The Property shall be developed in the general
configuration as shown on the concept plan attached hereto as Exhibit B, and incorporated herein
(the “Concept Plan”). The Parties understand that the final size, configuration and layout of
buildings may vary slightly from the Concept Plan.

3. Collector Road Dedication. The Property shall be developed in the general
configuration as shown on the concept plan attached hereto and incorporated herein (the
“Concept Plan”). In consideration for the City rezoning the Property, Developer shall construct
and dedicate to the City up to a 94° wide Major Collector Road (which width shall be determined
by the City) in accordance with the design standards in Eagle Mountain City Code Table
16.35.130(b) in the location shown on the Concept Plan (the “Collector Road”). Developer shall
be reimbursed for upsizing cost for any portion of the Collector Road that is more than 65 feet
wide, including the value of the land required to upsize the Collector Road to greater than 65 feet
at unimproved agriculture land value. The 65-foot cross-section includes 40 feet of asphalt.

4. Commercial Storage Access Road. It is the understanding of the parties that the
success of this project is somewhat dependent on having Develepermay-propese-a right in / right
out access into the Project to the North of the Collector Road, as shown on the attached concepts.
The City agrees to allow an access in the general location shown on the concepts, shalt
considering the-aeeessraceordanee-with-spacing standards in the then existing EMMC

FegtHFerents.

5. Zoning and Land Uses.

A. The portion of the Property to the North of the collector road shall be zoned as
follows:

1. Up to but not exceeding nine (9) acres in the Northwest corner of the
Property shall be zoned Commercial Storage in accordance with EMMC Chapter 17.38
(the “Commercial Storage Area”). The Commercial Storage Area shall not be directly
adjacent to the Collector Road, and at least 550 feet of the frontage along Eagle Mountain
Boulevard shall be Business Park Area and not Commercial Storage Area. Self-storage
or mini-storage units shall be Permitted 2Uses within the Commercial Storage Area.

{00487756.DOCX /}/ 2}
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2.

The remaining portion of the Property to the North of the Collector Road

shall be zoned Business Park in accordance with EMMC Chapter 17.37 (the “Business
Park Area”). Unless otherwise approved by amendment to this Agreement, the following
uses shall be the only uses (permitted or conditional) allowed in the Business Park Area:

ii.
iil.

1v.

V.
Vil.
Viii.

1X.

il.

Permitted Uses:

Office buildings including professional, medical, or corporate offices or
corporate campuses;

Retail establishments such as shopping centers, grocery stores, restaurants,
banks, department stores, and similar retail uses;

Commercial fitness and recreation;

Theaters, art galleries, museums, or similar cultural and entertainment uses
Public and private utility structures or facilities (excluding
communications towers);

Public/civic buildings;

Schools;

Contract construction services establishments & contractor offices
(sometimes known as flex-use buildings); and

Day care center/preschool.

Conditional Uses:

Light manufacturing and assembly which are not obnoxious or offensive
by reason of emission of odor, dust, smoke, noxious gases, noise,
vibration, glare, heat, or other impacts, nor hazardous by way of materials,
process, product, or waste, and which encloses all equipment,
compressors, generators, and other ancillary equipment within a building
or structure; and

Auto and truck repair, but not including auto body.

Notwithstanding anything to the contrary, Developer acknowledges and agrees that the
City may deny approval of any building that is not conducive to the permitted or
conditional uses set forth herein.

B. The portion of the Property to the South of the Collector Road shall be zoned

Residential, provided that the density of the residential area cannot exceed the density that would
have been allowed under the Approved Preliminary Plat.

5. Right to Develop. The City’s approval of this Agreement grants to the
Developer the right to develop the Property and 3construct the project in accordance with the

{00487756.DOCX /}/ 2}
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uses, improvements and general configuration of development for the project set forth in this
Agreement and the Concept Plan for the Property. In the event of any conflict between the City
Code and the express terms of this Agreement, the express terms of this Agreement shall control.

6. Dedication of Facilities. Developer agrees to improve and dedicate to the City,
free and clear of all financial encumbrances, all required utilities, streets, utility facilities, and
other public improvements for the use of utilities, roads, and other public ways. These facilities
shall be dedicated in conjunction with the approvals of the respective subdivision plats within the
Property.

7. Developers’ Remedies Upon Default. Developer acknowledges and agrees that
Developers’ sole and exclusive remedy under this Agreement shall be specific performance of
the development rights granted in this Agreement and City's obligations under this Agreement.
IN NO EVENT SHALL CITY BE LIABLE TO DEVELOPERS, THEIR SUCCESSORS OR
ASSIGNS, FOR ANY INDIRECT, SPECIAL, PUNITIVE, INCIDENTAL OR
CONSEQUENTIAL DAMAGES, INCLUDING, WITHOUT LIMITATION, LOST PROFITS,
COSTS OF DELAY, OR LIABILITIES TO THIRD PARTIES.

8. City’s Remedies Upon Default. Upon default of any of the requirements of this
Agreement, the City may withhold all further reviews, approvals, licenses, building permits
and/or other permits for development until the Default has been cured, or if the default is not able
to be immediately cured, Developer is actively to cure the default. The City may further exercise
its right to draw on any security posted or provided in connection with the project and relating to
remedying of the particular default. The City may further exercise all rights and remedies
available at law and in equity, including, but not limited to, injunctive relief or specific
performance.

9. Reserved Powers. The parties agree that the City reserves certain legislative
powers to amend its Code to apply standards for development and construction generally
applicable throughout the City. However, it is the intent of the parties to vest the Developer with
the specific land uses and maximum densities for the Property specifically identified in this
Agreement. Subject to the terms and conditions of this Agreement, Developer shall be required
to comply in accordance with the provisions of the Code, ordinances, and regulations
(collectively “City’s Laws”) in effect as of the date of this Agreement, and the provisions of this
Agreement as of the date of execution.

10. Term of Agreement. The term of this Agreement shall commence upon execution
of this Agreement and shall continue for a period of twenty (20) year anniversary of this
Agreement, provide that the City acknowledges that any approved and existing uses at the
expiration of this Agreement may continue as non-conforming uses.

11. Miscellaneous Provisions:

{00487756.DOCX /}/ 2}
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A. Integration. This Agreement constitutes the entire understanding and agreement
between the Parties, and supersedes any previous agreement, representation, or understanding
between the Parties relating to the subject matter hereof; provided however, that the Code shall
govern the procedures and standards for approval of each subdivision and public improvement.

B. Severable. The provisions of this Agreement are severable, and should any
provision hereof be deemed unenforceable or invalid, such unenforceability or invalidity
provision shall not affect the remaining provisions of this Agreement.

C. Waiver. Any waiver by any Party hereto of any breach of any kind or character
what so ever by the other Party, whether such waiver be direct or implied, shall not be construed
as a continuing waiver of or consent to any subsequent breach of this Agreement on the part of
another Party.

D. No Modification. This Agreement may not be modified except by an instrument
in writing signed by the Parties hereto.

E. Governing Law. This Agreement shall be interpreted, construed and enforced
according to the laws of the State of Utah.

F. Costs of Enforcement. In the event of default on the part of any Party to this
Agreement, that Party shall be liable for all costs and expenses incurred by the other Parties
enforcing the provisions of this Agreement, whether or not legal action is instituted.

G. Binding Effect. This Agreement shall run with the land and be binding upon and
inure to the benefit of the successors, heirs and assigns of the Parties hereto, and to any entities
resulting from the reorganization, consolidation, or merger of any Party hereto.

H. Agreement to Run With the Land. This Agreement shall be recorded against the
Property and shall be deemed to run with the land and shall be binding on Developer and all
successors and assigns of any of the foregoing.

DATED this day of ,201

PATTERSON CONSTRUCTION, INC.

By:
Print Name:
Title:
STATE OF UTAH ) P
SS:

{00487756.DOCX /}/ 2}
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COUNTY OF UTAH )

On this day of , 201 personally appeared before me
, who acknowledged to me that he had authority to and did
execute the foregoing document on behalf of Patterson Construction, Inc.

Notary Public

{00487756.DOCX /}/ 2}
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DATED this day of

ATTEST:

City Recorder

Approved as to form:

City Attorney

{00487756.DOCX /}/ 2}

, 201

EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY

Tom Westmoreland, Mayor
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EXHIBIT A
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EXHIBIT B
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When Recorded Return To:

Eagle Mountain City

c/o Fionnuala Kofoed, City Recorder
1650 E. Stagecoach Run

Eagle Mountain, UT 84005

DEVELOPMENT AND USE AGREEMENT
FOR THE
SAGE PARK BUSINESS CENTER AND RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT
AREA

This Development Agreement for the Sage Park Business Center and Residential
Development Area (this “Development Agreement” or “Agreement”) is entered into between
Eagle Mountain City, a Utah municipal corporation (the “City”) and Patterson Construction, Inc.,
a Utah corporation (“Developer”). City and Developer shall be referred to as the “Parties” to this
Agreement, and individually each as a “Party”.

This Agreement is made with reference to the following facts.

A Developer is the owner of certain real property located in Eagle Mountain City
which property is described on Exhibit A, attached hereto and incorporated herein (the
“Property™).

B. The Property is currently zoned Residential and is subject to an approved
preliminary plat (the “Approved Preliminary Plat”).

C. Developer has submitted an application to the City to rezone the Property to a mix
of Business Center and Residential, which will require Developer to vacate a portion of the
Approved Preliminary Plat.

D. The City has approved the rezone of the Property subject to developer agreeing to
the conditions and restrictions set forth in the Agreement with respect to the development and
use of the Property.

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual covenants and promises of the
Parties contained herein, and for other valuable consideration received, the Parties agree as
follows:

1. Governing Standards. The Parties agree that the recitals stated above are
incorporated into and form a part of this Agreement. Persons and entities hereafter developing or
using the Property or any portions of the project thereon shall accomplish such development in
{00465611.DOCX / 3}/ 2}
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accordance with the provisions of the Eagle Mountain Municipal Code (“EMMC”), ordinances,
and regulations (collectively “City’s Laws”) in effect as of the date of this Agreement, and the
provisions of this Agreement. This Agreement contains certain requirements and conditions for
development and use of the Property and the Project in addition to those contained in the City’s
Laws. Development of the Property shall be governed by the procedures, standards and
requirements of the City’s Laws in effect as of the date of this Agreement and the approved final
plat or plats for the project. In the event of a conflict between the terms of the City’s Laws then
in effect and the terms of this Agreement, the terms of this Agreement shall control.

2. General Land Use Plan. The Property shall be developed in the general
configuration as shown on the concept plan attached hereto as Exhibit B, and incorporated herein
(the “Concept Plan”). The Parties understand that the final size, configuration and layout of
buildings may vary slightly from the Concept Plan.

3. Collector Road Dedication. The Property shall be developed in the general
configuration as shown on the concept plan attached hereto and incorporated herein (the
“Concept Plan™). In consideration for the City rezoning the Property, Developer shall construct
and dedicate to the City a 94" wide Major Collector Road in accordance with the design
standards in Eagle Mountain City Code Table 16.35.130(b) in the location shown on the Concept
Plan (the “Collector Road”).

4. Commercial Storage Access Road. It is the understanding of the parties that
Developer may propose a right in / right out access into the Project to the North of the Collector
Road. The City shall consider the access in accordance with the then existing EMMC
requirements.

5. Zoning and Land Uses.

A The portion of the Property to the North of the collector road shall be zoned as
follows:

1. Up to but not exceeding nine (9) acres in the Northwest corner of the
Property shall be zoned Commercial Storage in accordance with EMMC Chapter 17.38
(the “Commercial Storage Area”). The Commercial Storage Area shall not be directly
adjacent to the Collector Road, and at least 550 feet of the frontage along Eagle Mountain
Boulevard shall be Business Park Area and not Commercial Storage Area. Self-storage
or mini-storage units shall be Permitted Uses within the Commercial Storage Area.

2. The remaining portion of the Property to the North of the Collector Road
shall be zoned Business Park in accordance with EMMC Chapter 17.37 (the “Business
Park Area”). Unless otherwise approved by amendment to this Agreement, the following
uses shall be the only uses (permitted or 2conditional) allowed in the Business Park Area:

{00465611.DOCX / 3}/ 2}
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a. Permitted Uses:

i. Office buildings including professional, medical, or corporate offices or
corporate campuses;
ii. Retail establishments such as shopping centers, grocery stores, restaurants,
banks, department stores, and similar retail uses;
iii. Commercial fitness and recreation;
iv. Theaters, art galleries, museums, or similar cultural and entertainment uses
v. Public and private utility structures or facilities (excluding
communications towers);
vi. Public/civic buildings;
vii. Schools;
viii. Contract construction services establishments & contractor offices
(sometimes known as flex-use buildings); and
ix. Day care center/preschool.

b. Conditional Uses:

I. Light manufacturing and assembly which are not obnoxious or offensive
by reason of emission of odor, dust, smoke, noxious gases, noise,
vibration, glare, heat, or other impacts, nor hazardous by way of materials,
process, product, or waste, and which encloses all equipment,
compressors, generators, and other ancillary equipment within a building
or structure; and

ii. Auto and truck repair, but not including auto body.

Notwithstanding anything to the contrary, Developer acknowledges and agrees that the
City may deny approval of any building that is not conducive to the permitted or
conditional uses set forth herein.

B. The portion of the Property to the South of the Collector Road shall be zoned
Residential, provided that the density of the residential area cannot exceed the density that would
have been allowed under the Approved Preliminary Plat.

6. Right to Develop. The City’s approval of this Agreement grants to the Developer
the right to develop the Property and construct the project in accordance with the uses,
improvements and general configuration of development for the project set forth in this
Agreement and the Concept Plan for the Property. In the event of any conflict between the City
Code and the express terms of this Agreement, the express terms of this Agreement shall control.

7. Dedication of Facilities. 3Developer agrees to improve and dedicate to
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the City, free and clear of all financial encumbrances, all required utilities, streets, utility
facilities, and other public improvements for the use of utilities, roads, and other public ways.
These facilities shall be dedicated in conjunction with the approvals of the respective subdivision
plats within the Property.

8. Developers’ Remedies Upon Default. Developer acknowledges and agrees that
Developers’ sole and exclusive remedy under this Agreement shall be specific performance of
the development rights granted in this Agreement and City's obligations under this Agreement.
IN NO EVENT SHALL CITY BE LIABLE TO DEVELOPERS, THEIR SUCCESSORS OR
ASSIGNS, FOR ANY INDIRECT, SPECIAL, PUNITIVE, INCIDENTAL OR
CONSEQUENTIAL DAMAGES, INCLUDING, WITHOUT LIMITATION, LOST PROFITS,
COSTS OF DELAY, OR LIABILITIES TO THIRD PARTIES.

9. City’s Remedies Upon Default. Upon default of any of the requirements of this
Agreement, the City may withhold all further reviews, approvals, licenses, building permits
and/or other permits for development until the Default has been cured, or if the default is not able
to be immediately cured, Developer is actively to cure the default. The City may further exercise
its right to draw on any security posted or provided in connection with the project and relating to
remedying of the particular default. The City may further exercise all rights and remedies
available at law and in equity, including, but not limited to, injunctive relief or specific
performance.

10. Reserved Powers. The parties agree that the City reserves certain legislative
powers to amend its Code to apply standards for development and construction generally
applicable throughout the City. However, it is the intent of the parties to vest the Developer with
the specific land uses and maximum densities for the Property specifically identified in this
Agreement. Subject to the terms and conditions of this Agreement, Developer shall be required
to comply in accordance with the provisions of the Code, ordinances, and regulations
(collectively “City’s Laws”) in effect as of the date of this Agreement, and the provisions of this
Agreement as of the date of execution.

11.  Term of Agreement. The term of this Agreement shall commence upon execution
of this Agreement and shall continue for a period of twenty (20) year anniversary of this
Agreement, provide that the City acknowledges that any approved and existing uses at the
expiration of this Agreement may continue as non-conforming uses.

12. Miscellaneous Provisions:

A. Integration. This Agreement constitutes the entire understanding and agreement
between the Parties, and supersedes any previous agreement, representation, or understanding
between the Parties relating to the subject matter hereof; provided however, that the Code shall
govern the procedures and standards for approval of each subdivision and public
improvement. 4
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B. Severable. The provisions of this Agreement are severable, and should any
provision hereof be deemed unenforceable or invalid, such unenforceability or invalidity
provision shall not affect the remaining provisions of this Agreement.

C. Waiver. Any waiver by any Party hereto of any breach of any kind or character
what so ever by the other Party, whether such waiver be direct or implied, shall not be construed
as a continuing waiver of or consent to any subsequent breach of this Agreement on the part of
another Party.

D. No Modification. This Agreement may not be modified except by an instrument
in writing signed by the Parties hereto.

E. Governing Law. This Agreement shall be interpreted, construed and enforced
according to the laws of the State of Utah.

F. Costs of Enforcement. In the event of default on the part of any Party to this
Agreement, that Party shall be liable for all costs and expenses incurred by the other Parties
enforcing the provisions of this Agreement, whether or not legal action is instituted.

G. Binding Effect. This Agreement shall run with the land and be binding upon and
inure to the benefit of the successors, heirs and assigns of the Parties hereto, and to any entities
resulting from the reorganization, consolidation, or merger of any Party hereto.

H. Agreement to Run With the Land. This Agreement shall be recorded against the
Property and shall be deemed to run with the land and shall be binding on Developer and all
successors and assigns of any of the foregoing.

DATED this day of , 201

PATTERSON CONSTRUCTION, INC.

By:

Print Name:

Title:
STATE OF UTAH )

SS:
COUNTY OF UTAH )
On this day of 5 , 201 personally

appeared before me , who
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acknowledged to me that he had authority to and did execute the foregoing document on behalf
of Patterson Construction, Inc.

Notary Public
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DATED this day of , 201

ATTEST: EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY

City Recorder Tom Westmoreland, Mayor

Approved as to form:

City Attorney
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EXHIBIT A
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EXHIBIT B
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o~ EAGLE MOUNTAIN
N\ CITY COUNCIL MEETING MINUTES

November 19, 2019, 4:00 p.m.
E A G L E Eagle Mountain City Council Chambers
O U N

M T A I N 1650 East Stagecoach Run, Eagle Mountain, Utah 84005

4:00 P.M. WORK SESSION - CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS

ELECTED OFFICIALS PRESENT: Mayor Tom Westmoreland, Councilmembers Colby Curtis,
Benjamin Reaves, Donna Burnham, Stephanie Gricius, and Melissa Clark.

CITY STAFF PRESENT: Ifo Pili, City Administrator; Paul Jerome, Assistant City
Administrator/Finance Director; Jeremy Cook, City Attorney; Fionnuala Kofoed, City Recorder;
Lianne Pengra, Recording Secretary; Steve Mumford, Community Development Director;
Michael Hadley, Planning Manager; Jessa Porter, Planner; Chris Trusty, City Engineer; Linda
Peterson, Communications Director; Jeff Weber, Facility Director; Angela Valenzuela, Human
Resource Manager; Mack Straw, Public Utilities Manager; Zac Hilton, Streets and Storm Drain
Manager; Brad Hickman, Parks and Recreation Director; Ross Fowlks, Fire Chief; and Eric
McDowell, Chief Deputy.

Mayor Westmoreland called the meeting to order at 4:07 p.m.
I CITY ADMINISTRATOR INFORMATION ITEMS
1.LA.  PRESENTATION - Safe Routes to School Programs
City Administrator Ifo Pili introduced Stacey Allen, who presented on safe routes to school.

Ms. Allen explained Safe Routes Utah is a free Utah Department of Transportation (UDOT)
program. Safe Routes Utah’s goal is to help children get to and from school safely, while
educating children on the benefits of walking and biking to school. Every elementary, middle,
and junior high school must have a safe route to school plan. The Safe Routes Utah website has
a mapping program for parents to view their children’s safe route to school. Schools can also use
the mapping program to draft their safe route plans.

Utah Code requires every school to have a committee, typically the school community council,
which creates the school’s safe route to school plan. The committee must update the plan every
year, and submit it to the school district for approval. The school district then sends the plan to
UDOT.

Ms. Allen stated some entities are not aware of the approvals required for the safe routes plans.
Her organization is educating schools, school districts, and cities of the safe routes to school

Processes.

Councilmember Curtis asked which entity bears the burden of developing the actual safe routes
to school. Ms. Allen explained her organization does not determine that responsibility. She
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ehcourages school committees to work collaboratively with city representatives, public safety
departments, and parents to determine appropriate safe routes to school. She stated grants are
available to committees with completed safe routes to school plans.

Councilmember Burnham expressed concern that the City does not currently have a
representative on the local school committees.

Frontier Middle School Principal Jared Becar stated Alpine School District is reviewing the
school’s safe routes to school plan for the first time. He stated there are many needs, but funding
is not always available.

Ms. Allen explained the lack of communication regarding safe routes to school plans can cause
issues, which is why her organization is informing communities of the requirement.

Alpine School District Board Member Julie King explained elementary schools are opening
August 2020 and August 2021. She is working with Alpine School District's School Board to set
up quarterly meetings with affected entities, including the City.

Community Development Director Steve Mumford explained the City worked with Black Ridge
Elementary and received a grant for their safe routes to school. The school did not have a plan in
place, so they created one in order to obtain the grant.

1.B.  DISCUSSION — Power Corridor Development and Use

Mr. Mumford explained that Municipal Code defines unbuildable land but does not prohibit
structures on it. He showed examples of development within the power corridor throughout the
City, as well as development in power corridors in other cities.

Discussion ensued regarding when improvements were made in the City’s power corridor.

Mr. Mumford stated the Parkway Crossroads mixed-use project recently received approval for a
conditional use permit from the Planning Commission. He explained the applicant proposes
donating a 5,788-square foot parcel to the City for future right-of-way expansion, in exchange
for a perpetual parking easement in the power corridor. The daycare business in Parkway
Crossroads would also like to utilize a section of the corridor for grass and fencing to add a play
area.

Mr. Mumford informed the Council the Planning Commission felt it was appropriate to allow the
applicant to utilize the power corridor, if the applicant improves the section of the corridor to the
south of the Parkway Crossroads parking lot to Ranches Parkway, and between the existing
Parkway Crossroads project and the City trail. He stated options for allowing the applicant to
use the corridor include easements, a long-term lease, or land disposal or sale.

Councilmember Curtis stated lots should not be placed in power corridors, but parking lots and
improved open space are reasonable uses.
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Councilmember Gricius stated the City should consider the height of the powerlines when
allowing park amenities in the corridor.

Councilmember Clark agreed with the proposed uses in the corridor and requested the City
Attorney provide guidance regarding allowing the use through easements, long-term leases, or
land disposal or sale.

Councilmember Curtis stated the applicant is donating land to the City and is improving
additional City property; the City is receiving a benefit for allowing the applicant to develop City
property that would otherwise be unusable.

City Attorney Jeremy Cook stated a lease would need to be long enough to be useful for the life
of the building; a fifty-year ground lease would be appropriate. He explained if the land is sold
to the applicant, a right of first refusal can be included to ensure the use of the land remains
consistent with the Council’s desire.

Parkway Crossroads owner Scot Hazard explained a long-term lease is not favorable for
financing, as it encumbers the property. He would prefer to purchase the land or be granted a
perpetual right of use easement.

Mr. Cook stated selling the property to the applicant would be more favorable to the City than a
perpetual use agreement. As the property is in the power corridor, the value likely will not be
high. He will determine the value and bring a property disposal application back to the Council
for approval.

Discussion ensued regarding a previous land swap between Mr. Hazard and the City.

Mr. Hazard explained he has received preliminary approval for the proposed improvements from
Delynn Rodeback with Rocky Mountain Power. Michael Lang with Rocky Mountain Power
explained the concerns Rocky Mountain Power have are regarding clearance of structures,
lighting, and vegetation.

City Recorder Fionnuala Kofoed stated the City has a lot of land that is potentially disposable.
She asked if this decision marks a change to the Council’s direction regarding land disposal, or if
this project would differentiate from other potentially disposable land.

Councilmember Curtis stated this project is different due to the benefit the City will receive from
the donation of right-of-way.

2. CONCEPT PLAN
2.A. Brylee Development Concept Plan
This item was removed from the agenda at the applicant’s request.

3. AGENDA REVIEW
230
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i3, BID AWARDS
13.A. Smith Ranch Road Traffic Signal Installation — Cache Valley Electric

Councilmember Curtis confirmed with staff that this item is included in the approved
budget.

13.B. Test Pumping Ault Well Bid Award -- Rhino Pumping

Councilmember Curtis asked why the owner of the Ault well is considering selling to the
City. Mr. Trusty explained the owner previously used the well for irrigation of a sod
farm but has since sold the sold farm to Flagship Homes. This well is a better option than
the City previously pursued for well number six. If the well proves to be sufficient, the
City will purchase it from the existing owner.

14. BOND RELEASES
14.B. Hidden Hollow Phase B Plat | — Into Warranty

Councilmember Clark confirmed with staff that all issues related to blasting have been
corrected in the Hidden Hollow area.

14.E. Hidden Hollow Phase A Plat 2 — Out of Warranty
This item was removed from the agenda at staff’s request.
16.  PRELIMINARY PLATS & SITE PLANS

16.A. John Walden Clubhouse — Site Plan

Mr. Mumford explained the Planning Commission recommended approval of this site
plan with a condition of approval requiring the access to the trash receptacles and
catering loading area be moved, and the trash receptacles be relocated to another area.
He presented the applicant's proposed loading area location, which is accessed off a
roundabout. Staff worked with the applicant to address concerns regarding the access
from the roundabout. He stated vegetation could be included to address screening
concerns but would need to be designed in such a way as to not obscure visibility.

Applicant representative Chad Spencer requested the Council allow the plan to remain as
originally presented. A kitchen is located near the proposed dumpster enclosure, and the
access point allows easy delivery for catering companies. They have worked with the
City Engineer to ensure traffic flows functionally and safely; with the proposed design,
vehicles will not be required to back up near sidewalks.
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Councilmember Burnham asked if the item can remain on the consent agenda with the
removal of the Planning Commission's recommended condition of approval. Ms. Kofoed
explained the Council should make their decision known during the work session, and
note in the motion that the Council’s approval is as amended.

Councilmember Burnham stated the access point will not have a high amount of traffic,
and should remain as proposed. Councilmember Gricius agreed and stated catering
vehicles will not be arriving during peak traffic times.

16.B. Overland Village 1 Clubhouse — Preliminary Plat

Councilmember Curtis confirmed with staff that the site plan has been approved; this
item will create a plat for the clubhouse.

16.C. Eagle Vision — Preliminary Plat Amendment

Planning Manager Mike Hadley stated the preliminary plat amendment divides the
existing lot into two lots; the second lot will remain in the ownership of Eagle Vision, but
a building on that lot may be rented to other entities. The lots will have separate tax
identification numbers. Any changes to the approved site plan will require approval from
the Planning Commission and City Council.

Mr. Mumford explained this situation is like the lots surrounding Ridley's. Some parcels
are leased, and some are sold to other entities.

Regarding the Planning Commission's concerns about setbacks and space between
buildings, Mr. Hadley explained the buildings must meet all requirements in Municipal
Code. A cross-access easement is required to ensure parking is provided for both
buildings.

Councilmember Clark asked if staff had concerns regarding timing of the parking lot
construction.

Mr. Mumford explained the first building cannot be occupied until all parking is
completed, as the parking was included in the original site plan approval.

17.  ORDINANCES/PUBLIC HEARINGS

17.A. ORDINANCE/PUBLIC HEARING -- An Ordinance of Eagle Mountain
City, Utah Rezoning the Sage Park Business Center property from
Residential to Business Park and Commercial Storage.

Mr. Mumford explained the preliminary plat for Sage Park was approved in 2007.
Previously, the General Plan designated this property as Mixed Use Residential. The
updated General Plan now contains a collector road and designates the property north of
the collector road as Employment Center/Campus, and south of the collector as

232

Eagle Mountain City Council Meeting — November 19, 2019 Page 5 of 17



Neighborhood Residential One. It is currently zoned Residential. The applicant is
proposing a rezone to Business Park and Commercial Storage; staff believes the Business
Park zone would be sufficient, with specific uses prohibited.

Councilmember Clark asked how many residential units are approved in the proposed
Business Park zone. Mr. Mumford said he will find out the number of lots north of the
collector road on the approved preliminary plat. The applicant has worked with the City
regarding the location of the collector road to ensure homes do not front the road, and to
create a safe intersection at Eagle Mountain Boulevard.

The applicant has provided two potential concept plans; both plans include 10.79 acres of
commercial storage in the northern section, as well as an office/warehouse buffer
between the storage facility and residential zones. An amended concept plan was
submitted in response to discussions with the Planning Commission and City Council.
This plan includes commercial business park and mixed-use/multifamily area south of the
collector road.

The Planning Commission recommended approval of a rezone to the Business Park zone.
Conditions of approval include limiting the storage facility area to nine acres and that a
development agreement is approved by the City Council that restricts permitted and
conditional uses in the rezone area.

Mr. Mumford explained the rezone must comply with the intent of the General Plan; the
Council must determine if this use complies with the stated intent of the Employment
Center/Campus designation.

Councilmember Curtis expressed concern that some uses do not comply with the General
Plan and asked what zone most closely complies with the Employment Center/Campus
designation. Mr. Mumford said some uses in the Commercial zone comply well, as do
uses in the Business Park zone.

Applicant Isaac Patterson stated the proposed mixed-use buildings south of the collector
road will be like the Direct Communications building in The Ranches. The mixed-use
buildings north of the collector road will be similar to the flex space in Gateway Park.

There are approximately six to ten employees per unit at the Gateway park location, and
the storage facility will employ approximately five employees.

Councilmember Curtis stated the commercial use complies with the General Plan, but
storage facilities do not fit within the Employment Center/Campus designation.

Councilmember Clark expressed concern regarding allowing storage facilities inside
employment centers, similar to what has been approved in Lehi.

Discussion ensued regarding commercial uses near storage facilities.
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Councilmember Burnham said denying the rezone will result in residential development
within the Employment Center/Campus designation; neither option is compatible.

Councilmember Reaves stated the Council has determined the General Plan should not be
changed based on requests from developers.

Councilmember Curtis stated the use is incompatible, and the City already has three
approved storage facilities.

Applicant Wayne Patterson explained the flex space will provide jobs and asked that the
Council allow the market to determine if there are too many storage facilities in the area.

Councilmember Gricius explained the options to the Council include adding eighteen
businesses, or twenty homes. The businesses will generate daytime population for the
City, and the collector road will act as a buffer between the commercial and residential
uses.

Councilmember Curtis stated if the rezone is approved, all uses in the zone are allowed.
Mr. Wayne Patterson explained they have agreed to a development agreement that limits
the uses within the rezone area.

Councilmember Clark asked if storage facilities are a deterrent to commercial businesses.
Economic Development Director Aaron Sanborn explained it depends on the specific
business type. He said that in Utah County, there are areas around existing storage
facilities with flex-use commercial space.

Mr. Isaac Patterson said the rezone area is on the edge of the Employment
Center/Campus designation, not in the center of the designation.

Councilmember Burnham stated if the residential lots remain, the City is giving up
commercial business area. She stated single-family residential units should not be
directly adjacent to an employment center.

Mr. Isaac Patterson said the rezone area is 20 acres; the Business Park zone will replace
approximately 60 to 70 homes.

17.B. ORDINANCE/PUBLIC HEARING — An Ordinance of Eagle Mountain
City, Utah, Amending the Eagle Mountain Municipal Code Chapter
2.10.010 Mayor Compensation and Chapter 2.15.010 City Council
Compensation.

City Administrator Ifo Pili explained the City recently contracted with NFP to conduct a
compensation study for City employees, the City Council, and the Mayor. He stated the
last time the City Council and Mayor salaries were updated was in 2006. Data the City
received showed the City Council's stipend to be the lowest, and most other
municipalities offer benefits to councilmembers. Mr. Pili stated his recommendation is to
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increase the monthly pay for Councilmembers from $500 to $1,100. As most
Councilmembers do not want to receive benefits from the City, he recommends adding a
$200 monthly allowance for incidentals.

Mr. Pili explained the current ordinance regarding the Mayor’s salary states the City
cannot provide benefits above the salary amount in Municipal Code; if the Mayor collects
benefits, the cost of the benefits is taken from the salary total. Mr. Pili stated his proposal
to keep the Mayor's salary as it currently stands and provide benefits and a car allowance
in addition to the salary. The car allowance will allow City vehicles to be more available
to staff, as the Mayor will no longer use City vehicles.

Regarding full-time versus part-time mayoral status, Mr. Pili said the consideration
should be primary or secondary employment, instead. If the Mayor’s primary employer
is the City, he should be provided for similarly as other employees.

4. ADJOURN TO A CLOSED EXECUTIVE SESSION

No closed session was held. Mayor Westmoreland adjourned the meeting at 6:14 p.m.

5. CALL TO ORDER

Mayor Westmoreland called the meeting to order at 7:09 p.m.

9. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The Presentation of Colors and Pledge of Allegiance were led by Pack and Troop 111.

BOARD OF CANVASSERS - CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS

BOARD MEMBERS PRESENT: Board Chair Tom Westmoreland, Board Members Colby
Curtis, Benjamin Reaves, Donna Burnham, Stephanie Gricius, and Melissa Clark.

CITY STAFF PRESENT: [Ifo Pili, City Administrator, Paul Jerome, Assistant City
Administrator/Finance Director; Jeremy Cook, City Attorney; Fionnuala Kofoed, City Recorder;
Lianne Pengra, Recording Secretary; Steve Mumford, Community Development Director;
Michael Hadley, Planning Manager; Chris Trusty, City Engineer; Linda Peterson,
Communications Director; Ross Fowlks, Fire Chief; and Eric McDowell, Chief Deputy.

Mayor Westmoreland recessed the meeting and convened as the Board of Canvassers at 7:13
p.m.

6. MOTION

6.A. MOTION - Approve the Results of the 2019 General Election.
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City Recorder Fionnuala Kofoed presented information to the Council regarding the results of
the 2019 General Election. The top three candidates with the most votes are Colby Curtis, Jared
Gray, and Carolyn Love.

The Utah County Elections Office reported the following numbers:

e 14,145 eligible registered voters.
13,888 ballots were mailed and a total of 2,915 were counted for a 20.61% return rate.

e 13 provisional ballots were issued and 12 were counted. The one provisional ballot not
counted had incomplete information.

e 69 ballots were not accepted due to a missing signature, signature not matching, invalid
postmark, or ballots returned from the primary election.

e 73 voters cast ballots in person on Election day.

Ms. Kofoed explained that the County attempts to contact individuals in the instance of missing
or not matching signatures.

MOTION: Board Member Gricius moved that the Board of Canvassers verify the
results of the election by ratifying the results of the canvass, accept the
report of the election and certify the election results, and declare four-year
City Council candidates Colby Curtis, Carolyn Love, and Jared Gray
elected. Board Member Burnham seconded the motion. Those voting aye:
Colby Curtis, Stephanie Gricius, Benjamin Reaves, Donna Burnham, and
Melissa Clark. The motion passed with a unanimous vote.

7. ADJOURNMENT
MOTION: Board Member Gricius moved to adjourn the Board of Canvassers meeting.
Board Member Clark seconded the motion. Those voting aye: Colby Curtis,

Stephanie Gricius, Benjamin Reaves, Donna Burnham, and Melissa Clark.
The motion passed with a unanimous vote.

The Board of Canvassers meeting was adjourned at 7:22 p.m.
7:00 P.M. POLICY SESSION - CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS

ELECTED OFFICIALS PRESENT: Mayor Tom Westmoreland, Councilmembers Colby Curtis,
Benjamin Reaves, Donna Burnham, Stephanie Gricius, and Melissa Clark.

CITY STAFF PRESENT: Ifo Pili, City Administrator; Paul Jerome, Assistant City
Administrator/Finance Director; Jeremy Cook, City Attorney; Fionnuala Kofoed, City Recorder;
Lianne Pengra, Recording Secretary; Steve Mumford, Community Development Director;
Michael Hadley, Planning Manager; Chris Trusty, City Engineer; Linda Peterson,
Communications Director; Ross Fowlks, Fire Chief; and Eric McDowell, Chief Deputy.

8. CALIL TO ORDER
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Mayor Westmoreland called the meeting to order at 7:22 p.m.

10.

I1.

INFORMATION ITEMS/UPCOMING EVENTS

Bag the Leaf — Eagle Mountain City is offering our annual free bagged leaf pickup and
disposal service through November 22. Information is available on the City website,
News section.

Amnie Get Your Gun — The Eagle Mountain Arts Alliance presents an Eagle Mountain
Community Theatre production of Annie Get Your Gun, November 21, 22, 23, and 25
starting at 7:00 p.m. each evening at Frontier Middle School. Tickets are available at
EagleMountainArts.com.

Turkey Trot — Eagle Mountain City’s annual Turkey Trot fun run/walk will be held on
Thanksgiving morning, November 28 at Wride Memorial Park. This event is free, with
prizes, refreshments and giveaways. Register at emcity.org/turkey.

Statue Unveiling Ceremony — Save the Date for Friday, December 6 at 7:00 p.m. as a
special ceremony will be held to unveil a statue that has been generously donated to the
Pony Express Memorial Cemetery by a resident and his company. More details to come!

Christmas Village - Eagle Mountain City will hold our Christmas Village and Boutique
Event on December 7 from 5:30 p.m. to 9:00 p.m. at Wride Memorial Park. Free
activities will include visits with Santa and his reindeer, blacksmith demo, petting zoo,
boutique vendor booths, mini pony carriage rides, carolers, and food trucks. If you bring
Santa a letter complete with name and address, you will receive a return letter in the mail.
Please visit emcity.org/events and click on the Christmas Village link on the calendar.

City Offices Closed — The City Offices and Library will be closed Thursday, November
28 and Friday, November 29 for the Thanksgiving holiday, December 23 to 25 for the
Christmas holiday, and January 1, 2020 for the New Year holiday.

PUBLIC COMMENTS

Mayor Westmoreland opened public comment at 7:26 p.m.

Lois Heber stated this is her last month serving on the Military and Veterans Advisory Board.
She explained a member of the Board has been abusing her. She has told three Councilmembers
about the behavior and feels that one Councilmember has condoned the abusive behavior. She
asked the Councilmembers to research ways to help veterans in the community.

Mayor Westmoreland thanked Ms. Heber for her service to the City. He stated it is important
that those representing the City treat others with dignity and respect.

Councilmember Curtis thanked Ms. Heber for making him aware of the situation.
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Councilmember Gricius thanked Ms. Heber for her service to the City and the Country.
Mayor Westmoreland closed public comment at 7:31 p.m.

Mayor Westmoreland explained item number two, the Brylee Development concept plan, was
removed from the agenda at the applicant’s request, and item number 14.E., the bond release for
Hidden Hollow Phase A Plat 2 — Out of Warranty, was removed from the agenda at staff’s
request.

12. CITY COUNCIL/MAYOR’S ITEMS

Councilmember Reaves

Councilmember Reaves expressed his appreciation for the Scout Troop's flag ceremony. He
thanked the residents for the opportunity to serve as Councilmember for the past four years, and
congratulated Councilmember Curtis and Councilmembers-elect Love and Gray.

Councilmember Clark

Councilmember Clark thanked the Scout Troop for the flag ceremony and said the troop is
sponsored by the American Legion. The Veterans Breakfast was well-attended, and many
people worked together to make the event special for the community’s veterans. She
congratulated the Eagle Mountain Community Theatre on their nominations from Broadway
Now.

Councilmember Gricius

Councilmember Gricius stated that although she will not be on City Council after the end of the
year, she will still be involved with the City. She asked the newly-elected Councilmembers to
use her as a reference, as there is much for them to learn.

Councilmember Curtis
Councilmember Curtis thanked the scouts and veterans for their attendance. He congratulated
the newly-elected Councilmembers and thanked all who ran.

Councilmember Burnham

Councilmember Burnham thanked the scouts and veterans and stated those who attended the
Veterans Breakfast were very appreciative. She asked the Councilmembers to continue serving
at future Veterans Breakfasts in order to allow the Board Members to participate in the event,
instead of cook and serve. She thanked those who ran in the General Election and congratulated
the recently elected Councilmembers.

Mayor Westmoreland
Mayor Westmoreland said it is the anniversary of the Gettysburg Address, which is a very

important point in the nation's history.

CONSENT AGENDA

13. BID AWARDS
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13.A. Smith Ranch Road Traffic Signal Installation - Cache Valley Electric
13.B. Test Pumping Ault Well Bid Award - Rhino Pumping
14. BOND RELEASES
14.A. Evans Ranch Plat I-I — Into Warranty
14.B. Hidden Hollow Phase B Plat 1 — Into Warranty
14.C. SilverLake Plat 14 — Out of Warranty
14.D. Hidden Hollow Phase A Plat 1 — Out of Warranty
15. MINUTES
15.A. October 15, 2019 Meeting Minutes
16. PRELIMINARY PLATS & SITE PLANS
16.A. John Walden Clubhouse — Site Plan
16.B. Overland Village 1 Clubhouse — Preliminary Plat
16.C. Eagle Vision — Preliminary Plat Amendment
MOTION: Councilmember Curtis moved to approve the consent agenda, removing
condition of approval number two from item 16.A., John Walden Clubhouse
site plan. Councilmember Gricius seconded the motion. Those voting aye:

Colby Curtis, Stephanie Gricius, Benjamin Reaves, Donna Burnham, and
Melissa Clark. The motion passed with a unanimous vote.

SCHEDULED ITEMS
17. ORDINANCES/PUBLIC HEARINGS

17.A. ORDINANCE/PUBLIC HEARING - An Ordinance of Eagle Mountain City,
Utah Rezoning the Sage Park Business Center property from Residential to
Business Park and Commercial Storage.

Community Development Director Steve Mumford said the Sage Park preliminary plat was
approved in 2007 and is still valid. It contains single-family residential units. The General Plan
previously designated this property as Mixed Use Residential. The updated General Plan now
includes a collector road through the property and designates the property north of the collector
road as Employment Center/Campus, which is defined as a focused employment center, college

Eagle Mountain City Council Meeting — November 19, 2019 Page 12 of 17

239



campus, or medical center that is near future downtown/town center and its amenities. The
property south of the collector road is designated Neighborhood Residential One, which is
generally two to four units per acre. The property is currently zoned Residential.

Mr. Mumford showed the location of the project, potential concept plans, and the Master
Transportation Plan for this area. Eagle Mountain Boulevard is a west of the project area and is
a 122-foot minor arterial; the City owns the entire right-of-way for this road.

The Planning Commission was concerned about the permitted and conditional uses in the
Commercial Storage zone; therefore, they recommended approval of a rezone to Business Park,
with limited permitted and conditional uses. They also recommended a condition of approval
that the storage facility not exceed nine acres.

Councilmember Reaves expressed concern that the uses defined in the Business Park zone are
not compatible with the General Plan. He clarified with staff the difference between an autobody
repair shop and an automotive repair shop.

Councilmember Gricius stated the daycare center/preschool use should be moved from a
conditional use to a permitted use. Mr. Mumford explained the Business Park zone includes
daycare centers, contract construction services, and auto and truck repair as conditional uses.

City Attorney Jeremy Cook explained the Council can determine the permitted and conditional
uses for this site. Councilmember Curtis confirmed with staff that the Council will be able to
determine these uses during the develop agreement and site plan process.

Councilmember Clark explained a home-based business in Cedar Pass Ranch makes shovels and
another homeowner manufactures carbon fiber rings out of his home; she stated light
manufacturing should be permitted in the proposed area.

Discussion ensued regarding permitted and conditional uses in the Business Park zone.

Mr. Mumford explained the next steps in the development process are the site plan and
conditional use permit approvals.

Applicant Isaac Patterson said the original rezone application was for 22.83 acres. It is now
approximately 20 acres. The concept plan presented brings the property more in line with the
current General Plan. They plan on including storage units in nine acres, with more than half of
the property utilized for other commercial businesses. Regarding auto repdir businesses, the
Planning Commission was concerned about a repair shop directly adjacent to a residential
subdivision but were open to one located away from the residences. He stated daycare centers
would not be synergistic with portions of the project but could be appropriate in the area they are
changing from storage units to business park.

Mr. Patterson said the 9-acre storage facility has a large amount of frontage along Eagle

Mountain Boulevard, as the Planning Commission restricted the storage facility to the northwest
quadrant of the property. He explained they do want some frontage along Eagle Mountain
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Boulevard. but would be willing to adjust some of the commercial towards that road. He stated
many tenants of his project at Gateway Park utilize the storage facility there and said storage
facilities are compatible with the commercial aspect of the project.

Councilmember Curtis confirmed with staff that screening can be determined during the site plan
approval process. He stated his preference that the storage facility not be located along Eagle
Mountain Boulevard; with the reduction of storage units to nine acres, additional commercial
businesses can be added between Eagle Mountain Boulevard and the storage units.

Councilmember Clark said the storage facility should remain in the northern portion of the
property. She thanked the applicant for including commercial development in his project.

Councilmember Reaves stated the location is perfect for this project and requested that the.

storage facility not dominate the development.
Mayor Westmoreland opened the public hearing at 8:13 p.m.

Richard Krulisky expressed concern regarding potential oil spillage at automotive repair
businesses. He stated development along Eagle Mountain Boulevard is causing traffic concerns
and expressed frustration at the lowered speed limit.

Mayor Westmoreland closed the public hearing at 8:17 p.m.

Councilmember Clark thanked Mr. Krulisky for his comments and explained the City is looking
at options for transportation infrastructure, but additional development is what allows the City to
expand roads. She stated the commercial center will have fewer daily trips than a residential
development would have. There are many restrictions regarding oil and other toxic waste in
place that will protect residents.

Councilmember Curtis stated this project will give residents another collector road from Pony
Express Parkway to Eagle Mountain Boulevard.

Councilmember Burnham encouraged residents to review the work session for more detailed
discussion regarding this item.

Discussion ensued regarding potential conditions of approval.

MOTION: Councilmember Gricius moved to approve an ordinance of Eagle Mountain
City, Utah, rezoning the Sage Park Business Center property from
Residential to Business Park, with the following conditions:
1. The rezoned areas align with Option 1, Concept Plan number 2,
as presented;
2. Light manufacturing is added as a conditional use;
3. The location restriction is changed from Northwest to North for
the nine acres of self-storage for the purpose of giving the
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additional business lot frontage to Eagle Mountain Boulevard;
and
4. The approval is subject to a development agreement returning to
and being approved by the City Council.
Councilmember Curtis seconded the motion. Those voting aye: Colby
Curtis, Stephanie Gricius, Benjamin Reaves, Donna Burnham, and Melissa
Clark. The motion passed with a unanimous vote.

17.B. ORDINANCE/PUBLIC HEARING - An Ordinance of Eagle Mountain City,
Utah, Amending the Eagle Mountain Municipal Code Chapter 2.10.010 Mayor
Compensation and Chapter 2.15.010 City Council Compensation.

City Administrator Ifo Pili explained he is proposing the change as the City Administrator; his
position is non-political and his responsibility is to submit items free of politics. The City
contracted a salary survey for staff and elected officials. Out of the focus group, Eagle Mountain
had the lowest elected official compensation. Many cities pay benefits to city councilmembers,
but Eagle Mountain does not at this time. It costs the City approximately $2,400 to $2,500 per
month for each employee's benefits.

Mr. Pili stated the two councilmembers who are not remaining on the Council have agreed that
the increase is necessary. As the councilmembers do not want to receive benefits, he proposes
granting an allowance of $200 per month for incidentals. He said he is working out the language
with the City Attorney and requested the Council allow him the ability to make final changes to
the ordinance language.

Mr. Pili stated the only other full-time mayor in the state is the mayor of Provo. He explained
his proposal to keep the mayor's compensation as it currently is, but allow the mayor to receive
benefits in addition to the compensation listed in the City’s ordinance. He reiterated that some
residents discuss the difference between full-time and part-time status for the mayor, but the
issue to be considered is if the mayor's position is his or her primary employment or secondary
employment.

Mr. Pili is also proposing a car allowance for the mayor. This allows City vehicles to be utilized
by other City staff, and removes the necessity of the Mayor submitting mileage reimbursements.

Mayor Westmoreland opened the public hearing at 8:45 p.m. As there were no comments, he
closed the hearing.

Councilmember Reaves thanked Mr. Pili for conducting the study. He stated his fellow
Councilmembers have not brought the issue up, but explained that the increase is in line with the
City's growth.

Councilmember Burnham explained that it is difficult to have a full-time job while serving on
the Council. The duties of the Council can require Councilmembers to take unpaid leave from a
full time job; therefore, adjusting the pay allows others the ability to serve on the Council.
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Councilmember Clark stated it is fair to compensate Councilmembers for their time.

MOTION: Councilmember Gricius moved to approve an ordinance of Eagle Mountain
City, Utah, amending the Eagle Mountain Municipal Code Chapter
2.10.010 Mayor Compensation and Chapter 2.15.010 City Council
Compensation. Councilmember Reaves seconded the motion. Those voting
aye: Tom Westmoreland, Colby Curtis, Stephanie Gricius, Benjamin
Reaves, Donna Burnham, and Melissa Clark. The motion passed with a
unanimous vote.

18.  CITY COUNCIL/MAYOR’S BUSINESS

Councilmember Reaves
Councilmember Reaves stated the Veterans Breakfast was a great experience, and said he will
submit paperwork for the Military and Veterans Advisory Board position that is available.

Councilmember Gricius

Councilmember Gricius stated the Safe Routes to Schools program should be included in duties
for the Safety liaison. She also requested an investigation into the incident Ms. Heber described
during public comment.

Councilmember Clark
See Board Liaison Report.

Councilmember Cutis
See Board Liaison Report.

Councilmember Burnham
See Board Liaison Report.

Mayor Westmoreland
Mayor Westmoreland expressed appreciation for the Chamber of Commerce. He stated the

interlocal agreement with Unified Fire Authority will be on the next agenda for approval. Staff
is working on submissions for Mountainland Association of Governments funding consideration,
including finishing Pony Express Parkway, beginning Airport Road construction, and other
transportation expansions. The expansion of Eagle Mountain Boulevard may not qualify, but
they will attempt to resubmit that project.

19. CITY COUNCIL BOARD LIAISON REPORTS

Councilmember Clark

Councilmember Clark said the Youth Council has met twice since the previous City Council
meeting. Advisor Chris Kofoed offers education regarding government history and founding
documents to the Council, and many elected officials have attended to speak with the youth.
Emergency preparedness is an important aspect for the City to consider, which the City manages
well.
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Councilmember Curtis
Councilmember Curtis stated the Senior Council Advisory Board requested the City’s bus be

branded with a wrap that notes it is the Senior Bus.

Councilmember Burnham

Councilmember Burnham explained the Eagle Mountain Chamber of Commerce is continually
obtaining new members, and they have surpassed the number of businesses that were involved
with the Lehi Area Chamber of Commerce. They are considering adding more services in the
next year.

20. COMMUNICATION ITEMS
20.A. Financial Report
20.B. Upcoming Agenda Items
21.  ADJOURNMENT
MOTION: Councilmember Reaves moved to adjourn at the meeting at 8:58 p.m.
Councilmember Gricius seconded the motion. Those voting aye: Colby
Curtis, Stephanie Gricius, Benjamin Reaves, Donna Burnham, and Melissa

Clark. The motion passed with a unanimous vote.

The meeting was adjourned at 8:58 p.m.

Approved by the City Council on December 3, 2019.

— KL s ﬁﬂf

Fionnualaj/ﬁo%d, MMC o
City Recorder
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Councilmember Clark asked if the requirement of twelve months to separate from UFA is too
long if the City determines that it is not in its best interest to remain with UFA. Mr. Pili
explained it took over one year to transition to UFA.

17.B. RESOLUTION — A Resolution of Eagle Mountain City, Utah, Approving
the Sage Park Business Center Development Agreement.

Councilmember Curtis asked for clarification on how the City can include language in the
agreement that dictates the Council’s desire regarding frontage along Eagle Mountain Boulevard.

Applicant Isaac Patterson explained they added one commercial building, and stated they can
add in a right-in/right-out turn along Eagle Mountain Boulevard so an additional commercial
building can be included. They can work with the adjacent land owner to square the lots, which
would provide space for more commerical units.

City Attorney Jeremy Cook asked the Council for guidance regarding how detailed they want the
agreement to be in reference to adhering to the concept plan.

Councilmember Curtis stated his intent is that as much as possible, the storage facility is hidden
behind commercial businesses. Future plans must comply with the language in the agreement,
not the concept plan.

Councilmember Clark explained the Council understands that commercial businesses desire
frontage along Eagle Mountain Boulevard, and stated she does not want to dictate the permitted
number of buildings or businesses. She suggested the agreement state that no more than 50% of
frontage along Eagle Mountain Boulevard be used for the storage business.

Mr. Cook explained the presented concept plan is an exhibit to the agreement, and the agreement
states the property shall be developed in the general configuration of the concept plan.

Discussion ensued regarding percentages of frontage permitted for the storage facility.
Councilmember Clark stated the concept plan should not be the final required layout.

Mr. Patterson explained if they work with the adjacent property owner to swap property, a
percentage could be difficult to accommodate; he would prefer a set linear foot limit for storage
facility frontage along Eagle Mountain Boulevard. He asked if a right-in/right-out would be
permitted. Mr. Trusty said as long as the access meets Municipal Code criteria regarding
spacing, staff would not have any concerns.

Councilmember Curtis stated approval of the right-in/right-out can be included in the agreement.

Council agreed that a limit of 550 feet of frontage for the storage units is appropriate, and asked
Mr. Cook to include preliminary approval of the right-in/right-out in the agreement language.
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Mr. Cook recommended removing this item from the consent agenda to discuss changes to be
made between the work session and policy session.

18. ORDINANCE/PUBLIC HEARING

18.A. ORDINANCE/PUBLIC HEARING ~ An Ordinance of Eagle Mountain
City, Utah, Amending the Eagle Mountain Municipal Code Chapter 17.80
Sign Regulations and Sign Permits.

Planning Manager Mike Hadley said the Planning Commission reviewed this applicant-proposed
amendment to allow inflatable signs in May 2019. The Commissioners had concerns regarding
permitted versus exempt signs, enforcement of the limit of 15 days per quarter, the 150-foot
distance from residential areas, and the number and size permitted.

Councilmember Curtis stated he would be more comfortable with permitting the signs for one
week, twice a year. Applicant [saac Patterson explained they have proposed the amendment in
the exempt sign section of Municipal Code, as the inflatable signs are not permanent. Exempt
signs are in place for a short amount of time. He stated a flyboy sign increases foot traffic by up
to twenty percent. The longer the sign is up, the lesser the impact on foot traffic, so short term
use is favorable. He explained his proposal that a sign user submit the request in writing to City
staff, so staff knows when the signs will be in place. Regarding size, he stated the largest sign he
would utilize is 20 feet tall and 2 feet wide.

Councilmember Clark stated Code Enforcement expressed concerns regarding enforcement and
visual clutter. She said the written application would help with enforcement, and asked if the
visual clutter issue could be solved by limiting the number of permits allowed in the City per
week.

Mr. Patterson said it could be difficult to limit the total number of permits allowed during a
specific time frame, as multiple businesses may request the same period.

Discussion ensued regarding visual clutter and potential issues with businesses not abiding by
Municipal Code requirements.

Councilmembers Burnham and Gricius stated there are always instances where City rules are not
followed. Councilmember Gricius stated the inflatable sign can be removed easily if not in
compliance.

Councilmember Curtis expressed concemn that each business in the Gateway Park development
could put two inflatable signs up for the storage business. Councilmember Gricius stated the
inflatable signs are not branded with business names, so that would not likely happen.

Discussion ensued regarding enforcement and removal of illegal signs.

19. ORDINANCE
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13.B. Glenmar Ranches Phase B Plat 1 - Into Warranty
13.C. SilverLake Plat 17 ~ Into Warranty

13.D. Sunset Ridge Phase A Plat 5 - Into Warranty
13.E. Sunset Ridge Phase A Plat 6 - Into Warranty

[3.F. The Cove at Rock Creek Plats 1, 2, and 3 - Out of Warranty

14. CHANGE ORDER
14.A. Change Order #3 Pony Express Widening Design - Horrocks Engineers
15; 2020 MEETING SCHEDULE
15.A. City Council Meeting Schedule
16. MINUTES
16.A. November 19, 2019 Minutes
17. RESOLUTIONS
17.A. A Resolution of Eagle Mountain City, Utah Adopting a Revised and Restated
Interlocal Cooperation Agreement between Eagle Mountain City and other
Entities to Create and Govern the Unified Fire Authority.
[7.B. A Resolution of Eagle Mountain City, Utah, Approving the Sage Park Business
Center Development Agreement.

MOTION: Councilmember Gricius moved to approve the consent agenda, removing
item 13E from the agenda, and removing item 17B from the consent agenda
and placing it as a scheduled item for discussion. Councilmember Curtis
seconded the motion. Those voting aye: Colby Curtis, Stephanie Gricius,
Benjamin Reaves, Donna Burnham, and Melissa Clark. The motion passed
with a unanimous vote.

SCHEDULED ITEMS

17. RESOLUTIONS

17.B. RESOLUTION - A Resolution of Eagle Mountain City, Utah, Approving the
Sage Park Business Center Development Agreement.
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Community Development Director Steve Mumford stated this property received approval of a
rezone at the previous City Council meeting. During the current meeting's work session, a
limitation of 550 feet was discussed for storage facility frontage along Eagle Mountain
Boulevard. He stated City Attorney Jeremy Cook sent the revised language to the Council.

Mr. Cook stated the exhibit will include a portion of the residential area to ensure densities are
not changed when the road is relocated. He recommended the agreement serve as approval for
the updated preliminary plat; staff can bring the updated plat to the Council as an information
item.

Councilmember Clark confirmed that driveways will not be located along the new collector road.

Mr. Mumford stated if staff has any concerns regarding changes to the plat, they will require the
applicant to bring a preliminary plat to the Council for approval. Councilmember Curtis
‘requested the preliminary plat return to the Council if there are any major changes.

Mr. Cook explained the updated exhibit will be included with the signed agreement.

MOTION: Councilmember Curtis moved to approve a resolution of Eagle Mountain
City, Utah, approving the Sage Park Business Center Development
Agreement. Councilmember Reaves seconded the motion. Those voting
aye: Colby Curtis, Stephanie Gricius, Benjamin Reaves, Donna Burnham,
and Melissa Clark. The motion passed with a unanimous vote.

18. ORDINANCE/PUBLIC HEARING

18.A. ORDINANCE/PUBLIC HEARING - An Ordinance of Eagle Mountain City,
Utah, Amending the Eagle Mountain Municipal Code Chapter 17.80 Sign
Regulations and Sign Permits.

Planning Manager Mike Hadley explained the applicant-proposed amendment to Municipal
Code is to allow inflatable signs in the City. The Planning Commission reviewed the item and
had concerns regarding location to residential areas, the number and height permitted, and that
the signs were listed as exempt, rather than permitted.

Councilmember Gricius stated during work session, the Council discussed allowing two
inflatable signs for fifteen consecutive days.

Code Enforcement Officer Jeanie West stated this type of signage will become a nuisance in the
City. If the amendment is approved, she requested this type of sign require a permit. She
expressed concern that other businesses will see inflatable signs that have been approved, and
will install one without proper approval. She stated permitting the sign will help with
enforcement, as they will know which are approved. There is not a fee for the sign permit.

Councilmember Gricius asked Ms. West if it would be helpful to shorten the time frame allowed
between the written notice and removal of unpermitted signs. Ms. West said it could.
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EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY
CITY COUNCIL MEETING

" EAGLE
MAY 19, 2020
TITLE: | ORDINANCE - An Ordinance of Eagle Mountain City, Utah, Adopting an
Updated Impact Fee Enactment for a Parks and Recreation Impact Fee;
Providing for the Calculation and Collection of Such Fees; Providing for
Appeal, Accounting, and Severability of the Same and Other Related
Matters.
ITEM TYPE: | Ordinance
FISCAL IMPACT:
APPLICANT: | Eagle Mountain City
GENERAL PLAN DES IGNATION CURRENT ZONE ACREAGE COMMUNITY
NA NA NA City Wide
PUBLIC HEARING: RECOMMENDATION:
Yes Staff recommends that the City Council consider the options for revised Parks
REQUIRED FINDINGS: and Recreation Impact Fees and adopts a new fee.
BACKGROUND:
PLANNING COMMISSION State law requires that impact fee are only assessed for projects intended to be
ACTION/ built within 6 years. Because of that and the high growth rate of the City,
RECOMMENDATION oo
Impact Fee Facilities Plans are updated every 2-3 years to try to stay ahead of
NA growth. When updating the IFFP, the city considers the existing level of service
for that particular type of facility. It is important with impact fee laws that the
City does not charge new development disproportionately to existing residents.
PREPARED BY:

Lianne Pengra, Public
Works
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ORD--2020 Parks and Recreation Impact Fee Enactment (00487637xB00C1)
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ORDINANCE NO.O__ -2020

ORDINANCE ADOPTING AN UPDATED IMPACT FEE ENACTMENT FOR A PARKS
AND RECREATION IMPACT FEE; PROVIDING FOR THE CALCULATION AND
COLLECTION OF SUCH FEES; PROVIDING FOR APPEAL, ACCOUNTING, AND

SEVERABILITY OF THE SAME AND OTHER RELATED MATTERS

The City Council (“Council”) of Eagle Mountain City, Utah (the “City”), finds that it is
in the public interest to adopt this updated Impact Fee Enactment to address impacts of
development upon the City; impose parks and recreation impact fees; provide for the calculation
and collection of such fees; provide for appeal, accounting, and severability of the same and
other related matters.

WHEREAS, the City is a local political subdivision of the State of Utah and has
authority pursuant to Utah Code Ann. 8 11-36a-101, et seq. (the “Impact Fee Act”) to mitigate
the impact of new development on public facilities by enacting an impact fee; and

WHEREAS, the City has caused to be prepared an Impact Fee Facility Plan, a copy of
which is attached hereto as Exhibit A; and

WHEREAS, the Council finds that the Impact Fee Facility Plan identifies demands
placed upon existing public facilities by new development activity and proposes means by which
the City will meet those demands and has generally considered all revenue sources, including
impact fees, and anticipated dedication of in-system improvements to finance the impacts on
system improvements; and

WHEREAS, in order to reflect the actual costs of projects that have been constructed by
the City, the City has caused to be prepared a Parks and Recreation Impact Fee Analysis (the
“Impact Fee Analysis”), a copy of which is attached hereto as Exhibit B, which identifies the
anticipated impacts on or consumption of existing capacity of public facilities by anticipated
development activities, identifies impact on system improvements required by anticipated
development activities to maintain the established level of service for each public facility,
demonstrates how those anticipated impacts are reasonably related to the anticipated
development activities and estimates the proportionate share of the cost for existing capacity that
will be recouped and the cost of impacts on system improvements that are reasonably related to
the new development activity; and

WHEREAS, the Council finds that the impact fees which are enacted pursuant to this
Ordinance (“Impact Fee Enactment”) are necessary to achieve an equitable allocation to the costs
borne in the past and to be borne in the future, in comparison to the benefits already received and
yet to be received; and

{00487637.DOC /}

250



WHEREAS, in accordance with Utah Code Ann. § 11-36a-504, the City has complied
with the notice requirements to adopt this Impact Fee Enactment; and

WHEREAS, after careful consideration and review of the comments at the public
hearings, the council has determined that it is in the best interest of the health, safety, and welfare
of the inhabitants of the City to adopt this Impact Fee Enactment.

BE IT ORDAINED by the City Council of Eagle Mountain City, Utah:

Section 1. Findings; Authority; Purpose.

The Council finds and determines that growth and development activities in the City will
create additional demand and need for parks and recreation facilities, and the Council finds that
persons responsible for growth and development activities should pay a proportionate share of
the costs of such planned facilities needed to serve the growth and development activity. The
Council further finds that based on the Impact Fee Facility Plan and Impact Fee Analysis that
impact fees are necessary to achieve an equitable allocation to the costs borne in the past and to
be borne in the future, in comparison with the benefits already received and yet to be received.
The provisions of this Impact Fee Enactment shall be liberally construed in order to carry out the
purpose and intent of the Council in establishing the impact fee program.

Section 2. Definitions.

Except as provided below, words and phrases that are defined in the Impact Fee Act shall
have the same meaning in this Impact Fee Enactment.

2.1  Allowable Credits. A developer may be allowed an offset or a credit
against an impact fee if the developer dedicates land for a system improvement, builds and
dedicates some or all of a system improvement, or dedicates a public facility that the City and the
developer agree will reduce the need for a system improvement above and beyond the normal
required improvements to offset the reasonable impacts of the development. A credit against an
impact fee shall be granted for any dedication of real property for, improvements to, or new
construction of, any system improvements provided by the developer if the facilities are system
improvements, or are dedicated to the Public and offset the need for identified system
improvements.

2.2  Applicant. A person or entity required to pay an impact fee under this
Impact Fee Enactment.

2.3  Gross Impact Fee. The stated impact fee assessed (prior to the
computation of allowable credits, exemptions, or adjustments) for system improvements based
on the requirements of this Impact Fee Enactment.
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2.4  Impact Fee Agent. The person or persons designated by the City Council
to evaluate impact fee applications and calculate gross impact fees, allowable credits,
exemptions, adjustments, and net impact fees.

2.5 Impact Fee Applicant or Impact Fee Applications. An application
submitted by an applicant for development approval that is required to pay an impact fee prior to
obtaining subdivision approval or other development approval from the City Council or the
building official of the City prior to issuance of a building permit.

26  Net Impact Fee. The gross impact fee less all allowable credits,
exemptions, adjustments, and credit adjustments required by this Impact Fee Enactment.

2.7 Single Family Residential Unit or Equivalent Residential Unit or ERUs.
The system improvement capacity required for a dwelling unit intended for the use and
occupancy of a single family with no restriction on time of use.

Section 3. Impact Fees Imposed.

3.1 Impact Fees. Based on the Council approval and adoption of the Impact
Fee Facility Plan and Impact Fee Analysis, the City Council hereby adopts the Parks and
Recreation Impact Fee in the maximum amounts set forth in Table 7.3, Scenario 1 of the Impact
Fee Analysis.

3.2 Impact Fees Accounting. The City will establish a separate interest-
bearing ledger account for each type of public facility for which impact fees are collected.
Interest earned on such account shall be allocated to that account.

@) Reporting. At the end of each fiscal year, the City shall prepare a
report on each fund or account showing the source and amount of all monies collected, earned,
and received by the fund or account and each expenditure from the fund or account. The report
shall identify impact fees by the year in which they were received, the project from which the
funds were collected, the system improvements for which the funds were budgeted, and the
projected schedule for expenditures. The report shall be in a format developed by the State
Auditor that is certified by the City’s Chief Financial Officer and shall be transmitted annually to
the State Auditor.

(b) Impact Fee Expenditures. The City may expend impact fees
collected pursuant to this Impact Fee Enactment only for systems improvements that are public
facilities identified in the Impact Fee Facility Plan.

(c) Time of Expenditure. Impact fees collected pursuant to this Impact
Fee Enactment are to be expended or encumbered for a permissible use within six (6) years of
the receipt of those funds by the City. For purposes of this calculation, the first funds received
shall be deemed to be the first funds expended.
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(d) Extension of Time. The City may hold unencumbered fees for
longer than six (6) years if the Council identifies in writing (i) an extraordinary and compelling
reason why the fees should be held longer than six (6) years; and (ii) an absolute date by which
the fees will be expended.

3.3  Additional Fees and Costs. The impact fees authorized hereby are
separate from and in addition to user fees and other charges lawfully imposed by the City, such
as engineering and inspection fees, building permit fees, review fees, and other fees and costs
that may not be included as itemized component parts of the impact fee.

3.4  Fees Effective at Time of Payment. Unless the City is otherwise bound by
a contractual requirement, the impact fee shall be determined in accordance with the provisions
of Section 5 below.

Section 4. Impact Fee Amount and Procedure.

4.1 Impact Fee Imposed. Impact fees are hereby imposed on the basis of the
Impact Fee Analysis and shall be paid either as a condition of plat approval, as a condition of the
issuance of a building permit, or as a condition to connecting to any current or future system
improvements if a plat or building permit is not required in an amount set forth in the Impact Fee
Analysis.

4.2 Application Procedure. Each Applicant for development approval shall
make application in writing to the City on forms provided for the City for determination of the
amount of the required impact fees payable by the Applicant. Each Applicant shall provide all
information requested by the City to allow the City to verify the accuracy of the information
presented by the Applicant. The Impact Fee Agent shall consider the information presented by
the Applicant and determine the gross impact fee, allowable credit, exemptions, adjustments, and
net impact fee.

4.3  Impact Fee Amount. The amount of the impact fees imposed hereby shall
be the gross amount as set forth in the Impact Fee Analysis.

Section 5. Exemptions, Adjustments, and Credits.

5.1 Exemption.  The Council may, on a project-by-project basis, authorize
exemptions to the impact fee imposed for development activity that the Council determines to be
of broad public purpose to justify the exception, development activities attributable to low-
income housing, the state, a school district, or a charter school (the school district and charter
school on the same basis).

5.2  Adjustments. The Council shall ensure that the impact fees are imposed
fairly and may adjust impact fees at the time the fee is charged to (i) respond to unusual
circumstances in specific cases, (ii) respond to a request for a prompt and individualized impact

4
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review for the development activities of the state or a school district or a charter school and an
offset or credit for a public facility for which an impact fee has been or will be collected, and (iii)
permits adjustments of the amount of the impact fee to be imposed on a particular development
based upon studies and data submitted by the developer.

5.3  Credits. A developer, including a school district or charter school, shall
receive a credit against or proportionate reimbursement of an impact fee if the developer
dedicates land for a system improvement, builds and dedicates some or all of a system
improvement, or dedicates a public facility that the City and the Developer agree will reduce the
need for a system improvement. A credit against the impact fee shall also be given for any
dedication of land for, improvements to, or new construction of, any system improvements
provided by the developer if the facilities are system improvements, or are dedicated to the
public and offset the need for identified system improvements.

Section 6. Service Area.

Service areas are hereby established as set forth on the Impact Fee Facility Plan and
Impact Fee Analysis.

Section 7. Appeal Procedures.

7.1  Application. The appeal procedure applies to challenges to the legality of
impact fees, the interpretation and/or application of those fees.

7.2  Request for Information Concerning the Fee. Any person or entity
required to pay an impact fee pursuant to this Impact Fee Enactment may file a written request
for information concerning the fee with the City. The City will provide the person or entity with
the Impact Fee Analysis, Impact Fee Facility Plan, and other relevant information relating to the
impact fee within two weeks after receipt of the request for information.

7.3  Appeals to City Before Payment of Impact Fees. Any affected or
potentially affected person or entity who wishes to challenge an impact fee imposed pursuant to
this Impact Fee Enactment prior to payment thereof may file a written request for information
concerning their fee and the process under the City’s appeal procedure.

7.4  Appeal to City After Payment of Impact Fees; Statute of Limitations for
Failure to File. Any person or entity that has paid an impact fee pursuant to this Impact Fee
Enactment and wishes to challenge the fee shall file a written request for information concerning
the fee after having paid the fee and proceed under the City’s appeal process. The deadline for
filing an appeal shall be as follows:

@) Within 30 days after the person making the appeal pays the impact
fee, they may challenge whether the City complied with the notice requirements of the impact
fee with respect to imposition of the impact and the procedure.

5
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(b) Within 180 days after the person making the appeal pays the
impact fee, they may challenge whether the city complied with other procedural requirements of
the impact fee.

(©) Within one (1) year after the person making the appeal pays the
impact fee, they may challenge the impact fee.

7.5  Appeal to City. Any developer, landowner, or affected party desiring to
challenge the legality of any impact fee, or related fees or exaction under this Impact Fee
Enactment, may appeal directly to the City by filing a written challenge with the City before the
deadlines provided above.

@) Hearing. An informal hearing will be held not sooner than five (5)
days nor more than 25 days after the written appeal to the City is filed.

(b) Decision. After the conclusion of the informal hearing, the City
shall affirm, reverse, or take action with respect to the challenge or appeal as the City deems
appropriate. The decision of the City will be issued within 30 days after the date the written
challenge was filed. In light of the statutorily mandated time restrictions, the City shall not be
required to provide more than three (3) working days’ prior notice of the time, date, and location
of the informal hearing, and the inconvenience of the hearing to the challenging party shall not
serve as a basis of appeal of any final determination.

7.6 Denial of Due Process. If the City for any reason fails to issue a final
decision on a written challenge to an impact fee, its calculation or application, within 30 days
after the filing of the challenge with the City, the challenge shall be deemed to have been denied.

7.7  Judicial Review. Nothing in this Impact Fee Enactment shall be
interpreted to alter the statutory deadlines before which an action to challenge an impact fee must
be initiated in the district court. After having been served with a copy of the pleadings initiating
a court review, the City shall submit to the court the records of the proceedings before the City,
including minutes, and if available, a true and correct transcript of any proceedings.

Section 8. Severability. If any section, subsection, paragraph, clause, or phrase of
this Impact Fee Enactment shall be declared invalid for any reason, such decision shall not affect
the remaining provisions of this Impact Fee Enactment, which shall remain in full force and
effect, and for this purpose, the provisions of this Impact Fee Enactment are declared to be
severable.

Section 9. Effective Date. The Impact Fee Enactment pursuant to this Impact Fee
Ordinance shall take effect 90 days after its enactment.
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ADOPTED by the City Council of Eagle Mountain City, Utah, this day of
, 2020.

EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY, UTAH

Tom Westmoreland, Mayor
ATTEST:

Fionnuala B. Kofoed, City Recorder
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CERTIFICATION

The above Ordinance was adopted by the City Council of Eagle Mountain City, Utah
on this 19" day of May, 2020.

Those voting aye: Those voting nay: Those excused:
O Donna Burnham O Donna Burnham O Donna Burnham
O Melissa Clark O Melissa Clark O Melissa Clark
O Colby Curtis O Colby Curtis O Colby Curtis
O Jared Gray O Jared Gray O Jared Gray
O Carolyn Love O Carolyn Love O Carolyn Love
Fionnuala B. Kofoed, MMC
City Recorder
Posted to City bulletin boards on by
8
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PARKS and RECREATION

Impact Fee Facilities Plan

January 2020
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Impact Fee Facilities Plan Certification Page

| certify that the attached impact fee facilities plan:

1. Includes only the costs of public facilities that are:
a. allowed under the Impact Fees Act; and
b. actually incurred; or

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

d. existing deficiencies documented as such and not meant for inclusion in
impact analysis.

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;

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

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

Drew W. Geiger, P.E.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Introduction

Eagle Mountain City is a growing city. As a result, it will need to construct more
recreational facilities to accommodate future growth. This plan will outline the City’s
recreation infrastructure needs to accommodate future growth and prepare an Impact
Fee Facilities Plan in accordance with Title 11, Chapter 36a of the Utah Code. It should
be updated regularly

Demographics

Demographics form the basis of the projections in this study. Demographic data and
projections were obtained from the City. Eagle Mountain City is a city of approximately
39,127 residents. It is expected to grow to approximately 193,143 in the future.

Existing Facilities

Current population estimates were used to determine the Level of Service (LOS). Eagle
Mountain City currently provides $457,696 of recreational facilities per 1,000 residents.
These facilities cover 489.78 acres of which 155.39 is active recreational space. The
City documents 50 facilities that it currently owns, valued at $17,908,268. Some of
these facilities were financed with SID bonds and be developers that require
reimbursement.

Future Facilities

As Eagle Mountain approaches build-out, it will need to have constructed $88,453,506
of additional recreational facilities to maintain its current level of service. The City has
already master planned some of those facilities in the Wride Memorial Park Master
Plan. It has begun construction on another named Wren’s Roost Park. Other trails and
parks have been included conceptually in the Capital Facilities Plan.

Impact Fee Facilities Plan

The City has identified four parks that will need to be constructed in the next six years to
maintain the current level of service for new development. The projects total
approximately $14,617,152.
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CHAPTER 1 - INTRODUCTION

Eagle Mountain City is a growing community located on the west side of Utah County
and lying between the Oquirrih and Lake Mountains. The nearest communities to the
west are Cedar Fort and Fairfield. To the east lies Saratoga Springs. Currently, Eagle
Mountain has approximately 39,127 residents. As growth continues in the region, Eagle
Mountain is projected to grow to as many as 193,143 residents. However, future
population growth will depend largely upon densities of new developments that are
approved by the City.

In an effort to properly plan and prepare for increased growth, Eagle Mountain officials
are seeking to update their Parks and Recreation impact fees so that they can provide
the needed infrastructure improvements to accommodate new development. This plan
analyzes the City’s future growth patterns and its projected Parks and Recreation
infrastructure needs. The existing master plan will be used to create an Impact Fee
Facilities Plan (IFFP) based upon development driven infrastructure projects anticipated
in the next six years, including a prioritized schedule for construction and cost estimates
in planning-year dollars required for future projects.

Since the basis for this plan is demographic projections, it is recommended that it be
updated every three to five years. Zoning maps should be updated, along with
population projections and land use plans. Facilities plans should be updated to delete
projects that have been completed or re-prioritized, add new projects that were not
previously identified, and adjust the costs of any projects that may have changed in
scope or nature.

Proportionate Share

This document attempts to assign only a proportionate share of costs for future
improvements due to anticipated future development. In accordance with the Utah
Impact Fees Act, Title 11, Chapter 36a, every effort has been made to include accurate
values of parks and recreation infrastructure installed in the past. Likewise, the IFFP
only includes projects that are attributable to future growth within the next six years. As
such, a current Level of Service (LOS) has been defined for maintaining the existing
standards.
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CHAPTER 2 - DEMOGRAPHICS

The first step in updating an Impact Fee Facilities Plan (IFFP) is to identify and verify
the City’s current demographics and future population projections. Demographics for
this IFFP were calculated using data taken from the 2014 Impact Fees Facilities Plan
and the City building permits from 2014 to current. They have been approved for use in
this update. Therefore, this section will outline and reference population estimates,
growth trends, and projected population at key milestones from the City’s approved
demographic data.

2.1 Existing Conditions

Current Population

In the approved demographics, Eagle Mountain’s 2019 population was projected to be
39,092. Upon review this number appears to be relatively close to the actual population
and does not warrant a lengthy demographic study and update using census data and
building permits. Therefore, for purposed of this study, 39,127 will be used as the
current population of Eagle Mountain.

Average Residents per Household

Using previous demographics data, the current average household density has been
estimated at 4.06 residents per household, which compares favorably to the 2010
Census numbers.

2.2 Build-out Population

Total build-out for a city is reached when all vacant land within city boundaries has been
developed to the current zoning and land use plans. Build-out population has been
estimated at approximately 193,143 for Eagle Mountain City as illustrated below in
Table 2-1.

Table 2-1: Eagle Mountain Build-out Projection

Area Total | Residents
Land Use Classification (acre) Units per Unit* | Residents

Civic Institutional 94 0 0.00 0
Commercial/Residential 1,530 4,465 4.06 18,127
Mixed Use Residential 16,000 | 39,500 3.48 137,460
Mixed Use Commercial 2,375 1050 3.48 3,654
Rural Residential 5,826 8350 4.06 33,901
Airport 1,890 0 0.00 0
Agricultural 2,475 0 0.00 0
Industrial 649 0 0.00 0

Projected Build-Out Population 193,148

*Varying densities used are based on dwelling unit types, as discussed in Section 2.3
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CHAPTER 2 - DEMOGRAPHICS

2.3 Current & Future Growth

Current Growth Trends
The City’s future needs were recently forecasted using multiple sources including:

e Building Permits Issued e Forecasted Build-out Population
e 2010 Census Information e Current Developments Seeking
e Governor’s Office Projections Approval

e Regional Population Patterns

This report uses the accepted densities previously assigned by City staff to evaluate
future infrastructure needs. The number of residents per single family dwelling has
been calculated to be 4.06 by Eagle Mountain City staff, while mixed use zones are
considered as half single family dwellings and half multifamily dwellings. Thus, the
mixed use zones have been considered as 3.48 residents per unit (average of
4.06/single family and 2.90/multifamily).

Future Growth Trends

The approved demographics projects build-out to be realized by approximately 2060.
Table 2-1 shows total growth over that time period. It provides both Eagle Mountain
demographics and Governor’s Office projections for comparison purposes. It also
illustrates the number of single residential units represented by the population and
number of new units generated by projected growth.

Table 2-2: Eagle Mountain Growth Projections

Eael Population Eael
GOPB ag’e .| Projections ag’e . Total | New
. Mountain Mountain
Year | Population Buildin based on Pobulati Park | Park
Projections . & building p.u a.lon ERU’s | ERU’s
Permits . Projections
permits
2015 490 26,186
2016 673 28,918
2017 920 32,653
2018 671 35,377 35,377 8,713
2019 39,092 9,628 915
2020 34,152 43,196 10,639 | 1,011
2021 47,732 11,757 | 1,117
2022 52,744 12,991 | 1,234
2023 58,282 14,355 | 1,364
2024 64,401 15,862 | 1,507
2025 71,163 17,528 | 1,666
2026 78,636 19,368 | 1,840
2027 86,892 21,402 | 2,034
2028 96,016 23,649 | 2,247
2030 54,095 106,098 26,132
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CHAPTER 2 - DEMOGRAPHICS

2035 117,238 28,876
2040 76,469 129,548 31,908
2045 143,151 35,259
2050 114,400 158,181 38,961
2055 174,790 43,052
2060 152,500 193,148 47,572

* Assuming all ERU’s are single family homes
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CHAPTER 3- EXISTING FACILITIES

Eagle Mountain City provides high quality of life and health to the community through its
parks and recreation facilities. This chapter outlines the level of service currently
provided by the City.

3.1 Level of Service (LOS)

As Eagle Mountain City has grown, it has become apparent that the City will need to
provide its citizens with recreation facilities that are not all measurable by acreage.
Therefore, Eagle Mountain will define its level of service in terms of value of recreational
facilities per 1,000 residents.

Eagle Mountain’s current LOS is based on its historic expenditures on recreation
facilities. As defined in Table 3-1, Existing Parks Inventory, the value of the existing
parks and recreation facilities, is documented as $17,908,268.36. Since the current
population is estimated at 39,127 residents, the LOS is calculated to be:

$17,908,268.36 / 39,127 residents = $457,696/1,000 residents

3.2 Existing Facilities

Currently, the City provides approximately 490 acres of open space throughout the city.
Of that acreage, the City has developed 155 acres of active recreational space including
45 city parks, 9 regional parks, a rodeo facility, a baseball complex and 2 splash pads.
Therefore, Eagle Mountain provides a total of:

459.78 acr98/39,127 residents = 12.51 acres of per 1,000 residents

Active open space is provided at a rate of:

155-39/39’127 residents = 3.97 acres of per 1,000 residents

At each update of this document, the acreage per 1,000 residents that is currently
available will depend on how recently a park was constructed, at times calculating to
greater than or less than the current amount of acreage provided per resident.

Table 3-1 summarizes the current inventory of parks within the city as illustrated in
Figure 3-1. Cost estimates include land, infrastructure and amenities, but no operation,
personnel or maintenance costs. More detailed estimates on infrastructure are provided
in the Appendix in Figure B.1.

266



Table 3-1: Existing Parks Inventory

CHAPTER 3- EXISTING FACILITIES

' N Size Estimated
Recreation Facility Value
(acres) (2019)
Autumn Ridge 9.26 $347,761.76
Eagle Park 26.78 $483,703.73
Eagle Point Park A (Entrance) 28.56 $403,326.67
Eagle Point Park B 6.56 $315,367.15
Eagle Point Park C 5.02 $241,337.92
Meadow Ranch 29.78 $602,107.00
Overland Park 5.54 $266,290.93
Sage Valley Park 12.26 $516,660.01
Westview Heights Park 4.62 $175,699.61
White Hills Park 2.22 $106,527.85
Pioneer Addition 5 pocket park 1.43 $68,903.56
Pioneer Addition 6 pocket park 1.34 $64,353.91
Pioneer Addition 7 pocket park 1.27 $60,957.39
Lone Tree park 3.35 $110,555.00
Ruby Valley park 2.16 $103,653.28
Liberty Farms park 3.03 $145,496.18
Saddle Back park 3.01 $144,554.91
Porters Crossing park 5.63 $270,651.89
Rush Valley park 2.5 $120,214.32
Kiowa (Ute Dr) park 1.84 $88,670.22
Silverlake PUE park 2.07 $99,301.15
Silverlake 8 park 0.69 $33,104.43
Southmoor park 2.54 $71,726.10
Northmoor park 1.04 $49,983.28
Mt. Airey Village park 0.8 $38,621.84
Stonebridge park 3.41 $164,103.07
Chimney Rock park 0.3 $14,546.09
Kiowa Valley pond park 4.16 $199,897.79
Kennekuk park 0.11 $5,241.53
Eagles Gate entrance park 3.29 $158,056.00
Eagles Gate east park 3.39 $162,872.69
Heatherwood park 0.41 $19,874.80
Walden Park 12.6 $540,961.65
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CHAPTER 3- EXISTING FACILITIES

Smith Ranch Regional Park 23.53 $548,601.71
Bike park 72.99 $912,699.07
Nolan Park 37.4 $1,797,594.84
Nolan East 10.25 $492,817.93
Pioneer Park 23.34 $720,573.92
North Ranch 5.94 $194,791.76
Cory Wride Memorial Park 51.54 $2,054,775.15
Pony Express Regional Park 36.27 $1,637,307.87
Silverlake Amphitheater 16.09 $658,349.62
Sweetwater Park 9.11 $275,870.25
Pioneer Addition (Open Space) 2.63 $221,936.51
Eagle Gate West 0.93 $164,529.02
Ash Point Park 0.67 $103,871.77
Fremont Springs 0.49 $88,833.53
Skate Park 0.4 $441,392.40
Friday Station 0.15 $17,990.05
Willow Springs 0.68 $110,143.96
Sunset Ridge 1.05 $496,566.45
Spring Run 3.7 $551,740.50
Lake View Estates 1.65 $222,798.33

Total 489.78 $17,908,268.36

Many of these existing parks and recreation facilities were funded by Special

Improvement Districts (SID) bonds or reimbursement agreements. Table 3-2 and 3-3
identify the necessary reimbursements required to satisfy the SID’s and the

reimbursement agreements.

Table 3-2: Parks and Recreation SID Bonds

Construction Cost Original Existing Current
Y Project Name (Construction | Estimated Used Remaining
ear X ; X

Year) Capacity | Capacity | Capacity

1998 Landscaping $196,793 6,000 200 5,800
2000 Ranches and PE $1,378,801 7,000 2,325 4,675

Landscape
2000 Paul Evans Trailways $311,249 6,300 2,325 3,975
2000 Grant Smith Trail $159,291 6,300 2,325 3,975
2000 Red Hawk Ranch Park $338,554 2,000 2,325 0
2000 Meadow Ranch Trails $154,633 6,300 2,325 3,975
2000 Ranches Entrance $160,000 6,300 2325 3.975

Monument
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CHAPTER 3- EXISTING FACILITIES

Eagle Mountain Entrance

2000 . $58,500 6,300 2,325 3,975
Sign
Table 3-3: Recreation Reimbursement Agreements
. Cost Original Existing Current
Con\s}tructlon Project Name (Construction | Estimated Used Remaining
ear ; . :
Year) Capacity | Capacity | Capacity
2002 Mid- Valley Reginal Park | $1,100,000 10,000 6,936 3,064
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CHAPTER 4- PARKS AND RECREATION PLANNING

In order to maintain its current quality of life, Eagle Mountain City must continue to
provide new parks and recreation facilities as the population grows.

4.1 Future Facilities

This chapter analyzes the growth period of 2019 to 2060 (Build-out) when the projected
population will be approximately 193,143. In order to maintain the existing LOS, Eagle
Mountain will need to continue to provide recreational facilities valuing approximately
$457,696 per 1,000 residents. In other words, to provide the necessary facilities, Eagle
Mountain will need to construct facilities valuing approximately $88,453,506 (i.e.193,143
x $457,696/1,000) to provide for the future population.

4.2 Capital Facilities Plan

The city already has plans to develop additional parks and trails to help maintain its
unique position as a leader in recreational properties and activities. As Eagle Mountain
grows, it will need additional facilities like these to help meet the needs of a growing
population. Table 4-1 outlines a conceptual plan for developing the required future
parks to maintain its current LOS.

The Wride Memorial Park Master Plan that includes a 60 acre plot of land that has been
set aside for the development of a regional park. The maps for the Wride Memorial park
phases can be found in Appendix B, Figure B.3. The recreational trails are conceptual
and no land has been set aside at this time for their planning or construction.

Table 4-1: Conceptual Parks and Recreation Capital Facilities Plan

Construction Estimated Cost
Project Year (2019)
Smith Ranch Regional Park Phase 1 202 $ 3,000,000
Silverlake Community Park 2020 $ 500,000
Recreational Tralil 2021 $ 1,340,807
Wride Memorial Park Phase 2 2023 $ 4,376,345
Pony Express Regional Park 2025 $ 2,400,000
Wride Memorial Park Phase 3 2026 $ 3,055,672
Recreational Tralil 2026 $ 1,340,807
Smith Ranch Regional Park Phase 2 2027 $ 2,500,000
Pony Express Regional Park Phase 2 2028 $ 2,400,000
Silverlake Community Park Phase 2 2029 $ 500,000
Recreational Trall 2029 $ 1,340,807
Wride Memorial Park Phase 4 2030 $ 2,189,420
Wride Memorial Park Phase 5 2031 $ 3,304,296
Recreational Trail 2031 $ 1,340,807
Wride Memorial Park Phase 6 2032 $ 3,040,838
Smith Ranch Regional Park Phase 3 2033 $ 2,500,000
Wride Memorial Park Phase 7 2034 $ 2,827,987
Various Future Facilities 2035+ $ 50,495,720
Total $ 88,453,506

12
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CHAPTER 5 - IMPACT FEE FACILITIES PLAN

Impact fees provide communities with a legal means to obtain funds from new
developments to finance the construction of infrlastructure improvements that are
needed to serve new growth. State law requires that impact fees be used only for
projects made necessary by new growth and not for existing deficiencies. Throughout
this study, existing conditions have been analyzed as well as future needs due to
development and growth. This section defines the financial impact that new
development will have on Eagle Mountin City in the next six years and recommends
impact fees for park and recreation element analyzed in this study. These fees will be
needed to maintain the existing level of service throughout the City. It does not include
existing deficiencies.

5.1 Parks and Recreation IFFP

The Parks and Recreation Capital Facilities Plan illustrates proposed improvements that
future development will require. Table 4-1 outlines the proposed projects and their
costs in 2019 dollars. Projects that are projected to be constructed within the next six
years and are eligible to be funded by impact fees total $8,867,152 are detailed below
and summarized in Table 5-1. These projects and costs were taken from the Eagle
Mountain City Wride Memorial Park Master Plan prepared by MGB+A from May 2015
and the Eagle Mountain City master plan 2009

Eligible Projects

Smith Ranch Regional Park Phase 1 — This is the second phase of Smith Ranch
Regional park. It will include new sports fields, asphalt trails,rain gardens as well as
parking elements. This park would also include another large amenity in regards to play
equipment. This would also include an area secured along the tickville wash as a trail
network. The need of this park is driven by the development of housing around the
Wren’s Roost area.

Silverlake Community Park Phasel — The first phase of the Silverlake Community park
will include Amenity area including play area, pavilion, parking, field space and other
aesthetics.

Recreational Trail — The new recreational trail will include buying and devolping new
property. It will include benchs and a paved path along with landscaping. Since this tralil
is conceptual it will be development driven and could be placed anywhere in the city as
needed. The trail is needed to help Eagle Mountain City maintain its current LOS

Wride Memorial Park Phase 2 —This is the second phase of the master plan for Wride
Memorial Park. It provides pedestrian amenities, parking elements, as well as
revitalization of the existing fields. This will be a development driven park. Since it is a
regional park it can service any new development in Eagle Mountain.

Pony Express Regional Park — This is the first phase for Pony Express Regional Park. It
provides pedestrian amenities, parking elements, as well as revitalization of the existing

13
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CHAPTER 5 - IMPACT FEE FACILITIES PLAN

fields and additional recreational field space. This will be a development driven park.
Since it is a regional park it can service any new development in Eagle Mountain.

Table 5-1: Parks and Recreation Impact Fee Facilities Estimates

2019 Estimate | Construction Funding
Future Facility (Millions) Year Source
Smith Ranch Regional Park Phase 1 $ 3,00,000 2020 Impact Fees
Silverlake Community Park Phase 1 $ 500,000 2020 Impact Fees
Recreational Trail $1,340,807 2021 Impact Fees
Wride Memorial Park Phase 2 $ 4,376,345 2023 Impact Fees
Pony Express Regional Park $ 2,400,000 2025 Impact Fees
Property Acquistion $3,000,000 2025 Impact Fees

Total $ 14,617,152
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Municipal Population Projections

2010-2060

2012 Baseline Projections-Utah Governors Office of Management and Budget

Census Projections

Geography 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 2060

State of Utah 2,774,283 3,309,234 3,914,984 4,570,433 5,257,239 5,965,658
Beaver County 6,629 7,766 9,225 10,522 11,837 13,502
Beaver city 3,112 3,646 4,331 4,940 5,557 6,339
Milford city 1,409 1,651 1,961 2,236 2,516 2,870
Minersville town 907 1,063 1,262 1,440 1,620 1,847
Balance of Beaver County 1,201 1,407 1,671 1,906 2,145 2,446
Box Elder County 49,975 54,571 59,437 64,704 70,501 77,030
Bear River City city 853 871 951 971 1,058 1,155
Brigham City city 17,899 19,100 21,397 22,970 25,028 27,346
Corinne city 685 764 892 1,035 1,058 1,232
Deweyville town 332 355 398 434 494 578
Elwood town 1,034 1,252 1,486 1,682 1,974 2,157
Fielding town 455 491 505 582 635 770
Garland city 2,400 2,783 3,066 3,452 3,525 3,852
Honeyville city 1,441 1,419 1,647 1,754 2,039 2,278
Howell town 245 273 297 324 353 385
Mantua town 687 709 773 841 987 1,001
Perry city 4,512 5,566 6,538 7,764 8,531 10,168
Plymouth town 414 478 553 635 561 557
Portage town 245 218 238 259 282 308
Snowville town 167 164 178 162 141 154
Tremonton city 7,647 8,731 9,510 10,353 11,985 13,480
Willard city 1,772 1,945 2,036 2,182 2,545 2,773
Balance of Box Elder County 9,187 9,452 8,971 9,305 9,308 8,835
Cache County 112,656 139,228 168,136 196,559 232,468 273,817
Amalga town 488 540 587 603 930 1,095
Clarkston town 666 696 841 983 1,162 1,369
Cornish town 288 332 362 384 465 548
Hyde Park city 3,833 4,930 6,214 7,552 7,673 8,454
Hyrum city 7,609 9,328 11,079 12,794 15,851 19,012
Lewiston city 1,766 1,777 2,186 2,555 3,487 3,833
Logan city 48,174 57,057 63,943 76,658 92,987 111,717
Mendon city 1,282 1,689 2,239 2,555 2,790 3,286
Millville city 1,829 2,196 2,593 2,951 3,834 4,673
Newton town 789 835 841 983 1,162 1,369
Nibley city 5,438 8,796 14,136 15,725 18,597 21,905
North Logan city 8,269 11,641 14,964 16,708 18,597 21,905
Paradise town 904 1,123 1,334 1,552 1,879 2,236
Providence city 7,075 9,050 11,770 13,759 16,273 19,167
Richmond city 2,470 2,785 3,026 3,342 4,184 5,203
River Heights city 1,734 2,088 2,152 2,258 2,557 3,012
Smithfield city 9,495 12,051 15,171 18,307 19,069 21,245
Trenton town 464 557 673 786 930 1,095
Wellsville city 3,432 4,160 5,036 5,831 7,098 8,444
Balance of Cache County 6,651 7,597 8,991 10,274 12,941 14,247
Carbon County 21,403 21,602 22,092 22,860 23,582 24,384
East Carbon city 1,301 1,313 1,343 1,390 1,433 1,482
Helper city 2,201 2,221 2,272 2,351 2,425 2,508
Price city 8,715 8,796 8,996 9,308 9,602 9,929
Scofield town 24 24 25 26 26 27
Sunnyside city 377 381 389 403 415 430
Wellington city 1,676 1,692 1,730 1,790 1,847 1,909
Balance of Carbon County 7,109 7,175 7,338 7,593 7,833 8,099
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Geography 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 2060

Daggett County 1,059 1,444 1,377 1,407 1,519 1,678
Manila town 310 423 403 412 445 491
Balance of Daggett County 749 1,021 974 995 1,074 1,187
Davis County 306,479 356,968 391,933 426,392 465,664 503,985
Bountiful city 42,552 45,993 47,737 48,323 48,993 49,808
Centerville city 15,335 18,484 21,000 25,323 26,496 27,395
Clearfield city 30,112 31,684 32,502 33,056 33,995 34,866
Clinton city 20,426 24,205 26,008 27,126 29,100 30,871
Farmington city 18,275 22,292 26,277 31,893 37,052 42,417
Fruit Heights city 4,987 5,816 5,907 6,663 6,750 6,725
Kaysville city 27,300 32,500 35,465 37,261 40,623 43,809
Layton city 67,311 79,594 84,894 84,953 90,327 94,942
North Salt Lake city 16,322 19,313 20,646 21,373 22,799 24,047
South Weber city 6,051 7,656 10,001 14,578 17,819 21,292
Sunset city 5,122 5,417 5,485 5,509 5,599 5,678
Syracuse city 24,331 29,678 34,975 39,855 46,479 53,389
West Bountiful city 5,265 6,395 7,443 9,200 10,573 11,987
West Point city 9,511 12,162 16,326 24,541 30,326 36,554
Woods Cross city 9,761 11,689 13,003 12,331 13,734 15,125
Balance of Davis County 3,818 4,088 4,266 4,407 4,999 5,080
Duchesne County 18,607 22,797 24,836 25,721 27,123 29,275
Altamont town 225 276 300 311 328 354
Duchesne city 1,690 2,071 2,256 2,336 2,463 2,659
Myton city 569 697 759 787 829 895
Roosevelt city 6,046 7,407 8,070 8,358 8,813 9,512
Tabiona town 171 210 228 236 249 269
Balance of Duchesne County 9,906 12,137 13,222 13,693 14,440 15,585
Emery County 10,976 11,230 11,930 12,207 12,016 12,141
Castle Dale city 1,630 1,668 1,772 1,813 1,784 1,803
Clawson town 163 167 177 181 178 180
Cleveland town 464 475 504 516 508 513
Elmo town 418 428 454 465 458 462
Emery town 288 295 313 320 315 319
Ferron city 1,626 1,664 1,767 1,808 1,780 1,799
Green River city 952 974 1,035 1,059 1,042 1,053
Huntington city 2,129 2,178 2,314 2,368 2,331 2,355
Orangeville city 1,470 1,504 1,598 1,635 1,609 1,626
Balance of Emery County 1,836 1,878 1,996 2,042 2,010 2,031
Garfield County 5172 6,063 6,821 7,357 7,902 8,963
Antimony town 122 143 161 174 186 211
Boulder town 226 265 298 321 345 392
Bryce Canyon City 198 232 261 282 303 343
Cannonville town 167 196 220 238 255 289
Escalante city 797 934 1,051 1,134 1,218 1,381
Hatch town 133 156 175 189 203 230
Henrieville town 230 270 303 327 351 399
Panguitch city 1,520 1,782 2,005 2,162 2,322 2,634
Tropic town 530 621 699 754 810 918
Balance of Garfield County 1,249 1,464 1,647 1,777 1,908 2,164
Grand County 9,225 10,300 11,300 12,147 13,098 14,301
Castle Valley town 319 356 391 420 453 495
Moab city 5,046 5,634 6,181 6,644 7,164 7,823
Balance of Grand County 3,860 4,310 4,728 5,083 5,481 5,984
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Iron County 46,163 57,055 71,687 87,102 105,797 127,795
Brian Head town 83 103 129 157 190 230
Cedar City city 28,857 35,666 44,812 54,448 66,135 79,886
Enoch city 5,803 7,172 9,012 10,949 13,299 16,065
Kanarraville town 355 439 551 670 814 983
Paragonah town 488 603 758 921 1,118 1,351
Parowan city 2,790 3,448 4,333 5,264 6,394 7,724
Balance of Iron County 7,787 9,624 12,093 14,693 17,846 21,557
Juab County 10,246 13,750 17,203 20,049 23,382 27,502
Eureka city 669 898 1,123 1,309 1,527 1,796
Levan town 841 1,129 1,412 1,646 1,919 2,257
Mona city 1,547 2,076 2,597 3,027 3,530 4,152
Nephi city 5,389 7,232 9,048 10,545 12,298 14,465
Rocky Ridge town 733 984 1,231 1,434 1,673 1,967
Santaquin city (pt.) 0 0 0 0 0 0
Balance of Juab County 1,067 1,432 1,791 2,088 2,435 2,864
Kane County 7,125 8,357 10,259 12,601 15,314 18,583
Alton town 119 140 171 210 256 310
Big Water town 475 557 684 840 1,021 1,239
Glendale town 381 447 549 674 819 994
Kanab city 4,312 5,058 6,209 7,626 9,268 11,246
Orderville town 577 677 831 1,020 1,240 1,505
Balance of Kane County 1,261 1,479 1,816 2,230 2,710 3,289
Millard County 12,503 12,787 13,384 13,804 14,422 16,311
Delta city 3,436 3,514 3,678 3,794 3,963 4,482
Fillmore city 2,435 2,490 2,607 2,688 2,809 3,177
Hinckley town 696 712 745 768 803 908
Holden town 378 387 405 417 436 493
Kanosh town 474 485 507 523 547 618
Leamington town 226 231 242 250 261 295
Lynndyl town 106 108 113 117 122 138
Meadow town 310 317 332 342 358 404
Oak City town 578 591 619 638 667 754
Scipio town 327 334 350 361 377 427
Balance of Millard County 3,537 3,617 3,786 3,905 4,080 4,614
Morgan County 9,469 11,945 15,013 17,926 20,654 24,234
Morgan city 3,687 4,887 6,439 8,043 9,675 11,830
Balance of Morgan County 5,782 7,058 8,574 9,883 10,979 12,404
Piute County 1,556 1,635 1,902 2,091 2,207 2,436
Circleville town 547 575 669 735 776 856
Junction town 191 201 233 257 271 299
Kingston town 173 182 21 232 245 271
Marysvale town 408 429 499 548 579 639
Balance of Piute County 237 249 290 318 336 371
Rich County 2,264 2,532 2,843 3,153 3,495 3,908
Garden City town 562 630 796 883 979 1,094
Laketown town 248 266 313 347 419 508
Randolph city 464 519 512 568 629 703
Woodruff town 180 215 227 252 280 313
Balance of Rich County 810 901 995 1,104 1,188 1,290
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Salt Lake County 1,029,655 1,180,859 1,340,665 1,507,997 1,659,566 1,812,891
Alta town 383 400 441 480 502 523
Bluffdale city 7,598 10,099 16,777 19,499 22,098 25,125
Cottonwood Heights city 33,433 37,336 38,738 39,321 38,726 37,144
Draper city (pt.) 40,532 46,420 52,680 56,742 62,421 67,893
Herriman city 21,785 27,003 38,458 50,114 64,896 81,310
Holladay city 26,472 29,641 31,062 31,998 33,147 34,170
Midvale city 27,964 33,010 41,207 50,464 60,206 70,635
Murray city 46,746 53,748 61,798 67,668 75,445 83,161
Riverton city 38,753 44,339 50,150 56,512 61,974 67,192
Salt Lake City city 186,440 210,592 227,824 229,985 233,031 234,704
Sandy city 87,461 97,826 102,107 104,993 106,471 105,929
South Jordan city 50,418 59,509 74,258 92,403 110,083 128,992
South Salt Lake city 23,617 26,845 29,693 31,287 33,454 35,327
Taylorsville city 58,652 65,637 66,282 66,546 66,795 66,330
West Jordan city 103,712 118,872 135,254 149,637 165,075 180,050
West Valley City city 129,480 145,400 150,641 150,990 152,675 153,765
Balance of Salt Lake County 146,209 174,183 223,295 309,359 372,568 440,640
San Juan County 14,746 15,644 15,486 15,191 15,640 17,100
Blanding city 3,375 3,581 3,544 3,477 3,580 3,914
Monticello city 1,972 2,092 2,071 2,032 2,092 2,287
Balance of San Juan County 9,399 9,971 9,871 9,683 9,969 10,899
Sanpete County 27,822 31,637 35,279 37,879 40,689 45,494
Centerfield town 1,367 1,554 1,733 1,861 1,999 2,235
Ephraim city 6,135 6,976 7,779 8,353 8,972 10,032
Fairview city 1,247 1,418 1,581 1,698 1,824 2,039
Fayette town 242 275 307 329 354 396
Fountain Green city 1,071 1,218 1,358 1,458 1,566 1,751
Gunnison city 3,285 3,735 4,165 4,472 4,804 5,372
Manti city 3,276 3,725 4,154 4,460 4,791 5,357
Mayfield town 496 564 629 675 725 811
Moroni city 1,423 1,618 1,804 1,937 2,081 2,327
Mount Pleasant city 3,260 3,707 4,134 4,438 4,768 5,331
Spring City city 988 1,123 1,253 1,345 1,445 1,616
Sterling town 262 298 332 357 383 428
Wales town 302 343 383 411 442 494
Balance of Sanpete County 4,468 5,081 5,666 6,083 6,534 7,306
Sevier County 20,802 22,380 24,329 26,142 28,241 31,349
Annabella town 795 855 930 999 1,079 1,198
Aurora city 1,016 1,093 1,188 1,277 1,379 1,531
Central Valley town 528 568 618 664 77 796
Elsinore town 847 911 991 1,064 1,150 1,276
Glenwood town 464 499 543 583 630 699
Joseph town 344 370 402 432 467 518
Koosharem town 327 352 382 411 444 493
Monroe city 2,256 2,427 2,639 2,835 3,063 3,400
Redmond town 730 785 854 917 991 1,100
Richfield city 7,551 8,124 8,831 9,489 10,251 11,379
Salina city 2,489 2,678 2,911 3,128 3,379 3,751
Sigurd town 429 462 502 539 582 647
Balance of Sevier County 3,026 3,256 3,539 3,803 4,108 4,560
Summit County 36,324 45,491 56,890 71,433 88,334 107,671
Coalville city 1,363 1,457 1,859 2,729 3,931 5,481
Francis town 1,077 1,624 2,415 3,546 5,925 8,260
Henefer town 766 950 1,212 1,779 2,972 4,144
Kamas city 1,811 2,246 2,864 4,205 6,058 8,447
Oakley city 1,470 2,217 3,297 4,840 8,087 11,276
Park City city (pt.) 7,547 9,358 11,444 13,744 15,521 17,722
Balance of Summit County 22,290 27,639 33,799 40,591 45,839 52,340
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Tooele County 58,218 74,877 99,664 128,348 157,821 189,156
Grantsville city 8,893 11,789 15,940 20,806 25,910 31,421
Ophir town 38 41 45 51 56 61
Rush Valley town 447 458 480 506 517 559
Stockton town 616 768 978 1,201 1,407 1,606
Tooele city 31,605 39,833 51,246 63,683 75,545 87,316
Vernon town 243 255 254 322 389 458
Wendover city 1,400 774 978 1,238 1,497 1,763
Balance of Tooele County 14,976 20,959 29,742 40,541 52,500 65,971
Uintah County 32,588 38,982 41,099 42,690 46,291 50,174
Ballard town 801 958 1,010 1,049 1,138 1,233
Naples city 1,755 2,099 2,213 2,299 2,493 2,702
Vernal city 9,089 10,872 11,463 11,907 12,911 13,994
Balance of Uintah County 20,943 25,052 26,413 27,435 29,749 32,245
Utah County 516,564 668,564 833,101 1,019,828 1,216,695 1,398,074
Alpine city 9,555 10,670 11,667 12,851 13,400 13,700
American Fork city 26,263 32,566 39,635 47,678 54,000 58,900
Cedar Fort town 368 961 2,757 4,503 6,900 9,000
Cedar Hills city 9,796 10,733 10,884 11,689 11,800 11,900
Draper city (pt.) 1,742 2,520 3,303 3,977 5,100 6,200
Eagle Mountain city 21,415 34,152 54,095 76,469 114,400 152,500
Elk Ridge city 2,436 3,898 4,696 5,888 7,100 8,500
Fairfield town 119 599 955 2,148 3,900 5,300
Genola town 1,370 3,789 4,370 6,499 8,600 10,800
Goshen town 921 1,146 1,220 1,419 1,700 1,800
Highland city 15,523 17,792 20,712 24,073 27,100 29,500
Lehi city 47,407 62,154 82,589 103,610 120,000 133,800
Lindon city 10,070 11,753 12,459 13,721 14,600 15,900
Mapleton city 7,979 10,762 13,752 16,901 19,500 21,300
Orem city 88,328 99,227 103,321 112,288 118,900 123,600
Payson city 18,294 22,832 41,144 49,496 58,500 67,200
Pleasant Grove city 33,509 40,034 42,062 47,053 51,200 54,500
Provo city 112,488 126,377 131,068 151,877 170,600 189,400
Salem city 6,423 11,363 27,102 33,649 40,100 45,200
Santaquin city (pt.) 9,128 17,594 32,075 39,774 46,700 52,900
Saratoga Springs city 17,781 33,514 58,496 78,987 107,900 134,000
Spanish Fork city 34,691 44,623 54,143 64,607 72,300 78,300
Springville city 29,466 37,094 45,078 51,971 57,500 61,600
Vineyard town 139 2,065 8,415 15,938 20,000 20,900
Woodland Hills city 1,344 1,943 3,001 3,764 4,700 5,300
Balance of Utah County 10,009 28,404 24,101 38,998 60,195 86,074
Wasatch County 23,530 32,741 44,549 59,159 76,389 96,696
Charleston town 415 533 941 1,611 2,953 5,592
Daniel town 938 1,058 1,600 2,626 4,152 6,430
Heber city 11,362 15,387 19,243 22,683 23,747 25,675
Hideout town 656 1,253 1,818 2,983 4,474 6,083
Independence town 164 174 306 611 1,168 2,307
Midway city 3,845 6,039 8,759 11,759 14,571 18,481
Park City city (pt.) 11 15 18 20 20 20
Wallsburg town 250 321 315 517 775 992
Balance of Wasatch County 5,889 7,960 11,549 16,349 24,528 31,116

280



Census

Projections

Geography 2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 2060

Washington County 138,115 196,762 280,558 371,743 472,567 581,731
Apple Valley town 701 999 1,424 1,887 2,399 2,953
Enterprise city 1,711 2,438 3,476 4,605 5,854 7,207
Hildale city 2,726 3,884 5,537 7,337 9,327 11,482
Hurricane city 13,748 19,586 27,927 37,003 47,039 57,906
Ivins city 6,753 9,620 13,718 18,176 23,106 28,443
La Verkin city 4,060 5,784 8,247 10,928 13,891 17,100
Leeds town 820 1,168 1,666 2,207 2,806 3,454
New Harmony town 207 295 420 557 708 872
Rockville town 245 349 498 659 838 1,032
St. George city 72,897 103,851 148,078 196,206 249,421 307,037
Santa Clara city 6,003 8,552 12,194 16,157 20,540 25,284
Springdale town 529 754 1,075 1,424 1,810 2,228
Toquerville town 1,370 1,952 2,783 3,687 4,688 5,770
Virgin town 596 849 1,211 1,604 2,039 2,510
Washington city 18,761 26,727 38,110 50,496 64,192 79,020
Balance of Washington County 6,988 9,955 14,195 18,809 23,910 29,433
Wayne County 2,778 2,845 3,508 4,412 5,326 6,424
Bicknell town 327 335 413 519 627 756
Hanksville town 219 224 277 348 420 506
Loa town 572 586 722 908 1,097 1,323
Lyman town 258 264 326 410 495 597
Torrey town 182 186 230 289 349 421
Balance of Wayne County 1,220 1,249 1,541 1,938 2,339 2,821
Weber County 231,236 258,423 300,477 349,009 398,699 449,053
Farr West city 5,928 6,835 7,238 8,163 9,479 11,593
Harrisville city 5,567 6,314 7,741 7,146 8,428 9,782
Hooper city 7,218 8,967 13,989 21,640 28,691 36,586
Huntsville town 608 666 727 688 698 692
Marriott-Slaterville city 1,701 2,003 2,741 4,826 5,895 7,054
North Ogden city 17,357 19,927 25,351 36,923 43,802 51,103
Ogden city 82,825 90,971 100,123 102,059 105,457 106,934
Plain City city 5,476 6,431 8,727 10,694 13,492 16,572
Pleasant View city 7,979 9,204 11,876 15,626 18,860 22,337
Riverdale city 8,426 9,093 9,365 9,694 9,544 9,409
Roy city 36,884 39,979 41,890 43,876 44,739 44,618
South Ogden city 16,532 17,941 18,885 19,387 19,387 19,399
Uintah town 1,322 1,502 1,851 1,749 2,072 2,415
Washington Terrace city 9,067 9,857 10,446 13,456 13,567 13,358
West Haven city 10,272 13,121 21,731 32,674 44,760 58,405
Balance of Weber County 14,074 15,613 17,796 20,408 29,826 38,798

Notes:

1. All populations are date July 1, except for the April 1, 2010 figures produced by the U.S. Census Bureau.

2. Initial projections of subcounty populations maintained a constant share based on the distribution of the
most recent Census Bureau estimates.
3. Projections are approved by the respective Associations of Government
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FEAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY PERMIT TOTALS

YEAR RES/NEW BSMT | OTHER | COMM | TOTAL | INSPEC
1998 309
1999 311
2000 618
2001 430 | 4 5 440
2002 419 37 22 4 482
2003 388 31 36 | 456
2004 432 33 25 6 496
2005 659 46 22 4 731
2006 904 103 43 5 1055
2007 596 114 51 4 765
2008 110 85 66 7 268
2009 218 76 60 7 361
2010 206 27 28 3 264 3050
2011 106 91 72 10 279 1659
2012 210 87 45 3 345 2345
2013 367 111 63 7 548 3680
2014 364 118 96 13 591 4262
2015 490 149 175 11 825 5533
2016 673 192 431 21 1317 7280
2017 920 220 386 10 1536 9294
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Autumn Ridge 1 1 2l 2| 2| 1 104845 88285| $ 347,761.76 | $ 315,150 2.03 7.23 9.26
Eagle Park Commons 1 1 1] 1] 1 1 1 1 68091 728090] $ 483,703.73| $ 438,344 16.71 10.06 26.78
Eagle Point Park A 29036 878377| $ 403,326.67| $ 365,504 20.16 8.39 28.56
Eagle Point Park B 1 1| 6 124374 S 315,367.15| $ 285,793 0.00 6.56 6.56)
Eagle Point Park C 1 1 4| 2 8 2 72538 S 241,337.92| $ 218,706 0.00 5.02 5.02
Meadow Ranch Autumn 1 1 1] 1 26570 363800] $ 234,837.31| S 212,815 8.35 4.89 13.24]
Meadow Ranch Hidden 1 2 6] 3 1 44242| 387716| $ 325,890.60| $ 295,330 8.90 6.78 15.68
Overland Park 1 1 4l 1| 2 2| 1 94742 S 266,290.93| S 241,319 0.00 5.54 5.54
Sage Valley Park 1 1 4| 1 1 1 1 182927 65915| $ 516,660.01| $ 468,209 1.51 10.75 12.26
Westview Heights Park 1 2| 10 5 48300 41923| $ 175,699.61| $ 159,223 0.96 3.66 4.62|
White Hills Park 1 1 3 1 25019 S 106,527.85| $ 96,538 0.00 2.22 2.22]
Pioneer Addition 5 pocket park 1 2 15221 S 68,903.56 | $ 62,442 0.00 1.43 1.43]
Pioneer Addition 6 pocket park 1 1| 3 12137 S 64,353.91] $ 58,319 0.00 1.34 1.34
Pioneer Addition 7 pocket park 1 1| 3 10598 S 60,957.39| $ 55,241 0.00 1.27 1.27|
Lone Tree park 1 1 3| 2| 2 1] 1 20418 45590] $ 110,555.00| $ 100,188 1.05 2.30 3.35)
Ruby Valley park 1 1 2| 1| 2 29059 S 103,653.28| $ 93,933 0.00 2.16 2.16)
Liberty Farms park 1 1 5| 3] 6 36771 S 145,496.18| $ 131,852 0.00 3.03 3.03
Saddle Back park 1 4 1f 1 1 46857 S 144,554.91| $ 130,999 0.00 3.01 3.01]
Porters Crossing park 1 1 1l 6| 3| 3 1 1 61563 S 270,651.89| $ 245,271 0.00 5.63 5.63
Rush Valley park 1 1| 2 37948 S 120,214.32| S 108,941 0.00 2.50 2.50)
Kiowa (Ute Dr) park 1 1 2| 1| 4 21270, S 88,670.22| $ 80,355 0.00 1.84 1.84
Silverlake PUE park 1 1 1 1 22377 S 99,301.15] $ 89,989 0.00 2.07 2.07|
Silverlake 8 park 1 S 33,104.43] $ 30,000 0.00 0.69 0.69
Southmoor park 24546 45451 $ 71,726.10| $ 65,000 1.04 1.49 2.54]
Northmoor park 22648 S 49,983.28| $ 45,296 0.00 1.04 1.04
Plum Creek park S - S - 0.00 0.00 0.00
Highland @ the Ranches park 13709 S 30,255.24| $ 27,418 0.00 0.63 0.63
Highland on the Green park 17596 S 38,833.70| $ 35,192 0.00 0.81 0.81
Mt. Airey Village park 1 1 S 38,621.84| S 35,000 0.00 0.80 0.80
Meadow Ranch 5 park 1 2 1 1 S 41,380.54 ] $ 37,500 0.00 0.86 0.86|
Cedar Pass park 1 1 3 2 1 1| 2 81184 27826| S 321,567.72| $ 291,412 0.64 6.69 7.33]
Stonebridge park 1 2 9 2 1 1 30722 S 164,103.07| $ 148,714 0.00 3.41 3.41)
Chimney Rock park 1 6091 S 14,546.09| $ 13,182 0.00 0.30 0.30
Kiowa Valley pond park 1 1l 3] 1f 2 1| 1 69401 S 199,897.79| $ 181,152 0.00 4.16 4.16|
Evans Ranch park 1 2 S 16,552.22| $ 15,000 0.00 0.34 0.34
Kennekuk park 3] 1 S 5,241.53]$ 4,750 0.00 0.11 0.11]
Eagles Gate entrance park 1 1 1l 6] 2| 3 1 43567 S 158,056.00 | $ 143,234 0.00 3.29 3.29
Eagles Gate east park 1 1l 2| 1f 2 1 48392 S 162,872.69| $ 147,599 0.00 3.39 3.39
Heatherwood park 1 2| 1 1 6948 S 19,874.80| $ 18,011 0.00 0.41 0.41]
Totals 1| 1|112| of o| o| of27| o|14| 75|32(80| 3| 2 1| 0| Of 2| 1| Of 4| 6|14 1| 1| Of 1499707|2672973] $ 6,061,332.39] $ 5,492,920 61.36 126.10 187.46
Improved Unimproved
REGIONAL AND COMMUNITY PARKS 2015Value  pcres Acres  Total Acres
Walden Park 1 2 1 5| 3| 4 1 1 1 162682 58737| $ 540,961.65| S 490,232 1.35 11.25 12.60]
Smith Ranch Regional Park 1 1] 1 1] 1 137424| 527893 $ 548,601.71] $ 497,156 12.12 11.41 23.53]
Bike park 1 1] 2 2352240] $ 912,699.07| $ 827,109 54.00 18.99 72.99)
Nolan Park 1 1] 1] 1 3] 9| 4 1| 2 4 455956 S 1,797,594.84| S 1,629,022 0.00 37.40 37.40
Nolan Park Pavilion 1 1| 18| 3 2 182669 S 492,817.93| S 446,603 0.00 10.25 10.25|
Pioneer Park 1 2 2 1] 1 2| 3] 3 1] 1 1 180625| 363845| $ 720,573.92| $ 653,001 8.35 14.99 23.34
North Ranch 1 1 1 5| 3| 2 1 36543 82368| $ 194,791.76 | $ 176,525 1.89 4.05 5.94]
Midvalley Regional Baseball/Soccer 2 4 1| 4 8 1 387000 382825| $ 1,700,650.44 | $ 1,541,169 8.79 35.38 44.17|
Midvalley Regional Soccer 2 1 152458 S 354,124.71| $ 320,916 0.00 7.37 7.37|
Pony Express Regional Park 1 2| 1 1 4| 6 1 4 1] 2 1 182137 96235| $ 1,637,307.87| $ 1,483,766 2.21 34.06 36.27,
Silverlake Amphitheater 1] 1 1| 2 3] 3 3 178666| 104399 $ 658,349.62 | S 596,612 2.40 13.70 16.09|
Totals 2| 1| 3| 2|11 1] 1| 7| 5| 3| 41{37| 14| 1| 1| 5| 7| ol of o] 16| 2| 5| 7| o] O] 1| 2056160| 3968542] S 9,558,473.53 | $ 8,662,110 91.11 198.85 289.96
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Totals S 14,155,029 152.47 324.95 477.42

Figure B.1



PARK_NAME
Waldon Park
Pony Express
Cory Wride Memorial Park
Eagle Park
Sweetwater Park
Eagle Point B
Eagle Point C
Pioneer Add. (Open Space)
Pioneer Park
Eagle Point A (entrance)
North Ranch
Sage Valley
Westview Heights

Meadow Rach (Open Space)

Meadow Ranch

Nolen Park

SilverLake Ampitheater
Smith Ranch Community
Eagle Gate West
Eagles Gate East
Mountain Ranch Bike
Kiowa Valley

Liberty Farms Park East
Saddleback

Porters Crossing
Overland Trails

Nolen East

Rush Valley (Open Space)
Rush Valley

Mt. Airey

SilverLake Villlage
Autumn Ridge

Ash Point Park

Fremont Springs
Stonebridge Park
Northmoor

Skate

Pioneer 7

Lone Tree

Chimney Rock-Paul Evan**
Liberty Farms West
Kennekuk

Fridays Station

Willow Springs

Pioneer Addition 6
Pioneer Addition 5
Nolen West

White Hills

Sunset Ridge

Spring Run

Lake View Estates
Eagle Park Entrance

ADDRESS
4337 N Frontier St
4447 North Major Street

5806 North Pony Express Pkwy

1396 E Harrier St

1887 E Shadow Drive
1938 E Sunrise Drive
3742 N Partridge Lane
4558 Silver Spur

4558 N Silver Spur Way
2080 E Summer Way
9242 N Canyon Wash Dr
1448 E Smithfield Rd
2412 E Prairie View Dr
9387 N Sunset Dr.

2863 E Autumn Lane
7862 N Tinamous Rd
7862 N SilverLake Parkway
3885 E. Smith Ranch Road
8398 N Scotscraig Dr
8308 Prestwich Lane
3432 E Golden Eagle Rd
4146 E Golden Eagle Rd
7682 N Rose St

3835 E Chilton Circle
4046 E Cattle Dr

1016 E Waddell Rd.

7764 N Ranches Parkway
7946 N Geronimo Dr.

4122 E Oakland Hills Dr.
4776 E Levi Lane

4492 N Hunter Lane

7870 N Ash Point Dr

7348 N Ute Dr.

8747 N Stonebridge Lane
9098 N Kilkenny Way
4447 N Major Street

2329 E Ox Yoke Dr

2117 E Lone Tree Parkway
7838 N Sparrow Hawk Way
7625 N James St

3449 E Kennekuk Circle
3391 East Appaloosa Way

3372 East Ridge Route Road

2102 E West Jordan Way
1894 E Church Way

End of Wilson Avenue (No Address)

7962 Secretariat Road
3434 E Spring Mountain Dri
2854 E Lakeside Drive

ve

OWNER
EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY
EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY
EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY
EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY
EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY
EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY
EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY
EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY
EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY
EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY
EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY
EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY
EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY
EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY
EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY
EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY
EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY
EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY
EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY
EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY
EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY
EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY
EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY
EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY
EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY

EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY
EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY
EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY
EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY
COMMON AREA

EAGLE MOUNTIAN CITY
EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY
EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY
EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY
NORTHMOOR HOA

EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY
EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY
EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY
EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY
EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY
EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY

EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY
EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY
EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY
EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY
EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY
EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY
EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY

ACREAGE

FEATURES
5.95 1-TOT LOT 4BENCHES 3TRASH CANS 9-PICNIC TABLES 1-PAVILLION 1-BBALL COURT 1BBALL STANDARD 1-BIKE RACK
54.76 1-BASEBALL FIELD 2-BLEACHERS 2-DUGOUT BENCHES

69.37 1-SPLASH PAD 1-TOT LOT 1-SWINGSET 1-ZIP LINE 1-LARGE PAVILION 1-SMALL PAVILION 33-PICNIC TABLES 4-BBQ 2-RESTROOMS 4-TENNIS COURTS 4-BASKETBALL COURTS 6-PICKLEBALL COURTS 25 BENCHES, BASEBALL COMPLEX, CONCESSION BUILDING, SHADE STRUCTUR

1.58 1-TOT LOT 1-BENCH 1-TRASH CAN 1-BBQ 1-PICNIC TABLE 1-PAVILION 1-SWING SET 1-TEATHERBALL 1-VOLLEYBALL
9.11 1-TOT LOT 4-BENCHES 1-SWING SET 1-PAVILION 2-GRILL 2-TRASH CANS 2-PICNIC TABLES
2.86 1-TOT LOT 6-BENCHES WOOD
2.21 1-TOT LOT 7-BENCHES METAL 2-TRASH CANS 2-BBq 6-PICNIC TABLES 1-PAVILLION
2.63 NONE
7.44 1-TOT LOT 2-BENCHES 2-TRASH CANS 2-PICNIC TABLES 1-PAVILLION 1-BBALL CRT 1-VOLLEYBALL PIT 1-BIKE RACK
0.81 NONE
7.69 1-TOT LOT 2-BENCHES METAL 2-TRASH CANS 1-BBQ 3-PICNIC TABLES 1-DUMPSTER 1-FLAG POLE 1-DRINKING FOUNTAIN
4.07 1-TOT LOT 1-TRASH CAN 1-BBQ 4-PICNIC TABLES 1-PAVILION 1-VOLLEYBALL PIT
1.72 1-TOT LOT 5-BENCHES 9-PICNIC TABLES 2-BIKE RACKS, SWINGS
9.92 1-TOT LOT 1-TRASH CAN 2-PICNIC TABLES 1-PAVILION 2-BIKE RACK
15.38 1-TOT LOT 1-BENCH METAL 1-TRASH CAN 1-BIKE RACK
11.18 1-TOT LOT 4-BENCHES 3-PICNIC TABLES 7-TRASH CANS 1-RESTROOM/DRINKING FOUNTAIN 4-BLEACHERS 4-DUGOUT BENCHES 2-BASEBALL DIAMONDS
7.93 1-TOT LOT 3-BENCHES 3- PICNIC TABLES 1-TRASH CAN 1-PAVILION 1-SWING SET 1-RESTROOM/DRINKING FOUNTAIN 2-BBQ
20.95 1-TOT LOT 1-BENCH 1-TRASH CAN 3-SOCCER FIELDS 1-RESTROOM/DRINKING FOUNTAIN
0.93 1-TOT LOT 4-BENCHES 6-PICNIC TABLES 2-TRASH CANS 1-BBQ 1-BIKE RACK 1-BASKETBALL COURT
1.11 1-TOT LOT 2-BENCHES 2-PICNIC TABLES 1-BBQ 1-TRASH CAN 1-BIKE RACK 1-VOLLEYBALL PIT
38.51 2-PAVILION 3-KIOSKS
1.59 1-TOT LOT 3-BENCHES 3-PICNIC TABLES 1-TRASH CAN 1-BIKE RACK 1-BBQ
0.36 1-TOT LOT 3-BENCHES 3-PICNIC TABLES 2-TRASH CANS 1-BIKE RACK
1.07 1-TOT LOT 1-BENCH 4-PICNIC TABLES 1-TRASH CAN 1-BBQ
1.41 1-BASKETBALL COURT WITH 2 BASKETBALL STANDARDS 3-BENCHES 1-PAVILION 4-PICNICK TABLES 1-SWING SET 1-TRASH CAN 1-TOT LOT 1-BIKE RACK
2.17 1-TOT LOT 2-BENCHES 4-PICNIC TABLES 1 GARBAGE CAN 1-SWINGSET 1-BIKE RACK 3-BBQ 1-TEATHERBALL 1-HORSE SHOE PIT
4.19 1-BENCH 20-PICNIC TABLES 5-TRASH CANS 3- BBQ 1-PAVILION
0.50 NONE
0.37 1-TOT LOT
1.46 1-TOT LOT
0.51 2-BENCHES 1-PAVILIOIN 1-PICNIC TABLE 1-SWING SET 1-TRASH CAN 1-TOT LOT
1.15 1-TOT LOT 2-BENCHES 3-PICNIC TABLES 2-GARBAGE CANS 1-PAVILION 1-BASKETBALL COURT WITH 1 BASKETBALL STANDARD
0.67 1-TOT LOT 2-BENCHES 2-PICNIC TABLES 1-TRASH CAN 1-BIKE RACK
0.49 1-TOT LOT 4-BENCHES 2-PICNIC TABLES 1-BIKE RACK 1-TRASH CAN
0.71 8-BENCHES 4-PICNIC TABLES 1-BIKE RACK 2-TRASH CANS 1-SPORT COURT W/ 2 BASKETBALL & TENNIS 1-SWING SET
0.52 1-TOT LOT 6-PICNIC TABLES 1-TRASH CAN 2-BBQ 1-PAVILION, POOL
0.40 4-PICNIC TABLES 3-GARBAGE CANS 1-PAVILLION 2-BBQ
0.24 1-TOT LOT 2-BENCHES METAL
1.52 1-TOT LOT 2-BENCHES 3-PICNIC TABLES 2-TRASH CANS 1-BBQ 1-BIKE RACK
0.14 1-BENCH
0.48 3-BENCHES 2-PICNIC TABLES 2-TRASH CANS 1-BBQ 1-PAVILION
0.10 3-PICNIC TABLES 1-TRASH CAN
0.15 1-PICNIC TABLE 2-BENCHES
0.68 1-TOT LOT 2-BENCHES 4-PICNIC TABLES 3-TRASH CANS 1-SWING SET
0.28 1-TOT LOT 3-BENCHES 1-TRASH CAN
0.35 1-TOT LOT 3-BENCHES 1-TRASH CAN
6.83 1-BENCH 1-TRASH CAN
0.51 2-BENCHES 1-PAVILION 1-TOT LOT 1-SWING SET
1.05 1-TOT LOT 1-SWING SET 2-BASKETBALL COURTS 2-PAVILIONS, PARKING LOT
3.70 1-TOT LOT 1-SWING SET, RESTROOMS, PARKING LOT 1-PAVILION 8-PICNIC TABLES
1.65 1-TOT LOT 8-PICNIC TABLES 1-PAVILION 1-TRASH CAN
1.18 1-DRINKING FOUNDTAIN, EXERCISE EQUIPMENT, PARKING LOT

TOTAL
312.56
TYPE AREA SQ FT ACREAGE AREA PERCENT
Tot Lot 64905.95313 1.49 0.2% Open Space Types
HOA 650512.4375 14.93 1.8% .
Native 7836011 179.89 21.2% 02%_ ~18%
Turf 6575225 150.95 17.8%
Xeriscape 904873.375 20.77 2.5% m Tot Lot
Flower Beds 87083.89844 2.00 0.2% HHOA
Open Space 20802086 477.55 56.3%
TOTAL m Native
847.59 100.0% o Turf
W Xeriscape
M Flower Beds
m Open Space
2.5%
0.2%

G8¢

(Final Calculations) Copy of Park Totals
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Utah Code

Chapter 36a
Impact Fees Act

Part 1
General Provisions

11-36a-101 Title.
This chapter is known as the "Impact Fees Act."

Enacted by Chapter 47, 2011 General Session

11-36a-102 Definitions.
As used in this chapter:

(1)

(a) "Affected entity" means each county, municipality, local district under Title 17B, Limited
Purpose Local Government Entities - Local Districts, special service district under Title
17D, Chapter 1, Special Service District Act, school district, interlocal cooperation entity
established under Chapter 13, Interlocal Cooperation Act, and specified public utility:
(i) whose services or facilities are likely to require expansion or significant modification because
of the facilities proposed in the proposed impact fee facilities plan; or
(i) that has filed with the local political subdivision or private entity a copy of the general or
long-range plan of the county, municipality, local district, special service district, school
district, interlocal cooperation entity, or specified public utility.
(b) "Affected entity" does not include the local political subdivision or private entity that is required
under Section 11-36a-501 to provide notice.

(2) "Charter school" includes:

(a) an operating charter school;

(b) an applicant for a charter school whose application has been approved by a charter school
authorizer as provided in Title 53A, Chapter 1a, Part 5, The Utah Charter Schools Act; and

(c) an entity that is working on behalf of a charter school or approved charter applicant to develop
or construct a charter school building.

(3) "Development activity" means any construction or expansion of a building, structure, or use,
any change in use of a building or structure, or any changes in the use of land that creates
additional demand and need for public facilities.

(4) "Development approval" means:

(a) except as provided in Subsection (4)(b), any written authorization from a local political
subdivision that authorizes the commencement of development activity;
(b) development activity, for a public entity that may develop without written authorization from a
local political subdivision;
(c) a written authorization from a public water supplier, as defined in Section 73-1-4, or a private
water company:
(i) to reserve or provide:

(A) a water right;

(B) a system capacity; or

(C) a distribution facility; or

(ii) to deliver for a development activity:

(A) culinary water; or

Page 1
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Utah Code

(B) irrigation water; or
(d) a written authorization from a sanitary sewer authority, as defined in Section 10-9a-103:
(i) to reserve or provide:
(A) sewer collection capacity; or
(B) treatment capacity; or
(i) to provide sewer service for a development activity.

(5) "Enactment" means:

(a) a municipal ordinance, for a municipality;

(b) a county ordinance, for a county; and

(c) a governing board resolution, for a local district, special service district, or private entity.

(6) "Encumber" means:

(a) a pledge to retire a debt; or

(b) an allocation to a current purchase order or contract.

(7) "Hookup fee" means a fee for the installation and inspection of any pipe, line, meter, or
appurtenance to connect to a gas, water, sewer, storm water, power, or other utility system of a
municipality, county, local district, special service district, or private entity.

(8)

(a) "Impact fee" means a payment of money imposed upon new development activity as a
condition of development approval to mitigate the impact of the new development on public
infrastructure.

(b) "Impact fee" does not mean a tax, a special assessment, a building permit fee, a hookup fee,
a fee for project improvements, or other reasonable permit or application fee.

(9) "Impact fee analysis" means the written analysis of each impact fee required by Section
11-36a-303.

(10) "Impact fee facilities plan" means the plan required by Section 11-36a-301.

(11) "Level of service" means the defined performance standard or unit of demand for each capital
component of a public facility within a service area.

(12)

(a) "Local political subdivision" means a county, a municipality, a local district under Title 17B,
Limited Purpose Local Government Entities - Local Districts, or a special service district under
Title 17D, Chapter 1, Special Service District Act.

(b) "Local political subdivision" does not mean a school district, whose impact fee activity is
governed by Section 53A-20-100.5.

(13) "Private entity" means an entity in private ownership with at least 100 individual shareholders,
customers, or connections, that is located in a first, second, third, or fourth class county and
provides water to an applicant for development approval who is required to obtain water from
the private entity either as a:

(a) specific condition of development approval by a local political subdivision acting pursuant to a
prior agreement, whether written or unwritten, with the private entity; or

(b) functional condition of development approval because the private entity:

(i) has no reasonably equivalent competition in the immediate market; and
(ii) is the only realistic source of water for the applicant's development.

(14)

(a) "Project improvements" means site improvements and facilities that are:

(i) planned and designed to provide service for development resulting from a development
activity;
(i) necessary for the use and convenience of the occupants or users of development resulting

from a development activity; and 288

Page 2



Utah Code

(iii) not identified or reimbursed as a system improvement.

(b) "Project improvements" does not mean system improvements.

(15) "Proportionate share" means the cost of public facility improvements that are roughly
proportionate and reasonably related to the service demands and needs of any development
activity.

(16) "Public facilities" means only the following impact fee facilities that have a life expectancy of
10 or more years and are owned or operated by or on behalf of a local political subdivision or
private entity:

(a) water rights and water supply, treatment, storage, and distribution facilities;

(b) wastewater collection and treatment facilities;

(c) storm water, drainage, and flood control facilities;

(d) municipal power facilities;

(e) roadway facilities;

(f) parks, recreation facilities, open space, and trails;

(g) public safety facilities; or

(h) environmental mitigation as provided in Section 11-36a-205.

(17)

(a) "Public safety facility" means:

(i) a building constructed or leased to house police, fire, or other public safety entities; or
(i) a fire suppression vehicle costing in excess of $500,000.

(b) "Public safety facility" does not mean a jail, prison, or other place of involuntary incarceration.

(18)

(a) "Roadway facilities" means a street or road that has been designated on an officially adopted
subdivision plat, roadway plan, or general plan of a political subdivision, together with all
necessary appurtenances.

(b) "Roadway facilities" includes associated improvements to a federal or state roadway only
when the associated improvements:

(i) are necessitated by the new development; and
(ii) are not funded by the state or federal government.

(c) "Roadway facilities" does not mean federal or state roadways.

(19)

(a) "Service area" means a geographic area designated by an entity that imposes an impact fee
on the basis of sound planning or engineering principles in which a public facility, or a defined
set of public facilities, provides service within the area.

(b) "Service area" may include the entire local political subdivision or an entire area served by a
private entity.

(20) "Specified public agency" means:

(a) the state;

(b) a school district; or

(c) a charter school.

(21)

(a) "System improvements" means:

(i) existing public facilities that are:
(A) identified in the impact fee analysis under Section 11-36a-304; and
(B) designed to provide services to service areas within the community at large; and
(ii) future public facilities identified in the impact fee analysis under Section 11-36a-304 that are
intended to provide services to service areas within the community at large.
(b) "System improvements" does not mean project improvements.
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Amended by Chapter 363, 2014 General Session

Part 2
Impact Fees

11-36a-201 Impact fees.

(1) A local political subdivision or private entity shall ensure that any imposed impact fees comply
with the requirements of this chapter.

(2) A local political subdivision and private entity may establish impact fees only for those public
facilities defined in Section 11-36a-102.

(3) Nothing in this chapter may be construed to repeal or otherwise eliminate an impact fee in
effect on the effective date of this chapter that is pledged as a source of revenues to pay
bonded indebtedness that was incurred before the effective date of this chapter.

Enacted by Chapter 47, 2011 General Session

11-36a-202 Prohibitions on impact fees.
(1) A local political subdivision or private entity may not:
(a) impose an impact fee to:
(i) cure deficiencies in a public facility serving existing development;
(ii) raise the established level of service of a public facility serving existing development;
(iii) recoup more than the local political subdivision's or private entity's costs actually incurred
for excess capacity in an existing system improvement; or
(iv) include an expense for overhead, unless the expense is calculated pursuant to a
methodology that is consistent with:

(A) generally accepted cost accounting practices; and

(B) the methodological standards set forth by the federal Office of Management and Budget
for federal grant reimbursement;

(b) delay the construction of a school or charter school because of a dispute with the school or
charter school over impact fees; or
(c) impose or charge any other fees as a condition of development approval unless those fees
are a reasonable charge for the service provided.
(2)
(a) Notwithstanding any other provision of this chapter, a political subdivision or private entity
may not impose an impact fee:
(i) on residential components of development to pay for a public safety facility that is a fire
suppression vehicle;
(i) on a school district or charter school for a park, recreation facility, open space, or trail;
(iii) on a school district or charter school unless:

(A) the development resulting from the school district's or charter school's development
activity directly results in a need for additional system improvements for which the impact
fee is imposed; and

(B) the impact fee is calculated to cover only the school district's or charter school's
proportionate share of the cost of those additional system improvements;
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(iv) to the extent that the impact fee includes a component for a law enforcement facility, on
development activity for:

(A) the Utah National Guard;

(B) the Utah Highway Patrol; or

(C) a state institution of higher education that has its own police force; or

(v) on development activity on the state fair park, as defined in Section 63H-6-102.

(b)

(i) Notwithstanding any other provision of this chapter, a political subdivision or private entity
may not impose an impact fee on development activity that consists of the construction of a
school, whether by a school district or a charter school, if:

(A) the school is intended to replace another school, whether on the same or a different
parcel,

(B) the new school creates no greater demand or need for public facilities than the school or
school facilities, including any portable or modular classrooms that are on the site of the
replaced school at the time that the new school is proposed; and

(C) the new school and the school being replaced are both within the boundary of the local
political subdivision or the jurisdiction of the private entity.

(i) If the imposition of an impact fee on a new school is not prohibited under Subsection (2)(b)
(i) because the new school creates a greater demand or need for public facilities than the
school being replaced, the impact fee shall be based only on the demand or need that the
new school creates for public facilities that exceeds the demand or need that the school
being replaced creates for those public facilities.

(c) Notwithstanding any other provision of this chapter, a political subdivision or private entity
may impose an impact fee for a road facility on the state only if and to the extent that:

(i) the state's development causes an impact on the road facility; and

(i) the portion of the road facility related to an impact fee is not funded by the state or by the
federal government.

(3) Notwithstanding any other provision of this chapter, a local political subdivision may impose and

collect impact fees on behalf of a school district if authorized by Section 53A-20-100.5.
Amended by Chapter 2, 2016 Special Session 3

11-36a-203 Private entity assessment of impact fees -- Charges for water rights, physical
infrastructure -- Notice -- Audit.
(1) A private entity:
(a) shall comply with the requirements of this chapter before imposing an impact fee; and
(b) except as otherwise specified in this chapter, is subject to the same requirements of this
chapter as a local political subdivision.
(2) A private entity may only impose a charge for water rights or physical infrastructure necessary
to provide water or sewer facilities by imposing an impact fee.
(3) Where notice and hearing requirements are specified, a private entity shall comply with the
notice and hearing requirements for local districts.
(4) A private entity that assesses an impact fee under this chapter is subject to the audit
requirements of Title 51, Chapter 2a, Accounting Reports from Political Subdivisions, Interlocal
Organizations, and Other Local Entities Act.

Enacted by Chapter 47, 2011 General Session
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11-36a-204 Other names for impact fees.

(1) A fee that meets the definition of impact fee under Section 11-36a-102 is an impact fee subject
to this chapter, regardless of what term the local political subdivision or private entity uses to
refer to the fee.

(2) A local political subdivision or private entity may not avoid application of this chapter to a fee
that meets the definition of an impact fee under Section 11-36a-102 by referring to the fee by
another name.

Enacted by Chapter 47, 2011 General Session

11-36a-205 Environmental mitigation impact fees.

Notwithstanding the requirements and prohibitions of this chapter, a local political subdivision
may impose and assess an impact fee for environmental mitigation when:

(1) the local political subdivision has formally agreed to fund a Habitat Conservation Plan to resolve
conflicts with the Endangered Species Act of 1973, 16 U.S.C. Sec. 1531, et seq. or other state
or federal environmental law or regulation;

(2) the impact fee bears a reasonable relationship to the environmental mitigation required by the
Habitat Conservation Plan; and

(3) the legislative body of the local political subdivision adopts an ordinance or resolution:

(a) declaring that an impact fee is required to finance the Habitat Conservation Plan;
(b) establishing periodic sunset dates for the impact fee; and
(c) requiring the legislative body to:
(i) review the impact fee on those sunset dates;
(ii) determine whether or not the impact fee is still required to finance the Habitat Conservation
Plan; and
(iii) affirmatively reauthorize the impact fee if the legislative body finds that the impact fee must
remain in effect.

Enacted by Chapter 47, 2011 General Session

11-36a-206 Prohibition of school impact fees.

(1) As used in this section, "school impact fee" means a charge on new development in order to
generate revenue for funding or recouping the costs of capital improvements for schools or
school facility expansions necessitated by and attributable to the new development.

(2) Beginning March 21, 1995, there is a moratorium prohibiting a county, city, town, local school
board, or any other political subdivision from imposing or collecting a school impact fee unless
hereafter authorized by the Legislature by statute.

(3) Collection of any fees authorized before March 21, 1995, by any ordinance, resolution or rule of
any county, city, town, local school board, or other political subdivision shall terminate on May
1, 1996, unless hereafter authorized by the Legislature by statute.

Part 3
Establishing an Impact Fee

11-36a-301 Impact fee facilities plan. 292
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(1) Before imposing an impact fee, each local political subdivision or private entity shall, except as
provided in Subsection (3), prepare an impact fee facilities plan to determine the public facilities
required to serve development resulting from new development activity.

(2) A municipality or county need not prepare a separate impact fee facilities plan if the general
plan required by Section 10-9a-401 or 17-27a-401, respectively, contains the elements required
by Section 11-36a-302.

(3) A local political subdivision or a private entity with a population, or serving a population, of
less than 5,000 as of the last federal census that charges impact fees of less than $250,000
annually need not comply with the impact fee facilities plan requirements of this part, but shall
ensure that:

(a) the impact fees that the local political subdivision or private entity imposes are based upon a
reasonable plan that otherwise complies with the common law and this chapter; and
(b) each applicable notice required by this chapter is given.

Amended by Chapter 200, 2013 General Session

11-36a-302 Impact fee facilities plan requirements -- Limitations -- School district or charter
school.
(1)

(a) An impact fee facilities plan shall:

(i) identify the existing level of service;

(i) subject to Subsection (1)(c), establish a proposed level of service;

(iii) identify any excess capacity to accommodate future growth at the proposed level of service;

(iv) identify demands placed upon existing public facilities by new development activity at the
proposed level of service; and

(v) identify the means by which the political subdivision or private entity will meet those growth
demands.

(b) A proposed level of service may diminish or equal the existing level of service.
(c) A proposed level of service may:

(i) exceed the existing level of service if, independent of the use of impact fees, the political
subdivision or private entity provides, implements, and maintains the means to increase
the existing level of service for existing demand within six years of the date on which new
growth is charged for the proposed level of service; or

(i) establish a new public facility if, independent of the use of impact fees, the political
subdivision or private entity provides, implements, and maintains the means to increase
the existing level of service for existing demand within six years of the date on which new
growth is charged for the proposed level of service.

(2) In preparing an impact fee facilities plan, each local political subdivision shall generally consider
all revenue sources to finance the impacts on system improvements, including:

a) grants;

b) bonds;

c) interfund loans;

d) impact fees; and

e) anticipated or accepted dedications of system improvements.

A local political subdivision or private entity may only impose impact fees on development
activities when the local political subdivision's or private entity's plan for financing system
improvements establishes that impact fees are necessary to maintain a proposed level of
service that complies with Subsection (1)(b) or (c).

o~ A~
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(4)

(a) Subject to Subsection (4)(c), the impact fee facilities plan shall include a public facility for
which an impact fee may be charged or required for a school district or charter school if the
local political subdivision is aware of the planned location of the school district facility or
charter school:

(i) through the planning process; or

(i) after receiving a written request from a school district or charter school that the public facility
be included in the impact fee facilities plan.

(b) If necessary, a local political subdivision or private entity shall amend the impact fee facilities
plan to reflect a public facility described in Subsection (4)(a).

(c)

(i) In accordance with Subsections 10-9a-305(3) and 17-27a-305(3), a local political subdivision
may not require a school district or charter school to participate in the cost of any roadway
or sidewalk.

(ii) Notwithstanding Subsection (4)(c)(i), if a school district or charter school agrees to build a
roadway or sidewalk, the roadway or sidewalk shall be included in the impact fee facilities
plan if the local jurisdiction has an impact fee facilities plan for roads and sidewalks.

Amended by Chapter 200, 2013 General Session

11-36a-303 Impact fee analysis.

(1) Subject to the notice requirements of Section 11-36a-504, each local political subdivision or
private entity intending to impose an impact fee shall prepare a written analysis of each impact
fee.

(2) Each local political subdivision or private entity that prepares an impact fee analysis under
Subsection (1) shall also prepare a summary of the impact fee analysis designed to be
understood by a lay person.

Enacted by Chapter 47, 2011 General Session

11-36a-304 Impact fee analysis requirements.
(1) An impact fee analysis shall:
(a) identify the anticipated impact on or consumption of any existing capacity of a public facility by
the anticipated development activity;
(b) identify the anticipated impact on system improvements required by the anticipated
development activity to maintain the established level of service for each public facility;
(c) subject to Subsection (2), demonstrate how the anticipated impacts described in Subsections
(1)(a) and (b) are reasonably related to the anticipated development activity;
(d) estimate the proportionate share of:
(i) the costs for existing capacity that will be recouped; and
(i) the costs of impacts on system improvements that are reasonably related to the new
development activity; and
(e) based on the requirements of this chapter, identify how the impact fee was calculated.

(2) In analyzing whether or not the proportionate share of the costs of public facilities are
reasonably related to the new development activity, the local political subdivision or private
entity, as the case may be, shall identify, if applicable:

(a) the cost of each existing public facility that has excess capacity to serve the anticipated
development resulting from the new development activity; 294
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(b) the cost of system improvements for each public facility;

(c) other than impact fees, the manner of financing for each public facility, such as user charges,
special assessments, bonded indebtedness, general taxes, or federal grants;

(d) the relative extent to which development activity will contribute to financing the excess
capacity of and system improvements for each existing public facility, by such means as user
charges, special assessments, or payment from the proceeds of general taxes;

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

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

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

(h) the time-price differential inherent in fair comparisons of amounts paid at different times.

Enacted by Chapter 47, 2011 General Session

11-36a-305 Calculating impact fees.
(1) In calculating an impact fee, a local political subdivision or private entity may include:
a) the construction contract price;
b) the cost of acquiring land, improvements, materials, and fixtures;
c) the cost for planning, surveying, and engineering fees for services provided for and directly
related to the construction of the system improvements; and
(d) for a political subdivision, debt service charges, if the political subdivision might use impact
fees as a revenue stream to pay the principal and interest on bonds, notes, or other
obligations issued to finance the costs of the system improvements.
(2) In calculating an impact fee, each local political subdivision or private entity shall base amounts
calculated under Subsection (1) on realistic estimates, and the assumptions underlying those
estimates shall be disclosed in the impact fee analysis.

~ A~ A~

Enacted by Chapter 47, 2011 General Session

11-36a-306 Certification of impact fee analysis.

(1) An impact fee facilities plan shall include a written certification from the person or entity that
prepares the impact fee facilities plan that states the following:"l certify that the attached impact
fee facilities plan:

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

a. allowed under the Impact Fees Act; and

b. actually incurred; or

c. projected to be incurred or encumbered within six years after the day on which each
impact fee is paid;
2. does not include:

a. costs of operation and maintenance of public facilities;

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

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

reimbursement; and 295
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3. complies in each and every relevant respect with the Impact Fees Act."

(2) An impact fee analysis shall include a written certification from the person or entity that
prepares the impact fee analysis which states as follows:"| certify that the attached 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 the 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."

Amended by Chapter 278, 2013 General Session

Part 4
Enactment of Impact Fees

11-36a-401 Impact fee enactment.
(1)
(a) A local political subdivision or private entity wishing to impose impact fees shall pass an
impact fee enactment in accordance with Section 11-36a-402.
(b) An impact fee imposed by an impact fee enactment may not exceed the highest fee justified
by the impact fee analysis.
(2) An impact fee enactment may not take effect until 90 days after the day on which the impact fee
enactment is approved.

Enacted by Chapter 47, 2011 General Session

11-36a-402 Required provisions of impact fee enactment.
(1) A local political subdivision or private entity shall ensure, in addition to the requirements
described in Subsections (2) and (3), that an impact fee enactment contains:
(a) a provision establishing one or more service areas within which the local political subdivision
or private entity calculates and imposes impact fees for various land use categories;
(b)
(i) a schedule of impact fees for each type of development activity that specifies the amount of
the impact fee to be imposed for each type of system improvement; or
(ii) the formula that the local political subdivision or private entity, as the case may be, will use

to calculate each impact fee; 206
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(c) a provision authorizing the local political subdivision or private entity, as the case may be, to
adjust the standard impact fee at the time the fee is charged to:
(i) respond to:
(A) unusual circumstances in specific cases; or
(B) a request for a prompt and individualized impact fee review for the development activity of
the state, a school district, or a charter school and an offset or credit for a public facility for
which an impact fee has been or will be collected; and
(ii) ensure that the impact fees are imposed fairly; and
(d) a provision governing calculation of the amount of the impact fee to be imposed on a
particular development that permits adjustment of the amount of the impact fee based upon
studies and data submitted by the developer.

(2) A local political subdivision or private entity shall ensure that an impact fee enactment allows
a developer, including a school district or a charter school, to receive a credit against or
proportionate reimbursement of an impact fee if the developer:

(a) dedicates land for a system improvement;

(b) builds and dedicates some or all of a system improvement; or

(c) dedicates a public facility that the local political subdivision or private entity and the developer
agree will reduce the need for a system improvement.

(3) A local political subdivision or private entity shall include a provision in an impact fee enactment
that requires a credit against impact fees for any dedication of land for, improvement to, or new
construction of, any system improvements provided by the developer if the facilities:

(a) are system improvements; or
(b)
(i) are dedicated to the public; and
(ii) offset the need for an identified system improvement.

Enacted by Chapter 47, 2011 General Session

11-36a-403 Other provisions of impact fee enactment.

(1) A local political subdivision or private entity may include a provision in an impact fee enactment
that:

(a) provides an impact fee exemption for:
(i) development activity attributable to:
(A) low income housing;
(B) the state;
(C) subject to Subsection (2), a school district; or
(D) subject to Subsection (2), a charter school; or
(i) other development activity with a broad public purpose; and
(b) except for an exemption under Subsection (1)(a)(i)(A), establishes one or more sources of
funds other than impact fees to pay for that development activity.

(2) An impact fee enactment that provides an impact fee exemption for development activity
attributable to a school district or charter school shall allow either a school district or a charter
school to qualify for the exemption on the same basis.

(3) An impact fee enactment that repeals or suspends the collection of impact fees is exempt from
the notice requirements of Section 11-36a-504.

Enacted by Chapter 47, 2011 General Session
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Part 5
Notice

11-36a-501 Notice of intent to prepare an impact fee facilities plan.
(1) Before preparing or amending an impact fee facilities plan, a local political subdivision or private
entity shall provide written notice of its intent to prepare or amend an impact fee facilities plan.
(2) A notice required under Subsection (1) shall:
(a) indicate that the local political subdivision or private entity intends to prepare or amend an
impact fee facilities plan;
(b) describe or provide a map of the geographic area where the proposed impact fee facilities will
be located; and
(c) subject to Subsection (3), be posted on the Utah Public Notice Website created under Section
63F-1-701.
(3) For a private entity required to post notice on the Utah Public Notice Website under Subsection
(2)(c):
(a) the private entity shall give notice to the general purpose local government in which the
private entity's private business office is located; and
(b) the general purpose local government described in Subsection (3)(a) shall post the notice on
the Utah Public Notice Website.

Enacted by Chapter 47, 2011 General Session

11-36a-502 Notice to adopt or amend an impact fee facilities plan.

(1) If a local political subdivision chooses to prepare an independent impact fee facilities plan
rather than include an impact fee facilities element in the general plan in accordance with
Section 11-36a-301, the local political subdivision shall, before adopting or amending the
impact fee facilities plan:

(a) give public notice, in accordance with Subsection (2), of the plan or amendment at least 10
days before the day on which the public hearing described in Subsection (1)(d) is scheduled;

(b) make a copy of the plan or amendment, together with a summary designed to be understood
by a lay person, available to the public;

(c) place a copy of the plan or amendment and summary in each public library within the local
political subdivision; and

(d) hold a public hearing to hear public comment on the plan or amendment.

(2) With respect to the public notice required under Subsection (1)(a):

(a) each municipality shall comply with the notice and hearing requirements of, and, except as
provided in Subsection 11-36a-701(3)(b)(ii), receive the protections of Sections 10-9a-205
and 10-9a-801 and Subsection 10-9a-502(2);

(b) each county shall comply with the notice and hearing requirements of, and, except as
provided in Subsection 11-36a-701(3)(b)(ii), receive the protections of Sections 17-27a-205
and 17-27a-801 and Subsection 17-27a-502(2); and

(c) each local district, special service district, and private entity shall comply with the notice and
hearing requirements of, and receive the protections of, Section 17B-1-111.

(3) Nothing contained in this section or Section 11-36a-503 may be construed to require
involvement by a planning commission in the impact fee facilities planning process.

Page 12
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Enacted by Chapter 47, 2011 General Session

11-36a-503 Notice of preparation of an impact fee analysis.

(1) Before preparing or contracting to prepare an impact fee analysis, each local political
subdivision or, subject to Subsection (2), private entity shall post a public notice on the Utah
Public Notice Website created under Section 63F-1-701.

(2) For a private entity required to post notice on the Utah Public Notice Website under Subsection
(1):

(a) the private entity shall give notice to the general purpose local government in which the
private entity's primary business is located; and

(b) the general purpose local government described in Subsection (2)(a) shall post the notice on
the Utah Public Notice Website.

Enacted by Chapter 47, 2011 General Session

11-36a-504 Notice of intent to adopt impact fee enactment -- Hearing -- Protections.
(1) Before adopting an impact fee enactment:
(a) a municipality legislative body shall:
(i) comply with the notice requirements of Section 10-9a-205 as if the impact fee enactment
were a land use regulation;
(ii) hold a hearing in accordance with Section 10-9a-502 as if the impact fee enactment were a
land use regulation; and
(iii) except as provided in Subsection 11-36a-701(3)(b)(ii), receive the protections of Section
10-9a-801 as if the impact fee were a land use regulation;
(b) a county legislative body shall:
(i) comply with the notice requirements of Section 17-27a-205 as if the impact fee enactment
were a land use regulation;
(ii) hold a hearing in accordance with Section 17-27a-502 as if the impact fee enactment were a
land use regulation; and
(iii) except as provided in Subsection 11-36a-701(3)(b)(ii), receive the protections of Section
17-27a-801 as if the impact fee were a land use regulation;
(c) a local district or special service district shall:
(i) comply with the notice and hearing requirements of Section 17B-1-111; and
(i) receive the protections of Section 17B-1-111;
(d) a local political subdivision shall at least 10 days before the day on which a public hearing is
scheduled in accordance with this section:
(i) make a copy of the impact fee enactment available to the public; and
(i) post notice of the local political subdivision's intent to enact or modify the impact fee,
specifying the type of impact fee being enacted or modified, on the Utah Public Notice
Website created under Section 63F-1-701; and
(e) a local political subdivision shall submit a copy of the impact fee analysis and a copy of the
summary of the impact fee analysis prepared in accordance with Section 11-36a-303 on its
website or to each public library within the local political subdivision.
(2) Subsection (1)(a) or (b) may not be construed to require involvement by a planning commission
in the impact fee enactment process.

Amended by Chapter 84, 2017 General Session
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Part 6
Impact Fee Proceeds

11-36a-601 Accounting of impact fees.
A local political subdivision that collects an impact fee shall:
(1) establish a separate interest bearing ledger account for each type of public facility for which an
impact fee is collected;
(2) deposit a receipt for an impact fee in the appropriate ledger account established under
Subsection (1);
(3) retain the interest earned on each fund or ledger account in the fund or ledger account;
(4) at the end of each fiscal year, prepare a report that:
(a) for each fund or ledger account, shows:
(i) the source and amount of all money collected, earned, and received by the fund or ledger
account during the fiscal year; and
(ii) each expenditure from the fund or ledger account;
(b) accounts for all impact fee funds that the local political subdivision has on hand at the end of
the fiscal year;
(c) identifies the impact fee funds described in Subsection (4)(b) by:
(i) the year in which the impact fee funds were received;
(i) the project from which the impact fee funds were collected;
(iii) the project for which the impact fee funds are budgeted; and
(iv) the projected schedule for expenditure; and
(d) is:
(i) in a format developed by the state auditor;
(ii) certified by the local political subdivision's chief financial officer; and
(iii) transmitted to the state auditor within 180 days after the day on which the fiscal year ends.

Amended by Chapter 394, 2017 General Session

11-36a-602 Expenditure of impact fees.
(1) A local political subdivision may expend impact fees only for a system improvement:
(a) identified in the impact fee facilities plan; and
(b) for the specific public facility type for which the fee was collected.
(2)
(a) Except as provided in Subsection (2)(b), a local political subdivision shall expend or
encumber an impact fee collected with respect to a lot:
(i) for a permissible use; and
(i) within six years after the impact fee with respect to that lot is collected.
(b) A local political subdivision may hold the fees for longer than six years if it identifies, in writing:
(i) an extraordinary and compelling reason why the fees should be held longer than six years;
and
(i) an absolute date by which the fees will be expended.

Amended by Chapter 190, 2017 General Session

11-36a-603 Refunds. 300
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(1) A local political subdivision shall refund any impact fee paid by a developer, plus interest
earned, when:
(a) the developer does not proceed with the development activity and has filed a written request
for a refund;
b) the fee has not been spent or encumbered; and
c) no impact has resulted.

o~ A~
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a) As used in this Subsection (2):

(i) "Affected lot" means the lot or parcel with respect to which a local political subdivision
collected an impact fee that is subject to a refund under this Subsection (2).

(i) "Claimant" means:

(A) the original owner; or
(B) another person who, under Subsection (2)(d), submits a timely notice of the person's valid
legal claim to an impact fee refund.

(i) "Original owner" means the record owner of an affected lot at the time the local political
subdivision collected the impact fee.

(iv) "Unclaimed refund" means an impact fee that:

(A) is subject to refund under this Subsection (2); and
(B) the local political subdivision has not refunded after application of Subsections (2)(b) and
(c).

(b) If an impact fee is not spent or encumbered within the time specified in Subsection
11-36a-602(2), the local political subdivision shall, subject to Subsection (2)(c):

(i) refund the impact fee to:

(A) the original owner, if the original owner is the sole claimant; or
(B) to the claimants, as the claimants agree, if there are multiple claimants; or

(ii) interplead the impact fee refund to a court of competent jurisdiction for a determination of
the entitlement to the refund, if there are multiple claimants who fail to agree on how the
refund should be paid to the claimants.

(c) If the original owner's last known address is no longer valid at the time a local political
subdivision attempts under Subsection (2)(b) to refund an impact fee to the original owner,
the local political subdivision shall:

(i) post a notice on the local political subdivision's website, stating the local political
subdivision's intent to refund the impact fee and identifying the original owner;

(i) maintain the notice on the website for a period of one year; and

(iii) disqualify the original owner as a claimant unless the original owner submits a written
request for the refund within one year after the first posting of the notice under Subsection
(2)(c)(i).

(d)

(i) In order to be considered as a claimant for an impact fee refund under this Subsection (2), a
person, other than the original owner, shall submit a written notice of the person's valid legal
claim to the impact fee refund.

(ii) A notice under Subsection (2)(d)(i) shall:

(A) explain the person's valid legal claim to the refund; and

(B) be submitted to the local political subdivision no later than 30 days after expiration of the
time specified in Subsection 11-36a-602(2) for the impact fee that is the subject of the
refund.

(e) A local political subdivision:

(i) may retain an unclaimed refund; and 301
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(i) shall expend any unclaimed refund on capital facilities identified in the current capital
facilities plan for the type of public facility for which the impact fee was collected.

Amended by Chapter 190, 2017 General Session

Part 7
Challenges

11-36a-701 Impact fee challenge.
(1) A person or an entity residing in or owning property within a service area, or an organization,
association, or a corporation representing the interests of persons or entities owning property

within a service area, has standing to file a declaratory judgment action challenging the validity
of an impact fee.

(2)

(a) A person or an entity required to pay an impact fee who believes the impact fee does not
meet the requirements of law may file a written request for information with the local political
subdivision who established the impact fee.

(b) Within two weeks after the receipt of the request for information under Subsection (2)(a), the
local political subdivision shall provide the person or entity with the impact fee analysis, the
impact fee facilities plan, and any other relevant information relating to the impact fee.

(3)

(a) Subject to the time limitations described in Section 11-36a-702 and procedures set forth in
Section 11-36a-703, a person or an entity that has paid an impact fee that was imposed by a
local political subdivision may challenge:

(i) if the impact fee enactment was adopted on or after July 1, 2000:

(A) subject to Subsection (3)(b)(i) and except as provided in Subsection (3)(b)(ii), whether
the local political subdivision complied with the notice requirements of this chapter with
respect to the imposition of the impact fee; and

(B) whether the local political subdivision complied with other procedural requirements of this
chapter for imposing the impact fee; and

(ii) except as limited by Subsection (3)(c), the impact fee.

(b)

(i) The sole remedy for a challenge under Subsection (3)(a)(i)(A) is the equitable remedy
of requiring the local political subdivision to correct the defective notice and repeat the
process.

(i) The protections given to a municipality under Section 10-9a-801 and to a county under
Section 17-27a-801 do not apply in a challenge under Subsection (3)(a)(i)(A).

(c) The sole remedy for a challenge under Subsection (3)(a)(ii) is a refund of the difference
between what the person or entity paid as an impact fee and the amount the impact fee
should have been if it had been correctly calculated.

(4)

(a) Subject to Subsection (4)(d), if an impact fee that is the subject of an advisory opinion under
Section 13-43-205 is listed as a cause of action in litigation, and that cause of action is
litigated on the same facts and circumstances and is resolved consistent with the advisory
opinion:

(i) the substantially prevailing party on that cause of action:
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(A) may collect reasonable attorney fees and court costs pertaining to the development of
that cause of action from the date of the delivery of the advisory opinion to the date of the
court's resolution; and

(B) shall be refunded an impact fee held to be in violation of this chapter, based on the
difference between the impact fee paid and what the impact fee should have been if the
government entity had correctly calculated the impact fee; and

(i) in accordance with Section 13-43-206, a government entity shall refund an impact fee held
to be in violation of this chapter to the person who was in record title of the property on the
day on which the impact fee for the property was paid if:

(A) the impact fee was paid on or after the day on which the advisory opinion on the impact
fee was issued but before the day on which the final court ruling on the impact fee is
issued; and

(B) the person described in Subsection (3)(a)(ii) requests the impact fee refund from the
government entity within 30 days after the day on which the court issued the final ruling on
the impact fee.

(b) A government entity subject to Subsection (3)(a)(ii) shall refund the impact fee based on
the difference between the impact fee paid and what the impact fee should have been if the
government entity had correctly calculated the impact fee.

(c) Subsection (4) may not be construed to create a new cause of action under land use law.

(d) Subsection (3)(a) does not apply unless the resolution described in Subsection (3)(a) is final.

Enacted by Chapter 47, 2011 General Session

11-36a-702 Time limitations.
(1) A person or an entity that initiates a challenge under Subsection 11-36a-701(3)(a) may not
initiate that challenge unless it is initiated within:
(a) for a challenge under Subsection 11-36a-701(3)(a)(i)(A), 30 days after the day on which the
person or entity pays the impact fee;
(b) for a challenge under Subsection 11-36a-701(3)(a)(i)(B), 180 days after the day on which the
person or entity pays the impact fee; or
(c) for a challenge under Subsection 11-36a-701(3)(a)(ii), one year after the day on which the
person or entity pays the impact fee.
(2) The deadline to file an action in district court is tolled from the date that a challenge is filed
using an administrative appeals procedure described in Section 11-36a-703 until 30 days after
the day on which a final decision is rendered in the administrative appeals procedure.

Enacted by Chapter 47, 2011 General Session

11-36a-703 Procedures for challenging an impact fee.
(1)

(a) A local political subdivision may establish, by ordinance or resolution, or a private entity may
establish by prior written policy, an administrative appeals procedure to consider and decide a
challenge to an impact fee.

(b) If the local political subdivision or private entity establishes an administrative appeals
procedure, the local political subdivision shall ensure that the procedure includes a
requirement that the local political subdivision make its decision no later than 30 days after
the day on which the challenge to the impact fee is filed.

(2) A challenge under Subsection 11-36a-701(3)(a) is initiated by filing:
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(a) if the local political subdivision or private entity has established an administrative appeals
procedure under Subsection (1), the necessary document, under the administrative appeals
procedure, for initiating the administrative appeal;

(b) a request for arbitration as provided in Section 11-36a-705; or

(c) an action in district court.

(3) The sole remedy for a successful challenge under Subsection 11-36a-701(1), which determines
that an impact fee process was invalid, or an impact fee is in excess of the fee allowed under
this act, is a declaration that, until the local political subdivision or private entity enacts a new
impact fee study, from the date of the decision forward, the entity may charge an impact fee
only as the court has determined would have been appropriate if it had been properly enacted.

(4) Subsections (2), (3), 11-36a-701(3), and 11-36a-702(1) may not be construed as requiring a
person or an entity to exhaust administrative remedies with the local political subdivision before
filing an action in district court under Subsections (2), (3), 11-36a-701(3), and 11-36a-702(1).

(5) The judge may award reasonable attorney fees and costs to the prevailing party in an action
brought under this section.

(6) This chapter may not be construed as restricting or limiting any rights to challenge impact fees
that were paid before the effective date of this chapter.

Amended by Chapter 200, 2013 General Session

11-36a-704 Mediation.

(1) In addition to the methods of challenging an impact fee under Section 11-36a-701, a specified
public agency may require a local political subdivision or private entity to participate in
mediation of any applicable impact fee.

(2) To require mediation, the specified public agency shall submit a written request for mediation to
the local political subdivision or private entity.

(3) The specified public agency may submit a request for mediation under this section at any time,
but no later than 30 days after the day on which an impact fee is paid.

(4) Upon the submission of a request for mediation under this section, the local political subdivision
or private entity shall:

(a) cooperate with the specified public agency to select a mediator; and
(b) participate in the mediation process.

Enacted by Chapter 47, 2011 General Session

11-36a-705 Arbitration.
(1) A person or entity intending to challenge an impact fee under Section 11-36a-703 shall file
a written request for arbitration with the local political subdivision within the time limitation
described in Section 11-36a-702 for the applicable type of challenge.
(2) If a person or an entity files a written request for arbitration under Subsection (1), an arbitrator
or arbitration panel shall be selected as follows:
(a) the local political subdivision and the person or entity filing the request may agree on a single
arbitrator within 10 days after the day on which the request for arbitration is filed; or
(b) if a single arbitrator is not agreed to in accordance with Subsection (2)(a), an arbitration panel
shall be created with the following members:
(i) each party shall select an arbitrator within 20 days after the date the request is filed; and

(i) the arbitrators selected under Subsection (2)(b)(i) shall select a third arbitrator. 304
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(3) The arbitration panel shall hold a hearing on the challenge no later than 30 days after the day
on which:

(a) the single arbitrator is agreed on under Subsection (2)(a); or

(b) the two arbitrators are selected under Subsection (2)(b)(i).

(4) The arbitrator or arbitration panel shall issue a decision in writing no later than 10 days after the
day on which the hearing described in Subsection (3) is completed.

(5) Except as provided in this section, each arbitration shall be governed by Title 78B, Chapter 11,
Utah Uniform Arbitration Act.

(6) The parties may agree to:

(a) binding arbitration;

(b) formal, nonbinding arbitration; or

(c) informal, nonbinding arbitration.

(7) If the parties agree in writing to binding arbitration:

a) the arbitration shall be binding;

b) the decision of the arbitration panel shall be final;

c) neither party may appeal the decision of the arbitration panel; and

d) notwithstanding Subsection (10), the person or entity challenging the impact fee may not also
challenge the impact fee under Subsection 11-36a-701(1) or Subsection 11-36a-703(2)(a) or
(2)(c).

(8)

(a) Except as provided in Subsection (8)(b), if the parties agree to formal, nonbinding arbitration,
the arbitration shall be governed by the provisions of Title 63G, Chapter 4, Administrative
Procedures Act.

(b) For purposes of applying Title 63G, Chapter 4, Administrative Procedures Act, to a formal,
nonbinding arbitration under this section, notwithstanding Section 63G-4-502, "agency"
means a local political subdivision.

(9)

(a) An appeal from a decision in an informal, nonbinding arbitration may be filed with the district
court in which the local political subdivision is located.

(b) An appeal under Subsection (9)(a) shall be filed within 30 days after the day on which the
arbitration panel issues a decision under Subsection (4).

(c) The district court shall consider de novo each appeal filed under this Subsection (9).

(d) Notwithstanding Subsection (10), a person or entity that files an appeal under this Subsection
(9) may not also challenge the impact fee under Subsection 11-36a-701(1) or Subsection
11-36a-703(2)(a) or (2)(c).

(10)

(a) Except as provided in Subsections (7)(d) and (9)(d), this section may not be construed
to prohibit a person or entity from challenging an impact fee as provided in Subsection
11-36a-701(1) or Subsection 11-36a-703(2)(a) or (2)(c).

(b) The filing of a written request for arbitration within the required time in accordance with
Subsection (1) tolls all time limitations under Section 11-36a-702 until the day on which the
arbitration panel issues a decision.

(11) The person or entity filing a request for arbitration and the local political subdivision shall
equally share all costs of an arbitration proceeding under this section.

(
(
(
(

Enacted by Chapter 47, 2011 General Session
305

Page 19



Utah Code

306

Page 20



EagleMountain utaH

PARKS AND RECREATION
IMPACT FEE ANALYSIS

EAGLE MOUNTAIN, UTAH

PURSUANT TO UTAH CODE 11-36A

APRIL 2020
LEWIS YOUNG ROBERTSON & BURNINGHAM, INC.

307



TABLE OF CONTENTS

IMPACT FEE CERTIFICATION......coiiiriss bbb ses 3
SECTION 1: EXECUTIVE SUMMARY ......cooiimimmmisississsisss s bbb sssans 4
PROPOSED PARKS AND RECREATION IMPACT FEE .......ccuuvvviimmarieissmresissesseissssesssss s 4
SECTION 2: GENERAL IMPACT FEE METHODOLOGY .......coconsnmmmmmmmmmmssssssssssssssssssssssssssss 6
SECTION 3: SERVICE AREA AND DEMAND ANALYSIS.......cccounmmmmmmmmmmmmmmssssssssssssssssss 8
SERVICE AREA ...ourvvetsaeeiessssessessse e sssss et s8R 8
DEMAND UNITS ...coooveetraeeesessseeesssssssssss s RR 8
SECTION 4: EXISTING FACILITIES INVENTORY ....ccovunirrimnrmsnsisssssisssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssns 9
BUY=IN COMPONENT .......oocvvveuumaeessssaasessssseeesssssseesssssessssssesssssssessesssse s seess et 9
LAAND VALUE ..o vvetoovreeetsseesesssseeses s st 881 RR £ 9
MANNER OF FINANCING EXISTING PUBLIC FACILITIES ........vvvvvuuerreeessstionssoneeessssmsessssssssssssesesssssssssss e ssssssssssssssesssssssssssssssans 9
SECTION 5: LEVEL OF SERVICE ANALYSIS........ooinmminsssssisss s 10
LEVEL OF SERVICE STANDARDS. ...v..11ecrvvessssereessssaeesssssessshiiinaseseeeessssseee st ess s sess skt 10
SECTION 6: CAPITAL FACILITY ANALYSIS ...t 1
SYSTEM VS. PROJECT IMPROVEMENTS ......oouvvaitiamsssiinseeessssoe beasiesseesessssesesessssesesss st 12
FUNDING OF FUTURE FACILITIES .....couervvvefareeessoaeeesssssieesssssee assbee st 12
EQUITY OF IMPACT FEES ........couoeeeeessibiesseeeseseesbesseseessssss s 13
INECESSITY OF IMPACT FEES .....uuvvevvuuesiuassinseeessiesses s esssssssstebsE s 13
SECTION 7: PARKS & RECREATION IMPACT FEE CALCULATION........cocoosnmnmsnsssssssssssssssssssans 14
PARKS AND RECREATION IMPACT FEE SCENARIO ANALYSIS .......vvvouueeveessmareesssaassesssaessssssssssssss st ssssssss s sssssss 14
CONSIDERATION OF ALL REVENUE SOURCES w.......vvvvevaeeeeessaeeesssssasessssssssssssssesesssssse s sssssss s sssssss s s sssssess 15
EXPENDITURE OF IMPACT FEES itsv.vvuuurvvvessietseessoeeessssseesessssessss s ssss s 15
PROPOSED CREDITS OWED TO DEVELOPMENT ........cvvoeuuerveeemmaeessssssessssssesessssssessssssssssssssesssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssssss s 15
GROWTH-DRIVEN EXTRAORDINARY COSTS .......oouurvvvermareesssaarsesssaesessssssesessssesssssss s ssss s 15
SUMMARY OF TIME PRICE DIFFERENTIAL ......cvvcuuuereesesaaressssaasssesssseessssssssessssssssesssss e ssss st 15
APPENDIX A: EXISTING FACILITIES INVENTORY ..o ssssssssssses 16

2|Page

308



LYRB

IMPACT FEE CERTIFICATION

IMPACT FEE ANALYSIS (IFA) CERTIFICATION
LYRB certifies that the attached 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;

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

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 implementations of the IFFP made in the IFFP documents or in the IFA documents are
followed by City staff and elected officials.
2. Ifall or a substantial portion of the IFFP or IFA are modified or amended by the City, 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.

ik PARK & RECREATION IMPACT FEE ANALYSIS 3|Page
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SECTION 1: EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The purpose of the Parks and Recreation Impact Fee Analysis (“IFA”), is to fulfill the requirements established in Utah Code Title
11 Chapter 364, the “Impact Fees Act’, and assist Eagle Mountain City (the “City”) in financing and constructing necessary capital
improvements for future development and growth. The 2020 Impact Fee Facilities Plan (*IFFP”) was completed by Horrocks
Engineers. The following summarizes the inputs utilized in this analysis.

H

7 Service Area: The Service Area for purposes of the City’s parks and recreation impact fees includes all areas within the
City.

=

A

Demand Analysis: The demand unit used in this analysis is population. The City’s current population is approximately
39,127. Mountainland Association of Governments provides regional planning information related to population,
employment and households. This data suggests the City will reach a population of approximately 65,000 people by
2030, based on an average annual growth rate of five percent. However, the IFFP shows population reaching
approximately 117,000 persons by 2030, an average annual growth rate of 10.5 percent. Changes in the economy or
building trends may result in higher or lower growth than anticipated. As a result of new growth, the City will need to
construct additional parks and recreation facilities to maintain the existing level of service (LOS).

H

5

Level of Service: The LOS for this analysis is based on maintaining the existing level of investment in current parks and
recreation facilities. The LOS consists of two components — the land value per capita and the improvement value per
capita (or the cost to purchase land and make improvements in today’s dollars). The LOS is shown in more detail in
SECTIONS 5.

A

7 Excess Capacity: A buy-in component for Special Improvement District (SID) bonds and reimbursement agreements
was considered in this analysis. The total valuation related to these facilities is $3,857,821. This value has been removed
from the existing facilities inventory when determining future level of investment.

A

Capital Facilities Analysis: Based on the expected changes in population over the planning horizon, the City will need
to invest in additional facilities related to parks and recreation in order to maintain the existing LOS. The investment
toward future facilities can be used for land acquisition or to provide for new improvements on existing and proposed
facilities/land. This ensures that the LOS is perpetuated into the future.

A

Funding of Future Facilities: Impact fees will continue to be a significant source of funding for parks and recreation
infrastructure as they are an appropriate and fair mechanism for funding growth-related infrastructure.

PROPOSED PARKS AND'RECREATION IMPACT FEE

Three impact fee scenarios are shown below: 1) the impact fee including the land value per capita in the LOS; 2) the impact fee
excluding the land value per capita in the LOS; and, 3) the impact fee to achieve the projects identified in the IFFP. A similar
analysis was provided in the 2012 and 2016 Park Impact Fee Analysis, with the City choosing to exclude land value in the fee
assessment. However, for the purposes of determining the existing LOS, the City may include the land values to calculate current
LOS and the maximum allowable fee.

TABLE 1.1: ESTIMATE OF IMPACT FEE VALUE PER CAPITA

PROPOSED LOS LAND COST PER IMP. VALUE ToTAL CosT PER 1,000 PER
Uit S E LRt PER 1,000 ACRE/MILE PER ACRE PER ACRE POPULATION CAPITA

Scenario 1: Regional and Community Parks

Including Land Value (Maximum Allowable) 7.98 §141,109 §54,049 $196,058 $1,564,544 $1,565
Scenario 2: Regional and Community Parks

Excluding Land Value 7.98 $0 $54,949 $54,949 $438,496 $439
Scenario 3: Investment Needed to Achieve $675
IFFP Target

The City's parks classification system includes pocket, neighborhood, community, and regional parks, as well as trail ways. Only
system improvements are included in the impact fee analysis. System improvements include park facilities classified as community
and regional parks. Trailways, pocket parks and neighborhood parks are excluded from this analysis since these are funded by
developers or generally through grants.

310
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Based on the per capita fee, the proposed impact fee per household is summarized in TABLE 1.2.

TABLE 1.2: PARK IMPACT FEE SCHEDULE BY SCENARIO

IMPACT FEE PER HH | PERSONS PERHH FEE PER HH | 2016CALCULATEDFEE | % CHANGE
Scenario 1: Maximum Allowable Including Land Value
Single Family 441 $6,903 $6,333 9%
Multi Family 3.09 $4,842 $4,524 7%
Scenario 2: Excluding Land Value
Single Family 441 $1,936 $1,158 67%
Multi Family 3.09 $1,358 $827 64%
Scenario 3: Investment Needed to Achieve IFFP Target
Single Family 441 $2,978 $1,158 157%
Multi Family 3.09 $2,089 $827 153%
The Impact fee including the applicable buy-in component is found below.
TABLE 1.3: IMPACT FEE WITH APPLICABLE BUY-IN COMPONENT &
Buy-IN SCENARIO 1 CENARIO 2 SCENARIO 3
IMPACT FEEPERHH | SID Buy-IN MD-VALLEY | ‘cecperMH | TotaL TotAL | FEEPERHH  ToTAL
REGIONAL Buy-IN
Single Family y 3
North Service Area $364 $110 $6,903 $7,377 $1,936 $2,410 $2,978 $3,452
South Service Area $110 $6,903 $7,013 $1,936 $2,046 $2,978 $3,088
West Service Area $110 $6,903 $7,013 $1,936 $2,046 $2,978 $3,088
Multi Family
North Service Area $364 $110 $4,842 $5,316 $1,358 $1,832 $2,089 $2,563
South Service Area $110 $4,842 $4,952 $1,358 $1,468 $2,089 $2,199
West Service Area $110 $4,842 $4,952 $1,358 $1,468 $2,089 $2,199

Scenario 1 represents the maximum allowable impact fee the City may assess. Scenario 2 illustrates the impact fee assuming all
land is removed from the LOS. Scenario Jiillustrates the needed investment to achieve the objectives of the IFFP. In order to fund
the proposed projects in the IFFP, the City would need to adopt a LOS of $675 per capita, which is still lower than the existing LOS
of $1,565 (including land valuation). As shown in Section 6, removing the land value in the LOS calculation will reduce the available
impact fee revenues from $39M.to $11M which is below the estimated expenditures shown in the IFFP. Thus, Scenario 2 may not
be feasible if the City desiresto fund the projects identified in the IFFP.

NON-STANDARD PARK IMPACTFEES
The City reserves the right under the Impact Fees Act to assess an adjusted fee that more closely matches 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.

111-36a-402(1)(c)

“Mdda PARK & RECREATION IMPACT FEE ANALYSIS
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SECTION 2: GENERAL IMPACT FEE METHODOLOGY

FIGURE 2.1: IMPACT FEE METHODOLOGY

Demand Analysis

LOS Analysis

Existing Facilities
Analysis

Future Facilities
Analysis

Financing Strategy

Proportionate Share Analysis

The purpose of this study is to fulfill the requirements of the Impact Fees Act regarding the
establishment of an IFA2. The IFFP is designed to identify the demands placed upon the City's
existing facilities by future development and evaluate how these demands will be met by the
City. The IFFP is also intended to outline the improvements which are intended to be funded by
impact fees. The IFA is designed to proportionately allocate the cost of the new facilities and
any excess capacity to new development, while ensuring that all methods of financing are
considered. Each component must consider the historic level of service (‘LOS”) provided to
existing development and ensure that impact fees are not used to raise that LOS. The following
elements are important considerations when completing an IFFP and IFA:

DEMAND ANALYSIS

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

LEVEL OF SERVICE ANALYSIS

The demand placed upon existing public facilities by existing development is known as the
existing LOS. Through the inventory of existing facilities, combined with population growth
assumptions, this analysis identifies the LOS which is provided to a community’s existing
residents and ensures that future facilities maintain these standards.

EXISTING FACILITY INVENTORY

In order to quantify the.demands placed upon existing public facilities by new development
activity, the IFFP provides an inventory of the City’s existing system improvements. The
inventory does not include projectimprovements. The inventory of existing facilities is important
to properly determine the excess capacity of existing facilities and the utilization of excess
capacity by new development. Any excess capacity identified within existing facilities can be
apportioned to future new development.

FUTURE CAPITAL FACILITIES ANALYSIS

The demand analysis, existing facility inventory and LOS analysis allow for the development of
a list of capital projects necessary to serve new growth and to maintain the existing system.
This list includes any excess capacity of existing facilities as well as future system
improvements necessary to maintain the LOS. 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,
debt issuance, alternative funding sources, and the dedication (aka donations) of system
improvements, which may be used to finance system improvements.3 In conjunction with this
revenue analysis, there must be a determination that impact fees are necessary to achieve an
equitable allocation of the costs of the new facilities between the new and existing users.*

PROPORTIONATE SHARE ANALYSIS
The written impact fee analysis is required under the Impact Fees Act and must identify the

impacts placed on the facilities by development activity and how these impacts are reasonably related to the new development.
The written impact fee analysis must include a proportionate share analysis, clearly detailing each cost component and the
methodology used to calculate each impact fee. A local political subdivision or private entity may only impose impact fees on

2UC 11-36a-301,302,303,304

311-36a-302(2)
£11-362-302(3)

6|Page

312



LYRB
—
it

ITTTTim

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).

SYSTEM VS. PROJECT IMPROVEMENTS

System improvements are defined as existing and future public facilities designed and intended to provide services to service
areas within the community at large.5 Project improvements are improvements and facilities 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.6 References to facilities, amenities, projects, etc. within this analysis
are referring to System Improvements unless otherwise stated.

5 11-36a-102(20)
6 11-36a102(13)

PARK & RECREATION IMPACT FEE ANALYSIS 7|Page
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SECTION 3: SERVICE AREAAND DEMAND ANALYSIS

The purpose of this document is to establish a LOS based on the facilities and amenities funded by the City within the Service
Area. The current LOS for parks and Recreation is based on the City’s residential population. The LOS consists of two components
— the land value per capita and the improvement value per capita (or the cost to purchase the land and make improvements in
today’s dollars), resulting in a total value per capita for parks and recreation.

SERVICE AREA

Utah Code requires the impact fee enactment to establish one or more service areas (“Service Area”) within which impact fees will
be imposed.” This Service Area includes all areas within the City.

DEMAND UNITS

The demand unit used in this analysis is population. The City’s 2019 population is estimated at 39,127. Determining growth within
a community can be challenging. Mountainland Association of Governments provides regional planning information related to
population, employment and households. This data suggests the City will reach a population of approximately 65,000 people by
2030, based on an average annual growth rate of five percent. However, the IFFP_shows population reaching approximately
117,000 persons by 2030, an average annual growth rate of 10.5 percent. Changes in the economy or building trends may result
in higher or lower growth than anticipated. For the purposes of this analysis, the growth within the next 10 years is based on an
average annual growth rate of five percent, similar to regional projections, resulting in an additional 24,607 new residents within
the service area.

TABLE 3.1: POPULATION PROJECTIONS

e CiTY PROJECTIONS BASED ON 10.5% MOUNTAINLAND ASSOCIATION OF PROJECTIONS BASED ON 5%
GROWTH (AS SHOWN IN IFFP) GOVERNMENTS PROJECTIONS GROWTH
2019 39,127 39,127
2020 43,235 39,959 41,083
2021 47,775 41,964 43,138
2022 52,791 44,070 45,294
2023 58,335 46,282 47,559
2024 64,460 48,605 49,937
2025 71,228 51,044 52,434
2026 78,707 53,606 55,056
2027 86,971 56,296 57,808
2028 96,103 59,121 60,699
2029 106,194 62,088 63,734
2030 117,344 65,204 66,920
10-Year Demand 67,067 25,245 24,607

The future population in the City is used to determine the additional parks and recreation needs. The LOS standards for each of
these types of improvements has been calculated, and a blended LOS determined for the future population, giving the City flexibility
to provide future residents the types of improvements that are desired. If growth projections and land use planning changes
significantly in the future, the City will need to update the parks and recreation projections, the IFFP, and the impact fees.

Based on 2018 American Community Survey (ACS) Five-Year Estimates, the average persons per household can be found below.

TABLE 3.2: RESIDENTS PER HOUSEHOLD

PERSONS PER HOUSEHOLD
Single-Family 4.06
Multi-Family 2.90

711-362-402(a)
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SECTION 4: EXISTING FACILITIES INVENTORY

The City’s parks classification system includes pocket, neighborhood, community, and regional parks, as well as trail ways. The
City’s existing parks are shown in Appendix A. The City has a total of 519 acres of park, recreation and trail ways. A portion of
these facilities are related to detention as well as gifted acres. The Impact Fee Act allows for the inclusion of system improvements
when determining the proportionate impact fee applicable to new development. The City has defined system improvements as
facilities classified as community and regional parks. Trailways, pocket parks and neighborhood parks are excluded from this
analysis since these are funded by developers or generally through grants.

The tables below illustrate the existing acreage and amenities for the parks and recreation system. The improvement value for
parks is based on the existing improvements to each type of facility and are calculated on a per acre basis. The City-owned acreage
and estimated improvement value illustrated below will be the basis for the LOS analysis discussed in SECTION 5. The valuation
estimates for the existing system exclude the SID and Reimbursement original costs. Existing parks include a variety of services
including basketball courts, playgrounds, restrooms and other amenities as shown in Appendix A.

TABLE 4.1: ACREAGE OF EXISTING PARKS AND RECREATION FACILITIES

Area Total Acres Delt-::tsion Less Gifted Final Acres Im;?;tbr:e ‘ Land Value ‘ C\;J;Ir:::t
Total Parks 519.18 17.35 7.23 494.60 494.60 $74,190,135 \ $18,241,022
Regional and Community 317.50 5.22 0.00 31228 31228 $46,842,574 \ $18,241,022
Less Buy-In Value $44,065,987 ‘ $17,159,788

Buy-IN COMPONENT

As stated in the IFFP, many of the existing parks and recreation areas were constructed by developers and by using SID Bonds.
The tables below illustrate the applicable buy-in costs from existing SIDs and reimbursement agreements.

TABLE 4.2: OUTSTANDING SID AND REIMBURSEMENTS

$§::TRUCT'°N PROJECT ORIGINAL COST g:::\m'; USED CAPACITY %i'i‘:\':::f CosTPER ERU
Parks and Recreation SID Bonds

1998 Landscaping $196,793 6,000 200 5,800 $33
2000 Ranches and PE Landscape $1,378,801 7,000 2,325 4,675 $197
2000 Paul Evans Trailways $311,249 6,300 2,325 3975 $49
2000 Grant Smith Trail $159,291 6,300 2,325 3975 $25
2000 Red Hawk Ranch Park $338,554 2,000 2,325 0 $0
2000 Meadow Ranch Trails $154,633 6,300 2,325 3975 $25
2000 Ranches Entrance Monument $160,000 6,300 2,325 3975 $25
2000 Eagle Mountain Entrance Sign $58,500 6,300 2,325 3975 $9
Subtotal $2,757,821 $364
Recreation Reimbursement Agreements

2002 wﬁ;:;ley Regional Park (Cory $1,100,000 10,000 6,936 3,064 $110
Combined Original Cost $3,857,821

LAND VALUE

It is noted that current costs are used strictly to determine the actual cost, in today’s dollars, of duplicating the current LOS for
future development in the City and does not reflect the value of the existing improvements within the City. The City estimates that
the value for residential land is approximately $150,000 per acre. This is based off of current market prices for land within the City.

MANNER OF FINANCING EXISTING PUBLIC FACILITIES

The City’s existing parks and Recreation infrastructure has been funded through a combination of general fund revenues,
donations, and impact fees. Most of the City's parks have been donated by developers. However, since the developers have
received density credits in return for their donation, these parks have been included in the LOS calculation. All other park land and
improvements funded through donations have been excluded in the impact fee calculations.
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SECTION 5: LEVEL OF SERVICE ANALYSIS

LEVEL OF SERVICE STANDARDS

The level of service (LOS) for this analysis is based on maintaining the existing level of investment in current parks and recreation
facilities. The LOS consists of two components — the land value per capita and the improvement value per capita funded by the
City (or the cost to purchase the land and make improvements in today’s dollars), resulting in a total value per capita for parks and
recreation.

Using the estimated land values and improvement values per type of park shown in Table 4.1 and the existing population for 2019,
the value per capita (or LOS) is calculated. This approach uses current construction costs to determine the current value. It is
assumed that the City will maintain, at a minimum, the current set LOS standard.

TABLE 5.1: EXISTING LOS PER CAPITA

Regional and Community Parks 312.28 7.98 | $44,065,987 $1,126 $17,159,788 $439 $1,565

TABLE 5.2: EXISTING LOS PER ACRE

Regional and Community Parks 31228 |  $44,065,987 $141,109 $17,159,788 $54,949 $196,058

The calculation of impact fees relies upon the information contained in this analysis. The timing of construction for development-
related park facilities will depend on the rate of development and the availability of funding. For purposes of this analysis, a specific
construction schedule is not required. The construction of park facilities can lag behind development without impeding continued
development activity. This analysis assumes that construction of needed park facilities will proceed on a pay-as-you-go basis, and
assumes a standard annual dollar amount the City should anticipate collecting and plan to expend on park improvements.

PARK & RECREATION IMPACT FEE ANALYSIS 10|Page
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SECTION 6: CAPITAL FACILITY ANALYSIS

Future planning for park land is an ongoing process based on the changes in population and community preference. The City will
purchase and improve parks and recreation facilities to maintain the LOS defined in this document. A summary of the City’s desired
improvements is found in the 2020 IFFP in Table 5-1. Actual future improvements will be determined as development occurs, and
the opportunity to acquire and improve park land arises. Impact fees will only be assessed the proportionate fee to maintain the
existing LOS.

Three impact fee scenarios are shown below: 1) the impact fee per capita including the land value per capita in the LOS; 2) the
impact fee per capita excluding the land value per capita in the LOS; and, 3) the impact fee per capita to achieve the projects
identified in the IFFP. A similar analysis was provided in the 2012 and 2016 Park Impact Fee Analysis, with the City choosing to
exclude land value in the fee assessment. However, for the purposes of determining the existing LOS, the City may include the
land values to calculate current LOS and the maximum allowable fee.

Based on the expected changes in population over the planning horizon, the City will need to invest approximately $39 million in
parks and recreation facilities. This assumes the City will grow by slightly over 24,000 persons through 2029.

TABLE 6.1: ILLUSTRATION OF PARKS AND RECREATION INVESTMENT BY SCENARIO

Type of Improvement Population Increase IFFP Horizon Level of Investment Estimated Future Investment
Scenario 1: Including Land Value 24,607 $1,565 $38,509,579
Scenario 2: Excluding Land Value 24,607 $439 $10,802,368
Scenario 3: Investment Needed to
Achieve IFFP Target 24,607 3675 §16,614,341

Table 6.1 illustrates the estimated population growth in the Service Area and the estimated future investment, excluding buy-in to
existing facilities. Future investment will be used to acquire additional parks and recreation land and fund new park improvements
and amenities or make improvements to existing park facilities to add capacity to the system. The following types of improvements
may be considered:

Basketball Courts
Other Recreational Courts and Facilities

Land Acquisition
Sod and Irrigation Improvements

o= =
o= =

o

Pavilions Baseball/Softball Field Facilities
% Restrooms and other Parks and Recreation %  Multi-Purpose Fields
Buildings ¥ Field Lighting
¥ Picnic Tables ¥ Concession/ Buildings
¥ Playgrounds F Parking
¥ Trailways/Walkways ¥  Skate Parks

Volleyball Courts
Tennis Courts

Other Park and Recreation Amenities

Additionally, the City has identified the following improvements as potential impact fee eligible projects:

TABLE 6.2: POTENTIAL IMPACT FEE ELIGIBLE IMPROVEMENTS

FUTURE FACILITY 2019 ESTIMATE (MILLIONS) CONSYT: :: TION CONST?:ST;(S’N L2 FUNDING SOURCE

Smith Ranch Regional Park Phase 1 $3,000,000 2020 $3,100,104 Impact Fees
Silverlake Community Park Phase 1 $500,000 2020 $516,684 Impact Fees
Recreational Trail $1,340,807 2021 $1,431,780 Impact Fees
Wride Memorial Park Phase 2 $4,376,345 2023 $4,990,354 Impact Fees
Pony Express Regional Park $2,400,000 2025 $2,922,409 Impact Fees
Property Acquisition $3,000,000 2025 $3,653,011 Impact Fees
Total $14,617,152 $16,614,341

Construction Cost assumes an inflation rate of 3.34 percent as used in the IFFP.

While this is a list of known projects, the City may need to acquire additional parks and recreation land, fund new park improvements
and amenities, or make improvements to existing park facilities to add capacity to the system not identified above. As shown in
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Table 6.1, removing the land value in the LOS calculation will reduce the available impact fee revenues from $39M to $11M which
is below the estimated expenditures shown in the IFFP. Thus, Scenario 2 may not be feasible if the City desires to fund the projects
identified in the IFFP.

SYSTEM VS. PROJECT IMPROVEMENTS

System improvements are defined as existing and future public facilities designed and intended to provide services to service
areas within the community at large.8 Project improvements are improvements and facilities 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.® The Impact Fee Analysis may only include the costs of impacts on
system improvements related to new growth within the proportionate share analysis.

Only park facilities that serve the entire community are included in the LOS. Only community and regional parks are considered
system improvements in Eagle Mountain City.

FUNDING OF FUTURE FACILITIES

The IFFP must also include a consideration of all revenue sources, including impact fees and developer dedications of system
improvements, which may be used to finance system improvements.'0 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. !

PROPERTY TAX REVENUES

Property tax revenues are not specifically identified in this analysis‘as a funding source for capital projects, but inter-fund loans
can be made from the general fund which will ultimately include some property tax revenues. Inter-fund loans may be repaid once
sufficient impact fee revenues have been collected.

GRANTS AND DONATIONS

The City does not anticipate any donations from new development for future system-wide capital improvements related to park
facilities. A donor will be entitled to a reimbursement for the negotiated value of system improvements funded through impact fees
if donations are made by new development.

The City may receive grant monies to assist with park construction and improvements. 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 LOS. Therefore,
the City’s existing LOS 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.

IMPACT FEE REVENUES

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

DEBT FINANCING

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

8 11-36a-102(20)
911-36a102(13)
10 11-36a-302(2)
1111-36a-302(3)
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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% 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.

NECESSITY OF IMPACT FEES

An entity may only impose impact fees on development activity if the entity’s plan for financing system improvements establishes
that impact fees are necessary to achieve parity between existing and new development. This analysis has identified the
improvements to public facilities and the funding mechanisms to complete the suggested improvements. Impact fees are identified
as a necessary funding mechanism 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.

PARK & RECREATION IMPACT FEE ANALYSIS 13|Page
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SECTION 7: PARKS & RECREATION 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 LOS. The following paragraphs briefly discuss the methodology for calculating impact
fees.

PARKS AND RECREATION IMPACT FEE SCENARIO ANALYSIS

GROWTH-DRIVEN (PERPETUATION OF EXISTING LOS)

The methodology utilized in this analysis is based on the increase, or growth, in residential demand. The growth-driven method
utilizes the existing LOS 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 provides sufficient investment to maintain 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).

PARKS AND RECREATION IMPACT FEE CALCULATION

Three impact fee scenarios are shown below: 1) the impact fee including the land value per capita in the LOS; 2) the impact fee
excluding the land value per capita in the LOS; and, 3) the impact fee to achieve the projects identified in the IFFP. A similar
analysis was provided in the 2012 and 2016 Park Impact Fee Analysis, with the City choosing to exclude land value in the fee
assessment. However, for the purposes of determining the existing LOS; the City may include the land values to calculate current
LOS and the maximum allowable fee.

TABLE 7.1: ESTIMATE OF IMPACT FEE VALUE PER CAPITA

PROPOSED LOS LAND COSTPER | IMP.VALUE TotAL CosT PER 1,000 PER
TYPE OF IMPROVEMENT PER 1,000 ACREIMILE PER ACRE PER ACRE POPULATION | CAPITA
Scenario 1: Regional and Community Parks
Including Land Value (Maximum Allowable) 7.98 $141,109 $54,049 $196,058 |  $1564544 |  $1,565
Scenario 2: Regional and Community Parks
Excluding Land Value 7.98 $0 $54,949 $54,949 $438,496 $439
Scenario 3: Investment Needed to Achieve $675
IFFP Target
Based on the per capita fee, the proposed impact fee per household is summarized in TABLE 7.2.
TABLE 7.2: PARK IMPACT FEE SCHEDULE BY SCENARIO
IMPACT FEE PER HH ' PERSONSPERHH | FEE PER HH | 2016CALCULATEDFEE % CHANGE
Scenario 1: Maximum Allowable Including Land Value
Single Family 4.41 $6,903 $6,333 9%
Multi Family 3.09 $4,842 $4,524 7%
Scenario 2: Excluding Land Value
Single Family 4.41 $1,936 $1,158 67%
Multi Family 3.09 $1,358 $827 64%
Scenario 3: Investment Needed to Achieve IFFP Target
Single Family 4.41 $2,978 $1,158 157%
Multi Family 3.09 $2,089 $827 153%

Scenario 1 represents the maximum allowable impact fee the City may assess. Scenario 2 illustrates the impact fee assuming all
land is removed from the LOS. Scenario 3 illustrates the needed investment to achieve the objectives of the IFFP. In order to fund
the proposed projects in the IFFP, the City would need to adopt a LOS of $675 per capita, which is still lower than the existing LOS
of $1,565 (including land valuation). As shown in Section 6, removing the land value in the LOS calculation will reduce the available
impact fee revenues from $39M to $11M which is below the estimated expenditures shown in the IFFP. Thus, Scenario 2 may not
be feasible if the City desires to fund the projects identified in the IFFP. The Impact fee including the applicable buy-in component
is found in Table 7.3.
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TABLE 7.3: IMPACT FEE WITH APPLICABLE BUY-IN COMPONENT

Buy-IN SCENARIO 1 SCENARIO 2 SCENARIO 3

IMPACT FEEPERHH | SID BUY-IN MD-VALLEY | cecperMH | TotaL | FEEPERHH | TotAL | FEEPERHH  TotAL
REGIONAL BUY-IN

Single Family
North Service Area $364 $110 $6,903 $7,377 $1,936 $2,410 $2,978 $3,452
South Service Area - $110 $6,903 $7,013 $1,936 $2,046 $2,978 $3,088
West Service Area - $110 $6,903 $7,013 $1,936 $2,046 $2,978 $3,088
Multi Family
North Service Area $364 $110 $4,842 $5,316 $1,358 $1,832 $2,089 $2,563
South Service Area - $110 $4,842 $4,952 $1,358 $1,468 $2,089 $2,199
West Service Area - $110 $4,842 $4,952 $1,358 $1,468 $2,089 $2,199

NON-STANDARD PARK IMPACT FEES

The proposed fees are based upon population growth. The City reserves the right under the Impact Fees Act to assess an adjusted
fee that more closely matches the true impact that the land use will have upon park facilities.!2 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 6 for further discussion regarding the consideration
of revenue sources.

EXPENDITURE OF IMPACT FEES

Legislation requires that impact fees should be spent or encumbered with six years after each impact fee is paid. Impact fees
collected in the next five to six years should be spent only on'impact fee eligible projects to maintain the LOS.

PROPOSED CREDITS OWED TO DEVELOPMENT

The Impact Fees Act requires that credits be paid back to development for future fees that will pay for growth-driven projects
included in the Impact Fee Facilities Plan that would otherwise be paid for through user fees. Credits may also be paid to developers
who have constructed and donated facilities to that City that are included in the IFFP in-lieu of impact fees. This situation does not
apply to developer exactions or improvements required to offset density or as a condition of development. Any project that a
developer funds must be included in the IFFP if a creditis to be issued.

In the situation that a developer chooses to construct facilities found in the IFFP in-lieu of impact fees, the decision must be made
through negotiation with the developer and the City on a case-by-case basis.

GROWTH-DRIVEN EXTRAORDINARY COSTS
The City does not anticipate any extraordinary costs necessary to provide services to future development.

SUMMARY OF TIME PRICE DIFFERENTIAL

Although 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, an inflation component was not considered in
the cost estimates in this study. All costs are represented in today’s dollars.

12 11-36a-402(1)(c)
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APPENDIX A: EXISTING FACILITIES INVENTORY

TABLE A.1: EXISTING REGIONAL AND COMMUNITY PARK INVENTORY

ARe Aces  Demomow | Grb | Aces | ELOBE | | VAWE | PAMow | PAMON | Paion pomw) | COCESON | SGTEPARK | SHASPAO  PLYGROWO | \opillioie o | BRERACKS
Unit Values $225,000 $75,000 $30,000 $180,000 $250,000 $460,000 $1,000,000 $500,000 $40,000 $2,000 $1,000
Walden Park 12.60 0.68 0.00 11.92 11.92 $1,788,389 1.00 1.00
Smith Ranch Regional Park 2353 0.00 0.00 23.53 23.53 $3,529,782 1.00
Bike park 72.99 0.00 0.00 72.99 72.99 $10,948,171
Nolan Park 3740 0.00 0.00 37.40 37.40 $5,609,580 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Nolan Park Pavilion 10.25 0.00 0.00 10.25 10.25 $1,537,889 1.00 1.00
Pioneer Park 23.34 0.00 0.00 23.34 23.34 $3,501,535 1.00 2.00 1.00 1.00
North Ranch 5.94 0.00 0.00 5.94 5.94 $891,504 1.00 1.00 1.00
Cory Wride Memorial Park 67.52 1.02 0.00 66.50 66.50 $9,975,000 1.00 1.00 2.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Pony Express Regional Park 36.27 0.00 0.00 36.27 36.27 $5,440,776 1.00 1.00 1.00
Silverlake Amphitheater 16.09 0.00 0.00 16.09 16.09 $2,413,949 1.00 1.00 1.00 2.00
Silverlake Woodhaven Park 11.56 3.52 0.00 8.04 8.04 $1,206,000
Existing Impact Fee Fund Balance (2019) & Professional Expense
Totals 317.50 5.22 0.00 | 312.28 312.28 3.00 2.00 3.00 4.00 1.00 1.00 2.00 1.00 7.00 6.00 4.00
Estimated Value $46,842,574 | $675,000 | $150,000 $90,000 $720,000 $250,000 $460,000 $2,000,000 $500,000 $280,000 $12,000 $4,000
TABLE A.1: EXISTING REGIONAL AND COMMUNITY PARK INVENTORY (CONT.)
e PicNiC GARBAGE EERCHEs L 1/2 COURT FuLL COURT SOCCER BASEBALL ey SWING SET e an B TENNIS RODEO IRRIGATED UNIMPROVED TOTAL IMPROVEMENT
TABLES CANS BASKETBALL BASKETBALL FIELDS Di COURT GROUNDS OPEN SPACE OPEN SPACE VALUE
Unit Values $2,000 $2,000 $2,000 $120,000 $30,000 $80,000 $20,000 $ $2,000 1,000 $6,000 $1,000 $30,000 $580,000 $3.00 $1.00
Walden Park 5.00 3.00 4,00 1.00 1.00 1.00 162,682 58,737 $891,783
Smith Ranch Regional Park 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 137,424 527,893 $991,165
Bike park 1.00 2.00 2,352,240 $2,358,240
Nolan Park 3.00 9.00 4,00 1.00 2.00 4.00 455,956 $3,009,868
Nolan Park Pavilion 18.00 3.00 2.00 182,669 $818,007
Pioneer Park 2.00 3.00 3.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 180,625 363,845 $1,135,720
North Ranch 5.00 3.00 2.00 1.00 36,543 82,368 $333,997
Cory Wride Memorial Park 15.00 4.00 4,00 4.00 1.00 2.00 4.00 8.00 1.00 2.00 539,458 382,825 $5,862,199
Pony Express Regional Park 4.00 6.00 1.00 4.00 1.00 2.00 1.00 182,137 96,235 $1,930,646
Silverlake Amphitheater 3.00 3.00 3.00 178,666 104,399 $909,397
Silverlake Woodhaven Park $0
Existing Impact Fee Fund Balance
(2019) g Prgfessional Expense §1510377
Totals 56.00 37.00 18.00 4.00 1.00 2.00 5.00 7.00 16.00 2.00 5.00 7.00 2.00 1.00 2,056,160 3,968,542 $18,241,022
Estimated Value $112,000 $74,000 $36,000 $480,000 $30,000 $160,000 $100,000 $1,260,000 $32,000 $2,000 $30,000 $7,000 $60,000 $580,000 $6,168,480 $3,968,542 $19,751,399
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EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY
CITY COUNCIL MEETING

" EAGLE
MAY 19, 2020
TITLE: | ORDINANCE — An Ordinance of Eagle Mountain City, Utah, Adopting an
Updated Impact Fee Enactment for a Storm Water Impact Fee; Providing for
the Calculation and Collection of Such Fees; Providing for Appeal,
Accounting, and Severability of the Same and Other Related Matters.
ITEM TYPE: | Ordinance
FISCAL IMPACT:
APPLICANT: | Eagle Mountain City
GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION CURRENT ZONE ACREAGE COMMUNITY
NA NA NA City Wide
PUBLIC HEARING: RECOMMENDATION:
Yes Staff recommends that the City Council adopt the updated Storm Drain Impact
REQUIRED FINDINGS: Fee Facilities Plan and Impact Fee Analysis.
BACKGROUND:
PLANNING COMMISSION State law requires that impact fee are only assessed for projects intended to be
ACTION/ built within 6 years. Because of that and the high growth rate of the City,
RECOMMENDATION e
Impact Fee Facilities Plans are updated every 2-3 years to try to stay ahead of
NA growth. When updating the IFFP, the city considers the existing level of service
for that particular type of facility. It is important with impact fee laws that the
City does not charge new development disproportionately to existing residents.
PREPARED BY:

Lianne Pengra, Public
Works

Attachments:

ORD--2020 Storm Water Impact Fee Enactment (00487640xB00C1)
Storm Water Impact Fee Facilities Plan 2020
Storm Water Impact Fee Analysis 2020
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https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/591504/ORD--2020_Storm_Water_Impact_Fee_Enactment__00487640xB00C1_.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/591484/Storm_Water_Impact_Fee_Facilities_Plan_2020.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/591485/Storm_Water_Impact_Fee_Analysis_2020.pdf

ORDINANCE NO.O__ -2020

ORDINANCE ADOPTING AN UPDATED IMPACT FEE ENACTMENT FOR A
STORM WATER IMPACT FEE; PROVIDING FOR THE CALCULATION AND
COLLECTION OF SUCH FEES; PROVIDING FOR APPEAL, ACCOUNTING, AND
SEVERABILITY OF THE SAME AND OTHER RELATED MATTERS

The City Council (“Council”) of Eagle Mountain City, Utah (the “City”), finds that it is
in the public interest to adopt this updated Impact Fee Enactment to address impacts of
development upon the City; impose storm water impact fees; provide for the calculation and
collection of such fees; provide for appeal, accounting, and severability of the same and other
related matters.

WHEREAS, the City is a local political subdivision of the State of Utah and has
authority pursuant to Utah Code Ann. 8 11-36a-101, et seq. (the “Impact Fee Act”) to mitigate
the impact of new development on public facilities by enacting an impact fee; and

WHEREAS, the City has caused to be prepared an updated Impact Fee Facility Plan, a
copy of which is attached hereto as Exhibit A; and

WHEREAS, the Council finds that the Impact Fee Facility Plan identifies demands
placed upon existing public facilities by new development activity and proposes means by which
the City will meet those demands and has generally considered all revenue sources, including
impact fees, and anticipated dedication of in-system improvements to finance the impacts on
system improvements; and

WHEREAS, in order to reflect the actual costs of projects that have been constructed by
the City, the City has caused to be prepared a Storm Water Impact Fee Analysis (the “Impact Fee
Analysis”), a copy of which is attached hereto as Exhibit B, which identifies the anticipated
impacts on or consumption of existing capacity of public facilities by anticipated development
activities, identifies impact on system improvements required by anticipated development
activities to maintain the established level of service for each public facility, demonstrates how
those anticipated impacts are reasonably related to the anticipated development activities and
estimates the proportionate share of the cost for existing capacity that will be recouped and the
cost of impacts on system improvements that are reasonably related to the new development
activity; and

WHEREAS, the Council finds that the impact fees which are enacted pursuant to this
Ordinance (“Impact Fee Enactment”) are necessary to achieve an equitable allocation to the costs
borne in the past and to be borne in the future, in comparison to the benefits already received and
yet to be received; and

{00487640.DOC /}
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WHEREAS, in accordance with Utah Code Ann. § 11-36a-504, the City has complied
with the notice requirements to adopt this Impact Fee Enactment; and

WHEREAS, after careful consideration and review of the comments at the public
hearings, the council has determined that it is in the best interest of the health, safety, and welfare
of the inhabitants of the City to adopt this Impact Fee Enactment.

BE IT ORDAINED by the City Council of Eagle Mountain City, Utah:

Section 1. Findings; Authority; Purpose.

The Council finds and determines that growth and development activities in the City will
create additional demand and need for storm water facilities, and the Council finds that persons
responsible for growth and development activities should pay a proportionate share of the costs
of such planned facilities needed to serve the growth and development activity. The Council
further finds that based on the Impact Fee Facility Plan and Impact Fee Analysis that impact fees
are necessary to achieve an equitable allocation to the costs borne in the past and to be borne in
the future, in comparison with the benefits already received and yet to be received. The
provisions of this Impact Fee Enactment shall be liberally construed in order to carry out the
purpose and intent of the Council in establishing the impact fee program.

Section 2. Definitions.

Except as provided below, words and phrases that are defined in the Impact Fee Act shall
have the same meaning in this Impact Fee Enactment.

2.1  Allowable Credits. A developer may be allowed an offset or a credit
against an impact fee if the developer dedicates land for a system improvement, builds and
dedicates some or all of a system improvement, or dedicates a public facility that the City and the
developer agree will reduce the need for a system improvement above and beyond the normal
required improvements to offset the reasonable impacts of the development. A credit against an
impact fee shall be granted for any dedication of real property for, improvements to, or new
construction of, any system improvements provided by the developer if the facilities are system
improvements, or are dedicated to the Public and offset the need for identified system
improvements.

2.2  Applicant. A person or entity required to pay an impact fee under this
Impact Fee Enactment.

2.3  Gross Impact Fee. The stated impact fee assessed (prior to the
computation of allowable credits, exemptions, or adjustments) for system improvements based
on the requirements of this Impact Fee Enactment.

{00487640.DOC /}
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2.4  Impact Fee Agent. The person or persons designated by the City Council
to evaluate impact fee applications and calculate gross impact fees, allowable credits,
exemptions, adjustments, and net impact fees.

2.5 Impact Fee Applicant or Impact Fee Applications. An application
submitted by an applicant for development approval that is required to pay an impact fee prior to
obtaining subdivision approval or other development approval from the City Council or the
building official of the City prior to issuance of a building permit.

26  Net Impact Fee. The gross impact fee less all allowable credits,
exemptions, adjustments, and credit adjustments required by this Impact Fee Enactment.

2.7 Single Family Residential Unit or Equivalent Residential Unit or ERUs.
The system improvement capacity required for a dwelling unit intended for the use and
occupancy of a single family with no restriction on time of use.

Section 3. Impact Fees Imposed.

3.1 Impact Fees. Based on the Council approval and adoption of the Impact
Fee Facility Plan and Impact Fee Analysis, the City Council hereby adopts the Storm Water
Impact Fee in the maximum amounts set forth in Tables 6.1 through 6.3 of the Impact Fee
Analysis.

3.2 Impact Fees Accounting. The City will establish a separate interest-
bearing ledger account for each type of public facility for which impact fees are collected.
Interest earned on such account shall be allocated to that account.

@) Reporting. At the end of each fiscal year, the City shall prepare a
report on each fund or account showing the source and amount of all monies collected, earned,
and received by the fund or account and each expenditure from the fund or account. The report
shall identify impact fees by the year in which they were received, the project from which the
funds were collected, the system improvements for which the funds were budgeted, and the
projected schedule for expenditures. The report shall be in a format developed by the State
Auditor that is certified by the City’s Chief Financial Officer and shall be transmitted annually to
the State Auditor.

(b) Impact Fee Expenditures. The City may expend impact fees
collected pursuant to this Impact Fee Enactment only for systems improvements that are public
facilities identified in the Impact Fee Facility Plan.

(c) Time of Expenditure. Impact fees collected pursuant to this Impact
Fee Enactment are to be expended or encumbered for a permissible use within six (6) years of
the receipt of those funds by the City. For purposes of this calculation, the first funds received
shall be deemed to be the first funds expended.
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(d) Extension of Time. The City may hold unencumbered fees for
longer than six (6) years if the Council identifies in writing (i) an extraordinary and compelling
reason why the fees should be held longer than six (6) years; and (ii) an absolute date by which
the fees will be expended.

3.3  Additional Fees and Costs. The impact fees authorized hereby are
separate from and in addition to user fees and other charges lawfully imposed by the City, such
as engineering and inspection fees, building permit fees, review fees, and other fees and costs
that may not be included as itemized component parts of the impact fee.

3.4  Fees Effective at Time of Payment. Unless the City is otherwise bound by
a contractual requirement, the impact fee shall be determined in accordance with the provisions
of Section 5 below.

Section 4. Impact Fee Amount and Procedure.

4.1 Impact Fee Imposed. Impact fees are hereby imposed on the basis of the
Impact Fee Analysis and shall be paid either as a condition of plat approval, as a condition of the
issuance of a building permit, or as a condition to connecting to any current or future system
improvements if a plat or building permit is not required in an amount set forth in the Impact Fee
Analysis.

4.2 Application Procedure. Each Applicant for development approval shall
make application in writing to the City on forms provided for the City for determination of the
amount of the required impact fees payable by the Applicant. Each Applicant shall provide all
information requested by the City to allow the City to verify the accuracy of the information
presented by the Applicant. The Impact Fee Agent shall consider the information presented by
the Applicant and determine the gross impact fee, allowable credit, exemptions, adjustments, and
net impact fee.

4.3  Impact Fee Amount. The amount of the impact fees imposed hereby shall
be the gross amount as set forth in the Impact Fee Analysis.

Section 5. Exemptions, Adjustments, and Credits.

5.1 Exemption.  The Council may, on a project-by-project basis, authorize
exemptions to the impact fee imposed for development activity that the Council determines to be
of broad public purpose to justify the exception, development activities attributable to low-
income housing, the state, a school district, or a charter school (the school district and charter
school on the same basis).

5.2  Adjustments. The Council shall ensure that the impact fees are imposed
fairly and may adjust impact fees at the time the fee is charged to (i) respond to unusual
circumstances in specific cases, (ii) respond to a request for a prompt and individualized impact

4
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review for the development activities of the state or a school district or a charter school and an
offset or credit for a public facility for which an impact fee has been or will be collected, and (iii)
permits adjustments of the amount of the impact fee to be imposed on a particular development
based upon studies and data submitted by the developer.

5.3  Credits. A developer, including a school district or charter school, shall
receive a credit against or proportionate reimbursement of an impact fee if the developer
dedicates land for a system improvement, builds and dedicates some or all of a system
improvement, or dedicates a public facility that the City and the Developer agree will reduce the
need for a system improvement. A credit against the impact fee shall also be given for any
dedication of land for, improvements to, or new construction of, any system improvements
provided by the developer if the facilities are system improvements, or are dedicated to the
public and offset the need for identified system improvements.

Section 6. Service Area.

Service areas are hereby established as set forth on the Impact Fee Facility Plan and
Impact Fee Analysis.

Section 7. Appeal Procedures.

7.1  Application. The appeal procedure applies to challenges to the legality of
impact fees, the interpretation and/or application of those fees.

7.2  Request for Information Concerning the Fee. Any person or entity
required to pay an impact fee pursuant to this Impact Fee Enactment may file a written request
for information concerning the fee with the City. The City will provide the person or entity with
the Impact Fee Analysis, Impact Fee Facility Plan, and other relevant information relating to the
impact fee within two weeks after receipt of the request for information.

7.3  Appeals to City Before Payment of Impact Fees. Any affected or
potentially affected person or entity who wishes to challenge an impact fee imposed pursuant to
this Impact Fee Enactment prior to payment thereof may file a written request for information
concerning their fee and the process under the City’s appeal procedure.

7.4  Appeal to City After Payment of Impact Fees; Statute of Limitations for
Failure to File. Any person or entity that has paid an impact fee pursuant to this Impact Fee
Enactment and wishes to challenge the fee shall file a written request for information concerning
the fee after having paid the fee and proceed under the City’s appeal process. The deadline for
filing an appeal shall be as follows:

@) Within 30 days after the person making the appeal pays the impact
fee, they may challenge whether the City complied with the notice requirements of the impact
fee with respect to imposition of the impact and the procedure.

5
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(b) Within 180 days after the person making the appeal pays the
impact fee, they may challenge whether the city complied with other procedural requirements of
the impact fee.

(©) Within one (1) year after the person making the appeal pays the
impact fee, they may challenge the impact fee.

7.5  Appeal to City. Any developer, landowner, or affected party desiring to
challenge the legality of any impact fee, or related fees or exaction under this Impact Fee
Enactment, may appeal directly to the City by filing a written challenge with the City before the
deadlines provided above.

@) Hearing. An informal hearing will be held not sooner than five (5)
days nor more than 25 days after the written appeal to the City is filed.

(b) Decision. After the conclusion of the informal hearing, the City
shall affirm, reverse, or take action with respect to the challenge or appeal as the City deems
appropriate. The decision of the City will be issued within 30 days after the date the written
challenge was filed. In light of the statutorily mandated time restrictions, the City shall not be
required to provide more than three (3) working days’ prior notice of the time, date, and location
of the informal hearing, and the inconvenience of the hearing to the challenging party shall not
serve as a basis of appeal of any final determination.

7.6 Denial of Due Process. If the City for any reason fails to issue a final
decision on a written challenge to an impact fee, its calculation or application, within 30 days
after the filing of the challenge with the City, the challenge shall be deemed to have been denied.

7.7  Judicial Review. Nothing in this Impact Fee Enactment shall be
interpreted to alter the statutory deadlines before which an action to challenge an impact fee must
be initiated in the district court. After having been served with a copy of the pleadings initiating
a court review, the City shall submit to the court the records of the proceedings before the City,
including minutes, and if available, a true and correct transcript of any proceedings.

Section 8. Severability. If any section, subsection, paragraph, clause, or phrase of
this Impact Fee Enactment shall be declared invalid for any reason, such decision shall not affect
the remaining provisions of this Impact Fee Enactment, which shall remain in full force and
effect, and for this purpose, the provisions of this Impact Fee Enactment are declared to be
severable.

Section 9. Effective Date. The Impact Fee Enactment pursuant to this Impact Fee
Ordinance shall take effect 90 days after its enactment.
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ADOPTED by the City Council of Eagle Mountain City, Utah, this day of
, 2020.

EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY, UTAH

Tom Westmoreland, Mayor
ATTEST:

Fionnuala B. Kofoed, City Recorder

{00487640.DOC /}
330



CERTIFICATION

The above Ordinance was adopted by the City Council of Eagle Mountain City, Utah

on this 19" day of May, 2020.

Those voting aye:

Donna Burnham
Melissa Clark
Colby Curtis

Jared Gray

Oo O o o o4

Carolyn Love

Posted to City bulletin boards on
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Those voting nay:

O
O
O
O
O

Donna Burnham

Melissa Clark

O
O
Colby Curtis O
Jared Gray O

O

Carolyn Love

Those excused:

Donna Burnham
Melissa Clark
Colby Curtis
Jared Gray

Carolyn Love

Fionnuala B. Kofoed, MMC

City Recorder

by
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EAGLE MOUNTAIN STORM DRAIN IFFP 2018 REPORT

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The recommended improvements to the storm drain system in the next five years by service
area are shown in Table 1. JWO Engineering recommends that Eagle Mountain give priority to
completing these projects in the next five years.

Table 1. Five year project cost opinion

Segment Estimate (Millions)

North Service Area
Pipe 24 $1.60
Pipe 25 $0.88
Pond 21 S0.65
Subtotal $3.13

South Service Area
Pipes 4-7 $7.16
Pipe 23 $1.75
Pond 3 $2.08
Pond 4 $2.07
Subtotal $13.05

West Service Area
Pipes 27-30, 32-41 $18.0
Ponds 16, 17, and 18 $1.09
Swales S1, S2, and S3 $3.65
Subtotal $22.74
Total $38.92

BACKGROUND

Eagle Mountain City is one of the fastest growing cities in the US. Since its incorporation
in 1996 it has grown from a population of less than 300 to more than 36,000, and consequently
has undergone rapid development. It is projected that the city will continue to grow rapidly,
and proper planning of city infrastructure is a crucial component of sustaining this expansion.

Eagle Mountain’s storm drain system contains three separate service areas designated as the
North Service Area (NSA) the South Service Area (SSA) and the West Service Area (WSA). The
NSA feeds into the north drainage basin, which consists of seasonal washes that collect storm
drain runoff. The major drainage channel for the north drainage basin is a large wash known as
Tickville Gulch or Tickville Wash. Several smaller washes flow into Tickville Wash, which
proceeds to carry the runoff to the east of the city, eventually discharging into Utah Lake. The
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SSA feeds into the south drainage basin, in which pre-developed storm drain runoff flows into a
large sinkhole south of city limits. Runoff from the WSA belongs to the south drainage basin.
Developed regions include small collections systems for runoff retention/detention. Drainage
basins are displayed in Figure 1.

Figure 1. Drainage basins in Eagle Mountain

EXISTING REPORTS
Current available reports addressing Eagle Mountain’s storm drain situation include the
Eagle Mountain Impact Fee Facilities Plan Report from 2012 (IFFP 2012) and the Tickville Wash
conditional letter of map revision from 2015 by LEI Engineers (CLOMR). Some data from the
existing reports was used in our assessment of the existing Eagle Mountain storm drain facility
conditions.

HYDROLOGY

JWO Engineering obtained precipitation frequency estimates for use of design storm

calculations from the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) website. PDS- 335
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based point precipitation frequency estimates with 90% confidence intervals (in inches/hour)
and PDS-based intensity-duration-frequency curves can be found in Figures 2 and 3
respectively. Data was taken from NOAA atlas 14, volume 1, version 5 for location Eagle
Mountain, Utah, USA; Latitude: 40.331°, Longitude: -111.975°, Elevation 5295.97 ft.

NOAA Atlas 14, Volume 1, Version 5

Location name: Eagle Mountain, Utah, USA* - g
Latitude: 40,331°, Longitude: -111.975* H
Elevation: 5295.97 ft** i

* source: ESRI Maps -

" source: LUSGES -

POINT PRECIPITATION FREQUENCY ESTIMATES
Sanja Perica, Sarah Dietz. Sarsh Heim, Lillian Hiner, Kazungu Maitaria, Deborah Martin, Sandra
Paniovic, kshani Roy, Carl Tm[de Linruh, Fenglin *an, Michael Yekta, Tan Fhao, Geoffrey
Bornin, Daniel , Li-Chuean Chen, Tye Parzybok, John Yarchoan
MOAA, Mational Weather Senice, Silver Spring, Manyiand
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PDS-based point precipitation frequency estimates with 90% confidence intervals (in inches)’
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Figure 2. Precipitation frequency estimates for Eagle Mountain
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PF graphical

PDS-based depth-duration-frequency (DDF) curves
Latitude: 40.3310°, Longitude: -111.9750°

8 1 T L] 1 T T 6 L} ' T [l T L4 T Ll T
: Average recumance
nterval
(years)
g =
g 2
- ot
c — 10
2
% —
- — 50
b — 100
g - 200
— 600
- 1000
B T T T T T T T T
£ Duration
g ~— 5-min — 2-00Yy
2 — 10-min — 3-day
8 15-min — 4-day
g — 30-min  — 7-day
o — 60-min - 10-day
£ — 24r — 20-day
— 3 — 30-day
—_— fhr — 45-day
—_ 124 — B0-day
. . L — 244
1 2 5 10 25 50 100 200 500 1000

Average recurrence interval (years)

NOAA Atlas 14, Volume 1, Version 5 Created (GMT): Fri Jun 29 20:33:41 2018

Figure 3. Depth duration frequency curve and average recurrence interval curves for Eagle Mountain
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DWQ MS4 90" PERCENTILE HYDROGRAPH

JWO Engineering was tasked by the City to create a 90t percentile hydrograph in order to
comply with the General Permit for Discharges from Small Municipal Separate Storm Sewer
Systems (MS4s). The Permit No.UTR090000 was issued in 2016 with a new storm water
retention requirement.

Effective March 1, 2020, the state of Utah requires development or redevelopment projects
that disturb greater than or equal to one acre, including projects less than one acre that are a
part of a larger common plan of development or sale to manage rainfall on-site, and prevent
the off-site discharge of the precipitation from all rainfall events less than or equal to the 90t
percentile rainfall event.

The 90™ percentile rainfall depth represents the depth of rainfall which is not exceeded in 90
percent of all runoff producing events within the time period analyzed.

JWO Engineering obtained NOAA NCDC weather station data from the station closest to Eagle
Mountain with historical data available. The data used to generate the hydrograph came from
the Lehi Utah Lake weather station. 10 year, 25 year, and 100 year data was used to create
three separate graphs.

The 90" percentile frequency varied little between the three datasets used. The 90" percentile
frequency was 0.52 inches for the 100-year dataset. The Division of Water Quality does not
specify a time frame for the data to be used but advises to use “all historical data available.”
The Division states that the majority of Utah MS4s have a 90" percentile rainfall depth between
0.6 and 0.7 inches. The 90" percentile rainfall event for Eagle Mountain is slightly lower.

Based on the General Permit for Discharges from the DWQ, Eagle Mountain City should require
new developments that will disturb greater than or equal to one acre, including projects less
than one acre that are part of a larger common plan of development or sale to manage rainfall
on-site, and prevent the off-site discharge of all rainfall events less than or equal to 0.52 inches
of precipitation.

This permit requirement should be complied with using Low Impact Development and Green
Infrastructure practices that are designed to reuse rainwater. The DWQ has a provided A Guide
to Low Impact Development within Utah for MS4s to use in their compliance with the permit
requirements. This guide can be found on their website.
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Rainfall Frequency for Lehi Utah Lake Station
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LEVEL OF SERVICE AND EXCESS CAPACITY

Eagle Mountain’s current storm drain system design requirements are defined by the current
city ordinances and construction standards. The following criteria establish conditions for which
storm drainage facilities are designed:

e Size storm drains to keep water from ponding in streets and intersections during a 10-
year storm event.

e Minimum pipe size of 15 inches

e Evaluate how storm drains will function during a 100-year storm event to identify areas
where major flooding may occur.

e Require detention of all improvements that will limit discharge to calculated pre-
developed flows.

e Detention and retention facilities must be designed to handle the volume from a 100-
year storm event.

Storm drain facilities that were constructed with subdivisions meet these criteria and are
considered to have Level of Service A.

Level of Service

A

Definition

Area has no known flooding problems and infrastructure is in place
meeting design standards

Area has no known flooding problems and most infrastructure is in place.
Additional infrastructure will be constructed with subdivisions

Area has no known flooding problems and some or no infrastructure is in
place. Additional city and development related infrastructure is needed
for buildout.

Area has minor flooding problems and needs additional infrastructure.

Area has flooding problems and needs additional infrastructure
immediately.

The following table gives each subbasin a level of service.

Subbasin Level of Service
Al C
B1 C
B2 C
B3 C

EAGLE MOUNTAIN
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B4
B5
B6
B7
BS
B9

B10

B11

B12

B13
c1
c2
3
ca
5
6
D1
D2
D3
D4
D5
D6
D7
DS
D9

D10

D11
E1
E2
E3
E4
ES
E6
E7
ES
E9

E10

E11

E12

E13

E14

E15

P OIBO@@MmMmOOOOO0000000000000|00|ZP|P@WEPBPEOOCOCE @ E@E®@OO M

341

EAGLE MOUNTAIN 8 JWO ENGINEERING, PLLC



EAGLE MOUNTAIN STORM DRAIN IFFP 2018 REPORT

E16
E17
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E28
E29
E30
E31
E32
F1
F2
F3
G1
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EXCESS CAPACITY

All storm drains in Eagle Mountain are currently not designed for excess capacity. All designs or
considerations using storm drain data from the City should assume no excess capacity is available to
work with.

NORTH SERVICE AREA

The NSA encompasses 602 acres on the north side of Eagle Mountain inside city
boundaries. It is part of the north drainage basin, which includes all washes and areas in which
runoff flows into Tickville Gulch, comprising an area of approximately 64 square miles (including
land outside of city boundaries). The highest elevation in the north drainage basin is Flat Top
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Mountain at about 10620 ft, and the lowest is about 4500 ft, with an average basin slope of
0.238 ft/ft.

Much of the land in the NSA is used for domestic purposes, with the most densely
populated area known as The Ranches including parcels of land with an average area of
between 0.15 and 0.25 acres. Other parts of the NSA have domestic parcels of land over 6
acres. There is a large golf course in the ranches, and large amounts of open space in the north
part of the NSA.

BASINS/SUB BASINS

The North Service Area drains into Utah Lake primarily through the Tickville Wash.
Multiple ephemeral streams drain into the wash from mountains and fields outside the service
area and city limits. A 2015 CLOMR study broke up the drainage basin into multiple sub basins
for study. These sub basins are displayed in Figure 4 from the CLOMR study. As Eagle
Mountain has grown and developed, the construction of roads and buildings has altered storm
runoff quantities and routes. These areas of storm water collection are grouped into sub basins
based on the built environment. The sub basins for the NSA are shown in Figure 5 along with
proposed pipe and pond improvements.

ENGINEERS
SURVEYORS

PLANNERS

TICKVILLE GULCH
SARATOGA SPRINGS, UTAH
WATERSHED

AREA OVERLAND FLOW
AR Sl (5Q. MILES) DISTANCE (FT)
WEST CANYON 41 1575 42,859

1
2 | WEST FORK LEFT CANYON 1098 34.722
3 WEST CANYON #2 5,67 37860
i 4 CAX SPRINGS HOLLOW 879 43284
5
)
1]

TICKVILLE GULCH #1 1862 55,855

TICKVILLE GULCH 42 022 5028

TICKVILLE GULCH #3 12,08 27.004

Figure 4. Sub basins from the 2015 CLOMR
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1 inch = 4,000deet J_z

North Service Area
Impact Fee Facilities Plan

JWO " Engineering

Figure 5. Proposed improvements in the NSA
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During a storm event, a portion of the precipitation is captured by the soil through soil
infiltration, vegetation, or small depressions. This water does not directly contribute to the
runoff that makes its way to streams. When subdivisions are added or expanded, impervious
structures such as buildings, parking lots, and roads are built. These structures prevent
precipitation from being captured by the soil. This increases the runoff quantities during storm
events. To mitigate this, developers are required to construct infrastructure to handle the
increased runoff caused by development.

Sub basins B3, B4, B6, B8, B9, B10, B11, B12, C2, C5, C6, E6, and E7 in the NSA have each
experienced growth in subdivisions since the previous IFFP report. Flows from these
subdivisions need a way to effectively drain into Tickville Wash. Most developments in the
service area were built near existing storm drainage infrastructure, or had improvements made
to facilitate the growth. From observations made of development in Eagle Mountain since the
prior report, it appears that Pipes 25 and 26 from the previous report were constructed.
Certain areas of the service area did not receive improvements and have insufficient storm
drainage infrastructure. The projects in the Recommendations section address those
deficiencies.

RECOMMENDATIONS

PIPES

Eagle Mountain City staff expressed concerns that storms flows from Camp Williams
could cause flooding issues in homes nearly adjacent to the property. The city owns a single
lane dirt road that separates the homes from Camp Williams. Pipe 25 resides in the city’s right
of way capturing flows and conveying them to Tickville Wash, where they can drain to Utah
Lake. The design of the pipe will need to consider the space constraints of construction and
operation. This project is designated as a project to be completed by Eagle Mountain.

Hidden Hollow Elementary School and the adjacent residential subdivision reside
downhill from a 480-acre drainage basin. This raises concerns of flooding during a 100-year
storm event. Pipe 24 collects and conveys flows from the drainage basin to the storm drain
system, to prevent uncontrolled flows from affecting the school and subdivision.

JWO Engineering evaluated the pipes recommended in the 2012 Impact Fee Facilities
Plan and estimated construction costs for 2018. It is recommended that Eagle Mountain
construct Pipes 24 and 25, as shown in Figure 5, within the next five years. The estimated
construction costs for the pipes are found in the Proposed Features Cost section.

PONDS
Storm waters flowing to Hidden Hollow Elementary School from a nearby 480-acre
drainage basin have an uncontrolled flow rate. Pond 21 is planned to detain the storm waters
and control the flow rate to the storm drainage system.

EAGLE MOUNTAIN 12 JWO ENGINEERING, PLLC
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JWO Engineering evaluated the ponds recommended in the 2012 Impact Fee Facilities
Plan and estimated construction costs for 2018. It is recommended that Eagle Mountain
construct Pond 21 as shown in Figure 5 within the next five years. The estimated construction
costs for 2018 are found in the Proposed Feature Costs section.

TICKVILLE WASH BANK REINFORCEMENT

Most of the precipitation received by the North Service Area of Eagle Mountain, as well
as flow from the surrounding mountains, is conveyed through the city in Tickville Wash, which
eventually discharges into Utah Lake. During heavy storms, the banks of the wash can undergo
erosion, which can be especially problematic within city limits because of the structural damage
it can cause to anything built near the bank. By analyzing various factors that contribute to
erosion, we have identified several locations along Tickville Wash that appear to be at
significant risk of erosion.

The three factors that most heavily influence erosion of Tickville Wash are flow (which

can be determined by analyzing the topography of the gulch and rainfall data), soil

characteristics (texture, permeability, organic content, and structure), and groundcover (such
as vegetation or artificial covering). An analysis of these factors, shown in Table 2, at various
locations along the wash can help determine which locations are most in need of erosion

protection.
Table 2. Erosion Protection Priority
Silty Soil (Highly Erosive) |Clayey Soil (Mod Erosive) |Loamy Soil (Mod Erosive) [Sandy Soil (Mildly erosive)
Low Flow High Moderate Moderate Low Low Vegetation
Moderate Low Low Low Moderate Vegetation
Low Low Low Low High Vegetation
Moderate Flow High High High Moderate Low Vegetation
High Moderate Moderate Moderate Moderate Vegetation
Moderate Low Low Low High Vegetation
High Flow High High High High Low Vegetation
High High High Moderate Moderate Vegetation
High Moderate Moderate Low High Vegetation

After making observations of the Tickville Wash, areas were identified where costly
erosion is likely to occur in the absence of reinforcement. Areas identified were primarily the
steep banks on the outside of bends of the stream with structures nearby. Figure 6 and Figure
7 display areas of concern along Tickville Wash that will require future study for reinforcement.
These areas are not the only areas that will need reinforcement, but the areas of most concern
at the planning level. Because this report is only a planning level analysis, we recommend that
the city and property owners bordering the wash retain engineers to design channel
improvements to stabilize the banks. When projects are in progress to reinforce the stream
banks, nearby areas should be evaluated for inclusion. The primary recommended method of
armoring the banks is with rip rap, stone materials ranging from 4 to 24 inches in diameter.

EAGLE MOUNTAIN
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To effectively and efficiently improve the banks of the Tickville Wash, Eagle Mountain
City should develop an annual budget to pay for the design and construction of reinforcement
improvements. Having an annual budget helps ensure that the city will be regularly improving
the channel rather than intermittent projects that only partially address deficiencies.

EXISTING FACILITY IMPROVEMENTS

A detention pond at Valley View Park has not been draining as needed at its southwest
corner. Storm waters are not draining at the designed depth. A 12-inch spillover is necessary
at this location with roughly 80 feet of pipe to connect the spillover to a nearby swale. The
project should be completed within the next five years. The cost opinion can be found in the
cost opinion section.

A storm drainage channel at Sandpiper Park is too shallow in slope and has been
experiencing boggy conditions as the flow is too slow. The vegetation and soil are slowing
down the water. To improve flow in the channel and more effectively convey storm flows
outside developed areas, a 5-foot wide concrete channel should be constructed within the next
five years to improve flows. The cost opinion can be found in the cost opinion section.

EAGLE MOUNTAIN 14 JWO ENGINEERING, PLLC
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Figure 6. Potential armoring areas along Tickville Wash north of SR 73.
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Figure 7. Potential armoring areas along Tickville Wash near Silver Lake Subdivision

EAGLE MOUNTAIN 16 JWO ENGINEERING, PLLC




EAGLE MOUNTAIN STORM DRAIN IFFP 2018 REPORT

PROPOSED FEATURE COSTS

PIPES
JWO Engineering estimated the construction cost for Pipes 24 and 25 for the year 2018
and can be found in Table 3.

Table 3.NSA storm drainage pipe 2018 cost opinion

Pipe ID Diameter  Length # of Pipe Cost Manhole Engineering Mobilization Legal Contingen Total Cost
P (inches) (feet)  Manholes P Cost & & & gency
24 36 5200 14 $751,400 $280,000 $103,140 $103,140 $51,570 $309,420 $1,599,000
25 30 3650 8 $408,800 $160,000 $56,880 $56,880 $28,440 $170,640 $882,000
PONDS

JWO Engineering estimated the construction cost for Pond 21 for the year 2018 and can
be found in Table 4.

Table 4. NSA detention pond 2018 cost opinion

Volume Excavation Structures . ., L X
Pond ID Acres Land Cost Engineering Mobilization Legal Contingency Total Cost
(ac-ft) Cost Cost
21 10.4 $335,573 $60,000 7 $34,667 $39,557 $39,557 $19,779 $118,672 $648,000

TICKVILLE WASH BANK REINFORCEMENT
The cost to reinforce the Tickville Wash bank is dependent upon future studies
determining the extent of necessary reinforcement. A method of erosion control is rip rap,
stone materials ranging in size from 4 inches to 24 inches or greater. The undelivered material
pricing for rip rap ranges between $13 and $24 per ton. A ton of rip rap covers between 35 and
50 square feet depending on material size and application.

EXISTING FACILITY IMPROVEMENTS

The 12-inch spillover at Valley View Park requires at structure and about 80 feet of 12-
inch pipe to connect the southwest corner of the basin with the swale to the southwest. The
estimated 2018 cost for the project, including engineering, mobilization, legal, and contingency,
is about $39,000.

The concrete drainage channel at Sandpiper Park is to be 5 feet wide for about 330 feet
in length. The estimated 2018 cost for the project is about $59,000. This also includes
estimates for engineering, mobilization, legal, and contingency.

EAGLE MOUNTAIN 17 JWO ENGINEERING, PLLC

350



EAGLE MOUNTAIN STORM DRAIN IFFP 2018 REPORT

SOUTH SERVICE AREA

The SSA includes the Eagle Mountain city center and areas in the city in which runoff
follows the path of the south drainage basin. The SSA covers 1980 acres inside city boundaries
on the south side of the city. The south drainage basin covers an area of approximately 261.5
square miles (stretching far south of Eagle Mountain City) in which there are few defined
streams. In undeveloped areas, excessive runoff eventually flows into the large sinkhole just
south of city boundaries, and some developed areas have storm drain systems leading to
detention or retention areas. The highest elevation in the south drainage basin is in the
mountains east of the city at about 7645 ft, and some of the lowest area is at around 4950 ft.
The average slope for the entire basin, including the area far south of the city is 0.115 ft/ft.

Urban development is increasing in the service area, altering runoff patterns and
guantities. The proposed pond and pipe improvements are to slow and convey the flows to
outside developed areas, so the storm water can drain into the soil. The SSA is divided into
multiple sub basins that reflect the drainage basins resulting from urban development. Pipe
and pond improvements are planned to handle the flows from each sub basin. Figure 8 shows
the sub basins in the SSA along with the proposed pond and pipe improvements.

Pipes 1 through 3 service the north end of the SSA with Ponds 1 and 2 detaining storm
events and slowing flows. Pipes 4-7,9, 11, 13, and 15 drain storm flow south of the city,
collecting flows from the west side of Lake Mountain and pipes 8, 10, 12, and 14. This network
is intended to protect the future development east and southeast of the city center from
potential 100-year storm events. Detention ponds 3 through 12 collect flows from Lake
Mountain and detain it, decreasing the peak flow rates the storm drain network needs to
handle. Pipes 16 and 17 extend the storm drain network to the northwest of the city center
with Pond 13 detaining and slowing flows through Pipe 17. Pipes 18 and 19 extend the city’s
storm drainage network to accommodate future development southwest of the city center.
Pipes 20, 21, and 22 extend the storm drain network into the valley’s center to protect future
development from flooding issues during a 100-year storm event. Ponds 14 and 15 serve as
detention ponds to slow the rate of flow in the network.

EAGLE MOUNTAIN 18 JWO ENGINEERING, PLLC
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Figure 8. Proposed improvements in the SSA
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RECOMMENDATIONS

PIPES
JWO Engineering evaluated the pipes recommended in the 2012 Impact Fee Facilities
Plan and estimated construction costs for 2018. It is recommended that Eagle Mountain
construct the pipes shown in Figure 8. Pipes 4-7 and 23 should be constructed within the next
five years to address concerns of large stream flows coming from Lake Mountain during storm
events. The estimated construction costs for the ponds are found in the Proposed Features
Cost section.

PONDS

In the South Service Area (SSA), there were two drainages east of the city that Eagle
Mountain requested JWO Engineering evaluate for potential infrastructure upgrades. The first
drainage evaluated crosses Lake Mountain Road at a latitude similar to Mid Valley Road. The
basin drains through a channel that passes underneath a cattle guard on Lake Mountain Road.
The drainage area evaluated is about 860 acres. A design storm was modeled using a CN value
of 80 and 24-hour precipitation of 1.98 inches. Peak flow in the channel during the design
storm is 151 cfs. JWO Engineering recommends that Eagle Mountain construct a 20-acre-foot
detention pond on the east side of Lake Mountain Road. The detention pond will serve as a
brake on the stream flow, collecting water and debris, then discharging water at a lower,
controlled flow rate. This keeps debris from traveling downstream. This is shown as Pond 3 on
Figure 8.

The second drainage in the SSA crosses Lake Mountain Road near an electrical
substation. Due to a prevalence of evergreen junipers, the CN value used for runoff losses was
75. During a 24-hour design storm, the peak flow is estimated to be 38.3 cfs. Since this
drainage runs through an alluvial fan, constructing a singular detention pond in the path of flow
will not control most of the flow on the hillside. A 5-acre-foot pond is recommended to control
the flow past the side south of the substation. Storm drains can be constructed to the south of
the pond to convey storm flows from the rest of the alluvial fan area. This is shown as Pond 4
on Figure 8.

JWO Engineering evaluated the ponds recommended in the 2012 Impact Fee Facilities
Plan and estimated construction costs for 2018. It is recommended that Eagle Mountain
construct the ponds shown in Figure 8. Ponds 3 and 4 should be constructed within the next
five years. The estimated construction costs for 2018 are found in the Proposed Feature Costs
section.

EAGLE MOUNTAIN 20 JWO ENGINEERING, PLLC
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CHANNEL IMPROVEMENTS

The South Service Area has no surface perennial streams and few defined ephemeral
stream channels. Most channels are minor and do no extend far beyond the alluvial fans on
Lake Mountain. The channel that crosses Lake Mountain Road under a cattle guard is the most
defined stream channel in the service area. The channel has between poor and fair amounts of
vegetation near the road crossing. Erosion and degradation of the channel sides are likely in a
100-year storm event. The main structure that could be impacted by bank erosion is the cattle
guard on Lake Mountain Road. While further study would be necessary to evaluate the exact
risks of erosion and to develop solutions, increased vegetation cover should be considered near
the cattle guard.

PROPOSED FEATURE COSTS

PIPES

JWO Engineering evaluated the 2018 cost estimates for the pipes as shown in Table 5.

Table 5. SSA storm drainage pipe 2018 cost opinion

Di t Length #of Manhol
Pipe ID (::::e;r ((:::zt) Man:oles Pipe Cost j:r:)s‘t) € Engineering Mobilization Legal Contingency  Total Cost
1 18 6600 23 $717,750 $460,000 $117,775 $117,775 $58,888 $353,325 $1,826,000
2 42 5500 12 $1,039,500 $240,000 $127,950 $127,950 $63,975 $383,850 $1,983,000
3 42 3400 8 $642,600 $160,000 $80,260 $80,260 $40,130 $240,780 $1,244,000
4 42 2400 6 $453,600 $120,000 $57,360 $57,360 $28,680 $172,080 $889,000
5 42 4100 10 $774,900 $200,000 $97,490 $97,490 $48,745 $292,470 $1,511,000
6 48 4000 8 $1,040,000 $160,000 $120,000 $120,000 $60,000 $360,000 $1,860,000]
7 54 5400 12 $1,630,800 $240,000 $187,080 $187,080 $93,540 $561,240 $2,900,000
8 30 4200 12 $470,400 $240,000 $71,040 $71,040 $35,520 $213,120 $1,101,000
9 60 5300 7 $1,727,800 $140,000 $186,780 $186,780 $93,390 $560,340 $2,895,000
10 36 4600 13 $664,700 $260,000 $92,470 $92,470 $46,235 $277,410 $1,433,000
11 66 5300 7 $1,961,000 $140,000 $210,100 $210,100 $105,050 $630,300 $3,257,000
12 30 7900 21 f $884,800 $420,000 $130,480 $130,480 $65,240 $391,440 $2,022,000
13 66 5300 7 $1,961,000 $140,000 $210,100 $210,100 $105,050 $630,300 $3,257,000
i $736,950 $280,000 $101,695 $101,695 $50,848 $305,085 $1,576,000
14 36 5100 14
15 66 4000 5 $1,480,000 $100,000 $158,000 $158,000 $79,000 $474,000 $2,449,000
16 24 4600 17 $432,400 $340,000 $77,240 $77,240 $38,620 $231,720 $1,197,000
17 36 4500 13 [ $650,250 $260,000 $91,025 $91,025 $45,513 $273,075 $1,411,000
18 24 3000 11 $282,000 $220,000 $50,200 $50,200 $25,100 $150,600 $778,000
19 42 4000 9 $756,000 $180,000 $93,600 $93,600 $46,800 $280,800 $1,451,000
20 36 10700 28 $1,546,150 $560,000 $210,615 $210,615 $105,308 $631,845 $3,265,000
21 36 3900 11 $563,550 $220,000 $78,355 $78,355 $39,178 $235,065 $1,215,000
22 66 5500 7 $2,035,000 $140,000 $217,500 $217,500 $108,750 $652,500 $3,371,000
23 24 6900 24 $648,600 $480,000 $112,860 $112,860 $56,430 $338,580 $1,749,000
PONDS

Pond 3, proposed to control the flow through the channel that passes under the cattle
guard on Lake Mountain Road, is approximately 20 acre-feet. Its estimated 2018 construction
cost is $2.08 million. The estimated 2018 construction cost for Pond 4, the 5 acre-feet pond
near the electrical substation, is $2.06. JWO Engineering updated the cost estimates for the
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ponds from the 2012 report to reflect 2018 construction costs in Table 6. Pond 2 was
constructed in 2019 and is no longer considered in the IFFP.

Table 6. SSA detention pond 2018 cost opinion

Volume Excavation Structures

Pond ID (ac-ft) Cost Cost Acres Land Cost Engineering Mobilization Legal Contingency  Total Cost
1 19.8 $638,880 $60,000 13 $66,000 $69,888 $69,888  $34,944 $209,664 $1,149,000
3 37.2 $1,200,320 $60,000 25 $124,000 $126,032 $126,032  $63,016 $378,096 $2,078,000
4 36.3 $1,171,280 $80,000 24 $121,000 $125,128 $125,128  $62,564 $375,384 $2,061,000
5 16.9 $545,307 $40,000 11 $56,333 $58,531 $58,531  $29,265 $175,592 $964,000
6 48.9 $1,577,840 $100,000 33  $163,000 $167,784 $167,784  $83,892 $503,352 $2,764,000
7 19.2  $619,520 $40,000 13 $64,000 $65,952 $65,952  $32,976 $197,856 $1,086,000
8 51.7 $1,668,187 $120,000 34 $172,333 $178,819 $178,819  $89,409 $536,456 $2,944,000
9 38.1 $1,229,360 $80,000 25 $127,000 $130,936 $130,936  $65,468 $392,808 $2,157,000
10 22.4 S$722,773 $60,000 15 $74,667 $78,277 $78,277  $39,139 $234,832 $1,288,000
11 46.4 $1,497,173 $100,000 31 $154,667 $159,717 $159,717  $79,859 $479,152 $2,630,000
12 31 $1,000,267 $80,000 21 $103,333 $108,027 $108,027  $54,013 $324,080 $1,778,000
13 34.1 $1,100,293 $80,000 23 S$113,667 $118,029 $118,029  $59,015 $354,088 $1,943,000
14 46.6 $1,503,627 $60,000 31 $155,333 $156,363 $156,363  $78,181 $469,088 $2,579,000
15 105.9 $3,417,040 $220,000 71 $353,000 $363,704 $363,704 $181,852 $1,091,112 $5,990,000

WEST SERVICE AREA

The WSA includes the White Hills subdivision of the city, as well as areas containing
runoff from Pole Canyon and the surrounding area. It comprises an area of approximately 412
acres inside city boundaries which receives flow from an area of about 10.7 square miles of
Pole Canyon, which extends NW of the city. The WSA currently contains a small storm drain
network that collects flows from the White Hills subdivision, but the system lacks the ability to
handle flows from Pole Canyon in a 100-year storm event or a growth in subdivisions.

RECOMMENDATIONS

The IFFP 2012 report recommended several features be installed in the WSA to
accommodate runoff from 100-year storm events. Figure 8 shows a map of sub basins and
proposed pond and pipe improvements in the WSA. The map also contains the locations of the
proposed ponds, swales, and storm drains. The proposed improvements are generally meant to
route water away from White Hills and future developments in the service area. In the event of
a 100-year storm, the city can expect high volumes of water and high velocities from the runoff
from Pole Canyon. The priority improvements proposed for the next five years are situated
closest to the existing subdivision, where future development is likely more immediate.
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Figure 8. Proposed infrastructure for the WSA
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PIPES
There are 18 proposed pipes in the West Service Area, numbered 27 through 44. These are
labeled in Figure 8. Pipe 28 connects to the existing storm drain network in White Hills and
carries flow away from the subdivision to the south. Pipes 27, 29, and 30 serve as a main line
conveying flows east towards the valley’s center. Pipes 33 through 35 serve as a parallel main
line further to the south, conveying flows towards the valley’s center. Pipes 32 and 36 through
41 collect and carry flow away from future development near the mouth of Pole Canyon. Pipes
31 and 42 through 44 connect flows from future roadways to the storm drain system as
development in the WSA expands. The most urgent projects are those that protect existing
development and serve as the backbone for the storm drainage system. Pipes 27 through 30
and 32 through 41 should be constructed in the next five years.

SWALES
Due to the topography of the WSA, some swales are recommended for carrying storm event
flows. Swale 1 is north of White Hills and redirects flow north of White Hills away from the
existing subdivision. Swales 2, 3 and 4, are recommended to mitigate the effects of runoff from
the mouth of Pole Canyon in the event of a 100-year storm. These swales are aligned with the
major existing stream beds in the runoff area from Pole Canyon. Swales 5 and 6 route storm
waters south of White Hills away from future developed areas. Swale 1 is the highest priority
as it directs flow away from the existing subdivision in White Hills and should be completed
within the next five years. Swales 2 and 3 should also be completed within the next five years
to prepare for future development near White Hills.

PONDS
There are 5 proposed detention ponds labeled in Figure 8. Ponds 16 and 17 collect and detain
flows from Pole Canyon prior to reaching the middle of the valley, lowering velocities and
potential scouring or erosion in the system. Pond 18 collects and detains flow from Pole
Canyon headed south of White Hills. Pond 19 collects and detains flow from Swale 6. Pond 20
collects and detains flows from Swale 4. Ponds 16, 17, and 18 are close to the existing White
Hills subdivision, where future development is more likely. Within the next five years, Ponds
16, 17, and 18 should be constructed to control peak flows from swales and pipes near White
Hills.

PROPOSED FEATURE COSTS

Planning level 2018 cost opinions for the five detention ponds in the WSA area include
the following costs: excavation, structures, land, engineering, mobilization legal, and
contingency. The estimated costs for each are found in Table 7. The estimated cost per pond is
$364,000 making the total for all five ponds $1,820,000. The cost opinion for the storm
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drainage pipes in the plan are shown in Table 8. The storm swale cost opinions are shown in

Table 9.

Table 7. WSA detention pond 2018 cost opinion

Volume Excavation Structures . A . i
Pond ID Acres Land Cost Engineering Mobilization Legal Contingency Total Cost
(ac-ft) Cost Cost
16 5.08 $163,915 $60,000 2 $10,000 $22,391 $22,391 $11,196 $67,174  $357,000
17 5.08 $163,915 $60,000 2 $10,000 $22,391 $22,391 $11,196 $67,174 $357,070
18 5.08 $163,915 $60,000 2 $10,000 $22,391 $22,391 $11,196 $67,174  $357,070
19 5.08 $163,915 $60,000 2 $10,000 $22,391 $22,391 $11,196 $67,174  $357,070
20 5.08 $163,915 $60,000 2 $10,000 $22,391 $22,391 $11,19 $67,174  $357,070
Table 8. WSA storm drainage pipe 2018 cost opinion
Pipe ID Diameter  Length # of Pipe Cost Manhole Engineering Mobilization Legal Contingency Total Cost
P (inches) (feet) Manholes P Cost & & & gency
27 24 7700 27 $ 723,800 $540,000 $126,380 $126,380 $63,190 $379,140 $1,959,000
28 36 6700 18 $ 968,150 $360,000 $132,815 $132,815 $66,408 $398,445 $2,059,000
29 36 2550 7 $ 368,475 $140,000 $50,848 $50,848 $25,424 $152,543 $ 788,000
30 60 4625 67$ 1,507,750 $120,000 $162,775 $162,775 $81,388 $488,325 $2,523,000
31 36 4575 12 $ 661,088 $240,000 $90,109 $90,109 $45,054 $270,326  $1,397,000
32 24 1050 4"$ 98700 $80,000 $17,870 $17,870 $8,935 $53,610 $ 277,000
33 36 5525 15 $ 798,363 $300,000 $109,836 $109,836 $54,918 $329,509 $1,702,000
34 48 4525 10 $ 1,176,500 $200,000 $137,650 $137,650 $68,825 $412,950 $2,134,000
35 60 5050 7 $ 1,646,300 $140,000 $178,630 $178,630 $89,315 $535,890 $2,769,000
36 24 1950 7 $ 183,300 $140,000 $32,330 $32,330 $16,165 $96,990 $ 501,000
37 24 1900 7 $ 178,600 $140,000 $31,860 $31,860 $15,930 $95,580 $ 494,000
38 30 3050 9"$ 341,600 $180,000 $52,160 $52,160 $26,080 $156,480 $ 808,000
39 24 2775 10 $ 260,850 $200,000 $46,085 $46,085 $23,043 $138,255 $ 714,000
40 30 3950 1278 442,400 $240,000 $68,240 $68,240 $34,120 $204,720 $1,058,000
41 24 950 4 $ 89300 $80,000 $16,930 $16,930 $8,465 $50,790 $ 262,000
42 36 850 3 $ 122,825 $60,000 $18,283 $18,283 $9,141 $54,848 S 283,000
43 36 2950 8 $ 426,275 $160,000 $58,628 $58,628 $29,314 $175,883  $ 909,000
44 36 5250 14 $ 758,625 $280,000 $103,863 $103,863 $51,931 $311,588 $1,610,000
Table 9. Cost opinion for swales in WSA in 2018
Length . o N .
Swale ID (feet) Excavation Engineering Mobilization Legal Contingency Total Cost
S1 3250 $ 216,667 S 21,667 S 21,667 S 10,833 S 65,000 S 336,000
S2 18400 S1,226,667 S 122,667 S 122,667 S 61,333 $ 368,000 S 1,901,000
S3 13650 S 910,000 $§ 91,000 $ 91,000 $§ 45,500 S 273,000 $ 1,411,000
S4 5500 $ 366,667 S 36,667 S 36667 S 18333 S 110,000 S 568,000
S5 5825 S 388,333 S 38833 S 38,833 S 19,417 S 116,500 S 602,000
S6 8975 S 598333 § 59833 § 59,833 S 29,917 S 179,500 S 927,000
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BUDGETING

The proposed storm water projects over the next ten years total roughly $110 million
(2018 dollars). The projects proposed for the next five years are estimated to cost $38.9
million. If the cost of the projects is spread out over the five years, the annual cost in storm
water projects is $7.78 million. The projects proposed for six to ten years from now total up to
about $70.8 million, or $14.2 million per year. JWO Engineering recommends that Eagle
Mountain City budget $7.78 million per year for the next five years to complete the projects
proposed for the next five years. This budget should be for both design and construction. As
the six to ten-year timeframe approaches, Eagle Mountain should prepare to budget $14.2
million per year for storm water projects. By setting an annual budget for storm drainage
projects, Eagle Mountain should be able to make progress on constructing necessary
infrastructure.
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IMPACT FEE CERTIFICATION

IFA CERTIFICATION
LYRB certifies that the Impact Fee Analysis (“IFA”) prepared for storm water services:
1. includes only the costs of public facilities that are:
a. allowed under the Impact Fees Act; and
b. actually incurred; or
c. projected to be incurred or encumbered within six years after the day on which each impact fee is paid;
2. does not include:
a. costs of operation and maintenance of public facilities;
b.  costs for qualifying public facilities that will raise the level of service for the facilities, through impact fees, above
the level of service that is supported by existing residents; or
c. an expense for overhead, unless the expense is calculated pursuant to a methodology that is consistent with
generally accepted cost accounting practices and the methodological standards set forth by the federal Office
of Management and Budget for federal grant reimbursement;
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.

LYRB makes this certification with the following caveats:
1. All of recommendations for capital improvements identified in the IFA are completed by City Staff and elected officials.
2. Ifall or a portion of the IFA is 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.
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SECTION 1: EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The purpose of the Storm Water Impact Fee Analysis (“IFA”), is to fulfill the requirements established in Utah Code Title 11 Chapter
364, the “Impact Fees Act”, and assist Eagle Mountain City (the “City”) in determining the impacts of new development on public
facilities. This document will address the existing and future storm water infrastructure needed to serve the City over the next five
years, as well as the appropriate impact fees the City may charge to new growth to maintain the existing level of service (‘LOS").
Much of the information utilized in the analysis for the purposes of calculating impact fees comes from data provided by the City
and from the Storm Drain Impact Fee Facilities Plan 2018 Report with 2020 Update, prepared by JWO Engineering.

-

Impact Fee Service Area: The storm water impact fees will be assessed in three defined Service Areas within the City,
as shown in Section 3.

Demand Analysis: The demand units utilized in this analysis are equivalent residential units (ERUs) and the impervious
area per ERU generated from different land-use types within the City. As residential and commercial growth occurs within
the City, additional ERUs will be generated.

Level of Service: Section 3 of this report summarizes the level of service (LOS) assumptions for this analysis. The LOS
for the storm system is based on 4,300 square feet of impervious area per ERU. The City's release requirements are
modeled after state requirements, which require development to retain flows on site up to the 80t percentile storm event.
Eagle Mountain City has selected the 10-year storm event for the design of the initial storm drainage system and the
100-year storm event for design of the detention and retention facilities.

Excess Capacity: There is no excess capacity in the existing storm drain system, and therefore this analysis does not
include a buy-in calculation. There are, however, equity buy-in fees assessed in the north and south service areas, which
will continue to be assessed as shown in TABLES 1.1-1.2.

Capital Facilities Analysis: The 10 year Capital Improvement Plan shown in the IFFP assumes a total of $109 million
in future storm related capital improvements, of which $44,565,455 are recommended for construction in the five year
time frame of this analysis, and $42,334,512 are considered growth-related improvements needed to serve development
within the next five years and through ultimate build-out. A proportionate share analysis anticipates that the cost that will
serve growth in the next five years is $1,001,200. The breakdown of these costs by Service Area can be found in Section
5 of this analysis.

Funding of Future Facilities: The cost associated with alternative funding mechanisms (e.g. bonding) is not included
in this analysis at this time. If future projects related to new growth require alternative funding sources, the IFA should
be updated to include any financing costs that may be incurred as a result of these proposed projects.

-

-

=

-

-

PROPOSED STORM IMPACT. FEES

The storm water impact fees proposed in this analysis will be assessed within three separate service areas. TABLES 1.1-1.3 below
illustrate the fee associated with projects occurring within the next five years by service area. The proportionate share analysis
determines the proportionate cost assignable to new development based on the proposed capital projects and the estimated ERUs
served by the proposed projects.

TABLE 1.1: IMPACT FEE PER ERU — NORTH SERVICE AREA

LEsS: q
CONST. %To Cost 10 IMPACT FEE RéggNT'gG /;’(g: : CosT 70 5- ERUS Cost
YEAR COST | GROWTH GROWTH FUND YEARDEMAND | SERVED | PERERU
GROWTH DEMAND
BALANCE
Future Facilities $3,422,585 35% | $1,191,643 $764,352 $427,290 100% $427,290 2,073 $206
Professional Expense $2,600 100% $2,600 100% $2,600 2,073 $1
Total Future Facilities Fee Per ERU $207
Tickville Wash Equity Buy In $75
Total Combined Impact Fee $282
363
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TABLE 1.2: IMPACT FEE PER ERU — SOUTH SERVICE AREA

LESS: .
CONST. % To COSTTO IMPACT ST N0 CeEl 1015 ERUs CosT
YEARCOST | GROWTH GROWTH FEE FUND Cost o = M= SERVED PER ERU
GROWTH DEMAND DEMAND
BALANCE
Future Facilities $13,957,632 100% $13,957,632 | $294,383 | $13,663,249 3% $426,360 798 $534
Professional Expense $2,600 100% $2,600 100% $2,600 798 $3
Total Future Facilities Fee Per ERU $537
98-3 SID Equity Buy In $113
EM Properties Property Equity Buy In $29
Total Combined Impact Fee $679
TABLE 1.3: IMPACT FEE PER ERU — WEST SERVICE AREA
LESS: .
CONST. % To COoSTTO IMPACT RéggNT'gG /ﬂ(TEi:' CO?E/IE & ERUS CPC;T
YEARCOST | GROWTH GROWTH I;EE FUunD GROWTH e DEYNG, SERVED ERU
ALANCE
Future Facilities $27,185,237 100% | $27,185,237 $12,906 | $27,172,331 0% $83,862 35 $2,396
Professional Expense $2,600 100% $2,600 100% $2,600 35 $74
Total Future Facilities Fee Per ERU $2,470

NON-STANDARD STORM WATER IMPACT FEES
The City reserves the right under the Impact Fees Act to assess an adjusted fee that more closely matches the true impact that
the land use will have upon public facilities. This adjustment could result in a different impact fee if the City determines that a
particular user may create a different impact than what is standard for its land use. To determine the impact fee for a non-standard

use, the City should use the following formula:

-

H =) =

111-362-402(1)(c)

North Service Area: ERU Count * $282 = Impact Fee
South Service Area: ERU Count * $679 = Impact Fee
West Service Area: ERU Count * $2,470 = Impact Fee

364
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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 IFA. The IFFP, completed by JWO Engineering, is designed to identify the demands placed upon the City’s
existing facilities by future development and evaluate how these demands will be met by the City, as well as
the future improvements required to maintain the existing LOS. The purpose of the IFA is to proportionately
allocate the cost of the new facilities and any excess capacity to new development, while ensuring that all
methods of financing are considered. The following elements are important considerations when completing
an IFA.

FIGURE 2.1: IMPACT FEE
METHODOLOGY

DEMAND ANALYSIS
DEMAND ANALYSIS
The demand analysis serves as the foundation for this analysis. 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 system facilities.

LOS ANALYSIS LEVEL OF SERVICE ANALYSIS
The demand placed upon existing public facilities by existing development is the existing LOS. Through the
inventory of existing facilities, combined with the growth assumptions, this analysis identifies the LOS provided
to a community’s existing residents and ensures that future facilities maintain these standards.

. EXISTING FACILITY INVENTORY
XISTING FACILITIES . . . . ..
ANALYSIS In ordgr to qgantn‘y the demands plach upon existing public fgqhnes by‘ new developnjent activity, the
analysis provides an inventory of the City's existing system facilities. The inventory of existing facilities is
important to determine the excess capacity of existing facilities and the utilization of excess capacity by new
development. Any excess capacity identified within existing facilities can be apportioned to new development.

FUTURE FACILITEES FUTURE CAPITAL FACILITIES ANALYSIS
ANALYSIS The demand analysis, existing facility inventory and LOS analysis allow for the development of a list of capital
projects necessary to serve new growth and to maintain the existing system. This list includes any excess
capacity of existing facilities as well as future system improvements necessary to maintain the 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 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
PROPORTIONATE existing users.3
SHARE ANALYSIS

PROPORTIONATE SHARE ANALYSIS

The written impact fee analysis is required under the Impact Fees Act and must identify the impacts placed

on the facilities by development activity and how these impacts are reasonably related to the new

development. The written impact fee analysis must include a proportionate share analysis, clearly detailing
each cost component and the methodology used to calculate each impact fee. A local political subdivision or private entity may
only impose impact fees on development activities when its plan for financing system improvements establishes that impact fees
are necessary to achieve an equitable allocation of the costs borne in the past and to be borne in the future (UCA 11-36a-302).

211-36a-302(2)

311-36a-302(3) 365
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SECTION 3: 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.4
The storm water impact fees are assessed within three separate service areas within the City’s municipal boundaries. The IFFP
includes maps of each service area which can be found on page 11 (North Service Area), page 19 (South Service Area) and page
23 (West Service Area).

It is anticipated that the growth projected over the next five years, and through buildout, will impact the City’s existing services.
Storm water infrastructure will need to be expanded in order to maintain the existing level of service. Impact fees are a logical and
sound mechanism for funding growth-related infrastructure. The IFFP and this analysis are designed to accurately assess the true
impact of a particular user upon the City's infrastructure and prevent existing users from subsidizing new growth. This analysis
also ensures that new growth is not paying for existing system deficiencies. Impact fees should be used to fund the costs of growth-
related capital infrastructure based upon the historic funding of the existing infrastructure and the intent of the City to equitably
allocate the costs of growth-related infrastructure in accordance with the true impact that a user will place on the system.

DEMAND UNITS
Based on information provided by Eagle Mountain City, the 2019 ERU’s are estimated at 10,525. The City anticipates an additional
47,399 ERUs through build-out, with 2,906 ERUs being added to the City's total over the next five years.

TABLE 3.1: CiTYWIDE ERU PROJECTIONS

YEAR NSA ERUs SSAERUs WSA ERUS
2019 7,504 2,893 128
2020 7,879 3,037 134
2021 8,273 3,189 141
2022 8,687 3,348 148
2023 9,121 3,515 155
2024 9,577 3,601 163
IFFP Growth 2,073 798 35

IFFP Growth Based on average annual growth of 5%, based on historic growth rates.

LEVEL OF SERVICE

Impact fees cannot be used to finance an increase in the LOS to current or future users of system improvements. Therefore, it is
important to identify the storm water LOS currently provided within the City to ensure that the new capacities of projects financed
through impact fees do not exceed the established standard.

Eagle Mountain’s current storm drain system design requirements are defined by the current city ordinances and construction
standards. The following criteria establish conditions for which storm drainage facilities are designed:

Size storm drains to keep water from ponding in streets and intersections during a 10-year storm event.
Minimum pipe size of 15 inches

Evaluate how storm drains will function during a 100-year storm event to identify areas where major flooding
may occur.

Require detention of all improvements that will limit discharge to calculated pre-developed flows.

Detention and retention facilities must be designed to handle the volume from a 100-year storm event.

H o oz

T

According to the City, an ERU is equivalent to 4,300 square feet of impervious area.

4UC 11-36a-402(a) 366
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SECTION 4: EXISTING FACILITIES INVENTORY

EXCESS CAPACITY

The intent of the equity buy-in component is to recover the costs of unused capacity in existing infrastructure from new
development. This section addresses any excess capacity within the storm water system. TABLE 4.1 shows the value of the existing
storm water system based on the data available in the City’s Depreciation Statement.

TABLE 4.1: EXISTING SYSTEM VALUATION

EXISTING SYSTEM VALUES COLLECTION
Total $14,358,647
IFFP Value $14,358,647
Source: 2018 Depreciation Statements, Eagle
Mountain City

According to the IFFPS, it has been determined that there is no buy in to the existing system value shown above. However, the
City does have several agreements to which future development in the north and south service areas will buy in. These buy in
amounts were determined previously. The buy in amounts are shown below in TABLE 4.2 and have been added to the impact fees
calculations in this analysis.

TABLE 4.2 EXISTING STORM SYSTEM EQUITY BUY-IN

Service Area Buy-In per
Served ERU
98-3 SID Equity Buy In SSA $113
EM Properties Property Equity Buy In SSA $29
Tickville Wash Equity Buy In NSA $75

MANNER OF FINANCING EXISTING PUBLIC FACILITIES

The City has funded its existing capital infrastructure through a combination of different revenue sources, including impact fees,
user fees, dedications, and other financing mechanisms. There are currently no outstanding bonds related to the storm system.
Thus, no additional financing costs are included in this analysis.

5 See Storm Drain Impact Fee Facilities Plan 2018 Report with 2020 Update, prepared by JWO Engineering, page 9 under “Excess Capacity” 367
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SECTION 5: CAPITAL FACILITY ANALYSIS

The IFFP identifies all capital projects that are necessary to accommodate the anticipated growth within the City over the next ten
years. The following table illustrates the facilities and the proportionate share of the future facilities that will serve future

development.
TABLE 5.1: ILLUSTRATION OF CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS BY SERVICE AREA
CONSTRUCTION LRI CONSTRUCTION YEAR % 1O NEW CosT 10 NEW
HeEAIN] YEAR 300{;53%“‘;:5 (':T(G & Cost GROWTH GROWTH
NORTH SERVICE AREA

Pipes

24 2020 $1,598,670 $1,696,029 50% $848,015
25 2020 $881,640 $935,332 0% #0
Ponds

21 2020 $647,805 $687,256 50% $343,628
Existing Facility Improvements

12" Spillover at Valley View Park 2020 $39,000 $41,375 0% $0
Concrete Drainage at Sandpiper Park 2020 $59,000 $62,593 0% $0
Total North Service Area $3,226,115 $3,422,585 $1,191,643

SOUTH SERVICE AREA

Pipes

1 5-10 Years $1,825,513 $0 0% $0.00
2 5-10 Years $1,983,225 $0 0% $0.00
3 5-10 Years $1,244,030 $0 0% $0
4 2021 $889,080 $971,522 100% $971,522
5 2021 $1,511,095 $1,651,214 100% $1,651,214
6 2021 $1,860,000 $2,032,472 100% $2,032,472
7 2021 $2,899,740 $3,168,624 100% $3,168,624
8 5-10 Years $1,101,120 $0 0% $0
9 5-10 Years $2,895,090 $0 0% $0
10 5-10 Years $1,433,285 $0 0% $0
11 5-10 Years $3,256,550 $0 0% $0
12 5-10 Years $2,022,440 $0 0% $0
13 5-10 Years $3,256,550 $0 0% $0
14 5-10 Years $1,576,27 $0 0% $0
15 5-10 Years $2,449,000 $0 0% $0
16 5-10 Years $1,197,220 $0 0% $0
17 5-10 Years $1,410,888 $0 0% $0
18 5-10 Years $778,100 $0 0% $0
19 5-10 Years $1,450,800 $0 0% $0
20 5-10 Years $3,264,533 $0 0% $0
21 5-10 Years $1,214,503 $0 0% $0
22 5-10 Years $3,371,250 $0 0% $0
23 2020 $1,749,330 $1,855,864 100% $1,855,864
Ponds

1 5-10 Years $1,108,264 $0 0% $0
3 2020 $1,993,496 $2,114,900 100% $2,114,900
4 2021 $1,979,484 $2,163,036 100% $2,163,036
5 5-10 Years $927,226 $0 100% $0
6 5-10 Years $2,630,652 $0 0% $0
7 5-10 Years $1,047,256 $0 0% $0
8 5-10 Years $2,801,690 $0 0% $0
9 5-10 Years $2,069,508 $0 0% $0

368
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CONSTRUCTION VeI OIS CONSTRUCTION YEAR % TO NEW CosT 10 NEW
HeEAIN] YEAR 300{;53%“‘;:5 (':T(G & Cost GROWTH GROWTH
10 5-10 Years $1,238,298 $0 0% $0
11 5-10 Years $2,515,618 $0 0% $0
12 5-10 Years $1,704,414 $0 0% $0
13 5-10 Years $1,864,454 $0 0% $0
14 5-10 Years $2,453,622 $0 0% $0
15 5-10 Years $5,737,412 $0 0% $0
Total South Service Area $74,711,009 $13,957,632 $13,957,632
WEST SERVICE AREA

16 2024 $357,067 $426,357 100% $426,357
17 2024 $357,067 $426,357 100% $426,357
18 2024 $357,067 $426,357 100% $426,357
19 5-10 Years $357,067 $0 0% $0
20 5-10 Years $357,067 $0 0% $0
Pipes

27 2024 $1,958,890 $2,339,017 100% 2,339,017
28 2024 $2,058,633 $2,458,115 100% $2,458,115
29 2024 $788,138 $941,078 100% $941,078
30 2024 $2,523,013 $3,012,609 100% $3,012,609
31 5-10 Years $1,396,686 $0 0% $0
32 2024 $276,985 $330,735 100% $330,735
33 2024 $1,702,462 $2,032,829 100% $2,032,829
34 2024 $2,133,575 $2,547,600 100% $2,547,600
35 2024 $2,768,765 $3,306,050 100% $3,306,050
36 2024 $501,115 $598,358 100% $598,358
37 2024 $493,830 $589,659 100% $589,659
38 2024 $808,480 $965,367 100% $965,367
39 2024 $714,318 $852,933 100% $852,933
40 2024 $1,057,720 $1,262,973 100% $1,262,973
41 2024 $262,415 $313,337 100% $313,337
42 5-10 Years $283,380 $37,426 0% $0.00
43 5-10 Years $908,728 $389,197 0% $0.00
44 5-10 Years $1,609,870 $0 0% $0.00
Swales

S1 2024 $335,834 $401,003 100% $401,003
S2 2024 $1,901,334 $2,270,292 100% $2,270,292
S3 2024 $1,410,500 $1,684,211 100% $1,684,211
S4 5-10 Years $568,334 $0 0% $0
S5 5-10 Years $601,916 $0 0% $0
S6 5-10 Years $927,416 $0 0% $0
Total West Service Area $29,777,672 $27,185,237 $27,185,237
Total Combined Service Areas $109,500,076 $44,565,455 $42,334,512

The projects included in this IFA are necessary to serve new development in the next five years and will provide infrastructure that
will serve the City through build-out. The engineers used capital project and engineering data, planning analysis and other
information to compile the capital improvements included in the IFFP and this document. The IFFP provides all future capital project
data including project descriptions and estimated project costs. The accuracy and correctness of this plan is contingent upon the
accuracy of the data and assumptions. Any deviations or changes in the assumptions due to changes in the economy or other
relevant information used by the City for this study may cause this plan to be inaccurate and require modifications.

Page 10
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SYSTEM VS. PROJECT IMPROVEMENTS

System improvements are defined as existing and future public facilities that are intended to provide services to service areas
within the community at large.6 Project improvements are improvements and facilities that are planned and designed to provide
service for a specific development and considered necessary for the use and convenience of the occupants or users of that
development.” 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 (donation) of system
improvements, used to finance system improvements.8 In addition, 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.®

In considering the funding of future facilities, the City has determined the portion of future projects that will be funded by impact
fees as growth-related, system improvements. Impact fees are an appropriate funding and repayment mechanism of the growth-
related improvements. Where applicable, impact fees will offset the cost of future facilities. However, impact fees cannot be used
to fund non-qualified expenses (i.e.; the costs to cure existing deficiencies, to raise the level of service, to recoup more than the
actual cost of system improvements, or the cost to fund overhead). Other revenues such as utility rate revenue, property taxes,
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 non-growth related capital project needs.

PROPERTY TAX REVENUES

Property tax revenues are not specifically identified in this analysis as a funding source for growth-related capital projects, but inter-
fund loans may be made from the general fund which will ultimately include some property tax revenues. Inter-fund loans will be
repaid once sufficient impact fee revenues have been collected.

GRANTS AND DONATIONS

Grants and donations are not currently contemplated in this analysis. However, the impact fees will be adjusted if grants become
available to reflect the grant monies received. A donor will be entitled to a reimbursement for the value of the system improvements
funded through impact fees if donations are made by new development.

IMPACT FEE REVENUES

Impact fees are charged to ensure that new growth pays its proportionate share of the costs for the development of public
infrastructure. Impact fee revenues can also be attributed to the future expansion of public infrastructure if the revenues are used
to maintain an existing LOS. Increases to an existing LOS cannot be funded with impact fee revenues. Analysis is required to
accurately assess the true impact of a particular new development upon the City infrastructure and to prevent existing users from
subsidizing new growth. Impact fee revenues are generally considered non-operating revenues and help offset future capital costs.

DEBT FINANCING

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

s UC 11-36a-102(20)
7UC 11-36a102(13)
8 11-36a-302(2)

911-36a-302(3) 370
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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% 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 may be used to make up any annual deficits. Any borrowed funds
are to be repaid in their entirety through impact fees.

NECESSITY OF IMPACT FEES

An entity may only impose impact fees on development activity if the entity’s plan for financing system improvements establishes
that impact fees are necessary to achieve parity between existing and new development. This analysis has identified the
improvements to public facilities and the funding mechanisms to complete the suggested improvements. Impact fees are identified
as a necessary funding mechanism 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.

371
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SECTION 6: STORM WATER IMPACT FEE CALCULATION

The calculation of impact fees relies upon information provided by the City through the Eagle Mountain City Storm Drain Impact
Fee Facilities Plan 2018 Report with 2020 Update. Impact fees are then calculated based on many variables centered on
proportionality and level of service. The following paragraphs describe the methodology used for calculating impact fees in this
analysis.

PROPOSED STORM WATER IMPACT FEE

The IFFP must properly complete the legislative requirements found in the Impact Fee Act if it is to serve as a working document
in the calculation of appropriate impact fees. The calculation of impact fees relies upon the information contained in this analysis.
Impact fees are then calculated based on many variables centered on proportionality share and LOS. The following paragraphs
describe the methodology used for calculating impact fees in this analysis.

PLAN-BASED (FEE BASED ON DEFINED CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PLAN)

This analysis uses a plan-based methodology. Under this methodology, impact fees are calculated using a specific set of costs
identified for future development. The improvements are identified in the IFFP, CFP or CIP as growth related projects. 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.

STORM WATER IMPACT FEE CALCULATION

The storm water impact fees proposed in this analysis will be assessed within Eagle Mountain City’s defined Service Areas. TABLES
6.1-6.3 below illustrate the impact fees which can include an appropriate buy-in component, the costs of constructing future storm
water related improvements and any debt related expense. The proportionate share analysis determines the proportionate cost
assignable to new development based on the proposed capital projects and the estimated ERUs served by the proposed projects.

TABLE 6.1: IMPACT FEE PER ERU — NORTH SERVICE AREA

LESs:

0, -
CONST. %To CosTT0 IMPACT FEE RggagNTn;G /;’(g: COosT 10 5- ERUs Cost
YEAR COST | GROWTH GROWTH FUND YEARDEMAND | SERVED | PERERU
GROWTH DEMAND
BALANCE

Future Facilities $3,422,585 35% | $1,191,643 $764,352 $427,290 100% $427,290 2,073 $206
Professional Expense $2,600 100% $2,600 100% $2,600 2,073 $1
Total Future Facilities Fee Per ERU $207
Tickville Wash Equity Buy In $75
Total Combined Impact Fee $282

TABLE 6.2: IMPACT FEE PER ERU — SOUTH SERVICE AREA
LEss:
CONST. % To COSTTO IMPACT ST Pl Besl 1015 ERUs CosT
YEARCOST | GROWTH GROWTH FEE FUND Cost o = M= SERVED PER ERU
GROWTH DEMAND DEMAND
BALANCE

Future Facilities $13,957,632 100% | $13,957,632 | $294,383 | $13,663,249 3% $426,360 798 $534

Professional Expense $2,600 100% $2,600 100% $2,600 798 $3
Total Future Facilities Fee Per ERU $537

98-3 SID Equity Buy In $113

EM Properties Property Equity Buy In $29

Total Combined Impact Fee $679

372

Page 13

WE PROVIDE SOLUTIONS



LYR B STORM WATER IFA

— EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY, UTAH APRIL 2020

TABLE 6.3: IMPACT FEE PER ERU — WEST SERVICE AREA

Cost | %To | Cosro | weer | ROMNNe | 105 | CostTos g | oot
YEARCOST | GROWTH GROWTH FEE FUND GROWTH e DEYNG, SERVED ERU
BALANCE
Future Facilities $27,185,237 100% | $27,185,237 $12,906 | $27,172,331 0% $83,862 35 $2,396
Professional Expense $2,600 100% $2,600 100% $2,600 35 $74
Total Future Facilities Fee Per ERU $2,470

NON-STANDARD STORM WATER IMPACT FEES

The City reserves the right under the Impact Fees Act!0 to assess an adjusted fee that more closely matches the true impact that
the land use will have upon the City's storm water system. This adjustment could result in a different impact fee if evidence
suggests a particular user will create a different impact than what is standard for its category. The impact fee for non-standard
development would be determined based on the calculation of ERUs based on the stated LOS variables in this document, multiplied
by the fee per ERU, as shown below.

FORMULA FOR NON-STANDARD STORM WATER IMPACT FEES:

North Service Area: ERU Count * $282 = Impact Fee

South Service Area: ERU Count * $679 = Impact Fee

7 West Service Area: ERU Count * $2,470 = Impact Fee

-

H =K =

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 should be spent only on those projects outlined in the IFFP as growth related costs to maintain the LOS.

PROPOSED CREDITS OWED TO DEVELOPMENT

The Impact Fees Act requires that credits be paid back to development for future fees that will pay for growth-driven system
improvements included in the Impact Fee Facilities Plan that would otherwise be paid for through user fees. Credits may also be
paid to developers who have constructed and donated system facilities to that City that are included in the IFFP in-lieu of impact
fees. This situation does not apply to developer exactions or improvements required to offset density or as a condition of
development. Any project that a developer funds must be included in the IFFP if a credit is to be issued.

In the situation that a developer chooses to construct system facilities found in the IFFP in-lieu of impact fees, the decision must
be made through negotiation with the developer and the City on a case-by-case basis.

GROWTH-DRIVEN EXTRAORDINARY COSTS
The City does not anticipate any extraordinary costs necessary to 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. A construction inflation adjustment is applied to projects
completed after 2018 (the base year cost estimate).

10UC 11-36a-402(1)(c) 373
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EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY
CITY COUNCIL MEETING

" EAGLE
MAY 19, 2020
TITLE: | ORDINANCE - An Ordinance of Eagle Mountain City, Utah, Adopting an
Updated Impact Fee Enactment for a Culinary Water Impact Fee; Providing
for the Calculation and Collection of Such Fees; Providing for Appeal,
Accounting, and Severability of the Same and Other Related Matters.
ITEM TYPE: | Ordinance
FISCAL IMPACT:
APPLICANT:
GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION CURRENT ZONE ACREAGE COMMUNITY
PUBLIC HEARING: RECOMMENDATION:
Yes That the City Council approves the update to the Water Impact Fee Analysis
REQUIRED FINDINGS: and implements the new impact fees
BACKGROUND:
PLANNING COMMISSION Currently, new developments have the option with Eagle Mountain City to
ACTION/ purchase water rights fiom the City's allotment of CWP water rights, or to
RECOMMENDATION : : : : : :
bring their own water rights into the City. The cost of the CWP water includes
capital recovery costs for the infrastructure needed to deliver the water to
Eagle Mountain City, whereas water rights which are placed mto City wells
require the City to build nfrastructure needed to produce the wet water. The
PREPARED BY:

Lianne Pengra, Public
Works

Attachments:

mtent of this update is to provide a credit for purchasers of CWP water for the
capital recovery that are included in the cost of the water.

ORD--2020 Water Impact Fee Enactment (00487632xB00C1)
Water Impact Fee Analysis 2020

374


https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/591513/ORD--2020_Water_Impact_Fee_Enactment__00487632xB00C1_.pdf
https://legistarweb-production.s3.amazonaws.com/uploads/attachment/pdf/591488/Water_Impact_Fee_Analysis_2020.pdf

ORDINANCE NO.O__ -2020

ORDINANCE ADOPTING AN UPDATED IMPACT FEE ENACTMENT FOR A
CULINARY WATER IMPACT FEE; PROVIDING FOR THE CALCULATION AND
COLLECTION OF SUCH FEES; PROVIDING FOR APPEAL, ACCOUNTING, AND

SEVERABILITY OF THE SAME AND OTHER RELATED MATTERS

The City Council (“Council”) of Eagle Mountain City, Utah (the “City”), finds that it is
in the public interest to adopt this updated Impact Fee Enactment to address impacts of
development upon the City; impose culinary water impact fees; provide for the calculation and
collection of such fees; provide for appeal, accounting, and severability of the same and other
related matters.

WHEREAS, the City is a local political subdivision of the State of Utah and has
authority pursuant to Utah Code Ann. 8 11-36a-101, et seq. (the “Impact Fee Act”) to mitigate
the impact of new development on public facilities by enacting an impact fee; and

WHEREAS, the City has previously prepared an Impact Fee Facilities Plan; and

WHEREAS, the Council finds that the Impact Fee Facility Plan identifies demands
placed upon existing public facilities by new development activity and proposes means by which
the City will meet those demands and has generally considered all revenue sources, including
impact fees, and anticipated dedication of in-system improvements to finance the impacts on
system improvements; and

WHEREAS, in order to reflect the actual costs of projects that have been constructed by
the City, the City has caused to be prepared an Amendment to the 2014 Culinary Water Impact
Fee Analysis (the “Impact Fee Analysis”), a copy of which is attached hereto as Exhibit A, which
identifies the anticipated impacts on or consumption of existing capacity of public facilities by
anticipated development activities, identifies impact on system improvements required by
anticipated development activities to maintain the established level of service for each public
facility, demonstrates how those anticipated impacts are reasonably related to the anticipated
development activities and estimates the proportionate share of the cost for existing capacity that
will be recouped and the cost of impacts on system improvements that are reasonably related to
the new development activity; and

WHEREAS, the Council finds that the impact fees which are enacted pursuant to this
Ordinance (“Impact Fee Enactment”) are necessary to achieve an equitable allocation to the costs
borne in the past and to be borne in the future, in comparison to the benefits already received and
yet to be received; and

{00487632.D0C /}
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WHEREAS, in accordance with Utah Code Ann. § 11-36a-504, the City has complied
with the notice requirements to adopt this Impact Fee Enactment; and

WHEREAS, after careful consideration and review of the comments at the public
hearings, the council has determined that it is in the best interest of the health, safety, and welfare
of the inhabitants of the City to adopt this Impact Fee Enactment.

BE IT ORDAINED by the City Council of Eagle Mountain City, Utah:

Section 1. Findings; Authority; Purpose.

The Council finds and determines that growth and development activities in the City will
create additional demand and need for water facilities, and the Council finds that persons
responsible for growth and development activities should pay a proportionate share of the costs
of such planned facilities needed to serve the growth and development activity. The Council
further finds that based on the Impact Fee Facility Plan and Impact Fee Analysis that impact fees
are necessary to achieve an equitable allocation to the costs borne in the past and to be borne in
the future, in comparison with the benefits already received and yet to be received. The
provisions of this Impact Fee Enactment shall be liberally construed in order to carry out the
purpose and intent of the Council in establishing the impact fee program.

Section 2. Definitions.

Except as provided below, words and phrases that are defined in the Impact Fee Act shall
have the same meaning in this Impact Fee Enactment.

2.1  Allowable Credits. A developer may be allowed an offset or a credit
against an impact fee if the developer dedicates land for a system improvement, builds and
dedicates some or all of a system improvement, or dedicates a public facility that the City and the
developer agree will reduce the need for a system improvement above and beyond the normal
required improvements to offset the reasonable impacts of the development. A credit against an
impact fee shall be granted for any dedication of real property for, improvements to, or new
construction of, any system improvements provided by the developer if the facilities are system
improvements, or are dedicated to the Public and offset the need for identified system
improvements.

2.2  Applicant. A person or entity required to pay an impact fee under this
Impact Fee Enactment.

2.3  Gross Impact Fee. The stated impact fee assessed (prior to the
computation of allowable credits, exemptions, or adjustments) for system improvements based
on the requirements of this Impact Fee Enactment.

{00487632.D0C /}
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2.4  Impact Fee Agent. The person or persons designated by the City Council
to evaluate impact fee applications and calculate gross impact fees, allowable credits,
exemptions, adjustments, and net impact fees.

2.5 Impact Fee Applicant or Impact Fee Applications. An application
submitted by an applicant for development approval that is required to pay an impact fee prior to
obtaining subdivision approval or other development approval from the City Council or the
building official of the City prior to issuance of a building permit.

26  Net Impact Fee. The gross impact fee less all allowable credits,
exemptions, adjustments, and credit adjustments required by this Impact Fee Enactment.

2.7 Single Family Residential Unit or Equivalent Residential Unit or ERUs.
The system improvement capacity required for a dwelling unit intended for the use and
occupancy of a single family with no restriction on time of use.

Section 3. Impact Fees Imposed.

3.1 Impact Fees. Based on the Council approval and adoption of the Impact
Fee Facility Plan and Impact Fee Analysis, the City Council hereby adopts the Water Impact Fee
in the maximum amounts set forth in Tables A.1 through A.4 of the Impact Fee Analysis.

3.2 Impact Fees Accounting. The City will establish a separate interest-
bearing ledger account for each type of public facility for which impact fees are collected.
Interest earned on such account shall be allocated to that account.

@) Reporting. At the end of each fiscal year, the City shall prepare a
report on each fund or account showing the source and amount of all monies collected, earned,
and received by the fund or account and each expenditure from the fund or account. The report
shall identify impact fees by the year in which they were received, the project from which the
funds were collected, the system improvements for which the funds were budgeted, and the
projected schedule for expenditures. The report shall be in a format developed by the State
Auditor that is certified by the City’s Chief Financial Officer and shall be transmitted annually to
the State Auditor.

(b) Impact Fee Expenditures. The City may expend impact fees
collected pursuant to this Impact Fee Enactment only for systems improvements that are public
facilities identified in the Impact Fee Facility Plan.

(©) Time of Expenditure. Impact fees collected pursuant to this Impact
Fee Enactment are to be expended or encumbered for a permissible use within six (6) years of
the receipt of those funds by the City. For purposes of this calculation, the first funds received
shall be deemed to be the first funds expended.

{00487632.D0C /}
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(d) Extension of Time. The City may hold unencumbered fees for
longer than six (6) years if the Council identifies in writing (i) an extraordinary and compelling
reason why the fees should be held longer than six (6) years; and (ii) an absolute date by which
the fees will be expended.

3.3  Additional Fees and Costs. The impact fees authorized hereby are
separate from and in addition to user fees and other charges lawfully imposed by the City, such
as engineering and inspection fees, building permit fees, review fees, and other fees and costs
that may not be included as itemized component parts of the impact fee.

3.4  Fees Effective at Time of Payment. Unless the City is otherwise bound by
a contractual requirement, the impact fee shall be determined in accordance with the provisions
of Section 5 below.

Section 4. Impact Fee Amount and Procedure.

4.1 Impact Fee Imposed. Impact fees are hereby imposed on the basis of the
Impact Fee Analysis and shall be paid either as a condition of plat approval, as a condition of the
issuance of a building permit, or as a condition to connecting to any current or future system
improvements if a plat or building permit is not required in an amount set forth in the Impact Fee
Analysis.

4.2 Application Procedure. Each Applicant for development approval shall
make application in writing to the City on forms provided for the City for determination of the
amount of the required impact fees payable by the Applicant. Each Applicant shall provide all
information requested by the City to allow the City to verify the accuracy of the information
presented by the Applicant. The Impact Fee Agent shall consider the information presented by
the Applicant and determine the gross impact fee, allowable credit, exemptions, adjustments, and
net impact fee.

4.3  Impact Fee Amount. The amount of the impact fees imposed hereby shall
be the gross amount as set forth in the Impact Fee Analysis.

Section 5. Exemptions, Adjustments, and Credits.

5.1 Exemption.  The Council may, on a project-by-project basis, authorize
exemptions to the impact fee imposed for development activity that the Council determines to be
of broad public purpose to justify the exception, development activities attributable to low-
income housing, the state, a school district, or a charter school (the school district and charter
school on the same basis).

5.2  Adjustments. The Council shall ensure that the impact fees are imposed
fairly and may adjust impact fees at the time the fee is charged to (i) respond to unusual
circumstances in specific cases, (ii) respond to a request for a prompt and individualized impact

4
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review for the development activities of the state or a school district or a charter school and an
offset or credit for a public facility for which an impact fee has been or will be collected, and (iii)
permits adjustments of the amount of the impact fee to be imposed on a particular development
based upon studies and data submitted by the developer.

5.3  Credits. A developer, including a school district or charter school, shall
receive a credit against or proportionate reimbursement of an impact fee if the developer
dedicates land for a system improvement, builds and dedicates some or all of a system
improvement, or dedicates a public facility that the City and the Developer agree will reduce the
need for a system improvement. A credit against the impact fee shall also be given for any
dedication of land for, improvements to, or new construction of, any system improvements
provided by the developer if the facilities are system improvements, or are dedicated to the
public and offset the need for identified system improvements.

Section 6. Service Area.

Service areas are hereby established as set forth on the Impact Fee Facility Plan and
Impact Fee Analysis.

Section 7. Appeal Procedures.

7.1  Application. The appeal procedure applies to challenges to the legality of
impact fees, the interpretation and/or application of those fees.

7.2  Request for Information Concerning the Fee. Any person or entity
required to pay an impact fee pursuant to this Impact Fee Enactment may file a written request
for information concerning the fee with the City. The City will provide the person or entity with
the Impact Fee Analysis, Impact Fee Facility Plan, and other relevant information relating to the
impact fee within two weeks after receipt of the request for information.

7.3  Appeals to City Before Payment of Impact Fees. Any affected or
potentially affected person or entity who wishes to challenge an impact fee imposed pursuant to
this Impact Fee Enactment prior to payment thereof may file a written request for information
concerning their fee and the process under the City’s appeal procedure.

7.4  Appeal to City After Payment of Impact Fees; Statute of Limitations for
Failure to File. Any person or entity that has paid an impact fee pursuant to this Impact Fee
Enactment and wishes to challenge the fee shall file a written request for information concerning
the fee after having paid the fee and proceed under the City’s appeal process. The deadline for
filing an appeal shall be as follows:

@) Within 30 days after the person making the appeal pays the impact
fee, they may challenge whether the City complied with the notice requirements of the impact
fee with respect to imposition of the impact and the procedure.

5
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(b) Within 180 days after the person making the appeal pays the
impact fee, they may challenge whether the city complied with other procedural requirements of
the impact fee.

(©) Within one (1) year after the person making the appeal pays the
impact fee, they may challenge the impact fee.

7.5  Appeal to City. Any developer, landowner, or affected party desiring to
challenge the legality of any impact fee, or related fees or exaction under this Impact Fee
Enactment, may appeal directly to the City by filing a written challenge with the City before the
deadlines provided above.

@) Hearing. An informal hearing will be held not sooner than five (5)
days nor more than 25 days after the written appeal to the City is filed.

(b) Decision. After the conclusion of the informal hearing, the City
shall affirm, reverse, or take action with respect to the challenge or appeal as the City deems
appropriate. The decision of the City will be issued within 30 days after the date the written
challenge was filed. In light of the statutorily mandated time restrictions, the City shall not be
required to provide more than three (3) working days’ prior notice of the time, date, and location
of the informal hearing, and the inconvenience of the hearing to the challenging party shall not
serve as a basis of appeal of any final determination.

7.6 Denial of Due Process. If the City for any reason fails to issue a final
decision on a written challenge to an impact fee, its calculation or application, within 30 days
after the filing of the challenge with the City, the challenge shall be deemed to have been denied.

7.7  Judicial Review. Nothing in this Impact Fee Enactment shall be
interpreted to alter the statutory deadlines before which an action to challenge an impact fee must
be initiated in the district court. After having been served with a copy of the pleadings initiating
a court review, the City shall submit to the court the records of the proceedings before the City,
including minutes, and if available, a true and correct transcript of any proceedings.

Section 8. Severability. If any section, subsection, paragraph, clause, or phrase of
this Impact Fee Enactment shall be declared invalid for any reason, such decision shall not affect
the remaining provisions of this Impact Fee Enactment, which shall remain in full force and
effect, and for this purpose, the provisions of this Impact Fee Enactment are declared to be
severable.

Section 9. Effective Date. The Impact Fee Enactment pursuant to this Impact Fee
Ordinance shall take effect 90 days after its enactment.

{00487632.D0C /}
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ADOPTED by the City Council of Eagle Mountain City, Utah, this day of
, 2020.

EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY, UTAH

Tom Westmoreland, Mayor
ATTEST:

Fionnuala B. Kofoed, City Recorder
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CERTIFICATION

The above Ordinance was adopted by the City Council of Eagle Mountain City, Utah

on this 19" day of May, 2020.

Those voting aye:

Donna Burnham
Melissa Clark
Colby Curtis

Jared Gray

O O O o 0O

Carolyn Love

Posted to City bulletin boards on

{00487632.D0C /}

Those voting nay:

O
O
O
O
O

Donna Burnham

Melissa Clark

O
O
Colby Curtis O
Jared Gray O

O

Carolyn Love

Those excused:

Donna Burnham
Melissa Clark
Colby Curtis
Jared Gray

Carolyn Love

Fionnuala B. Kofoed, MMC

City Recorder

by
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Exhibit A
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AMENDMENT TO THE 2014 CULINARY WATER
IMPACT FEE ANALYSIS (IFA)
EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY, UT

MARCH 2020
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IMPACT FEE CERTIFICATION

IFA CERTIFICATION
Lewis Young Robertson & Burningham, Inc. certifies that this amendment to the Impact Fee Analysis (“IFA”) prepared for culinary
water services:

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

a. allowed under the Impact Fees Act; and

b. actually incurred; or

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

2. Does 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;

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

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.
Lewis Young Robertson & Burningham, Inc. makes this certification with the following caveats:

1. All of the recommendations for implementation of the IFFP made in the IFFP documents or in the IFA documents are
followed by City Staff and elected officials.

2. Ifallor a portion of the IFFP or IFA are modified or amended, this certification is no longer valid.

3. Allinformation provided to LYRB is assumed to be correct, complete, and accurate. This includes information provided
by the City as well as outside sources.

LEWIS YOUNG ROBERTSON & BURNINGHAM, INC.
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AMENDED WATER IMPACT FEE

SUMMARY

The Eagle Mountain City culinary water impact fee, last updated October 204, is being amended to account for impacts from the
Central Utah Water Conservancy District (‘CUWCD”) Central Water Project (“CWP”). This amendment updates the calculation of
the impact fee to account for the following:

Exclude the source buy-in component within the calculation for development utilizing CPW water; and,
Allocate the “One-Time Development Charge” assessed by CUWCD for purchased water.

EXPLANATION

Development within Service Area 1 and Service Area 2 may have access to culinary water sources through CWP. The associated
fees and water take-down schedules are articulated in the CWP FY2009A Water Supply Agreement - Fourth Amended & Restated
- April 26th, 2017, the CWP FY2010A1 (1,000 AF) Water Supply Agreement - October 7th, 2009 & Prepayment Agreement, dated
October 29, 2009, and the CWP FY2010A2 (11,500 AF) Water Supply Agreement - Amended & Restated - February 24th, 2016.
These agreements define the One-Time Development Charge, the Operations and Maintenance Fee plus a Repair and
Replacement Fee (“O&M+R”), as well as a Capital Recovery Fee.

i 3

Based on a review of the elements included in the 2014 Impact Fee Analysis, the impact fee schedule should be adjusted. New
development that utilizes CWP water should not be assessed the Source buy-in component of the impact fee. Therefore, these
costs are removed from the calculation of the impact fee, as shown below. However, it is anticipated that new development should
pay for future source facilities as these costs are not included in the CWP project. Only new development utilizing CWP water will
be assessed the revised fees. The revised Eagle Mountain impact fee per ERC by Service Area is illustrated in TABLEA.1 and A.2.

TABLE A.1: SERVICE AREA 1 IMPACT FEE PER ERC FOR DEVELOPMENT USING CWP WATER

| CosTTOIFA | ERCSSERVCE | FEEPERERC

Buy-In

Source Buy-In $2,083,567 3,436 NA
Storage Buy-In $340,446 3,335 $102
Distribution Buy-In $544,790 3,651 $149
Future Facilities

Source: Future Facilities $580,650 3,436 $169
Source Financing Costs $288,048 3,436 $84
Storage Future Facilities $2,423,215 3,335 §727
Storage Financing Costs $1,202,103 3,335 $360
Distribution: Future Facilities $5,402,941 3,651 $1,480
Distribution Financing Costs $2,680,279 3,651 $734
Impact Fee Balance ($500,000) 3,651 ($137)
Impact Fee per ERC $3,668

TABLE A.2: SERVICE AREA 2 IMPACT FEE PER ERC FOR DEVELOPMENT USING CWP WATER

CosTToIFA | ERCS SERVICE FEE PERERC
Buy-In
Source Buy-In $2,083,567 3,436 NA
Storage Buy-In $627,350 316 $1,985
Distribution Buy-In $544,790 3,651 $149
Future Facilities
Source: Future Facilities $580,650 3,436 $169
Source Financing Costs $288,048 3,436 $84
Storage Future Facilities $117,780 316 $373
Storage Financing Costs $58,428 3,436 $17
Distribution: Future Facilities $5,402,941 3,651 $1,480
Distribution Financing Costs $2,680,279 3,651 $734
386
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CosTToIFA ERCS SERVICE FEE PERERC
Impact Fee Balance ($500,000) 3,651 ($137)

Impact Fee per ERC $4,854

The City is also including in the impact fee the One-Time Development Charge assessed by CUWCD for purchased water, as
established by the aforementioned agreements. Development within Service Area 1 and Service Area 2 may bring water rights to
the City for which they should receive a credit. Based on information from CUWCD, approximately 28.3 percent of the One-Time
Development Charge is for water right cost. Therefore, the one-time fee will be discounted by 28.3 percent for development that
brings water rights to the City, as shown in TABLE A.3. The fee schedule is based on a fee per Acre Foot (“AF”).

TaBLE A.3: CWP ONE-TIME DEVELOPMENT FEE, WITH WATER RIGHT REDUCTION

FISCAL YEAR ONE-TIME DEVELOPMENT CHARGE FOR BLOCKS OF 28.3% WATER RIGHT ONE-TIME FEE FOR DEVELOPMENT WITH WATER
PURCHASED WATER (PER AF) REDUCTION RIGHTS (PER AF)
2020-21 $10,600 (83,002) $7,598

The level of service (“LOS”) per ERC for water rights is established in the 2014 Culinary Water Impact Fee Facilities Plan and
Impact Fee Analysis as follows:

0.53 AF of water right per ERC
2.5 AF per irrigated acre

i

i

Based on information from the City, the average combined LOS per ERC for water rights is .9 AF, resulting in a One-Time
Development fee of $6,839. The combined impact fee based on the above level of service, including the One-Time Development
Fee, is shown in TABLE A.4.

TABLE A.4: SUMMARY OF REVISED IMPACT FEE PER ERC FOR DEVELOPMENT UTILIZING CWP WATER

SERVICE AREA 1 SERVICE AREA 2
Eagle Mountain City Impact Fee $3,668 $4,854
CWP One-Time Development Fee* $6,839 $6,839
Total Impact Fee $10,507 $11,693

*Fee Waived if Development Purchases CWP Water Directly from CUWCD.

NON-STANDARD IMPACT FEES

The City reserves the right under the Impact Fees Act' to assess an adjusted fee that more closely matches the true impact that a
specific land use will have upon the City’s transportation system. This adjustment could result in a different impact fee if evidence
suggests a particular user will create a different impact than what is standard for its category.

111-362-402(1)(c)
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EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY
CITY COUNCIL MEETING

" EAGLE
MAY 19, 2020
TITLE: | ORDINANCE - An Ordinance of Eagle Mountain City, Utah, Adopting an
Updated Impact Fee Enactment for a Transportation Impact Fee; Providing
for the Calculation and Collection of Such Fees; Providing for Appeal,
Accounting, and Severability of the Same and Other Related Matters.
ITEM TYPE: | Ordinance
FISCAL IMPACT: | NA
APPLICANT: | Eagle Mountain City
GENERAL PLAN DESIGNATION CURRENT ZONE ACREAGE COMMUNITY
NA NA NA City Wide
gUBLIC HEARING: RECOMMENDATION:
€S
REQUIRED FINDINGS:
BACKGROUND:
State law requires that impact fee are only assessed for projects intended to be
PLANNING COMMIS SION built within 6 years. Because of that and the high growth rate of the City,
ACTION/ Impact Fee Facilities Plans are updated every 2-3 years to try to stay ahead of
RECOMMENDATION : : : ‘g :
growth. When updating the IFFP, the city considers the existing level of service
NA for that particular type of facility. It is important with impact fee laws that the
City does not charge new development disproportionately to existing residents.
PREPARED BY:

Lianne Pengra, Public
Works

Attachments:

In this instance, the City has not updated the Impact Fee Facilities Plan, but is
updating the IFA to better ascertain which projects are no longer future
facilities, but have been constructed and should now be classified as an equity
buy in. City staff will update the IFFP during the upcoming budget year, but
with the many transportation projects completed recently, this will help the City
better administer the project funding,
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ORDINANCE NO.O__ -2020

ORDINANCE ADOPTING AN UPDATED IMPACT FEE ENACTMENT FOR A
TRANSPORTATION IMPACT FEE; PROVIDING FOR THE CALCULATION AND
COLLECTION OF SUCH FEES; PROVIDING FOR APPEAL, ACCOUNTING, AND

SEVERABILITY OF THE SAME AND OTHER RELATED MATTERS

The City Council (“Council”) of Eagle Mountain City, Utah (the “City”), finds that it is
in the public interest to adopt this updated Impact Fee Enactment to address impacts of
development upon the City; impose transportation impact fees; provide for the calculation and
collection of such fees; provide for appeal, accounting, and severability of the same and other
related matters.

WHEREAS, the City is a local political subdivision of the State of Utah and has
authority pursuant to Utah Code Ann. 8 11-36a-101, et seq. (the “Impact Fee Act”) to mitigate
the impact of new development on public facilities by enacting an impact fee; and

WHEREAS, the City has previously prepared an Impact Fee Facilities Plan; and

WHEREAS, the Council finds that the Impact Fee Facility Plan identifies demands
placed upon existing public facilities by new development activity and proposes means by which
the City will meet those demands and has generally considered all revenue sources, including
impact fees, and anticipated dedication of in-system improvements to finance the impacts on
system improvements; and

WHEREAS, in order to reflect the actual costs of projects that have been constructed by
the City, the City has caused to be prepared an Amendment to the 2017 Transportation Impact
Fee Analysis (the “Impact Fee Analysis”), a copy of which is attached hereto as Exhibit A, which
identifies the anticipated impacts on or consumption of existing capacity of public facilities by
anticipated development activities, identifies impact on system improvements required by
anticipated development activities to maintain the established level of service for each public
facility, demonstrates how those anticipated impacts are reasonably related to the anticipated
development activities and estimates the proportionate share of the cost for existing capacity that
will be recouped and the cost of impacts on system improvements that are reasonably related to
the new development activity; and

WHEREAS, the Council finds that the impact fees which are enacted pursuant to this
Ordinance (“Impact Fee Enactment”) are necessary to achieve an equitable allocation to the costs
borne in the past and to be borne in the future, in comparison to the benefits already received and
yet to be received; and
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WHEREAS, in accordance with Utah Code Ann. § 11-36a-504, the City has complied
with the notice requirements to adopt this Impact Fee Enactment; and

WHEREAS, after careful consideration and review of the comments at the public
hearings, the council has determined that it is in the best interest of the health, safety, and welfare
of the inhabitants of the City to adopt this Impact Fee Enactment.

BE IT ORDAINED by the City Council of Eagle Mountain City, Utah:

Section 1. Findings; Authority; Purpose.

The Council finds and determines that growth and development activities in the City will
create additional demand and need for transportation facilities, and the Council finds that persons
responsible for growth and development activities should pay a proportionate share of the costs
of such planned facilities needed to serve the growth and development activity. The Council
further finds that based on the Impact Fee Facility Plan and Impact Fee Analysis that impact fees
are necessary to achieve an equitable allocation to the costs borne in the past and to be borne in
the future, in comparison with the benefits already received and yet to be received. The
provisions of this Impact Fee Enactment shall be liberally construed in order to carry out the
purpose and intent of the Council in establishing the impact fee program.

Section 2. Definitions.

Except as provided below, words and phrases that are defined in the Impact Fee Act shall
have the same meaning in this Impact Fee Enactment.

2.1  Allowable Credits. A developer may be allowed an offset or a credit
against an impact fee if the developer dedicates land for a system improvement, builds and
dedicates some or all of a system improvement, or dedicates a public facility that the City and the
developer agree will reduce the need for a system improvement above and beyond the normal
required improvements to offset the reasonable impacts of the development. A credit against an
impact fee shall be granted for any dedication of real property for, improvements to, or new
construction of, any system improvements provided by the developer if the facilities are system
improvements, or are dedicated to the Public and offset the need for identified system
improvements.

2.2  Applicant. A person or entity required to pay an impact fee under this
Impact Fee Enactment.

2.3  Gross Impact Fee. The stated impact fee assessed (prior to the
computation of allowable credits, exemptions, or adjustments) for system improvements based
on the requirements of this Impact Fee Enactment.
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2.4  Impact Fee Agent. The person or persons designated by the City Council
to evaluate impact fee applications and calculate gross impact fees, allowable credits,
exemptions, adjustments, and net impact fees.

2.5 Impact Fee Applicant or Impact Fee Applications. An application
submitted by an applicant for development approval that is required to pay an impact fee prior to
obtaining subdivision approval or other development approval from the City Council or the
building official of the City prior to issuance of a building permit.

26  Net Impact Fee. The gross impact fee less all allowable credits,
exemptions, adjustments, and credit adjustments required by this Impact Fee Enactment.

2.7 Single Family Residential Unit or Equivalent Residential Unit or ERUs.
The system improvement capacity required for a dwelling unit intended for the use and
occupancy of a single family with no restriction on time of use.

Section 3. Impact Fees Imposed.

3.1 Impact Fees. Based on the Council approval and adoption of the Impact
Fee Facility Plan and Impact Fee Analysis, the City Council hereby adopts the Transportation
Impact Fee in the maximum amounts set forth in Appendix G (Combined Fee Including Impact
Fee and SID/Reimbursement Agreements) of the Impact Fee Analysis.

3.2 Impact Fees Accounting. The City will establish a separate interest-
bearing ledger account for each type of public facility for which impact fees are collected.
Interest earned on such account shall be allocated to that account.

@) Reporting. At the end of each fiscal year, the City shall prepare a
report on each fund or account showing the source and amount of all monies collected, earned,
and received by the fund or account and each expenditure from the fund or account. The report
shall identify impact fees by the year in which they were received, the project from which the
funds were collected, the system improvements for which the funds were budgeted, and the
projected schedule for expenditures. The report shall be in a format developed by the State
Auditor that is certified by the City’s Chief Financial Officer and shall be transmitted annually to
the State Auditor.

(b) Impact Fee Expenditures. The City may expend impact fees
collected pursuant to this Impact Fee Enactment only for systems improvements that are public
facilities identified in the Impact Fee Facility Plan.

(c) Time of Expenditure. Impact fees collected pursuant to this Impact
Fee Enactment are to be expended or encumbered for a permissible use within six (6) years of
the receipt of those funds by the City. For purposes of this calculation, the first funds received
shall be deemed to be the first funds expended.
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(d) Extension of Time. The City may hold unencumbered fees for
longer than six (6) years if the Council identifies in writing (i) an extraordinary and compelling
reason why the fees should be held longer than six (6) years; and (ii) an absolute date by which
the fees will be expended.

3.3  Additional Fees and Costs. The impact fees authorized hereby are
separate from and in addition to user fees and other charges lawfully imposed by the City, such
as engineering and inspection fees, building permit fees, review fees, and other fees and costs
that may not be included as itemized component parts of the impact fee.

3.4  Fees Effective at Time of Payment. Unless the City is otherwise bound by
a contractual requirement, the impact fee shall be determined in accordance with the provisions
of Section 5 below.

Section 4. Impact Fee Amount and Procedure.

4.1 Impact Fee Imposed. Impact fees are hereby imposed on the basis of the
Impact Fee Analysis and shall be paid either as a condition of plat approval, as a condition of the
issuance of a building permit, or as a condition to connecting to any current or future system
improvements if a plat or building permit is not required in an amount set forth in the Impact Fee
Analysis.

4.2 Application Procedure. Each Applicant for development approval shall
make application in writing to the City on forms provided for the City for determination of the
amount of the required impact fees payable by the Applicant. Each Applicant shall provide all
information requested by the City to allow the City to verify the accuracy of the information
presented by the Applicant. The Impact Fee Agent shall consider the information presented by
the Applicant and determine the gross impact fee, allowable credit, exemptions, adjustments, and
net impact fee.

4.3  Impact Fee Amount. The amount of the impact fees imposed hereby shall
be the gross amount as set forth in the Impact Fee Analysis.

Section 5. Exemptions, Adjustments, and Credits.

5.1 Exemption.  The Council may, on a project-by-project basis, authorize
exemptions to the impact fee imposed for development activity that the Council determines to be
of broad public purpose to justify the exception, development activities attributable to low-
income housing, the state, a school district, or a charter school (the school district and charter
school on the same basis).

5.2  Adjustments. The Council shall ensure that the impact fees are imposed
fairly and may adjust impact fees at the time the fee is charged to (i) respond to unusual
circumstances in specific cases, (ii) respond to a request for a prompt and individualized impact

4
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review for the development activities of the state or a school district or a charter school and an
offset or credit for a public facility for which an impact fee has been or will be collected, and (iii)
permits adjustments of the amount of the impact fee to be imposed on a particular development
based upon studies and data submitted by the developer.

5.3  Credits. A developer, including a school district or charter school, shall
receive a credit against or proportionate reimbursement of an impact fee if the developer
dedicates land for a system improvement, builds and dedicates some or all of a system
improvement, or dedicates a public facility that the City and the Developer agree will reduce the
need for a system improvement. A credit against the impact fee shall also be given for any
dedication of land for, improvements to, or new construction of, any system improvements
provided by the developer if the facilities are system improvements, or are dedicated to the
public and offset the need for identified system improvements.

Section 6. Service Area.

Service areas are hereby established as set forth on the Impact Fee Facility Plan and
Impact Fee Analysis.

Section 7. Appeal Procedures.

7.1  Application. The appeal procedure applies to challenges to the legality of
impact fees, the interpretation and/or application of those fees.

7.2  Request for Information Concerning the Fee. Any person or entity
required to pay an impact fee pursuant to this Impact Fee Enactment may file a written request
for information concerning the fee with the City. The City will provide the person or entity with
the Impact Fee Analysis, Impact Fee Facility Plan, and other relevant information relating to the
impact fee within two weeks after receipt of the request for information.

7.3  Appeals to City Before Payment of Impact Fees. Any affected or
potentially affected person or entity who wishes to challenge an impact fee imposed pursuant to
this Impact Fee Enactment prior to payment thereof may file a written request for information
concerning their fee and the process under the City’s appeal procedure.

7.4  Appeal to City After Payment of Impact Fees; Statute of Limitations for
Failure to File. Any person or entity that has paid an impact fee pursuant to this Impact Fee
Enactment and wishes to challenge the fee shall file a written request for information concerning
the fee after having paid the fee and proceed under the City’s appeal process. The deadline for
filing an appeal shall be as follows:

@) Within 30 days after the person making the appeal pays the impact
fee, they may challenge whether the City complied with the notice requirements of the impact
fee with respect to imposition of the impact and the procedure.

5
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(b) Within 180 days after the person making the appeal pays the
impact fee, they may challenge whether the city complied with other procedural requirements of
the impact fee.

(©) Within one (1) year after the person making the appeal pays the
impact fee, they may challenge the impact fee.

7.5  Appeal to City. Any developer, landowner, or affected party desiring to
challenge the legality of any impact fee, or related fees or exaction under this Impact Fee
Enactment, may appeal directly to the City by filing a written challenge with the City before the
deadlines provided above.

@) Hearing. An informal hearing will be held not sooner than five (5)
days nor more than 25 days after the written appeal to the City is filed.

(b) Decision. After the conclusion of the informal hearing, the City
shall affirm, reverse, or take action with respect to the challenge or appeal as the City deems
appropriate. The decision of the City will be issued within 30 days after the date the written
challenge was filed. In light of the statutorily mandated time restrictions, the City shall not be
required to provide more than three (3) working days’ prior notice of the time, date, and location
of the informal hearing, and the inconvenience of the hearing to the challenging party shall not
serve as a basis of appeal of any final determination.

7.6 Denial of Due Process. If the City for any reason fails to issue a final
decision on a written challenge to an impact fee, its calculation or application, within 30 days
after the filing of the challenge with the City, the challenge shall be deemed to have been denied.

7.7  Judicial Review. Nothing in this Impact Fee Enactment shall be
interpreted to alter the statutory deadlines before which an action to challenge an impact fee must
be initiated in the district court. After having been served with a copy of the pleadings initiating
a court review, the City shall submit to the court the records of the proceedings before the City,
including minutes, and if available, a true and correct transcript of any proceedings.

Section 8. Severability. If any section, subsection, paragraph, clause, or phrase of
this Impact Fee Enactment shall be declared invalid for any reason, such decision shall not affect
the remaining provisions of this Impact Fee Enactment, which shall remain in full force and
effect, and for this purpose, the provisions of this Impact Fee Enactment are declared to be
severable.

Section 9. Effective Date. The Impact Fee Enactment pursuant to this Impact Fee
Ordinance shall take effect 90 days after its enactment.
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ADOPTED by the City Council of Eagle Mountain City, Utah, this day of
, 2020.

EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY, UTAH

Tom Westmoreland, Mayor
ATTEST:

Fionnuala B. Kofoed, City Recorder
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CERTIFICATION

The above Ordinance was adopted by the City Council of Eagle Mountain City, Utah

on this 19" day of May, 2020.

Those voting aye:

Donna Burnham
Melissa Clark
Colby Curtis

Jared Gray

O O O 0O 0O

Carolyn Love

Posted to City bulletin boards on

{00487629.D0C /}

Those voting nay:

O
O
O
O
O

Donna Burnham

Melissa Clark

O
O
Colby Curtis O
Jared Gray O

O

Carolyn Love

Those excused:

Donna Burnham
Melissa Clark
Colby Curtis
Jared Gray

Carolyn Love

Fionnuala B. Kofoed, MMC

City Recorder

by
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Exhibit A
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AMENDMENT TO THE 2017 TRANSPORTATION
IMPACT FEE ANALYSIS (IFA)

EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY, UT

APRIL 2020

—
hdb,
LEWIS ([l YOUNG
ROBERTSON & BURNINGHAM, mc.
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TRANSPORTATION IMPACT FEE AMENDMENT
EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY, UTAH
APRIL 2020

IMPACT FEE CERTIFICATION

IFA CERTIFICATION
Lewis Young Robertson & Burningham, Inc. certifies that this amendment to the Impact Fee Analysis (“IFA”) prepared for
transportation services:

1. Includes only the costs of public facilities that are:
a. allowed under the Impact Fees Act; and
b. actually incurred; or
c. projected to be incurred or encumbered within six years after the day on which each impact fee is paid;

2. Does 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;
c. an expense for overhead, unless the expense is calculated pursuant to a methodology that is consistent with
generally accepted cost accounting practices and the methodological standards set forth by the federal Office of
Management and Budget for federal grant reimbursement;
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.
Lewis Young Robertson & Burningham, Inc. makes this certification with the following caveats:

1. All of the recommendations for implementation of the impact fee facilities plan (IFFP) made in the IFFP documents or in
the IFA documents are followed by City Staff and elected officials.

2. Ifall ora 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.

Lewis Young Robertson & Burningham, Inc. Page?2
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TRANSPORTATION IMPACT FEE AMENDMENT
EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY, UTAH
APRIL 2020

TRANSPORTATION IMPACT FEE AMENDMENT

SUMMARY

Lewis Young Robertson & Burningham, Inc. presents to Eagle Mountain City, (the “City”) this amendment to the transportation
impact fee analysis, originally adopted May 2, 2017. In an effort to keep the transportation impact fees as current and accurate as
possible, the City requested this amendment to reflect recent changes to the City's Capital Improvement Plan (“CIP"). This
document describes the revisions to the existing impact fee analysis and adjusts the transportation impact fees accordingly.

The assumptions used for the demand analysis and level of service (LOS) in the previously adopted impact fee analysis remain
unchanged in this update. This includes trip generation figures and adjustment factors used in the calculations of the impact fees.
The trips over which the capital costs are spread to calculate the fees remains unchanged as well. The service area for the
transportation impact fee calculated herein will remain one City-wide service area, while the transportation reimbursement
agreements (RAs) and Special Improvement District (SID) assessments remain unchanged and will continue to be assessed in
the same three service areas as has historically been done. These fees will be included in this analysis (see APPENDIX G) as they
are assessed with the transportation impact fee.

EXISTING FACILITY INVENTORY

Much of the City's existing roadway system was built using SID bonds and RAs. Those buy-in costs are included in the impact fee
calculations, shown as SIDs and RAs, and can be found in APPENDIX G. Several projects shown in the CIP from the previous
impact fee analysis have been completed since the time of the previous IFA adoption. The total value of these facilities is shown
below and provide the foundation for the buy-in component of the impact fee. The City funded portion and the cost to growth are
identified in order to proportionately allocate the cost to new development.

TABLE 1.1: EXISTING FACILITIES (BUY-IN COMPONENT)

Project Location Total Price City % EM City Total
C1 (Pony Express Pkwy) City Boundary to Porter's Crossing Parkway $10,051,579 7.62% $766,204
C2 (Pony Express Pkwy) Mid Valley Road to Hidden Hollow $5,026,351 66.97% $3,366,396
Intersection 1 Pony Express Pkwy & Silverlake Pkwy $284,321 100.00% $284,321
Intersection 2 Pony Express Pkwy & Porter's Crossing $259,374 100.00% $259,374
Intersection 3 Pony Express Pkwy & Smith Ranch Road $247,683 100.00% $247,683
Intersection 4 Pony Express Pkwy & Hidden Valley Pkwy $81,193 100.00% $81,193
Red Hawk Light $198,689 100.00% $198,689
Mid Valley $317,631 100.00% $317,631
Aviator $253,524 100.00% $253,524
Total Costs $16,720,345 $5,775,016

TABLE 1.2: PORTION OF CITY COST TO IMPACT FEES

Project EM City Total % Pass-through % to 6 Year Growth Cost to Impact Fee
C1 (Pony Express Pkwy) $766,204 0.2% 23.2% $177,404
C2 (Pony Express Pkwy) $3,366,396 0.4% 83.8% $2,809,756
Intersection 1 $284,321 0.0% 100.00% $284,321
Intersection 2 $259,374 0.0% 100.00% $259,374
Intersection 3 $247,683 0.0% 100.00% $247,683
Intersection 4 $81,193 0.0% 100.00% $81,193
Red Hawk Light $198,689 0.0% 100.00% $198,689
Mid Valley $317,631 0.0% 100.00% $317,631
Aviator $253,524 0.0% 100.00% $253,524
Total Costs $5,775,016 $4,629,575

MANNER OF FINANCING EXISTING PUBLIC FACILITIES
The City’s existing infrastructure has been funded through a combination of General Fund revenues, impact fees, bonds, other
governmental revenue, grants, and donations. General Fund revenues include a mix of property taxes, sales taxes, federal and

Lewis Young Robertson & Burningham, Inc. Page3
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TRANSPORTATION IMPACT FEE AMENDMENT
EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY, UTAH
APRIL 2020

state grants, and any other available General Fund revenues. There are no General Obligation Bonds outstanding related to these
system improvements. Therefore, a credit is not required for this component of the impact fee analysis.

EXCESS CAPACITY

A buy-in component is justified in the calculation of an impact fee when there is excess capacity in existing system improvements
that can help meet the demands placed on the system by new growth and development. A buy-in component is contemplated in
this analysis for the system improvement roadways that have sufficient capacity to handle new growth while maintaining safe and
acceptable levels of service.

EXISTING TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM Buy-IN

The determination of a buy-in impact fee related to existing roadways is based on proportionate trips generated within the IFFP
planning horizon and the value of the existing roadway system. According to TABLE 1.1 above, the transportation system
improvements considered in this analysis are valued at approximately $16.7 million, with just under $5.8 million funded with City
funding. $4.6 million of these improvements have capacity to serve future growth within the six-year time frame of this analysis and
are therefore eligible to be considered in the buy-in fee. The buy-in is anticipated to serve 40,932 trips.

TABLE: 1.3: ALLOCATION OF BUY-IN COMPONENT
PROJECT GROWTH RELATED TRIPS GROWTH RELATED COSTS
Total 40,932 $4,629,575

AMENDED CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PLAN/FUTURE CAPITAL FACILITIES ANALYSIS

TaBLE 1.3 illustrates the estimated cost of future capital improvements within the Service Area and the portion of those costs that
can be legally recovered through impact fees for the purposes of this IFA Amendment. These projects were included in the City's
Master Transportation Plan (MTP) with cost revisions provided by City staff. TABLE 1.4 identifies the growth-related projects needed
within the next six years. Capital projects related to curing existing deficiencies were not included in the calculation of the impact
fees. Total future projects applicable to new development are shown below.

TABLE 1.4: 6 YEAR TRANSPORTATION FUTURE CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PLAN

Project Location Total Price City % EM City Total
D1 (Golden Eagle Road) K4 to K3 $2,210,000 4.52% $100,000
D2 (Golden Eagle Road) Porter's Crossing Parkway to City Boundary $4,940,000 36.51% $1,803,764
F2 (Airport Road) C2to G1 (Phase 1: 24' Minor Collector) $29,250,000 10.98% $3,212,530
L2 (High School Road) Eagle Mountain Blvd to Pony Express Pkwy $1,046,756 100.00% $1,046,756
R1 (Inverness Lane & Mt Airey Drive) Inverness Lane and Mt Airey Drive Improvements $727,000 100.00% $727,000
Aviator Ave & Eagle Mountain Blvd Pong Express Pkwy & L2 (High School Road) $300,000 100.00% $300,000
Total Costs $38,473,756 $7,190,050

TABLE 1.5: PORTION OF CITY COSTS TO IMPACT FEES

Project EM City Total Portion to 6 Year Growth Cost to Impact Fee
D1 (Golden Eagle Road) $100,000 49.20% $49,200
D2 (Golden Eagle Road) $1,803,764 93.00% $1,677,501
F2 (Airport Road) $3,212,530 17.90% $575,042.87
L2 (High School Road) $1,046,756 10.70% $112,003
R1 (Inverness Lane & Mt Airey Drive) $727,000 18.70% $135,949
Aviator Ave & Eagle Mountain Blvd $300,000 100.00% $300,000
Total Costs $7,190,050 $2,849,695

AMENDED TRANSPORTATION IMPACT FEE

The transportation impact fee utilizes the Plan Based Approach, which is based on a defined set of capital costs specified for future
development. The proportionate share analysis then determines the proportionate cost assignable to new development based on
the proposed capital projects and the new growth served by the proposed projects. This amendment updates the CIP, and now
includes a buy-in component for the projects that have been completed, including actual construction costs. The revised CIP has
future facilities with a total cost of $38,473,756, of which $7,190,050 is the City's responsibility. $2,849,695 of the future facilities
will serve new development anticipated in the next six years. In addition to the proposed new facilities, new development benefits
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from the transportation infrastructure recently constructed and included as the buy-in component of the impact fee. The buy-in
project costs totaled $16,720,345, of which $5,775,016 is the City's responsibility. $4,629,575 of the buy-in cost will serve
development expected in the next six years. The inclusion of this buy-in, plus new facilities, results in the maximum impact fee cost
per trip as shown below. In addition to the maximum impact fee per trip calculated here, the City also charges for reimbursement
agreements and SIDs that were established to fund the construction of the existing roadway system improvements. The fees for
each are assessed within service areas separate from the service area used for this impact fee. The fee schedule for the
reimbursement agreements and SIDs are included in APPENDIX G of this analysis. APPENDIX G and APPENDIX H show the combined
fees per land use category and the change to each fee with this amendment.

TABLE 1.6: MAXIMUM IMPACT FEE COST PER TRIP

ToTAL CosT CosT T0 GROWTH FUTURE TRIPS COST PER TRIP
Roadway Impact Fee
Future 6 Year Capital Projects $38,473,756 $2,849,695 40,932 $69.62
Existing Facilities Buy-In $16,720,345 $4,629,575 40,932 $113.10
Reimbursement Agreements Calculated Separately through SID and Reimbursement Agreements
Roadway Impact Fee Subtotal $55,194,101 $7,479,270 $182.72
Professional Services/Credits
Professional Expense $43,600 $43,600 40,932 $1.07
Cost per Trip $55,237,701 $7,522,870 $183.79

IMPACT FEE SUMMARY BY LAND USE TYPE
The impact fee by land use type is illustrated in TABLE 1.7.

TABLE 1.7: IMPACT FEE SUMMARY BY LAND USE TYPE

TOTAL FEE
ITE Ui WEEKDAY ?{X% H;gj PRIMARY | ADJUSTED | ESTIMATED Viiﬁ\c\:/:E W/HEAVY
CLASSIFICATION TRIPS ITE) TRIPS TRIPS FEE/UNIT ADJUSTMENT VEHICLE

ADJUSTMENT
Single Family Detached 210 Unit 962 4.76 100% 4.76 $874.84 0% $874.84
Condominium/Townhome 230 Unit 5.81 291 100% 291 $533.91 0% $533.91
Apartment 220 Unit 6.65 3.33 100% 3.33 $611.10 0% $611.10
Office Building 710 1,000 Sf 11.03 5.52 100% 5.52 $1,013.60 5% $1,064.28
Medical Office Building 720 1,000 Sf 36.13 18.07 100% 18.07 $3,320.16 0% $3,320.16
Less Intensive Retail 890 1,000 Sf 5.06 2.53 20% 0.51 $93.00 5% $97.65
Intensive Retalil 820 1,000 Sf 42.70 21.35 30% 6.41 $1,177.17 5% $1,236.03
Quality Restaurant 981! 1,000 Sf 89.95 44.98 35% 15.74 $2,893.08 5% $3,037.73
Fast Food 934 1,000 Sf 496.12 248.06 20% 49.61 $9,118.16 5% $9,574.07
gﬁ%‘g"e”ce Mefiy/Gas o5 W 162.78 81.39 15% | 1221 | $2,243.79 5% | $2,355.98
Bank 912 1,000 Sf 148.15 74.08 20% 14.82 $2,722.84 0% $2,722.84
Hotel/Motel 310/320 Rooms 6.9 345 100% 345 $634.07 5% $665.78
Industrial 110 1,000 Sf 6.97 349 100% 3.49 $640.51 50% $960.76
Manufacturing 140 1,000 Sf 3.82 191 100% 191 $351.04 50% $526.56
Warehousing 150 1,000 Sf 3.56 1.78 100% 1.78 $327.15 50% $490.72
Elementary School 520 Students 1.29 0.65 100% 0.65 $118.54 0% $118.54
Middle/Junior School 522 Students 1.62 0.81 100% 081 $148.87 0% $148.87
High School 530 Students 171 0.86 100% 0.86 $157.14 0% $157.14
Private School (K-12) 536 Students 2.48 1.24 100% 1.24 $227.90 0% $227.90
Day Care 565 Employees 26.73 13.37 100% 13.37 $2,456.35 0% $2,456.35
Church 560 1,000 Sf 9.11 4.56 100% 4.56 $837.16 0% $837.16

Source: ITE Trip Manual (9th Edition), ITE Handbook 2nd Edition
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TRANSPORTATION IMPACT FEE AMENDMENT
EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY, UTAH
APRIL 2020

NON-STANDARD IMPACT FEES
The City reserves the right under the Impact Fees Act to assess an adjusted fee that more closely matches the true impact that a

specific land use will have upon the City's transportation system. This adjustment could result in a different impact fee if evidence
suggests a particular user will create a different impact than what is standard for its category.

TABLE 1.8: FORMULA FOR NON-STANDARD TRANSPORTATION IMPACT FEES:
FORMULAS FOR CALCULATING NON-STANDARD IMPACT FEES
Step 1: Average Daily Trips / 2 * % of primary trips * (1 + % heavy vehicle adjustment) = Estimate of Trips per Unit
Step 2 North Service Area: Estimate of Trips per Unit * ($183.79 + $217.02) = Impact Fee per Unit
Step 2 South Service Area: Estimate of Trips per Unit * ($183.79 + $538.87) = Impact Fee per Unit
Step 2 West Service Area: Estimate of Trips per Unit * ($183.79 + $145.59) = Impact Fee per Unit

111-36a-402(1)(c)

Lewis Young Robertson & Burningham, Inc. Pageb
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TRANSPORTATION IMPACT FEE AMENDMENT
EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY, UTAH

APRIL 2020
AMENDMENT TO APPENDIX D: FUTURE EAGLE MOUNTAIN
TRANSPORATION PROJECTS
PROJECT LocATION TOTAL PRICE EM City % EM CiTy TOTAL
D1 (Golden Eagle Road) K4 to K3 $2,210,000 4.52% $100,000
D2 (Golden Eagle Road) Porter's Crossing Parkway to City Boundary $4,940,000 36.51% $1,803,764
F2 (Airport Road) C2 to G1 (Phase 1: 24’ Minor Collector) $29,250,000 10.98% $3,212,530
L2 (High School Road) Eagle Mountain Blvd to Pony Express Pkwy $4,380,000 100% $4,380,000
R1 (Inverness Lane & Mt Airey Drive) Inverness Lane and Mt Airey Drive Improvements $727,000 100% $727,000
Aviator Ave & Eagle Mountain Blvd Pong Express Pkwy & L2 (High School Road) $300,000 100% $300,000
Total Costs $38,473,756 $7,190,050
Source: Eagle Mountain City Staff
Project EM City Total Portion to 6 Year Growth Cost to Impact Fee

D1 (Golden Eagle Road) $100,000 49.20% $49,200
D2 (Golden Eagle Road) $1,803,764 93.00% $1,677,501
F2 (Airport Road) $3,212,530 17.90% $575,042.87
L2 (High School Road) $1,046,756 10.70% $112,003
R1 (Inverness Lane & Mt Airey Drive) $727,000 18.70% $135,949
Aviator Ave & Eagle Mountain Blvd $300,000 100.00% $300,000
Total Costs $7,190,050 $2,849,695

Source: Eagle Mountain City Staff, Eagle Mountain City Transportation Impact Fee Analysis 2017

Lewis Young Robertson & Burningham, Inc.
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TRANSPORTATION IMPACT FEE AMENDMENT
EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY, UTAH

APRIL 2020
AMENDMENT TO APPENDIX E: COST PER TRIP CALCULATION
Future 6 Year Capital Projects $38,473,756 $2,849,695 40,932 $69,62
Existing Facilities Buy-In $16,720,345 $4,629,575 40,932 $113.10
Reimbursement Agreements Calculated Separately through SID and Reimbursement Agreements
Roadway Impact Fee Subtotal $55,194,101 $7,479,270 $182.72

Professional Expense $43,600 $43,600 40,932 $1.07
Cost per Trip $55,237,701 $7,522,870 $183.79
Lewis Young Robertson & Burningham, Inc. Page8
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TRANSPORTATION IMPACT FEE AMENDMENT
EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY, UTAH
APRIL 2020

AMENDMENT TO APPENDIX F: IMPACT FEE PER LAND USE CATEGORY

— Total Fee
I.T'E : Units Wee'kday I?{a:tlz Ilrllg Primary Adquted Estimatt?d \I/-:aﬁ:% w/Hgavy
Classification Trips ITE) Trips Trips Fee/Unit Adjustment A(}{ehlcle
justment
Single Family Detached 210 Unit 9.52 476 100% 476 $874.84 0% $874.84
Condominium/Townhome 230 Unit 5.81 291 100% 291 $533.91 0% $533.91
Apartment 220 Unit 6.65 333 100% 333 $611.10 0% $611.10
OFFICE
Office Building 710 1,000 Sf 11.03 5.52 100% 5.52 $1,013.60 5% $1,064.28
Medical Office Building 720 1,000 Sf 36.13 18.07 100% 18.07 $3,320.16 0% $3,320.16
RETAIL/COMMERCIAL
Less Intensive Retalil 890 1,000 Sf 5.06 253 20% 0.51 $93.00 5% $97.65
Intensive Retail 820 1,000 Sf 42.70 21.35 30% 6.41 $1,177.17 5% $1,236.03
Quality Restaurant 931 1,000 Sf 89.95 44.98 35% 15.74 |  $2,893.08 5% $3,037.73
Fast Food 934 1,000 Sf 496.12 248.06 20% 49.61 $9,118.16 5% $9,574.07
Sgg‘fs"'ence Market wi/Gas 945 ;farggns 162.78 81.39 15% 1221 | $2,243.79 5% | $2,355.98
Bank 912 1,000 Sf 148.15 74.08 20% 14.82 $2,722.84 0% $2,722.84
Hotel/Motel 310/320 Rooms 6.9 3.45 100% 345 $634.07 5% $665.78
INDUSTRIAL
Industrial 110 1,000 Sf 6.97 3.49 100% 3.49 $640.51 50% $960.76
Manufacturing 140 1,000 Sf 3.82 191 100% 191 $351.04 50% $526.56
Warehousing 150 1,000 Sf 3.56 1.78 100% 1.78 $327.15 50% $490.72
INSTITUTIONAL
Elementary School 520 Students 1.29 0.65 100% 0.65 $118.54 0% $118.54
Middle/Junior School 522 Students 1.62 0.81 100% 081 $148.87 0% $148.87
High School 530 Students 171 0.86 100% 0.86 $157.14 0% $157.14
Private School (K-12) 536 Students 248 1.24 100% 124 $227.90 0% $227.90
Day Care 565 Employees 26.73 13.37 100% 13.37 $2,456.35 0% $2,456.35
Church 560 1,000 Sf 9.11 4.56 100% 4.56 $837.16 0% $837.16
Source: ITE Trip Manual (9th Edition), ITE Handbook 2nd Edition
FORMULAS FOR CALCULATING NON-STANDARD IMPACT FEES
Step 1: Average Daily Trips / 2 * % of primary trips * (1 + % heavy vehicle adjustment) = Estimate of Trips per Unit
Step 2 North Service Area: Estimate of Trips per Unit * ($183.79 + $217.02) = Impact Fee per Unit
Step 2 South Service Area: Estimate of Trips per Unit * ($183.79 + $538.87) = Impact Fee per Unit
Step 2 West Service Area: Estimate of Trips per Unit * ($183.79 + $145.59) = Impact Fee per Unit
Lewis Young Robertson & Burningham, Inc. Page9
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TRANSPORTATION IMPACT FEE AMENDMENT
EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY, UTAH
APRIL 2020

AMENDMENT TO APPENDIX G: COMBINED FEE INCLUDING IMPACT FEE &
SID/REIMBURSEMENT AGREEMENT FEES

COMBINED COMBINED COMBINED
IMPACT FEE WEIGHT Sl\IISIRRTX ?@E SSIS/UFIR i’:E S\IIIgI/E;LSFéE NORTH SA SOUTH SA WEST SA
FEE FEE FEE
RESIDENTIAL
Single Family Detached $874.84 1.00 $1,033.00 $2,565.04 $693.00 $1,907.84 $3,439.88 | $1,567.84
Condominium/Townhome $533.91 0.61 $630.43 $1,565.43 $422.93 $1,164.34 $2,099.34 $956.84
Apartment $611.10 0.70 $721.58 $1,791.76 $484.08 $1,332.68 $2,402.86 | $1,095.18
OFFICE
Office Building $1,064.28 1.22 $1,256.69 $3,120.48 $843.07 $2,320.97 $4,184.76 |  $1,907.34
Medical Office Building $3,320.16 3.80 $3,920.41 $9,734.76 $2,630.05 $7,240.57 $13,054.91 | $5950.21
RETAIL/COMMERCIAL
Less Intensive Retail $97.65 0.11 $115.30 $286.30 $77.35 $212.95 $383.95 $175.00
Intensive Retail $1,236.03 141 $1,459.49 $3,624.06 $979.12 $2,695.52 $4,860.09 | $2,215.15
Quality Restaurant $3,037.73 3.47 $3,586.92 $8,906.68 $2,406.33 $6,624.65 $11,944.41 |  $5,444.06
Fast Food $9,574.07 10.94 $11,304.97 |  $28,071.35 $7,584.07 |  $20,879.04 $37,645.42 | $17,158.14
gﬁ;‘fs"'ence Market wiGas $2,355.98 269 | $2781.92 | $6907.78 | $1866.28 |  $5137.91 $9263.77 | $4,222.27
Bank $2,722.84 3.11 $3,215.10 $7,983.42 $2,156.89 $5,937.94 $10,706.26 $4,879.73
Hotel/Motel $665.78 0.76 $786.14 $1,952.07 $527.39 $1,451.92 $2,617.85 | $1,193.17
INDUSTRIAL
Industrial $960.76 1.10 $1,134.46 $2,816.96 $761.06 $2,095.21 $3,777.72 $1,721.82
Manufacturing $526.56 0.60 $621.75 $1,543.87 $417.11 $1,148.31 $2,070.43 $943.67
Warehousing $490.72 0.56 $579.43 $1,438.79 $388.72 $1,070.15 $1,929.51 $879.44
INSTITUTIONAL

Elementary School $118.54 0.14 $139.98 $347.57 $93.90 $258.52 $466.12 $212.45
Middle/Junior School $148.87 0.17 $175.78 $436.49 $117.93 $324.65 $585.36 $266.80
High School $157.14 0.18 $185.55 $460.74 $124.48 $342.69 $617.88 $281.62
Private School (K-12) $227.90 0.26 $269.10 $668.20 $180.53 $497.00 $896.10 $408.43
Day Care $2,456.35 2.81 $2,900.43 $7,202.05 $1,945.79 $5,356.78 $9,658.40 $4,402.13
Church $837.16 0.96 $988.51 $2,454.57 $663.15 $1,825.67 $3,291.73 $1,500.32
Lewis Young Robertson & Burningham, Inc. Pagelo0

407



TRANSPORTATION IMPACT FEE AMENDMENT
EAGLE MOUNTAIN CITY, UTAH

APRIL 2020

APPENDIX H: COMPARISON OF COMBINED EXISTING & PROPOSED FEES

PREVIOUS PROPOSED PREVIOUS PROPOSED
" gﬁ%PSiEE’EE NORTHSA | %GCHANGE | SOUTHSA | SOUTHSA | %CHANGE | WESTSA WE:TE\Q,?\UFSEE % CHANGE
FEE FEE FEE FEE
RESIDENTIAL
Single Family Detached $1,907.84 | $2,268.00 -16% | $3430.88 |  $3,800.00 9% | $1,567.84 $1,928.00 -19%
Condominium/Townhome $1164.34 | $1,384.00 16% | $2,09934 | $2,319.00 9% $956.84 $1,177.00 -19%
Apartment $1,332.68 | $1,585.00 16% | $2,402.86 |  $2,655.00 9% | $1,095.18 $1,347.00 -19%
OFFICE
Office Building $2,320.97 | $2,760.00 -16% $4184.76 |  $4,623.00 9% | $1,907.34 $2,346.00 -19%
Medical Office Building $7,24057 | $8,609.00 16% | $13,05491 | $14,423.00 9% | $595021 $7,318.00 -19%
RETAIL/COMMERCIAL
Less Intensive Retail $212.95 | $253.00 -16% $383.95 $424.00 -9% $175.00 $215.00 -19%
Intensive Retail $2,69552 | $3,205.00 16% | $4,860.00 |  $5,369.00 9% | $221515 $2,725.00 -19%
Quality Restaurant $6,624.65 | $7,876.00 16% | $11,04441 | $13,196.00 9% | $5444.06 $6,696.00 -19%
Fast Food $20,879.04 | $24,824.00 -16% | $37,645.42 | $41,591.00 9% | $17,158.14 |  $21,104.00 -19%
gﬁ;‘;’"ence Market wiGas $5137.91 | $6,109.00 -16% $9263.77 | $10,235.00 9% | $4,20227 $5,193.00 -19%
Bank $5037.94 | $7,060.00 -16% | $10,70626 | $11,828.00 9% | $4:879.73 $6,002.00 -19%
Hotel/Motel $1451.92 | $1,726.00 16% | $2,617.85 |  $2,892.00 9% | $1,193.17 $1,468.00 -19%
INDUSTRIAL
Industrial $2,095.21 | $2,491.00 16% | $377772 | $4,174.00 9% | $1,721.82 $2,118.00 -19%
Manufacturing $114831 | $1,365.00 -16% | $2,07043 | $2,287.00 -9% $943.67 $1,161.00 -19%
Warehousing $107015 | $1,272.00 6% | $1,92051 |  $2,132.00 -9% $879.44 $1,082.00 -19%
INSTITUTIONAL
Elementary School $25852 | $307.00 -16% $466.12 $515.00 -9% $212.45 $261.00 -19%
Middle/Junior School $324.65 |  $386.00 -16% $585.36 $647.00 -10% $266.80 $328.00 -19%
High School $342.69 | $407.00 -16% $617.88 $683.00 -10% $281.62 $346.00 -19%
Private School (K-12) $497.00 | $591.00 -16% $896.10 $990.00 -9% $408.43 $502.00 -19%
Day Care $5356.78 | $6,369.00 16% | $9,658.40 | $10,671.00 9% | $4402.13 $5,414.00 -19%
Church $182567 | $2,171.00 -16% | $329173 |  $3,637.00 9% | $1,500.32 $1,845.00 -19%
Lewis Young Robertson & Burningham, Inc. Pagell
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY OF REVENUES AND EXPENSES*
Through April 30, 2020

GENERAL FUND

General Fund Revenues

Budget: S 14,256,953
Revenue Collected to Date: S 15,103,796
Percent of Total Budget Collected: 106%
Percent of Year Completed: 83%

$15,200,000

$15,000,000

$14,800,000

$14,600,000

$14,400,000 B General Fund Revenue

$14,200,000 -

$14,000,000 -

$13,800,000 -

Budget: Revenue Collected to Date:

Revenue Analysis
Property Taxes: Collection was $125,000 above budget for the year.
Sales Tax: Despite COVID-19, colleciton is on track to be $800,000 above budget for the year.

B&C Road Funds: Collection is already $150,000 above budget for the year.

Transfers: Up-to-date on administrative allocations.
Development: Development revenue is $1,333,0000 over what is budgeted for the year.

Miscellaneous:
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General Fund Expenditures

Budget: S 14,072,683
Expenditures to Date: S 10,021,934
Percent of Total Budget Expended: 71%
Percent of Year Completed: 83%

$16,000,000

$14,000,000 -

$12,000,000 -

$10,000,000 -
$8,000,000 -

M General Fund Expenditures

$6,000,000 -

$4,000,000 -

$2,000,000 -
s

Budget: Expenditures to Date:

Expense Analysis

% Yr.
Budget To Date % Expended  Completed
Sub 11 - General Administration S 2,225,000 S 1,888,352 85% 83%
Sub 18 - Community Services S 1,191,318 S 838,803 70% 83%
Sub 19 - Non-Departmental S 1,337,376 S 1,177,479 88% 83%
Sub 21/25 - Public Safety S 3,206,450 $ 2,341,132 73% 83%
Sub 32 - Planning/Zoning S 567,746 S 526,353 93% 83%
Sub 33 - Building S 1,130,528 S 852,103 75% 83%
Sub 41 - Public Works S 4,414,265 S 2,397,712 54% 83%

Sub 11 - General Administration:

Sub 18 - Community Services:

Sub 19 - Non-Departmental: Insurance and Surety Bonds to be distributed by journal entry through all

funds at end of year.
Sub 21/25 - Public Safety:

Sub 32/33 - Planning/Zoning/Building: Park Fee-In-Lieu to be reclassed to Capital Projects. Professional
Technical expenses related to outside building inspections is lower than budgeted.

Sub 41 - Streets/Parks/Recreation: Improvement projects to begin in Spring 2020.
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ENTERPRISE FUNDS

Enterprise Fund Revenues

Budget: S 13,073,800
Revenue Collected to Date: S 21,240,948
Percent of Total Budget Collected: 162%
Percent of Year Completed: 83%

$25,000,000

$20,000,000

$15,000,000

M Enterprise Fund Revenue

$10,000,000 -

$5,000,000 -

S_ 4

Budget: Revenue Collected to Date:

Revenue Analysis

% Yr.
Budget To Date % Received  Completed
Fund 51 - Water Fund S 6,178,300 S 13,889,999 225% 83%
Fund 52 - Wastewater Fund S 4,579,000 $ 5,267,852 115% 83%
Fund 57 - Solid Waste Fund S 1,523,500 S 1,515,021 99% 83%
Fund 59 - Storm Water Fund S 793,000 S 568,076 72% 83%

Fund 51 - Water Fund: Reflects CWP Shares sold and Facebook payments for infrastructure (reimbursed).

Fund 52 - Wastewater Fund: Reflects Facebook payments for reimbursable infrastructure.

Fund 57 - Solid Waste Fund:

Fund 59 - Storm Water Fund: Does not reflect reimbursement from Impact Fee Fund.
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Enterprise Fund Expenditures

Budget: S 11,432,287
Expenditures to Date: S 16,247,837
Percent of Total Budget Expended: 142%
Percent of Year Completed: 83%

$18,000,000

$16,000,000
$14,000,000
$12,000,000
$10,000,000 -
$8,000,000 -
$6,000,000 -
$4,000,000 -
$2,000,000 -

$_ i

H Enterprise Fund Expenditures

Budget: Expenditures to Date:

Expense Analysis

% Yr.
Budget To Date % Expended  Completed
Fund 51 - Water Fund S 5,414,738 S 9,721,842 180% 83%
Fund 52 - Wastewater Fund S 3,788,075 S 4,996,260 132% 83%
Fund 57 - Solid Waste Fund S 1,451,057 S 1,022,299 70% 83%
Fund 59 - Storm Water Fund S 778,417 S 507,436 65% 83%

Fund 51 - Water Fund: Reflects CWP shares purchased (revenue attached) and reimbursable Facebook
infrastructure projects.

Fund 52 - Wastewater Fund: Reflects reimbursable Facebook infrastructure projects (some carry-over
from FY19).

Fund 57 - Solid Waste Fund: Ace Disposal invoice for April not reflected.

Fund 59 - Storm Water Fund: Capital improvement project to occur in spring.
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IMPACT FEE FUNDS

Fund Balance - current total balance in the fund.
Restricted Balance - current amount that is restricted to pay reimbursement agreements, etc.

Available Balance - amount in the fund that is available for projects in the Capital Facilities

plan.

Projected Available Balance - amount projected through building trends to be available for

projects in the Capital Facilities Plan by the end of the current fiscal year.

Projected
Restricted Available Available
Fund Balance as |Balance as of Balance as of |Balance by
FUND NAME of 4/30/20 4/30/20 4/30/20 6/30/20**
Water Impact Fee Fund $11,316,945 $5,855,946 | $5,460,999 | $6,160,999
Wastewater Impact Fee Fund $6,118,914 $8,180 | $6,110,734 | $6,280,734
Parks/Trails Impact Fee Fund $2,213,267 $637,590 | S$1,575,677 | S1,775,677
Stormwater Impact Fee Fund $1,243,776 $202,000 | S$1,041,776 | $1,101,776
Transportation Impact Fee Fund $2,758,122 $614,736 | $2,143,386 | $2,343,386

**Available balance + the average of the future facilities impact fee collected and projected out.

CITY PROJECT STATUS

Recreation Center

Planning Stage

Three Library Meeting Rooms

Bid to Council 5/19/20

CD Bldg Wash Bay

Bid to Council 5/19/20

CW Park Improvements

Planning Stage

Trail and Sidewalk Improvements

Planning Stage

City Center Median/Streetscapes

Planning Stage

Skyline Ridge Pavillion

Completed

Valley View Park Bathrooms

Planning Stage

Northmoor Detention Pond and Park

Planning Stage

City Center Orchard in Paseos

Planning Stage

Woodhaven Park Improvements

Planning Stage - construction likely in FY2021

Smith Ranch Park Improvements

Planning Stage - construction likely in FY2021

Pony Express Regional Park Bathroom

Completed

*Unaudited figures - adjusting entries will be done throughout the fiscal year.
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UPCOMING AGENDA ITEMS

JUNE 2, 2020

e RES — RDA Tentative Budget

JUNE 16, 2020

ORD - Final Budget Amendments
ORD - 20-21 FY Budget Adoption
ORD — RDA Final Budget Amendments
ORD — RDA 20-21 FY Budget Adoption

JULY 7, 2020

JULY 21, 2020

AUGUST 4, 2020

AUGUST 18, 2020

OTHER PROJECTS

Site Plan — 7-Eleven

Site Plan — Dollar Tree

Site Plan — AutoZone

Master Site Plan — Sweetwater Industrial Park

Rezone & Master Site Plan — Marketplace at Eagle Mountain Town Center
Master Development Plan Amendment & Preliminary Plat Amendment —
Aurrival

Development Code Amendment — Business Park Zones

Development Code Amendment — Warehouse Farming Overlay Zone
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