City of
WasHINGTON T ERRACE
/774

Regular City Council Meeting
Tuesday, April 2, 2024
City Hall Council Chambers
5249 South 400 East, Washington Terrace City
801-393-8681

www.washingtonterracecity.com

1. WORK SESSION 5:00 P.M.
PRESENTATION: FY 2025 TENTATIVE BUDGET AND FY 2026-29 BUDGET PLAN
Staff will present to Council the major budget issues for the FY 25 Tentative Budget and FY 2026-2029 Budget Plan.

2. ROLL CALL 6:00 P.M.

3. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

4. WELCOME

S. CONSENT ITEMS
5.1 APPROVAL OF AGENDA

Any point of order or issue regarding items on the Agenda or the order of the agenda need to be addressed here prior
to the approval of the agenda.

5.2 APPROVAL OF MARCH 19, 2024, MEETING MINUTES

6. SPECIAL ORDER
Special orders will proceed as follows: Chair introduction of item, staff/applicant presentation, questions by Council,
Chair opens public hearing, citizen input; Chair closes public hearing, then Council final discussion.

6.1 PUBLIC HEARING: COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT (CDBG)
SECOND PUBLIC HEARING TO HEAR CITIZEN INPUT CONCERNING THE
PROJECT THAT WAS AWARDED UNDER THE 2024
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT PROGRAM

7. CITIZEN COMMENTS

This is an opportunity to address the Council regarding your concerns or ideas that are not on the agenda as part of a
public hearing. Please limit your comments to no more than 3 minutes.

8. NEW BUSINESS

For more information on these agenda items, please visit our website at www.washingtonterracecity.com

In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, persons who have need of special accommodation should contact the City Recorder at
801-395-8283. CERTIFICATE OF POSTING :The undersigned, duly appointed City Recorder, does hereby certify that the above notice and agenda
was posted on the Public Notice Website www.utah.gov/pmn/, The City website www.washingtonterracecity.com, City Hall located at 5249 South
400 East, and sent to the Standard Examiner at least 24 hours prior to the meeting. Amy Rodriguez, City Recorder.
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8.1 MOTION/ORDINANCE 23-03: ORDINANCE REPEALING AND RE-ENACTING
TITLE 16 “SUBDIVISIONS REGULATIONS” OF THE MUNICIPAL CODE

A public hearing will be held at the March 28, 2024 Planning Commission meeting to hear comment for
And opposed to the proposed ordinance which repeals current regulations and re-enacts code to be in
Compliance with Utah SB174 “Local Land Use and Development Revisions”

8.2 MOTION: APPROVAL TO ACCEPT THE HARDSHIP GRANT FROM THE STATE
OF UTAH WATER QUALITY BOARD

The City has been awarded $21,000 from the Water Quality Board to cover a City Match for the Sewer
Overflow and Stormwater Reuse Municipal Grant, in which the City was awarded $103,000

8.3 MOTION/RESOLUTION 24-03: APPROVAL OF THE MUNICIPAL
WASTEWATER PLANNING PROGRAM REPORT

The Utah Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) requires the City to implement the Utah Sewer
Management Program. The Resolution will approve the self-assessment report for 2023.

8.4 MOTION: APPROVAL OF 300 WEST WATER LINE PROJECT CHANGE
ORDERS ONE AND TWO

8.5 DISCUSSION/MOTION: APPROVAL OF PURCHASE OF FIRE ENGINE/PUMPER
The City received a federal grant in the amount of $467,000 towards the purchase of the equipment.

8.6 DISCUSSION/ACTION: FIRE DEPARTMENT CONSOLIDATION DISCUSSION

Discussion concerning a proposed consolidation of the Fire Department with South Ogden and Riverdale cities.

8.7 MOTION: MOTION TO CANCEL THE APRIL 16, 2024, CITY COUNCIL
MEETING

The City Council, along with the Mayor and City Manager, will be attending the Utah League of
Cities and Towns Mid-Year conference in St. George the week of the 15%,

9. COUNCIL COMMUNICATION WITH STAFF

This is a discussion item only. No final action will be taken.

10. ADMINISTRATION REPORTS

This is an opportunity for staff to address the Council pertaining to administrative items.

11. UPCOMING EVENTS
April 17-19: Utah League of Cities and Towns Annual Conference : St. George
April 16th : Meeting tentatively cancelled
April 25%: Planning Commission Meeting (Tentative)
April 25%; Ribbon Cutting Ceremony for the Pickleball Complex 6:00 p.m.

12.  ADJOURN THE MEETING: MAYOR ALLEN

For more information on these agenda items, please visit our website at www.washingtonterracecity.com

In compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, persons who have need of special accommodation should contact the City Recorder at
801-395-8283. CERTIFICATE OF POSTING :The undersigned, duly appointed City Recorder, does hereby certify that the above notice and agenda
was posted on the Public Notice Website www.utah.gov/pmn/, The City website www.washingtonterracecity.com, City Hall located at 5249 South
400 East, and sent to the Standard Examiner at least 24 hours prior to the meeting. Amy Rodriguez, City Recorder.
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City of Washington Terrace

Minutes of a Regular City Council meeting
Held on March 19, 2024
City Hall, 5249 South 400 East, Washington Terrace City, Utah

MAYOR., COUNCIL, AND STAFF MEMBERS PRESENT
Mayor Mark C. Allen

Council Member Jill Christiansen

Council Member Zunayid Z. Zishan

Council Member Cheryl Parkinson

Council Member Jeff West

Council Member Michael Thomas

City Manager Tom Hanson

City Recorder Amy Rodriguez

Fire Chief Clay Peterson

Others Present
Mike Lawrence

1. WORK SESSION 5:00 P.M.

e  Fire Department Terrace Capital Investment Plan (TCIP)
Hanson stated that there are a lot of capital requirements to keep the Fire Department operational.
Hanson stated that our pump truck is in need of replacement. Hanson stated that he and Chief Peterson
worked with Rep. Blake Moore on a funding grant opportunity. Hanson stated that they worked with the
state legislature, neighboring cities, and the county for letters of support. Hanson stated that the city was
approved for funding for community support. He stated that he received a call that the city did receive the
federal funding. He stated that the City will receive $467,000. Hanson stated that this will make it
affordable to get a vehicle that will be beneficial to the city for years to come.

Chief Peterson stated that the vehicle he is looking into will be completed by July, 2024. He noted that
most apparatus builds are three to four years out. He stated that the vehicle cost is $772,498. He stated
that our current apparatus barely fits in his bay at 48 feet. He stated that it is hard to maneuver through
some of the narrow streets. Peterson stated that the new vehicle will be 30 feet and more manageable.
Hanson stated that he will see if the grant will cover outfitting the truck. He anticipates extra costs for
outfitting. The city match is estimated at $347,000. Peterson stated that we are currently spending
$15,000 on maintenance on the apparatus. He stated that we have used it for double it’s intended life
span. He stated that there are reliability issues with the pumper.

Chief Peterson stated that the item will be brought before Council for approval in an upcoming meeting.
Chief Peterson highlighted some of the equipment capital needs. He stated that our replacement plan for
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the Ladder 51 (built in 2002) is on a 25 year replacement plan. He stated that a replacement vehicle
(estimated to be purchased in 2030) is 1.8 million dollars. He stated that Council will need to consider
whether we want to purchase a new truck and keep it it’s lifespan, or purchase used for a lower cost, but
lose years of service on the vehicle. He stated that newer vehicles ensure alignment with current
firefighting standards. Council Member Parkinson asked if the neighboring cities have ladder trucks and
is it a necessity that we have this type of vehicle if we could use another cities’ vehicle. Peterson
explained the automatic aid scenario. He stated that there is a possibility that one of their vehicles could
be un-operational. Peterson stated that we need to have two apparatus in the city for ISO rating. He is
waiting to hear whether a ladder truck must be one of them.

Hanson stated that Washington Terrace would have a significant increase if we were to join South Ogden
and Riverdale City in a joint Fire Department. Hanson stated that we increased our shift personnel to
three per shift so that we could participate in Automatic Aid. He stated that the other two cities were very
supportive. Hanson stated that many times it feels like we are paying for something that we may not use
very often, however, he noted that we are paying for ability to respond. Hanson stated that we are looking
at the impact for our Insurance Rating Value. Council Member Parkinson stated that we want to make
sure that our city is receiving the services that we need. Council Member West stated that we have been
fortunate to find vehicles that still have a good service life.

Chief Peterson stated that the SCBA fill station was purchased on the 2015 CDBG cycle. They are
expected to be replaced in 2030, which is every two cycles in accordance with NFPA replacement
recommendations.

Chief Peterson stated that the Motorola Radios purchased last year were to upgrade equipment to be in
compliance with state equipment and radio towers. He stated that we received funding from CDBG grant.
Peterson put a ten year life span on the radios (2032), with an of estimate of $150,000.

Chief Peterson that the old Brush truck was falling apart. He stated that the new vehicle this year was
purchased with CDBG funds. He stated that we were able to transfer the equipment off of the old vehicle
to the new vehicle. He stated that the replacement is a 20 year replacement (2044).

Chief Peterson stated that fire equipment for fire service is expensive. He stated that there are things that
the city tries to do to make costs reasonable.

Chief Peterson stated that we have a very good working relationship with Ogden City, noting that we
have an agreement to use their battalion chief as back up. He stated that we also have two Odgen
ambulance firefighters in station, to make them a five man crew. Hanson stated that Ogden City pays us
to have their ambulance service out of our station.

CC Minutes 03-19-24



93 MAYOR, COUNCIL, AND STAFF MEMBERS PRESENT
94  Mayor Mark C. Allen
95  Council Member Jill Christiansen
96  Council Member Zunayid Z. Zishan
97  Council Member Cheryl Parkinson
98  Council Member Jeff West
99  Council Member Michael Thomas
100 City Manager Tom Hanson
101  City Recorder Amy Rodriguez
102  Fire Chief Clay Peterson
103  Public Works Director Jake Meibos
104  Code Enforcement Officer Martin Nish
105  General Planner Tyler Seaman
106
107  Others Present

108  Mike Lawrence, Cal Mccrary, Adam Stever, Joseph Langford, Tina Beasley, Ulis Gardiner, Paul Klema,
109  Becky Parr

110

111 2. ROLL CALL 6:00 P.M.
112

113 3. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

114

115 4. WELCOME

116

117 5. CONSENT ITEMS

118 5.1 APPROVAL OF AGENDA

119 The Mayor suggested moving the Communities that Care presentation to before citizen
120 comments, as they will have to leave to present to another city.

121

122 5.2 APPROVAL OF FEBRUARY 20, 2024, MEETING MINUTES

123

124 5.3 MAYOR TO ASSIGN A COUNCIL MEMBER TO BE A PART OF THE
125 EVALUATION TEAM TO REVIEW THE AUDIT RFP BIDS

126 The Mayor explained that he would like Council Member West, himself, Finance Director Shari’
127 Garrett, and City Manager Tom Hanson to sit on the evaluation team reviewing the bids from the
128 Audit RFP.

129

130 Items 5.1, 5.2, and 5.3 were approved by general consent.

131

132 6. CITIZEN COMMENTS

133 Becky Parr stated that she is for chickens and asked that Council take facts, and not opinions, into

134  account for the discussion on chickens.

135  She stated that the crossing guard at 300 West is fantastic, but she stated that children are trying to pass
136  the busy road and she has seen several near misses of children being hit by drivers who are speeding or
137  not paying attention. She asked for a flashing crosswalk sign so vehicles could be more attentive to the
138  children.
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Adam Stever stated that he has not seen the City Council or anyone discuss urban chickens in an open
forum. He stated would like an open forum because there are pros and cons on each side to be heard. He
stated that there is room for reason if the yard space allows. He believes there is room to work on the
topic and feels Council is headed in the right direction. Stever suggested a trial program and see what
happens. He stated that he is a big believer in personal accountability. He stated that he would concede
where he places his chicken coop for a one time inspection. He stated that there is a give and take on the
topic.

Mike Lawrence expressed his concern is on the traffic on 300 West and asked why the city doesn’t put
speed bumps in the area to slow the speed of traffic. He stated that it is possible the speed is continuing
because we don’t have strong enforcement from the City or law enforcement. He stated that a speed
bump may slow people down.

Joseph Langford express support for backyard chickens. He stated that he heard that a proposed
ordinance has restrictions would be similar to Clearfield City. He stated that his concern is that the lot
size must be more than 6000 feet and asked if an exception could be added if a resident can show that
their backyard is large enough for the chickens.

Tina Beesley stated that she is for chicken. She stated that she lives off of 4400 South and observed that
traffic does not stop for the children crossing the street. She stated that there are a lot of kids in the street.
She stated that this is a huge concern because parents cannot always be out there to watch for the kids.
She noted that not everyone takes into consideration the 25 mph speed limit.

Ulis Gardiner stated that he doesn’t care if people want chickens as long as they take care of them. He
stated that there are a lot of houses in the city not being taken care of and people shouldn’t have chickens
if they can’t take care of them.

Gardiner stated that people coming down the hill are speeding and asked why we can’t have enforcement
sitting in those spots giving out tickets. He stated that there are a lot of stop signs that that people don’t
slow down for. He stated that it used to be that people said not to speed in the Terrace and it should be
that way again.

Cal McCrary stated that he is in support of those who want to have chickens as long as they take care of
their animals. He stated that there will be a time where we all will have to raise food in our yards because
of the Federal Government. He stated that the Federal Government is printing trillions of dollars and it
will catch up to them one day. He stated that they do not live by a budget.

He stated that in the state of the world we shouldn’t be focused on chickens. He stated that we have to
watch our money. He stated that he heard the work session and wanted Council to know that citizens
don’t have money to raise taxes for the fire equipment. He stated that we should focus on important
things like speeding, not chickens. He stated that it is all about enforcement. He stated that the red light
on 4700 is run all the time and almost hitting the people. He stated that the police need to watch that.

Paul Klema stated that he saw four drug busts going on by the church. He stated that people don’t care
about drugs, only speeders.

Mayor Allen stated that he wanted to talk about law enforcement. He stated that the Weber Sheriff Office
is the finest in the state. He stated that he receives daily police reports and sees a lot of traffic stops on
4700 South, 4400 South, 5000 South, and 300 West, stating that the officers are out there. He stated that
sometimes there are two vehicles at the school crossings waiting for speeders. He stated that there is only
CC Minutes 03-19-24
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so much manpower. He stated that there is a traffic squad in the county, and he wishes we could have that
every day to send a message but we don’t have enough money to get that many people out there. He
stated that hopefully the word is getting around. Mayor Allen stated that there are tickets and stops issued
everyday, and asked the residents to spread the word, they are out there. He stated that our Sheriff Office
does a fantastic job.

Mayor Allen stated that speed bumps are not good for snow plows.

Mayor Allen stated that there may be some areas of enforcement that we can work on, but he stated that
he wanted to stand up for the Sheriff Traffic and Street Crime Divisions. Mayor Allen thanked the two
officers in attendance.

Mayor Allen stated that he appreciates the comments from the citizens and that they followed the citizen
comments policy.

7. NEW BUSINESS

7.1 PRESENTATION: COMMUNITIES THAT CARE
Leann Povey, representing the Bonneville Communities that Care, presented to Council. She stated that
the S5k run to be held on August 4th is to promote awareness about alternatives to opiods and misused
drugs. Povey stated that there will be a “Take Back” event on April 27 at Macey’s grocery store to take
back unused medication. The event will be from 10am until 2pm.. She stated that law enforcement take
the unused drugs and the DEA disposes them properly. Povey stated that Bonnevile High will hold a
celebration of the successes that they have had in reducing the number of underage drinking. This event
will be on May 13, 2024 at 6:00 p.m..
Povey explained that the Communities that Care is a Coalition of volunteers work with the schools to
prevent under age drinking and misuse of drugs . They receive grants and use the funds for students in the
Bonneville cone (Uintah, Washington Terrace , Riverdale, South Ogden). She stated that a lot of good
things have happened because of the coalition. She stated that volunteers look at risks, sheriff statistics,
protective factors and use data based research.
She stated that they have a youth group that completed an environmental scan.
The youth group presenting was comprised of Fara Bowthorpe, Tate Christiansen, and Brooke
Boardman.
Bowthorpe stated that the environmental scan focuses on off premise(convenience and grocery stores)
alcohol sales in the community. Christiansen stated that the average time open for the stores that sell
alcohol is 16 hours. Boardman stated that they did not see a lot of “oversized” alcohol products and did
not observe anyone drinking on premises.
Bowthorpe stated that they did not observe any minors purchasing alcohol during their scan. They also
did not get the opportunity to observe anyone being “I.D.”, but stated that there was good signage posted
that the stores would not sell alcohol to minors. She noted that he employees stated that they has all been
EASY trained to not sell to minors. Boardman stated that they observed that some alcohol is cheaper that
energy drinks. She noted that some facilities had alcohol down the aisle from kids toys.
Bowthorpe stated that they were grateful to the stores for being in compliance and practicing the EASY
Law. Bowthorpe asked the Council to write letters to the stores that they observed in the City to thank
them for abiding by the laws and regulations.
Povey stated that the scan results were an improvement over the last time they were completed. She
stated that there has been a huge boost to keep outside alcohol signage down.
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Council Member Zishan asked Hanson to put the April 27" “Take Back” event in the newsletter and get
the word out through social media.

Council Member Parkinson complimented the youth and their group on the work that they are doing. She
stated that she appreciates their positive message to promote healthy living.

Hanson stated that Povey is retiring and thanked her for making a difference in our community. He stated
that we appreciate her and she will be missed. Hanson thanked her for her veracity and hard work ethic
and all the work that she has accomplished.

7.2 DISCUSSION/MOTION: APPROVAL OF DONATION TO THE BONNEVILLE
PTSA FOR THE ANNUAL CELEBRATION PARTY FOR THE 2024 GRADUATING
CLASS
Hanson stated that the annual party is an alcohol- free supervised party held for the graduating seniors.
He stated that historically the Council donates $500.00 out of their Public Relations fund for the
graduating class. Council Member Parkinson stated that the Community that Cares ties beautifully into
this function and want to make sure the seniors are making wise choices and stay safe on their special
night. Council Member West stated that he echoes Council Member Parkinson’s sentiments. Hanson
stated that the Youth Council has stuffed the eggs for the Easter Egg Hunt, as well as spring clean up on
May 4, 2024.

Motion by Council Member West
Seconded by Council Member Thomas
To approve the donation of $500.00 to
The Bonneville PTSA for the celebration party for the
2024 graduating class
Approved unanimously (5-0)

7.3 MOTION: APPROVAL TO AWARD CONTRACT FOR THE ROAD
MAINTENANCE CRACK SEAL PROJECT

Meibos stated that the bids for the three- year contract were opened last week. This will lock in pricing
and consistency. He stated that it will also let us work closely with the contractor on progress. He stated
that we received 8 bids for the RFP. He stated that the project seals the cracks in the roads and extends
the road life by several years.
He stated that the project is based off of tonnage of material. He stated that the bids came in a little higher
this year. He stated that due to inflation and material costs, he anticipates to increase the budgeted
amount to $30,000, up from $20,000. Meibos stated that Asphalt Preservation came in as the low bid of
$2380 per ton. Meibos stated that he will present an area of the roads and Asphalt Preservation will give
an estimate of how much tonnage that they will need. It will be evaluated at that time.
Meibos stated that last year we used 17 tons. He stated that the price will be locked in for three years at
$2380 per ton. Hanson stated that Meibos evaluates the roads throughout the city and gives a long-range
scope of where the work will be done so that it is higher need in an environment that makes sense.
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Hanson stated that he appreciates Meibos putting together a plan for the best needs and best value for the
city.

Motion by Council Member Parkinson
Seconded by Council Member Thomas
To award the contract for the Road Maintenance Crack Seal Project
To Asphalt Preservation
as recommended by staff
Approved unanimously (5-0)

7.4 PRESENTATION: FIRE DEPARTMENT QUARTERLY REPORT
Chief Peterson reported to Council that there were 1265 calls for fire and EMS in 2022.
He stated that the totals for 2024, they have run 321 calls in the two and a half months of the new year.
He stated that 30 percent of their call volume goes to the nursing/assisted living centers in the city.
Peterson stated that they responded to structure fires in Ogden six times this year already. He stated that
we have a lot of experience within our volunteer fire department and staffed at 36 firefighters in the
department. He stated that there are three people on twenty- four hours a day.

7.5 DISCUSSION/ACTION: URBAN CHICKENS WITHIN CITY LIMITS
Mayor Allen stated that this item was originally discussed a year and a half ago and was suggested to be
put back on the agenda by several Council Members. He read a few take-aways from the minutes of that
meeting, which included: People don’t want to live in a rural/farming community; State Veterinary
suggested to not sell or give away eggs, that they should be consumed by the owner’s because of
diseases; Residents don’t want raccoons and rats; Concerns for backyard cleanliness; Proper care of the
chickens; and the cost of regulation. He stated that the Council voted to keep the ordinance as is and not
allow chickens.

Mayor Allen stated that he and Council have been flooded by emails within the last few weeks. He stated
that he received input for both ways.

Mayor Allen stated that he received a packet on diseases spread by chicken and backyard animals that are
passed to other animals and humans.

Mayor Allen stated that he feels that we are too close together to have farm animals. It is his opinion that
the community is too tight. He stated that we are 9000 people within a two square mile radius and
personally feels this is too close. He stated that residents are saying they don’t care if we allow chickens,
but they may care more if it is their neighbor. He stated that he is concerned with cleanliness.

Mayor Allen stated that there is a cost of regulating, noting that code enforcement spends a lot of time on
unsightly yards and parking issues. He stated that he doesn’t agree that people will take care of their
chickens when people won’t mow their lawns and we have to hire someone to tell them. to tell them.
Council Member thanked residents for voicing what they want and need in the city. He noted that when
residents write in for or against chickens, they should give context as to why. Council Member West read
the email from a resident with an opposition, which included: Home lots are not large enough to be far
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enough away from home structures for hygiene; Health of the animals; Smaller lots can’t support
backyard chickens; as for self-sustaining practices, there are other practices, such as gardening.

He stated that the email states that not all practices cannot be contained to your own yard and that living
in a city is a social contract. He read that she stated that some individual rights are forfeited when you
live in a city and community. The email continued to state that rodents and rats will be attracted to
chicken coops and that not all activities are individual activities.

Council Member West stated that Mr. Stever had a good idea for a conditional use permit and license fee
with restrictions on lot size. Council West read another email stating the benefit of fresh egss, noting that
he too understands the benefit, but also understands the community needs.

Council Member West stated that there is a feeling that we are doing something that no one else is doing.
He had compiled ordinances from neighboring cities regarding chickens and read some of the
requirements within the ordinances.

South Ogden: No area is zoned for farm animals, including chickens.

Washington Terrace City: No area is allowed for chickens. They have never been allowed.

Riverdale: Chickens allowed in an A1 zone and accessories and coops cannot be less than 100 feet from a
public street or rear lot line. They must be 25 feet from public roads and any structure.

He stated that the lot much be larger than 2 acres. He stated that anything smaller than 20 square feet
cannot allow chicken.

Uintah City: Chicken or fowl are allowed on five acre lots. If you have 20,000 square feet you can apply
for a permit. It states that no animals can be housed within 25 feet from a main building on adjacent lots.

He stated that these cities have looked at studies and best practices and used the facts to compile their
ordinances and regulations. He stated that there is a pattern that most cities that allow chickens have
restrictions that the allowed zones are 20,000 square feet/1 acre lots and above.

North Ogden: Conditional permit for one acre lots or above and must have open spaces where the
chickens can run. He stated that there must be a 25 foot set back from any adjacent lot.

Ogden City: chickens are allowed in large properties and only housed within 75 feet from a dwelling. He
stated that there are a lot of instructions on set backs and how many chickens are allowed.

Council Member West stated that if we make an adjustment to our ordinance, that we should do what
other cities are doing and have already tested. He stated that we should look to our neighbors to see what
they have been doing for years to minimize impact to the neighboring communities.

Council Member West recommended look at a type of conditional use permit and if someone can meet
the guidelines set by the Department of Agriculture and Utah State, and have the appropriate offsets to
minimize the spread of disease, then he is all for looking into it to see if it makes sense for our city. He
noted that only a few lots in our city would be able to benefit from this.
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Council Member West read another email from a resident who worked in public service for many years.
The email stated that he is opposed to chickens and listed his reasoning. The resident also noted that to
his knowledge, the residents who were told to get rid of their chickens last year have not removed them.
He stated that enforcement is now doubled and asks how can we enforce this issue. Council Member
West stated that adding more code is compounding the issues.

Council Member West stated that the resident stated that there are concerns what will happen if the
animal dies and what will happen to dilapidated structures. The resident stated that those wanting
chickens should go where they can have them. He stated that the manpower cost to provide care for the
chickens can be an issue.

Council Member West stated that he appreciates Mr. Stever’s view on personal accountability, he stated
that not everyone is. He stated that the issue is how do we meet the needs of all citizens while protecting
the rights and safety of those who don’t want chickens, while providing those who want them to have
them. He stated the if we entertain the idea of having site visits and yard restriction we could probably
write an ordinance to do that.

Council Member Christiansen stated that took the perspective on all the ordinance research as “look how
they made it feasible for their cities”, stating that cities have found a way for it to make it work within
their unique circumstances. She stated that the cities had some proactive codes to address taking care of
their residents. She stated that the issues is how can we mitigate so that the city and other residents are
not unduly affected. She stated that we want to make sure animals are treated humanely. She thanked
Council Member West for putting the information together from the other cities.

Council Member Christiansen stated that she supports changing the ordinance to support backyard hens,
noting that she could make it work on her property. She stated that Council has been inundated with
comments from residents and the fact of the matter is that people are going to be disappointed. She stated
that the reason for her stance isn’t because its popular or talked about, but rather it is because it’s what we
do in the United States. She stated that the nation has the Declaration of Independence and that the we
want our citizens to pursue life, liberty and the pursuit of happiness. Council Member Christiansen stated
that she supports chickens for any lot size.

Council Member Zishan read an email for support of chickens. The email stated the resident supports
chickens because it is supporting self sufficiency and sense of community. The email stated that
allowing chickens is food security, and allows for fresh eggs during times of fragile supply chains. The
email stated that chickens require minimal space, supplies fertilizes for gardens, allows for educational
opportunities, and fosters a deeper connection with heritage and honors tradition. Council Member
Zishan feels that citizens of Washington Terrace make decisions that work or us. He stated that he cannot
ban dogs because of the noise or because he doesn’t like dogs. Council Member Zishan stated that the
citizen facebook page posts about people not cleaning up after their dogs. He stated that people won’t
take care of dogs, and they won’t take care of their chickens. He stated that responsibility always comes
with rights and proper code. He stated that we can adapt our city code as time goes on and we learn more
from the experience. Council Member Zishan stated that he understands the small area issue, but would
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like to allow anyone who wants chickens to have them. He suggests that the Council find a middle
ground, noting that not everyone is going to be happy.

Council Member West stated that he agrees that there are benefits for residents to have tehe opportunity
to raise chickens, however, he disagrees with the idea that there should be no lot restrictions. Council
Member Zishan stated that we need to think for scope of our city and learn from other cities to find a
middle ground that can work.

Council Member Thomas stated that he is seeing a lot of rodents throughout Terrace and South Ogden
already. He stated that it is his opinion that it hasn’t bothered neighbors enough to report their neighbor’s
chickens. He stated that we are already dealing with the noise issue as it is and why not have something
that is going to sustain life. Council Member Thomas stated that we can work withing a community to
make it fit, as we already have the issues that we are talking about.

Council Member Parkinson stated that it is an interesting discussion and has been approached by both
sides of the issue. She noted her appreciation that the Council is open to further discussion about it.
Council Member Parkinson stated that she is impressed at the needs and desires of the citizens on how to
best make this city a place that they would like to live in. She asked if the animal control officer present
could give their opinion and experience on the issue.

South Ogden Animal Control Sarah Hayes gave a few insights on the issue. She stated that she is open
minded on the issue and wants to educate people. She stated that chickens need space to socialize, be free
range, lay egss, and gather nourishment from the environment. She stated that the enforcement must be
correct, as does the size of the lots.

Hayes noted that disease is real with chickens. She stated that raccoons and rodents are everywhere, but it
becomes a problem when the racoons attack chicken and passes on rabies, She stated that anyone with
chickens should educate themselves on the procedure if a racoon kills a chicken. She stated that it must
be taken to a laboratory for testing and the residents will be charged for the testing. She stated that
raccoons carry diseases and chickens can pass on disease to humans, dogs, cats, and other chickens.
Hayes stated that if people can follow guidelines they should be free to choose to do so. She also noted
that there are many people do not abide by the rules. She is concerned with people dumping animals,
stating that the shelters are full to the max.

Council Member Zishan asked if closed enclosure helpful against raccoons. Hayes stated that it helps
with enclosures and correct chicken wire. She stated it is helpful to keep them contained, but it is always
better to have the chickens free-range.

Code Enforcement Officer Marin Nish spoke to council spoke his concerns on the safety of animals as
well at the nuisance issues. He stated that the hard part of code enforcement is not licensing the chicken if
they get out. He stated that he has concerns with court cases and being able to defend the case in court if
he is not allowed to view the backyard for enforcement.

Council Member West stated that Council should think about how they feel about a code enforcement
officer going onto private property to check on enforcement.
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Officer Hayes stated that closed enclosures never stay closed. She stated that owners open up the gate so
the chickens can range. She stated that it would be good to tag the chickens so they can be identified if
they get out.

Council Member West asked if we could continue discussions and look at options. Mayor Allen
suggested to include Nish and Hayes in the discussions.

Hanson suggested a small group guide the discussion to have a starting point to move forward..

Hanson stated that he will have documents available to work with as a starting point to be refined. He
stated that the group could give guidelines as to what may work for our city and lot lines, and bring that
to Council to see how we can be helpful to those who want to have chickens and those who do not.
Council Member Zishan stated that the group could give a proposal or jumping off point and then we can
find a work session to work through it.

Hanson stated that the baseline will represent a legal appropriate response to those who have animals and
those who may be impacted. He stated that we will be looking for balance and opportunity to enforce it.

Hanson stated that we have turned blind eye on chickens because we didn’t have clear direction from
Council. Council Member Zishan stated that unless there are complaints don’t go after them. Nish
suggested that if there are active code violations, the resident should not have chickens.

Motion by Council Member Christiansen
Seconded by Council Member Thomas
To respond to complaint- based issues only
Until the chicken issue is resolved
Approved unanimously (5-0)

8. COUNCIL COMMUNICATION WITH STAFF
Council Member Christiansen wanted to let Recreation Director Carlos Grava know that he is doing a
great job with the programs and appreciates the spring clean- up he is spearheading.

Council Member Zishan thanked Public Works for fixing the potholes.

He stated that he has heard concern from multiple parents concerning the Washington Terrace
Elementary parking lot, stating that it is broken into pieces. He stated that he understands it is under
Weber County School District, but asked if the City could officially request them to fix it, as it is a risk
for parents and kids. Mayor Allen stated that he may attend a school board meeting and make them aware
of the parking lot. He stated that our Recreation Director made an inspection of their playground and
shut it down. He stated that he may call the principal first and see find out some information.

Council Member Zishan thanked Council Member West for his hard work on the two new bus lines
coming in August.

Council Member Parkinson stated that she appreciates when we have citizens sharing their concerns and
ideas, stating that the City should be governed by the people and appreciates how they reach out.
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Council Member Thomas stated that a resident brought vape pipes to him that were in the gutter. He
stated that he saw that a marijuana dispenser was also in the gutter and asked about street sweeping.
Hanson stated that street sweeping occurs twice a year .

Council Member Thomas stated that he spoke with a resident who had a water break and was losing
water as they waited for insurance to pay for the repairs. He asked if the resident could pay the rate that
the city pays for the water. Hanson explained the process for the water bill model.

Hanson stated that no matter how the water is used or distributed, residents are required to pay that
freight, stating that other payers cannot subsidize someone who has a water leak. Hanson stated that the
city is a governing body for Washington Terrace. If the city starts paying for water loss in one area, other
rate payers are subsiding a rate payer who may or may not be maintain their water line. Hanson noted that
residents with a leak can ask to have their water turned off. Hanson stated that the AMI metering system
will be able to detect leaks hourly. Residents will be able to have an app and see their water data in real
time and manage their water use. He noted that City staff watches for alerts on AMI system. The
complete AMI project is projected to be completed this year.

Council Member Thomas passed on thanks from residents who were appreciative of pothole repairs in

the city.

Mayor Allen stated that the easter egg hunt will be held on March 30", He suggested that we have bags to
give out for people to carry their eggs and candy. Hanson stated that he will get some bags. Council
Member Thomas stated that he will reach out to the Communities that Care Coalition for bags as well.

9. ADMINISTRATION REPORTS

Hanson stated that the Easter egg hunt used some of the money from a grant we received for $8000. He
stated that we get the eggs back each year and recycle them. He noted that Grava did a great job
realigning how the eater egg hunt works. He stated that there will be other items handed out and the
Community that Cares branding will be on some of the items.

Hanson stated the he appreciates the discussion with Council and residents.

10. UPCOMING EVENTS
March 28™": Planning Commission Meeting (tentative) 6:00 p.m.
April 2" City Council Work Session (5:00 p.m.) and meeting (6:00 p.m.)
April 16%: Utah League of Cities and Towns Annual Conference : St. George
April 16" : Meeting tentatively cancelled
April 25%: Planning Commission Meeting (Tentative)

11. ADJOURN THE MEETING: MAYOR ALLEN

Motion by Council Member West
Seconded by Council Member Parkinson
To adjourn the meeting
Approved unanimously (5-0)
Time: 8:34 pm
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City Council

Staff Report

Author: Amy Rodriguez

Subject: CDBG SECOND PUBLIC HEARING

Date: 4-02-24 Admin Dept.
Type of Item: Public Hearing

Summary Recommendations: The City Council will hear public comment on the 2024
Rohmer Park — Parking Lot Improvements CDBG project.

Questions from the audience need to be responded to (particularly those who may be
immediately impacted by the projects).

Description:

A.
B.

Topic: CDBG SECOND PUBLIC HEARING

Background:

CDBG requires that a second public hearing be held after an applicant has been notified
that their application has been funded by the Rating and Ranking committee (RRC) but
before the final application is due in May. The City was notified in March that the
proposed Project was recommended for funding of a total of $ 249,988.

Analysis:
CDBG further requires that the second public hearing being conducted as follows:

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT BLOCK GRANT PUBLIC HEARING

Mayor Allen opened the second public hearing for the CDBG program. Mayor Allen
stated that this hearing was called to allow all citizens to provide input concerning
the projects that were awarded under the 2024 Grant Year Community
Development Block Grant Program.

The City has amended its capital investment plan and decided to apply for funds on
behalf of the Rohmer Park -Parking Lot Improvements Project located at 650 West
2100 South.

The Mayor introduced Amy Rodriguez as Grant Manager, and stated that Jake
Meibos was the Project Manager.

The Mayor explained that the application was successful in the regional rating and
ranking process and The Rohmer Park -Parking Lot Improvements and was
awarded $248,988 of the total project cost of $404,875.

The Mayor explained the project to those in attendance.

The Mayor explained the project to those in attendance.



The Mayor then asked for any comments, questions and concerns from the
audience.

The Mayor stated that copies of the capital investment plan are available if anyone
would like a copy.

There were no more comments and the hearing was adjourned at




City Council City of
Staff Report ASHINGTON LERRACE

Author: Planning Dept.

Atk

Subject: SB 174 Subdivision Revision

Date:

04-02-24

Type of Item: Discussion and Action

Summary Recommendation: Approval of the updated Subdivision Revision Ordinance
regarding state mandated changes by SB 174.

Description:

A.

Topic: Repealing and re-enacting the City Subdivision Ordinance to be in compliance
with SB 174, passed in 2024.

. Background: The Council held a joint work session with the Planning Commission to

discuss changes to the City’s Subdivision ordinance.

A Public Hearing was held on February 29, 2024, to hear comment on the proposed
ordinance. The proposed ordinance was recommended to go to Council for final
approval. At the close of the legislative session, the city received word that we needed to
update the ordinance to include language required by the revised Senate Bill.

A new Public Hearing will be held at the Planning Commission meeting on March 28,
2024, to hear comment on the newly updated ordinance.

Analysis: The contracted firm of Planning Outpost drafted and new revision to add in
new applicable parts of SB 174 and HB 476. The updated version was drafted into
ordinance form and revised by City Attorney Bill Morris. In addition to the SB174
required language, Morris added format and procedure updates that are an
update/refresher to Title 16. The main updates for the ordinance from the previously
submitted ordinance are as follows:

As drafted by PO, the ordinance is consistent with SB 174 and HB 476 requirements.

Per the City Attorney, the city cannot codify the development review team but
administratively you can still have it. The Planning Commission is still the designated
approver or Administrative Land Use Authority for the preliminary plat.

Preliminary plat reviews are 15 business days but have no cap on the amount of
review cycles.

Per the City Attorney, the city cannot codify the development review team but
administratively you can still have it. The City engineer is the designated approver or
Administrative Land Use Authority for the final plat.

Based on what the city attorney sent to the City, the overall format of title 16 looks to be
refreshed, reformatted and streamlined.



« Final plat reviews are 20 business days and have a four (4) review cycle cap.
Construction plans are anticipated to be submitted with the final plat application.

C. Fiscal Impact: There are no fiscal impacts with this ordinance, as it is an ordinance
revising procedures and policies.

D. Department Review: City Manager, General Planner, Legal, Consulting firm Planning
Outpost.



CITY OF WASHINGTON TERRACE
ORDINANCE NO 24-03

SUBDIVISION REGULATIONS UPDATED

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF WASHINGTON TERRACE CITY, UTAH, REPEALING
AND RE-ENACTING TITLE 16 ENTITLE “SUBDIVISION REGULATIONS” TO COMPLY
WITH STATE LAW; SEVERABILITY; AND PROVIDING AN EFFECTIVE DATE.

WHEREAS, the City of Washington Terrace (“City”) is a municipal corporation, duly organized and
existing under the laws of the State of Utah;

WHEREAS, Utah Code Annotated §§ 10-8-84 and 10-8-60 allow municipalities in the State of Utah to
exercise certain police powers and nuisance abatement powers, including but not limited to providing for safety
and preservation of health, promotion of prosperity, improve community well-being, peace and good order for the
inhabitants of the City;

WHEREAS, Title 10, Chapter 9a, of the Utah Code Annotated, 1953, as amended, enables municipalities
to regulate land use and development;

WHEREAS, the state legislature has required the City to update its Subdivision Regulations;
WHEREAS, after publication of the required notice the Planning Commission held its public hearing on

, to take public comment on this proposed Ordinance, and subsequently gave its
recommendation to this Ordinance;

WHEREAS, the City Council received the recommendation from the Planning Commission and held its
public meeting on , and desires to act on this Ordinance;

NOW, THEREFORE, be it ordained by the City Council of the City of Washington Terrace as follows:

Section 1. Repealer. Title 16 is hereby repealed. Any Ordinance that conflict with this Ordinance is
repealed.
Section 2. Re-enactment. Title 16 is hereby re-enacted to read as follows:

Title 16

Subdivision Regulations

Chapter
16.01 General Requirements

16.03 Preliminary Plat

16.05 Final Plat

16.07 Subdivision Standards and Requirements.
16.09 Permits.

16.11 Enforcement and Penalties.

Chapter 16.01
General Requirements
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Sections:
16.01.010 General.

16.01.020 Subdivision Required.

16.01.030 Definitions.

16.01.010 General

1.

Purpose The purpose of this Title is to comply with state law and to promote the health, safety,
convenience and general welfare of the inhabitants of the City relating to the development and
subdivision of land in the City.

Generally. Each subdivision shall comply with the requirements of this Title in order to properly divide
and title land, install the required improvements, protect the public and consumers from deficient
products, and regulate subdivisions.

Application. Application of this Chapter may be modified as determined by the City in cases where
there exists unusual topography or geography, a municipal capital project, or similar exceptional
conditions exist.

16.01.020 Subdivision Required.

A lawful subdivision is required for any division of land, and it is unlawful for:

1.

Any property owner, person, or entity to subdivide any tract of land which is located wholly or in part in
the city, except in compliance with this Title.

Any property owner, person, or entity to sell or exchange or offer to sell or exchange any parcel of land
which is now a part of a lawful subdivision; or to offer for recording in the Office of the County
Recorder any deed, document, or plat dividing a parcel of land, or interest there, without approval of
the City in accordance with this Title.

16.01.030 Definitions.

In addition to the definitions set forth in Utah Code 10-93-103, the following definitions apply, unless a

different meaning clearly appears from the context:

1.

“Administrative Land Use Authority” means:

a. The Planning Commission shall act as the approval authority for the Preliminary Plat.

b. The City Engineer shall act as the approval authority for the Final Plat.

"Block" means the land surrounded by public streets and rights-of-way, or land which is designated as a
block on any recorded subdivision plat.

"City" means Washington Terrace, Utah.

"City Engineer" means the City Engineer of Washington Terrace, Utah, or a consulting engineering firm
designated as the City Engineer by the City Council.

"County" means Weber County, Utah.

“Development Review” means the process by which the City Engineer, acting as the administrative land
use authority, receives comment and reviews documentation related to the subdivision, and, once all
requirements and standards are met, issues final plat approval. The City Engineer receives comment
from city and county officials who provide technical expertise, policy requirements, and application of
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appropriate standards regarding development applications under the applicable codes.

7. "Easement" means that portion of a lot or lots reserved for present or future use by a person or entity
other than the legal owner or owners of said property or properties. An easement may be for use
under, on, or above said lots or lots.

8. "Planning Commission" means the Washington Terrace Planning Commission, unless another planning

commission is specifically named.

9. “Review Cycle” means the process for review of a complete subdivision application. There may be
multiple fifteen (15) business day reviews for the preliminary plat review cycle. There shall be ho more

than four (4) total review cycles of twenty (20) business days for a final plat.

a. Asingle review cycle shall be considered complete when:

i. Complete Application is submitted to the Administrative Land Use Authority;

ii. The Administrative Land Use Authority Review is complete;

iii. The Applicant Response to Review is complete; and

iv. The Administrative Land Use Authority provides a written statement to the Applicant
stating completion of the review cycle and next required steps for approval.

b. Review Cycle, exceptions as follows:

i. Additional Review Cycle(s). May be required when a modification or correction is
necessary to protect public health and safety or to enforce state or federal law when a

change or correction is hecessitated by the Applicant’s adjustment to a plan set or an
update to a phase plan that adjusts infrastructure needed for the specific

development.

ii. Additional Time for Review. If the Applicant does not submit a revised plat within
twenty (20) business days after the Administrative Land Use Authority requires a
modification or correction, the Administrative Land Use Authority shall have an
additional twenty (20) business days to respond.

10. "Security" means the cash escrow or irrevocable letter of credit used by the applicant or developer to
guarantee the proper installation of the total cost of public improvements determined by the City
Engineer, plus ten (10) percent of the total cost as contingency, and naming the City as a party eligible
to draw upon said security.

11. "Streets" means various types of transportation corridors defined as follows:

a. "Street" means a thoroughfare which has been dedicated or abandoned to the public and
accepted by proper public authority, or a thoroughfare with a solid asphalt or concrete surface

not less than twenty-six feet (26') wide which has been made public by right of use, and which
affords the principal access to the abutting property, excepted where limited.

b. "Collector street" means a street, existing or proposed, of considerable continuity which is the
main means of access to the major street system.

c. "Cul-de-sac" means a minor terminal street provided with an adequate turnaround.

d. "Major Street" means a street, existing or proposed, which serves or is intended to serve as a
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major trafficway, and is designated on the Transportation Plan as a limited or controlled access
highway, major street, parkway or other equivalent term to identify those streets comprising
the basic structure of the Transportation Plan.

e. "Minor Street" means a street, existing or proposed, which is supplementary to a collector
street and of limited continuity, which serves or is intended to serve the local needs of a

neighborhood.

f.  "Private Street" means a thoroughfare within a development which has been reserved by
dedication unto the subdivider or lot owners to be used as a private access to serve the lots
platted within the subdivision and complying with the adopted street cross section standards
of the City and maintained by the subdivider or other private entity.

12. "Transportation Plan" means a transportation and traffic circulation element of the General Plan
adopted in accordance with Utah Code 10-9a-403(2)(a)(ii), or similar transportation plan adopted by
the City or any other agency that serves any transportation needs of any kind.

13. “Zoning or Land Use” refers to the zoning and land use regulations in the Washington Terrace
Municipal Code.

Chapter 16.03
Preliminary Plat

Sections:

16.03.010 Complete Application.
16.03.020 Preliminary Plat.
16.03.030 Preliminary Approval.
16.03.010 Complete Application.

A complete application is required to be filed with the City before the Review Cycle commences. The
determination of whether an application is complete is made by the Director of Community Development or
designee. An application shall not be considered complete, and the first review cycle shall not begin unless and
until the Applicant has submitted the following items:

1. A completed application as provided by the City.

2. Additional studies and information as listed on the application form and as necessary to show feasible
compliance with applicable codes and regulations.

3. Asigned Owner-Agent Affidavit (if the Owner is being represented by another party).

4. Current Weber County ownership plat depicting property proposed for subdivision and all contiguous
property around land proposed to be subdivided.

5. A recent Title Report covering the proposed subdivided property identifying ownership, easements of
record, liens or other encumbrances and verifies payment of taxes and assessments.

6. Will serve letters from all affected entities.

7. A digital copy of the preliminary plat as outlined in the Public Works Standards.

8. A digital copy of the preliminary improvement plans to include at a minimum the following:
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a. Grading and drainage plan.

b. Storm Drain calculations.

c. Low Impact Design (LID) analysis and Water Quality Report

d. Utility plan.
9. Payment of all applicable fees.

16.03.20 Preliminary Plat.

Applicant or subdivider shall provide an engineered preliminary plat prepared by a gualified licensed engineer
which conforms with all applicable City standards, zoning, and land use regulations. The preliminary plat shall
generally be drawn to a scale not smaller than one hundred (100) feet to the inch, and show:

1. The proposed name of the subdivision;

2. lts location as part of a larger tract or parcel, where the plat submitted covers only a part of the
subdivider's tract or only a part of a larger vacant area. In such case, a sketch of the prospective future
street system shall be submitted. The proposed street system submitted shall be considered in the
conjunction with the Transportation Plan and connections with the future streets in the larger area.

3. Sufficient information to locate accurately the property shown on the plat.

4. Contact information related to the subdivider, engineer, and/or surveyor of the subdivision, and the
owners of the land immediately adjoining the land to be subdivided.

5. Contour map at intervals of two feet, five, feet, or ten feet as determined by the City Engineer.

6. The boundary lines of the tract to be subdivided.

7. Thelocation, widths, and other dimensions of all existing or platted streets and other important features
such as railroad lines, watercourses, exceptional topography, and buildings within or immediately
adjacent to the tract to be subdivided.

8. Existing sanitary sewers, storm drains, water supply mains, water wells, and culverts within the tract and
immediately adjacent thereto.

9. The location, widths and other dimensions of proposed public streets, private streets or private access
rights-of-way, alleys, utility easements, parks, other open spaces and lots, with proper labeling of spaces
to be dedicated to the public, or designated as private streets or private access rights-of-way.

10. North point, scale and date.

11. Hazard areas, sensitive lands, and public facilities.

12. Plans or written statements regarding the width and type of proposed pavement, location, size and type
of proposed sanitary sewers or other sewage disposal facilities, proposed water mains and hydrants and
other proposed utilities, proposed stormwater drainage facilities and other proposed improvements,
such as sidewalks, planting and parks, and any grading of individual lots.

16.03.030 Preliminary Approval.

The Planning Commission shall meet and act on the complete application and preliminary plat as submitted or
modified after the completion of the Review Cycle and subject to the recommendations from Development
Review. A notice of action shall be provided by the City to the applicant or subdivider of the decision of the
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Planning Commission along with the requirements for approval or reasons for denial. Notice of action on the
preliminary plan shall be authorization for the applicant or subdivider to proceed with the preparation of the
final plat and specifications for the minimum improvements required in this Title. Preliminary approval is subject

to the following:

1. Valid for six (6) months from the date of the Planning Commission approval. If the final plat has not been
submitted to the City within six (6) months, the plat must again be updated to meet any new
requirements of zoning and land use regulations, or otherwise, and be submitted to the Planning
Commission for reapproval.

2. No excavation, fill, grading, regrading, or site improvements shall take place on any parcel until after
preliminary approval is granted by the Planning Commission.

Chapter 16.05

Final Plat
Sections:
16.05.010 Final Plat.
16.05.020 Final Plat Requirements.
16.05.030 Construction Drawings and Supporting Documents.

16.05.040 Final Plat Approval.
16.05.050 Security and Warranty.

16.05.010 Final Plat.

After compliance with the governing code requirements, the applicant or subdivider shall file a complete final
plat application and pay the associated fees. The final plat shall contain all the modifications made during
Development Review and the applicable review cycles.

1. The final plat, construction drawings, and accompanying documentation shall be submitted for
Development Review.

2. Development Review shall complete a review of the plat within twenty (20) business days per review
cycle after it is submitted for review. Development Review shall review the final plat, construction
drawings, and other documentation to determine compliance with all applicable codes.

3. If Development Review determines that the final plat conforms to all applicable codes, the City
Engineer may approve the final plat by signing the same.

4. If Development Review determines that the final plat, construction drawings, and other
documentations do not conform with the applicable code requirements, written comment shall be
provided to the applicant to be addressed in the subsequent review and submittal.

5. No final plat shall have any force or effect unless the same has been approved by the City Engineer.

16.05.020 Final Plat Requirements.

The final plat shall consist of a sheet of approved mylar or material of sufficient size, quality, and specifications
of the County. The plat shall be signed by all parties designated on the final plat who are duly authorized and/or
required to sign, and shall contain the following information:
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1. A subdivision hame, approved by the County and the general location of the subdivision, in bold letters
at the top of the sheet.

2. A north point and scale of the drawing, and the date.

3. Accurately drawn boundaries, showing the proper bearings and dimensions of all boundary lines of the
subdivision, properly tied to public survey monuments. These lines should be slightly heavier than street
and lot lines.

4. The names, widths, lengths, bearings and curve data on centerlines of proposed streets and easements.

5. The boundaries, bearings, and dimensions of all portions within the subdivision as intended to be
dedicated to the use of the public; the lines, dimensions, bearings and numbers of all lots, blocks and
parts reserved for any reason within the subdivision.

6. All lots are to be numbered and addressed consecutively under a definite system approved during
Development Review.

7. All proposed streets shall be numbered consecutively under a definite system and conform to the
Transportation Plan and street numbering system of the City.

8. Parcels of land to be dedicated as public property or permanently reserved for common open space shall
be labeled as such.

9. The final plat should contain the standard approval information and certifications as follows:

a. Description of land to be included in the subdivision.
b. Registered land surveyor's certificate of survey.
c. Owner's dedication certificate.
d. Notary public acknowledgement.
e. City engineer's certificate of approval.
f. Other certificates of approval, as may be shown on the final plat.
g. Space for County to record.
16.05.030 Construction Drawings and Supporting Documentation.

The applicant or subdivider shall furnish a complete set of reproducible construction drawings of profiles,

construction, and design data of all streets, existing and proposed, and all utilities to be constructed within the

subdivision to the city engineer prior to the submission of the final plat. Supporting documentation includes:

1.

2
3
4.
5

Traffic_studies, geological studies, feasibility studies, other studies of any kind related to the
development.

Covenants, conditions, and restrictions.

Any development agreement between the applicant and City.

Easement documents.

Other information and documentation relevant to the development.

16.05.040 Final Plat Approval.
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The City Engineer shall make final plat approval based upon compliance with the applicable codes and
standards.

During final plat approval, City Engineer, provide a cost estimate for improvements which amount shall
be held by the City as security for the proper development of the subdivision and its improvements in
accordance with the approval requirements and applicable codes and standards.

Applicant or subdivider shall reimburse the City for any expenses the City or an affected entity incurred
related to the review, approval, and inspection of the subdivision improvements.

No street improvements or utilities shall be installed until after approval of the final plat. No lots
included in the final plat shall be purchased, sold, exchanged, nor offered for sale or exchange and no
construction of buildings upon such lots shall begin until the final plat is approved and recorded at the

County.

16.05.050 Security.

At the time the final plat is approved by the City Engineer, the applicant or subdivider shall deposit with the City

the applicable security and security contingency, which contingency shall representing a minimum ten (10)

percent of the total security.

Chapter 16.07
Subdivision Standards and Regulations

Sections:

16.07.010 Subdivision Standards.
16.07.020 Required Improvements.
16.07.030 Improvement Guarantee.

16.07.010 Subdivision Standards.

1.

3.

Standards. The City’s Public Works Standards and Technical Specifications as promulgated by the City
Engineer apply to all subdivision improvements.

Public Works Street Systems. The arrangement of streets in new subdivisions shall make provisions for
the continuation of the existing streets in adjoining areas (or their proper protection where adjoining
land is not subdivided) insofar as such may be deemed necessary by the City Engineer or the
Transportation Plan.

Streets Generally.

a. Minor streets shall approach major or collector streets at an angle of not less than eighty
degrees.

b. All streets in subdivisions in the City shall be publicly dedicated to the City, except that private
streets may be approved under special circumstances as determined by the Administrative Land

Use Authority.

c. Major and collector streets shall conform to the width designhated on the major street plan
wherever a subdivision falls as specified on the Transportation Plan. For areas not specified on
the Transportation Plan at the time the preliminary plat application, major or collector streets
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shall be provided as required by the Administrative Land Use Authority, with the appropriate
widths for major streets and collector streets.

d. Minor streets shall have a minimum width of sixty (60) feet.

e. Cul-de-sacs shall not be longer than four hundred (400) feet to the beginning of the turnaround.
Each cul-de-sac must be terminated by a turnaround of not less than one hundred (100) feet in
diameter. If surface water drainage is into the turnaround, due to the grade of the street,
necessary catch basins and drainage easements shall be provided. Where a street is designed to
remain only temporarily as a dead-end street, an adequate temporary turning area shall be
provided at the dead-end thereof to remain and be available for public use so long as the dead-
end condition exists.

f. All proposed streets shall be public and conform to the street cross-section standards
promulgated by the City Engineer. Private streets may continue under an existing development
approved prior to this Title, as part of an approved in-fill development, or as may be provided
under a development agreement.

4. Street Grade. Except where due to special circumstances, street grades shall not exceed the following
percentages:

a. On major public streets: 08 percent.

b. On collector streets: 10 percent.

c. On minor public streets and any cul-de-sac: 10 percent.

d. Other streets: 15 percent.

5. No Access. Where subdivision streets parallel contiguous property of other owners, or where limited
street access is needed for public safety, the City may require a no access line on the plat between said
street and adjacent property.

6. Blocks:

a. The maximum length of blocks generally shall be one thousand three hundred (1,300) feet and
the minimum length of blocks shall be five hundred (500) feet. Blocks over eight hundred (800)
feet in length may, at the discretion of the Administrative Land Use Authority, be provided with
a dedicated walkway through the block at approximately the center of the block. Such walkway
shall not be less than eight (8) feet in width.

b. The width of blocks shall be sufficient to allow two (2) tiers of lots or as otherwise approved by
the Administrative Land Use Authority because of design, terrain or other unusual conditions.

c. Blocks intended for business or industrial use shall be designed specifically for such purposes
with adequate space set aside for off-street parking and delivery facilities.

7. Lots:

a. The lot arrangement and design shall be such that lots will provide satisfactory and desirable
sites for buildings, and be properly related to topography, and to existing and probably future

requirements.

b. All lots shown on the subdivision plat must conform to the minimum area and width
requirements of the applicable zoning and land use regulations where the subdivision is located,
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unless otherwise required by law.

Each lot shall abut on a public street dedicated by the subdivision plat or an existing publicly
dedicated street, or on a street which has become public by the right of use and the proper
width, if not the proper width the proper width must be dedicated as part of the subdivision.
Interior lots having frontage on two (2) streets are prohibited, except where unusual conditions
make other designs undesirable.

Corner lots shall have extra width sufficient for maintenance of required structure setbacks on
both streets.

Sidelines of lots shall be approximately straight at right angles, or radial to the street line.

All remnants of lots below the minimum size left over after subdividing a larger tract must be
added to adjacent lots, rather than allowed to remain as unusable parcels.

Where the land covered by a subdivision included two (2) or more parcels in separate ownership
and the lot arrangement is such that a property ownership line divides one (1) or more lots, the
land in each lot so divided shall be transferred by deed to either single or joint ownership before
approval of the final plat, and such transfer ids prior to recording of the final plat.

The Administrative Land Use Authority may require that easements for drainage through
adjoining property be provided by the subdivider, and easements of not less than ten feet (10')
in width for water, sewers, drainage, power lines and other utilities shall be provided in the
subdivision as required by the City Engineer.

8. Public Safety. The fire marshal shall review each subdivision along with any public safety officer in order

to comply with the applicable codes.

9. Affected Entities. Comments from any affected entities shall be incorporated into the final plat approval.

Utilities shall be adequately provided and sized with any necessary easements granted.

10. Public Facilities.

a.

16.07.020

The Administrative Land Use Authority may require the dedication to an affected entity or the
City of not more than ten (10) percent of the gross area of the subdivision for utilities, schools,
parks, open spaces, storm water and flood control, or other public facilities.

Where it _is determined that a greater amount of land is required for public facilities in
accordance with the General Plan or a Capital Facilities Plan for that area, the Administrative
Land Use Authority, after so coordinating appropriate affected entity, shall so indicate the public
facilities site requirements to the subdivider on the approved preliminary plan.

The subdivider, at the time of filing the final plat with the Administrative Land Use Authority,
must offer to sell at a fair market price to the affected entity or City, within one (1) vear
immediately following the recording of the final plat.

If any such proposed public facilities is not purchased by the appropriate affected entity within
one (1) vear after the recording of the final plat, such areas may be subdivided into lots and
blocks in accordance with the requirements of this Title.

Required Improvements.

1. Required Improvements. The applicant or subdivider shall, at their own expense, install the subdivision

improvements in this Section prior to recording the final plat or guarantee the installation of such
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2.

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

improvements by providing security.

Water Supply.
a. The subdivider shall install all fire hydrants and related apparatus, culinary water lines, including

laterals, valves, meters, boxes and lids, and related facilities, to the property line of each lot.

b. The subdivider shall furnish all drawings showing the location and size of proposed water lines
and fire hydrants and also existing water lines to which a connection is to be made. Information
concerning the residual water pressure in the existing mains at the approximate point of
connection shall also be furnished.

c. The City Engineer shall determine the adequacy of the existing water system to provide culinary
water and fire protection subject to the recommendation of the fire marshal.

d. The applicant or subdivider shall provide adequate secondary water to each subdivision.
Sewage Disposal. Where a public sanitary sewer is within three (300) hundred feet, the applicant or
subdivider shall connect with such sanitary sewer and construct an adequate sewer system, lines, and
facilities that connect to the property line of each lot in the subdivision and any other parcel required by

the City Engineer. The sewer system and connections shall comply with applicable health department
regulations and City standards.

Stormwater. The applicant or subdivider is required to comply with the applicable storm water
regulations, low-impact development standards, and other standards of the City. Each subdivision shall
retain and meter measurable storm water discharges as calculated by the City Engineer in order to
properly manage stormwater and surface drainage. If easements are required across abutting property
to permit drainage of the subdivision, it shall be the responsibility of the applicant or subdivider to
acquire such easements.

Grading. All streets and lots shall be graded and surfaced in accordance with the City standards and
applicable codes.

Curbs and Gutters. Curbs and gutters shall be installed on existing and proposed streets by the applicant

or subdivider to remove surface water, to promote public safety, and accommodate traffic.

Street Drainage. Drainage structures may be required by the city engineer where necessary.

Sidewalks. Sidewalks are required in all subdivisions in the width specified by the Administrative Land
Use Authority and constructed in accordance with the applicable City standards.

Monuments. Permanent monuments shall be accurately set and established at such points as are
necessary to definitely establish all lines of the plat except those outlining individual lots. Monuments
shall be of a type approved by the City Engineer or County. All subdivision plats shall be tied to a corner
or monument of record.

Street Trees. The Administrative Land Use Authority shall specify the location and variety of approved
street trees in the subdivision.

Fire Hydrants. Fire hydrants shall be of the type, size, number, and installed in such locations as
determined by the City Engineer after recommendation by the fire marshal and in accordance with City
standards and codes. Fire hydrants blowoffs shall be provided at all dead-end lines or as otherwise
specified by the City Engineer.

Signs. All street signs shall be furnished and installed by the applicant or subdivider in accordance with
the applicable standards and codes as approved by the City Engineer.

Fencing. A solid board, chain-link, or other non-climbable fence not less than six (6) feet in height shall
be installed by the applicant or subdivider at locations specified by the Administrative Land Use
Authority necessary to protect public safety such as along or around limited access streets, railroads,
open reservoirs, open fields, nuisance or hazard areas, or similar area on adjoining property.

Piping. Open irrigation ditches or canals shall be piped to the size and specification of the affected entity

operating the facilities upon written permission for the same.
Street Lights. The applicant or subdivider is required to install all street lights as determined by the City
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Engineer in accordance with the City standard.

16. Staking of Lots. Survey stakes shall be placed at all lot corners so as to completely identify the lot

boundaries on the ground.

16.07.30 Improvement Guarantee.

1.

Security. The required security is estimated by the City Engineer and made by the applicant or subdivider
to guarantee the installation of subdivision improvements within a one (1) year period immediately
following the approval of the final plat. Any excess security and/or contingency shall be released to the
applicant or subdivider upon written request after the expiration of the warranty period as part of final
acceptance by the City Engineer of a subdivision improvement.

Damages. Notwithstanding the security and required contingency provided by the applicant or
subdivider, the measure of damages for a failing improvement is the actual cost of the replacement and
the applicant and subdivider shall pay the costs for the same. Nothing in this Title shall be interpreted to
as create liability or obligate the City or an affected entity to pay for the costs of any subdivision
improvements unless the City or affected entity expressly agrees to the same. All costs and obligations
for subdivision development and improvements are the sole liability of the applicant or subdivider.

Agreement. The City and applicant or subdivider may enter a subdivision improvement agreement or
similar agreement outlining the terms and conditions of the development of the subdivision and its

security.

Phases. If the applicant or subdivider develops a subdivision in phases or a portion at a time, such
development shall be in an orderly manner and in such a way that the required improvements will be
continuous, and all of the improvements will be made available for the full, effective and practical use
and enjoyment thereof by the lessees or grantees of any of the lands subdivided within the time specified
in this section.

Inspection. The City Engineer or designee shall inspect or cause to be inspected all subdivision
improvements, including, but not limited to: structures, streets, fire hydrants, water systems, utilities,
and sewage disposal systems in the course of construction, installation, or repair, or otherwise.
Excavations for facilities and lines shall not be covered over or backfilled until such installation shall have
been inspected and approved by the City Engineer or designee. If any such installation is covered before
being inspected and approved, it shall be uncovered prior to inspection.

Warranty. The applicant or subdivider shall warrant and guarantee that the subdivision improvements,
and every part thereof, remain in good condition for a period of one (1) year, after the City Engineer has
initially accepted the improvements, after written request by the applicant or subdivider. The applicant
or subdivider also is responsible for all repairs and maintenance of all subdivision improvements, and
every part thereof, in good working condition during the one (1) year warranty period with no cost to
the City, affected entity, or other party.

Chapter 16.09
Permits

Sections:
16.09.010 Permits.

16.09.010 Permits.
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This Title shall not be interpreted to exempt or approve any other permit that may be required by code. The
Building Official shall not issue any building permit unless the application for a permit conforms to the applicable
code and subdivision approval. No City Officer shall issue any permit or license until the approved subdivision is
duly recorded by the County, and all other provisions of law have been complied with. Any license or permit
issued in conflict with this Title shall be null and void.

Chapter 16.11
Enforcement and Penalties

Sections:

16.11.010 Enforcement.
16.11.020 Penalties.
16.11.010 Enforcement.

Any subdivision created in violation of this Title is null and void. Among other remedies provided by law, the City
may record a Certificate of Non-compliance providing notice of any violation and impose a daily fine in
accordance with Utah Code §10-3-703 until the violation is cured.

16.11.020 Penalties.
In accordance with Utah Code §10-3-703, the City imposes the following penalties for a violation of this Title:

1. Civil. In addition to other remedies as provided by law or equity, any subdivider, subdivider’s agent,
employee, purchaser, or assign (in whole or part) in violation of this Title is subject to a civil fine not to
exceed $750.00 per violation, per day, that a violation continues.

2. Criminal. Any subdivider, subdivider’s agent or employee, purchaser, or assign (in whole or part) who
violates the provisions of this Title guilty of a Class C misdemeanor with a fine not to exceed $750 and/or
a term of imprisonment up to ninety (90) days. Each violation constitutes a separate offense.

Section 3: Severability. If a court of competent jurisdiction determines that any part of this Ordinance is
unconstitutional or invalid, then such portion of this Ordinance, or specific application of this Ordinance, shall be
severed from the remainder, which remainder shall continue in full force and effect.

Section 4: Effective date. This Ordinance takes effect immediately upon adoption and posting.
PASSED AND ADOPTED by the City Council on this day of ,20
Mayor

ATTEST:

City Recorder

RECORDED this day of ,20

PUBLISHED OR POSTED this day of ,20
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CERTIFICATE OF PASSAGE AND PUBLICATION OR POSTING
According to the provision of U.C.A. §10-3-713, 1953 as amended, I, the City Recorder of Washington Terrace

City, hereby certify that foregoing ordinance was duly passed and published, or posted at: 1) , 2)
,and 3) on the above referenced dates.
DATE:
City Recorder
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City Council ASHINGTON | ERRACE
Staff Report
22

Author: Tanon Mathews

Subject: Hardship Grant for OSG Match

Date: 4/2/2024

Type of Item: Motion to Approve Acceptance of Grant Funds

Summary Recommendation: Approve the receipt of $21,000 for stormwater infrastructure at
Rohmer Park via a Utah State Division of Water Quality Hardship Grant.

Description:
A. Topic:
Rohmer Park stormwater infrastructure funding via state grant

B. Background:
Through the State of Utah Department of Water Quality (DWQ), the City of Washington
Terrace has been awarded Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) funds via a Sewer
Overflow and Stormwater Reuse Municipal Grant (OSG). These funds would normally
require a match, however, due to the City population falling under 10,000, it qualified as
a rural community, which is a prioritized sector. Due to this classification, the City was
not required to provide a match; instead, the DWQ Water Quality Board provided a
hardship grant to the City to cover the match amount for the OSG funds.

C. Analysis:
Due to being classified as a prioritized sector, the City received this grant to cover the
match for a larger OSG grant as shown below.

State of Utah Hardship Funds: ~ $21,000
OSG Grant Funding: $82,230

D. Fiscal Impact:
Receipt of $21,000 to be used as a match for OSG funds. The collective funds will be
used for construction of stormwater infrastructure at the Rohmer Park Pickleball Project
E. Department Review: Public Works

Alternatives:

A. Approve the Request:
The grant funds will be used on City stormwater infrastructure.

B. Deny The Request:
The total $103,230 grant funds will not be accessible to the City.



Contract#:
Amount:; $21.000.00

Grantee: City of Washington Terrace
Tax ID#:
HARDSHIP GRANT
WATER QUALITY BOARD
STATE OF UTAH

Department of Environmental Quality
Division of Water Quality

This hardship grant agreement is entered into by and between the State of Utah, Department of
Environmental Quality, Division of Water Quality, Water Quality Board (hereinafter the "BOARD")
and

CITY OF WASHINGTON TERRACE

applicant for financial assistance under the Water Quality Board provisions contained in Title 73
Chapter 10C, Utah Code Annotated 1953 (hereinafter the "GRANTEE"). Pursuant to the provisions
of the Statute, and the powers and functions of the Water Quality Board, the BOARD hereby finds
and determines, based upon the formal application of the GRANTEE, the evidence provided by the
GRANTEE to the BOARD and its staff, and information developed by the BOARD in its own
investigations and at the hearings on the application of the GRANTEE, the following, that:

1. The GRANTEE is a political subdivision pursuant to Section 73-10c-2 (10) of the laws of
the State of Utah.

2. The proposed project has been determined to meet wastewater project loan
considerations.
3. The project has been determined by the BOARD to not be economically feasible unless

hardship grant is provided.

4. The GRANTEE has been authorized by the BOARD pursuant to Section 73-10c-4 (5) to
receive hardship grant.

Based upon these findings, the BOARD is authorized and empowered to, and does hereby, enter into
the following agreement with the GRANTEE.



10.

PAYMENT OF THIS CONTRACT IS SUBJECT TO THE FOLLOWING PROVISIONS:

GENERAL PROVISIONS

The BOARD shall provide the GRANTEE the amount of $21,000.00 (HARDSHIP GRANT
AMOUNT) for the completion of the Project as described in Attachment-A, Scope of Work,
Work Description and Cost Breakdown.

The GRANTEE shall complete the Project described in Exhibit-1, Work Description, and
Cost Breakdown within the time period identified in the Plan of Study or Engineering Plan.
If work on the project is not completed by November 30, 2025 this grant may be canceled
by written notice from the BOARD to the GRANTEE. No work completed after receipt of
the notice shall be reimbursable.

The GRANTEE shall comply with the special grant provisions identified in the SPECIAL
GRANT PROVISIONS.

The GRANTEE shall notify the BOARD in writing of any proposed modification to the
Project that alters Exhibit-1, Work Description and/or hardship grant amount. If such
notification is not received, the cost of the proposed modification will be disallowed.

All unused funds must be returned to the BOARD. Funds returned, as surplus to the BOARD
shall be applied as a reduction of the hardship grant amount.

The funds shall be deposited with other funds necessary to complete the project into a
supervised escrow account after loan closing, where applicable. All disbursements will be
reviewed and certified by the GRANTEE and the BOARD.

The GRANTEE shall comply with all laws that normally govern its affairs in regard to
contracts, fiscal procedures, and procurement procedures.

The GRANTEE shall indemnify and hold harmless the State of Utah, the Department of
Environmental Quality and their officers, agents and employees from and against any and all
loss, damage, injury, liability, and claims, including claims for personal injury or death,
damages to personal property and liens of workmen and material men, howsoever caused,
resulting directly or indirectly from the performance of this agreement by the GRANTEE,
including attorneys fees and costs in the investigation or defense of any claim, whether or not
the claim has merit.

The GRANTEE shall be an independent contractor, and, as such, shall have no authorization,
express or implied, to bind the State of Utah the Department of Environmental Quality, the
Division of Water Quality or the Water Quality Board to any agreement, settlement, liability,
or understanding whatsoever, nor to perform any acts as agent for the State of Utah, except
as herein expressly set forth.

GRANTEE expenditures under this grant determined by audit to be ineligible for



11.

12.

13.

14.

reimbursement because they were not authorized by the terms and conditions of the grant or
that are inadequately documented, and for which payment has been made to the GRANTEE
will be immediately refunded to the BOARD by the GRANTEE. The GRANTEE further
agrees that the BOARD shall have the right to withhold any or all-subsequent payments
under this or other contracts to GRANTEE until recoupment of overpayment are made.

This agreement may be altered, modified, or supplemented only by written amendment,
executed by the parties hereto, and attached to the original signed copy of this agreement.
The BOARD will allow no claim for services furnished by the GRANTEE, not specifically
authorized by this Agreement.

If it is determined that in any manner the hardship grant was improperly made or entered
into, or if the monies are or were used improperly or contrary to the terms of this agreement,
the GRANTEE shall pay to the BOARD the amount of all monies and benefits received by
the GRANTEE by the BOARD.

The GRANTEE will designate a representative or representatives to assist their consultant
and the State in coordination with the communities governing board and planning decisions.

SPECIAL GRANT PROVISIONS

Disbursement of funds will be facilitated under a separate agreement (SUPPLEMENTARY
AGREEMENT) between the State of Utah Department of Environmental Quality and the
GRANTEE for a maximum amount of $103,230 and is contingent on the execution thereof.
The SUPPLEMENTARY AGREEMENT will include funding from the Sewer Overflow and
Stormwater Reuse Municipal Grant (OSG) program in addition to the HARDSHIP GRANT
AMOUNT. Disbursement of funds is explicitly conditional upon the GRANTEE’s strict
adherence with the terms set forth in this agreement and the SUPPLEMENTARY
AGREEMENT. In the event of conflicting language, the most stringent conditions will

apply.



EXECUTION

NOW, THEREFORE, by virtue of the authority contained in Title 73, Chapter 10, Utah Code
Annotated, 1953, as amended, the parties hereto mutually agree to perform this agreement.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have executed this agreement on the

,20 . This contract will take effect upon approval as evidenced by
the appropriate signatures.
ENTITY STATE
City of Washington Terrace APPROVED - UTAH WATER QUALITY BOARD

5249 S 400 E
Washington Terrace, UT 84405

By: By:
Mark C. Allen, Mayor Date Ken Hoffman, P.E., Assistant  Date
Executive Secretary

ATTEST:




JURAT

DISTRICTS
STATE OF UTAH )
:SS
Washington Terrace )
On this day of ,20___, personally appeared before me

Mark C. Allen who being by me duly sworn did say he is the Mayor, respectfully, of Washington
Terrace , a_ City of the State of Utah, and that the foregoing instrument was signed in behalf of said
entity by authority of a motion of its governing body passed on the ____ day of ,
20___ and said persons acknowledged to me that said service area executed the same.

Notary Public, residing at

My Commission Expires:




ATTACHMENT A

SCOPE OF WORK
Work Description and Cost Breakdown

CITY OF WASHINGTON TERRACE
Sewer Overflow and Stormwater Reuse Municipal Grant (OSG)

Scope of Work:
This award will provide financing for construction of low impact development stormwater infrastructure as
part of the Bioswale at Rohmer Park Pickleball Courts project in Washington Terrace, UT.

Implementation Schedule:

In accordance with the Grant Agreement from EPA, construction must be completed by November 30,
2025.

Cost Estimate:
The total cost of project funding is $103,230.
Funding Source Cost Sharing Percent of Project

Local Funds/State of Utah Hardship Grant Funds $21,000 20.3%
OSG Grant Funding $82,230 79.7%



City Council ASHINGTON ] ERRACE
Staff Report
p Utk

Author: Jake Meibos

Subject: 2023 MWPP Annual Report
Date: 4/2/2024

Type of Item: Discussion / Adoption

Summary Recommendation: Adopt by resolution the Washington Terrace City 2023 Municipal
Wastewater Planning Program Annual Report. (MWPP)

Description:

A. Topic: Adopt by resolution the 2023 Washington Terrace City MWPP Annual Report.

B. Background: The Utah Division of Water Quality (DWQ) has been given primacy by
the Environment Protection Agency to oversee all wastewater discharges in the state of
Utah. All municipal entities with a Utah Pollution Discharge Elimination System (UPDE)
permit shall develop a Sewer System Management Plan (SSMP) to operate, maintain,
upgrade, and resolve overflow problems within the system. In 2015, the SSMP was
expanded to the requirements by the DWQ and adopted by resolution.

C. Analysis: The annual report evaluates on-going planning, operations, and financial
funding for the sewer system. the report also ensures the future planning, financial

requirements and daily operations are consistent with SSMP.

D. Fiscal Impact: No fiscal impact

E. Department Review: Public Works, Finance
Alternatives:

A. Approve the Request: Staff is recommending that Council approve the 2023 Municipal
Wastewater Planning Program Annual Report.

B. Deny The Request: Noncompliant with DWQ regulations.



CITY OF WASHINGTON TERRACE
RESOLUTION 24-03

MUNICIPAL WASTEWATER PLANNING PROGRAM

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY OF WASHINGTON TERRACE, UTAH,
APPROVING THE MUNICIPAL WASTEWATER PLANNING PROGRAM
SELF-ASSESSMENT REPORT FOR 2023 .

WHEREAS, Washington Terrace City (hereafter “City”) is a municipal corporation duly
organized and existing under the laws of the State of Utah;

WHEREAS, the City Council is the legislative body of the City;

WHEREAS, the Utah Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) adopted Rule 317-801 in
2012 which requires the City to implement the Utah Sewer Management Program in accordance with
state law;

WHEREAS, the Utah Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) enforces the Utah Pollutant
Discharge Elimination System (UPDES) and provides the City a permit for the same;

WHEREAS, the City Council desires to approve the Municipal Wastewater Planning Program
Self- Assessment Report for 2023;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of Washington
Terrace, Utah, as follows:

Section 1. Review and Adoption.

The City Council has reviewed and hereby approves the Municipal Wastewater Planning Program Self-
Assessment Report for 2023 which is attached hereto as Exhibit “A” and incorporated herein by this
reference.

Section 2. UPDES Compliance.

That to the best knowledge of the City Council, the City has taken all appropriate actions necessary to
maintain collection system operation effluent requirements stipulated in the City UPDES Permit No.
UTG580110.

Section 3. Effective Date
This Resolution is effective immediately upon passage and approval.

PASSED AND APPROVED by the Washington Terrace City Council this __ day of , 2024
Roll Call Vote
MARK ALLEN, Mayor Council Member Jill Christiansen
City of Washington Terrace Council Member Cheryl Parkinson
Council Member Michael Thomas
ATTEST: Council Member Jeff West

Council Member Zunayid Z. Zishan

AMY RODRIGUEZ, City Recorder



Jake Meibos

From: Google Forms <forms-receipts-noreply@google.com>
Sent: Wednesday, March 27, 2024 3:45 PM
To: Jake Meibos
Subject: Full MWPP Survey - 2024
Caution! This message was sent from outside your organization. Allow sender | Block sender

Thanks for filling out Full MWPP Survey - 2024

Here's what was received.

Edit response

Full MWPP Survey - 2024

Municipal Wastewater Planning Program survey for 2024.

Email *

jakem@washingtonterracecity.org



Section I: General Information

Name of the Facility? *

Washington Terrace City

What is the name of the person responsible for this organization?

*

Jake Meibos

What is the title of the person responsible for this organization? *

Public Works Director

What is the email Address for the person responsible for this organization? *

jakem@washingtonterracecity.org

What is the phone number for the person responsible for this organization? *

18013958289



Facility Location? *
Please provide either Longitude and Latitude, address, or a written description of the location (with area or point).

-111.971 41.168

Federal Facility Section

Are you a federal facility?
A federal facility is a military base, a national park, a facility associated with the forest service, etc.

No

Financial Evaluation Section

This form is completed by [name]? *

Jake Meibos

Part |: GENERAL QUESTIONS
Please answer the following questions regarding GENERAL QUESTIONS.

Are sewer revenues maintained in a dedicated purpose enterprise/district account?



Yes

No

Are you collecting 95% or more of your anticipated sewer revenue?
*

Yes

No

Are Debt Service Reserve Fund requirements being met?

Yes

No

Where are sewer revenues maintained?

General Fund

V4 Combined Utilities Fund



Other

What was the average annual User Charge for 20237

If there is more than one rate divide the total municipal yearly User Charge collected, by the total number of connections.

623.75

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

Yes

No

Part 1l: OPERATING REVENUES AND RESERVES
Please answer the following questions regarding OPERATING REVENUES AND RESERVES.

Are property taxes or other assessments applied to the sewer systems?

Yes

No

Revenue from these taxes =



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

Yes

No

Are projected sewer revenues sufficient to cover operation, maintenance, and repair (OM&R) costs for the next five years?

Yes

No

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

Yes

No

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

Yes



No

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

Yes

No

Part Ili: Capital Improvements, Revenues and Reserves.
Please answer the following questions regarding Capital Improvements, Revenues and Reserves.

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

Yes

No

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

Yes

No



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

Yes

No

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

Yes

No

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

Yes

No

Part IV: FISCAL SUSTAINABILITY REVIEW
Please answer the following questions regarding FISCAL SUSTAINABILITY REVIEW.

Have you completed a rate study within the last five years?



Yes

No

Do you charge Impact fees?

Yes

No

Impact Fee (if not a flat fee, use average of all collected fees) =

533.00

Have you completed an impact fee study in accordance with UCA 11-36a-3 within the last five years?

Yes

No

Do you maintain a Plan of Operations?

Yes



No

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

Yes

No

In what year was the Capital Facility Plan last updated?

2023

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

Yes

No

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

Yes

10



No

Replacement Cost =

n/a

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

Yes

No

What is the sewer/treatment system annual asset renewal cost as a percentage of its total replacement cost?

n/a

Describe the Asset Management System.
Check all that apply

Spreadsheet

Accouting Software

11



@ Specialized Software

Please answer the following: - 2023 Capital Assets Cumulative Depreciation?

2,082,248

Please answer the following: - 2023 Capital Assets Book Value?
Book Value = total cost - accumulated depreciation

3,666,375

Part V: PROJECTED CAPITAL INVESTMENT COSTS
Please answer the following questions regarding PROJECTED CAPITAL INVESTMENT COSTS.

Cost of projected capital improvements - Please enter a valid numerical value. - 20237

55840

Cost of projected capital improvements - Please enter a valid numerical value. - 2024 through 2028?

1269489

12



Cost of projected capital improvements - Please enter a valid numerical value. - 2029 through 2033?

16949726

Cost of projected capital improvements - Please enter a valid numerical value. - 2034 through 2038?

Cost of projected capital improvements - Please enter a valid numerical value. - 2039 through 20437

1228623

Purpose of Capital Improvements - 2023?
Check all that apply.

:1-_’ Replace/Restore
New Technology

Increased Capacity

Purpose of projected Capital Improvements - 2024 through 20287
Check all that apply.

Replace/Restore

13



New Technology

increased Capacity

Purpose of projected Capital Improvements - 2029 through 2033?
Check all that apply.

Replace/Restore
New Technology

Increased Capacity

Purpose of projected Capital Improvements - 2034 through 2038?
Check alll that apply.

J Replace/Restore

New Technology

increased Capacity

Purpose of projected Capital Improvements from 2039 through 2043?
Check all that apply.

14



¥4 Replace/Restore
New Technology

Increased Capacity

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

True

False

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
the 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 wqinfodata@utah.gov and we will contact you as soon as possible. You may also visit our
Frequently Asked Questions page.

Do you have a collection system?

The answer to this question is obvious in most cases, but for clarification, some wastewater systems consist of only wastewater collections (answer Yes). Some
wastewater systems do not have a collection system but receive wastewater from separate collection system jurisdictions (answer No). Some wastewater systems have
treatment and collections and consider their entire system as one entity (answer Yes). Some wastewater systems have treatment and collections, but consider their
collections a separate entity from treatment (answer No). If you have treatment but have an independent collection system and you answered "No," you must enter your
collection system separately as an independent response to the survey.

Yes
15



No

Collection System

The collection of wastewater in a system of pipes and possibly pump stations that deliver wastewater to a treatment system that may or may not be independent of
the treatment system.

This form is completed by [name]?

The person completing this form may receive Continuing Education Units (CEUs).

Jake Meibos

Part I: SYSTEM DESCRIPTION
Please answer the following questions regarding SYSTEM DESCRIPTION.

What is the largest diameter pipe in the collection system?
Please enter the diameter in inches.

12

What is the average depth of the collection system?
Please enter the depth in feet.

16



What is the total length of sewer pipe in the collection system?
Please enter the length in miles.

32

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

0

What is the largest capacity lift/pump station in the collection system?
Please enter the design capacity in gpm.

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

Yes

No

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

1954

17



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

unknown

Part Il: DISCHARGES
Please answer the following questions regarding DISCHARGES.

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

0

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

3

Sanitary Sewer Overflow (SSO)

Class 1 - a Significant SSO means a SSO 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 1o 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

18



What is the number of Class 1 SSOs in Calendar year 2023?

0

What is the number of Class 2 SSOs in Calendar year 2023?

1

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

Pump failure of private contractor

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

Contractor

Part lll: NEW DEVELOPMENT
Please answer the following questions regarding 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

19



No

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

Yes

No

What is the number of new commercial/industrial connections in 2023?

1

What is the number of new residential sewer connections added in 2023?

6

How many equivalent residential connections are served?

2866

Part IV: OPERATOR CERTIFICATION
Please answer the following questions regarding OPERATOR CERTIFICATION.

20



How many collection system operators do you employ?

4

What is the approximate population served?

9550

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

appropriately certified at no less than the Facility's Grade. List the designated Chief Operator/DRC for the Collection System by: First
and Last Name, Grade, and email.
Grades: Grade |, Grade Il, Grade !ll, and Grade V.

Jake Meibos, Grade ll, jakem@washingtonterracecity.org

Please list all other Collection System operators with DRC responsibilities in the field, by name and certification grade. Please separate

names and certification grade for each operator by commas.
Grades: Grade |, Grade Il, Grade Ill, and Grade IV.

Denzil Remington grade IV

Please list all other Collection System operators by name and certification grade. Please separate names and certification grades for
each operator by commas.
Grades: Grade |, Grade i, Grade lll, and Grade V.

Curtis Gerritsen grade Il, Dustin Goza grade |
21



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

Yes

No

Part V: FACILITY MAINTENANCE
Please answer the following questions regarding FACILITY MAINTENANCE.

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

Yes

No

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

Yes

No

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

22



Yes

No

Do you have a written safety plan for sewer systems?

Yes

No

Is the entire collections system TV inspected at least every 5 years?

Yes

No

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

Yes

No

Part VI: SSMP EVALUATION
23



Please answer the following questions regarding SSMP EVALUATION.

Have you completed a Sewer System Management Plan (SSMP)?

Yes

No

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

Yes

No

Has the completed SSMP been public noticed?

Yes

No

When SSMP to be PNed

When will the SSMP be Public Noticed?

24



MM

DD

YYYY

Continue 1

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

Yes

No

What adjustments were made to the SSMP (i.e. line cleaning, CCTV inspections, manhole inspections, and/or SSO events)?

N/A

25



During 2023, was any part of the SSMP audited as part of the five year audit?

Yes

No

If yes, what part of the SSMP was audited and were changes made to the SSMP as a result of the audit?

Asset management

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

Yes

No

Part VIl NARRATIVE EVALUATION
Piease answer the following questions regarding NARRATIVE EVALUATION.

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

The system consists of concrete pipe, clay pipe and PVC pipe. The concrete and clay pipe are the original pipe that was installed. The overall condition of
the system is good. frequent monitoring of the system will identify any deficiencies.

26



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

Remove and Replace, Insitu lining.

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

No known problems

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

Yes

No

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

100%
Partially

Does not pay

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

27



Yes

No

Do you have any additional comments?

no

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

True

False

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
the 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.

Wastewater Treatment Options

You have either just completed or just bypassed questions about a Collection System. This section (the questions below) determines the next set of questions that
you will be presented based on the choice you make for treatment.

28



What kind of wastewater treatment do you have in your wastewater treatment system?
If you have treatment, you must choose from Mechanical Plant, Discharging Lagoon, or Non-Discharging Lagoon. If you don't have treatment then choose "No
Treatment." Choose only one answer.

Mechanical Plant
Discharging Lagoon
Non-Discharging Lagoon

No Treatment of Wastewater

Adopt & Sign

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

True

False

Has this been adopted by the City Council or District Board? *

yes

No

29



Not Adopted by Council

What date will it be presented to the City Council or District Board? *

MM
05
DD
07
YYYY

2024

End of Survey

This is the end of the survey. Please make sure you have submitted your responses for each section. Thank you for your participation
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City Council City of
Staff Report ASHINGTON LERRACE

Atk

Author: Jake Meibos

Subject: CW-14, CW 30 change order
Date: 4/3/2024

Type of Item: Discussion / Approval

Summary Recommendation: Approve Change order(s) #1 & #2 for the 300-west water line
replacement project.

Description:
A. Topic: City Council approval is requested for the change orders #1 & #2 for the 300 -
west water line replacement project.

B. Background: As construction progresses there have been a few unforeseen items come
to our attention that need to be addressed and added to the scope of the project to
successfully complete the installation of the new water main.

According to the Contracting and Purchasing Policy all change orders are over 10% of
the previously approved contract.

5. The following items require City Council approval unless otherwise exempted in
these

following rules:

a. All contracts (as defined) over $25,000.

b. All contracts and purchases awarded through the formal bidding or request for
proposal process over $25,000.

¢. Accumulated “change orders” which would overall increase a previously
approved

contract by:

i. The lesser of 20% or $25,000 for contracts of $250,000 or less;

ii. More than 10% for contracts over $250,000.

C. Analysis: See attached Change Orders #1 & #2

D. Fiscal Impact:
Original contract amount: $349,837.50

Change Order #1: $11,956.51
Change Order #2: $19,556.48
Quantity Change: $3,500

Total Change Order amount: $35,012.99
Total adjusted Contract price: $381,350.49



The total amount approved including engineering and contingency is $384,821.25. The
adjusted contract amount will remain with in budget and the total approved amount.

E. Department Review: Public Works Dir., Finance and Jones & Associates.
Alternatives:
A. Approve the Request: Staff is requesting Council to approve Change Orders #1 & #2 for
$35,012.99 and an additional 20% ($76,270) to the adjusted contract amount. The reason
for the additional amount is to anticipate future change orders or quantity changes to the

scope of the project. $457,620.49

The total budgeted amount is $555,000

B. Deny The Request: Denying the request will delay the completion of the project.

C. Continue the Item/Impact: Continue the item will delay the project.



DocuSign Envelope ID: C1669500-2BAE-44BD-B71B-1462A68654CE

Change Order No. 1

Project: 300 West Water Replacement Project

Owner: Washington Terrace Date of Contract: 2/7/2024
Engineer: Jones & Associates Notice to Proceed: 2/7/2024
Contractor: Kapp Construction Completion Date: 5/1/2024

Description: Church property larger service lateral

Attachments: Cost Breakdown

The Contract Documents are modified as follows upon execution of this Change Order:

CHANGE IN CONTRACT PRICE:

CHANGE IN CONTRACT TIMES:

Original Contract Price:
S 349,837.50

Change from previously approved Change Orders
(- for decrease):

S -

Contract Price prior to this Change Order:
S 349,837.50

Change amount of this Change Order:
S 11,956.51

Total Adjusted Contract Price:
S 361,794.01

Original Contract Times:

Substantial Completion: 5/1/2024

Change from previously approved Change Orders (in
days; - for decrease):

days
Contract Times prior to this Change Order:

Substantial Completion: 5/1/2024
Change amount of this Change Order:

days
Total Adjusted Contract Times:
Substantial Completion: 5/1/2024

DocuSigned by:

Jake Meibos

Recommended for Approval by Engineer: Date:
S—
<;j\\ -~ 2/27/2024
Shane Taggart ~__ )
Authorized for Owner by: Date:

3/27/2024 | 11:43 AM PDT

Jake Meéibos

Received for Contractor by:

DocuSigned by:

Jand Py

2F2894C2E32242D

Date:

3/27/2024 | 1:07 PM MDT

Kapp Construction

wA/LY

ONES & : 2
]\\s()(l\n\ Consulting Engineers




DocuSign Envelope ID: C1669500-2BAE-44BD-B71B-1462A68654CE

Change Order No. 1
Change Order No. 1

CHANGE IN CONTRACT PRICE:

No. Description Quantity Unit Price Total Price
CHANGE ORDER ITEMS
100 |Cost difference btwn MJ fittings/FLG fittngs 1[LS S 4,387.96 4,387.96
101 |Furnish & Install 2" Water Service Lateral w Meter 1{EA S 7,568.55 7,568.55
Total Change due to Change Orders: 11,956.51
CHANGE IN CONTRACT TIMES:
1 Additional Time Required - days

Total Change in Contract Times:

days




DocuSign Envelope ID: C1669500-2BAE-44BD-B71B-1462A68654CE

Change Order No. 2

Project: 300 West Water Replacement Project

Owner: Washington Terrace Date of Contract: 2/7/2024
Engineer: Jones & Associates Notice to Proceed: 2/7/2024
Contractor: Kapp Construction Completion Date: 5/1/2024

Attachments: Cost Breakdown

The Contract Documents are modified as follows upon execution of this Change Order:
Description: James Place service lateral connection and new valve

CHANGE IN CONTRACT PRICE:

CHANGE IN CONTRACT TIMES:

Original Contract Price:
S 349,837.50

Change from previously approved Change Orders
(- for decrease):
S 11,956.51

Original Contract Times:

Substantial Completion: 5/1/2024

Change from previously approved Change Orders (in
days; - for decrease):

DocuSigned by:

Jake Meibros

days
Contract Price prior to this Change Order: Contract Times prior to this Change Order:
S 361,794.01 Substantial Completion: 5/1/2024
Change amount of this Change Order: Change amount of this Change Order:
S 19,556.48
days
Total Adjusted Contract Price: Total Adjusted Contract Times:
S 381,350.49 Substantial Completion: 5/1/2024
Recommended for Approval by Engineer: Date:
C%\\/" _ 3/22/2024
Shane Taggart
Authorized for Owner by: Date:

3/27/2024 | 11:43 AM PDT

FIF8DOESStEF447

Jake Meibos

Received for Contractor by:

(ud pomy

Date:

3/27/2024 | 1:07 PM MDT

894C2E32242D) .

Kap;p2 onstruction

wALY

ONES & 7 2
l\\\()( ures consulting Engineers




DocuSign Envelope ID: C1669500-2BAE-44BD-B71B-1462A68654CE

Change Order No. 2
Change Order No. 2

CHANGE IN CONTRACT PRICE:

No. Description Quantity Unit Price Total Price
CHANGE ORDER ITEMS

200 [Parts for tee and valve to James Place 1[LS S  3,956.48 3,956.48

201 |Compation test with native proctor 1{LS S 4,500.00 4,500.00

202 |Asphalt Temporary Patch 3,000]sf S 3.70 11,100.00
Total Change due to Change Orders: 19,556.48

Quantity Change

16 Waterline Connection (6") 1lea S 3,500.00 3,500.00
Total Change due to Change Orders: 3,500.00

CHANGE IN CONTRACT TIMES:

1 Additional Time Required - days

Total Change in Contract Times: - days




City Council ASHINGTON ] ERRACE
Staff Report
p Utk

Author: Clayton Peterson
Subject: Engine Purchase
Date: 03/27/2024

Type of Item: Staff Report

Summary Recommendation:

It is recommended that the City Council approve the purchase of a new Pierce Saber fire
engine from Siddons Martin to replace the city's current fire engine, built-in 1997. This purchase
is supported by a Community Project Funding grant in collaboration with Representative Blake
Moore and requires a 45% match from the city. Importantly, the purchase amount includes
essential equipment for the new fire engine, ensuring it is fully outfitted for service upon
delivery.

Description:

A. Fiscal Impact:

The total cost of the new fire engine is $822,436.00. The city secured a grant of
$467,000.00 towards this purchase, so the financial implications for the city need to be carefully
considered, including the breakdown of costs between the grant and the city's Contribution.

B. Department Review:

Replacing the 1997 fire engine is critical, as it has exceeded its life expectancy and
increased maintenance costs. The new Pierce Saber fire engine, currently under construction and
expected for delivery by late June to early July, comes with a variable warranty of 3 to 10 years,
ensuring coverage for different engine components.

Alternatives:

A. Approve the Request:

Approving the request will ensure the replacement of an outdated fire engine with a new,
more reliable, and warranted engine, thereby reducing maintenance costs and improving
emergency response capabilities.

B. Deny the Request:
Denying the request could result in increased maintenance costs and potential service
interruptions due to the aging current fire engine, as well as losing the grant funding.

C. Continue the Item/Impact:

Postponing the decision could allow further investigation into alternatives or negotiation
for better terms. However, it may also delay the benefits of a new engine and risk the grant's
availability and the engine's delivery timeline.



Financial Breakdown:

The total cost of the fire engine is $822,436.00. With the grant covering $467,000.00, the
city's 45% match would be:

The financial breakdown for the purchase of the new fire engine is as follows:

e Grant Amount (Community Project Funding): $467,000.00

« City's Contribution: $355,436.00

This allocation allows the city to effectively leverage the grant, covering a significant
portion of the costs. The city's match fulfills the requirement to secure the new Pierce Saber fire
engine. This investment ensures a modern and efficient response to emergencies and wisely
manages the city's financial resources, considering the long-term benefits of reduced
maintenance costs and the security offered by the warranties.

Conclusion:

Given the fiscal considerations, the benefits of upgrading to a newer engine, and the
Community Project Funding grant support, the City Council should strongly approve the
purchase of the new fire engine. This action will enhance the city's emergency response
capabilities while adhering to fiscal responsibilities.




Siddons Martin Emergency Group, LLC
7285 S. 700 West

Midvale, UT 84047

Business Number 221B

March 28, 2024

Clay Peterson, Fire Chief
WASHINGTON TERRACE FIRE
DEPARTMENT

4700 S 300 W

WASHINGTON TERRACE, UT 84405

Proposal For: 2024,Washington Terrace ,Pumper

Siddons-Martin Emergency Group, LLC is pleased to provide the following proposal to WASHINGTON TERRACE FIRE
DEPARTMENT. Unit will comply with all specifications attached and made a part of this proposal. Total price includes delivery
FOB WASHINGTON TERRACE FIRE DEPARTMENT and training on operation and use of the apparatus.

Description Amount

Qty. 1 - 41161 - Pierce-Custom Saber FR Pumper, 2nd Gen

(Unit Price - $822,436.00)

Delivery within 3-4 months of order date

QUOTE # - SMEG-0007437-3 Vehicle Price $822,436.00

41161 - UNIT TOTAL $822,436.00

SUB TOTAL $822,436.00

NASPO MA3905
TOTAL $822,436.00

Price guaranteed for 60 days. Unit is a stock truck and can be sold at any time.

Additional: Due to global supply chain constraints, any delivery date contained herein is a good faith estimate as of the date
of this order/contract, and merely an approximation based on current information. Delivery updates will be made available,
and a final firm delivery date will be provided as soon as possible.

Taxes: Tax is not included in this proposal. In the event that the purchasing organization is not exempt from sales tax or any
other applicable taxes and/or the proposed apparatus does not qualify for exempt status, it is the duty of the purchasing
organization to pay any and all taxes due. Balance of sale price is due upon acceptance of the apparatus at the factory.

Proposal 2024, Washington Terrace Page 1 of 2 March 28, 2024
,Pumper



Late Fee: A late fee of .033% of the sale price will be charged per day for overdue payments beginning ten (10) days after
the payment is due for the first 30 days. The late fee increases to .044% per day until the payment is received. In the event a
prepayment is received after the due date, the discount will be reduced by the same percentages above increasing the cost
of the apparatus.

Cancellation: In the event this proposal is accepted and a purchase order is issued then cancelled or terminated by
Customer before completion, Siddons-Martin Emergency Group may charge a cancellation fee. The following charge
schedule based on costs incurred may be applied:

(A) 10% of the Purchase Price after order is accepted and entered by Manufacturer;

(B) 20% of the Purchase Price after completion of the approval drawings;

(C) 30% of the Purchase Price upon any material requisition.

The cancellation fee will increase accordingly as costs are incurred as the order progresses through engineering and into
manufacturing. Siddons-Martin Emergency Group endeavors to mitigate any such costs through the sale of such product to
another purchaser; however, the customer shall remain liable for the difference between the purchase price and, if
applicable, the sale price obtained by Siddons-Martin Emergency Group upon sale of the product to another purchaser, plus
any costs incurred by Siddons-Martin to conduct such sale.

Acceptance: In an effort to ensure the above stated terms and conditions are understood and adhered to, Siddons-Martin
Emergency Group, LLC requires an authorized individual from the purchasing organization sign and date this proposal and
include it with any purchase order. Upon signing of this proposal, the terms and conditions stated herein will be considered
binding and accepted by the Customer. The terms and acceptance of this proposal will be governed by the laws of the state
of Utah. No additional terms or conditions will be binding upon Siddons-Martin Emergency Group, LLC unless agreed to in
writing and signed by a duly authorized officer of Siddons-Martin Emergency Group, LLC.

Sincerely,
2h rentaen

Joshua Evertsen

l, , the authorized representative of WASHINGTON TERRACE FIRE DEPARTMENT, agree to
purchase the proposed and agree to the terms of this proposal and the specifications attached hereto.

Signature & Date

Proposal 2024, Washington Terrace Page 2 of 2 March 28, 2024
,Pumper



ZIONS PUBLIC FINANCE, INC.

Riverdale, South Ogden, Washington Terrace
Fire District Study
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DRAFT Fire District Feasibility Study
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DRAFT Fire District Feasibility Study

m|N|

FIRE DISTRICT FEASIBILITY STUDY

Background

The purpose of this study is to evaluate the feasibility of a combined Fire District that includes Riverdale,
South Ogden and Washington Terrace.

There are currently four fire stations in the study area - one in Riverdale, two in South Ogden and one in
Washington Terrace. Riverdale and South Ogden both have full-time firefighter staffs whereas
Washington Terrace is a part-time fire department.

EYETECTY

315\5\

W 3300 S St 31st St

Ay swep
AV UOSIBYD
BAY LOSYE

Ogden-Hinckley g
Airport

430 e
s Weber State
W 4400 S 4 ) Urg\é%r;l]ty

Wasatch D¢

Roy

a-

Es
5008
E 6650 S

This analysis assumes that the District to be formed will eventually be a fully separate, autonomous local
district, with full taxing powers. However, in the short term, the District may be fee funded, with a later
transition to a taxing district.

Executive Summary

The results of the study indicate that the creation of a Fire District is financially feasible, but that costs
and service levels will need to increase significantly for Washington Terrace.

If all three cities form a Fire District, South Ogden would likely see a slight increase in cost, for a primary
residence with a market value of $250,000, of approximately $16.57 per year. Riverdale residents would
see costs decrease by about $23.31 per year for the same primary residence - from the current cost of
$271.13 to $247.81. However, Riverdale is in a unique situation. As a community with a large sales tax
base, much of its fire costs are paid for through sales tax revenues, rather than through property taxes.
In fact, Riverdale’s current property taxes are less than its cost for its Fire Department. Since property
tax rates in Riverdale could not be reduced sufficiently to account for the transfer of costs to a District,
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Riverdale residents would be better served by having the District be a fee-based District, rather than
funded solely through property taxes.

Washington Terrace would see its current fire costs of $127.26 per $250,000 primary residence increase
to $247.81 annually, but it would also see its service levels increase substantially.

TABLE 1: TAX IMPACTS BY COMMUNITY

Current Maximum . .
Projected Fire Cost

Property Tax Fire Cost per e
2018 Tax Rate Payments on a $250,000 Residence IrS‘ZDSI;t:JI;(t) ZP(:ilr:aprer
$250,000 Primary 2018 - v
. Residence
Residence
Riverdale 0.001078 $148.23 $271.13 $247.81
South Ogden 0.002900 $398.75 $231.24 $247.81
Washington Terrace 0.002881 $396.14 $127.26 $247.81
This represents impacts to residents in each community as follows:
TABLE 2: TAX SAVINGS BY COMMUNITY
Current Annual Impact on
Tax Rate Proposed Tax Payments - Projected 52‘; 0.000
Reduction to Rate 2019 for $250,000 Annual Prim'ary
General Fund District Pr'lmary Payments 2019 Residence 2019
Residence)
Riverdale 0.0019718* 0.0018023 $271.13* $247.81 ($23.31)*
South Ogden 0.0016818 0.0018023 $231.24 $247.81 $16.57
Washington
Terrace 0.0009255 0.0018023 $127.26 $247.81 $120.56

*Represents only hypothetical savings for Riverdale as the City cannot reduce its tax rate by the amount shown.
This is due to the fact that its current tax rate is less than the potential reduction amount. Sales tax revenues are
used to pay a large portion of fire services in Riverdale.

A fee structure for the District is most likely going forward. Over time, the District may be able to switch
to a property tax funding basis.

If funded through fees, many possibilities exist, such as formulas driven by population/employment,
calls for service, or taxable value. Future analysis regarding actual implementation plans for a District
will need to be studied. However, in order to give some general parameters to such a study, two
scenarios are shown below. The first allocates costs to each City based on taxable value. This scenario
would make for easy transition to a property-tax funded District because all property owners in a taxing
District pay the same tax rate.

TABLE 3: FEE ALLOCATION BASED ON TAXABLE VALUE
2019 Amount to be
Covered After
Ambulance
Revenues

$3,917,470

Riverdale South Ogden Washington Terrace Total
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2019 Amount to be
Covered After
Ambulance
Revenues

$3,917,470

Taxable Value 2019

Estimate $701,166,502 $1,038,175,623 $420,044,035 $2,159,386,159

Percent of Total
Taxable Value

Cost Allocation $1,272,028 $1,883,416 $762,027 $3,917,470

32% 48% 19% 100%

Another potential cost allocation basis would be calls for service. This scenario puts a higher burden on
Riverdale than does the taxable value basis, but reduces the burden somewhat on South Ogden, and
significantly for Washington Terrace.

TABLE 4: FEE ALLOCATION BASED ON CALLS FOR SERVICE

2019 Amount to be
Covered After

Ambulance 33,917,470
Revenues

Riverdale South Ogden Washington Terrace Total
Fire Calls for Service 486 503 126 1,115
Percent of Total Fire 44% 45% 11% 100%
Calls
Cost Allocation $1,707,525 $1,767,253 $442,692 $3,917,470

Based on discussions with the respective cities and their fire departments, significant benefits will occur
due to reduced response times for fire and EMS. These improved response times and service levels are
detailed in a separate report drafted by the fire departments of Riverdale and South Ogden.

Growth in Services

Growth in services and costs comes from three factors:

e Growth in residential and nonresidential development
e Inflation
e Increased level of services

For the purposes of this study, changes in the first two factors are included throughout. Service levels
are considered to be constant for Riverdale and South Ogden, but may change for Washington Terrace
depending on the level of full-time staff at the City’s station and level of participation by Washington
Terrace.

Population Growth

Riverdale has the smallest population of any of the three communities, and has the lowest projected
growth rates going forward. All three of the communities are projected to be at buildout by 2040, with
little or no growth after that time.

Zions Public Finance, Inc. | July 2018



DRAFT Fire District Feasibility Study

TABLE 5: POPULATION GROWTH PROJECTIONS, 2010-2060

2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 2060
Riverdale 8,426 9,093 9,365 9,694 9,544 9,409
South Ogden 16,532 17,941 18,885 19,387 19,387 19,399
Washington Terrace 9,067 9,857 10,446 13,456 13,567 13,358

TABLE 6: POPULATION GROWTH RATES AND ABSOLUTE GROWTH, 2010-2060

2010-2020  2020-2030  2030-2040  2040-2050  2050-2060 _C'A:
Growth
Riverdale AAGR* 0.76% 0.30% 0.35% -0.16% -0.14%
Riverdale, Absolute Growth 667 272 329 -149 -136 983
South Ogden AAGR 0.82% 0.51% 0.26% 0.00% 0.01%
South Ogden, Absolute 1,409 944 502 0 12 2,867
Growth
Washington Terrace AAGR 0.84% 0.58% 2.56% 0.08% -0.16%
Washington Terrace 790 589 3,010 111 209 4,291

Absolute Growth
*AAGR = average annual growth rate

While Riverdale has the smallest population base, it has the largest commercial base, as reflected in its
significantly larger sales tax revenues from commercial development. Riverdale’s 2016 total retail sales
reached $792,691,046, while South Ogden’s retail sales were at $367,431,324 - less than half those of
Riverdale. However, even with the stronger commercial base in Riverdale, fire and EMS calls for service
are significantly higher in South Ogden. EMS calls that result in transports will result in revenues to the
District whereas fire calls for service do not.

TABLE 7: FIRE AND EMS CALLS FOR SERVICE

FIRE South Ogden Riverdale Washington Terrace
2012 245 148

2013 296 157

2014 326 164

2015 301 259 83
2016 431 459 112
2017 503 486 126
EMS

2012 1,543 698

2013 1,580 744 719
2014 1,579 786 741
2015 1,784 856 805
2016 2,138 1,004 894
2017 1,960 930 1,001

Community Comparisons

The proposed Fire District is significantly older, with higher percentages of the population age 75+, than
is seen statewide. Generally, this suggests more EMS calls per capita, which would result in more
transports, which means more revenues for the Fire District. However, Medicare reimbursement costs
are far lower than private insurance reimbursement and lower than Medicaid reimbursements. This
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could therefore place increased demand on services but result in less average revenue per transport.
Based on interviews with the billing companies serving these three communities, the demographic
makeup of a community plays a large role in the ambulance revenues received from EMS calls and
transports.

TABLE 8: COMPARATIVE AGE FACTORS

. South Washington State of
Weber County Riverdale Ogden Terrace Utah
Median Age 30.7 31.7 31.6 31.1 29.2
Age 65+ (percent of 10.1% 11.7% 14.4% 14.2% 11.0%
population)
Age 75+ 4.8% 5.1% 8.0% 8.5% 4.0%

(percent of population)
In terms of taxable value, South Ogden has the highest taxable value.

TABLE 9: COMPARATIVE TAXABLE VALUE
2017 Taxable Value

Riverdale $660,916,676
South Ogden $978,580,095
Washington Terrace $395,931,789

The following table helps explain why it is more advantageous for Riverdale to join the Fire District than
for South Ogden. With a similar number of fire calls in the two cities, but with significantly higher taxable
value in South Ogden, South Ogden has more taxable value per fire call. Therefore, Riverdale benefits
more by increasing its taxable value per call if it joins with South Ogden.

TABLE 10: TAXABLE VALUE PER FIRE CALL

Taxable Value per Fire Call 2017 Fire Calls Taxable Value Taxable Value per Fire Call

Riverdale 486 $660,916,676 $1,359,911
South Ogden 503 $978,580,095 $1,945,487
Washington Terrace 126 $395,931,789 $3,142,316

Service Levels

Service levels are expected to increase for all communities if a District is created. However, Washington
Terrace would see the greatest increase in service levels through the addition of full-time firefighters to
its station, as well as improved ambulance response times.

A prior study completed for Washington Terrace showed that current response times by the City’s Fire
Department average 3.5 minutes per call. These numbers are shown in the chart below:
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Average Response Time Per Year
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However, Washington Terrace’s current ambulance service, provided by Ogden City, generally lags
about four minutes behind the arrival of the Fire Department, as shown in the following data:

TABLE 11: OGDEN CITY AMBULANCE RESPONSE TIMES IN WASHINGTON TERRACE

Response Type Average Time
Alpha 00:08:42
Bravo 00:07:19
Charlie 00:07:32
Delta 00:06:56
Echo 00:05:35
Zulu 00:06:12
Overall Average 00:07:34

Source: City of Washington Terrace

Therefore, Washington Terrace estimates that it could reduce its EMS response times by roughly one-
half if it were to provide the services directly rather than contracting with Ogden City. In other words,
Washington Terrace would see a significant improvement in service levels if it joins the District. Service
levels for Riverdale and South Ogden are not anticipated to change.

Washington Terrace would also see improved staffing levels at its fire station if it were to join the
District. These staffing levels are shown below.

e Station 81 — South Ogden
o Captain
o Engineer
o FT Firefighter

Zions Public Finance, Inc. | July 2018



o PT Firefighter
Station 82 — South Ogden
o Captain
o Engineer
o PT Firefighter
Station 41 - Riverdale
o  Full-Time Fire Captain
o Full-Time Engineer
o Part-Time Firefighter
Station 51 — Washington Terrace
o Full-Time Captain
o Part-Time Firefighter
o Part-Time Firefighter

DRAFT Fire District Feasibility Study

The above staffing levels are the level of service included in the operating expense projections for a
consolidated district, and assumes that Washington Terrace will be served by a full-time captain

transferred from the Riverdale station and part-time firefighters.

Operating Expenses

Based on input and meetings with the Fire Chiefs of Riverdale and South Ogden, a consolidated budget

has been prepared, as shown in the table below.

TABLE 12: CONSOLIDATED OPERATING EXPENSE BUDGET COMPARISON — RIVERDALE AND SOUTH OGDEN

EXPENSES

Personnel

Salaries/Wages - Full-Time
Overtime

Salaries/Wages - Part-Time

Shift Coverage Wages

Benefits

Performance Incentives

Clothing Allowance

Subscriptions and Memberships
Travel and Training - Fire/EMS
Office Supplies

Operations & Maintenance
Equipment Supplies and Maintenance
Vehicle Maintenance

Building Utilities or Building Lease
Telephone

Fuel

Professional Services

Insurance Liability

Protective Equipment
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2019

$1,923,685
$208,443
$66,216
$650,000
$1,062,606
$19,124
$35,127
$6,500
$21,000
$3,000

$58,000
$60,000
$160,000
$18,880
$38,000
$83,500
$65,000
$30,000



EXPENSES

Miscellaneous
Ambulance
Ambulance Fees
Ambulance Supplies
Paramedic Aboard Fees
Ambulance Professional Services (Doctor)
Miscellaneous

Public Education

Grant

Capital Overlay

TOTAL

DRAFT Fire District Feasibility Study

2019
$24,000

$34,969
$37,000
$140,000
$12,000

S0

S0
$400,000
$5,157,050

The first five years of projected expenses are as shown below. Operating expense projections for 10
years are shown in Appendix A. Projections assume a combined community growth and inflation rate of

four percent per year.

TABLE 13: OPERATING EXPENSE PROJECTIONS, 2019-2023

Expenses 2019
Personnel

Salaries/Wages - Full-Time $1,923,685
Overtime $208,443
Salaries/Wages - Part-Time $66,216
Shift Coverage Wages $650,000
Benefits $1,062,606
Performance Incentives $19,124
Clothing Allowance $35,127
Subscriptions and Memberships $6,500
Travel and Training - Fire/EMS $21,000
Office Supplies $3,000
Operations & Maintenance

sso
Vehicle Maintenance $60,000
f:;l;:leing Utilities or Building $160,000
Telephone 518,880
Fuel $38,000
Professional Services $83,500
Insurance Liability $65,000
Protective Equipment $30,000
Miscellaneous $24,000
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2020

$2,000,632
$216,781
$68,865
$676,000
$1,105,111
$19,889
$36,532
$6,760
$21,840
$3,120

$60,320
$62,400
$166,400

$19,635
$39,520
$86,840
$67,600
$31,200
$24,960

2021 2022 2023
$2,080,657 $2,163,884 $2,250,439
$225,452 $234,470 $243,849
$71,620 $74,484 $77,464
$703,040 $731,162 $760,408
$1,149,315 $1,195,288 $1,243,099
$20,684 $21,512 $22,372
$37,993 $39,513 $41,094
$7,030 $7,312 $7,604
$22,714 $23,622 $24,567
$3,245 $3,375 $3,510
$62,733 $65,242 $67,852
$64,896 $67,492 $70,192
$173,056 $179,978 $187,177
$20,421 $21,237 $22,087
$41,101 $42,745 $44,455
$90,314 $93,926 $97,683
$70,304 $73,116 $76,041
$32,448 $33,746 $35,096
$25,958 $26,997 $28,077
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Expenses 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023
Ambulance

Ambulance Fees $34,969 $36,368 $37,822 $39,335 $40,909
Ambulance Supplies $37,000 $38,480 $40,019 $41,620 $43,285
Paramedic Aboard Fees $140,000 $145,600 $151,424 $157,481 $163,780
fg;i’:;?;‘ce Professional Services $12,000 $12,480 $12,979 $13,498 $14,038
Miscellaneous

Public Education SO SO SO SO SO
Grant $0 $0 S0 $0 $0
Capital Overlay $400,000 $416,000 $432,640 $449,946 $467,943
TOTAL $5,157,050 $5,363,332 $5,577,866 $5,800,980 $6,033,020

Washington Terrace has a much smaller fire department budget. The budget is smaller for two primary
reasons: 1) the City has a part-time fire department rather than a full-time staff; and 2) no ambulance
costs are included as the City currently contracts with Ogden City to provide its EMS services. The City’s
budget is included to show the magnitude of the changes anticipated for Washington Terrace.

TABLE 14: WASHINGTON TERRACE FIRE BUDGET, FY 2017-2018

Washington Terrace Budget Amount
Salaries & Wages $154,000
Benefits $42,000
Uniform Allowance $3,000
Membership, Books, Subscriptions $300
Travel & Training $3,000
Office Supplies & Maintenance $800
Equipment O&M $2,000
Building & Grounds O&M S600
Telecommunications $6,350
Professional & Technical $4,700
Personal Protective Gear $7,190
Services & Supplies $8,000
Fire Prevention Education S500
Small Equipment $3,326
Vehicle Operations $5,927
Vehicle Repairs/Maintenance $9,050
Vehicle Insurance $5,700
TOTAL $256,443

Washington Terrace’s portion of the budget would need to increase significantly if it were to join the
District and provide the same level of full-time firefighters at the Washington Terrace station as at the
other three stations in the district.

11
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Operating Revenues

Ambulance revenues are used to offset the costs associated with providing ambulance services. In many
instances, when there are sufficient ambulance transports, ambulance revenues exceed ambulance
costs and can be a source of revenue for cities or districts to offset other services.

Ambulance revenue for each of the three communities is as shown in the tables below:

TABLE 15: RIVERDALE AMBULANCE REVENUES, 2013-2017

Riverdale Ambulance 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
Riverdale EMS Calls 744 786 856 1,004 930
Riverdale Billed Transports 366 380 414 430 364
Riverdale Ambulance $188,188 $186,196 $195,452 $227,354 $204,777
Revenues
A R

verage Revenue per $562.57
Transport

TABLE 16: SOUTH OGDEN AMBULANCE REVENUES, 2013-2017

South Ogden Ambulance 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017

South Ogden EMS Calls 1,580 1,579 1,784 2,138 1,960
South Ogden Billed Transports 625 948 1,088 1,283 1,082
South Ogden Ambulance Revenues $358,778 $418,588 $483,054 $540,069
Average Revenue per Transport $499.14

TABLE 17: WASHINGTON TERRACE-AMBULANCE REVENUES, 2013-2017

Washington Terrace Ambulance 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
Washington Terrace EMS Calls 719 741 805 852 913
Washington Terrace Billed Transports 483 471 502
Washington Terrace Ambulance

Revenues $294,576 $287,283 $314,715
Average Revenue per Transport $626.92

Total overall transport collection amounts for various cities in Weber County are as follows (city names
were not released to the consultants by the billing service):

City 1- 5712
City 2 - $692
City 3 - $528
City 4 - $795
City 5 - $604
Weber County average - $625

O O O O O O

The weighted average revenue per transport for Riverdale, South Ogden and Washington Terrace is
$544, lower than the Weber County average. Riverdale’s average is $562.57; South Ogden’s average is
$499.14; and Washington Terrace’s average is $626.92.

Based on past trends in ambulance growth revenues, future ambulance revenues have been projected
to grow at 3.5 percent per year in the District. Revenue projections for five years are shown in the table
below. 10-year revenue projections are shown in Appendix B.

12
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TABLE 18: AMBULANCE REVENUE PROJECTIONS — MIEETHOD 1

Ambulance Revenues 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023
Riverdale $235,670 $243,918 $252,455 $261,291 $270,436
South Ogden $666,780 $690,117 $714,271 $739,271 $765,145
Washington Terrace $337,131 $348,931 $361,143 $373,783 $386,866
TOTAL Ambulance Fees $1,239,581 $1,282,966 $1,327,870 $1,374,345 $1,422,447

A second method was employed to verify the accuracy of projected ambulance revenues. This second
method does not use a constant growth rate in revenues (3.5 percent), but rather uses average revenue
per transport of $563 per transport (Riverdale City current average). The revenue per transport is then
grown by two percent per year. The number of transports is grown by four percent per year.! The
comparative ambulance fees from method 2 are shown below:

TABLE 19: AMBULANCE REVENUE PROJECTIONS — METHOD 2

Ambulance Revenues 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023
TOTAL Ambulance Fees $1,198,335 $1,240,277 $1,283,686 $1,328,615 $1,375,117

Fiscal Impacts

Comparative Districts

A comparison table of other fire districts shows the 2017 tax rates in these districts, as well as taxable
value and the property tax burden on a primary residence with a market value of $250,000.> There are
some districts, such as South Davis Metro Fire that are supported by fees from cities, as well as a
property tax rate by the district. Therefore, the property tax burden appears low when compared to
other districts. Note that Weber Fire District (shown below) has two property tax rates as the bond rate
is shown separately. Therefore, the full tax burden in the Weber Fire District needs to combine both
rates for a total impact of $299.34 on a primary residence with a market value of $250,000.

TABLE 20: COMPARISON WITH UTAH FIRE DISTRICTS
Impact on $250,000

Tax Rates Taxable Value . R

Primary Residence
Rockville/Springdale Fire Protection District 0.000195 $248,970,435 $26.81
Summit County Wildland Fire Service Area 0.000254 $287,767,653 $34.93
South Summit Fire Protection District 0.000278 $866,206,887 $38.23
Millard County Fire SSD 0.000326 $2,478,832,897 $44.83
South Davis Metro Fire 0.000368 $7,852,858,026 $50.60
Laketown Fire District 0.000392 $113,190,315 $53.90
Wasatch County Fire Protection SSD 0.000399 $4,483,593,014 $54.86

'There is a large difference in the historic growth rate of transports in the three cities, as well as in the average
revenue per transport. The assumptions used in this analysis are conservative, based on the lower end of historic
trends.

? The taxable value of a primary residence is 55 percent of the market value. Therefore, a primary residence with a
market value of $250,000 would have a taxable value of $137,500.

13
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Impact on $250,000

Tax Rates Taxable Value . .

Primary Residence
Mountain Green Fire Protection District 0.000459 $312,047,328 $63.11
Moab Valley Fire Protection District 0.000531 $1,009,884,688 $73.01
North Summit Fire Protection District 0.00057 $662,531,011 $78.38
Woodruff Fire District 0.000601 $131,456,885 $82.64
North Central Fire SSD 0.000619 $19,724,930 $85.11
North Tooele Fire Protection SSD 0.000701 $1,641,920,215 $96.39
Panguitch Lake Fire Protection District 0.000714 $96,307,967 $98.18
Juab County Fire Protection SSD 0.000732 $928,502,996 $100.65
Mammoth Creek SSD for Fire 0.000737 $57,501,566 $101.34
Park City Fire Service District 0.000742 $15,135,682,503 $102.03
Randolph Fire District 0.000788 $42,503,924 $108.35
Weber Fire District — Bond* 0.00084 $4,236,384,291 $115.50
North View Fire District 0.001153 $1,748,475,728 $158.54
North Davis Fire District 0.001182 $2,072,840,353 $162.53
Weber County Fire District* 0.001337 $4,120,442,690 $183.84
Hurricane Valley Fire District 0.001408 $1,706,206,373 $193.60
Unified Fire Service Area - Salt Lake County 0.001809 $1,102,356,197 $248.74
Unified Fire Service Area 0.001812 $21,058,331,561 $249.15
Garden City Pickleville District 0.00384 $549,992,353 $528.00

*When the Weber Fire District tax rates are combined, the total rate is 0.002177, for total annual property tax
impacts of $299.34 on a primary residence with a market value of $250,000.

Tax Impacts

The tax impacts on residents of Riverdale, South Ogden and Washington Terrace need to be compared
to not only other tax districts, but also to the taxes currently being paid by those property owners for
fire protection services.

If Washington Terrace joins the District as a full partner, then projected fiscal impacts are as follows:

TABLE 21: TAX IMPACT CALCULATIONS — 3-CITY CONSOLIDATED DISTRICT

2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025
:32:'32? $1,239,581  $1,282,966  $1,327,870  $1,374,345  $1,422,447  $1,472,233  $1,523,761
Operating
Expenses $5157,050  $5,363,332  $5577,866  $5,800,980  $6,033,020  $6,274,340  $6,525,314
Amount to
be Covered $3,917,470  $4,080,367  $4,249,996  $4,426,635  $4,610,573  $4,802,108  $5,001,553
by Tax Rate
Fee-in-Lieu $25,659 $25,952 $26,249 $26,548 $26,851 $27,156 $27,465
Revenues
Taxable
Value $2,159,386,159 $2,224,167,744 $2,290,892,776 $2,359,619,560 $2,430,408,146 $2,503,320,391 $2,578,420,003
Tax Rate
Needed 0.00180229  0.00182290  0.00184372  0.00186475  0.00188600  0.00190746  0.00192913
Impact on
$250,000 $247.81 $250.65 $253.51 $256.40 $259.32 $262.28 $265.26
Primary
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2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025

Residence

If all three cities form a Fire District, South Ogden would likely see a slight increase in cost, for a primary
residence with a market value of $250,000, of approximately $16.57 per year. Riverdale residents would
see costs decrease by about $23.31 per year for the same primary residence - from the current cost of
$271.13 to $247.81. However, Riverdale is in a unique situation. As a community with a large sales tax
base, much of its fire costs are paid for through sales tax revenues, rather than through property taxes.
In fact, Riverdale’s current property taxes are less than its cost for its Fire Department. Since property
tax rates in Riverdale could not be reduced sufficiently to account for the transfer of costs to a District,
Riverdale residents would be better served by having the District be a fee-based District, rather than
funded solely through property taxes.

Washington Terrace would see its current fire costs of $127.26 per $250,000 primary residence increase
to $247.81 annually, but it would also see its service levels increase.

TABLE 22: TAX IMPACTS BY COMMUNITY

Current Maximum . .
Projected Fire Cost

Property Tax Fire Cost per S
2018 Tax Rate Payments on a $250,000 Residence Igzlz_:;t(r;;; i?ilnia':‘er
$250,000 Primary 2018 - v
. Residence
Residence
Riverdale 0.001078 $148.23 $271.13 $247.81
South Ogden 0.002900 $398.75 $231.24 $247.81
Washington Terrace 0.002881 $396.14 $127.26 $247.81
This represents impacts to residents in each community as follows:
TABLE 23: TAX SAVINGS BY COMMUNITY
Current Annual Impact on
Tax Rate Proposed Tax Payments - Projected SZ’;O 000
Reduction to Rate 2019 for $250,000 Annual Prim'ary
General Fund District Pr.lmary Payments 2019 Residence 2019
Residence)
Riverdale 0.0019718* 0.0018023 $271.13* $247.81 ($23.31)*
South Ogden 0.0016818 0.0018023 $231.24 $247.81 $16.57
Washington
Terrace 0.0009255 0.0018023 $127.26 $247.81 $120.56

*Represents only hypothetical savings for Riverdale as the City cannot reduce its tax rate by the amount shown.
This is due to the fact that its current tax rate is less than the potential reduction amount. Sales tax revenues are
used to pay a large portion of fire services in Riverdale.

Therefore, a fee structure for the District is most likely going forward. Over time, the District may be
able to switch to a property tax funding basis.

If funded through fees, many possibilities exist, such as formulas driven by population/employment,
calls for service, or taxable value. Future analysis regarding actual implementation plans for a District
will need to be studied. However, in order to give some general parameters to such a study, two
scenarios are shown below. The first allocates costs to each City based on taxable value. This scenario
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would make for easy transition to a property-tax funded District because all property owners in a taxing
District pay the same tax rate.

TABLE 24: FEE ALLOCATION BASED ON TAXABLE VALUE

2019 Amount to be
Covered After

Ambulance 33,917,470
Revenues

Riverdale South Ogden Washington Terrace Total
Taxable Value 2019 $701,166,502 $1,038,175,623 $420,044,035 $2,159,386,159
Estimate
Percent of Total 329% 4% 19% 100%
Taxable Value
Cost Allocation $1,272,028 $1,883,416 $762,027 $3,917,470

Another potential cost allocation basis would be calls for service. This scenario puts a higher burden on
Riverdale than does the taxable value basis, but reduces the burden somewhat on South Ogden, and
significantly for Washington Terrace.

TABLE 25: FEE ALLOCATION BASED ON CALLS FOR SERVICE

2019 Amount to be
Covered After

Ambulance $3,917,470
Revenues

Riverdale South Ogden Washington Terrace Total
Fire Calls for Service 486 503 126 1,115
Percent of Total Fire 44% 45% 11% 100%
Calls
Cost Allocation $1,707,525 $1,767,253 $442,692 $3,917,470

Based on discussions with the respective cities and their fire departments, significant benefits will occur
due to reduced response times for fire and EMS. These improved response times and service levels are
detailed in a separate report drafted by the fire departments of Riverdale and South Ogden.

Capital Equipment and Vehicles

Fleet replacement costs have been included in the operating budget provided previously. The purpose
of this section is to provide more detailed information regarding those costs.

Based on Interviews with Riverdale City, annual fleet replacement costs are estimated at $118,450
annually.

TABLE 26: ANNUAL FLEET REPLACEMENT COSTS — RIVERDALE

Vehicle Type Annual Cost
Fire Trucks $75,000
Ambulances $25,000
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Vehicle Type Annual Cost
Grass Trucks $10,000
Administrative Vehicles $5,000
Leasing Cost $3,450
TOTAL $118,450

South Ogden projects the following vehicle needs.

TABLE 27: ANNUAL FLEET REPLACEMENT COSTS — SOUTH OGDEN

South Ogden 2018 Value  Model Year Regigigment  Replacement Salvage
Year Cost Value

Pierce Platform $275,000 2007 2023 $1,200,000 $200,000
Pierce Engine $10,000 1999 2019 $900,000 SO
Horton Ambulance $75,000 2013 2023 SO $50,000
Horton Ambulance $20,000 2008 2028 $200,000 $50,000
Horton Ambulance $13,500 2003 2023 $200,000 $50,000
Horton Ambulance $13,500 2003 2023 $200,000 $50,000
Ford Explorer Command Vehicle $5,000 2004 2019 $41,500 $3,000
Ford Expedition Command Vehicle $6,000 2005 2019 $41,500 $3,000
Ford Brush Truck $3,500 1998 2020 $85,000 $2,000

Washington Terrace projects the following fleet replacement costs.

TABLE 28: ANNUAL FLEET REPLACEMENT COSTS — WASHINGTON TERRACE

2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028
Capital Fleet $3,000  $3,000  $3,000  $3,000  $3,000  $3,000  $3,000  $3,000  $3,000  $3,000
— Passenger
E:E:mem $61,631  $61,631  $85000  $85,000  $85000  $80,000  $80,000  $80,000  $80,000  $80,000
Capital
Equipment — $32,000 $32,000 $32,000 $22,000 $27,000 $27,000 $27,000 $27,000 $27,000 $27,000
Nonfleet
Total Capital

Requirements $96,631 $96,631 $120,000 $110,000 $115,000 $110,000 $110,000 $110,000 $110,000 $110,000

Case Studies/Lessons Learned

North View Fire District and North Davis Fire District budgets were reviewed as part of this process. In
many respects, a consolidated district would be very similar to these districts — especially to North Davis
Fire. The total taxable value of the proposed Fire District would be $2.2 billion in 2019. The projected
budget is $5.1 million. Projected ambulance income is $1.2 million.

North View Fire District

Taxable Value: $1.8 billion
2018 Budget: $3.1 million
Average Annual Capital Costs (2011-2018): $150,000
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North Davis Fire District

Taxable Value: $2.1 billion
2018 Budget: $4.2 million
Ambulance Income: $1.2 million

Average Annual Capital Costs (past 2 years): $231,000, but have budgeted $450,000 for next year

Proposed District

Taxable Value 2019: $2.2 billion
2019 Budget: $5.1 million
Ambulance Income: $1.2 million

Average Annual Capital/Fleet Costs: $400,000
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