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SECTION I - INTRODUCTION -

SECTION I
INTRODUCTION

A. Background

This Master Traffic & Transportation Plan/Impact Fee Facilities Plan
(MTP) has been prepared to provide street and transportation planning
information for the Santa Clara City service area. Santa Clara City is located
in Washington County, Utah along Highway 91. An area and location map
showing the location of Santa Clara City, is provided as Exhibit I.A-1.

B. Study Need

Santa Clara City has experienced significant growth over the past 30 years.
At times this growth has been somewhat rapid, and has required
improvements and upgrades to much of the City’s public infrastructure in
order to meet the increased demands. In recent years, growth has slowed as the economy went into
recession. However, the Southern Utah housing market has gained momentum and moderate growth
rates are expected over the next few years.

In addition, a potential area of future growth in the City could occur in the area south of the Santa Clara
River known as the “South Hills”. This area is owned by the federal government and is under the control
of the Bureau of Land Management (BLM). The South Hills area had previously been identified in a land
bill as an area of potential disposal. In recent years the discovery of threatened and/or endangered plants
in the South Hills area has delayed future development; however, there has been recent development
south of the river and there is a proposed 70-lot subdivision in the South Hills area being planned for
development in the near future.

C. Study Purpose

The purpose of this MTP is to provide a master plan for the street facilities within the service area of the
City and prepare a financial viability analysis from which the City may take information and
recommendations presented in this MTP for imposing allowable rates, tolls, charges, etc. associated with
the required street facilities capital improvements.

D. Study Area

The service area used for this MTP includes the Santa Clara City limits (3,825 acres according to the latest
version of the City’s General Plan). See Exhibit I.A-1 for approximate location of the City and Exhibit
IIL.E-1 for approximate location boundaries.

There are intersections just outside of the City boundary that will not be included in this MTP as they are
anticipated to be completed by neighboring communities. These include the Pioneer Parkway/Santa Clara
Dr. intersection and the Red Mountain Dr. intersection with the proposed Western Corridor. The Rachel
Dr./Santa Clara Dr. intersection is anticipated to be included in the City boundaries at a later date and
therefore is included in the study area.
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E. Study Process

A summary of the study process is shown in the chart below:

eOrganize the study process including anticipated timeline of study.
eGather necessary information.

eSet up project mapping.

Preliminary *Analyze existing conditions

eReview current and future land uses.
eReview the Road Master Plan and existing road classifications.

Developmen.t i eDevelop traffic projections for 2025, 2035, and 2040.
Transportation

Scenarios

e|dentify needed projects within the planning period
eDevelop an Engineer's Opinion of Probable Cost for each project.
ePrioritize projects and review funding options

elJiellEEES e Develop Intersection Master Plan (Level of Service for Intersections for
Plan Update 2015, 2025, 2035, and 2040) and identify needed projects.

J

eDetermine which portion of recommended improvements are due to new
growth.

eDetermine the maximum allowable Impact Fee amount.

Impact Fee Update

eReceive public input at open houses and public hearings.
eReceive input from the City Council and Planning Commision.
eRevise report per input received.

FIEIFAHEIIiE o Finalize report and obtain City Council approval.
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Public involvement is important for this MTP during the study process. The following are methods
that were utilized during the study process to receive public input.

e Public open house
e Public hearing at Planning Commission meeting
e Public hearing at City Council Meeting

According to the “Impact Fees Act” (11-36a-101), an Impact Fee is described as a “payment of money
imposed upon new development activity as a condition of development approval to mitigate the
impact of the new development on public infrastructure.” In other words, public improvements that
are necessitated due to new growth may be paid for by growth in accordance with the Impact Fees
Act.

This plan includes an Impact Fee Analysis which will be used to estimate the portion of new
improvements necessitated due to growth, and correspondingly the maximum allowable Impact Fee
that can be charged to growth.

There are several types of federal funds that are allocated to the state of Utah each year for use on
transportation. In Utah, the Joint Highway Committee (JHC) provides coordination and yeatly project
recommendations to the Utah Transportation Commission for the use of these federal funds.

The following are specific highway funds that are administered by the JHC and a recent amount
allocated for each type of fund:

e STP Non-Urban Funds — Areas less than 5,000 population (§6.0M - 2014)

e STP Small Urban Funds - Areas between 5,000 & 50,000 population ($3.0M - 2014)

e Off-System Bridge Funds - Bridges on local/rural minor collector roads ($1.8M - 2013)
e State Park Access Funds - Facilities accessing State Parks ($500K - 2013)

e TAP Non-Urban Funds - Areas Less than 5,000 population ($210K - 2014)

e TAP Small Urban Funds - Areas between 5,000 & 50,000 population ($320K - 2014)

A large portion of the available funds are from the Surface Transportation Program (STP). According
to the Fedreral Highway Administration, STP funds are provided for “flexible funding that may be
used by States and localities for projects on any Federal-aid highway, including the NHS, bridge
projects on any public road, transit capital projects, and intracity and intercity bus terminals and
facilities.”
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B&C Road Funds

The Class B & C road system with a funding program was established by the Utah Legislature in 1937
as a means of providing assistance to counties and incorporated municipalities for the improvement
of roads and streets throughout the state.

The Funds differ from ordinary local revenues inasmuch as they are subject to administrative direction
by the State in accordance with legislative provision. The Utah Department of Transportation is the
administrative authority on behalf of the State.

Table I.C-1 below shows the amounts Santa Clara received from B&C road funds over the past two
years.

Table I.C-1. B&C Road Funds Received by Santa Clara

Period Amt. Received
July-August 2014 S 22,721
May-June 2014 S 42,644
March-April 2014 S 46,286
January-February 2014 S 30,358
November-December 2013 S 45,445
September-October 2013 S 41,644
July-August 2013 $ 23,487
May-June 2013 S 51,556
March-April 2013 S 45,375
January-February 2013 S 32,276
November-December 2012 S 35,984
September-October 2012 S 37,841
July-August 2012 S 31,533

Figure I.C-1 below shows how the funding has differed for each period on average since 2006. As
can be seen from the chart, May-June and November-December have historically been the months
where Santa Clara City has received the most B&C road funds.

Figure I.C-1. Average B&C Road Funds Received per Period
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Table 1.C-2 below shows the total B&C road funds that were dispersed in the State of Utah and Santa
Clara since 2006 and what percentage of the funds were dispersed to Santa Clara. The table also
shows the weighted mileage - during the months July-August for each year - used to calculate Santa
Clara’s share of B&C road funds. The final column shows the amount spent on “Total highways and
public improvements” as shown in the City’s financial statements.

Table I.C-2. B&C Road Funds Received by Santa Clara

Year Total Utah  Santa Clara% Santa Clarz Mileage‘Il Spent

2014 S 124,231,457 $229,864 0.185% 200.6

2013 S 129,267,884 S 234,564 0.181% 200.6 S

2012 S 124,837,388 $222,465 0.178% 182.61 S 341,896

2011 S 124,199,471 S 235,554 0.190% 182.61 S 425,058

2010 S 118,888,804 $229,509 0.193% 182.61 S 379,462
S
S
S
S

242,021

2009 S 118,289,293 S 224,887 0.190% 182.61 368,497
2008 S 128,055,200 S 249,369 0.195% 177.4 759,626
2007 S 124,415,351 $231,702 0.186% 171.02 506,319
2006 $ 115,835,329 $212,012 0.183% 164.37 436,255

As can be seen from this table, the funds that Santa Clara receives from the B&C road funds have not
changed significantly since 2006.

General Fund

A possible source of local funding for transportation projects is from the City’s general fund. One
requirement is that there be adequate funds in the general fund. Because of this, it is doubtful that
the general fund could provide significant funds toward a transportation project in the future.

The Council of Governments (COG) is one option for providing funding for transportation projects
that involve obtaining right of way.

Santa Clara City’s most recent Road Master Plan is shown in Appendix A. The classifications shown in
the Road Master Plan are reviewed in this MTP and recommendations for classifications are given. A
revised Road Master Plan which shows the existing and proposed classifications is provided later in the
report.
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SECTION II
EXISTING CONDITIONS

A. Land Use

An important element in any community plan is the projection of the City’s population. This projection
gives the planner an idea of the future demands the City should plan for throughout the planning period.
This plan utilizes planning periods of 2015 to 2025, 2025 to 2035, and 2035 to 2040.

Projecting the future population can be a subjective process. With this in mind Table II.A-1 below shows
the City’s historic growth rates based on official Census data from 1970 to 2010 as well as Census estimates
for the years 2010 through 2013.

Table II.A-1. Historic Growth

Year Source Population Growth Rate

1970 Census 271 - -

1980 Census 1,091 1970-1980 14.94%
1990 Census 2,311 1980-1990 7.79%
2000 Census 4,630 1990-2000 7.20%
2010 Census 6,003 2000-2010 2.63%
2011 Census Est 6,294 2010-2011 4.85%
2012 Census Est 6,421 2011-2012 2.02%
2013 Census Est 6,526 2012-2013 1.64%

In this Master Plan, census information will not be the basis of the population or future growth; instead,
the growth inherently used in the Dixie Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) traffic model will be
used. This will ensure that this master plan is compatible to the existing MPO model.

B. Socio-Economic Data

Socio-economic data is important for this Master Plan in that it
helps provide a basis for the traffic model. The socio-economic data
used in this plan is what has been used in the Dixie MPO traffic
model. This is to ensure that the traffic model developed for Santa
Clara City is compatible with the regional model. The Dixie MPO
data presents estimated number of households and population, as
well as total employment including retail, food, manufacturing,
wholesale, office, government/education, health, other, and schools
(K-5 and 6-12). A breakdown of this data for the year 2015 is
included as Appendix D.

C. Functional Street Classification

Functional Street Classification provides a method to define each element of the roadway network as it
serves the travel needs placed upon it. For example, an arterial provides mobility in that the arterials are
meant to allow people to travel longer distances; whereas a local street provides accessibility to residences
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or businesses. Each street classification provides a different role in the roadway network. Below are the
three functional street classifications that will be used in this study:

e Arterials — Arterials serve major centers of metropolitan areas, provide a high degree of mobility
and can also provide mobility through rural areas. Unlike their access-controlled counterparts,
abutting land uses can be served directly. The key here is mobility. Although arterials can also be
broken out into minor arterials, this plan does not distinguish between arterials and minor arterials
in an effort to stay consistent with the City’s Standards.

e Collectors — Collectors serve a critical role in the roadway network by gathering traffic from Local
Roads and funneling them to the Arterial network. Collectors can be broken down into major
and minor collectors. For simplicity and to stay consistent with the City Standards, this plan does
not distinguish between minor and major collectors.

e Tocal Roads — Local roads represent the largest percentage of roads in the roadway network in
terms of mileage. They are intended to only provide access from the origin and to the destination
of a trip and not for long distance travel.

The majority of roads in Santa Clara City are local roads; however, Santa Clara City does have arterials
such as Santa Clara Dr. which provide residents of Santa Clara and Ivins access to neighboring
communities and collectors such as Canyon View Dr. which provide the link between the local roads and
the arterials. The functional road classification for Santa Clara City that existed previous to this plan is
shown in the Santa Clara City Road Master Plan, 2013 which is included as Appendix A.

Utah’s Impact Fees Act defines Level of Service as “the defined performance standard or unit of demand
for each capital component of a public facility within a service area.” For this impact fee facilities plan,
the Level of Service will be taken as the Average Daily Traffic (ADT) volume.
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SECTION III
FUTURE CONDITIONS

As stated previously, this plan will use Dixie MPO’s household and land use data to provide
compatibility with the regional MPO model.

The City of Santa Clara has grown significantly since 1970. During the 1970’s it grew at almost 15%
per year. During the 1980’s and 1990’s the city grew at over 7% per year. Despite this rapid population
growth, there has been very little commercial development in Santa Clara. The City is primarily a
residential community supporting the St. George area. Because it is bound by lava flows, flood plains,
environmentally sensitive areas, and other municipalities, it is not expected to grow as fast as it has
historically.

Growth in the near future is likely to occur in large developments (e.g. Bella Sol and Paradise Villages
at Zion) north of Pioneer Parkway, the Villages on the Heights subdivision, Pioneer Parkway
Townhomes, the Sun Ridge subdivision, Tuscany at Cliffrose, the Hills subdivision, and the Veranda
Park subdivision.

It is important to understand that projected growth rates are not the corner stone of this plan. If the
projected population is reached earlier or later than anticipated, then future improvements to support
growth may either come earlier or later.

Similar to existing land use, future land use patterns and socio-economic data were obtained from
Dixie MPO data. This data is included in Appendix D for the years 2015, 2025, 2035, and 2040. Table
III.A-2 is the anticipated employment for those years. Employment for the year 2015 was found by
assuming the growth rate from 2012 to 2020 and applying it to the 2012 figure.

Table ITI.A-2. Employment Estimates

Year Employment Growth Rate
2012 1,399

2015 1,581 4.2%
2020 1,939 4.2%
2025 2,316 3.6%
2035 3,077 2.9%
2040 3,569 3.0%
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Determining traffic volumes is dependent on traffic analysis zones. A traffic analysis zone (TAZ)
is a unit of geography that is used to estimate the number of trips generated from a specific area.
In determining the number of trips generated, traffic analysis zones use the land use data and
socioeconomic data. Trips are generated from trip origins (i.e. residential households) to trip
destinations (i.e. commercial areas).

This plan uses the existing traffic analysis zones from the Dixie MPO model; however, these zones
have been modified to more accurately define certain areas. The locations where most of these
modifications were made include splitting of zones in the South Hills area and the area in the
northern portion of the City. In addition to splitting zones, the growth and employment in some
zones was modified.

A summary of the zone splits is included as Appendix C.

Once land use and socioeconomic data have been obtained, and traffic analysis zones have been
determined, a traffic model can be generated.

The process for modeling involves the following steps:

e Trip generation — land use and socio-economic data is used to determine the number of
trips produced and attracted in each traffic analysis zone.

e Trip distribution — determination of trip volumes between zones.

e Mode choice — the physical means of transportation used for a trip.

e Traffic assignment — estimation of the volume on each individual component of the
transportation system.

A traffic model was used for this MTP to help forecast the total average daily trips anticipated on
each segment of roadway. Modeling can help determine places where the traffic applies the most
pressure on the roadway network and can provide justification for alleviating those points with
additional infrastructure.

The model used by the MPO for Santa Clara City and the surrounding region is the Cube traffic
modeling software by Citilabs. This same software was utilized for this plan.

The Cube modeling software automates each of the aforementioned modeling steps. The land
use data and traffic analysis zones are input to the model as well as the road network. The Cube
model takes this input and generates trips based on information for each TAZ including number
of homes, number of workers, estimated number of cars per household, number of jobs, etc. The
model also performs the trip distribution, mode choice, and traffic assignment.

10
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The results of the model show the anticipated average daily traffic for all segments of roadway.
These results, in turn, help to assign the proper road classification to each segment of roadway.

Once the traffic analysis zones are set up and the model is run, it is possible to develop roadway
networks for future time periods. From these networks it is possible to forecast traffic patterns
on these roads.

Additional roads have been added to the model for future years. Appendix B indicates all the
roads that have been added for the plan. Additional exhibits in Appendix B also further details a
timeframe for when those roads are anticipated. The model is used to determine future volumes
or levels of service of roadways based on the anticipated road improvements.

In traffic forecasting using a model, there is generally some error between the modeled results and
actual counts. Where actual counts are available, traffic forecasts for future periods have been
adjusted by this same error in order to more accurately represent what is expected in the future.

Assigning a road classification represents how a roadway will function with regards to a variety of roadway
characteristics. These characteristics often include the following: location within the overall network,
speed limit, traffic volume, roadway spacing, number and frequency of accesses, mobility, right-of-way
width, pedestrian and bike movement, etc. In assigning classifications for this MTP, the major
characteristic taken into consideration was the maximum design volumes, or capacity, associated with each
classification. Table III.C.1 outlines the criteria used for this MTP that relates maximum design volume
with street classification.

Table III.C-1: Design Volumes

Class Design Volume (ADT)
Residential Acess <150
Residential Standard 150 to 1,500
Collector 1,500 to 6,000
Arterial 6,000 to 20,000

The revised Road Master Plan as shown in Exhibit II1.C-1 on the following page reflects the results of
assigning a classification to each of the major roadways within the service area based mainly on the design
volumes for each classification while still taking into consideration the other characteristics as previously
stated in this sub section.

As will be presented later in this report, the collectors will be looked at individually and a cross section
created for each collector in this plan.

11
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Requirements for each road classification are shown in the Santa Clara City Construction Design
Standards. The right-of-way width and pavement width are two of these requirements and are shown
below for each class:

Table II1.C-2: Pavement and ROW Width Requirements

Class Pavement Width ROW Width
Residential Acess 29 to 35 34 to 50
Residential Standard 35 50
Collector 50 66
Arterial 65 80 to 100

Some of these roads may not currently meet the volume requirement for a certain road classification;
however, these roads are anticipated to meet the requirement by buildout. Therefore, right-of-way widths
should be for the buildout roadway classifications even though full buildout of the right-of way won’t take
place until after the planning period.

Basic roadway design standards can be found within the Santa Clara City Construction Design Standards
and Standard Drawings.  These standards are available on Santa Clara City’s website at
http://www.sccity.org/media/uploads/2013/04/02/files/Construction Design Standards 2012.pdf
and

http://www.sccity.org/media/uploads/2012/09/14/files/Construction Design Standards Drawings

2012.pdf.

These standards are for reference purposes only, and any future roadway designs need to be approved by

the City.

One item of special consideration for the MTP is the area of Santa Clara known as South Hills.

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

The South Hills developable area has since been reduced as the BLM has identified areas where threatened
and endangered plants are located. Exhibit IILLE-1 on the following page shows the build-out area;
including the original City area and the South Hills area. The South Hills area shown is the current area
that the BLM might sell. The area has been adjusted in the past and may be adjusted again.

There is also a possibility that development in the South Hills may not occur, or that it may not occur
until the latter portion of, or following, the planning period. The City is including the South Hills area in
their general plan and has elected to include the South Hills area in this MTP.

The South Hills area includes a large portion of undevelopable land. The location of future roads as
shown in the appendices have been planned to provide accessibility to the areas that are developable and
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SECTION III - FUTURE CONDITIONS -

connectivity to neighboring communities. Specifically, St. George City staff has been consulted in
preparation of these future road alignments.
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SECTION IV - TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PLANS -

SECTION IV
TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PLANS

Future improvements to the roadway network are important in Santa Clara City due to anticipated growth,
the City being fairly land-locked, and high volumes of traffic on Santa Clara Dr.

After consultation with groups that have a vested interest the magnitude of impact fees at the time of
building permit, and in an effort to address their concerns, Santa Clara City has directed us to look at the
typical cross sections for collectors and see if they can be configured differently. Analysis was performed
using projected traffic from the model. It was determined that Red Mountain Drive which is classified as
a collector can handle the projected traffic with only one lane each way if and only if no parking be allowed
along the road, access is limited along the roadway to only major intersections, and if turn lanes are
provided at those intersections.

As these new revised and customized standards are adopted, the developer will be bound by them; new
development costs will be less but the limitations on the development is conversely increased. If a
developer determines that the development needs access points, driveways, and/or patking then that
developer will be required to provide the additional right-of-way and the actual construction according
the previous standard cross section for a collector. This is a significant change in thinking for any city in
the region and is different from that which has been accepted as standard for years. In theory it will
provide the traffic flow required as long as the new requirements are not adjusted by other pressures. Any
change in configuration, traffic patterns, zoning or roadways could make this solution null and void. All
development along these adjusted collector roads must be strictly held to the standard in order for it to
provide an acceptable level of service.

Due to the relatively few collector streets in Santa Clara City, this plan looks at each collector street
individually and includes a cross section for that street. These cross sections are shown in Appendix I. If
any other streets are deemed to be collectors and cross sections are not shown, these will be addressed on
a case by case basis with the City.

The planned roadway and intersection improvements for the ten year planning period include new
roads, traffic signals, and a low flow crossing in those areas that are currently experiencing growth as
well as widening of Pioneer Parkway to alleviate some of the demand on Santa Clara Dr. The areas
that are currently seeing growth are the area in South Hills immediately south of the Santa Clara River
and north of the BLM owned land, as well as the area in the northern part of the City near Gubler
Park and the expected commercial development. A list of these improvements are shown below as
well as comments regarding each improvement and an estimated cost.
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SECTION IV - TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PLANS -

New Roads
Chapel St. to Santa Clara River (Extend Collector):

Currently there is only one location to cross the Santa Clara River to the developments on Clary Hills
Dr. In order serve additional growth that is expected in this area in the near future and to provide
another access, a low flow crossing of the Santa Clara river is planned at the end of Chapel St. In
order to access this low flow crossing, Chapel St. north of the Santa Clara River will need to be
extended. Initial indications show that the City does not currently have right-of-way to extend Chapel
St. and will most likely need to acquire ROW to make this possible. This project would include
approximately 1,000 feet of 34 ft wide asphalt and associated improvements.

Cost Estimate: $539,750
Chapel St./Clary Hills Dr. from Santa Clara River to Gates Ln. (Extend Collector):

Chapel St. would be extended south of the new low flow crossing, transition to Clary Hills Dr. and
connect at Gates Lane. This road would provide connectivity between the low flow crossing and the
Gates Lane bridge and could serve as a way to connect to the proposed Western Corridor in the
future. This project would be completed entirely by the developer and will therefore not be included
in the impact fee calculations.

Portion of South Hills Collector A (Collector):

Additional roads will be needed in the South Hills area if the BLM ever disposes of that land. One
such road is designated as South Hills Collector A. This road runs north and south parallel to the
proposed Western Corridor and connects to Clary Hills Dr. Although the majority of this road is not
included in the 10-year TIP, a portion of the road near Clary Hills Dr. is not within BLM lands and is
anticipated to be constructed when development occurs in that area. The majority of this project
would be completed by developers. The City would be responsible only for the turn lanes at Clary
Hills Dr.

Cost Estimate: $33,800

Northtown Rd. East of Rachel Dr. (Extend Collector)

This road will serve as a link between Rachel Dr. and Red Mountain Dr. as well as a connection to
Snow Canyon Parkway. This road will help with new traffic caused by the anticipated commercial
center. The majority of this road would be completed by developers. The City would be responsible
only for turn lanes at Red Mountain Dr.

Cost Estimate: $33,800

Red Mountain Dr. from Pioneer Parkway to Northern City Boundary (Collector)

This road will serve as a link between Pioneer Parkway and Northtown Rd. as well as connect traffic
to Snow Canyon Parkway. This road will help with new traffic caused by the anticipated commercial
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SECTION IV - TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PLANS -

center. This majority of this project would be completed by developers. The City would be responsible
for the turn lanes at Northtown Rd. and Pioneer Parkway.

Cost Estimate: $§69,000

Other Improvements

Pioneer Parkway Widening East of Red Mountain Dr.

The traffic model showed significant volumes on Santa Clara Dr. As an attempt to decrease the
demand on Santa Clara Dr., Pioneer Parkway is anticipated to need widening. East of Red Mountain
Dr. is anticipated to be widened to 3 lanes where the third lane could be replaced with a median
instead. The purpose for widening this road would be to increase the speed, thus enticing more use
of the road in place of Santa Clara Dr. This stretch of road runs through lava beds where development
is not anticipated in the near future. This road could most likely be widened to 5 lanes; however, there
is a school on this road just outside of the City boundaries; therefore it is anticipated to stay at 3 lanes.
This project is anticipated to include the earthwork, roadbase, and asphalt required to widen the road
as well as ensure sight distance for higher speeds.

Cost Estimate: §1,204,000
Pioneer Parkway Improvements West of Red Mountain Dr.

Pioneer Parkway west of Red Mountain Dr. has no restrictions for changing to a 5 lane road, in fact
the road is almost wide enough to restripe it to 5 lanes. Widening this section of the road to 5 lanes
would help with traffic from the western portion of Santa Clara and Ivins that may be accessing the
proposed commercial center on Pioneer Parkway or traveling to St. George. Therefore, this road is
anticipated to be widened to 5 lanes. This project will include the removal and replacement of sidewalk
and curb and gutter as well as new asphalt to widen the road.

Cost Estimate: §712,480

Pedestrian Underpass/Overpass at Rachel Dr.

Due to increased traffic expected on Rachel Dr., it is prudent that a pedestrian underpass or overpass
be constructed near the school and park on Rachel Dr. to ensure safety in this high volume pedestrian
area.

Cost Estimate: $900,000

New Low Flow Crossing at Chapel St.

As stated previously, currently there is only one location to cross the Santa Clara River to the
developments on Clary Hills Dr. In order to provide another access as well as serve additional growth

that is expected in this area in the near future, a low flow crossing is planned at the end of Chapel St.
This low flow crossing would be a low-flow crossing constructed of concrete box culverts.
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SECTION IV - TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PLANS -

In an effort to keep costs down the City has elected to plan for a less expensive multiple box culvert
“low flow” crossing for the required second crossing towards the South Hills instead of a full span
high flow bridge. Just like the modified cross sections for the collectors, this type of crossing is not
typical as it will not be accessible during floods. It is important to note that with this crossing the City
will be required to police traffic during any flood event and not allow traffic during an event that may
over top the structure.

Based on experience with flooding events over the past several decades it is anticipated that the bridge
will be under flood waters 1-3 days per year. There should be no traveling during flooding. Not to
standard could be a danger and liability after the fact. The cost for this crossing was estimated based
upon minimal environmental requirements. Assuming that the environmental costs for this crossing
would be similar to the requirements in obtaining the environmental permitting for the low flow
crossing installed in 2013-14 just downstream for the Sunbrook Golf Course near their maintenance
building.

Cost Estimate: §809,500
Traffic Signal at Red Mountain Dr./Pioneer Parkway Intersection

Based on the Intersection Master Plan (Section V), a traffic signal is anticipated to be needed at the
Red Mountain Dr. and Pioneer Parkway intersection.

Cuost Estimate: $250,000
Traffic Signal at Gates Ln./Santa Clara Dr. Intersection

Based on the Intersection Master Plan (Section V), a traffic signal is anticipated to be needed at the
Gates Ln. and Santa Clara Dr. intersection. This signal will also serve to break up traffic along Santa
Clara Dr. thus enabling easier access to Santa Clara Dr.

Cost Estimate: $250,000
City Hall portion designated for Streets

Santa Clara City recently constructed a new 25,920 square foot City Hall building. Based on
information provided by the City, 744 square feet of this building are dedicated street facilities. The
total principal and interest cost for the City Hall is $9,333,938.83 (actual costs). The streets division
would be responsible for approximately $267,918.61 as calculated by taking the street facilities area of
744, dividing by the total area of the building (25,920), and then multiplying that percentage by the
City Hall actual cost (§9,333,938.83).

Cost Estimate: §267,918.61
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SECTION IV - TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PLANS -

Impact Fee Plan Updates

This plan should be updated at least every five years, or more often as is needed. For the ten year
planning period this would indicate the need for two updates during ten years. Each update is

estimated at $35,000.

Cost Estimate: §70,000

With the projected traffic volumes on Santa Clara Dr., widening Pioneer Parkway east of Red
Mountain Dr. to 3 lanes is most likely one of the highest priority. However, with a new commercial
center anticipated in the northern part of the City, Red Mountain Dr. and Northtown Road could also
become a priority. With potential development south of the Santa Clara River, the new bridge and
improvements to Chapel Dr. and the east side of Clary Dr. will also most likely be needed soon.

The planned roadway and intersection improvements for the twenty year planning period include new
roads and a traffic signal, and a bridge. These improvements are generally in the South Hills area and
include the portion of the Western Corridor that falls within the City Limits. These improvements
assume that the BLM disposes of the land in the South Hills area prior to the year 2035. These
improvements may be needed sooner if the BLM disposes of their land sooner than anticipated. A
list of these improvements are shown below as well as comments regarding each improvement and
an estimated cost.

South Side of Road along North Side of Santa Clara Dr. (Residential Standard)

This road would run north of the Santa Clara River and is needed to connect roads along the river
and to provide access to the river. The City is anticipated to be responsible for half the road width
(the south side) in order to ensure the access to the Santa Clara River.

South Hills Collector A (Collector):

Additional roads will be needed in the South Hills area if the BLM ever disposes of that land. One
such road is designated as South Hills Collector A. This road runs north and south parallel to the
proposed Western Corridor and connects to Clary Hills Dr. A portion of this road is included in the
10-year TIP; however, the majority is not anticipated to be needed until after the year 2025.

Plantations Dr. from the City Boundary to the Western Corridor (Arterial)
Plantations Dr. is already being constructed in St. George; however, it is not expected that there will
be funds to construct the northern portion of Plantations Dr. to Santa Clara until development occurs

and developers would be responsible for a portion of the costs. This road will be needed by then to
provide an alternate route into the southern portion of St. George, specifically Dixie Dr. This road

20



SECTION IV - TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PLANS -

will help alleviate demand on Santa Clara Dr. from residents in Santa Clara and Ivins. This project
along with the Western Corridor should be a priority once development has commenced in the South
Hills area.

Western Corridor from Plantations Dr. to across the Santa Clara River (Arterial)

A portion of the Western Corridor would be needed to be constructed in order to provide the access
to Plantations Dr. The Western Corridor is a planned road that would provide access to the southern
areas of St. George, specifically Bloomington and Sun River. It is assumed that Plantations Dr. will
be constructed prior to the Western Corridor being extended to Santa Clara City.

Western Corridor Connector with Traffic Signal (Arterial)

When the section of the Western Corridor that is planned to be constructed prior to 2035 is
constructed, instead of extending the Western Corridor to Ivins, Santa Clara City is anticipated to
construct an arterial across the Santa Clara River that connects to Santa Clara Dr. This would include
a road and bridge that are not currently in Santa Clara City limits, but that may end up inside the City
limits in the future. When this road is constructed, a traffic signal would most likely be needed at its
intersection with Santa Clara Dr.

Western Corridor in Northern Area of the City

In order to relieve demand from Santa Clara Dr. from traffic traveling to Santa Clara and Ivins from
Snow Canyon Parkway, the Western Corridor is anticipated to be constructed within the next twenty
years. This portion of the road would be completed in coordination with Ivins City. Rights of way
for this road have already begun to be obtained.

Clary Hills Dr. to Future Western Corridor (Extend Collector)

This project would complete the last leg of Clary Dr. and connect it to the proposed Western Corridor.
This project would include approximately 1,250 feet of 50 ft wide asphalt and associated
improvements.

The planned roadway and intersection improvements for the twenty-five year planning period include
new roads in the southeast section of the South Hills area. These improvements assume that the BLM
disposes of the South Hills area prior to the year 2040. These improvements may be needed sooner
if the BLM disposes of this land sooner.

21



SECTION IV - TRANSPORTATION IMPROVEMENT PLANS -

Extension of South Hills Collector A

This road is an extension of the South Hills Collector A to provide access south of the proposed
Plantations Dr. These improvements would be needed when development extends to the southwest
corner of the South Hills area.

Clary Hills Dr. Extension

Clary Hills Dr. extension (southeast of Chapel Dr.) is anticipated to be needed to provide access to
the Santa Clara River and to developable areas in the south east section of the South Hills area. A
portion of the Clary Hills Dr. is anticipated to only be required as a Residential Standard road as most
of traffic would likely travel toward Plantations Dr. via South Hills collector B. However, this portion
of the road would connect to an existing road in St. George.

South Hills Collector B

This road would provide a connection between Clary Hills Dr. and Plantations Dr. and would also
provide access to areas in the southeastern section of South Hills.

South Hills Collector C

This road would connect South Hills Collector B to a planned road in St. George. This road would
also provide accessibility to developable portions of the South Hills area.
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SECTION V
INTERSECTION MASTER PLAN

This Intersection Master Plan looks at 10 intersections in Santa Clara City that are deemed the most likely
to warrant traffic signals or require other improvements. The intersections that were selected are listed
below:

e Northtown Rd. & Red Mountain Dr.

e Pioneer Parkway and Red Mountain Dr.
e Santa Clara Dr. & Chapel St.

e Northtown Rd. & Rachel Dr.

e DPioneer Parkway & Santa Clara Dr.

e Rachel Dr. & Santa Clara Dr.

e Santa Clara Dr. & Gates Ln.

e Little League Dr. & Canyon View Dr.

e DPioneer Parkway & Rachel Dr.

e Santa Clara Dr. & Canyon View Dr.

A map of the intersection studied is included as Exhibit V.B-1.

The above mentioned intersections were studied based on data from the traffic model. It should be noted
that this data is from a model and may not be as reliable as actual traffic counts. The results of the analysis
are as shown below for the planning period:

e Northtown Rd. & Red Mountain Dr. — No improvements anticipated.

e DPioneer Parkway and Red Mountain Dr. — No improvements anticipated.

e Santa Clara Dr. & Chapel St. — No improvements anticipated.

e Northtown Rd. & Rachel Dr. — No improvements anticipated.

e DPioneer Parkway & Santa Clara Dr. — This is anticipated to require a traffic signal; however,
although the majority of Pioneer Parkway is in Santa Clara, this intersection is not inside the City
boundaries.

e Rachel Dr. & Santa Clara Dr. — This is anticipated to require a traffic signal; however, although
the majority of Rachel Dr. is in Santa Clara, this intersection is currently not inside the City
boundaries. Also, when signals are needed on Santa Clara Dr. at both Rachel Dr. and Pioneer
Parkway, the signal spacing between the two intersections should be considered.

e Santa Clara Dr. & Gates Ln. — A traffic signal is anticipated to be needed at this intersection within
the next ten years.

e Little League Dr. & Canyon View Dr. — No improvements anticipated.
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Pioneer Parkway & Rachel Dr. — There is currently a stop light at this intersection. This will help
with traffic at this intersection when the proposed commercial center is constrcucted.

Santa Clara Dr. & Canyon View Dr. — This intersection already includes a traffic signal. The
analysis shows that this signal could see a 40% increase of traffic over the next 35 years. This
increase is primarily caused by the increase of traffic on Santa Clara Dr.
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SECTION VI - IMPACT FEE ANALYSIS -

SECTION VI
IMPACT FEE ANALYSIS

Santa Clara City currently charges an Impact Fee of $1,562 per equivalent residential unit (ERU).

The Impact Fees Act allows for the charging of Impact Fees to pay for transportation facilities needed to
mitigate the impact of new development on public infrastructure. A portion of these improvements will
be designated as Impact Fee eligible due to the City needing to install the necessary infrastructure to
provide for new growth.

An Impact Fee Analysis has been performed based on the improvements indicated in previous sections
of this report. This Impact Fee Analysis only looks at improvements needed within the next ten years
(2015 to 2025). The future improvements have been shown and justified by previous sections of this
report. The improvements shown below are deemed impact fee eligible because they are needed due to
an increase in the Average Daily Traffic (ADT) caused by new growth. Because level of service was taken
as ADT, this affects the projected level of service of the roads throughout Santa Clara City.

Below is a list of the projects, cost, and estimated percent Impact Fee Eligible amounts prior to adding
estimated financing or inflation. The total cost of the project shown in the table below shows those
portions of the streets for which the City would be responsible. The developer would be responsible for
the remaining portions of the road.

Table VI.B-1: Impact Fee Eligible Costs

Improvements City Costs % LF.El. LF.El Costs
Chapel St. $ 539,750 | 100% | $ 539,750
South Hills Collector A (Turn Lanes at Identified Intersections Only) $ 33,800 100% $ 33,800
Northtown Road (Turn Lanes at Identified Intersections Only) $ 33,800 [ 100% | $ 33,800
Red Mountain Dr. (Turn Lanes at Identified Intersections Only) $ 69,000 [ 100% | $ 69,000
Widen Pioneer Parkway (East of Red Mountain Dr.) $ 1,204,000 100% $ 1,204,000
Improvements on Pioneer Parkway (West of Red Mountain Dr.) $ 712,480 | 100% | $ 712,480
Pedesttian Underpass/Ovetpass $ 900,000 41% $ 365,889
Chapel St. New Low Flow Crossing '55 809,500 100% $ 809,500
Traffic Signal at Red Mountain Dr./Pioneer Pkwy. Intersection $ 250,000 100% $ 250,000
Traffic Signal at Gates Ln./Santa Clara Dr. Intersection $ 250,000 100% $ 250,000
Impact Fee Fadlities Plan/Impact Fee Analysis Update (2019) $ 35,000 | 100% | $ 35,000
Impact Fee Fadlities Plan/Impact Fee Analysis Update (2024) $ 35,000 100% $ 35,000
City Hall portion designated for Streets $ 267,919 13% $ 34,829
Total Costs $ 5,140,249 $ 4,373,048
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All the listed projects are assumed to be necessitated due to new growth (100% impact fee eligible) with
the exception of the pedestrian underpass/overpass and City Hall portion designated for Streets. The
pedestrian underpass/overpass has been determined to be 41% impact fee eligible by dividing the 10-year
additional population by the existing population.

The City Hall portion designated for Streets was determined to be approximately 13%. This was
determined by calculating the percentage of additional population as compared to an assumed buildout
population of 19,000 people.

The table on the following page shows the anticipated year of construction for each project, the inflated
costs (at an assumed 3% per year), and the resulting Impact Fee Eligible costs. The Chapel St. New Low
Flow Crossing project and the Pioneer Parkway (East of Red Mountain) projects both include assumed
financing (10 years @4.0%). The cashflow shown in Appendix G shows that the other projects should
be able to be funded without financing assuming that growth rates proceed as projected.

The cashflow in Appendix G also shows that the Impact Fee fund is anticipated to gain interest. This
interest has been subtracted from the impact fee eligible amount. The total Impact Fee eligible amount
for the Impact Fee Analyses after subtracting out an estimated $212,483 interest earned was calculated as
$5,323,169.

Table VI.B-2: Impact Fee Eligible Costs (After Adding Inflation, Financing and Removing Interest)

Costs with Cost with  Total IF El.

Improvements Year Inflation  Financing Costs
Chapel St. 2020 $§ 555943 |$ 555943 | § 555,943
South Hills Collector A (Turn Lanes at Identified Intersections Only) 2017 $ 34814 | § 34,814 | $ 34,814
Northtown Road (Turn Lanes at Identified Intersections Only) 2023 $ 34814 | § 34,814 | $ 34,814
Red Mountain Dr. (Turn Lanes at Identified Intersections Only) 2023 $ 71,070 | § 71,070 | § 71,070
Widen Pioneer Parkway (East of Red Mountain Dr.) 2019 $ 1,395,766 | $ 1,720,853 r$ 1,720,853
Improvements on Pioneer Parkway (West of Red Mountain Dr.) 2019 § 825960 | § 825960 | $ 825,960
Pedestrian Underpass/Overpass 2016 $ 954810 (% 954810 | $ 388,171
Chapel St. New Low Flow Crossing 2020 $ 966,585 $ 1,191,712 r$ 1,191,712
Traffic Signal at Red Mountain Dr./Pioneer Pkwy. Intersection 2017 $ 273182 ($ 273,182 | $ 273,182
Traffic Signal at Gates Ln./Santa Clara Dr. Intersection 2022 $ 316,693 ($ 316,693 | $ 316,693
Impact Fee Fadlities Plan/Impact Fee Analysis Update (2019) 2019 $ 40,575 | $ 40,575 | $ 40,575
Impact Fee Fadlities Plan/Impact Fee Analysis Update (2024) 2024 $ 47,037 | $ 47037 | $ 47,037
City Hall portion designated for Streets $ 267919 ($ 267919 | $ 34,829
Total Costs $ 5,785,166 $ 6,335380 $ 5,535,652
Estimated Interest Earned from Impact Fee Fund § 212,483
Total IF Eligible $ 5,323,169
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In order to determine the maximum eligible impact fee amount, the additional average number of trips
per day caused by new growth in the next ten years has been calculated as 20,991 trips. These trips are
broken down by TAZ for the years 2012, 2020, and 2025 (see Appendix J). The number of trips for the
year 2015 were determined based on the growth rate between 2012 and 2020 (4.29%); this number (44,988
total trips) was then subtracted from the 2025 trips (65,979 trips) to determine the number of trips caused
by new growth.

The impact fee amount per trip was then calculated as $225.21 per trip by dividing the total impact fee
eligible costs by the additional number of trips per day. The per trip impact fee amount can then be
converted to a single family equivalent (SFE) by multiplying by the average number of trips per single
family household. Common practice for transportation impact fee analyses is to use the Trip Generation
Manual as published by the Institute of Transportation of Engineers (ITE). ITE lists the value of trips
per single family dwelling unit as 9.57. Accordingly, the maximum eligible impact fee amount per single
family equivalent is $2,155.

Because residential and non-residential entities place varying demands on the transportation network by
the amount of trips that are generated from the specific land use, impact fees will be charged accordingly.
The ITE Trip Generation manual has been used to develop Table VI.C-1. The number of trip ends per
unit (ADT) as specified in the ITE Trip Generation manual is shown on the following page. That number
is multiplied by a heavy vehicle adjustment factor and pass-by trip adjustment factor. The pass-by trip
adjustment factor accounts for those trips which may not be primary trips (the land use is not the primary
reason for the trip).

A Demand Index is calculated by dividing each effective trip ends per unit value by the single family
effective trip ends per unit. The impact fee cost per unit for each land use type is calculated by multiplying
the SFE impact fee amount by the demand index. Impact fees should be charged per unit shown in the
table.

The proposed fees are based upon assumed growth. The City reserves the right under the Impact Fees
Act to assess an adjusted fee that more closely matches the true impact that the land use will have upon
public facilities. This adjustment could result in a higher or lower impact fee if the City determines that a
particular user may create a different impact than what is standard for its land use. To determine the
impact fee for a non-standard us, the City should use the following formula:

Total Trips: PM Peak Hour Applicable
( per Specified Land Use > * (Adjustment) * $2,155
in ITE Manual Factors

IF A t=
moun 102

The Impact Fee Certification is included as Appendix H.
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There are a few items related to Impact Fees that Santa Clara City staff should keep in mind when planning
for, collecting, and expending impact fees.

Generally it is a good idea to update this plan at least every five years or more frequently if occasion arises.
This plan assumes that it will be updated every 5 years — 2 times in the next 10 years.

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

City staff should also ensure that proper accounting of the Impact Fees occurs (track each fee in and out).
See Utah Code 11-36a-601.
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Table VI.C-1: Impact Fee Amounts per Land Use

SECTION VI - IMPACT FEE ANALYSIS -

Applicable ITE Trip .ends Heavy Hea.Vy Pass-by Trip | Effective Tip De@and Ind.ex Impact Fee

Category . ITE Code(s) per Unit Vehide‘% Yeh1de Adjustment | Ends per Unit (Smgl.e Family | - Cost ?er

Land Use Unit (ADT) Adjustment Equivalent) Unit

\}’b\ Single Family Detached Dwelling Units 210 9.57 0% 1.00 9.57 1.00 $ 2,155
) bé\ Condominium /Townhome Dwelling Units 230 5.81 0% 1.00 5.81 0.61 $ 1,308
Q&c)\ Apartment Dwelling Units 220 6.65 0% 1.00 6.65 0.69 $ 1,498
@ Office Building 1,000 sq. ft. 710 11.01 5% 1.05 11.56 1.21 $ 2,604
Os&\ Medical Office Building 1,000 sq. ft. 720 36.13 0% 1.00 36.13 3.78 $ 8,137
\".Z} Supermarket 1,000 sq. ft. 850 102.24 0% 1.00 0.36 65.43 6.84 $ 14,736
E Less Intensive Retail 1,000 sq. ft. 890 5.06 5% 1.05 0.53 2.50 0.26 $ 562
Intensive Retail 1,000 sq. ft. 820 42.94 5% 1.05 0.26 33.36 3.49 $ 7,514
A\(’Q:’) Quality Restaurant 1,000 sq. ft. 931 89.95 5% 1.05 0.44 52.89 5.53 $ 11,912
C)Q} Fast Food 1,000 sq. ft. 934 496.12 5% 1.05 0.50 260.46 27.22 $ 58,659
Convenience Market w/ Gas Pumps| Pump Stations 945 162.78 5% 1.05 0.62 64.95 6.79 $ 14,627
Bank 1,000 sq. ft. 912 148.15 0% 1.00 0.47 78.52 8.20 $ 17,683
g)é\'z} Industrial 1,000 sq. ft. 110 6.97 50% 1.50 10.46 1.09 $ 2,355
\Qb\’ Manufacturing 1,000 sq. ft. 140 3.82 50% 150 5.73 0.60 $ 1,290
Warchousing 1,000 sq. ft. 150 3.56 50% 1.50 5.34 0.56 $ 1,203
Elementary School Students 520 1.29 0% 1.00 1.29 0.13 $ 291
Middle/Junior School Students 522 1.62 0% 1.00 1.62 0.17 $ 365
(\'b\ High School Students 530 1.71 0% 1.00 1.71 0.18 $ 385
_{&S&\o Private School (K-12) Students 536 2.48 0% 1.00 2.48 0.26 $ 559
\(\a}‘ Day Care 1,000 sq. ft. 565 79.26 0% 1.00 0.80 15.85 1.66 $ 3,570
Library 1,000 sq. ft. 590 56.24 0% 1.00 0.50 28.12 2.94 $ 6,333
Church 1,000 sq. ft. 560 9.11 0% 1.00 9.11 0.95 $ 2,052
g Hotel/Motel Rooms 310/320 6.90 5% 1.05 7.25 0.76 $ 1,632
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Appendix A
Existing Road Master Plan
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Appendix B
Planned Improvements
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Appendix C
Traffic Analysis Zones
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Appendix D
Land Use Data



Page 1 of 4

2012 Land Use Details
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Page 2 of 4

2025 Land Use Details
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Page 3 of 4

2035 Land Use Details

House- Popu-
24 349 647

25 319 618
26 297 874
28 54 167
30 509 1,396
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63 180 483
69 - -

76 186 426
82 95 178
84 213 432
85 19 43
99 1 2
100 - -

101 - -

704 34 88
705 85 219
706 153 394
707 32 95
708 60 176
709 76 223
710 251 485
711 80 195
712 56 130
713 = 5

714 65 180

715 165 308

m

1.85
1.94
2.95
3.06
2.74
2.28
2.57
1.86
1.79
2.73
2.69
2.70
2.57
2.01
2.84
2.60
2.75
2.77
2.32
1.86
2.92
3.47
3.69
2.68

2.29
1.87
2.02
2.25
1.21

2.57
2.57
2.57
2.95
2.95
2.95
1.94
243
232

2.77
1.87

6
109
114
0
123
110
44

122

59
66

107
134
180

83

307
163
282

22
460
216

24

100

64
2

Santa Clara Travel Model Land Use Data

\ELUE
' facturing
0 0 0

12
3

13

66
5

36

42

o o o b

6

10
2
0

10

26
4

4

B~ O B N

N O W

2

Whole-
m GOV/Edu mm
sale
2 0 0 4

o N 0 O

10

16

22

= O O w

4

19

13

25

15

15

36

34

o N B !,

11

10
91

0
10

14

19
4
0

20

13
12
29
12

105

57

43
12

28
6

28
22
12

30
14
39
49
50
52
17

41
66
92
1
66
133
4

(0]

2 5 0 0 0 1 13 0 3
255 3077 333 284l sol 162l 08| _ee4l 430 ] 834

% 6-12
Seasonal Students

0.07

0.01
0.17
0.13

= 1,040

August 5, 2014



Page 4 of 4

2040 Land Use Details

House- Popu-
24 355 657

25 392
26 268
28 55
30 588
31 265
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Appendix E
Estimated Daily Traffic Volume
Growth



Santa Clara Estimated Daily Traffic Volume Growth (2012-2040)
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Santa Clara Approximate 2012 Daily Traffic Volume
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Santa Clara Estimated 2025 Daily Traffic Volume
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Santa Clara Estimated 2035 Daily Traffic Volume
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Appendix F
Estimated Intersection Peak Hour
Volumes



PM Peak Hour Volumes: 01-N Town Rd & Red Mountain Dr
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PM Peak Hour Volumes: 02-Pioneer Pkwy & Red Mountain Dr
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PM Peak Hour Volumes: 03-Santa Clara Dr & Chapel St
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PM Peak Hour Volumes: 04-N Town Rd & Rachel Dr
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PM Peak Hour Volumes: 05-Pioneer Pkwy & Santa Clara Dr
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06-Rachel Dr & Santa Clara Dr
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PM Peak Hour Volumes: 07-Santa Clara Dr & Gates Ln
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PM Peak Hour Volumes: 08-Little League Dr & Canyon View Dr
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09-Pioneer Pkwy & Rachel Dr

PM Peak Hour Volumes
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PM Peak Hour Volumes: 10-Santa Clara Dr & Canyon View Dr
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Appendix G
Impact Fee Cashflow



Cashflow Analysis - Santa Clara City MTP Impact Fee Analysis

Year

Year Const.

2015 2016 2017 2018

2019

2020

2021

2022

2023

2024

2025

2026

2027 2028

2029

Revenues

Total SFEs
Additional SFEs
Impact Fees Collected
Other Revenues

Expenses

Chapel St. to Santa Clara River (Extend
Collector)

Portion of South Hills Collector A
(Collector)

Northtown Rd. east of Rachel (Extend
Collector)

Red Mountain Dr. from Pioneer Pkwy .
to City Boundary (Extend Collector)
Widen Pioneer Parkway (East of Red
Mountain Dr.)

Improvements on Pioneer Parkway
(West of Red Mountain Dr.)
Pedestrian Underpass/Overpass
Chapel St. New Low Flow Crossing
Traffic Signal at Red M ountain
Dr./Pioneer Pkwy. Intersection

Traffic Signal at Gates Ln./Santa Clara
Dr. Intersection

Impact Fee Facilities Plan/Impact Fee
Analysis Update (2019)

Impact Fee Facilities Plan/Impact Fee
Analysis Update (2024)

City Hall portion designated for Streets

Exepenses Paid From
Impact Fees
Other Revenues

Impact Fee Fund Calculations
Impact Fee Fund (w/o interest)
Impact Fee Fund est. interest (@2%)
Impact Fee Fund w/ interest

2020

2017

2023

2023

2019

2019

2016
2020

2017

2022

2019

2024

6800 7087 7386 7699
287 299 312 325
$495,850 $516,805 $538,646  $561,409
$23,309 $589,948  $23,309 $23,309

$34,814

$954,810

$273,182

$26,792  $26,792  $26,792 $26,792

$3,483
$23,309

$391,654
$589,948

$311,479
$23,309

$3,483
$23,309

$492,367 $617,518
$12,350

$617,518

$844,685
$17,141
$857,035

$1,402,611
$28,642

$492,367 $1,432,102

8024
339
$585,135
$23,309

$172,085

$825,960

$40,575

$26,792

$1,042,102
$23,309

$945,643
$20,076
$1,003,776

8363
284
$490,560
$23,309

$555,943

$172,085

$119,171

$26,792

$850,682
$23,309

$585,521
$13,275
$663,730

8647
294
$507,236
$23,309

$172,085

$119,171

$26,792

$294,739
$23,309

$798,018
$17,790
$889,501

8941
304
$524,479
$23,309

$172,085

$119,171

$316,693

$26,792

$611,432
$23,309

$711,064
$16,407
$820,338

9245
314
$542,308
$23,309

$34,814

$71,070

$172,085

$119,171

$26,792

$400,623
$23,309

$852,748
$19,569
$978,428

9559
325
$560,742
$23,309

$172,085

$119,171

$47,037
$26,792

$341,777
$23,309

$1,071,714
$24,339
$1,216,963

9884

$172,085

$119,171

$291,257

$780,458
$19,001
$950,046

$172,085

$119,171

$291,257

$489,201
$13,556
$677,790

$172,085 $172,085

$119,171 $119,171

$291,257  $291,257

$197,945 -$93,312
$8,002 $2,337
$400,089  $116,835

$119,171

$119,171

-$212,483
$0
$0




Appendix H
Impact Fee Certification



CERTIFICATION OF IMPACT FEE ANALYSIS BY CONSULTANT

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

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

1. Includes only the costs for qualifying public facilities that are:

a. Allowed under the Impact Fees Act; and

b. Actually incurred; or

¢. Projected to be incurred or encumbered within six years after each impact fee is paid;

2. Does not include:

a. costs of operation and maintenance of public facilities;

b. costs for qualifying public facilities that will raise the level of setvice for the facilities, through
impact fees, above the level of service that is supported by existing residents;

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

3. Offsets costs with grants or other alternate sources of payment (if grants or other sources of payment
have been applied for and received and such information was made available when the Impact Fee
Analysis was prepared); and

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

Steven B. Hall, P.E. makes this certification with the following qualifications:

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

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

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

sources.



4. If the specified usage of office and other work space in the City Hall building changes or deviates
from the percentages outlined in this plan, this certification is no longer valid.

5. The undersigned is trained and licensed as a professional engineer and has not been trained or
licensed as an lawyer. Nothing in the foregoing certification shall be deemed an opinion of law nor an
opinion of compliance with law which under applicable professional licensing laws or regulations or other
laws or regulations must be rendered by a lawyer licensed in the State of Utah.

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

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

by any other person or entity without the expressed written authotization of the undersigned.

[ 3% ]S

Dated:

Sunrise Engineering, Inc,

o, Ao B.Hne
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Street Cross Sections
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Total Trip Data



Page1lof1

Travel Model Trip Generation - Santa Clara City TAZs

Trip Productions and Attractions

2012 2020 2025
Productions Attractions | Productions Attractions | Productions Attractions

26 1,226 1,620 1,761 2,183
30 1,080 541 2,972 1,653 3,833 2,177
31 - - 408 754 574 995
32 10 5 50 23 261 209
35 - - 6 4 7 5
36 1,879 896 2,835 1,594 3,229 1,899
37 1,245 553 1,835 834 2,047 975
38 1,066 538 1,358 881 1,425 969
39 2,616 1,359 2,846 1,491 2,932 1,588
40 388 208 666 366 778 447
41 2,208 1,079 2,359 1,306 2,430 1,419
42 2,224 1,791 2,205 1,853 2,155 1,891
43 2,150 1,090 2,411 1,553 2,521 1,743
44 430 295 707 524 819 630
45 - - 43 23 108 58
46 - - - - - -

47 2,243 1,995 2,898 2,360 3,196 2,565
48 2,041 1,828 2,343 2,020 2,492 2,131
49 2,151 1,142 3,108 1,810 3,539 2,125
99 8 5 7 6 8 6
100 - - - - - -

101 - - - - - -

704 - - 20 9 125 103
705 - - 49 23 311 255
706 - - 90 43 559 459
707 - - - - - -

708 - - - - - -

709 - - - - - -

711 15 10 179 99 400 222
712 100 57 366 209 396 227
713 - - - - - -

714 308 227 504 404 593 485
715 718 548 937 685 1,082 774
715 718 548 937 685 1,082 774

January 9, 2015
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Ordinance



CITY OF SANTA CLARA
ORDINANCE 2015-04

AN ORDINANCE ADOPTING STREET IMPACT FEES

WHEREAS, the City Council of the City of Santa Clara met in regular session on
October 22, 2014 to consider, among other things, adopting a Master Traffic & Transportation
Plan, and imposing Street Impact Fees, providing for the calculation and collection of such fees,
and providing for appeal, accounting and severability of the same, and other related matters; and

WHEREAS, The City of Santa Clara is a political subdivision of the State of Utah,
authorized and organized under the provisions of Utah law and is authorized pursuant to the
Impact Fee Act, Utah Code Ann. § 11-36-101 ef seq. to adopt impact fees; and

WHEREAS, on January 14, 2015, the City of Santa Clara reviewed the findings,
conclusions, and recommendations of an Impact Fee Facilities Plan Study prepared by Sunrise
Engineering, (the “Consultant "), Included in the document “Santa Clara City — Master Traffic &
Transprotation Plan/Impact Fee Analysis-Update”, a copy of which is attached hereto as exhibit
“A” (the Impact Fee Facility Plan”); and

WHEREAS The City of Santa Clara has caused Impact Fee Analysis to be prepared by
Consultant, included in the document “Santa Clara City — Master Traffic & Transportation
Plan/Impact Fee Facilities Plan, with Impact Fee Analysis — Update” a copy of which is attached
hereto as exhibit “B” (the “Impact fee Analysis”); and

WHEREAS, on October 13, 2014, a copy of the Impact Fee Analysis, together with a
summary designed to be understood by a lay person, was made available to the public, and a
copy was placed in the Santa Clara Library; and

WHEREAS, on October 16, 2014, the City of Santa Clara posted notice of public
hearing with respect to the Impact Fee Facilities Plan and Impact Fee Analysis in at least three
public places within the City of Santa Clara; and

WHEREAS, on October 22, 2014, the City Council held a public hearing regarding the
Impact Fee Facilities Plan and Impact Fee Analysis; and

WHEREAS, on January 29, 2015, a copy of the impact fee enactment was made
available to the public; and

WHEREAS, after careful consideration and review, the City Council has determined that
it is in the best interest of the health, safety and welfare of the inhabitants of the City of Santa
Clara to adopt the findings and recommendations of the Studies to address the Impacts of
development upon the city of Santa Clara to adopt the Impact Fee Facilities Plan as proposed, to




adopt street impact fees, to provide for the calculation and collection of such fees, and to provide
for appeal, accounting and severability of the same.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED by the City Council of the City of Santa

Clara as follows:

Section 1. Findings. The City Council finds and determines as follows:

1.1

1.2

1.3

14

1.5

All required notices have been given and made and public hearings
conducted as requested by the Impact Fee Act with respect to the
Impact Fee Facilities Plan, the Impact Fee Analysis, and this impact
fee enactment (this “Ordinance”).

Growth and development activities in the City of Santa Clara will
create additional demands on its streets. The Impact Fee Facilities Plan
requirements which are analyzed in the Impact Fee Facilities Plan and
the Impact Fee Analysis are the direct result of additional facility
needs caused by future development activities. The persons
responsible for growth and development activities should pay a
proportionate share of the costs of the street impact fee needed to serve
the growth and development activity.

Impact Fees are necessary to achieve an equitable allocation to the
costs borne in the past and to be borne in the future, in comparison
with the benefits already received and yet to be received.

In enacting and approving the Impact Fee Analysis and this Ordinance,
the City Council has taken into consideration, and in certain situations
will consider on a case-by-case basis in the future, the future street
impact needs of the city of Santa Clara, the master transportation needs
of the City of Santa Clara which are the result of the City of Santa
Clara’s future street needs. Properties similarly situated in the City of
Santa Clara at the time of computation of the required fee and prior to
the enactment of this Ordinance, all revenue sources available to the
City of Santa Clara, and the impact on future streets that will be
required by growth and new development activities in the City of
Santa Clara.

The provisions of this Ordinance shall be liberally construed in order
to carry out the purpose and intent of the City Council in establishing
the impact fee program.

Section 2. Definitions.

2.1 Except as provided below, words and phrases that are defined in the Impact Fee
Act shall have the same meaning in this Ordinance.




2.2 *“Utah State Impact Fee Act” shall mean Title 11, Chapter 36, Utah Code
Annotated or its successor state statute if that title and chapter is renumbered,
recodified, or amended.

Section 3. Adoption.

The City Council hereby approves and adopts the Impact Fee Analysis attached as exhibit
“A” and the analysis reflected therein. The Impact Fee Facilities Plan and the Impact Fee
Analysis, dated January 28, 2015, are incorporated herein by reference as though fully set forth
herein. Based on the City Council’s approval and adoption of the Impact Fee Facilities Plan, and
Impact Fee Analysis, the City Council hereby imposes the street impact fees specified herein and
enacts this Ordinance.

Section 3. Impact Fee Imposed.

The fees imposed are as follows.

Exhibit “A”

Impact Fee

Category Cost Pex

Uit Unir

{?\ Drwslling Units s 2,153
o s 1308
Qg’% Apartment s 1,498
e Cifies Building g 2,604
0@ iscics] Offee Building s 5137
A s 14736
e s 562
s 1514
A\@% s 1o
& § 58,659
w s 13827
s 17,683
{;\%‘ s 2,333
\{3_\‘? § 1,290
S 1,203
- s 201
Sbddle Junior School Stodent: 5 363
\,‘{B\" High School Students & 385
_&\Q@ Private School (K12 Seu s 559
\s;“\ Dar Care s 3570
Libeary s 6,333
Chuoh s 2082
¥ |Hoted Mot s 1,632




CITY OF SANTA CLAR
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ATTEST:
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vaet®
Chris Shelley, City Rec K "uunm‘“"‘

Rick Rosenberg, Mayor /
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