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Notice of Meeting of the

The Lindon City Council will hold a meeting beginning at 5:15 p.m. on Monday, March 2, 2020 in the
Lindon City Center Council Chambers, 100 North State Street, Lindon, Utah. The agenda

will consist of the following: Scan or click here for link to

download agenda & staff
report materials:

REGULAR SESSION - 5:15 P.M. - Conducting: Jeff Acerson, Mayor 5

Pledge of Allegiance: By Invitation
Invocation: Jake Hoyt

(Review times are estimates only)

I. Call to Order / Roll Call (2 minutes)

2. Approval of minutes: The regular City Council meeting of February 18, 2020 minutes will be reviewed.
(5 minutes)

3. Council Reports (10 minutes)
4. Administrator’s Report (10 minutes)
5. Presentations and Announcements (5 minutes)

a) Comments / Announcements from Mayor and Council members.
6. Open Session for Public Comment (For items not on the agenda) (10 minutes)

7. Consent Agenda — (Items do not require public comment or discussion and can all be approved by a single motion.)
There are no consent agendas for approval. (5 minutes)

8. Work Session — Review DRAFT of the Parks, Trails, & Recreation Master Plan. The Council will
review and discuss the DRAFT updates to the Parks, Trails and Recreation Master Plan. Feedback and
direction will be provided. No motions will be made. (20 minutes)

9. Discussion Item — R-2 Housing Overlay. In prior meetings the Council requested to review the R-2
Housing Overlay separation distances between multi-family projects. Staff will present the current R-2
Overlay map and options for decreased separation distances between projects. (15 minutes)

Adjourn

All or a portion of this meeting may be held electronically to allow a council member to participate by video conference or teleconference. Staff
Reports and application materials for the agenda items above are available for review at the Lindon City Offices, located at 100 N. State Street,
Lindon, UT. For specific questions on agenda items our staff may be contacted directly at (801)785-5043. City Codes and ordinances are available
on the City web site found at www.lindoncity.org. The City of Lindon, in compliance with the Americans with Disabilities Act, provides
accommodations and auxiliary communicative aids and services for all those citizens in need of assistance. Persons requesting these
accommodations for city-sponsored public meetings, services programs or events should call Kathy Moosman at 801-785-5043, giving at least 24
hours-notice.

CERTIFICATE OF POSTING:
| certify that the above notice and agenda was posted in three public places within the Lindon City limits and on the State (http:/pmn.utah.gov) and

City (www.lindoncity.org) websites.
Posted by: /s/ Kathryn A. Moosman, City Recorder

Date: February 26, 2020; Time: 4:00 p.m.; Place: Lindon City Center, Lindon Police Dept., Lindon Community Center
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REGULAR SESSION - 5:15 P.M. - Conducting: Jeff Acerson, Mayor

Pledge of Allegiance: By Invitation
Invocation: Jake Hoyt

Item | = Call to Order / Roll Call

March 2, 2020 Lindon City Council meeting.

Jeff Acerson
Carolyn Lundberg
Van Broderick
Jake Hoyt

Randi Powell
Mike Vanchiere

Staff present:

Item 2 — Approval of Minutes

e Review and approval of City Council minutes: February 18, 2020
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The Lindon City Council held a regularly scheduled meeting on Tuesday, February 18,
2020, at 7:00 pm in the Lindon City Center, City Council Chambers, 100 North State
Street, Lindon, Utah.

REGULAR SESSION - 7:00 P.M.

Conducting: Jeff Acerson, Mayor
Pledge of Allegiance: Heath Bateman
Invocation: Mike Vanchiere
PRESENT EXCUSED

Jeff Acerson, Mayor

Carolyn Lundberg, Councilmember
Jacob Hoyt, Councilmember

Van Broderick, Councilmember
Mike Vanchiere, Councilmember
Randi Powell, Councilmember
Adam Cowie, City Administrator
Brian Haws, City Attorney

Kathryn Moosman, City Recorder

1. Call to Order/Roll Call — The meeting was called to order at 7:00 p.m.

2. Presentations/Announcements —
a) Comments/Announcements from Mayor and Council —

3. Approval of Minutes — The minutes of the regular meeting of the City Council
meeting of February 4, 2020 were reviewed.

COUNCILMEMBER HOYT MOVED TO APPROVE THE MINUTES OF THE
REGULAR CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF FEBRUARY 4, 2020 AS AMENDED.
COUNCILMEMBER POWELL SECONDED THE MOTION. THE VOTE WAS
RECORDED AS FOLLOWS:

COUNCILMEMBER LUNDBERG AYE
COUNCILMEMBER HOYT AYE
COUNCILMEMBER BRODERICK AYE
COUNCILMEMBER POWELL AYE
COUNCILMEMBER VANCHIERE AYE

THE MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.

4. Open Session for Public Comment — Mayor Acerson called for any public
comment not listed as an agenda item. There were no public comments.

5. Consent Agenda Items — There were no consent agenda items presented for
approval.

Lindon City Council
February 18, 2020 Page 1 of 11
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CURRENT BUSINESS

6. Presentation & Discussion — Parks, Trails, & Recreation Master Plan.
MHTN Architects will present highlights of the draft update to the Parks, Trails &
Recreation Master Plan for council consideration and feedback. The final
document and updated impact fee will be adopted at a future meeting.

Heath Bateman, Parks & Recreation Director led this agenda item by explaining
MHTN Architects are in attendance to present highlights of the draft update to the Parks,
Trails & Recreation Master Plan for city council’s consideration and feedback. Mr.
Bateman introduced and then turned the time over to Aaron Montgomery, Ryan Wallace,
Randy Boudrero for their presentation.

Mr. Wallace began by explaining section one of the plan provides the purpose of
this plan, background data on Lindon City, brief demographics, community involvement
in this plan’s development, and a summary of relevant sections from existing City plans
and documents that bear influence on this plan (general plan and the bicycle and
pedestrian master plans and the parks plan). The second section of this document focuses
on the state of existing City parks, trails, and recreation facilities including maps, results
from the consultant team’s needs and gaps assessment and level of service analyses, and
land values. In the third section, recommendations are made to improve and update the
City’s parks, trails, and recreation facilities. He noted the proposed facility improvements
are described and listed by investment priority and expected outcomes of the plan after
implementation are described. Section four encapsulates the Impact Fees Facilities Plan
and provides a cost analysis/estimate for recommended system improvements

Mr. Montgomery explained they did a survey through public engagement and were
also able to collaborate with citizens at the Christmas event and gathered feedback. He
noted they had draft/guiding materials available with coloring sheets for the children and
asked what they liked about the parks. He noted they are trying to bring together other
efforts and build a niche for the community. They also want to revisit and ask if we are
doing these things.

Mr. Boudrero commented he took all the information and visited the parks and took
hundreds of pictures and combined this information (guidelines based on population) and
the survey information and worked with the steering committee and took the open house
information and put it all together. They itemized the elements of the existing parks and put
the plan together and itemized the existing parks amenities analysis. They also looked at
future facilities, opportunities and additional services that are not currently available. He
then went over the recommendations they have made.

He further explained the General Plan requires us to look at the future community
parks so they can be funded in the future. He then referenced the parks recommended
facilities types. He noted the feedback from the community was varied. Some said they
would like to see shade structures over playgrounds, more trees, and an all abilities
playground. Some older citizens wanted exercise amenities. They are updating old
playgrounds, adding parking, improving signage, and ada accessibility. They also
mentioned frisbee golf and additional improvements on trails are a priority. They followed

Lindon City Council
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through and provided a concept and put costs to all of the amenities and put a summary
together (not a full list or total costs).

Mr. Montgomery then went through some of the costs and numbers. He noted the
population in Lindon is expected to increase to 13,046 by 2029. He also presented the
capacity analysis to look at existing levels of service. He noted land is at 6.22 acres per
1,000 in population. They also looked at the existing service levels based on current
population and the expectations in the next 10 years through impact fees.

Mr. Montgomery then presented for discussion the consideration of all revenue
sources and the overview of primary funding sources including the following:

e Bonds

e Interfund Loans

e Transfer from General Fund
e Impact Fees

He also presented the Parks and Recreation Funding Options as follows:
e Local Sales Tax

Monthly Fees

Parks, Arts, Recreation and Culture Tax

General Obligation Bonds

Lease Revenue Bonds

User Fees

Recreation District

Foundations and Donations

Joint Funding Partnerships

Grants and Other Funding Sources

Impact Fees

Special Assessment Areas

He then presented the 2020 Lindon City Parks Master Plan followed by some
general discussion. Mr. Cowie pointed out Lindon has a really high level of service of
parks and trails based our size and population. As we are looking at this document, he
advised the council that this is the maximum that can be charged and staff doesn’t
anticipate recommending anything different other than what we may be charging. He
reminded the council this is just a discussion of the draft numbers tonight so this is very
preliminary.

There was then some general discussion regarding the draft document including
parks & trails funding and future park property and amenities (Geneva Resort Park,
Anderson Farms Park, Keeneland Park, Cook Property, Hutchinson Family Property).
Following discussion Councilmember Lundberg stated she is hearing the common theme of
the councilmembers is how to use the available funds wisely with the best return on
investment with amenities that will have the best use.

Councilmember Broderick asked for clarification on credits with park impact fees.
Mr. Montgomery noted in the core master plan, it was determined that a certain amount of

Lindon City Council
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credit was needed to quality for a system park that are impact fee eligible. There are several
ways to obtain credits (see page 9-10 on the draft).

Councilmember Broderick pointed out this is a guiding document where something
has been determined with an expectation to maintain. In his opinion, these are suggestions
that we will base future decisions on. If this is approved, that doesn’t mean we are doing
the things that are in there but just suggestions to consider. He expressed he is
uncomfortable with the terms used in the document. In his mind these are still just
suggestions and he is uncomfortable with some of the terms used. He also questioned the
summary of potential funding sources (page 97) stating he would not be in support.

Councilmember Lundberg stated the question is how do we balance that concern
yet not leave it open and ambiguous. Mr. Cowie pointed out these are suggestions and this
can be changed at any time. If the council chooses not to fund something that is up to them.
He noted 95% of the document is duplicated from the previous plan.

Mayor Acerson pointed out the challenge is that the impact fees are based upon our
planning. The level of service in planning is what the state requires in order to justify the
impact. That can change, but we have to do the ground work to keep us from a lawsuit.

Councilmember Lundberg pointed out we could potentially have to refund fees if
we don’t implement them in a certain time to the State; we have to identify what we are
trying to do and implement in a certain time.

Councilmember Vanchiere commented, in his mind, this plan doesn’t commit us to
anything but provides us with a well-researched menu of items. He feels we are not being
painted into a corner and this doesn’t obligate us to do these things but rather it is a guiding
document that we can change as we see fit; it doesn’t require us to act on these
recommendations.

Councilmember Hoyt expressed his concerns about the expectation level that it sets
and the potential liability.

Mr. Bateman explained he will come to city council for approval when there are
impact fees. He pointed out this document will give direction to him on what to build or
what to improve on for the next 7 to 10 years.

Mayor Acerson pointed out we shouldn’t underestimate what the impact fee
number will be. And once that is done, whatever bar we set we are obligated to that bar.
The reality is most of our residents are far away from the high-level mark, but we don’t
know where that mark is.

Mr. Cowie directed the council to go through document and identify any language
to add or omit. He re-iterated this is just a guiding document.

Councilmember Hoyt asked for clarification on the liability aspect. Brian Haws,
City Attorney, explained the guiding principle of these plans is that it sets the parameters
and we can’t go outside of this plan. If we don’t have at least a vision of what we want to
do in the future we may be restricting our ability to do so. As far as impact fees go, they
have to be spent within a certain timeframe and if not in that timeframe they do have to be
refunded. He then referenced State Code (Title 10) that states these are guiding principles
or plans.

Mr. Cowie further explained we are trying to have a rational good plan that is
legitimate for the public and developers as to maintain a certain level of service.

Lindon City Council
February 18, 2020 Page 4 of 11



10

12

14

16

18

20

22

24

26

28

30

32

34

36

38

40

42

44

46

Councilmember Vanchiere commented he feel this report provides enough
information to where he could make an intelligent decision.

Mr. Bateman commented at this point he needs a direction he can go. He pointed
out this document will help him chart a direction. He noted he will come back to the city
council for approval on any impact fees but that doesn’t mean they have to fund them. He
stated he also believes this document is well done and he can see five years out for level of
service.

Mr. Cowie then led a discussion on where the future park areas could potentially be
and could be actively pursued, including the Geneva Resort Park, Anderson Farms Park,
Keeneland Park, Cook Property, Hutchinson Family Property and Lindon Village.

Mr. Cowie asked if the Hollow Park trail connection is that something the council
would want to keep on the plan. Following discussion, the City Council agreed to add back
on the plan.

Mr. Cowie asked the consultants when they anticipate coming back to the council.
The consultants replied they are open and available and could change the wording and
come back in two weeks. Mr. Cowie directed the council to review the document for any
typos, language change etc. He asked for an updated draft and to get any changes or
concerns back to the consultants before the second meeting in march.

Mayor Acerson called for any further comments or discussion from the Council.
Hearing none he moved on to the next agenda item.

7. Public Hearing — Aquatics Center Employee Compensation; Resolution
#2020-4-R. The City Council will review and consider changes to the Aquatics
Center seasonal employee pay ranges and incorporate recommendations into the
FY2020 Budget Amendment in March.

COUNCILMEMBER POWELL MOVED TO OPEN THE PUBLIC HEARING.
COUNCILMEMBER HOYT SECONDED THE MOTION. ALL PRESENT VOTED IN
FAVOR. THE MOTION CARRIED.

Mr. Bateman stated the Parks & Recreation Department management has
determined that an adjustment in pay rates for positions at the Aquatics Center,
particularly for lifeguards, are necessary to attract and retain employees and should be
implemented. Mr. Bateman then presented the Lindon Aquatics Seasonal Pay Scale and a
matrix showing ranges and cost of training. He noted this is the middle to top end as
compared to other jurisdictions. He added this is the best-case scenario of keeping the
lifeguards and staff. Following some general discussion, the council was in agreement to
approve this request.

Mayor Acerson called for any public comments. Hearing none he called for a
motion to close the public hearing.

COUNCILMEMBER HOYT MOVED TO CLOSE PUBLIC HEARING.
COUNCILMEMBER POWELL SECONDED THE MOTION. ALL PRESENT VOTED
IN FAVOR. THE MOTION CARRIED.

Lindon City Council
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Mayor Acerson called for any further comments or discussion from the Council.
Hearing none he called for a motion.

COUNCILMEMBER VANCHIERE MOVED TO APPROVE RESOLUTION
#2020-4-R AS PRESENTED. COUNCILMEMBER HOYT SECONDED THE
MOTION. THE VOTE WAS RECORDED AS FOLLOWS:

COUNCILMEMBER LUNDBERG AYE
COUNCILMEMBER HOYT AYE
COUNCILMEMBER BRODERICK AYE
COUNCILMEMBER POWELL AYE
COUNCILMEMBER VANCHIERE AYE

THE MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.

8. Review & Action — Adoption of Resolution #2020-3-R; Updated 2020
Calendar. The Lindon City Council will review and consider for adoption the
updated 2020 Lindon City Public Meeting Schedule.

Mr. Cowie stated Staff has prepared two calendar options for consideration for
either Monday meetings at 7pm or Wednesday meetings at 7pm. Please also consider
possible earlier start times for Council business and administrative items (5 or 5:30pm
with regular public session starting at 6 or 6:30pm). He then presented a spreadsheet
showing the various meeting times of other municipalities.

Following discussion, the Council was in agreement to amend the 2020 meeting
public meeting schedule and move the city council meeting day to Mondays beginning at
5:15 pm with the understanding that it could be subject to change if any issues come up
for both the council and citizens.

Mayor Acerson called for any further comments or discussion from the Council.
Hearing none he called for a motion.

COUNCILMEMBER HOYT MOVED TO APPROVE RESOLUTION #2020-3-
R AS PRESENTED WITH THE MONDAY SCHEDULE BEGINNING AT 5:15 PM.
COUNCILMEMBER LUNDBERG SECONDED THE MOTION. THE VOTE WAS
RECORDED AS FOLLOWS:

COUNCILMEMBER LUNDBERG AYE
COUNCILMEMBER HOYT AYE
COUNCILMEMBER BRODERICK AYE
COUNCILMEMBER POWELL AYE
COUNCILMEMBER VANCHIERE AYE

THE MOTION CARRIED UNANIMOUSLY.

9. Discussion Item — 700 North Corridor Development and Incentives. The
Lindon City Council will discuss and consider possible developments and
incentives that may be considered along the 700 North Corridor.

Lindon City Council
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Mr. Cowie led this discussion item by giving a brief overview. He presented a
map showing the 700 North CDA project areas. He noted when originally set up the CDA
was eligible to receive funding. The CDA itself without Alpine School District
participating is estimated to bring in 4.2 million dollars over a 20-year lifespan. It has
primarily been used for infrastructure projects.

He then referenced some city-initiated Items as follows:

e City funded construction of 700 North roadway & utilities. $3.7 million

e City funded $1 Million of Lindon/PG I-15 interchange and worked with land
owners for their tax benefits from ‘friendly condemnations’ to secure land

e City vacated large portion of 600 North public roadway as an incentive to attract
Walmart

e City vacated portions of Main Street and returned property to adjacent business
owners

e UTOPIA — city funded fiber optic infrastructure to homes and businesses. May
ultimately pay over $19 Million

e Sent letters of support / thanks to businesses

e 2014 also sent pool passes to top sales tax producing businesses

e Goodfellow Corp — received letter and sought one-on-one help to facilitate new
building addition

e Business recognitions in Council & Chamber of Commerce meetings

He also presented Ordinance Changes to Accommodate Businesses as follows:

e Sign Ordinance (Murdock Hyundai, Harley Davidson, Vivint)

e Created Commercial Farm Ord (Wadley Farms, etc.)

e Increased building height to accommodate taller businesses (A-8 zones, churches)

e Allowed increased locations for used auto sales

e Created Commercial Design Guidelines to stream-line development reviews and
protect businesses from poor buildings, colors, and site design

e Reduced significant land-use processing time (minor subdivisions, signing of
plats, etc.)

e FEliminated ‘white fence’ requirement

e Created extensive Development Manual — outlines development process with
clear guidelines and expectations

e Removed prohibition on Sunday sales in Beer License Ord

RDA Improvements & Incentives:
e 700 North CDA will provide approx. $4.22 million for infrastructure and/or
incentives over 20 yrs.
o (If Alpine SD participated at 50% level this would increase to approx. $14.2
million)
e Murdock Hyundai: gave 1 acre of land + over $400,000 in post-performance cash
back incentive

Lindon City Council
February 18, 2020 Page 7 of 11
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Dist. 3 (canopy bldg. area) — 2014 landscaping improvements along business
street frontages

Dist. 3 lighting, streets, sidewalks, etc.

Dist. 3 developer incentives and pay-back plan (Johansen Thackery Development
got paid ~$250,000 / yr. for life of RDA; approx. $5 million over 20 yrs.)

West Side RDA — Shadow Mountain Industrial Properties, paid cash property tax
rebates for life of RDA (now expired)

State Street RDA - South Towne Business Mall (strip mall on State street) paid
hundreds of thousands in cash sales & prop tax rebates over 15 yrs. (finished in
2012).

Multiple road and utility installations and improvements

Industrial Revenue Bonds:

Mountain States Steel — used excess city bonding capacity to secure low interest
loans to enable business expansion

Interstate Gratings - used excess city bonding capacity to secure low interest loans
to enable business expansion

Other High-Quality Services & Business Friendly practices (indirect benefits):

$10k per year toward PG/Lindon Chamber of Commerce
Full-time Police / Fire services available

o0 Low city crime rate

Low business license fees

Lower than average property taxes

Moderate utility fee rates

Fast development processes. We’ve worked hard to streamline and speed the land
use and building permit process.

Fairly good streets and infrastructure
Great snow plowing program

Higher standards for fire protection, building inspections, and FEMA flood plain
regulation, which allows lower commercial insurance rates for residents and
businesses

Friendly and Approachable City Council members and Staff

Recognitions / Awards that Businesses may benefit from:

2013 State of Utah — Governor Herbert Business Friendly practices recognition
2008 — Utah Valley Home Builders Assoc. voted Lindon the Best City to Build In
2009, 2011, 2013 — CNN Money Magazine ranks Lindon in top 100 Best Cities

Councilmember Lundberg stated this preliminary plan looks to accomplish a nice

central core community gathering area with a lot of nice features with an identifiable
downtown place maker. There are lot of negotiables at play and we will need to give an

Lindon City Council
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incentive package no matter who it is. We can retain a nice piece of acreage to do the city
center feel. She questioned what is the willingness of the council to get that to happen?
She also mentioned other towns and cities that have created downtown areas or villages;
when you bring a central gathering area, the rest will follow.

Councilmember Lundberg pointed out this is preliminary draft and she would like
to know what our vision is and what is worth incentivizing. Should we acquire land with
a strategic partner; the timeline with Ivory is an issue and it would be close with Center
Cal. Would we want to be strategic and acquire the ground and have something in this
location and what are we willing to invest; that is the question.

Councilmember Powell stated she likes the proposal with the idea of a central
gathering place for families. We really don’t have that now and something nice like this
would identify the city, but won’t know until we investigate the options.

Councilmember Hoyt stated he worries about Ivory and if they would buy off on
any commercial player. He noted going all in on the Center Cal design would identify us.
There are a lot of variables and he would be in favor of looking at all options to make this
happen. Councilmember Hoyt commented that time is of the essence here (1 1/2 years
before Ivory acts). He also likes the idea of global retailers.

Councilmember Vanchiere commented he loves the concept but feels there is not
enough numbers to make a determination. Councilmember Broderick said we are all open
to looking at what the possible incentives would be and if it made sense, he would be in
support of it.

Councilmember Lundberg stated if that is the end goal and vision, we need to look
at what is in our tool box and network with potential partners and get those conversations
going. Following some additional discussion, Councilmember Lundberg noted she is
hearing the majority of the council is in favor of looking at the options with further
discussion.

Mayor Acerson said part of the challenge we are facing is that Center Cal is tied
up and it may be outside the window; he would suggest talking to Ivory Homes to see if
they are open to the city purchasing property.

Mayor Acerson called for any further comments or discussion from the Council.
Hearing none he moved on to the next agenda item.

10. Discussion Item — Lindon Days Grand Marshal. The Lindon City Council
will discuss and consider possible names to serve as the 2020 Lindon Days Grand
Marshal.

Mr. Cowie led this discussion by stating the council will need to discuss and
consider some other possible names to serve as the 2020 Lindon Days Grand Marshal as
several candidates have declined. He then presented a list of possible candidates.
Following review of the candidates the council was in agreement to send out an invitation
to Ren and Kathy Allred to be the 2020 Lindon Days Grand Marshal.

Mayor Acerson called for any further comments or discussion from the Council.
Hearing none he moved on to the next agenda item.

Lindon City Council
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COUNCIL REPORTS:

Councilmember Hoyt — Councilmember Hoyt thanked the Parks & Recreation
department for their hard work on the Master plan. He also mentioned the Tree Board has
some new members.

Councilmember Broderick — Councilmember Broderick reported there is a pothole on
100 South 400 East that needs to be high on the list. He also reported he will be attending
the Hollow Water and Provo Bench Canal meeting on Saturday. He also attended a
Legislative Session and sat with Keven Stratton on the floor which was very interesting
and informative.

Councilmember Powell — Councilmember Powell reported she attended the Engineering
Coordination Meeting at Public Works. She also asked about having a Mayor Pro Tem
plaque to identify who is acting Mayor Pro Tem.

Councilmember Lundberg — Councilmember Lundberg reported she attended recent
leadership event. She also mentioned the initiative in the city to encourage citizens to
have an emergency 24 hr. kit. She noted there is a new pothole by the cemetery at 600
North on the corner.

Councilmember Vanchiere — Councilmember Vanchiere reported he attended the last
planning commission meeting where they had discussion on the height of the canopy
building going higher. A lot of residents were in attendance encouraging the commission
to not approve it. He noted the developer will be having a neighborhood meeting to
discuss some options.

Mayor Acerson — Mayor Acerson reported the buildout is going well with Utopia and
moving in a favorable direction.

Administrator’s Report: Mr. Cowie reported on the following items followed by
discussion.

Misc. Updates:

e March newsletter article: Van Broderick - Article due to Kathy Moosman by end
of February

e Legislative Update: HB 273, Val Peterson, Property rights ombudsman; punitive
damages

e UTOPIA Update. Op-Ex payback in 2022,

e Future meeting items: street lighting/dark sky presentation; R-2 overlay for
housing; review of fireworks restriction boundaries map; storm water master plan
& impact fee study updates.

e Travel/hotel reimbursement process

e Misc. Items

Lindon City Council
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Upcoming Meetings & Events:
e Little Miss Lindon Pageant — Saturday, February 29" at 6:00pm at Oak Canyon
Jr. High
e April 22" - 24" _ Utah League of Cities and Towns spring conference in St
George

Mayor Acerson called for any further comments or discussion from the Council.
Hearing none he called for a motion to adjourn.

Adjourn —

COUNCILMEMBER BRODERICK MOVED TO ADJOURN THE MEETING
AT 10:27 PM. COUNCILMEMBER POWELL SECONDED THE MOTION. ALL
PRESENT VOTED IN FAVOR. THE MOTION CARRIED.

Approved — March 2, 2020

Kathryn Moosman, City Recorder

Jeff Acerson, Mayor

Lindon City Council
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Item 3 - COUNCIL REPORTS:

(20 minutes)

A) MAG, COG, UIA, Utah Lake Comm., ULCT, NUVAS, IHC Outreach, County Board of Health - Jeff Acerson

B) Police/Fire/EMS, Emergency Mgmt., Irrigation Co. Representative/Board member, City Buildings- Van Broderick

C) Public Works/Engineering, Historic Commission, Administration, Building Const. & Inspection - Randi Powell

D) PG/Lindon Chamber of Commerce, Economic Development, Lindon Days - Carolyn Lundberg

E) Planning Commission/BOA, Planning/Zoning, General Plan, Transfer Station/Solid Waste Board - Mike Vanchiere

F) Parks, Trails, and Recreation, Cemetery, Tree Advisory Board - Jake Hoyt
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Item 4 - ADMINISTRATOR’S REPORT (10 minutes)

Misc. Updates:
o April newsletter article: Kristen Colson - Article due to Kathy Moosman by end of March
e Legislative Update:
e UTOPIA Update. Any desire for UTOPIA/UIA update presentation from their Staff?
o Lots of seasonal job openings. Please spread the word.
e Misc. Items

Upcoming Meetings & Events:
e Little Miss Lindon Pageant — Saturday, February 29" at 6:00pm at Oak Canyon Jr. High
e April 22M-24" _ Utah League of Cities and Towns spring conference in St George



Item 5 — Presentations and Announcements

a) Comments / Announcements from Mayor and Council members.

17
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Item 6 — Open Session for Public Comment (For items not on the agenda - 10 minutes)
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Item 7 - Consent Agenda — Consent agenda may contain items which have been discussed beforehand
and/or do not require significant discussion, or are administrative in nature, or do not require public comment. The Council
may approve all Consent Agenda items in one motion, or may discuss individual items as needed and act on them

separately.

There are no consent agenda items for approval.



8. Work Session — Review DRAFT of the Parks, Trails, & Recreation Master Plan. The
Council will review and discuss the DRAFT updates to the Parks, Trails and Recreation Master
Plan. Feedback and direction will be provided. No motions will be made. (20 minutes)

No motion required, but feedback is requested.

The Parks, Trail, and Recreation Master Plan was last updated and adopted in 2008. This new plan
will replace the old plan maps, policies, and goals.

The City contracted with consultants to help prepare the master plan updates and assist with the
subsequent impact fee analysis. Public input on parks, trails, and recreation within the City was
gathered over a few months through community wide surveys and a public open house that was
well attended. In addition a Parks Master Plan Committee was formed with elected officials,
citizens, staff, and the consultants participating in several work meetings to discuss public input and
desires, then prepare and finalize the document. The draft master plan has also been presented to
the Planning Commission for their input and feedback.

Input by the Council on future parks, trails, amenities and recreational facilities
identified in the plan will be the primary focus for which feedback is needed. This
meeting will be the best time to provide desired changes to any goals, policies, or
wording within the master plan.

Once the plan is finalized it will be brought to the Council for a public hearing and possible
adoption (anticipated March 16t). The financial consultants will then prepare the impact fee
analysis for the Council’s consideration at a future meeting (most likely in April).
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OVERVIEW

mmunity
a summary of

s, trails, and recreation facilities including
the consultant team’s needs and gaps
level of service analyses, and land values.

Section 3: Recommendations, Goals, and Policies

In this section, recommendations are made to improve

and update the City’s parks, trails, and recreation facilities.
Proposed facility improvements are described and listed by
investment priority and expected outcomes of the plan after
implementation are described.

Section 4: Costs and Funding Opportunities

This section encapsulates the Impact Fees Facilities Plan and
provides a cost analysis/estimate for recommended system
improvements.

Section 5: Appendices

Appendix A- Impact Fee Analysis
Appendix B- Public Engagement Results
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A. OVERVIEW

PURPOSE

This plan serves as an u o Lindon City’s 2008
Parks, Trails, and Recr: Master Plan (PTRMP),
which has been gui e City for more than a

of 9,900 in 2008, the City
in the past 11 years.
ing, necessitating

ations from the ently completed
Pedestrian Master MP) to allow

il head Facilities. Each of these facilities
he 2011 Lindon City General Plan.
concentrate a broad range of

ies for major portions of the City.
defines the classifications as follows:

unity Parks typically contain 'destination’
amenities such as pavilions, ball fields, rodeo
arenas, tennis courts, etc. and are usually 4 acres
or larger in size. Community Parks should be
located so as to promote accessibility from the
entire community, but should be designed so as
to not have adverse impacts to residential areas
(i.e., lighting, noise, etc.).

¢ Neighborhood Parks provide basic recreational
opportunities, such as grassy areas, picnic, and
playground facilities easily accessible to residents.

¢ Trail head Facilities should provide year round
water and trail access for trail users. Some parking
locations at trail heads should be considered. Also,
after considering the surroundings and proposed
use of the facilities, amenities such as benches,
location markers, drinking fountains, or a small
restroom may be provided.

The goals outlined by the City for Trails system is to
provide the means to accomplish safe, free and

non- motorized movement throughout the community.
Trails in Lindon are categorized as regional trails,

local trails or US Forest Service Trails. Regional trails
generally span communities, and connect to other
regional trails. Local trails generally connect the places
people live and work to destinations such as regional
trails (the Bonneville Shoreline Trail, the Great Western
Trail, the Utah Lake Trail, Lindon’s Foothill Trail and the
Lindon Heritage Trail), recreational facilities, schools,
public facilities, retail establishments, etc.

25
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They may also provide looped routes that provide
opportunities for exercise and enjoyment not
necessarily associated with a destination. Several US
Forest Service trails exist in the foothills above the
City.

PROJECT IMPROVEMENTS VS. SYSTEM
IMPROVEMENTS CRITERIA

Parks, Trails and recreational facilities are categorized
according to their function as either project
improvements or system improvements as shown in
table 2.2.

Project Improvements include facilities that benefit

a small area and are generally of little benefit to the
community as a whole. These facilities include private
facilities that limit access to the general public, public
facilities to which the general public does not have
access, and public facilities that serve isolated or
individual subdivisions or residential areas. This type
of facility often lacks size, amenities, parking and
connectivity to other system improvements. Project
improvements are often placed within the community
as an amenity to a particular subdivision, possibly
related to receiving increased density considerations.
Project improvements cannot be funded through
impact fees, receive credit for costs against impact
fees, or be considered in the impact fee level of
service.

System improvements are intended to benefit the
community as a whole and are allowed to be funded
through impact fees. These types of facilities include
improvements that are accessible to the general public
and provide access, amenities, parking/connectivity
and adequate facilities to meet needs throughout

the City. Often these facilities are located outside the
specific development and are regional in nature.

When park, trail or recreational facilities are

provided as part of a land development for which
there are density bonus considerations associated
with dedication of land for or improvement of

parks, trails or recreational facilities (even when

they would otherwise meet the definition of

system improvements), such dedication of land or
improvements cannot also be used as a credit against
impact fees.

This Master Plan and Capital Facilities Plan identifies
the parks, trails and recreational facilities determined
to be needed by the community. When land and
improvements are dedicated to the public as part of a
development, they must be included in this plan to be
eligible for impact fee credits.

FEBRUARY 2020 | PAGE 9
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In the case of parks, except as noted in the

preceding paragraph, a facility is defined as a system
improvement if it contains (or is planned to contain in
the Lindon Parks, Trails and Recreation Master Plan)
two of the three following elements:

1. ltis at least 4 acres in size
2. It contains 8 general amenity credits from the
list below and adequate off- street parking:
. Permanent restroom facilities (1 credit per
facility)
. Pavilions (1 credit each pavilion 936 SF or
larger)
. Picnic tables (outside of pavilions)
(1 credit for 12 tables; max credit: 1)
*«  Playgrounds (1 credit per 900 SF; max
credit: 2)
e Exercise equipment (1 credit if facilities are
present)
¢ Tennis, pickleball, or basketball courts (1
credit per court; max credit: 2)
e Soccer fields (1 credit per field)
. Baseball/softball diamonds (1 credit per
diamond)
¢ Sand volleyball pits (1 credit for 1800 SF;
max credit: 1)
» Riding arena (1 credit for 1/2 acre
minimum arena; max credit: 1)
¢« Lighted jogging path (1 credit per 1320 LF
of path; max credit: 2)
*« Regional trail access (1 credit per trail; max
credits: 2)
3. It provides one of the specified unique
functions listed below:
e The park is adjacent to and provides
access to the foothills or Dry Canyon
e The park includes recreational access to a
naturally flowing watercourse that flows
more or less continuously or to Utah Lake
e The parkis a linear park along a regional
trail; to qualify as a linear park, the park
land must be at least 50 feet wide, it must
be at least one half mile long, and it must
be at least 4 acres in size.

¢ Other specific unique functions approved
on a case-by-case basis by the Lindon
City Council

Note that there is not a direct correlation between the
designation of community parks (referred to in the
General Plan) and system improvements.

Trail heads are a special subset of parks. System
improvements are defined separately for trail head
parks. A trail head park that is at least 2 acres in size,
has off-street parking, and provides direct access to
the foothills or Dry Canyon, or is adjacent to a regional
trail is defined as a system improvement.

Parks that do not meet the definition of system
improvements as described above are project
improvements.

In the case of trails, the trails shown on the Lindon
City Parks and Trails Master Plan Map comprise the
system improvements in Lindon; this map contains
the location, as well as the width and surface type
standards for each trail. Trails not shown on the map
are project improvements.

The planned Anderson Farms development will

be a system improvement. Other privately owned
recreational facilities are project improvements.
Lindon City reserves the right to allow impact

fee credits or make other similar arrangements in
specific cases in which the City determines that land/
improvements associated with a development function
as system improvements.

DETERMINATION OF PROJECT IMPROVEMENTS VS.
SYSTEM IMPROVEMENTS FOR PARKS

Table 1illustrates the determination of project vs.
system improvements for trail head parks in Lindon
according to the established criteria.

TABLE 11 DETERMINATION OF PROJECT VS. SYSTEM IMPROVEMENTS FOR TRAIL HEAD PARKS

TABLE 1.2 DETERMINATION OF PROJECT VS. SYSTEM IMPROVEMENTS FOR TRAIL HEAD PARKS CONT’D.

Determination of Project vs. System Improvements for Parks
(Based on Planned Improvements)

CRITERIA FOR PARKS RESULTS
Provides Specified Unique
Size General Amenities P ] q Type
Function
(2 of 3 Credits to be system
(4+ acres) (8 required, plus parking) (any one) improvement)
A - $lEls| |28|2|8
Q - ] © —_ r= = n Qo o
slals| 8 2a|2|lelec|2|F|&|E S<| 8| == 2
—_— (] ] < > c fod o QO _ © =
(7] -_— T O [=1] -_— (=) - <] S < o <
v Elal=alcs|lw]| o | g 21el8lEl 5] e < Slal|l &k o
] s|s§|=|3|[g]|lS . . l&|ls|S8|<|s|E|e]|= 2e|9Q|es S
Type (in General % 5 % § 2 | B € 5|8 o T &2 %’ 2 H|l% |35 % ole § AR Systems or Project
Q Q = ! . = .
# Name Location Plan) S 1S5lelsl8l2lzlc3|lslE8ls|s2|2|e|E5|8|5le5|12|£¢9|5]8 Improvements
1 Canal Bridge Park 140 North 800 East Neighborhood 1.26 1 1| No| 2 0 Project
2 Citizenship 500 North 800 East Neighborhood 2.67 1 1 Yes | 2 0 Project
3 City Center Park 200 North State Street Community 19.62 2 1 Yes| 9 System
4 Creekside Park 100 South 600 West Community 2 1 No | 4 1 Project
5 Geneva Resort Park 600 South 2000 West Community 17.63 1 1 2 Yes | 13 1 System
6 Hillside Park 350 North 1200 East Community 31.66 No | 1 System
7 Hollow Park 300 East 400 North Community 4.46 2 1 1 Yes| 8 System
8 Keeneland Park 1150 East 100 North Community 4 2 1 Yes | 10 System
9 Meadow Park 1700 West 500 North Community 4.16 Yes| 3 1 System
10 Murdock Canal Park | Along Murdock Canal Community 19.36 No | 1 1 System
11 Orchard Park 600 North Main Street Community 4 2 1 Yes| 8 System
12 Panorama park 900 East 140 North Neighborhood 1.17 1 No | 2 Project
13 Pheasant Brook Park | 800 West 300 North Community 9.78 2 411 Yes | 16 System
14 Pioneer Park 500 East 150 South Community 53 2 1 1 Yes| 8 System
15 Water Tank Park 250 North 835 East Neighborhood 1.44 No Project
16 Willow Wood Park 800 West 600 North Community 18.11 4 2 Yes | 13 System

CRITERIA FOR TRAIL HEADS RESULTS
Type (must meet
all criteria)
Name Location Type (in Size (2+ Off-Street Foothill or | System or Project
General acres) Parking Dry Canyon Improvement
Plan) Access
Dry Canyon Mouth of
1 Trail head Dry Canyon | Trail head Yes Yes Yes System
Equestrian 185 North Project
2 Staging Area 1200 East Trail head No Yes Yes
Lindon View 754 North
3 Park 780 East Trail head No Yes Yes Project
A | PAGE 10
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B. LINDON CITY PROFILE

AMERICAN FORK

PLEASANT GROVE

VINEYARD

OREM

R
.....

Lindon community boundaries

Lindon City, located in Utah County, Utah, is a
traditionally suburban community that was once home
to large horse ranches and agricultural fields. It has
been changing as lot sizes have been decreasing and
additional residential and commercial development
has entered the City. It is located 45 minutes south of
Salt Lake City and is nestled below beautiful Mountain
Timpanogos. Within its boundaries, it encompasses
the Wasatch foothills to the east and Utah Lake to

the west. With its several improved parks, trails, and
amenities, it has ranked as one of CNN'’s 100 Best
Small Cities to Live in America in 2009, 2011, and 2013.

Lindon enjoys strong demographic characteristics
including population growth, education and household
income. The medium income of the average family is
almost $20,000 higher than the median income of the
average Utah household and 80% of the population
own their home creating stable, high quality
neighborhoods throughout the community.

=<
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Lindon ranked 29th out of 50 towns considered for Best
Places to live

2020 POPULATION:

_
11,512

ANNUAL GROWTH RATE:

POPULATION WITH
ASSOCIATE’S DEGREE OR
HIGHER:

MEDIAN HOUSEHOLD INCOME:

ey
$84.417

27
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TOTAL HOUSEHOLDS:
Aol
T
2,812

e
26.8

OWNER OCCUPIED
HOUSEHOLDS:

2207

RENTER OCCUPIED
HOUSEHOLDS:

439

Source: 2018 edcUTAH Lindon City Profile and Lindon City Staff
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C. COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT IN THE PLANNING PROCESS

STEERING COMMITTEE

The City organized a group of steering committee
members including city staff from planning,
engineering, and parks and recreation. Residents

and City Council members also participated. The
group met on a bi-weekly basis with the consultant
team to guide progress on the plan development

and provide valuable input. In order to represent
various perspectives of the community and the City
Administration, the Steering Committee included
engaged community members who care deeply about
Lindon Parks and Recreation, representation from the
City Council, City Administrative Staff members and
the staff from the Parks and Recreation Department.

The Plan Steering Committee met on a bi-weekly basis
at the Lindon Municipal Building, over a three month
period from November 2019 to January 2020. At each
of the six Steering Committee meetings, analysis and
information were presented, informing the decision-
making process of guiding the plan development.
Beginning with formation of Guiding Principles of

the Plan, the Steering Committee next considered
existing conditions of parks, trails and recreation.
After understanding community desires, existing
needs and potential opportunities, recommendations
for implementation were formed through careful
consideration and alignment of City needs, available
funds and desires by community members.

Steering Committee reviews existing conditions map

PUBLIC OPEN HOUSE

A public open house was held on Monday, December
2, 2019 to inform residents and community members
of the project scope, status, and to gather comments
and input. The open house was scheduled to coincide
with the City’s annual tree lighting ceremony and visit
from Santa. More than 150 residents attended the
event and participated by leaving comments in various
forms. Residents identified issues, concerns, ideas, and
opportunities on existing parks, trails, and recreation
amenities in the City. Residents placed comments

on maps of parks and trails in the City and also

voted on potential new improvements the City might
invest in for the future. All comments and votes were
considered for the recommendations in this plan. A full
list of comments and number of votes can be found in
the Appendix.

A | PAGE 14

Residents of Lindon participating at the open house

Boards provide information and maps of existing parks

Residents placed dots to identify desired amenities

Children sharing comments in the form of sketches

28
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ONLINE SURVEY RESULTS

The consultant team published a survey to gather
additional input from the City’s residents and
community members. The survey was open from

late October to late December (2 months) and was
promoted by the City through social media and in-
person posters and flyers. Responses were analyzed
and used to inform master plan recommendations.
Highlights are provided in the next chapter and a
summary of all the 213 responses can be found in the
Appendix.

6% - A Few Times a Year

19% - Several Times a Week

How often
do you
frequent these

facilities?

21% - A Few Times a Month

31% - A Few Times a Week

18% - Once a Week

What are your favorite parks, trails, or recreation
facilities outside of Lindon and why?

HIKING "S85 R BikinG
CANYON TRAILS OPEN AREA

DRY CANYON PROVO CANYON ;I;MRSAILS

BATTLECREEK  CYCLING EQUIPMENT

SHADING SPLASH PAD s courrs
SPORTS 4 ichiLanp cLen PARK INDOOR POOL

ViNen_ DISCOVERY PARK oo s
BONNEVILLE SHORELINE TRAIL P AYGROUND

How do you travel to Lindon’s parks, trails, and facilities?

01 PERSONAL AUTO 76%
02 WALK 73%

o 3 BICYCLE 47%

04 other  14%

FEBRUARY 2020 | PAGE 15
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D. COORDINATION WITH LINDON CITY PLANS

This Parks, Trails and Recreation Master Plan builds
upon and integrates recommendations and guidelines
identified in the City’s General Plan and the Bicycle
and Pedestrian Master Plan.

2011 GENERAL PLAN

Lindon City’s 2011 General Plan identified a community ~ One of the plan’s objectives for the vision includes
vision “to provide for a strong, positive civic image and  “Maintaining the quality of existing and future

identify within a clean and attractive physical setting neighborhoods and land use areas within the City
which seeks to preserve a high quality, open, rural through community beautification and improved parks
living atmosphere which is also receptive to compatible & trails.” The General Plan also has a section on Parks

services and amenities provided by some elements of ~ and Trails which states that “parks should be provided
urban living.” to allow for a variety of recreational opportunities to

meet the needs of all areas of the community.”

29
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The following ten parks and recreation guidelines are recommendations from the 2011 General Plan:

1. THE CITY SHOULD BE PROACTIVE IN EXPANDING, DEVELOPING, AND
MAINTAINING ITS PARK SYSTEMS. THE CITY SHOULD PLAN FOR FOUR (4) ACRES
OF PARKS AND TRAILS FOR EVERY 1000 RESIDENTS.

* Acquisition of land should occur as early as

possible to help assure availability, affordability, and preservation.

A committee or committees to promote park,
pathway, and trail facilities should be
established and on-going.

» Parks should be located to enhance unique
landmarks, including historical sites and
buildings, and environmentally significant areas.
Sites with unigue open space and scenic values
should be a focus of public acquisition efforts.

« Natural areas, floodplains, forested areas,
meadows, wetlands, and other important
environmental features should be preserved as
open space resources.

 Open space dedicated for safety and ecologie
purposes (such as detention areas) may be
secondarily used as parks so long as the
primary use is not diminished.

2. THE CHARACTER OF PARKS SHOULD REFLECT T = ATURES
AND LIFESTYLES OF THE SURROUNDING NEIGHBORHOOD

3. PRIVATE DEVELOPMENT PARTICIPATES IN PARK, AND TRAIL
DEVELOPMENT THROUGH PARK IMPACT FEES, DEDICATION OF LAND, AND/OR
CONSTRUCTION OF FACILITIES.

U | PAGE 16

4. THE CITY S§OULD ENCOURAGE NEIGHBORS TO COOPERATIVELY
DEVELOP NEI RHOOD PLAY PARKS WHICH MAY THEN BE TURNED
OVERTO T Y TO BE MAINTAINED AS PART OF THE CITY PARK

SYSTEM.

URPOSE COURTS, PICNIC AREAS, PLAYGROUNDS, AND PAVILIONS.

CLOSE COOPERATION BETWEEN THE CITY, PUBLIC AND PRIVATE
S, PUBLIC AGENCIES, COMMUNITY GROUPS, VOLUNTEER
ATIONS, BUSINESS AND INDUSTRY SHOULD BE CONTINUED

E PROVISION OF RECREATIONAL SERVICES. FOR EXAMPLE,
LEMENTAL RECREATION OPPORTUNITIES ARE AVAILABLE AT MOST
SCHOOL SITES. JOINT USE OF PARK AND SCHOOL FACILITIES AND
RECREATIONAL ACTIVITIES SHOULD BE ENCOURAGED.

8. LINEAR PARKS/TRAILS SHOULD BE MAINTAINED AND EXPANDED
ALONG STREAMS, CREEKS, EASEMENTS, AND RIGHTS-OF-WAY, I|.E.
HOLLOW WATER SOURCE, PROCTOR DRAINAGE DITCH, BATTLE

CREEK AND GROVE CREEK DRAINAGES, SALT LAKE AQUEDUCT, USBR
AQUEDUCTS, NORTH UNION CANAL, MURDOCK CANAL, ETC.

9. LANDSCAPING AND FORESTRY PROGRAMS SHOULD, IN
COORDINATION WITH RELEVANT COMMITTEES OR BOARDS, BE
CONTINUED AND EXPANDED ON PUBLIC PROPERTY AND ALONG
ROADWAYS, INCLUDING THE CITY CEMETERY, SECONDARY WATER
RESERVOIRS, CULINARY WATER STORAGE FACILITIES, GENEVA ROAD,
AND STATE STREET.

10. IN ADDITION TO EXISTING CITY FUNDS, GRANTS AND OUTSIDE
SOURCES OF FUNDING, THE CITY SHOULD EXPLORE ADDITIONAL
OPTIONS FOR RAISING MONEY TO BUILD AND EXPAND THE PARKS AND
RECREATION SYSTEM AND/OR CONSERVE OPEN SPACES, INCLUDING
CITIZEN SUPPORTED BOND MEASURES.

FEBRUARY 2020 | PAGE 17
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2017 GENERAL PLAN LAND USE PLANNING SURVEY

The City conducted a General Plan survey in 2017 in

which it gauged how its residents felt about future land
use in the City. The survey revealed residents felt the
following ways about parks, open space, and recreation:

* Parks and Open Space ranked as the top most
desired future development type.

* The most important way to improve the
aesthetic appearance of the City is to protect
open spaces.

e 86% of survey respondents felt that open space
is a defining characteristic of Lindon City.

e 67% of survey respondents said Lindon’s
traditional slogan, “little bit of country” still
reflect the City today

* Open space and parks & recreation
opportunities rank as 3rd and 5th, respectively
for what makes Lindon unique to residents. (Ist
and 2nd were residential lot size and safety/
crime rate, respectively.)

* 83% of residents favored the City trying to

Lindon City

General Plan

Adopted November 15, 2011

‘View from Mt. Timpanogos foothills overlooking Lindon and Utah Lake.

secure land for open space preservation.

Lindon City General Plan

Responses from the 2017 General Plan Survey

=<
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2015 BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN MASTER PLAN

The City adopted a new Bicycle and Pedestrian Master
Plan in July 2015. It set for following Vision and

LINDON

PARKS+TRAILS+RECREATION

five goals:
Vision
THE VISION STAT] 'S LINDON’S DIRECTION FOR
BICYCLE AND IES, AND PROVIDES CLEAR
DIRECTION SURE CONSISTENCY

STEERING

MPLES FROM ANCHORAGE, ALASKA; DAvis,
A, MINNEAPOLIS, MINNESOTA; AND PORTLAND,
HE VISION STATEMENT OF THE LINDON BIcYCLE
N PLAN iIs:

COURAGE A COMMUNITY THAT VALUES
MOBILITY OPTIONS AND A HIGH QUALITY OF

H THE PROMOTION OF A SAFE AND WELL-
CONNECTED BICYCLING AND PEDESTRIAN NETWORK.”

GOAL 1: CREATE A COMPLETE BICYCLE AND
PEDESTRIAN NETWORK TO INCREASE BICYCLE
AND PEDESTRIAN MODE SHARE

GOAL 2: FOSTER A CULTURE OF BICYCLE
AND PEDESTRIAN PLAN ADOPTION AND
IMPLEMENTATION

GOAL 3: IMPLEMENT COMPREHENSIVE
EDUCATION PROGRAMS

GOAL 4: IMPROVE SAFETY AND ENFORCEMENT
ON LINDON STREETS, PATHS, AND BIKEWAYS

GOAL 5: MAINTENANCE: KEEP NON-MOTORIZED
FACILITIES CLEAN, SAFE, AND ACCESSIBLE

Lindon Bicycle and Pedestrian Master Plan
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E. GUIDING PRINCIPLES

-~ PARKS;
w TRAILS& &~ . ’
. RECREATION - IMPROVED
INTEGRATED - MASTER HEALTH & WELL-
WITH CITY ... PLAN: _..BEING FOR ALL

" AGES & ABILITIES

" PRUDENTUSE "}
oF
CITY FUNDS

[ | PAGE 20

At the outset of the Master Plan update process the
steering committee developed guiding principles
which would be utilized to inform the decision-
making that would need to occur. The diagram at
right implies that no hierarchy exists, but rather
that each of the principles are of equal importance
with regards to implementing recommendations
within this Master Plan.

O1| A HOLISTIC APPROACH TO
RECREATION

and equitable for
community me young and elderly,
families and indi s, and residents with
special needs.

31
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O3 | INTEGRATED WITH CITY
DOCUMENTS & GOALS

The Parks, Trails, and Recreation Master Plan
will reflect and inform the vision and goals
set forth in the City’s planning documents

such as the General Plan and the Bicycle and

Pedestrian Master Plan.

O4 | FILLS A NICHE FOR THE
COMMUNITY

Focusing on Lindon’s natural amenities and
demographics, the City will provide active
and passive recreational offerings to reinforce
the community’s identity, and compliment
recreational opportunities already provided in
neighboring communities.

O5 | PRUDENT USE OF CITY FUNDS

Lindon City will maintain and expand the
community’s access to parks, trails, and
recreation through the wise use of available
funds and resources.
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A. LEVEL OF SERVICE ANALYSIS

Level of service is a term used to describe the
degree to which a service is provided to users. The
community plans to provide facilities that meet or
exceed the established level of service.

As noted on page 52 of the 2011 Lindon City General
Plan, under the heading of Park and Recreation
Guidelines, “The City should plan for four (4) acres of
parks and trails for every 1000 residents”.

Parks, trails and other recreational facilities serve
related functions- they are intended to help meet
public recreation, leisure activity, exercise sports,
gathering and cultural needs. The facilities provided
should be suited to the needs, desires and lifestyles

of the community. While a planning process attempts
to predict what those needs, desires, and lifestyles of
the community will be, it must be flexible enough to
accommodate the actual needs, desires and lifestyle of
the community in the future.

In order to afford this flexibility the level of service
can be described on the basis of dollars per capita.
This provides a unit of measurement that allows
parks, trails and recreational facilities to be treated
as a whole. It allows us to plan for a certain dollar
level of investment that can be used to provide the
facilities that are in demand at the time funding is
available, rather than being constrained to provide
predetermined facilities whether or not they are in
demand in the future.

The impact fee level of service is lower than the
functional level of service because some land has been
donated and some improvements have been paid for
using federal grants.

1N | PAGE 24

In order to identify costs that can be included in the
impact fee level of service, tables in this document
showing value of land and improvements include a
separate column for impact fee eligible costs, which
does not include the value of land or improvements
paid for with federal funds.

In both the case of functional level of service and
impact fee level of service, there will be an established
threshold of performance, or an established level of
service. The goal is to meet or exceed that threshold.
There will be new and existing levels of service in both
cases as well, which at any given time will likely be
higher or lower than the established level of service.

The established functional level of service in Lindon
is a minimum of 4 acres of parks, trails and recreation
facilities for every 1000 residents, as suggested in
the General Plan. As will be shown in this document,
Lindon easily exceeds this level, so there will be little
discussion of this measure of level of service.

The impact fee level of service in Lindon is a dollar
value of land and improvements per resident of
Lindon. It will be established at the level that currently
exists. It is expected that Lindon City will use general
funds to supplement impact fees in the construction
of parks, trails and recreational facilities. By so deing,
it is expected that the established impact fee level'of
service will increase over time. Furthermore, inflation
will cause the established impact fee level of service to
increase over time as well.

Since much of this document willrelate to the impact
fee level of service, this document will uselevel of
service” to mean the impact fee level'of service. This
document will uses“functionahlevel of service® when
referring to the functional“level of,service.

B. EXISTING FACILITIES

34
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Accessible, well paved trails can be enjoyed by people of all ages

Lindon City has an extensive park and trail system
with a Functional Level of Service standard of four
(4) acres per everyone 1,000 persons. Looking at a
proximity map of the existing facilities, it is clear to
see that Lindon City exceeds that number at about 10
acres per 1000 persons.

Two major trails exist within the city. The Heritage
trail is a 10-foot-wide asphalt trail that runs from
1550 West, up Lakeview Road, into the city Center
Park, along Main Street and east on Center Street to
connect to the trail at Canal Drive. The Murdock Canal
Trail, which runs north to south from the boundary
with Orem on the south to Pleasant Grove on the
north. Lindon city has provided neighborhood and
community paths to its residents, with some already
connected to the paths and trails that lead to other
cities, US Forest trails, and other amenities.

The current LOS for Lindon City parks is approximately
10 acres per 1,000 persons. This is above the goals of
the city therefore, it is recommended prioritization
should be emphasized on the improvement of current
amenities.

TABLE 2.1 LEVEL OF SERVICE IN NEIGHBORING CITIES

Location Acres Per Person
Payson 7 1,000
Saratoga Springs 2.29 1,000
Provo 4.04 1,000
Orem 2.76 1,000
Springville 7.67 1,000
American Fork 6.47 1,000
Highland 12.1 1,000
Lehi 7.53 1,000
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PARKS EXISTING CONDITIONS

TABLE 2.2 EXISTING PARK FACILITIES FROM 2008 LINDON PARKS,

AND CAPITAL FACILITIES PLAN

TRAILS AND RECREATION MASTER PLAN

Lindon View | 754 North
1 Park 780 East | Neighborhood Project 2.26 Land, some landscaping, fencing
500 North Land, landscaping, playground, walking|
2 Citizenship 800 East | Neighborhood Project 2.67 path, parking
200 North Land, landscaping, large pavilion,
Lindon City State restrooms, playground, riding arena,
3 Center Park Street Community System 1.3 ball fields, drinking fountain, parking
Land, landscaping, small pavilion,
100 South restrooms, picnic area, playground,
4 | Creekside Park| 600 West Community Project 2 fencing
350 North
6 Hillside Park | 1200 East Community System 31.66 Land, hiking trails, native vegetation
300 East Land, landscaping, small pavilion,
7 Hollow Park |400 North Community System 4.46 restrooms, lighted path, parking
Canal Bridge | 140 North
8 Park 800 East | Neighborhood Project 1.26 Open fields adjacent to trail
1700 West
9 | Meadow Park | 500 North Community System 4.6 Land
Along I
Murdock Canal| Murdock NA Vegetated area along the Murdock
10 Park Canal Community System Canal Trail
600 North
n Fryer Park [Main Street] Community System 4 Land
900 East Land, landscaping, playground,
12 | Panorama park| 140 North | Neighborhood Project 117 basketball court
Pheasant Brook| 800 West Land, landscaping, pavilion, restrooms,
13 Park 300 North Community System 9.78 fencing, lighted path, parking
Land, landscaping, small pavilion,
restrooms, playground, fencing, soccer
500 East field, lighted path, drinking fountain,
14| Pioneer Park | 150 South Community System 53 parking
N | PAGE 26

RECREATION FACILITY

Photo Source: www.FlowRider.com

NEIGHBORHOOD PARKS

35

LINDON AQUATICS CENTER

In 2009 the City constructed a public aquatic recreation
facility adjacent on City Property adjacent to the City
Center Park. This facility provides a necessary recreation
opportunity which is heavily used by the residents of the
City and non-residents as well. This facility is available for
use during the months of May to September.

The City also purchased property from the LDS church which
has been remodeled into an indoor recreation center. This
facility also houses the Senior Citizen and the Cultural Arts
Center Facilities.

CITIZENSHIP PARK

Citizenship Park consists of 2.47 acres located at 500 north
800 east. The parks amenities consist of 1 Pavilion (25’'x25"),
2 small playgrounds, 1 drinking fountain, 10 benches,

asphalt path, flag pole, 1 half size basketball court with a
single basketball standard, grass hills, detention basins

and landscaping. There is a small paved parking lot with a
capacity of six vehicles.

PANORAMA PARK

Panorama Park consists of 1.09 acres located at 900 east
140 North. The park amenities consist of 2 benches, a small
playground a half-court basketball with a single basketball
standard, access to Lindon heritage trail, large grass areas /
detention basin.

CANAL BRIDGE PARK

Canal Bridge Park consists of 1.26 acres located at 140 north
800 east. The parks amenities consist of open grass fields/
detention basin, chain-link fencing, and a large retaining
wall. The park is located adjacent to the Murdock Canal trail
and the Lindon Heritage Trail.
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Creekside Park consists of 1.88 acres at 100 south 600 west.
Park amenities consist of 1 pavilion (30°’x40’), a monument
sign, 2 bridges over the existing creek, 1 maintenance

shed, 2 trash cans, asphalt path (not in good condition), 1
bench, and open grass areas. 2 pickle ball courts funded for
construction in 2020

Lindon View is a regional trail head for the Murdock Canal
trail. It’s amenities include restroom building with an
attached pavilion, 2 picnic tables, 3 bike racks, drinking
fountain attached to the building, and landscaping. There
is parking for approximately 13 vehicles. The park is jointly
owned by Utah county parks and recreation.

DRY CANYON TRAIL HEAD FRYAR PARK

Dry canyon Trail is a popular trail. The trail head is a surfaced
parking lot with approximately 30-40 parking stalls and

a bathroom. The trail head also provides access to the
Bonneville Shoreline Trail. It is maintained and owned by the
US Forest Service.

Fryar Park consist of 4 acres located at 600 north Main
Street. Park amenities consist of Large open grassy areas,
a lighted asphalt path,1 Pavilion (20’x30’), a playground, 1
trash enclosure, 4 benches, 2 trash cans and signage.

Photo Source: www.AllTrails.com

HILLSIDE PARK

EQUESTRIAN STAGING AREA

The Equestrian staging area is located inthe foothills on the
east edge of the city. It consists of gravel and asphalt payved
access and parking areas allowing fot loading and unloading
of horses and equipment. All vegétation is native. Unpaved
trails leave from this point into the foothills and mountains.
Large boulders have been placed to restrict motorized
vehicles from accessing the hill sides. The staging area is
the Eastern terminus for the Heritage Trail.

Hillside Park consists of 31.66 acres located at 350 north
1200 east. This park consists of open native vegetation

in the foothill above the city of Lindon. Parking consists
of dirt/ gravel areas at the dead ends of pavements at
1200 east street and 380 north street. Unpaved and
unmaintained gravel roads are located within the park
boundaries. A buried city water tank and pump house are
located within the park.
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COMMUNITY PARKS HOLLOW PARK

PIONEER PARK

Hollow Park consists of 4.46 acres located at 300 east

400 north. Park amenities consist of 2 Pavilions (25'x35"),

a Monument sign, Trash enclosure, 4 trash cans, 1 lighted
tennis court, 2 lighted pickleball courts Lighted, an asphalt
walking path, 5 benches, open grass fields and landscaping,
and 1 drinking fountain at a restroom building.

Pioneer Park consists of'5.3 acres lo¢ated at 500 east 150
south. Park amenities consist ofian existing pioneer era

rock facade building, 2 Paviliens (25'x35’), playground, 6
trash cans, 1 bench, 1 trash enclasure, 1 drinking fountain at
restroom building, large open grass fields surrounded with
a lighted asphalt path, landscaping, access to back stop and
field of adjacent Rocky Mountain Elementary school.
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MEADOW PARK

Meadow Park consist of 4.16 acres located at 17700 west

500 north. Park amenities consist of 1 Pavilion (25’x45"),

a monument sign, 2 trash cans, a playground, large open
grass fields with landscaping, 1 unmarked soccer field. The
park consists of one main lawn, park areas on the north east
corner of the road and smaller lawn areas on the south east,
south west and north west corners of the intersection of 500
north and 17700 west. There is a small single loaded parking
lot located in the south east quadrant of the park. A canal/
drainage ditch runs on the east side of 1700 west street.

PHEASANT BROOK PARK

Pheasant Brook Park consists of 9.78 acres located at 800
west 600 north. The park amenities consist of 2 Pavilions
(30°’x60’), a playground, a restroom building, 2 baseball
fields, 2 pickleball courts funded for construction in 2020, 3
soccer fields, a lighted asphalt path runs along the perimeter
of the park and connects the parking lot to the other park
amenities. A 35’ flag pole is located adjacent to the parking
lot and north pavilion. A bridge over a drainage swale
connects the south pavilion to the main asphalt path. A
parking lot with an approximate 80 car capacity and a trash
enclosure is located on site

LINDON CITY CENTER PARK

Lindon City Center Park consists of 11.3 acres (18.6 including
entire campus) located at 200 north State Street. The

park is located adjacent to the Lindon Aquatic center,
Lindon City Hall, Lindon Police and Fire Stations and the
Lindon Community center. Park amenities consist of 1
pavilion (75’x35’) and 1 pavilion (Small Octagon), 1 enclosed
pavilion / building, 1 concession stand, 4 bleachers, 1

bench, trash cans, vinyl fence, chain-link fence, pool pump
house, monument sign, metal pipe fencing, retaining

walls, landscaping , trash enclosure, drinking fountains, 1
baseball field, 1 lighted baseball field, 1 rodeo arena and

two playgrounds (one large all abilities playground and one
smaller electronic playground). There are four parking lots
with a capacity of 135 vehicles. The asphalt Heritage trail
runs through the park and into a tunnel under state street on
the west end of the park.

MAP 2.1 EXISTING CONDITIONS - PARKS & OPEN SPACE
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GENEVA RESORT PARK

This 7.54 acre undeveloped parcel is conveniently
located next to the Utah Lake Marina, which, was
once a vacation spot for Utahns. This park should
complement not only the marina but should also
provide needed sports fields and open space
requested by the city residents during the Master Plan
Open House.

ANDERSON FARMS PARK

Being developed by Ivory homes, this site will
accommodate leisure, recreational and sports complex
uses. According to Ivory Homes, the future park will
offer pavilions, basketball courts, soccer fields, and
baseball diamonds and will be a street crossing away
from the newly developed homes.

KEENELAND PARK

The city in the near future desires to purchase

a minimum of 4 acres of larger property on the
southeast side of the city for a community park and
additional open space.

LINDON VILLAGE

In 2020, Lindon City will be working with an urban
design consultant to create a plan for a new character
district, Lindon Village Center. This area will be
developed through public and private funds to create
a mid-rise development centered around a park and
plaza public space. Well connected, this walkable,
urban space will be easily accessed by numerous
modes of transportation including walking, cycling,
mass transit and private automobile. The gathering
space will benefit, not only the users of the space,
but the commercial area as it will foster a thriving and
successful economic center by providing a pleasant
and attractive space for users to visit and linger in.

TABLE 2.3 EXISTING PARK AMENITIES ANALYSIS
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General Amenities Unique Function
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Name Location Type Sl gl sl sl &l gl =l 2l 2| 5| 8l gl 2= &L gl 8| S[<£é8 Z
1 Pavilion (25'x45'), Monument sign, 2 trash cans, large U
open grass fields with landscaping, 1 unmarked soccer o
Meadow Park 1700 West 500 North Community 4.16 0 0 1 0 8 1 0 0 1 0 0 0N field N Y N Z
2 Pavilions (30'x60'), 2 baseball fields, 2 pickleball courts
Pheasant Brook Park 800 West 600 North Community 978 1| of of 2f 20 1] o 2 3| 2 funded for 2020, 3 soccer fields Q
1 Pavilion (30'x40'), monument sign, 2 bridges, 1 —l
maintenance shed, 2 trash cans, asphalt path (not in good .<
condition), 1 bench, open grass areas, 2 pickleball courts
Creekside Park 100 South 600 West Community 1.88 1 0 1 0 8 2 0 2 0 0 0 0 0[N funded for 2020 N Y N g
1 Pavilion (75'x35') and 1 pavilion (small octagon), 1 ”
enclosed pavilion, 1 concession stand, 4 bleachers, 1 x
bench, trash cans, vinyl fence, chain-link fence, pool pump m
house, monument sign, metal pipe fencing, retaining -
walls, landscaping, trash enclosure, drinking fountains, 1 _l
baseball field, 1 lighted baseball field z
Lindon City Center Park 200 North State St Community 11.3 1 31 1 0 0 2 1 N N N >
Aquatics Center 0 0 0 0 0 0 —
1 Pavilion (20'x30'), 1 trash enclosure, 4 benches, 2 trash -~
Fryer Park 600 North Main St Community 4 1 1 2 0 8 1 0 0 2 0 0 oy cans N N N m
-
2 Pavilions (25'x35'), monument sign, trash enclosure, 4 w
trash cans, 1 tennis court lighted, 2 pickleball courts
lighted, asphalt walking path, 5 benches, open grass fields ”
Hollow Park 300 East 400 North Community 446 1| ol 2| o 12 1| of 4 1 T and landscaping, 1 drinking fountain at restroom. m
2 Pavilions (25'x35'), 6 trash cans, 1 bench, 1 trash 9
enclosure, 1 drinking fountain at restroom, large open m
grass fields, landscaping, access to back stop and field of >
Pioneer Park 500 East 400 North Community s3[ 1l o o o 12| 1| o of 1| of of ofr elementary school N NN ~
1 Pavilion (25'x25'), 1 drinking fountain, 10 benches, —
asphalt path, flag pole, basketball court, grass hills and o
Citizenship Park 500 North 800 East Neighborhood 2.47 0 1 0 0 4 2 0 1 0 0 0 0[N landscaping N N N Z
3 bike racks, drinking fountain attached to the building,
pavilion attached to restroom (20'x45'), Landscaping, 2 z
Lindon View Park 280 North 780 East Neighborhood 2.26 1 1 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 picnic tables N N Y >
2 benches, access to Lindon heritage trail, large grass m
areas, detention basin, small playground, half-court
Panorama Park 900 East 140 North Neighborhood 1.09 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0N basketball N N -I
Canal Bridge Park/Covered Bridge 140 North 800 East Neighborhood 1.26 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 Open fields adjacent to the trail N N Y g
Hillside Park 350 North 1200 East Community 31.7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0N Open native vegetation in foot hills Y N N
Equestrian Staging Area 140 North 1200 East 1.25 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 Open native vegetation in foot hills Y N N -U
Dry Canyon Trail Head 0.76 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 Open native vegetation in foot hills Y N N ;
Geneva Resort Park 1700 West 500 North Community 7.5 0 0 0 0 Was park (pre 1940's) will be a future park. Industrial area N N Z
Murdock Canal Park Murdock Canal Community 194 0 0 0 Open native vegetation along regional trail N N Y
TOTALS 104 3] 105 11 0 6 3 2 7 4 0 1
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TRAILS EXISTING CONDITIONS

In cities that are walkable and bikeable, people walk
or bike for transportation and recreation because
these are convenient, safe, and healthy ways to get
around. Such cities make it possible for people of all
ages and abilities to rely on active modes for their
everyday trips to work, grocery stores, schools, parks,
recreation, transit, and other civic destinations. The
Lindon Parks, Trails, and Recreation Master Plan
Update aspires to encourage and accommodate
people who need or want to get around on foot,
wheelchair, bike, horse, or other means that fall under
the umbrella of active transportation, which is defined
as personal transportation by which people move
under their own power.

By prioritizing the Parks, Trails, and Recreation
Master Plan Update, the City of Lindon is taking the
first step needed to evaluate existing trail conditions
and connections and establish a prioritized plan to
develop infrastructure that makes walking, biking, or
horseback riding feasible for both transportation and
recreation. As the Plan is implemented, the expanded
active transportation network will increase travel
choice and make the City of Lindon a more attractive
place to live, work, and play. The Parks, Trails, and
Recreation Master Plan Update has the potential to
impact many important aspects of life in the City of
Lindon. Community health, environmental quality,
equity, and economic growth, and quality of life could
all be improved by the continued development of a
thoughtfully planned trail system.

Community Health. Providing more opportunities

for walking and biking allows people to incorporate
physical activity into their daily routine and can
increase access to existing recreational amenities such
as regional trails, parks, and recreation centers.

Environmental Quality. A significant impact higher rates
of active transportation have on the environment is
improved air quality. The Wasatch Front historically rates
poorly among U.S. cities for air quality levels, which puts
residents at an increased risk of lung problems.

Equity. A transportation system that requires residents
to rely on a car for their mobility needs is not an
equitable one. Some people, due to age, ability, or
economic status, are unable to drive or don’t have
access to a car.

Economic Growth. Walkable and bikeable
communities promote property value appreciation and
customer behavior that is advantageous for the local
economy.

Quality of Life. More and more people prefer to live in
walkable and bikeable communities. A safe, connected
pedestrian and bicycle network gives people more

transportation choices, promotes stronger
attachment, encourages more social int
and increases people’s overall enjoym
community.

This section of the Murdock Canal Trail is heavily used
and well-maintained. Over 17 miles in length, the trail
connects communities throughout Utah County.

1N | PAGE 34

To understand the existing«€onditions of trails within the

City of Lindon, the Plan dpdate involved an intensive
existing trail system analysis and public outreach
process to determiné the trail-related needs and desires
of the community: Community members highlighted
the importanceg(for enhanced, trail head amenities and
access points, especially for the natural surface trails

to the east of town and along the,Lindon Heritage Trail
and Murdock Canal Trail. Community members also
highlighted the need for safer road croessings on the
Mufdock Canal Trail and the Lindon Heritage Trail.

Other community members desired better connections
to neighboring communities, especially from the
Equestrian Trail head to the Battle Creek Trail head in
Pleasant Greve. Residents were also concerned about
the lack of maintenance on several trails, desiring
smoother trails and trails that accommodate all user
groups, including equestrians, as well as improved
wintermaintenance on the Dry Canyon Access Road.
This public process resulted in a better understanding
of the current needs and desires of the community and
will result in recommendations that are tailored to the
needspgoals, and objectives of the community.

Existing Trail Network

As of Fall 2019, the City of Lindon’s existing trail system
includes approximately 10.75 miles of shared use trails
that are designated to accommodate pedestrians and
bicyclists. These trails include regional paths, such as
the Murdock Canal Trail, the Utah Shoreline Trail, and
the Lindon Heritage Trail, and short neighborhood
connectors. There are also nearly 6 miles of natural
surface trails within Lindon’s limits, though many of
these trails are maintained by the Forest Service. See
Map 2.2 for the overall existing trail system.

39
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Residents desire safe road crossings, more
trails for ATVs and mountain bikers, a variety of
trail surfaces to accommodate all user groups,
better wayfinding signage, and improved trail
maintenance (especially during winter months).

W Natural Surface Trails B Shared Use Paths

Lindon currently has 10.8 miles of shared use paths and 6.0 miles of natural surface trails.
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TRAIL DEFINITIONS

SHARED USE PATHS

These are paved facilities that are designed to
accommodate non-motorized users and are detached
from primary vehicular roadways. They are intended to
serve bicyclists, pedestrians, and other non-motorized
user groups. These facilities are typically between 10ft
and 12ft in width, and have shoulders of about 2ft on
either side of the path. When large volumes of users
are anticipated, a center line stripe is recommended

to help organize traffic. If a mixed user environment is
anticipated, signage should be used to help educate
path users about proper yielding etiquette. When the
path crosses a vehicular right of way, high-visibility
crosswalks should be implemented to mitigate
potential collisions. Lindon has implemented 13.0 miles
of shared use paths, the most popular of which is the
Murdock Canal Trail.

MAP 2.2 EXISTING TRAIL FACILITIES

SIDEPATHS

Sidepaths are shared use paths that run parallel to a
road in a shared right-of-way. Sidepaths are similar to
shared use paths but present challenges at roadway
intersections. Many sections of the Heritage Trail are w
considered to be a sidepath due to their adjacency R
to the right of way. In areas where a shared use “
path is needed, but a concrete or asphalt surface \ %\

is undesirable, crusher fine can be used instead of 7]

pavement. These facilities provide a high degree of "

comfort on long uninterrupted roadway segments, but "

have operational and safety concerns at driveways and 5 . : o oy . . o R 2T TN .

intersections with secondary streets. Crossings should gu 1w -y “ . 1O BN BN BN D E ¥ _EE EE BRI R RN BN _BE B BER L
be designed to promote awareness, lower speeds, and M - 1 : I - . Rla——" s & s

facilitate proper yielding of motorists to bicyclists and g r é » STATE S.T Sl e 3

pedestrians.
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NATURAL SURFACE TRAILS

These are unpaved facilities that support a variety of
activities, such as hiking, bicycling, running, horseback
riding, and dog walking. These trails generally have a
tread width of 36-72” and an overall running slope of
10% or less, though up to 15% is acceptable for short
segments. The cross slope on a natural surface trail
should not exceed 5% to ensure the safety of those
using the trail. Natural surface trails can be designed
to accommodate a broad or narrow range of users
depending on the experience desired. Examples of
different type of uses include shared use trails, bike
optimized trails, hike optimized trails, service or access
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to serve other utilitarian access functions depending MAes:
on the underlying property ownership or access

agreement.
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EXISTING SHARED USE PATHS

Lindon’s two primary shared use paths - the Murdock
Canal Trail and the Lindon Heritage Trail - are both
paved trails that run on essential north-south and
East-west corridors.
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MURDOCK CANAL TRAIL

The Murdock Canal Trail runs for approximately 1.6
miles within Lindon’s boundaries but for over 17 miles
throughout all of Utah County. Built in 2013, it follows
a now-enclosed canal. The trail accommodates year-
around walking, jogging, equestrian use, cycling,

and skateboarding and is well marked with signs
approximately every quarter-mile. In addition, the trail
can be accessed from numerous trail heads, some of
which have restrooms facilities and running water,
such as the Lindon View Trail head. Within Lindon,
the trail crosses over three roads, each ofdwhich are
marked with high visibility signage and‘cross walks.

LINDON HERITAGE TRAIL

The Lindon Heritage Trail runs for. approximately

4.5 miles fromfthe base of Mt Timpanogos to |-15.
Ultimately, the trail will extend all of the way toUtah
Lake. The'trail connects neighborhoods to parks
and schools throughout the community and gives
residents thenability to walk, bike, or horseback ride
safely without the presence of motorized traffic.
The Heritage Traibhalso connects to the regional trail
system, including the Bonneville Shoreline Trail, the
Utah Lake Trail, and the Great Western Trail. The trail
does cross over several roads, including Geneva Road,
which presents some safety,ehallenges.

EXISTING NATURAL SURFACE TRAILS

Lindon also has several shorter shared use paths
that connect peighborhaods to schools and

churches orfrom one cul-de-sae to another. To the

east of the City are several naturalsurface trails

that areé maintained jointly by the Forest Service,

Utah/County, and the City of Lindon. These trails
aré popular outdoor recreation destinations for
mountain bikers, hikers, and horseback riders.

Photo Source: www.AllTrails.com

Photo Source: www.AllTrails.com
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BONNEVILLE SHORELINE TRAIL

The Bonneville Shoreline Trail extends for
approximately 2 miles within Lindon’s boundaries,
but it connects all the way to Brigham City to the
north and Spanish Fork to the south, providing
essential connections to the entire region. Made up
of dirt, gravel, and rock, the Bonneville Shoreline Trail
presents a strong opportunity for helping people to
access the outdoor recreation amenities that abound.
Much of the Bonneville Shoreline Trail and associated
natural surface trails are under management by the
Forest Service and Utah County.

DRY CANYON TRAIL

The Dry Canyon Trail is a trail that features towering
vertical canyon walls and beautiful meadows that
leads to an overlook of Cascade Mountain, Mt
Timpanogos, and all of Utah Valley. The trail is

made up of dirt, gravel, and several rocky sections,
making hiking and biking more treacherous than the
Bonneville Shoreline Trail. Like other trails in the area,
this trail is managed under the Forest Service, Utah
County, and the City of Lindon.
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TRAIL PAVEMENT CONDITIONS SCALE

Trail conditions were evaluated on a scale from

1- 4, with “1” representing poor pavement quality
and “4” representing great pavement quality. The
pavement condition methodology was based on a
visual survey of the number and types of distresses
in a section of path. Severity of pavement condition
was calculated by the type and extent of existing
distresses and distress density was calculated for each
type of distress. Through this, pavement condition
was properly evaluated to show maintenance
recommendations. The different types of pavement
distress evaluated included:

Cracking

Bumps and sags
Corrugations
Depressions

Edge cracking

Joining reflections,
Lane/shoulder drop-off
Low ride quality
Patching and utility cut patching
Potholes

Rutting

Swelling

Weathering

This pavement condition index yields a good
indication of the existing pavement condition of a
network and informs maintenance prioritization. While
pavement conditions were evaluated on this scale,
please note that some pavement conditions, such

as dirt, gravel, or coarse pavement, are better suited
for some user groups over others. Map 2.2, on the
following page, shows the pavement conditions on
Lindon’s trails.

1N | PAGE 40

“GREAT” pavement conditions are marked by smooth,
unobstructed pavement with none to minimal amount
of distress.

“GOOD” pavement conditions are marked by
relatively smooth, unobstructed pavement with
minimal to minor amounts of distress.

“FAIR” pavement conditions are marked by somewhat
smooth and unobstructed pavement with minor to
moderate amounts of distress.

“POOR” pavement conditions are marked by rough
pavement quality with significant obstructions, such as
branches, leaves, and other debris, with moderate to
significant amounts of distress.

MAP 2.3: EXISTING TRAIL PAVEMENT CONDITIONS
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C. NEEDS ASSESSMENT

To assess needs for new or improved amenities for
the City, the consultant team worked with city staff to
administer a survey, host an open house, and organize
regular steering committee meetings. These activities
were paired with a comparative level of service
analysis and a coverage analysis using GIS data.
Together, this information helped inform the proposed
recommendations described in the next section. This
section covers the results of each needs analyses.

SURVEY RESULTS

This section provides an overview of a parks, trails, and
recreation perception online survey that was available
for residents to fill out over the course of two months
in late 2019. In total, 213 responses were received, thus
making the results not statistically valid, but rather

an indication of general thoughts and opinions from
engaged residents and community members.

The most beloved recreation facility in the City is the
Murdock Canal Trail. It was described as a great place
to see neighbors and friends riding bikes, walking, or
running. People liked it because it is a great non-auto
connector to other neighborhoods and communities,
and to the foothills and Provo Canyon. Respondents
appreciated the fact that it felt connected to the City,
but was also a place for recreating away from traffic.
They liked how well it is maintained, allowing multi-
season use. Some said their children use it to safely
get to school.

Another amenity that proved to be a local favorite

is the Lindon Aquatics Center and Pool, followed by
Pheasant Brook Park, and Hollow Park. Respondents
also expressed appreciation for the City’s pickleball

Courts.

When asked to rank the following in order of priority,
respondents said that Lindon parks, trails, and
recreation facilities should prioritize passive uses that
are open to the whole community above other options
provided.
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RESPONSES

ST 213

What are your favorite facilities in Lindon?

rickieear. HERITAGE TRAIL
L. LINDON HERITAGE TRAIL rooro arena CITY CENTER

A= sTREETAOUATICS CENTER Plo N EER PARK ASASRZELS

MURDOCK CANAL TRAIL

DRY CREEK LINDON POOL CREEKSIDE PARKHOLLOW PARK
LNPONPAYS) INDON CITY PARK PHEASANT BROOK PARK

1. Murdock Canal Trail - 22%

2. Lindon Aqguatics Center - 1%
3. Pheasant Brook Park - 8%

4. Hollow Park - 8%

5. Pickleball Courts - 7%

6. Other - 44%

Rank the Following:

01 PASSIVE USES THAT ARE OPEN TO WHOLE COMMUNITY i‘i

O 2 PLAYGROUND EQUIPMENT

S .
03 WITHIN WALKING DISTANCE %

ACTIVE USES FOR ORGANIZED . A
o SPORTS 'k'ﬂ‘

O 5 PROGRAMS FOR KIDS

What would you like to improve regarding Lindon’s parks, trails,
and recreation facilities?

PLAYGROUND EQUIPMENT EXERCISE EQUIPM ENT
BASKETBALE COURTS WAYF' N DI NG SIGNS PET PARKS
seatine MIORESRIC KEEBATL L COURTS TRAIL CONNECTIONS
RESTROOM PICNIC AREAS  BIKE TRAIL
water Fountains TENNIS COURTS

APHITHEATRE
INNOVATIVE PLAYGROUNDSS H A D E Beetiivels
LIGHTING COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT
MOUNTAINBIKE TRAIL S A FER BIKE LANES
H I KI N G TRAI LS TRASH CANS EQUESTARIAN FACILITIES

CYCLING TRAIL CONNECTIONS
SKATEBOARD AREA

OPEN HOUSE

Under the direction of the Steering Committee, the
Planning Team recommendedha current best practice
in community engagement by meeting “people
where they are”, to incréase public engagement by
members of the community not typically involved

in the public process. This term refers to conflating
public engagemént processes with already existing
community events to increase participation quantity
and qualityy engaging a‘wider,.cross section of the
community demographic profile. After reviewing
upcoming community events with City staff, the
Treeflighting event held at the Community Center

on Monday December 2nd, seemed to beithe best
opportunity for timely feedback to inform the PTRMP
Plan Developments Careful coordination with the
project Steering/Committee and Lindon City Parks
staff allowedfor notifications to be sent out via
social media, utility billing and the community non-
emergency text line.
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Tree Lighting Festival during the open house

The result of this approach of “meeting people were
they are” was highly successful and impactful on the
outcomes of the PTRMP Plan. Eight stations were
assembled inside the Community Center to engage
with Lindon residents before and after the tree
lighting ceremony. The stations included overview
of the plan development process, draft guiding
principles for the plan, existing conditions of parks
and recreational opportunities, existing conditions and
opportunities for community recreational trails, and
several opportunities for open comments of future
desires for the PTRMP plan.

By integrating public engagement into a previously
existing community event - the Community Tree
Lighting - the turnout was significantly higher
including over 200 residents, which included
representatives from groups who don’t normally
participate. The event also created the opportunity for
significant involvement by children and youth utilizing
coloring pages at youth-focused station.

Children at open house drafting up their desired parks

There was an overwhelming response from Lindon
residents for additional open space. There was

an emphasis on the need for improvements and
maintenance. Popular votes favored mountain bike
and road bike facility improvements. There seemed to
be an even split between those who did and did not
want more equestrian facilities. Another request by
several residents was an opportunity to have exercise
opportunities besides walking and jogging.

Response from Lindon residents at the open house
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E. DEFICIENCIES AND GAPS IN THE FACILITIES

By the year 2030 and with the projected population
increase, with no further development, the
deficiencies either stay the same or increase in all
categories that currently have deficiencies. By
2030 the category of pavilions will be added to

the list of deficiencies. The categories of Pickle-

ball courts and Trails (Paved miles) are not found

in the NRPA metrics. The NRPA Metrics provide a
good comparison of what other cities across the US
provide in terms of parks and recreation facilities and
amenities.

The following analysis compares the current Lindon City MAP 2.4 COVERAGE ANALYSIS
supply of facilities and amenities and the City’s desired
supply to Metrics supplied by the National Parks and
Recreations Association (NRPA) for comparable cities
with a populations under 20,000 (Table 2.5). Lindon’s
desired supply of amenities and facilities exceeds the
median supply in all categories with the exception of
tennis courts. Deficiencies exist between the City’s
existing supply and the desired supply in all categories
except Softball/ baseball fields, Swimming pools, Splash
pads, Equestrian Arenas and Pavilions.

TABLE 2.5. EXISTING LINDON CITY RECREATION FACILITIES WITH CURRENT 2020 NEEDS AND
PROJECTED 2030 DESIRED NEEDS

Median Supply

Facility/ Amenity

per the NRPA

Survey for cities
Existing Supply || with a population

Lindon
City

Desired
Supply (1

2020 Lindon
City Desired
Supply based
on Current

Deficiency or
Surplus

2030 Lindon
City Desired
Supply based
on Projected

Deficiency
or Surplus

FACILITIES THAT SURPASS THE 2020 SUPPLY
o Soccer/ Football/ Lacrosse
FACILITIES THAT MEET THE 2020 SUPPLY
Pickle-ball Courts
Swimming Pools
Splash Pad
Trails (Paved Miles)
Equestrian Arena
. Pavilions
FACILITIES THAT DO NOT MEET THE 2020 SUPPLY
Softball/ Baseball Fields
Indoor Recreation Facilities
Outdoor Basketball Courts
Tennis Courts
Volleyball courts (Sand)
Skate Park/ Pump Track
Picnic Tables
Restrooms
Fitness Equipment
Playgrounds
Amphitheater

=<
PAR . o o ¢ o o e o o o o
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FACILITIES THAT SURPASS THE 2030 DESIRED SUPPLY

. Soccer/ Football/ Lacrosse

FACILITIES THAT MEET THE 2030 DESIRED SUPPLY

. Pickle-ball Courts

. Swimming Pools

. Splash Pad

. Trails (Paved Miles)
. Equestrian Arena

FACILITIES THAT DO NOT MEET THE 2030 SUPPLY

. Softball/ Baseball Fields
Indoor Recreation Facilities
Outdoor Basketball Courts
Tennis Courts

Volleyball courts (Sand)
Skate Park/ Pump Track
Picnic Tables

Restrooms

Fitness Equipment
Playgrounds

Pavilions

Amphitheater

Il NEIGHBORHOOD PARK
[ COMMUNITY PARK

Trail head

FUTURE PROPOSED PARK
. _JLINDON CITY BOUNDARY
== ROADS & HIGHWAYS

RESIDENTIAL LAND USE
OPEN SPACE
mm COMMUNITY PARK 1-MILE BUFFER
mm NEIGHBORHOOD PARK 1/2 MILE BUFFER

1 MEADOW PARK

2 PHEASANT BROOK PARK

3 CREEKSIDE PARK

4 LINDON CITY CENTER PARK
5 FRYER PARK

6 HOLLOW PARK

7 PIONEER PARK

8 CITIZENSHIP PARK
9 LINDON VIEW PARK
10 PANORAMA PARK

11 CANAL BRIDGE PARK
12 KEENELAND PARK
13 HILLSIDE PARK

14 EQUESTRIAN
STAGING

7)) 2‘:{:)%5;:1";; Pop;JIIaStIign of PoTélztzn of : (S ——————————y
Z Population of) : : i 1
o Softball / Baseball Fields 4 3,378 2,500 5 -1 5 -1 i i
— Soccer / Football / 7 3,875 2500 5 5 5 5 o 1
- Lacrosse N -
- Indoor Recreation KN !
[a) Facility 0 9,250 5,000 2 -2 3 -3 A Q [
p Basketball 2 3,975 3,000 4 2 4 -2 N\, !
(o) Pickle Ball Courts 6 2,000 6 0 7 1 N 1
O Tennis 3 2,500 3,000 4 E 4 R 1 !
Volleyball (Sand) 0 5,000 10,000 1 R 1 -1 1 1
(V) Swimming Pools 1 8,586 10,000 1 0 1 0 ! !
Z Splash Pad 1 10000 1 0 1 0 1 1
— Skate Park/ Pump Track 0 10,234 10,000 1 B 1 A 1 1
I_ Trails (Paved Miles) 0 0 ! !
2 Equestrian Arena 1 8786 10000 1 0 1 0 I By T ————
x Picnic Tables 105 105 10 -5 124 -19 !
(1T Restrooms 7 1500 8 -1 9 -2 1 ;
— Fitness Equipment 0 5000 2 -2 3 -3 ! !
Playgrounds n 2269 850 14 -3 15 -4 ! !
N Pavilions 13 850 14 1 15 -2 I,_,_,_,_,__,ﬁ
o Amphitheater 0 10430 10000 1 A 1 A

15 DRY CANYON TRAIL HEAD
16 MURDOCK CANAL PARK

FEBRUARY 2020 | PAGE 45

N
®)
N
o
-
Z
U
O
Z
2
-]
<
U
>
A
A
L2
-]
A
>
-
bt
Qo
A
m
(@)
A
>
=
O
Z
K<
>
wn
-
m
A
U
-
>
Z




Page inteny

45



2020 LINDON CITY PARKS MASTER P4I2AN

A

03 | RECOMMENDATIONS,;

GOALS, AND POLICIES
v

Q‘(’“




(72
=
=
-
O
(a
(@)
Z
<
7
-
<
O
O
1)
Z
O
-
<
&)
Z
L
b3
=
O
O
L
o
M
o

A. PROPOSED IMPROVEMENTS
PARKS AND OPEN SPACE

An analysis of the existing park system and the
City’s desired level of service, this chapter presents
proposed additions and improvements to the City’s
Parks, Trails and Recreation Facilities.

The established functional level of service is a
minimum of 4 acres of parks, trails and recreation
facilities for every 1000 residents as suggested in the
2011 General Plan. The City of Lindon easily exceeds
this level of service at approximately 10 acres per 1000
residents. The minimum level of service is based upon
the improvements to the existing city owned land,
land under a development agreement and a future
park acquisitions on the eastern bench.

Future Community Parks

Geneva Resort Park - The City owns 7.54 acres
of property adjacent to the Lindon Marina. This
property will be improved at some point in the

future to accommodate a sports complex.

Anderson Farms Park - The construction of

this future park is imminent and is part of a
development agreement with the Land Developer.
The size of the agreed upon park parcel is 10.2
acres and the park will provide the following
amenities agreed upon in the development
agreement including soccer and softball fields,
pickleball and basketball courts, pavilions play
structures and swings and generous landscaping,
lighting and other site furnishings.

Keeneland Park - The City has identified the need
to create a 3 to 5 acre park facility in the large open
space on the east bench above the Murdock Canal
Trail to accommodate the recreational needs of the
residents in this area of town. Lindon will continue
to work with the property owners to acquire a
parcel of acreage for the future park.

Cook Property- The city has identified the need to
purchase 4.58 acres of property along Lake View
road to accommodate the recreational needs of the
residents in this area of town. Lindon will continue
to work with the property owners to acquire this
parcel of acreage for a future park.

Hutchinson Family Property- The City has
identified the need to purchase 4.62 acres of
property adjacent to Hollow Park to accommodate
the recreational needs of the residents in this area
of town. Lindon will continue to work with the
property owners to acquire this parcel of acreage
for addition to Hollow Park.
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Lindon Village Center- In 2020, Lindon City will be
working with an urban design consultant to create
a new character district, Lindon Village Center.
This area will be developed through public and
private funds to create a mid-rise development
centered around a park and plaza public space.
Well connected, this walkable, urban space will be
accessible through private and public, alternative
modes of transportation. The gathering space will
benefit, not only the users of the space, but the
commercial area as it will foster a thriving and
successful economic center by providing a pleasant
and attractive space for users to visit and linger in.

The addition of these parks meets the city’s desire to
maintain the minimum level of service for the future
projected population size of 12,491 residents in the
year 2029.

PARKS AND RECREATION AMENITY
ENHANCEMENTS

During the PTRMP update, over 250 responses were
received. Comments received during the Community
Open House confirmed many of the survey results.
Due to the level of service provided to the City
Residents by the existing and proposed park and trail
facilities, the City focus should consist of providing
additional amenities and possible niche type amenities
in the proposed and existing parks.

The park survey found that residents will travel

short distances to the existing neighborhood and
community parks in the City of Lindon and will also
travel to community and regional parks within the
County searching for specific amenities not provided
by Lindon City due to the city size and cost factors.
The niche type amenity is described as a desired

use not found in the City and adjacent communities
that will provide recreational opportunities and uses
that keep Lindon citizens in the City confines. The
opportunities may include recreational facilities
including an indoor field-house to support additional
year-round recreational programming and a pump
track to expand cycling opportunities within the City.
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MAP 3.1 EXISTING AND FUTURE PARKS & TRAILS
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PARKS RECOMMENDED FACILITY TYPES

SHADE STRUCTURES/TREES

A LARGE ALL ABILITIES PLAYGROUND

The community residents overwhelmingly request
additional shade thru the use of both shade structures
and additional large canopy shade trees. The use

of shade structure over playground structures will
protect users from excess heat on the structures
themselves on hot summer days when the use of play
grounds may be at its peak level.

The use of shade structures should be limited to the
high use park playgrounds due to cost impacts. The
addition of large shade trees should be considered in
the near future due to low material costs.

PARKING

An all abilities playground is defined as a playground
is a space that provide inclusive play opportunities
for children of all ages and abilities. These types of
playgrounds are designed to promote the healthy
development of all children’s physical, social cognitive
and sensory abilities.

It is proposed that these playgrounds be constructed
in Hollow Park, Pheasant Brook Park and Pioneer Park
in order to provide this amenity in several strategic
locations across the city.

SIGNAGE

Additional parking may provide additional use of all
system parks. Parking improvements at Hillside Park
can improve access to the Bonneville Shoreline Trail
system.
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Signage oppoaortunities will assist City residents in
locating all of the City. Parks. Someé City survey
respondents indicated that they were not aware of

all the City Parks in the Park System. Signage costs
can be prioritized over'several years and should be
provided at Hillside, Citizenship and the future Geneva
Resort Park.

ALL AGES PLAYGROUND/EXERCISE EQUIP.
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UPDATE OLD PLAYGROUNDS

Another réquest by a majority of the mature residents
at the open house was the installation of simple
inground exercise equipment that could be used all
ages. This equipment will accentuate additional fitness
in conjunctiomwith the existing park trails. Possible
park locatioens for this equipment are Lindon View
Park, Pheasant Brook Park and the City Center Park
with trail access.

ADA ACCESSIBILITY

A high Priority for the City is to provide accessibility
to existing Park Amenities. In many instances, the

cost of providing ADA accessibility is reasonably
inexpensive an provides the greatest potential amount
of use by all city residents in a fair and equitable way.
Potential Park locations already noted by the City are:
Hollow Park, playground access; City Center Park,
playground, pavilion and equestrian facilities; Meadow
Park, playground access; Panorama Park, playground
access; Pheasant Brook Park, playground access;
Pioneer Park, playground access and Citizenship Park,
playground access.

Several parks have older or small outdated playground
equipment. While useful, this equipment does not
provide the more social active playground activities
provided by more modern equipment. Possible park
locations may include Citizenship Park, Panorama Park
and Creekside Park.

FRISBEE GOLF COURSE

Another low cost amenity requested by residents in
the City-wide Survey and the City Open House was
frisbee golf. These courses could be provided along
the existing trails in Hillside Park and Citizenship Park.

PUMP TRACKS

A potential unique amenity that could be provided by
the City is a Pump track. A pump track was request by
several residents. A pump track is a circuit of rollers,
bank turns and features to be ridden by riders using
on mountain bikes. A pump track could be as small

as one third of acre to one half acre. Several potential
locations for pump tracks are along the Murdock Canal
Trail or in Lindon View Park or Hillside Park.

PICKLEBALL COURTS

Pickleball is becoming a very popular sport as of
late and is increasing in popularity around the state
and country. The City is planning to construct new
Pickleball Courts in Creekside Park and Pheasant
Brook Park within the next two years.
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TRAILS RECOMMENDED FACILITY TYPES

SHARED USE PATHS

SIDEPATHS

Shared use paths provide a travel area separate

from motorized traffic for bicyclists, pedestrians,
skaters, wheelchair users, joggers, and other users.
Shared use paths are desirable for bicyclists of all

skill levels preferring separation from traffic. Shared
use paths should generally provide directional travel
opportunities not provided by existing roadways. Most
shared use paths are designed for two-way travel.
Shared use paths along roadways are called sidepaths.

CROSSWALK IMPROVEMENTS

Sidepaths provide a high degree of comfort on

long uninterrupted roadway segments, but have
operational and safety concerns at driveways and
intersections with secondary streets. Crossings should
be designed to promote awareness, lower speeds, and
facilitate proper yielding of motorists to bicyclists and
pedestrians.

TRAIL HEAD ENHANCEMENTS

Improving crosswalks is key to encourage non-
motorized travel. Safer crosswalks for sidewalks and
trails improve the connectivity throughout the city,
allows the user more ease and enjoyment when using
the facilities, and provides a safer place for all the
residents of the community. Improving the crosswalk
safety can be done with the addition of light, (re)
striping the crosswalk, and pulling out the curb to
increase pedestrian visibility.
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Having goodtrail heads can increase the trail useage.
Good facilities such as lighted parking, bathrooms, and
drinking fountains'will invite the public to use the trail
head more.

WAYFINDING

Wayfinding gives trail users direction and
understanding of where they are. Wayfinding signage
will'point out where a person is, where useful
destinations,are, and it provides a sense of place for
the community.
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To ensure the most efficient use of funds, project
prioritization is prudent. This is meant to facilitate
selecting which parks need facility upgrades the
most and avoids overlap in existing conditions. The
suggested projects are broken down into four main
topics which are listed below:

1. FOCUS FUNDING ON PARKS AND
RECREATION AMENITY ENHANCEMENTS

2. PROVIDE FACILITY SERVICES YEAR-
ROUND

3. INVEST IN IMPROVED TRAIL
CONNECTIVITY

4. PROMOTE FULL EXTENT OF CITY PARKS,
TRAILS AND RECREATION OPPORTUNITIES

1N | PAGE 54

1. FOCUS FUNDING ON PARKS AND RECREATION
AMENITY ENHANCEMENTS

SHADE STRUCTURES/TREES

* Fryer Park

e Hollow Park

* Meadow Park

* City Center Park
* Creekside Park

* Pioneer Park
e Citizenship Park

ALL ABILITIES PLAYGROUND

¢ Hollow Park

¢ Pioneer Park

ALL AGES PLAYGROUND/EXERCISE EQUIPMENT

» City Cénter Park
e Lindon View Park

UPDATE OLD PLAYGROUNDS

e Citizenship Park
» Creekside Park
e Panorama park

ADA ACCESSIBILTY

Vv Hollow Park
e City Center Park
¢ Meadow park

* Pioneer Park
» Citizenship Park

¢ Pheasant Brook Park

¢ Pheasant Brook Park

¢ Pheasant Brook Oark

¢ Pheasant Brook Park

SIGNAGE

* Hillside Park
» Citizenship Park

PARKING

« Hillside Park

FRISBEE GOLF COURSE

e Citizenship Park
¢ Hillside Park

PUMP TRACKS

e Hillside Park
e Lindon View Park

PICKLEBALL COURTS

e Creekside Park

RUNNING PATH/PARK TRAIL

¢ Meadow Park

* Pheasant Brook Park
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2. PROVIDE FACILITY SERVICES YEAR-ROUND

KEEP SELECT RESTROOMS OPEN ALL YEAR

e City Center Park

* Lindon View Park
¢ Others adjacent to
trails

CONSIDER KEEPING DRY CANYON TRAIL ROAD
OPEN

CONSIDER PROVIDING ADDITIONAL INDOOR
FACILITIES LIKE A FIELD HOUSE

FEBRUARY 2020 | PAGE 55



51

Lo

LINDON

PARKS+TRAILS+RECREATION

3. INVEST IN IMPROVED TRAIL CONNECTIVITY

Improving trail connectivity enhances the residents’
ability to get the facilities with more ease. This would DIVERSIFICATION OF OFF
increase park usage.

The core of the reco ations of this Plan
is to take a holistic ach to the concept of

offerings thro ity. The diagram below
that the Parks and

| ages, interests and abiliti

Photo Source: www.AllTrails.com

4. PROMOTE FULL EXTENT OF CITY PARKS, TRAILS, AND RECREATION OPPORTUNITIES

ON WEBSITE

Updating the website to include the most recent
information will help the residents navigate and be up
to date with what is available to them.

{ ACTIVE %

SOCIAL MEDIA CAMPAIGN

Social media campaigns are a fun and moad
reach audiences of all ages about recreationa d 1
offerings, as well as events and activities. * LINDON

REGREATIONAL

; OFEERINGS 3
{ EDUCATION S 30 T

ACTIVITIES CAMPAIG
PASSIVE

An activities campaign will ¢
to the parks and using them,
knowledge and interaction with t
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TABLE 3.1: PROPOSED PARK RECOMMENDATIONS

Park Type

Park Name

Recommendations

Acres

Estimated
Cost

Community

Lindon City Center Park

Large Shade Structure, ADA Walks,
Ramps, Seating

1.3

$287,00

Neighborhood

Creekside Park

Trees, Medium Upgraded Play Structure,
Small Upgraded Play Structure, 620 lineal ft
of Upgraded
Trail Paving

$214,900

Community

Hillside Park

1 Tree, Frisbee Golf Set (9 pieces), 850 lineal
ft of Un-lit Paved Trail, 4 Signs, Restrooms, 10
Parking Stalls, Small Pavilion, Picnic Tables

31.66

$370,00

Community

Hollow Park

Trees, Frisbee Golf Set (4), ADA Access
to Playground (2)

4.46

$724,000

Community

Meadow Park

Large Shade Structure, 20 Trees, Frisbee Golf
Set (9), 1,050 lineal ft of Lit Paved Trail, ADA
Access to Playground, Fitness Equipment
(3 Small), Medium Equipment

4.6

$231,100

Community

Lindon View Park

Pump Track (Dirt), Fitness Equipment
(1 Large)

2.26

$272,000

Community

Fryer Park

Medium Shade Structure, 2 Signs, Basketball
Court

$84,000

Neighborhood

Panorama Park

Small Upgraded Play Structure, 380 lineal ft
of Un-lit Paved Trail, Small Pavilion

117

$82,600

Neighborhood

Citizenship Park

2 Medium Shade Structures, Trees, Frisbee
Golf Set (7), 2 Small Upgraded Play
Structure, ADA Walks, Ramps and Seating
(2), 2 Signs, ADA Access to Playground (2),
Fitness Equipment (Medium)

2.67

$284,500

Community

Pheasant Brook Park

2 Medium Shade Structure, Trees, ADA Access to
Playground (1), Fitness Equipment (Large), Update
Parking Lot (106 Stalls), All Abilities Playground, Baseball
outfield fencing, Baseball field Lighting, Drinking Fountain,
Bleachers, Picnic Tables

9.78

$855,500

Community

Pioneer Park

1 Large Shade Structure, Frisbee Golf Set (3),
1,510 lineal ft of Upgraded Trail Paving, ADA
Walks, Ramps and Seating (2), ADA access
to Playground, Fitness Equipment (Large),

Update Park Lot (68 Stalls), All Abilities
Playgorund

5.3

$367,200

=<
/1
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TABLE 3.2: UNIT COSTS

Unit Costs

Name Units Cost Per Unit Total Investment

Size (acres 91.4 201,435 $18,411,159.00
Restrooms 6 150,000 $900,000.00
Pavilions- small 4 30,000 $120,000.00
Pavilions- Medium 6 75,000 $450,000.00
Pavilions- Large 3 100,000 $300,000.00
Picnic Tables 105 1,000 $105,000.00
Playgrounds n 100,000 $1,100,000.00
Exercise Equipment 0 9,000 $0.00
Pickle Ball Courts 6 50,000 $300,000.00
Tennis Courts 3 75,000 $225,000.00
Basketball Courts 2 20,000 $40,000.00
Soccer Fields 7 500 $3,500.00
Ball Diamonds 4 250,000 $1,000,000.00
Sand Volleyball 0 25,000 $0.00
Riding Arena- sf 27,243 2.25 $61,296.75
Lighted Paths 3,850 50 $192,500.00
Paved Paths 1,884 47 $88,548.00
Regional Trail Access 0 200,000 $0.00
Asphalt (parking) sf 63,530 5 $317,650.00
Mowed Acres *** 1,770,833 2 $3,541,666.00

TOTAL PARKS

$27,156,319.75
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TABLE 3.3 PROPOSED TRAIL RECOMMENDATIONS TABLE 3.4 PROPOSED SPOT IMPROVEMENTS

- . - Distance | Estimated .
FEE 7 TS LA el e (mi) Cost ID Facility Type Location Facility Notes ESt'Cn;:tt ed
Shared Use | Heritage Trail from Pioneer Finish last section of the Lindon Heritage 09 $638.680 ] ] ] ]
Path Lane to Lindon Marina Trail. . ; 1 Trail Crossing Heritage Trail and Geneva Add curb_exte_n5|ons and cr_ossvx_/alk with $15,328
Road warning signage and yield lines
Geneva Rd Rail-with-Trail S_hared_use path alon'g the Geneva Road_ Install crosswalk with warning signage
Shared Use from northern to southern rail ;orrldgr. Oncg entlre_ly completed_, t_hls 18 $1.331.960 > | Trail crossin Heritage Trail and 200 and yield lines. Look into possibility of Varies
Path city lines project will provide regional connectivity 9 South intersection reconfiguration, including '
through Utah County. implementation of roundabout.
Shared Use Utah Lake Shoreline Trail 3 Enhanced Neighborhood Connector Add curb extensions to shorten crossing $15,328
Path from Lindon Marina to city | Continuation of the Utah Lake Shoreline Trail. 0.6 $448,560 Crosswalk Trail and 200 South and install high visibility crosswalk ’
line
4 | Trail Crossin P}}E?E?: tpegﬂi?xifﬁ-?ﬁrd Install hybrid beacon or traffic signal in $120,500
Sidepath 2000 W from Heritage Shared use path along 2000 W from the 18 $939120 g facilit conjunction with future trail development ’
P Trail to 700 N Heritage Trail to 700 N. ' ’ Yy
Heritage Trail and Center
5 Trail Crossin Street (at City Center Add curb extensions to shorten crossin 14,000
. 800 W from 700 N to Shared use path along 800 W from 700 N to I N9 ( Y Y X I N9 $
Sidepath ) i 0.8 $584,520 Park)
Lakeview Rd Lakeview Rd.
] 6 Trail Crossing | Heritage Trail and anter Add curb extensions to shorten crossing $14,000
Shared Use Park connector from Shared use path connecting the future Street (at Canal Drive)
Path Geneva Rd to Pheasant Geneva Road Rail-with-Trail to Pheasant 0.2 $116,480 Neiahborhood C : Add b ext ] q < with
Brook Park Brook Park. 7 Trail Crossing eighborhood Connector curb extensions and crosswalk wi $121.828
Trail and Canal Drive warning signage and yield lines
Shared Use Park connector from Shared use path connecting the future L L )
Path Geneva Rd to Pheasant Geneva Road Rail-with-Trail to Pheasant 0.2 $147,840 8 Regional Trail Lindon Marina / Geneva | . Enhgnce exll(gtlng am’enltles, |ntglud|tngth $1.328
Brook Park Brook Park at UDOT’s future traffic signal. head Resort Improving parking area's connection to the ,
trail and adding maps and signage.
. Neighborhood sidepaths in Ivory Home’s new
Sidepath Anderson Farms Anderson Farm Development 0.2 $147.840 : : Enhance existing amenities, including
P : Regional Trail ) - . ; .
9 head Pheasant Brook Park |mprov.|ng parkm.g area’s connegtlon to the $1,328
Sidepath 135 W from City Center Sidepath connecting the City Center Park to 0.2 $147.840 trail and adding maps and signage.
P Park to 400 N northern neighborhoods. ' ’
Develop natural surface connection from
. . . . 10 Trail Access Citizenship Park park to the Bonneville Shoreline Trail. $11,920
. Main St from Center St to Sidepath connecting the City Center to E nd king by 2 additional spots
Sidepath 600 N northern neighborhoods and Fryer Park. 0.8 $591,360 xpand parking by < additional spots.
] ) ] Develop 2-5 parking spaces for winter
Sidepath | 4CQNfrom135W to the | Sidepath connecting western neighborhoods 11 $813.120 m Trail head Dry Canyon Winter Gate | access. Implement trail signage, including $8,660
Murdock Canal Trail to the Murdock Canal Trail. maps and directional signs
. 200 E from Center St to Sidepath connecting southern 12 | Trail Access | Bonneville Shoreline Trail Develop 2-5 parking spaces for trail access. $10,000
Sidepath 400N neighborhoods to northern neighborhoods. 08 $591,360 Neighborhood Access
] _ Enhance existing trail head amenities,
Sidepath 400 E from Center St to Sidepath connecting southern 05 $369.600 13 Trail head Equestrian Staging Area | including adding restrooms, sighage, and $151,328
400 N neighborhoods to northern neighborhoods. ' ’ increased equestrian amenities.
Cost per 10’ wide asphalt shared used trail........... $140 per linear ft. Cost per pedestrian hybrid beacon................. $25,000 each
Cost per 10’ wide asphalt side path..........cen. $140 per linear ft. Cost per thermoplastic x-walk marking $30 per sq. ft.
Cost per curb extension......ececeee e, $4,000 per corner
Cost per reStrOOMS. ... $150,000 per building
Cost per parking $2,000 per stall
Cost per sign panel..... e $21 per sq. ft.
Cost per steel sign PoSt.....ccvevcivccncvcicecee $20 per linear ft.
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C. STANDARDIZED DEFINITION,

CLASSIFICATIONS, AND GUIDELINES FOR ALL PARK AND TRAIL

TYPES

IMPLEMENTATION

Implementation strategies for trails projects require
a blend of careful planning and opportunistic
decision making. On-street projects, like sidepaths,
can often be implemented quickly and efficiently
when coordinated with planned roadway projects.
Conversely, shared use path projects may require
more extensive easement negotiations, permitting,
or fundraising to reach construction. This section
outlines a brief, planning-level analysis of trail design
standards, project cost estimates, and potential
funding sources and strategies for developing the
recommending network.

Design Guidelines

Trails are one of the primary ways in which people

can truly experience a city. If carefully planned and
sustainably constructed, these recommended trails will
promote an enjoyable user experience and minimize
future maintenance requirements. These design
guidelines specify how trails and supporting facilities
should be designed and constructed within the City

of Lindon. The following standards and guidelines are
referred in this guide:

e The Federal Highway Administration’s (FHWA)
Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices
(MUTCD) defines the standards to install and
maintain traffic control devices on all public
streets, highways, bikeways, and private roads
open to public traffic.

¢ FHWA’s Small Town and Rural Multimodal
Networks (2016) document is a design
resource and idea book to help small towns
and rural communities support safe, accessible,
comfortable, and active travel for people of all
ages and abilities.
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Shared Use Paths Design Guidelines

Shared use paths provide a travel area separate

from motorized traffic for bicyclists, pedestrians,
skaters, wheelchair users, joggers, and other users.
Shared use paths are desirable for bicyclists of all

skill levels preferring separation from traffic. Shared
use paths should generally provide directional travel
opportunities not provided by existing roadways. Most
shared use paths are designed for two-way travel.
Shared use paths along roadways are called sidepaths.

Typical application

¢ Shared use paths are typically located in
independent rights of way, separate from
roadways

¢ In utility corridors, such as powerline and sewer
corridors

* In waterway corridors, such as along ditches,
drains, canals, streams, and rivers

Design Features

¢ Recommended minimum 10
accommodate moderate ge (14’ preferred
for heavy use). Minim idth for low
volume solutions only.

A 2’ft or greater shoulder o

For esti
on page 20

SHARED USE PATH DIMENSIONS

SHARED USE PATH ROADWAY INTERSECTION
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Further Considerations

Under most conditions, centerline markings
are not necessary. Centerline markings should
only be used for clarifying user positioning or
preferred operating procedure.

Where there is a sharp blind curve, painting a
solid yellow line with directional arrows reduces
the risk of head-on collisions.

Short sections of centerline are recommended
upon the approach to street crossings to
channelize path users.

Small scale signs should be used in path
environments (MUTCD 9B.02).

Terminate the path where it is easily accessible
to and from the street system, preferably at

a trail head, controlled intersection or at the
beginning of a dead-end street.

Use of bollards should be avoided as standard

practice and only used if a history of motorized
access violations is present. If bollards are used
at intersections and access points, they should

be colored brightly and/or supplemented with

reflective materials to be visible at night.

SHARED USE PATHS PROVIDE TRAIL USERS WITH THE MOST COMFORTABLE AND
SCENIC EXPERIENCE AS THERE IS LIMITED POINTS OF CONFLICT WITH CARS AND
ACCESS TO LOCAL NATURAL FEATURES.
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Sidepath Design Guidelines

Sidepaths provide a high degree of comfort on

long uninterrupted roadway segments, but have
operational and safety concerns at driveways and
intersections with secondary streets. Crossings
should be designed to promote awareness, lower
speeds, and facilitate proper yielding of motorists to
bicyclists and pedestrians.

Typical application

e The preferred minimum roadway separation
width is 6.5 - 16.5 ft. Minimum separation width
is 5 ft.

e Separation narrower than 5 ft is not
recommended, though it may be
accommodated in constrained circumstances
with the use of a physical barrier between the
sidepath and the roadway. Barriers should
prevent path users from moving into the
roadway. Refer to the AASHTO Roadside Design
Guide (2011) for additional guidance.

¢ In extremely constrained situations, rumble
strips may be used as separation for short
distances.

* |tisimportant to keep approaches to
intersections and major driveways clear of
obstructions due to parked vehicles, shrubs, and
signs on public or private property.

e Maximum cross slope of 2%. Design for a
1.5% cross slope to account for tolerance in
construction.

* Running slopes should be below 5%. However,
because sidepaths are located within a roadway
right of way, the running slope may match the
general grade established for the adjacent

roadway.
For estimated sidepath costs, see Table 3.5 on page
20.
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SIDEPATH DIMENSIONS

The Lindon Herita

Sidepath Crossing Design Guidelines
Typical Application

e JAt controlled and uncontrolledisidepath
crossings of driveways or minor streets.

* Used to provide for visibility and awareness
of the crossing by motorist in advance of the
crossing.

¢ Increases the predictability of sidepath and road
user b&havior through clear, unambiguous right
of way priority.

Design Features

*  The sidepath should be given the same priority
as the parallel roadway at all crossings.

«  Provide clear sight triangles for all approaches
of the crossing.

*_ Maintain physical separation to the crossing of
6.5'to 20 ft. As speeds on the parallel roadway
increase, so does the preference for wider
separation distance. Set back crossings of at
least 15 feet allow for a vehicle to cross the path
in a separate decision process from the merging
maneuver with vehicle traffic.

e Use high visibility crosswalk markings to
indicate the through area of the crosswalk.

Further Considerations

¢ Sidepaths running for long distances with
many driveways or street crossings can create
operational concerns. Attempt to limit or
consolidate driveways along sidepaths.

* Along roadways, these facilities create a
situation where a portion of the bicycle traffic
rides against the normal flow of motor vehicle
traffic and can result in wrong-way riding where
bicyclists enter or leave the path.
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ADJACENT SIDEPATH CROSSING

6.5 ft minimum
separation
from roadway

Where space is constrained or sight distance is limited,
an adjacent crossing can promote visibility of path users.

SEPARATED SIDEPATH CROSSING

15-20 ft preferred Bikeway is
separation from level along
roadway crossing

Where space is available, a separated crossing
provides room for most motorists to yield to path
users outside of the flow of through traffic.
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TABLE 3.5 GENERAL COST ESTIMATES

*

1N | PAGE 66

Facilty Type Unit Unit Cost Assumptions
Shared Use Path LF $140 Asphalt
10’ wide path - asphalt LF $140
10’ wide path - concrete LF $160 8” concrete, saw cut joints
Sidepath LF $160
10’ wide asphalt path LF $140
Natural Surface Trail LF $6
6’ wide natural surface trail, native soil LF $6
Crossings and Traffic Calming
Install RRFB with ped refuge island EACH $25,000 Mast arm mounted
Install pedestrian hybrid beacon EACH $113,000 Mast arm mounted
Curb extensions (per corner) EACH $4,000
Thermoplastic pavement marking SQ $30
Parking Stall $2,000
Restrooms Building $150,000
Class | Sign and Steel Sign Post EACH I
Sign Panel SQ $21 Class 1
Steel Sign Post LF $20 2x2 tubing

Note that these are estimated costs. Planning Level
Costs'do not account for permitting, land acquisition,
or design. Site-specific issues or constraints may result
in higher costs. Actual costs may vany.
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A less well maintained section of trail along Lindon’s Heritage Trail.

TRAIL MAINTENANCE

Regular maintenance is a critical component of a
high-quality trail system. Without proper and timely
maintenance, trails are at risk of erosion, overgrowth,
and degradation, which can have a negative impact on
both safety and the user experience. People are more
likely to walk or bike for transportation and recreation
when they have access to well-maintained trails.

Trail maintenance is also crucial for minimizing

impact on the natural environment, and wildlife; it
also preserves the aesthetic beauty of the landscape.
Ultimately, maintenance protects the investments
made in building trails, and ensures that trails will
continue to be assets to their community long into the
future.

During the winter months, regular plowing and/

or grooming of certain trails and paths is necessary

to provide access, protect user safety, and reduce
liability. Trail grooming can also increase opportunities
for wintertime use such as cross-country skiing and fat
biking.

The following section provides a brief overview of
typical trail maintenance tasks and includes some
general best practices.

Tree and Brush Trimming: Tree branches should
be trimmed in a manner that leaves a one- to
five-foot minimum horizontal clearance from the
shoulder of the path and an eight- to twelve-
foot vertical clearance. Any branches that
appear to be dying, broken, or loose should be
removed. Larger trees can be trimmed beyond
the recommended clearance and trimmed less
often. Trees should not be trimmed or pruned

in @ manner that thins out the branch cover and
eliminates the shade it produces. Because natural
surface trails are often less accessible than other
types of trails and on-street facilities, a popular
strategy is to trim trees and brush beyond the
minimum clearances to reduce maintenance
frequency.

Weed Abatement: In the case of landscaped
buffers adjacent to sidepaths or other planted
areas near trails, weeds should be removed
regularly to preserve the setting’s aesthetic
features. Native vegetation along trails in open
space and wooded areas can typically be left
untended (with the exception of trimming), and
will contribute to the natural aesthetic. However,
invasive plant species should be removed.
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Mowing and Landscaping: Maintaining
vegetation on path shoulders (in open space)
and in sidepath buffers is important for
preserving the integrity of the soil, preventing
encroachment, and enhancing the character

of the trails. The frequency of mowing and
other landscaping activities will depend on the
time of year and weather conditions. Grass or
vegetation patches that wither or die should be
replaced by seeding the patches, placing mulch,
and watering them. If erosion occurs in the
patch before the new grass is grown, grading
the area may be necessary.

Debris Removal: Debris on paved paths can
range from natural tree and plant droppings, such
as leaves and twigs, to human-produced garbage
and litter. Debris should be swept or blown off

of the path to prevent tripping hazards and to
preserve the paths’ aesthetic features. Debris
removal may be required more frequently at
different times of year.

Snow Removal: For trails where snow removal
is desirable, removal should occur immediately
following winter weather events. On-street
pedestrian and bicycle facilities can be plowed
and/or de-iced concurrently with travel lanes.
Paved paths can be cleared of snow using
plows, shovels, snow blowers, or mechanical
snowbrushes.

Sign Repair and Replacement: Trail signhage is
not only critical for navigation and orientation,
but also serves as a “brand” for the trail system.
Keeping sighage in good condition is therefore
vital for maintaining a usable and appealing

trail system. Trail signage should be inspected
annually and replaced or repaired if damaged or
defaced.
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Restriping: Striping on paved paths should be
inspected annually. Spring is typically the best
time to inspect and restripe paths, as salt and
winter weather can remove it. Restripe any areas
where the striping has faded or been removed.
Restriping on-street facilities such as shoulder
lines or advisory shoulders should be done
annually given Lindon’s climate .

Crack Sealing and Repair: Sealing cracks in
asphalt pavement is a cost-effective technique
for extending the life of the asphalt surface:
Crack sealing uses a flexible material that adheres
to the crack edges but moves with the asphalt

as it contracts and expands with changes in
temperature. Identifying and'sealing cracks as
soon as possible can reduce the rate at which
potholes form. Seal cra¢ks that are 1/8 of andnch
or greater to prevent further deteriorationt

Sealcoating: Exposure to water, sunshine, and
other elements degrades the binder that holds
the aggregate in asphalt tegether over time.
Sealcoatdis a material that provides protection
from this type of damage."Regular sealcoating
will@éxtend the life of asphalt, and will also
replenish the color and appearance of the
pavement.

Pavement Overlay: An overlay consists of adding
new asphalt material over theexisting surface
assuming the base services is still sound enough.
Overlay is distinct from total replacement, less
expensive and extends the life of the pathway.
Asphalt overlays are required around 20 - 30
years after the initialinstallation if sealcoating is
done periodically.

The costs estimates for these maintenance
priorities are listed in Table 3.4 on the opposite

page.
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TABLE 3.6 SHARED USE PATH AND SIDEPATH ROUTINE MAINTENANCE

Maintenance Activity Function Frequency 2 Annua_l ——
(per mi.)
Twice annually (once
Path sweeping Keep paved surfaces debris free in spring and once in $140 (x2)
fall)
Litter and trash Ke_ep path cl_ean and ma_mtam Annually, or as
consistent quality of experience for $70
removal needed
users
Mowing path Increases the effective width of the Twice annually, in late
shoulders (native path corridor and helps prevent spring and mid- to $100 (x2)
opens space areas) encroachment late-spring
Tree and brush Eliminate encroachments into path Annually, or less
: . . ) . $100
trimming corridor and open up sight lines frequently as needed
) Twice annually, in late
Weed abatement Manage _eX|stence an_d/or spread of spring and mid to late $140 (x2)
noxious weeds, if present
summer
. Inspect path tread, slope stability, and
Safety Inspections bridges or other structures Annually $20
Snow removal/ Limited to sections of the path where As needed (assume
. . . $480
grooming year-round access is desired 20 events)
Slg_n a_nd othe_r |dentify and replace damaged Annually (assume 2
amenity inspection/ . ) $100
infrastructure sign replacements)
replacement
Crack seah_ng and Seal cracks in asphalt to reduce long Annually $250
repair term damage

Sweeping Guidance

>> Establish a seasonal sweeping schedule
that prioritizes popular trail facilities.

>> Sweep on-street facilities whenever there
is an accumulation of debiris.

>> Pave gravel driveway approaches to
minimize loose gravel on paved roadway
shoulders.

Snow Removal Guidance

> Employ a proactive snow removal
strategy, and have a plan for the removal
of de-icing surface material debris that
accumulates in and around trail facilities.

>> Create a prioritization schedule for snow
removal that focuses on primary routes
and destinations

Pavement Surface Guidance

>> Inspect the pavement 2 to 4 months
after trenching construction activities
are completed to ensure that excessive
settlement has not occurred.

>> Maintain a smooth pothole-free surface
with minimal variations in pavement
condition.

Pavement Overlay Guidance

>> Extend the overlay over the entire
roadway surface to avoid leaving an
abrupt edge.

>> Ensure that inlet grates, and manhole and
valve covers are within 1/4 inch of the
finished pavement surface and are made
or treated with slip-resistant materials.
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D. OUTCOMES OF PLANS AFTER
IMPLEMENTATION

The implementation of Lindon Parks, Trails and
Recreation Master Plan and Capitol Facilities Plan
Update is intended to provide the following benefits
and outcomes:

Community Benefits

* Families will have increased opportunities to

recreate together.

* A stronger sense of community through
increased opportunities for individuals and
families to interact.

¢ Reduced senses of alienation, loneliness and

anti social behavior due to increase community
recreation.

¢ Increased opportunities for community
involvement, and shared management and
ownership of resources.

¢ The new and updated facilities and their
associated opportunities and quality of the local
environment will provide a greater sense of
community.

Individual Benefits

The residents who make use of the recreational
facilities and activities will have greater overall
well-being and health. The facilities will enhance the
quality of the residents lives by:

¢ Providing increased opportunities to experience
and observe nature.

* Providing opportunities for learning and living a
more balanced life.

* Residents will have increased facilities for stress
reduction, rest, relaxation, and revitalization
through recreation.

Economic Benefits

¢ Increased Property values

¢ Attracting New Investments
Environmental Benefits

¢ Reduction in Flooding through increased storm
water detention and storage.

¢ Enhanced Air quality through the installation
of trees and vegetation that assist in filtering out
pollutants in the air.
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TABLE 4.1 PARK IMPROVEMENTS COSTS BY AMENITY
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PARK PARK
City Center Qty. 1 1 1 1 4 1 City Center
Cost $20,000 | $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $2,000 $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $150,000 $- $- $- $47,000 |$- |[$- | % $- $- $- $- $40,000 | $- $28,000 | $- $287,000
Canal Bridge Qty. Canal Bridge
Cost $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $-
Creekside Qty. 5 1 1 620 Creekside
Cost $- $- $2,500 $- $- $125,000 $75,000 $12,400 $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $214,900
Hillside Qty. 1 9 850 4 1 1 10 1 1 1 5 Hillside
Cost $- $- $500 $9,000 $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $17,000 | $8,000 $150,000 $- $40,000 | $- $- $- | $- $20,000 $75,000 | $30,000 | $- $8,000 $- $12,500 $- $- $370,000
Hollow Qty. 1 20 1 2 35 Hollow
Cost $- $10,000 $10,000 $- $- $- $- $- $175,000 $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $4,000 $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $525,000 $724,000
Meadows Qty. 1 20 1050 1 5 Meadows
Cost $20,000 | $- $10,000 | $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $75600 | $- $- $- $2,000 $- $- $- $- | $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $12,500 $- $- $120,100
Lindon View Qty. 1 1 1 Lindon View
Cost $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $125,000 $- $- $- $- $- $- $100,000 $47,000 $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $272,000
Fryer Qty. 1 1 2 Fryer
Cost $- $10,000 $- $- $70,000 $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $4,000 $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $84,000
Panorama Qty. 1 380 Panorama
Cost $- $- $- $- $- $- $75,000 $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $7,600 $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $82,600
Pheasant Brook | Qty. 1 25 1 1300 2 1 1 106 1 4 4 Pheasant Brook
Cost $- $10,000 | $12,500 $- $- $- $- $- $175,000 $- $39,000 | $300,000 $- $- $- $- $- $2,000 $- $- $47,000 |$ | $- $- $- $- $212,000 $8,000 $40,000 |$10,000 | $- $- $855,500
Citizenship Qty. 2 15 7 2 46 2 2 Citizenship
Cost $- $20,000 | $7.500 $7,000 $- $- $150,000 $- $- $92,000 $- $- $- $- $- $4,000 | $- $4,000 $- $- $- $- 3% |- $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $284,500
Pioneer Qty. 1 1510 1 2 1 68 Pioneer
Cost $20,000 | $- $- $- $- $- $- $30,200 | $175,000 $4,000 $- $- $- $- $- $- $- $2,000 $- $- $- $- | $- $- $- $- $136,000 $- $- $- $- $- $367,200
Total Cost | $60,000 | $50,000 | $43,000 | $16,000 | $70,000 | | $125,000 | $300,000 | $42,600 | $525,000 $98,000 | | $39,000 | $300,000 | | $125,000 | $75,600 | $24,600 | $16,000 | $300,000 | $14,000 | | $40,000 | $100,000 | | $141,000 | $- | $- | $20,000 | | $75,000 | $30,000 | $348,000 | $16,000 | $80,000 | $35,000 | $28,000 | $525,000 | $3,661,800
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MAP 4.1 RECOMMENDATIONS FOR SPOT IMPROVEMENTS
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TABLE 4.2 PROPOSED TRAIL RECOMMENDATIONS

Facility Type

Location

Facility Notes
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Estimated Cost

Heritage Trail from Pioneer Lane to Lindon Finish last section of the Lindon Heritage Trail. This project is
Shared Use Path Marina shown in both the 2008 and 2015 Plans. $638,680
Shared use path along the Geneva Road rail corridor.
. . Geneva Rd Rail-with-Trail from northern to Once entirely completed, this project will provide regional
Regional Trail southern city lines connectivity through Utah County. This project is shown in the $1331,960
2008 Plan.
. . Utah Lake Shoreline Trail from Lindon Marina | Continuation of the Utah Lake Shoreline Trail. This project is
Regional Trail to city line shown in both the 2008 and 2015 Plans. $448,560
. . Shared use path along 2000 W from the Heritage Trail to 700
Shared Use Path 2000 W from Heritage Trail to 700 N N. This project is shown in the 2015 Plan. $939,120
Southern Pacific/FrontRunner Rail-with-Trail | Shared use path along the Southern Pacific/FrontRunner line,
Shared Use Path from Utah Lake Shoreline Trail to 600 N connecting to 600 N. This project is shown in the 2008 Plan. $934,640
. Shared use path along 800 W from 700 N to Lakeview Rd.
Shared Use Path 800 W from 700 N to Lakeview Rd This project is shown in both the 2008 and 2015 Plans. $584,520
Shared use path connecting the future Geneva Road Rail-
Shared Use Path Park connector fg)zoie;;\l/(a Rd to Pheasant with-Trail to Pheasant Brook Park. This project is shown in $116,480
both the 2008 and 2015 Plans.

Cost per 10’ wide asphalt shared used trai
Cost per 10’ wide concrete shared use tral

$140 per linear ft.
$160 per linear ft.

TABLE 4.3 PROPOSED TRAIL HEAD RECOMMENDATIONS

Facility Type

Location

Facility Notes

Estimated Cost

Enhance existing marina amenities, including improving
Regional Trailhead Lindon Marina parking area’s connection to the trail and adding maps and $1,328
signage.
. . Enhance existing park amenities, including improving parking
Regional Trailhead Pheasant Brook Park s . N . . $1,328
area’s connection to the trail and adding maps and signage.
Develop natural surface connection from park to the
Trail Access Citizenship Park Bonneville Shoreline Trail. Consider expanding parking (2 $11,920
additional spots).
Trailhead Dry Canyon Winter Gate Develop _2-5 park‘mg spaces for wmter.acc?ss Implement trail $8660
signage, including maps and directional signs.
Trail Access Bonneville Shoreline Trail Neighborhood Access Develop 2-5 parking spaces for trail access. $10,000
Trailhead Equestrian Staging Area Enhance ex.lstlng trallhe.ad amenities, |nc|gd|ng ad(ﬁ_lpg $151328
restrooms, signage, and increased equestrian amenities.
Cost per $150,000 per building

Cost per parking stall
Cost per sign pan
Cost per steel sign post
Cost per natural surface trail

$2,000 per stall
21 per sq. ft.
$20 per linear ft.
6 per linear ft.

TABLE 4.4 PROPOSED ENHANCED CROSSINGS

ID  Facility Type Facility Notes Estimated Cost
1 Trail Crossing Heritage Trail and Geneva Road Add curb exte.nsmns and crossvyalk with warning $15,328
signage and yield lines
Install crosswalk with warning signage and
2 Trail Crossing Heritage Trail and 200 South vield ||n_es. LQOk 'f“° pO.SSIt.”my of |nters.ect|0n Varies.
reconfiguration, including implementation of
roundabout.
3 |Enhanced Crosswalk Neighborhood Connector Trail and 200 South Add curb extensions to shorten crossing and install $15,328
high visibility crosswalk
4 Trail Crossing Pheasant Brook Park and future Rails-with-Trail facility Install hybrid beacon in conjunction with future trail $120,500
development
5 Trail Crossing Heritage Trail and Center Street (at City Center Park) Add curb extensions to shorten crossing $14,000
6 Trail Crossing Heritage Trail and Center Street (at Canal Drive) Add curb extensions to shorten crossing $14,000
7 Trail Crossing Neighborhood Connector Trail and Canal Drive Add curb extef\smns and crossvyalk with warning $121,828
signage and yield lines

Cost per pedestrian hybrid beacon.....
Cost per thermoplastic x-walk markiny
Cost per curb extension.

$25,000 each
30 per sq. ft.
4,000 per corner
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SUMMARY
BACKGROUND
IDENTIFY THE EXISTING AND PROPOSED LEVELS
Lindon City (“City”) completed a Parks, Trails and OF SERVICE AND EXCESS CAPACITY
Recreation Master Plan in February 2020. The Master Utah Code 11-36a-302(Da) (1) (i) (iii)
Plan, along with input from the City, forms the basis
for this Impact Fee Facilities Plan (IFFP) for Parks, The IFFP considers only.system facilities in the
Trails and Recreation. calculation of impact fees. For the City, this has been
determined to mean neighborhood and community
The City has determined that there is one service area parks. Neighborhood parks are.considered project
citywide and that there is no excess capacity in any improvements and have not beeniincluded in the
existing park facilities. Only residential development calculation of impact fees.
is considered to create demand for parks, trails and
recreation facilities and therefore only residential EXisting service leyels are based on the (2019)
growth has been considered in the determination of levels of servicedn the City for both parks and trails.!
impact fees. Existing and proposed service levels are shown in the

table below:
Projections for population growth in the City are as

follows:
TABLE 4.6 EXISTING AND PROPOSED SERVICE LEVELS
TABLE 4.5 PROJECTED POPULATION GROWTH, 2019-2029 UNITS

Existing Proposed Excess Capacity
Year Population (Minimum)
2019 11,353 Land (acres, with
2020 11,512 improvements, per 1,000
5021 1673 I population) 6.22 6.22 0

Trail miles (trail miles per 1,000
2022 11,836 population) 0.33* 0.33* 0
2023 12,002 N - R - . .
The standard is 0.24 trail miles per 1,000 population for 10’ trails and 0.09 trail miles per 1,000
2024 12,170 population for 8’ trails.
2025 12,340
2026 12,513 The City intends to at least maintain existing service
2027 12,688 levels for both parks and trails.
2028 12,866 The Aquatic Center currently serves 11,447 residents
2029 13,046 and has capacity to serve 17,000. Therefore, the
- - Aquatic Center has excess capacity.
Source: Lindon City General Plan

Parks, trails and recreation development in the City is
one overall recreation system designed to meet the
needs and desires of its residents for physical and
leisure activities.

1 The IFFP shows different service level than the Master Plan. This difference occurs for two reasons: 1) the IFFP cannot
include project improvements (i.e., local parks), which are included in the level of service in the Master Plan; and 2) the IFFP
does not include donated or gifted facilities for the purpose of establishing the impact-fee eligible level of service.
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IDENTIFY DEMANDS PLACED UPON EXISTING
PUBLIC FACILITIES BY NEW DEVELOPMENT
ACTIVITY AT THE PROPOSED LEVEL OF SERVICE
Utah Code 11-36a-302(1) (a)(iv)

The table below shows the declining service levels
that will occur in Lindon, due to population growth,

if no new facilities are added. Each of these declining
service levels is discussed in more detail in the body of
this report

TABLE 4.7 IMPACTS TO SERVICE LEVELS DUE TO NEW DEVELOPMENT NO IMPROVEMENTS ARE
MADE

Summary Table Parks Trails 10’ Trails 8

Acres/Trail Miles per 1000 Population in 2019 6.22 0.25 0.09
Acres/Trail Miles per 1000 Population in 2029 5.42 0.21 0.08
Cost per Capita Investment in 2019 $1,868.21 $182.31 $55.81
Cost per Capita Investment in 2029 $1,625.77 $158.65 $48.57

The Aquatic Center has capacity to serve 17,000
persons. At the present time, it is serving 11,447
persons, representing 67 percent of total capacity. By
2029, the Aquatic Center will serve 12,491 persons,
representing 73 percent of total capacity; therefore,

6 percent of the excess capacity will be consumed by
new development between 2019 and 2029.

IDENTIFY HOW THE GROWTH DEMANDS WILL BE
MET
Utah Code 17-36a-302(D (a)(v)

In order to maintain the existing level of service, the
projected new development over the next ten years
will require the construction or acquisition of new park
and trail facilities in the amount of $3,566,010.65, as
stated in 2019 dollars.

TABLE 4.8 NEW FACILITIES NEEDED TO MEET THE DEMANDS OF NEW GROWTH, 2019-2029

Description Amount
Parks $3,162,875.93
Trails $403,134.72
Total $3,566,010.65

CONSIDERATION OF REVENUE SOURCES TO
FINANCE IMPACTS ON SYSTEM IMPROVEMENTS
Utah Code 11-36a-302(2)

In order to maintain the existing level of service, the
projected new development over the next ten years
will require the construction or acquisition of new park
and trail facilities in the amount of $2,119,410, as stated
in 2019 dollars.
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UTAH CODE LEGAL REQUIREMENTS

Utah law requires that communities prepare an Impact
Fee Facilities Plan (IFFP) before preparing an Impact
Fee Analysis (IFA) and enacting an impact fee. Utah
law also requires that communities give notice of their
intent to prepare andfadopt an IFFP. This IFFP follows
all legal requirements asoutlined below. The City has
retained Zions Rublic Finance, Inc. (ZPFI) to prepare
this Impact Fee Facilities Planiin accordance with legal
requirements.

Noticefof Intent to Prepare Impact Fee Facilities Plan
A local political subdivision must provide written
notice of its intent to prepare an IFFP befere
preparing the Plan (Utah Code §11-36a-501). This
notice must be posted on the Utah Public Notice
website. The City has complied with this noticing
requirement for the IFFP by posting notice.

Preparation of Impact Fee Facilities Plan
Utah'Coderequires that each local political
subdivision, before imposing an impact fee, prepare
an impactfee facilities plan. (Utah Code 11-36a-301).

Section 11-36a-302(a) of the Utah Code outlines the
requirements of an impact fee facilities plan which is
required to identify the following:

©) identify the existing level of service

(i) establish a proposed level of service

(iii) identify any excess capacity to accommodate
future growth at the proposed level of service

(iv) identify demands placed upon existing

facilities by new development activity at the proposed
level of service; and

) identify the means by which the political
subdivision or private entity will meet those growth
demands.

Further, the proposed level of service may:

©) exceed the existing level of service if,
independent of the use of impact fees, the political
subdivision or private entity provides, implements,
and maintains the means to increase the existing
level of service for existing demand within six years
of the date on which new growth is charged for the
proposed level of service; or

(i) establish a new public facility if, independent
of the use of impact fees, the political subdivision or
private entity provides, implements, and maintains
the means to increase the existing level of service
for existing demand within six years of the date on
which new growth is charged for the proposed level of
service.
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In preparing an impact fee facilities plan, each local
political subdivision shall generally consider all
revenue sources to finance the impacts on system
improvements, including:

(a) grants

(b) bonds

©) interfund loans

) transfers from the General Fund

(e) impact fees; and

) anticipated or accepted dedications

of system improvements.

Certification of Impact Fee Facilities Plan

Utah Code states that an impact fee facilities plan
shall include a written certification from the person
or entity that prepares the impact fee facilities plan.
This certification is included at the conclusion of this
analysis.
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EXISTING SERVICE LEVELS, PROPOSED SERVICE LEVELS AND EXCESS CAPACITY

Utah Code 11-36a-302(1) (a) () (ii) (iii)

GROWTH IN DEMAND

Impacts on recreation-related facilities will come from
residential development only. Residential growth is
projected as follows:

TABLE 4.9 PROJECTED POPULATION GROWTH, 2019-2029

PARK LAND AND IMPROVEMENTS

The table below summarizes the improvements, along
with the costs, to deteumine an existing standard for
park land and improvements. Cost estimates have
been provided in econsultation with the City.

TABLE 4.11 SYSTEM PARK LAND AND IMPROVEMENTS
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Units Cost per Unit Total Investment
Land (Acres) 70.66 $201,435 $14,233,391.24
Restrooms 5 $150,000 $750,000.00
Pavilions - Small 2 $50,000 $100,000.00
Pavilions - Medium 5 $75,000 $375,000.00
Pavilions - Large 3 $150,000 $450,000.00
Picnic Tables 91 $1,000 $91,000.00
Playgrounds 6 $100,000 $600,000.00
Exercise Equipment 0 $9,000 $0.00
Pickle Ball Courts 6 $50,000 $300,000.00
Tennis Courts 1 $75,000 $75,000.00
Basketball Courts 0 $20,000 $0.00
Soccer Fields (not incl. sod) 7 $2,000 $14,000.00
Ball Diamonds (not incl. sod) 4 $20,000 $80,000.00
Sand Volleyball 0 $25,000 $0.00
Riding Arena - sf 27,243 $2.25 $61,296.75
Lighted Paths 3,850 $50.00 $192,500.00
Paved Paths 1,884 $15 $28,260.00
Regional Trail Access 0 $200,000 $0.00
Asphalt (parking) sf 63,530 $5.00 $317,650.00
Mowed sf*** 1,770,833 $2.00 $3,541,666.00
TOTAL Parks $21,209,763.99

Year Population Population Growth
2019 11,353
2020 11,512 159
2021 11,673 161
2022 11,836 163
2023 12,002 166
2024 12,170 168
2025 12,340 170
2026 12,513 173
2027 12,688 175
2028 12,866 178
2029 13,046 180
TOTAL 1,693
Source: Lindon City General Plan
Population projections are for 1,045 new
residents between 2019 and 2029.
— —
EXISTING SERVICE LEVELS
Existing system parks are shown in the Table below.
System parks that were acquired through donations or
grants have not been included in the level of service
for impact fees.
TABLE 4.10 SYSTEM PARKS
Summary Size (Acres)
Hollow Park 4.46
Pioneer Park 5.3
Fryer Park 4
Meadow Park 4.16
Pheasant Brook Park 9.78
Lindon City Center Park 11.3
Hillside Park 31.66
TOTAL 70.66

The existing level of service for parks then, for the purpose of calculating impact fees, is 6.22 acres per 1,000 residents,
calculated by dividing the 70.66 eligible park acres by the 2019 population of 11,353 residents (which has been divided by

1,000).
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With 67.2 existing park acres, the average cost for land
and improvements is $300,166.49 per acre. Land costs
are based on the recent sale of 9.05 acres to Vineyard
for a cost of $1,822,986, or a cost of $201,434.92 per
acre.
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The City currently has 2.8 miles of 10’ wide paved
trails, or 14,784 linear trail feet. This results in an
existing service level of 0.24 linear trail feet per capita,
calculated by dividing the 2.8 miles by the 2019
population.

The City currently has 1 mile of 8 wide paved trails, or
5,280 linear trail feet. This results in an existing service
level of 0.09 linear trail feet per capita, calculated by
dividing the 1 mile by the 2019 population.

AQUATIC CENTER

The City has currently invested $1,864,298 in the
Aqguatic Center, with $8,891,925 remaining in bond
payments through 2034. With a current population of
1,447 persons, the current level of service is $109.66
per capita, calculated by dividing the $1,864,298 in
payments made by the existing population of 11,447
persons.

PROPOSED SERVICE LEVELS

PARKS AND TRAILS

The City has determined that parks and trails have no
excess capacity and that it desires to maintain existing
service levels in the future, as new development
occurs. This determination is based on the City’s Parks
and Trails Master Plan completed in January 2020.

The proposed service level for the Aquatic Center is to
serve 17,000 residents.

IDENTIFY EXCESS CAPACITY

The City has identified excess capacity in the Aquatic
Center. The Aquatic Center has capacity to serve
17,000 persons. At the present time, it is serving
1,447 persons, representing 67 percent of total
capacity. By 2029, the Aquatic Center will serve
12,492 persons, representing 73 percent of total
capacity; therefore, 6 percent of the excess capacity
will be consumed by new development between 2019
and 2029.
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IDENTIFY DEMANDS PLACED ON EXISTING PUBLIC FACILITIES BY NEW DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITY AT
PROPOSED LEVEL OF SERVICE AND HOW THOSE DEMANDS WILL BE MET

Utah Code 11-36a-302(D @ av)(v.)

DEMAND PLACED ON FACILITIES BY NEW
DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITY

PARK LANDAND PARK IMPROVEMENTS

Existing park service levels will decline, due to new
development activity, from the existing service level of
6.22 acres per 1,000 persons to 5.42 acres per 1,000
residents, over the next 10 years, if'no improvements
are made.

TABLE 4.12 PARK LAND AND IMPROVEMENT SERVICE LEVEL IMPACTS FROM NEW DEVELOPMENT
ACTIVITY, 2019-2029

Year Population Population Growth Unit Service
Levels per 1000
Persons if No
New Facilities
2019 11,353 6.22
2020 11,512 159 6.14
2021 11,673 161 6.05
2022 11,836 163 5.97
2023 12,002 166 5.89
2024 12,170 168 5.81
2025 12,340 170 5.73
2026 12,513 173 5.65
2027 12,688 175 5.57
2028 12,866 178 5.49
2029 13,046 180 5.42
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The existing level of service of 0.24 linear trail miles
(10’ wide trails) per capita will decline to 0.98 linear
trail miles per capita, over the next 10 years, if no new
improvements are made.

TABLE 4.13 10’ TRAIL SERVICE LEVEL IMPACTS FROM NEW DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITY, 2019-2029

Year Population Population Growth Unit Service Levels per

1000 Persons if No New
Facilities

2019 11,353 0.25

2020 11,512 159 0.24

2021 11,673 161 0.24

2022 11,836 163 0.24

2023 12,002 166 0.23

2024 12,170 168 0.23

2025 12,340 170 0.23

2026 12,513 173 0.22

2027 12,688 175 0.22

2028 12,866 178 0.22

2029 13,046 180 0.21

The existing level of service of 0.09 linear trail miles (8 wide trails) per capita will decline to

0.08 linear trail miles per capita, over the next 10 years, if no new improvements are made.

TABLE 4.14 8’ TRAIL SERVICE LEVEL IMPACTS FROM NEW DEVELOPMENT ACTIVITY, 2019-2029

AQUATIC CENTER

The Aqguatic Center has capacity to serve 17,000
persons. At the present time, it is serving 11,447
persons, representing 674percent of total capacity. By
2029, the Aquatic Center will serve 12,492 persons,
representing 73 pereent of total capacity; therefore,

6 percent of the excess capacity will be consumed by
new development between 2019 and 2029.

IDENTIFY THE MEANS BY"WHICH THE POLITICAL
SUBDIVISION WILL MEET THE GROWTH DEMANDS

The ity will need to acquire additionahpark lands
and improvements to maintain its existing,and
proposed service levels. Service levels'will decline,
due to population@rowth, unless new facilities are
constructed or acquired. Impact fees will be used to
maintain the existing service levels for parks and trails.

The figurés in the following table were calculated by
multiplying the existing service levels by the cost for
each'line item by the projected growth in demand

over the next.ten years.
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TABLE 4.15 COST OF NEW PARK CONSTRUCTION DUE TO NEW GROWTH, 2019-2029

Year Additional Park (Acres) Needed Additional Investment Needed
2019 )
2020 0.99 $297,045
2021 1.00 $300,781
2022 1.01 $304,518
2023 01.03 $310,123
2024 1.05 $313,859
2025 1.06 $317,595
2026 1.08 $323,200
2027 1.09 $326,936
2028 1.11 $332,541
2029 1.12 $336,277
TOTAL 10.54 $3,162,876

Year Population Population Growth Unit Service
Levels per 1000
Persons if No New
Facilities
2019 11,353 0.09
2020 11,512 159 0.09
2021 11,673 161 0.09
2022 11,836 163 0.08
2023 12,002 166 0.08
2024 12,170 168 0.08
2025 12,340 170 0.08
2026 12,513 173 0.08
2027 12,688 175 0.08
2028 12,866 178 0.08
2029 13,046 180 0.08
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TABLE 4.16 COST OF NEW 10" TRAIL CONSTRUCTION DUE TO NEW GROWTH, 2019-2029

Year Additional Trail Miles Needed Additional Investment Needed
2019 - $0.00
2020 0.04 $28,987.21
2021 0.04 $29,351.83
2022 0.04 $29,716.45
2023 0.04 $30,263.38
2024 0.04 $30,628.00
2025 0.04 $30,992.62
2026 0.04 $31,539.55
2027 0.04 $31,904.17
2028 0.04 $32,451.09
2029 0.04 $32,815.71
TOTAL 0.42 $308,650.02

TABLE 4.177 COST OF NEW 8’ TRAIL CONSTRUCTION DUE TO

NEW GROWTH, 2019-2029

Year Additional Trail Miles Needed Additional Investment Needed
2019 - $0.00
2020 0.01 $8,873.64
2021 0.01 $8,985.25
2022 0.01 $9,096.87
2023 0.01 $9,264.30
2024 0.01 $9,375.92
2025 0.01 $9,487.54
2026 0.02 $9,654.96
2027 0.02 $9,766.58
2028 0.02 $9,934.01
2029 0.02 $10,045.63
TOTAL 0.15 $94,484.70
—— -

Total costs anticipated over the next 10 years, in order to maintain existing service levels given the projected
growth in the City, is $3,566,010.65.

TABLE 4.18 SUMMARY OF NEW FACILITIES NEEDED TO MEET THE DEMANDS OF NEW GROWTH,

2019-2029
Description Amount
Parks $3,162,875.93
Trails $403,134.72
Total $3,566,010.65
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CONSIDERATION OF ALL REVENUE SOURCES

Utah Code 11-36a-302(2)

The City anticipates thatfuture trail land will be
acquired through easegments and grants, as it has in
the past, and has thérefore not included any cost for
trail land in the calculation.of impact fees. The City
is unaware of ahy potential grant sources for future
parks, recreation and trails development. However,
should it be the recipient of'any such grants, it will
then logk at the potential to reduceiimpact fees.

Waiile the City has been gifted some park property

in the past, it has no future indication‘of any gifts
that will be received by the City. Further, the City

has conservatively excluded any gifted properties,

or properties dcquired through grant funds, from
establishingfits level of service used in the calculation
of impact fees.

Bonds

The City has,one outstanding bond for the Aquatic
Center, Series 2008, refunded in 2015, with an
expiration date of 2034. Credits on this bond must be
made in connection with impact fees so that double
payment does not occur.

While the'City could issue bonds in the future in order
to fund parks, recreation or trail facilities, no bonds
are currently being contemplated and therefore no
costs associated with future bond issuance have been
included in the calculation of impact fees.

Interfund Loans

The City has the option to purchase facilities through
interfund loans but no interfund loans are currently in
place.

Transfer from General Fund

To the extent that the City is able to generate net
revenues in its General Fund, it may choose to transfer
all or a portion of the net revenues to the City’s
capital fund. It is most likely that, if net revenues
should be generated, they will be used to enhance
existing service levels and not to offset the demands
generated by new development which is anticipated
to be offset with impact fees.

Impact Fees

Because of the growth anticipated to occur in the
City, impact fees are a viable means of allowing new
development to pay for the impacts that it places
on the existing system. This IFFP is developed in
accordance with legal guidelines so that an Impact
Fee Analysis for Parks, Recreation, and Trails may be
prepared, and the City may charge impact fees for
Parks, Recreation, and Trails.

Anticipated or Accepted Dedications of System
Improvements
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Any item that a developer funds must be included

in the IFFP if a credit against impact fees is to be
issued and must be agreed upon with the City before
construction of the improvements.

CERTIFICATION

Zions Public Finance, Inc. certifies that the attached
impact fee facilities plan:

1. Includes only the costs of public facilities that are:

a. allowed under the Impact Fees Act; and
b. actually incurred; or
C. projected to be incurred or encumbered within

Six years after the day on which each impact fee is
paid;

2. Does not include:

a. costs of operation and maintenance of public
facilities,
b. costs for qualifying public facilities that will

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

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

3. Complies in each and every relevant respect with the
Impact Fees Act.
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C. PARKS AND RECREATION FUNDING OPTIONS

OVERVIEW OF PRIMARY FUNDING SOURCES

Multiple funding sources are available for funding
parks, trails and recreation facilities. The primary
options include grants, impact fees, taxes, park fees
and the issuance of debt (bonds). The following
sections discuss some of the advantages and
disadvantages of each revenue source, along with the
appropriateness of each source to various capital or
operating needs.

Potential funding sources are discussed in more detail
in this report and are organized as follows:

. Monthly Fees

. Sales Tax

. Recreation, Arts and Parks Tax (RAP)
. General Obligation Bonds

. Lease Revenue Bonds

. User Fees

. Recreation District

. Foundations and Donations

. Joint Funding Partnerships

. Grants and Other Funding Sources
. Impact Fees

. Special Assessment Areas

MONTHLY FEES

Several communities in Utah charge monthly fees for
parks and recreation maintenance. Herriman is an
example. These fees are generally added to the City’s
water bill and the recreation portion of the fee is the
first amount to be credited when payments are made.
For example, if the monthly water bill totaled $40, plus
$5 for a recreation fee, the total bill would be $45. If
the property owner paid only $40, rather than the full
$45, the parks fee would be credited first, leaving the
property owner with a deficit of $5 on the water bill.

The City will need to do an analysis to justify that the
fee charged is reflective of its needs to cover costs of
City parks, trails and recreation maintenance.

LOCAL SALES TAX

Based on Utah Code §59-12-203, any city, county or
town may levy a local option sales tax of one percent
on the purchase price of the same transactions for
which the statewide sales tax rate of 4.70 percent is
charged. The local sales and use tax was established
in 1959. Historically, the rate charged associated with
the local option portion of the tax changed over the
years:

July 1, 1959- June 30, 1975
July 1,1975- June 30, 1983
July 1,1983- June 30, 1986
July 1,1986- Dec 31, 1989
January 1, 1990- present
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1/2 of one percent
3/4 of one percent
7/8 of one percent
29/32 of one percent
one percent

Currently, all counties, cities and towns in Utah have
adopted ordinances to impose the maximum one
percent option of the local sales and use tax. Counties
may charge an additional 0.25 percent local option tax
to be used for county purposes.

Because Lindon City has already enacted the full one
percent local option sales tax, it does not have the
ability to raise these taxes further. Therefore, the use
of sales tax funds for City parks, trails and recreation
projects would merely represent a “shift” in tax
revenues to pay for one facility over another.

Additional sales-related taxes have been authorized
by the Legislature for transportation use, as well

as a “botanical, cultural, zoo tax,” also known as

the “recreation, arts and parks tax” or the ZAP and
RAP taxes. The use of this tax is discussed in a

later section. Other sales-related taxes such as the
tourism taxes (such as lodging, restaurant sales, resort
communities and motor vehicle rentals) have not been
considered likely for City parks and recreation facilities
and are not included in the discussion.

Revenue bonds payable from sales tax revenues are
governed pursuant to Utah State Code Section 11-14-
307. Without the need for a vote, cities andi€ounties
may issue bonds payable solely from excise/sales
taxes levied by the city, county or theSe levied by the
State of Utah and rebated to the city or county such
as gasoline taxes or sales taxes.

The advantages and disadvantages,of using sales tax
revenue bonds are as follows:

Advantages:

. Fairly steadysreVenue stream (although
more volatile than property tax revenues
based on economic cycles)

. Available history of sales tax revenueson
which to base projections
. Sales tax bonds can be issued and do not

require voter approval

Disadvantages:

. Cannot raise sales tax percentage of revenues
above limit allowed by Utah Legislature

. Does not provide,a new revenue stream unless
tax rate is increased<or sales increase

. Used for capital'costs and not operating
expenses

PARKS, ARTS, RECREATION AND CULTURE TAX"

Many communities have initiated Zoo, Arts, and Parks
(ZAP) or Recreation, Arts, anchParks (RAP) taxes
which have been very effe€tive in raising funds to
complete parks, recreation, trails and open space
projects. This tax must be put on the election ballot
for voter approvaland amounts to 1/10th of 1 percent
of the point of sale revenue. Lindon City has already
approved anddenacted this tax to the full amount
allowed under Utah Code §59-12-1401 so no new funds
are available to Lindon City from this source.

GENERAL OBLIGATION BONDS

General obligation bonds are a common resource

for funding major capital facilities, such'asa
recreation center©r sports park, that benefits all of
the communitys Often, several communities will join
together to join their resources (i.e., tax base) to build
a joint facility that serves several communities.

General obligation bonds, commonly referred to as
“G.0.honds,” are generally the least costly form of
financing for eapital facilities. They attract the lowest
interest rates in'the market because they are secured
by the “full faith and credit” - the unlimited pledge of
the taxing ability of the community and therefore have
the least credit risk to investors. Under the Utah State
Constitution, any bonded indebtedness secured by
property tax levies must be approved by a majority of
voters in a bond election called for that purpose.

It is our experience that if the recreation
improvements being considered for funding through
the G.O. bond have broad appeal to the public and
proponents are willing to assist in the promotional
efforts, G.O. bonds for recreation projects can meet
with public approval. However, due to the fact that
some constituents may not view them as essential-
purpose facilities for a local government or may view
the government as competing with the private sector,
obtaining positive voter approval may be a challenge.

General Obligation bonds (“GO”) are subject to simple
majority voter approval by the constituents of the
issuing entity. General obligation elections can be

held once each year, in November, following certain
notification procedures that must be adhered to in
accordance with State Statutes in order to call the
election (pursuant to Utah State Code 11-14-2 through
12). Following a successful election, it is not necessary
to issue bonds immediately, but all bonds authorized
must be issued within ten years. Once given the
approval to proceed with the issuance of the bonds,

it would take approximately 90 days to complete the
bond issuance.

2 Sometimes referred to as the botanical, cultural and zoo tax
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General obligation bonds can be issued for any
governmental purpose as detailed in Utah Code §11-14-
1. The proceeds from bonds issued on or after May 14,
2013 may not be used for operation and maintenance
expenses for more than one year after the date any

of the proceeds are first used for those expenses.
Therefore, GO bonds would not be a viable source of
operating and maintenance expenses for Lindon City.
If capital improvements are desired to be made, GO
bonds could be used for this purpose.

The amount of general obligation debt is subject to
the following statutory limitations:

Counties are limited to two percent (2%) of
the total taxable value of the County;

School Districts are limited to four percent
(4%) of the total taxable value in the District;
Cities of the 1st and 2nd class are limited to a
total of eight percent (8%) of the total taxable
value, four (4%) for general purposes and four
(4%) for water, sewer and lights; and

Cities of other classes (such as Lindon City)
or towns are limited to a total of twelve
percent (12%) of total taxable value, four
percent (4%) for general purposes and eight
percent (8%) for water, sewer and lights.

Notwithstanding the limits noted above, most local
governments in Utah have significantly less debt than
their statutory limitations.

Pursuant to state law, general obligation bonds must
mature in not more than forty years from their date of
issuance. Typically, however, most GO bonds mature
in 15- 20 years.

Advantages of G.O. Bonds:

Lowest cost form of borrowing
‘New’ source of revenues identified

Disadvantages of G.O. Bonds:

Timing issues; limited date to hold required
G.O. election

Risk of a “no” vote while still incurring costs of
holding a bond election

Possibility of election failure due to lack of
perceived benefit to majority of voters

Must levy property tax on all property even if
some properties receive limited or no benefit
from the proposed improvements

Can only bond for physical facilities, not
ongoing or additional operation and
maintenance expense
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LEASE REVENUE BONDS

One financing mechanism which, until the advent

of sales tax revenue bonds, was frequently used

to finance recreation facilities is a Lease Revenue
Bond issued by the Local Building Authority of the
City. This type of bond would be secured by the
recreation center property and facility itself, not
unlike real property serving as the security for a home
mortgage. Lease revenue bonds are repaid by an
annual appropriation of the lease payment by the
City Council. Generally, this financing method works
best when used for an essential public facility such
as city halls, police stations and fire stations. Interest
rates on a lease revenue bond would likely be 15 to
30 basis points higher than on sales tax revenue
bonds depending on the market’s assessment of the
“essentiality” of the facility.

Advantages of Lease-Revenue Bonds:
. No general vote required
. No specific revenue pledge required

Disadvantages of Lease Revenue Bonds:

. Higher financing costs than some other
alternatives
. No “new” revenue source identified

As this type of bond financing does not generate any
new revenue source, the City Council will still need to
identify revenue sources sufficient to make the lease

payments to cover the debt service.

USER FEES

User fees are generally charged for recreation facilities
or, in some cases, for access to specific trails and
facilities. Reasons for not including fees for trails
include the difficulty and cost of collecting fees,
especially with multiple access points. Another user
fee option for trails is to issue permits to park in an
area with trail access. Even if permits were required,
rather than establishing a pay station, enforcement of
permits (i.e., bike tags, parking permits, etc.) would

be costly and enforcement would be sporadic at

best. And, some communities have found that an
unintended negative consequence is that parking spills
over into adjacent neighborhoods.

RECREATION DISTRICT

Utah law allows for the creation of special districts
based on Utah Code §17B. The generic term for all
entities that fall under Title 17B of the Utah Code is
“local district.” The only type of district in Utah that is
not a “local district” is a “special service district.” Title
17D Chapter 1 of the Utah Code deals with the creation
and administration of special service districts and is
known as the “Special Service District Act.”

Local districts may be created for a variety of

purposes including park operations, recreational
facilities and services. A special service district
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created under Title 17D is a hybrid entity in that it is
an independent governmental entity, except when

it comes to the levy of taxes or assessments, the
issuance of debt, or the holding of an election. These
actions must be approved by the governmental entity
that created the special service district. In reality,
special service districts are still ultimately under the
control of their creating entities. A special service
district may be created by a city or county to provide
a variety of services, including recreation.

Local districts and special service districts can only
be created by cities or counties. The process is
initiated either by the cities or counties themselves by
resolution, or by petition from a group of citizens. In
order to be created, local districts require a petition
signed by 33 percent of the private property owners
within the proposed district whose property values
total at least 25 percent of the value of all private real
property within the proposed district or 33 percent of
the voters within the proposed district who voted in
the last general election for Governor. Special service
districts require a citizen petition to be signed by
property owners within the proposed district whose
property values total at least 10 percent of the taxable
value of all taxable property within the proposed
special service district or at least ten percent of the
registered voters within the proposed special service
district.

Governance options between the twoftypes of districts
differ somewhat. While both are un@er the jurisdiction
of a local governing board, which must have at least
three members, special service districts are governed
by the cities or counties that create them. A local
district determines, at its creation, whether board
members will be appointed, elected, ora hybrid with
some members appointed and others elected.

The major difference between the two types of
districts is ingheirability to tax. Local districts may
levy property taxes but special service districts

can onlyddo so if the governing body that created
the district votes to do so and the tax is approved
by a majority, of voters. All districts are subject to
limitations on property taxes imposed to pay for
operations and maintenance.

Limits are also placedeon local districts and special
districts for bonded indebtednéss. Utah Code §11-
14-310(3)(b) limits general ebligation bonds to a
percentage of the fair market value of all taxable
property within the district.” The limit for a local
district is .05 and 0.12 for a special service district
(unless specified in the Code for a specific type of
special service district).

Liability insurance is required for all districts with
budgets in excess of $50,000. All districts must
comply with most of the Utah Procurement Code

as found in Section 63G-6-104 and must adopt and
implement formal purchasingypolicies and procedures.

If some sort of recreation district were to be created,
the total taxable valugfof the district would be used to
determine the tax rate necessary to raise the desired
amount of annual operating revenues necessary to
support open_space.

The advantages and disadvantages of a recreation
districtdaressummarized as follows:

Advantages:
. Spread costs over a larger population
. Taxing ability that does not show up on the

books of‘the City

Disadvantages:
. l©ss of direct governance and control of
recreation facilities

FOUNDATIONS AND DONATIONS

Creating a foundation could provide an additional
method of generating new revenues for the City -
especially for preservation and development of canyon
facilitiesh©ne example of an area that has successfully
done this is the Mountain Trails Foundation for Park
City.

MTF has five membership options, ranging from $10
to $300+. The most popular options are the $50 and
$100 a year donations. Membership results in various
coupons, discounts, and gifts (depending upon the $
level - maps, socks, vests, jackets, etc.). Memberships
represent 60 percent of the Foundation’s annual
revenues, while races, grants, and corporate
sponsorships provide the rest of the revenue.

In 2015, MTF spent $130,000 for summer trail
maintenance and an additional $30,000 for winter
trail grooming. Since its inception in 1994, MTF has
been able to increase trail miles from 40 to over
400. Annual membership averages close to 4,000
members. Several members interviewed indicate
that Marmot is a major sponsor and provides its
“gear” at significantly lower prices to the Foundation.
Therefore, many people join MTF because they are
rewarded with athletic gear to offset the cost of their
annual donation. Car window stickers for MTF are
also viewed as something of a status symbol by some
Summit County residents.

Revenue generated through memberships
(representing roughly 60 percent of total revenues) is
supplemented by corporate sponsorships and races.
Several very popular races are held on Park City trails.
Increased races sponsored by a Foundation would be
another means of increasing revenue streams for City
open space.
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Advantages:

. Those most involved and interested contribute
to the associated costs

. Creates a sense of pride and ownership in
recreation-related facilities

. Partners with the private sector to increase

business contributions

Disadvantages:

o Not a steady or consistent revenue source

. Cannot bond against these revenues

. May take time to build up significant
membership and revenues

. Administrative costs of running the

Foundation unless done by volunteers
JOINT FUNDING PARTNERSHIPS

Joint funding opportunities may also occur between
municipalities and among agencies or departments
within a municipality. Cooperative relationships
between cities and counties are not uncommon, nor
are partnerships between cities and school districts.
Often, small cities in a region are able to cooperate
and pool resources for recreation projects. There
may be other opportunities as well which should be
explored whenever possible in order to maximize
recreation opportunities and minimize costs. In order
to make these kinds of opportunities happen, there
must be on-going and constant communication
between residents, governments, business interests
and others.

Advantages:

. Spreads the costs, thereby resulting in a lower
burden on Lindon

. Additional revenues may provide

opportunities to provide additional facilities or
services using the open space

Disadvantages:

. Does not provide a steady and reliable source
of revenues
. Cannot bond against these revenues
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GRANTS AND OTHER FUNDING SOURCES

The following sources may serve as a supplement to,
though not a replacement for, the previous funding
sources. The availability of these funds may change
annually depending on budget allocations.

LAND AND WATER CONSERVATION FUND

The LWCF state assistance program provides
matching grants to help states and local communities
protect parks and recreation resources. Running the
gamut from wilderness to trails and neighborhood
playgrounds, LWCF funding has benefited nearly
every county in America, supporting over 41,000
projects. This 50:50 matching program is the primary
federal investment tool to ensure that families have
easy access to parks and open space, hiking and
riding trails, and neighborhood recreation facilities.
Allocation amounts have decreased over time and
LCWEF reports a backlog of needs for these funds.
This program is administered locally by Utah State
Parks and Recreation.

MAP-21 CURRENT (REPLACES SAFETEA-LU)

The Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st Century
(Map-21) includes a number of substantial changes
to the transportation enhancement (TE) activities
defined in Title 23. The activities are now termed
“transportation alternatives” (TAs).

To quality for funding all projects must fit into one of
the following nine federal designated categories:

1. Construction, planning and design of facilities
for pedestrians, bicyclists, compliance with
Americans with Disabilities Act

2. Safe routes for non-drivers to access daily
needs
3. Conversion and use of abandoned railroad
corridors for trails
4. Construction of turnouts, overlooks and
viewing areas
5. Community improvements including
. Inventory, control or removal of
outdoor advertising
. Historic preservation and
rehabilitation of historic transportation
facilities
. Archaeological activities relating

to impacts from implementation of
transportation projects eligible under

this title
6. Any environmental mitigation activity
. Address storm water management,

control and water pollution prevention
or abatement related to highway
construction or due to highway runoff

. Reduce vehicle-caused wildlife
mortality or to restore and maintain
connectivity among terrestrial or
aquatic habitats
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7. The Recreation Trails Program under section
206.

8. Safe Routes to schools under section 1404 of
SAFETEA-LU

9. Planning, designing, or constructing

boulevards and other roadways largely in the
right-of-way of former Interstate System
routes or divided highways.

UTAH WAYPOINT GRANT

The Utah Office of Outdoor Recreation initiated the
Utah Waypoint Grant program in 2015. The Waypoint
program makes grant monies available with a 50/50
match to communities to build outdoor recreation
infrastructure which would become an enhancement in
the area.

To qualify, Waypoint projects must offer an economic
opportunity for the community and should have the
potential to attract or retain residents and increase
visitation to the region. Various types of outdoor
recreation infrastructure would be eligible for the
Waypoint grant including trails, trail infrastructure,
and trail facilities, restroom facilities near popular
recreational climbing areas, ramps and launch

sites that would improve water access along rivers,
whitewater parks, yurts, infrastructure for wildlife
viewing areas and more. The areas for the project
should be open and accessible to the publiesThis
grant is to be used for the construction.of the
recreational infrastructure and cannot'be used for
the planning of the project. Ideally«the plans should
be complete before applying forthe grant. This was
a pilot program and the first applications were due
October 2015. Future funds will be,available based on
funding levels.

RECREATIONAL TRAILS PROGRAM (RTP)'AND
TRANSPORTATION ALTERNATIVES PROGRAM (TAP)
The federally-funded Recreational Trails Program
(RTP) has helped with non-meotorized and motorized
trail development and maintenance, trail educational
programs, and trail-related environmental protection
projeets. The Fixing America’s Surface Transportation
(FAST)"Act reauthorized the RTP for Federal fiscal
years 2016 through 2020 as a set-aside of funds from
the Transportation Alternatives (TA) Set-Aside under
Surface Transportation Block Grant Program (STBG).

The national total isidivided amnong States based

on each State’s proportionaté share of FY2009
Transportation Enhancements funding. Unless a
Governor opts out, an amount equal to the State’s FY
2009 RTP apportionment is to be set aside from the
State’s TAP funds for the RTP. The 2017 set-aside for
Utah is $1,561,852. Utah State Parks and Recreation
administers this program locally.

PRIVATE AND PUBLIC PARTNERSHIPS

The Parks and Recreation Department or a group

of communities acting cooperatively, and a private
developer or other government or quasi-government
agency may often codperate on a facility that services
the public, yet is also attractive to an entrepreneur or
another partner;

PRIVATE FUNDRAISING

While not,addressed as a specific strategy for
individtal recreation facilities, itiis not uncommon for
public monies to be leveraged with private donations
often in concert with a foundation (see Foundations
and Donations above). Private funds will most

likely be attracteddtorhigh-profile facilities such as a
swimming complex or sports complex, and generally
require aggressive promotion and management on
behalf of thie park and recreation department or city
administration.

DEDICATIONS AND DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENTS
The dedication of land for parks, and park
development agreements has long been an accepted
development requirement and is another valuable
toohfor implementing park development. The City
can require dedication of park land through review of
projects such as Planned Units Developments (PUDs).
Many cities have received park dedications and trail
easements.

URBAN RENEWAL (“REDEVELOPMENT”) AGENCY
FUNDS

Generally, redevelopment agency (RDA) funds are
restricted for use in redevelopment areas (unless

for housing). As new RDA areas are identified and
developed, tax increment funds generated can, at the
discretion of the City, be used to fund park acquisition
and development.

SERVICE ORGANIZATION PARTNERS

Many service organizations and corporations have
funds available for park and recreation facilities.
Local Rotary Clubs, Kiwanis Clubs, and other service
organizations often combine resources to develop
park and recreation facilities. Other for-profit
organizations such as Home Depot and Lowes are
often willing to partner with local communities in
the development of playground and other park and
recreation equipment and facilities. Again, the key is
a motivated individual or group who can garner the
support and funding desired.

Another potential partnership with service
organizations is through an Adopt-A-Trail program
where various organizations assist with maintenance
of City open space and thereby reduce operating
costs.
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IMPACT FEES

Impact fees are one-time fees charged by
communities to offset the capital costs associated
with new development. These fees are especially
useful in areas of rapid population growth. They

help the community to maintain a current level of
service as new development puts strain on existing
facilities. It assures that new development pay for its
proportionate share of capital costs. Impact fees can
only be used for system, and not project facilities and
must be capital facilities with a useful life of ten years
or longer. Impact fees cannot be used for operating
costs.

Based on Utah Code requirements, §11-36a, a

community must prepare an impact fee facilities plan
and impact document before enacting impact fees.

FEBRUARY 2020 | PAGE 95



SPECIAL ASSESSMENT AREAS

Special Assessment Areas (“SAAs”), formerly known
as Special Improvement Districts or “SID”s, are a
financing mechanism that allows governmental
entities to designate a specific area for the purpose of
financing the costs of improvements, operation and
maintenance, or economic promotion activities that
benefit property within the area. Entities can then levy
a special assessment, on parity with a tax lien, to pay
for those improvements or ongoing maintenance. The
special assessment can be pledged to retire bonds,
known as Special Assessment Bonds, if issued to
finance construction of a project. Utah Code §11-42
deals with the requirements of special assessment
areas.

The underlying rationale of an SAA is that only

those property owners who benefit from the public
improvements and ongoing maintenance of the
properties will be assessed for the associated costs
as opposed to other financing structures in which

all City residents pay either through property taxes
or increased service fees. If the boundaries of the
SAA were coterminous with that of the City, the SAA
would provide no advantage in terms of funding to
the City. Therefore, this method is not recommended
as a potential source of funding. If the City were

to joint with neighboring cities to create a special
recreation district, property tax revenues would be a
better source of financing than special assessments.

While not subject to a bond election as is required

for the issuance of General Obligation bonds, SAAs
may not be created if 40 percent or more of those
liable for the assessment payment® protest its creation.
Despite this legal threshold, most local government
governing bodies tend to find it difficult to create an
SAA if 10-20 percent of property owners oppose the
SAA.

Once created, an SAA’s ability to levy an assessment
has similar collection priority / legal standing as a
property tax assessment. However, since it is not

a property tax, any financing secured by that levy
would likely be done at higher interest rates than
general obligation, sales tax revenue or utility revenue
bonds. Interest rates will depend on a number of
factors including the ratio of the market value to the
assessment bond amount, the diversity of property
ownership and the perceived willingness and ability of
property owners to make the assessment payments
as they come due. Even with the best of special
assessment credit structure, if bonds are issued they
are likely to be non-rated and therefore would be
issued at rates quite a bit higher than similar General
Obligation Bonds that would likely be rated. All
improvements financed via an SAA must be owned
by the City and the repayment period cannot exceed
twenty (20) years.

Whenever SAAs are created, entities have to select a
method of assessment (i.e. per lot, per unit (ERU), per
acre, by front-footage, etc.) which is reasonable, fair
and equitable to all property owners within the SAA.
State law does not allow property owned by local
government entities such as cities or school districts
to be assessed.

Advantages of Special Assessment Areas:

. Bonds are tax-exempt although the interest
cost is not as low as a GO or revenue bond
. No requirement to hold a bond election but

the City must hold a meeting for property
owners to be assessed before the SAA can be

created

. Only benefited property owners pay for the
improvements or ongoing maintenance

. Limited risk to the City as there is no general
tax or revenue pledge

. Flexibility since property owners may pre-pay

their assessment prior to bond issuance or
annually thereafter as the bond documents
dictate - if bonds are issued

Disadvantages of Special Assessment Areas:

. Forty percent of the assessed liability, be it
one property owner or many could defeat the
effort to create the SAA if they do not want to
pay the assessment

. Some increased administrative lburden for the
City although State law permits an additional
amount to be included in edch assessment to
either pay the City’s incréased administrative
costs or permit the City to hire an outside
SAA administrator

. The City cannot assess ¢ertain government-
owned property within the SAA
. No real funding benefit to the City since the

boundary weuldibe,the same as the City.

3 Based on the method of assessment selected, i.e. acreage, front footage, per lot, etc.
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Funding Availability Strengths Weaknesses Comments
Source
Monthly City must enact New revenue source; Additional fee on property Could provide a
Fees would grow annually owners steady revenue
with household stream for operating
growth costs
Local Sales Provides annual revenue stream, Flexible; no voter Not a new funding source; If a sales tax bond
Tax or if used for a bond the debt approval required rather diverts existing funds. is issued, revenues
is repaid through sales tax Legislature would need to should be used
revenues. approve hike in local option for capital costs;
City cannot raise existing sales sales tax rate in order to revenues can be used
tax beyond the level state increase rate for any City purpose
legislature allows. without a bond.
Recreation Already enacted in Lindon City No new fees or taxes Not a new revenue stream
Zoo Arts required
and Parks
(ZAP) Tax
General Would need voter approval Lowest interest rate Requires voter approval. Revenues need to be
Obligation on debt Can be placed on ballot by used for capital costs
(GO) Bond City Council (referendum)
or through citizen-initiated
ballot measure.
Lease City must appropriate funds Flexible; no voter Not a new funding source; Generally used for
Revenue annually approval required City must make annual “essential” facilities
Bond appropriations
User Fees “Pay to Play” User Recreation Simple and direct; Requires an updated 1. City would need
Fee (daily or annual fee). Could generate fee study to show the to establish cost
revenue from regional reasonableness of the fees recovery levels for
users; charged compared to the various programs
services provided; be sure 2. Could have tiered
collection of the fees is resident/non-resident
not more costly than fees fees.
collected
Local City could create a special Can spread costs over | Could reduce local control Could be
Recreation service district for parks and a larger geographic because the District would advantageous if
District recreation area and population be shared with other cities. combined with other

communities because
costs would be
spread over a larger
area

Foundations

Very competitive and annual

New revenue stream

Competitiveness in

Partnerships

Intergovernmental Agreement
or Local District.

and allocations change obtaining this resource
Donations

Joint An available option, could Additional resources May lose some control of
Funding take several forms such as available facilities or governance

Grants
and Other
Funding
Sources

Very competitive and annual
allocations change

New revenue stream

Competitiveness in
obtaining this resource

Impact Fees

Can only be charged to new
development; must have a
current IFFP and IFA to meet
legal requirements

Ensures that new
development pays its
proportionate share
of the cost of new
capital facilities

Developers may contest

these fees; cost of having

an updated IFFP and IFA
prepared

Special
Assessment
Area (SAA)

Can create for any size area

Assessments on
property; can
foreclose

Extremely difficult to obtain
approval from all affected
properties

High protests likely
from high number
of property owners;
no advantage to
creating district if it is
coterminous with City
boundaries
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APPENDIX B

PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT RESULTS

Lindon Parks, Trails, and Recreation Community Survey

Q1 What are your favorite parks, trails, or recreation facilities in Lindon
and why?

Answered: 184  Skipped: 27

PICKLEBALL HERITAGE TRA"— COMMUNITY CENTER

LINDON HERITAGE TRAIL rooeo arena CITY CENTER
CENTER STREET

MURDOCK CANAL TRAIL

LINDON DAYS

Lindon Parks, Trails, and Recreation Community Survey

Q2 Please rank the following in order of priority. Lindon's parks, trails, and
recreation facilities should...

Answered: 208  Skipped: 3

Have active
uses for...

Have programs
for kids dur...

Be within
walking...

Have
playground...

Have passive
uess that ar...

0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10

1 2 3 4 5 TOTAL SCORE

Have active uses for organized sports and paid programs 7.00% 20.50% 21.50%  26.00%  25.00%
through user fees 14 41 43 52 50 200 2.58

Have programs for kids during summer and non-school times 6.97% 14.43% 17.91% 34.83% 25.87%
14 29 36 70 52 201 2.42

Be within walking distance of my residence 12.81% 19.70% 19.70%  14.78%  33.00%
26 40 40 30 67 203 2.65

Have playground equipment 16.08% 31.66% 29.15%  15.08% 8.04%
32 63 58 30 16 199 3.33

Have passive uess that are open to the whole community 56.93% 13.86% 12.87% 8.42% 7.92%
(open lawns, forested areas, picnic areas) 115 28 26 17 16 202 4.03
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Lindon Parks, Trails, and Recreation Community Survey

Q3 How often do you frequent these facilities?

Answered: 205  Skipped: 6

P,

[ Several times a week (5-7)  [J] A few times a week (2-4) Once a week
A few times a month Once a month .A few times a year . Once a year
Never

Lindon Parks, Trails, and Recreation Community Survey

Q4 What are your favorite parks, trails, or recreation facilities outside of
Lindon and why?

Answered: 172  Skipped: 39

UTAH LAKE SHORE TRAIL

CANYON TRAILS OPEN AREA TRAILS
PRYCANYON DROVO CANYON

> SPLASH PAD

SPORTS
TS INDOOR POOL

VARIETY
BONNEVILLE SHORELINE TRAIL
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Lindon Parks, Trails, and Recreation Community Survey Lindon Parks, Trails, and Recreation Community Survey
Q5 Please check all of the items that prevent you or your family from Q7 How do you travel to Lindon's parks, trails, and recreation facilities?
using Lindon's parks, trails, and recreation facilities. Answered: 206 Skipped: 5

Answered: 198  Skipped: 13

Total Respondents: 198

Lindon Parks, Trails, and Recreation Community Survey

0 100 200 300 400 500
r
I'm unfamiliar with the facilities available Bicycle %
. Prefer to use private facilities or facilities in other cities|  Inconvenient locations
Facilities lack the right equipment/amenities I do not feel safe o
>< [ Not accessible for people with disabilities [JJj Quality of facilities Z
Nothing --1 am a regular user Other (please specify) Other (please
E g g [ | p pecity specify) O
—
Z ANSWER CHOICES RESPONSES —l
L I'm unfamiliar with the facilities available 17.68% 35 0%  10% 20%  30%  40% 50%  60% 70%  80% 90% 100% -<
Q. Prefer to use private facilities or facilities in other cities 11.11% 22 O
ﬂ. 0 ANSWER CHOICES RESPONSES >
< Inconvenient locations 9.09% 18 : z
Personal Auto 75.73% 156
— Facilities lack the right equipment/amenities 33.33% 66 x
Walk 73.79% 152 m
m | do not feel safe 4.04% 8
o Bicycle 48.54% 100 Z
Not accessible for people with disabilities 2.02% 4 0
N Other (please specify) 13.59% 28 >
Quality of facilities 10.61% 21 U)
Total Respondents: 206
Nothing --I am a regular user 42.42% 84 r_rll
Other (please specify) 18.18% 36 z
>

Q6 What would you like to improve regarding Lindon's parks, trails, and
recreation facilities?

Answered: 175  Skipped: 36

PLAYGROUND EQUIPMENT

WAYFINDING SIGNS
RESTROOMS 5o s ane

S H‘ \ D E s
LIGHTING COMMUNITY ENGAGEMENT

MOUNTAIN BIKE TRAIL
TRASH CANS
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Lindon Parks, Trails, and Recreation Community Survey

Q9 How old are you?

Answered: 205  Skipped: 6

o

o

r

L |

x ) 0-12 years old . 12-17 years old 18-24 years old 25-34 years old Z

E 35-44 yearsold [JJ 45-54 yearsold [ 55-64 years old 65+ years old o

[ Prefer Not to Say :I

11 ANSWER CHOICES RESPONSES <

n' 0-12 years old 0.00% 0 .U

(a8 >

< 12-17 years old 0.98% 2 -

— 18-24 years old 2.44% 5 a
8 25-34 years old 14.15% 29

35-44 years old 28.29% 58 §

45-54 years old 22.93% 47 m

55-64 years old 17.56% 36 -I

m

65+ years old 11.22% 23 z

Prefer Not to Say 2.44% 5 'U

TOTAL 205 ;

9/9
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9. Discussion Item — R-2 Housing Overlay. In prior meetings the Council requested to
review the R-2 Housing Overlay separation distances between multi-family projects. Staff will
present the current R-2 Overlay map and options for decreased separation distances between
projects.

No motion required, but feedback is requested.
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Lindon City TEL 801-785-7687
100 North State Street I N D O N FAX 801-785-4510

Lindon, UT 84042-1808 www lindoncity.org
PLANNING & DEVELOPMENT

March 2, 2020

As the City Council reviewed the Moderate-Income Housing Report last year, one of the
discussions was on the R2 Overlay Zone. The Council requested that staff bring back a map that
shows the buffering requirement between multi-family housing units reduced from 750’ to 500°.

The following requirements apply when determining the location of R2 multi-family housing:

e 17.46.020 - The Planning Department shall maintain on file a map and associated
documents which divide the residential areas within the city into individual R2 Overlay
districts and which includes such data as: total acreage of each district, total allowable
units per district, etc. The R2 Overlay Zone includes all residential zones in their entirety,
and also all residential uses within non-residential zones that existed prior to April 1,
2011.

e 17.46.030 - The maximum number of units that are permitted within each R2 Overlay
district identified on the R2 Overlay map shall be calculated by multiplying 4% of the
total acreage within each district by six (6). Each dwelling unit approved as part of an R2
project, and each accessory apartment and its’ associated single-family dwelling unit,
shall be counted towards the capacity of the units permitted in each district. At such time
as a district reaches the maximum permitted capacity of units that district will be closed
to any further R2 Overlay projects. However, owner occupied single-family dwellings
with accessory apartments shall continue to be permitted even if the district reaches its
capacity.

e 17.46.040 - Density: The maximum number of units allowed for any R2 Overlay project
shall be four (4) units. Available multi-family projects include twin homes,
condominiums, apartments, duplexes, triplexes, townhouses, or any other multi-family
housing unit that has two or three units per structure. Detached single-family dwellings
(one unit only) and projects with four units (4-plexes) are prohibited.

e Lot size: The maximum number of units on an approved building lot in the residential
zone is two (2) units. In the event that the lots are larger than twenty thousand (20,000)
square feet for the R1-20 zone and twelve thousand (12,000) square feet for the R1-12
zone, then the maximum density shall be calculated at four (4) units per net acre.
Substandard legal non-conforming lots shall only be allowed a maximum number of units
based on four (4) units per acre.

e Separation Distance: Irrespective of R2 Overlay district boundaries, new R2 Overlay
projects shall not be within seven hundred fifty (750) feet from any other approved R2
Overlay unit or other existing multi-family housing units, except for accessory
apartments.

There are a few mechanisms that determine how many units can be constructed in a district.
These include the buffer requirement between units, the district calculation for the number of
units allowed per district as per 17.46.030, and owner-occupied housing with accessory
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apartment units apply towards the total cap of allowable R2 housing units. However, accessory
apartment can exceed the cap (17.46.030).

District | Total Max # of | Approved | # of Units Remaining | Additional # of
Acres Units Units that are not | # of units units per
Accessory | per district | district if
Apartments single family

home was
counted
towards total
with accessory
apartment*

1 123 29 48 2 -19 4

2 245 59 70 0 -11 13

3 151 36 20 0 16 26

4 114 27 44 26 -17 -8

5 160 38 41 13 -3 11

6 64 15 38 2 -23 -5

7 75 18 29 11 -11 -2

8 84 20 12 2 8 13

9 65 15 22 2 -7 3

10 99 23 14 4 9 14

11 165 39 84 54 -45 -30

12 68 16 34 10 -18 -6

13 109 26 42 10 -16 5

14 70 16 33 11 -15 -7

15 196 47 67 10 -20 6

16 176 43 42 28 1 8

17 265 63 4 8 59 59

18 55 13 54 54 -41 -41

Totals 543 698 247 93 157

*As staff reviewed the R2 ordinance and maps, one thing that the council may want to consider
is reviewing ordinance 17.46.030. The ordinance counts both the owner-occupied home and the
accessory apartment towards the overall count in the district. The council could consider just
counting the number of rental units (accessory and multi-family units) towards the overall count
allowed in each district. Staff has provided a map that shows additional R2 area in each district
with this calculation. This alternative would continue to count new accessory units towards the
overall total as well as the buffer between multi-family housing units.

Staff has attached the following maps:
e R2 Overlay map with 750 buffers
e R2 Overlay map with 500 buffers.
e For historical purposed - 2008 map
e Map removing the counting of owner-occupied units towards the overall count per
district
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