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Timpanogos Special Service District
Administrative Board Retreat Minutes
6400 North 5050 West Utah County, Utah

APPROVED

September 21, 2023 8:00 a.m. Conference Room

Board Members:

Present: Sullivan Love David Bunker *Chris Condie
Joel Thompson Lon Lott Neal Winterton
Jay Meacham Richard Nielson Brian Braithwaite
Mark Christensen Mack Straw *Blaine Thomas

*Chandler Goodwin

District Staff: Richard Mickelsen, District Manager Shannon Hansen, Administrative Manager
David Barlow, District Engineer Danette Smith, Board Secretary
Joe Martin, CPA Brian Selck, Lab Director

Others: Kasey Chesnut, Horrocks Engineers Trevor Lindley, Brown and Caldwell
Brandon Wyatt, Bowen Collins & Associates ~ Ryan Bench, Carollo Engineers
Brad Rasmussen, Aqua Engineers Wade Stinson, Aqua Engineers
Gary Vance, JUB Engineers Christina McCullock, JUB Engineers
Jeff DenBleyker, Jacobs Engineering Dave Epstein, Jacobs Engineering
Susan Spore, Brown and Caldwell Ryan Dooley, Brown and Caldwell
Brian Child, Olympus Insurance Mark Bell, Hayes Godfrey Bell P.C.
John Richardson, AE2S Eileen H. Miller, UVHBA
Todd Grierson, Pleasant Grove Resident

Call to Order

Sullivan Love, Board Chair, called the meeting to order 8:05 a.m.

Public Comment
No public comment

Safety Report — Brian Child, Olympus Insurance

Brian Child reported on the District’s safety performance from a claims/employee injuries standpoint. The District
has made remarkable progress. The NCCI E-mod is an average of all the similar employers doing wastewater
collection and treatment throughout the United States. The District has made excellent strides from a safety
standpoint. Last year and the current year the E-mod of the District was 1.0 and we just received the new E-mod for
this coming year which will be at .7. This results in a $14,000-$15,000 reduction in our workers’ compensation costs
fully attributable to the reduction in claims. The focus the District has had on safety for the last four years, they are
now seeing a dividend. The District is continuing to perform exceptionally well.

The Property and Liability claims are a little more challenging because one claim can be very expensive. There
was one claim in 2021, but the trajectory is still very good. On a benchmark basis from a peer standpoint, the District
is better than average. For an organization the District’s size, it is benchmarked to have about $80,000 in claims
annually and if you look at the District’s average it is at $55,000, so the District is doing very well.

David Bunker said a great safety record does not happen without leadership or employees who are paying
attention. David thanked Rich and staff. Sullivan agreed and said the District has a great leader who is encouraging
the employees to be more mindful of safety and thanked Rich and staff.
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Rich said we contracted with Intermountain Workmed, where we send employees if there is an occurrence then
Workmed determines whether it is an incident. Rich said staff has taken the thought of being safe. Rich said he tells
staff they have right to go home alive. Rich said Worker’s Comp came out and did a walk through the facility to see
and they wrote up a document of findings. We took care of most of them. One of those findings is when we clean the
clarifiers, there is a lot of algae growth on the concrete where staff gets up to spray them down. It was observed that
is not safe. As part of our clarifier modifications, we will be putting lids around the clarifiers to enclose them to stop
the algae, which will reduce that hazard for the employees. Another finding was bioreactor entry. It is about a thirty-
foot drop into our bioreactors and the way staff have been getting in there is not safe. Rich has tasked JUB to take a
look at that and give us some options. Rich does not have a budget number for that yet, so that is something that will
be added to the safety line item.

Overview — Rich Mickelsen
1. Total Project Costs
Rich gave a summary of total projects from 2023-2029. The total project costs have elevated over the last three
years and now the total costs are at $937 million with $371 million for collections projects and $566 million for
treatment projects. Rich said those are in the budget and we can talk about those more today.

Manager’s Report- Year in Review

1. Administrative

Rich said the Administrative Committee has been working on organizational changes. Sullivan Love took over as
Board Chair replacing David Bunker who served as Board Chair for four years. There are new board members who
have joined the board. Rich said Joel Thompson replaced Craig White and Lon Lott, and Neal Winterton are new
board members this year. There will be a change from a special service district “Timpanogos Special Service
District” (TSSD) to a local district “Timpanogos Service District” (TSD). We have been working with Utah County
and all the member cities on this. There is a Utah County Commission meeting October 25" to make that final
change to the District.

Rich said there is a lot of info on public relations in the board packet. Ben Winslow, Fox-13 news, came to the
District August 23" to meet with Rich, DWQ, and the Utah Lake Authority on the lake studies. About 390,000
people watched that presentation on Fox-13. Other public relations are related to growth, like Texas Instruments
Expansion and The Huntsman Cancer Institute.

Rich said Governor Cox has initiated watershed councils. The state is split into five areas, and one of those is the
Utah Lake Watershed Council. Rich was asked to be on that council of about 22 people. They have completed their
by-laws and have asked Rich to be the Vice Chair. Rich said that has been very positive. Rich thinks we have
finalized the issues with the District’s legislative consultant and will hopefully get that contract signed and completed
this month.

a. Employees

Rich said he added one operator to the budget for this year. We are fully staffed with the operators right now but
are shorthanded in the dewatering. Maintenance staff help the operators. We have 120 tons of biosolids going out per
day. We currently have four openings in maintenance and in four more years we will need a high-pressure gas
specialist, so that was added to the budget. We could hire that specialist as one of those four openings now and they
could still do other work around the plant.

Rich said he has allowed the operations manager to drive his District vehicle from work to home the last several
months. He has been handling the many duties of training with four new operators, even during off hours. He is not
an on-call employee, but he has been the first to respond to the last two spills we have had on the road and has been
extremely helpful in mitigating those issues. Rich said the board has asked him to put together a vehicle policy for
employee use. There is a draft policy in the packet. Rich said we have two other employees who utilize this, the
treatment manager, and the electrician. Rich thinks it would be beneficial to have the operations manager continue to
use the vehicle. Mark Christensen asked to change the last line of the policy to “employee may not allow anyone
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other than district personnel to operate or ride in the district vehicle.” Rich said occasionally he has people ride with
him, like an elected official or taking someone on a tour of the plant. Mark said it could be “district personnel or
authorized by the district manager.”

b. Utah Lake

Rich said the District is doing the Limno Corral studies. It has been extremely helpful with the legislature
donating $200,000. When we started this three years ago, they wanted us to have a two-one match, which we have
done. They required us to do a one-one match starting last year, which we did. We were able to show them our
efforts and scientific work on the lake. We went from six corrals to twelve and that has been extremely challenging
this year. The lake water has been higher and there have been more storms. We were able to get some data, so we are
going to go another year, which was the plan all along, and repeat those experiments. The reason we are doing this is
to do nitrogen removal. Back in 2020 money, it was going to cost us $140 million. The state could still move to
nitrogen and phosphorus limits. It would be more like $300 million in today’s dollars. The $400,000 we are spending
on these studies gives us data to show the state that it is or is not effective to achieve the level of water clarity they
want. Brian Braithwaite said you cannot get this data overnight. We will have years of data collection to help give the
state and others direction. Rich said we have also added an additional $200,000, so that would put us up to $600,000
in studying this next year. That was to supplement the limno corral study and increase the testing for toxicity and cell
counts. We also found that doing vegetation out in the lake was extremely helpful, so we added that. Rich said he is
going to the legislature for that extra $200,000. He added it to the budget, is planning to get the money from the state
for a total of $400,000 from them next year. We will see if they require us to match that or not.

Rich said there has been a lot of discussion on air deposition with the ten science panel members of the Utah Lake
Water Quality Study. They do not like the thought that air deposition happens here in the state of Utah. There are a
lot of scientists telling them it does happen here. There has been debate back and forth that dirt does not get into the
lake when it rains. We have collection sites around the lake, and we have elevated them due concerns about that. The
scientists collected that and know how much air deposition happened through that rain event. The science panel has
looked over all this data and said these points are too high. They are throwing out data that they do not like because it
does not meet their narrative, in Rich’s opinion. That is important to TSSD because we are discharging a known
amount of phosphorus to the lake, the question is how much phosphorus is in that rain event. Dr. Gay, National
Atmospheric Deposition Program, has reviewed our sampling technique and has approved it. Rich thinks that gives
credibility. Rich said since he sits on the steering committee, he is going to argue that they must accept the data.

¢. Pretreatment

Rich said our current pretreatment program is from 1997. With help from an engineering firm, we submitted
written documents to the state, and they have said the district needs to re-do the local limits. That requires us to go
out and evaluate domestic areas of our communities. Rich said we went to ten separate locations throughout the
different cities and collected data for several months. That data tells the engineer what capacity our residents are
taking up in the system. It also considers BOD, TSS and metals that are coming through the plant. We submitted that
to DWQ a couple of weeks ago. They will send us a pre-approval. This board will approve that document and post it
for public comment before getting final approval. After approval it will go to member cities, who have already
agreed to follow the pretreatment program, as part of their agreement with the District. We want to make sure they
approve this new pretreatment program that will be updated in 2024.

d. PFAS/PFOS

Rich said there has been a lot of discussion on PFAS and limitations that are coming from the federal level.
Those regulations are on the horizon for waste treatment plants. They are not currently enforcing wastewater, but
they did put regulations on drinking water. We argued that we are not the generator of this waste so why penalize us?
Wastewater treatment plants are not designed to remove PFAS, which is in most everything. The recommendation
we gave is that TSSD will be testing for PFAS. We test our influent, effluent, biosolids, the lake and tap water
quarterly. If we exceed the recommended limit, then we will initiate source tracking to find out where it is coming
from. If it is below the limit, then we will just continue testing. TSSD is currently below the limit.
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2. Engineering
a. Treatment

Rich said the thermal dryer (purchased in 2023), UV, final filters and the Goshen land will help us move along in
our Master Plan. We are currently in the process of doing two pilot studies: Indense and Orege. The Indense pilot is
to improve operations and provide a study that increases the plant rating for settleability of the clarifiers. Part of the
Master Plan is to add a number of clarifiers and if this system works here, we can eliminate a clarifier. That will save
us millions of dollars. The Orege Pilot is to increase dewatering efficiency on our biosolids and that would save us
money on hauling and drying. We just got approval from the Utah County Board of Adjustments for the height
variance for the egg-shape digester, which is 130 feet and the silo for the biosolids at 90 feet. This is allowing us to
move forward with confidence in the design. Rich said currently we are using five of our eight bioreactors, and
because of increased flow, we are moving to six bioreactors. This leaves only two bioreactors to move water and
media over and that is important because we are under constant repair with those bioreactors.

Rich said in the asset management the aeration chambers were scheduled for 2026-2027 for efficiency. Rich
thinks we need to move that up and do design on that next year and in the next two years replace the diffusion
pattern. We are going to work with Cascade Energy to have a base model. When we do this aeration control, two
engineering firms predict that we could have up to 50% savings on our power for the blowers.

b. Collections Projects
Rich said the consultants will have updates on current/upcoming collections projects. Construction is happening
as part of the CL-N1 project, putting in a parallel line from Saratoga Springs to Lehi. We have the CL-R1 easement
acquisitions beginning as we settle our legal easement confrontation with one of the landowners.
*Chandler Goodwin arrived. 9:00 a.m.

3. Finance

Rich said we did the $35 million bond, at the rate of 3.18%. We have ARPA funding of $8 million. We are doing
amendment 2 today on the IFFP/IFA. We will be having discussion today on the User Rate discussion that came
from the Finance Committee. We did impact fee training for the member city representatives in June here at the

District.

Engineer Updates

1. JUB Engineers - Gary Vance, Christina McCullock

Gary Vance said they are doing a few projects with the District: Well Feasibility Study, West Bioreactor Safety
Improvements, and GIS/Asset Management. The goal of the Well Feasibility Study is to utilize and protect the
District’s existing water rights. Here at the plant, there are three wells; two were deemed not practical, and the third
well is in use. It is in a building and could be rehabilitated to provide this water supply. The last option would be to
drill a new well. The water could be used in the dewatering building for polymer makeup water, or the tertiary filter
building where it could be used in various locations. The next steps of this project are to draft a memo and select a
recommended alternative for future budgeting and design. The two options are to assess and rehabilitate well three
which would get about 300 gpm supply, or drill a new well, which costs more but would get an anticipated 800 gpm
supply. Rich said he did not put money in the budget for the rehabilitation of well three or drilling a new well. He can
bring that back between now and October if the board would like him to put funding in there to take advantage of the
District’s water rights.

David Bunker asked how critical it is that we get this well rehabbed or drill a new well this year. Rich thinks we
have 3 years left of our 7 years to utilize all our water. Mark asked if that applies to a District, as a municipality, they
have a 40-year window to be able to show proof of use. Rich said we will ask Jeff Appel because he is our water
rights attorney. Rich’s thought was to put this in our plan because the last option was to put it in our tertiary filter
building and we can re-use the water in our plant processes and would not lose the water rights. There is a long-term
need for the District to have its own supply. The new Boat Harbor Lift Station is going to require additional flow of
water and we do not want to have to tap American Fork’s water. That water does not have to be drinking water
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quality to provide the service for our pumps and other needs. Mark Christensen said there are so many ways that the
District could use this, and it is an asset that we absolutely want to preserve. David Bunker agreed, his only concern

is there is a lot of work coming up at the District and the reorganization of various parts of the processes. We need to
make sure those pipes are not in conflict with running a new system.

Gary said the other project they are working on is the West Bioreactor Safety Improvements. The purpose of this
project is to improve bioreactor access for cleaning and diffuser maintenance by providing more permanent ways to
get into the basins. Right now, they bring in a temporary ladder, there is no removal handrail, so it is challenging and
unsafe to get into the basins. Gary said they are looking at a more permanent structure. The second aspect of this
study is once they are down there, they cannot get between aeration zones. The district wants to look at the feasibility
of providing a bolted access door, where staff can get through the zones without climbing up and around. Next steps.
are to finalize the technical memorandum, present it to district staff, then design the selected improvements for 2024.
Rich said again we do not have costs in the budget on this project yet. Chris Condie asked how many locations we
are looking at for this solution. Rich said there are eight bioreactors, and there are eleven zones in each, minus one on
each is seventy-seven. Mark asked for a ballpark figure, and Rich thought it would be around $250,000. We replaced
those baffle walls, they cost about $30k as part of our maintenance budget. Rich said they would put a stainless-steel
latch and door in each of those panels, but the biggest cost is going to be the ladders.

Chrisina McCullock said they selected Cityworks last year to setup the updated on the Collection System
GIS/Asset Management. This is to improve communication between the District and the member cities and make it
easier to keep track of the lines that have been inspected and cleaned by the District. The software is up and running
and District personnel are utilizing it, trying to figure what needs to be adjusted. Christina said she appreciates the
GIS staff in the cities. The biggest barrier is if the cities do not keep their GIS up to date because the District staff is
reading that GIS directly. We are not maintaining the line work, or data, it is all up to the cities. The cities wanted to
maintain the ownership of their data. They are giving the District access to that data so they can record the
maintenance work they have done. Mark Christensen said they implemented Cityworks in 2015 and it has been so
amazing in helping with insurance claims, and with liability issues. Christina said they wanted to reassure that the
cities’ data will not be shared, and each city will only see their own data.

2. Horrocks Engineers — Kasey Chesnut

Kasey updated the board on the CL-N1 66” parallel westside interceptor that runs from Saratoga Road to Lehi
Center Street along the north side of Utah Lake. Kasey showed progress photos and video showing installation of the
vault from a few weeks ago. The project is about 50% through the contract and they are little less than that as far as
construction progress. Kasey said as soon as they finish this intersection in Saratoga Road, they will move to the
other intersection at Lehi Center Street and work their way back installing the pipeline. Mark Christensen asked how
far behind the project timeline they are. Kasey said a little bit, he does not have an exact time. Mark said this project
was supposed to be done over the summer months before the kids got back into school, it started weeks late and now
it is weeks beyond that. Mark said Lehi and others need to be very aware that it is not hitting their timeline. Mark
asked the estimated completion date on that entire stretch on that roadway. Kasey said it is a year from now, October
2024. Mark said that will be almost two years of construction along this project area. Kasey said there were some
issues at the start of the project, with receiving polymer and manholes, which delayed the project starting. It has
mostly been some unforeseen conditions that have been attributed to the delays. Brian said these pictures are helpful
and seeing the size of the piping gives an understanding to the cities of the costs and the growth. It is going to be
important to continue to communicate those images and information with the city councils so they have clear
direction of why there will be rate changes. Mark said his frustration with this is that citizens are yelling at the city
representatives about being incompetent because they are allowing it to happen. That is the perpetual problem
especially with extended delays, and they have zero control over the outcome. The city requested that this work be
done without impacting the community the way that it has. They understood it would extend a little past the original
date and were informed yesterday that it was going to be 11 weeks as opposed to a six-week shutdown. Mark said it
is just a lot of frustration. He appreciates what Horrocks, and the project team are trying to do but deadlines are
critical and missing those deadlines is very impactful.
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3. Bowen Collins & Associates — Brandon Wyatt

Brandon said the Boat Harbor Pump Station LS-1 will replace the existing Boat Harbor Lift Station. Its target
capacity is 57 mgd, with provisions to reach 83 mgd for buildout capacity. It is going to be constructed to the south
and east of the existing BHLS near the American Fork Boat Harbor. Brandon said they are proceeding to complete
the 10% design and preliminary engineering report. The site will include a screening building where primary
treatment will happen. There will be a grit structure to remove grit, a pump station, and a generator and valve
building to facilitate maintenance and emergency power for the site. The screening building will have three screens
as well as the solid waste disposal process, all odor controlled and ventilated to prevent odors from escaping. The grit
building will have four grit removal units with provisions for future additions as build out occurs. There is also the
pump station itself, with eight extended shaft pumps that will allow the motors for the pumps to be installed above
grade, and the pumps will be installed below with a long drive shaft to connect the two. This was a request by
District staff, for maintenance and keeping it out of the basement so they cannot flood. Brandon said right now they
are looking to complete preliminary design this year, with final design the next two years and construction starting
the end of 2025 beginning of 2026. Yearly estimated project costs over the next five years range from $7 million -
$35 million as they move from design into construction.

Brandon said the Westside Collection Pipeline CL-N2 will connect to the CL-N1 project at Lehi Center Street to
the new Boat Harbor Pump Station. There are about 4-5 miles of pipe that need to be replaced or installed between
those two points. To begin with this will be a 78" pipe that parallels the existing 60 pipe and then long term it will
be two — 78” pipes. Brandon said right now they are finishing the preliminary design. They are working with
American Fork to try to coordinate the location of the sewer pipe with their new Lakeshore Drive. There have been
discussions about how to provide the District maintenance access to this pipeline in conjunction with the roadway as
opposed to building dedicated access for it. They will be finalizing preliminary design this year, final design, and
easement in 2024 and construction toward the end of 2024 beginning 2025. Yearly estimated project costs are from
$4 million-$46 million over the next four years.

Brandon said they will begin a study next year to determine the best route for two-48” HDPE pipelines to get
flows from the pump station to the treatment plant, which is part of BHPS Force Mains CL-N4. There have been
preliminary conversations with Brown and Caldwell on the new primary treatment facilities coming and coordinating
the discharge of this pump station directly to the primary treatment. Brandon said they will be looking at two routes
to get these pipelines into the site. One will be two-pipes down 1700 South and the other will be taking advantage of
the existing 60” pipe corridor in 1500 South. Brandon said if they go down 1500 South, they are looking at slip lining
the new pipe inside of the existing 60” pipe. They will also be looking at the potential to bring reclaimed effluent
water back to the pump station to assist with process water. They are looking at preliminary study next year, design
the following year and construction over the next three years. The goal is to have all three of these projects completed
at the same time. Yearly estimated costs for this project are $580k — $12 million over the next 5 years.

Brandon said the next project is the Lehi/American Fork Outfall CL-R1, and it carries flow from the old
American Fork treatment plant site on 560 West all the way into the District. It is currently a 48” pipe and is being
replaced with a 54” pipe. Design is now complete. Brandon said they have been hampered some by property
acquisition, but that obstacle is clearing, and we are now moving into acquiring additional easements required. That
process is ongoing, and discussions are active with property owners to acquire the additional easements. They hope
to move into bidding at the end of this year, or early 2024 then construction will be a two-year project. Yearly
estimated costs over the next 2-3 years are from $12 million - $17 million.

As the CL-R1 project comes on next year, there are significant improvements and connections to the headworks
building that will take place over several months. They are building that new 54” pipe right out of the plant access
road and down 1500 South. For a time, access to the treatment plant will be hampered. Fortunately, there is
secondary access to get in and out of the plant. Sullivan said he knows UDOT is proposing changes to the road in
front of the plant with the new construction. He asked Brandon if they have been communicating with them, so we
do not conflict with any of their construction. Brandon said they have discussed with UDOT, that this pipeline
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crosses other portions of the Vineyard connector right of way. They have not said anything about this end and
whether there is a conflict here or not. For now, we have been working with American Fork and getting the lines
down American Fork’s right of ways.

Brandon said another project they are working on right now is a flow study for Texas Instruments (TI). TI has
introduced a multibillion-dollar project to expand their plant. Along with that, they have proposed to double or more
the flows they are contributing to the District. Brandon said they are working with TI to understand what exactly
those flows look like and how we get those flows from TI all the way to the District. It is not an insignificant amount
of flow. Their current flow is about 3.2 mgd average and they are asking to add at least 4.6 mgd with a peak factor of
1.7 mgd. We are looking at whether existing facilities in that area even comprehend taking these flows on, and if not,
are there alternate routes to take it through Lehi, or other sections. Chris Condie said D.R. Horton are anxious to get
building, he assumes as far as TSSD they are still on pause because of TI, as this is in the same area. David Barlow
said a couple of things need to happen, DR Horton needs to install a flume to meter the flow and it needs to be
upstream of the new lift station that will have to be put in place if TI sends their flow down through Highland. There
needs to be coordination take place between DR Horton and TI for that to happen. Also, the pumps at the existing
Dry Creek Lift Station are not large enough to manage the DR Horton flow, so new pumps need to be installed.
Brandon said TI and DR Horton flows are separate. The existing Dry Creek Lift Station is about 1.5 mgd capacity, so
that will need to be increased. David Barlow said this TI flow study needs to be done first before we know if the new
lift station will accommodate TI. Neal said you are performing a study right now and he requested to show what our
original CFP and what the model had predicted and how the TI peak flow is in relation to the plant peak flow.
Brandon said to the first they can do that, to the second, they have asked TI for their daily flow data and so far, they
have not been able to tell us what that looks like. Brandon said our approach is to put peak on peak until they can tell
us. Brandon said they do have two systems up there. They are reclaiming water and reusing it, but they are asking us
to plan for a case where they lose their reclaim water system and must discharge everything. On top of that is peak
flow that could occur.

Mark asked if we need to alter any of our plans based on the ADU discussion and will that have a significant
impact in capacity discussion questions. Rich said the ADU conversation will have an impact on this and where this
flow will go. He is waiting on Bowen and Collins to do their study. Rich said Lehi has capacity issues with water,
water rights and zoning. Their capacity on sewer issues does exist and upsizing that line coming down through the
city could be beneficial for Lehi. They then can increase their pipe size with these project costs with TI. Lehi must be
willing to look at that when we see this report from Bowen and Collins. We are putting in that CL-R1 project which
is a 54” line that has been delayed two years, it has 2 mgd excess capacity. Tl is asking for 4.6 mgd, that means that
54” line would need to be upsized to a 60” line. They would need to pay for that because we are already this far
along. Rich said he is trying to juggle all of this, and he is working with multiple entities to make this happen and
with our impact fee attorney to make sure this project is paid for correctly. In the impact fee enactment, there is some
additional language to capture entities like TI, so if something significant comes in, we have the legal verbiage to be
covered.

4. Master Plan Phase I — Trevor Lindley, Brown, and Caldwell

Trevor said the Phase I WRF Improvements are projects inside the fence of the District. Phase I comes out of the
master plan. It is the PCAD projects, and south improvements. Starting with package A are the dryers, with Aqua
Engineering, with benefits of producing Class A biosolids with market value, reduces hauling costs. These have been
split into construction packages to try to target the construction market, recognizing there could be multiple
contractors that could do this work. Package B is being led by Carollo Engineers, it is the south improvements, the
filters, the UV, and the outfall. Package C is Brown and Caldwell, PCAD, improves odor management, produces
marketable renewable biogas. Package D is led by Jacobs Engineering, Shoreline Improvements, wetland
mitigations, trails, nature observation in coordination with Utah Lake Commission.

a. Package A — Dryer — Wade Stinson, Aqua Engineering
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Wade said the District is implementing the thermal drying process to reduce the number of solids that go into the
landfill. Today we are transporting 30-35 truckloads of dewatered cake to the landfill. When the thermal dryers are in
place, we are looking at only 8 truckloads a week. A much-reduced hauling load, and a decreased amount of product
and making it more feasible to be land applied. If it does go to the landfill, tipping fee rates would be much less. We
are looking to expand the existing dewatering building with the thermal dryer. One of the redundancies was the
ability to haul dewatered cake if it is not dried. Future expansion would include pelletizing process and a third dryer
or composting if we go in that direction. To support composting, it needs substantial site space, so we are reserving
that space if it comes. Wade said currently we are going towards our 60%-90% design, and projecting to go out to bid
end of January 2024 with 18-month projected construction timeline and final completion early 2026.

Stage 1 dried product is 151b/yd would go for about $5/ton where future stage 4 dried product at 451b/yd would go
for about $75-$200/ton. Currently we are working on collecting nutrient information on the dewatered cake that is
required so we can develop on SKU (label) for our fertilizer. Farmers will need that before they say it is worth
supplementing their field. There is a minimum nutrient value with that synthetic fertilizer, need to have that
consistent size and density. The price that we can get from the product we are seeing ranges from $150-$300/ton of
nitrogen, and same with phosphorus, so combined it would be $300/ton of nutrient value on the low end. You cannot
predict what the prices of these fertilizers are going to be, from year to year. They keep escalating and growing and
that is where we see the value in getting this to a stage 4 product.

The biosolids hauling costs have increased dramatically over the last 5 years. Not just because of volume, but
because of uncontrolled expenses, such as fuel, hauling, and tipping fees at the landfill. Currently we are tracking
$3.25 million dollars for 2024 just in hauling and tipping fees. Pelletizing costs are projected at $1.2 million for the
building and equipment. O & M costs are about $150,000/year. Based on those numbers, if you were to receive
$5/ton we are projecting about a 22-year ROI on that. If you were to receive $200/ton that ROI would go down to .5
year. Thermal drying is in the middle of the final design, and by April of 2024 we are planning on heading towards
construction and commissioning.

Wade said in-vessel composting has been put on hold. They are providing odor study reports for Pleasant Grove
and are still seeking approval for the amendment to the settlement on the composting. Wade said they just recently
helped the District purchase 48 acres in the Elberta/Goshen area. Wade said they plan to develop a property
development plan by October. By March 2024 there will be continuation of services for the construction and
commissioning phase of the dryer, and discussion regarding pelletizing upgrade. Mark asked if the Goshen property
is being prioritized above the composting solution. Rich said that is what he is doing, but he still needs to meet with
Pleasant Grove. Rich said he needs to get them more information and have a discussion and needs legal to know what
to put in there for the ask. Mark said we have always been looking at a multi-pronged solution so if one avenue
doesn’t work. Mark wanted to verify that assuming the Goshen property can be up and running by 2026 so when the
plant is ready to go, that alternative would still be viable. Then we would no longer be spending $3 million to
transport those materials. Rich said we have already reached out to Utah County to get a conditional use permit to be
able to use the property for what we want. That is why we followed through with the purchase and why the engineers
are going to spend the next month or so putting together the scope of work to be able to do the things Rich wants to

do with the property.

Public Hearing — Impact Fee Enactment 11:00 a.m.

Brian Braithwaite made a motion to go into a public hearing to discuss the Impact Fee Enactment. Jay
Meacham seconded the motion. Those voting “Aye” — Sullivan Love, Jay Meacham, Mark Christensen, Mack
Straw, Blaine Thomas, Chris Condie, Brian Braithwaite, Neal Winterton, Richard Nielson, Joel Thompson,
David Bunker, Lon Lott, and Chandler Goodwin. The motion passed with a unanimous vote.

Brandon Wyatt said Keith Larson and Wyatt Anderson, Bowen & Collins mostly prepared the IFFP for this
update. Brandon said this IFFP was prepared beginning in 2020 and updated again in 2022. Nothing in the overall
methodology, calculations or growth projections have changed going back to the 2020 plan. The service areas,
growth projections, flow per ERU, method for calculating the impact fee base year are all still the same. The only
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thing that has changed in this update is significant changes in costs for construction. The cost estimates have been
reviewed and updated to reflect current market conditions. David Bunker said the flow per ERU is the same but
considering the ADU discussion, does that flow need to be re-analyzed? Brandon said he suspects that answer is yes,
and Rich mentioned there is a full CFP re-look for next year’s budget. Mark said that will get proofed by the meter
flows and data, but that was a large legislative change which has significant impacts. Brandon said in this analysis,
when we went back and looked at those costs, they increased to $565 million for treatment and $341 million
collections projects with a total cost of $906 million. Not all those costs are impact fee eligible. In the 2023 IFFP
treatment projects went up to $88 million and collections projects are up to $56 million with a total of $145 million.
That $145 million is the basis of the new impact fee. What we are seeing going forward is the impact fee now is
$3,560/ERU and with this IFFP and the cost increase the fee should go to $4,962/ERU. Sullivan Love said anyone
that has public comment is welcome to comment.

Todd Grierson, Pleasant Grove - (see attached comments)

Sullivan thanked Todd for his comments. Sullivan said this is a public hearing to address the impact fees, and
while we cannot act on Todd’s comments today, the board can review and consider this for future action.

Eileen Miller, Public Affairs Director, Utah Valley Home Builders Association, congratulated Bowen & Collins
for doing the IFA/IFFP. Eileen said it was done extremely well. Eileen said for a matter of information, this will put
the impact fees up to an additional $1,403.62/ ERU. It is amazing to the UVHBA that the increase over three years
$3,254.62/ERU so from 2020 to 2023 we have had almost a $3,300 increase over and above. Eileen said Vineyard
has a massive project coming called Utah City, it is going to be monumental, it is a smart city. There have also been
grumblings that the project in the middle of Utah Lake is still not dead and Eileen is wondering if these increases
include that build out. Rich said no because this study was done in 2020 and we get our information from the cities.
Through our current CFP/IFFP we take that information and put that into our projections. As previously mentioned,
we need to go out for a new CFP in 2024, so if those projections are going to change, that will be captured in the next
report.

Eileen said when a builder goes out, they borrow the money, and include the impact fees, so ultimately it is going
to be the consumer who pays. Eileen said what has been so hard for her, as Public Affairs Director of UVHBA, is the
cities were required be able to help the affordable housing issue, then the impact fees in every city have exponentially
increased. On one hand they are coming up with a plan to make more affordable housing and then on the back end it
is basically a wash. Eileen said she is an advocate for the consumer and is looking out after the homebuyer. Young
people looking to get into housing are not able to get into housing right now, yet ironically, we cannot build housing
fast enough in Utah County. We have done studies, and the existing users are still contributing 60% of the housing
need from our own family because we are still having larger than normal families. Eileen said in the last two days,
the basic building financiers out of China, both have filed for bankruptcy, and they are the ones that fund many of
largest builders. Eileen wondered if there needs to be a more measured approach to some of these projects. Utah
County has been living in a bubble. The housing industry, because of the demand, and everyone wanting to live here,
has driven a false economy here. We have been living in a non-realistic situation for about 6 months to a year where
the rest of the nation, in fact the rest of Utah, has been in a protected environment because of the influx of people
moving here and our need for housing. Eileen said she just wanted to warn the money is not going to be there
anymore from big investors for the larger builders, so that is a concern for projections of impact fees for the District.

Brian Braithwaite said we have spent a tremendous amount of time going over the numbers. The Board
Members are residents of this District, and it has a direct impact on each of us. We have worked hard to keep our
costs down. The only thing that we base our numbers on is growth and we have done significant research to identify
ways to reduce the cost we currently have per resident. Unfortunately, the costs just keep going up, but our cost per
unit has gone down relative to the costs that were in the previous plan. The cost of inflation has increased that, but if
we did actual dollars for dollars, it has gone down. Brian said we are open to suggestions in finding ways to reduce it,
we are basing on real numbers that we have, we want it to be accurate and we also want to find the least expensive
way. The reason we are looking at composting is because we believe it is less expensive than other options. If we
save money, then it lowers the cost to residents here. Bring the ideas forward and let’s see where they are and help us
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make sure our numbers are right. We have no profits that we make from this, so we are not trying to find anything
other than keep our costs as low as possible, especially going into the future. We are open to scrutiny and
suggestions.

Mark Christensen said he appreciates the dialogue that has happened. He thinks the challenge is we have been
given the mandate from the legislature, as cities, to try and focus on housing affordability. This is really a question of
subsidization and how do we return costs. We either pay it in an impact fee or a user fee or tax. We must build the
District to meet the EPA standards, water quality standards, and to the capacity we need to have in place to allow
people to continue to build and move into our communities. We are trying to be as equitable as we can and housing
affordability is critical, but housing affordability also comes down to the utility fees, and other things. We will
continue to look at that as we continue to update our IFFP. Mark said he appreciates the information we have
received. It all comes down to one last economic question, who pays? We believe we must find that right balance that
is appropriate, legal, and right for all of the users, both current and future in the District.

Neal Winterton made a motion to close the public hearing on the Impact Fee Enactment. Lon Lott
seconded the motion. Those voting “Aye” — Sullivan Love, Jay Meacham, Mark Christensen, Mack Straw,
Blaine Thomas, Chris Condie, Brian Braithwaite, Neal Winterton, Richard Nielson, Joel Thompson, David
Bunker, Lon Lott, and Chandler Goodwin. The motion passed with a unanimous vote.

b. Package B — South Improvements — Ryan Bench, Carollo Engineers

Ryan said they have been working on the South Improvements, which include realigning the overhead power, the
South Electrical, Tertiary Filtration, UV Disinfection, and Utah Lake Outfall. Ryan said he would also give an update
on the Generator Switchgear Project and a water reuse update.

Ryan said working with Rocky Mountain Power they have come up with a new alignment of power. This new
alignment would be outside the all-new facilities in the future. Getting that existing power line out now really frees
up space for future facilities. Sullivan asked if this realignment fits in with our wetlands studies and any impacts that
may have. Ryan said it does, there will be two power poles in the wetlands mitigation area, so that needs to be
accounted for. The south electrical is routing new duct-banks and providing switchgear and transformers for each
process building. This is the route to power all these new facilities. In the secondary effluent pump station, these
pumps are sized for 100 mgd, which is peak flow 2060, to push flow to the new filters. Ryan said they did a physical
model of this pump station at the Utah State University, to make sure the pump station works effectively. We have
probably saved about $500k-$600k on the size of the wet well because we were able to reduce it and make it more
efficient and effective.

In the tertiary filter building, we will be installing four filters with space for two in the future. This is being put in
due to pending phosphorus limits at the lake. Also, to help remove carbon, solids and with the option to reuse water.
The chemical building has two chemicals we are housing, aluminum sulfate which when put in the water will
chemically bind the phosphorus so you can filter it or settle it out, and sodium hypochlorite which allows us to do
chemical cleaning on the filters and provides disinfection residual in utility water with the option to add chlorine into
the reuse water out to the cities. The UV disinfection facility is sized for peak flow 2060, it also has two channels
that treat to a higher level of disinfection for reuse. Three channels are designed to send water out to the lake, which
is a less stringent e coli removal. There is four-five times more treatment on the reuse side from a disinfection
standpoint than just going out to the lake. There is a utility water pump station with this which will allow plant
process water. The Utah Lake Outfall cascades down steps to provide some dissolved oxygen before it enters the
lake. It is then open channel out to the lake with a fish screen designed to keep fish out of the plant. Ryan said they
have just turned in their 60% design submittal and are in final design and looking to complete that late spring-
summer 2024 and then go to bidding and review. Next year we should get bids in the fourth quarter for the cost of
this project and then there will be a 3 to 3.5 year construction window.

The building is complete on the Generator Switchgear Project (EL-1) and the gear has been placed inside the
building. We are now looking at startup and commissioning. This is a complex piece of equipment, and we want to
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make sure we are mitigating any risks to this start up. We are stepping through all the hoops to make sure we are
doing it correctly. We still have final completion, final punch list items to complete and then on to record drawings.

Ryan said for reuse there are quite a few reports and applications that are required. The important one is a reuse
application with the State Engineer’s Office to make sure the municipal water rights are redirected toward reuse. Jeff
Appel has worked with each city to get those water rights quantified and is putting together the application to the
state. The deadline is November 1% to send in the application. That is in draft form and is ready to be sent. Another
thing, we need to make sure we are meeting all the treatment guidelines with the state, so there is a project plan to the
Utah DWQ. That report has been completed. Right now, we are doing Title XVI Funding and Feasibility Study. The
Bureau of Reclamation has funds available for reuse projects in the United States. Because of the size of this project,
we could potentially get $30 million worth of grants. We are about 2 months out from getting that study complete
and turned in the Bureau of Reclamation. Ryan said once we have the filter there are still some big items that need to
be designed and implemented. One is a reuse pond to take that reuse water and store it, and then a pump station and
distribution lines to get back out to member entities. Between feasibility studies, applications, reports, it would not be
until 2030 -2035 to start implementing reuse.

c. Package C — Digesters and Gas Upgrades — Trevor Lindley, Susan Spore, Brown, and Caldwell

Trevor said package C is really the energy recovery package. It is PCAD, primary clarifiers, thickening, anaerobic
digestion, gas upgrading. Trevor said this will let us convert half to third of the carbon source in the effluent
wastewater to renewable natural gas. This is the RNG Market, the incentive that is currently incentivized to for green
renewable gas in the next 4-5 years. Package C is led by Brown and Caldwell with support from others including
Carollo. As we get further into the details of design, cost, and funding strategies, we have talked about IRA (Inflation
Reduction Act) with incentives in the form of tax rebates through the Dept. of Energy and the IRS. Two of the
elements of package C are now IRA eligible, the anaerobic digester and the gas upgrading. There are a number of
steps that we need to follow but it should be eligible for the IRA fund. It is suggested that we split these packages
into two. You will have one set of projects that strictly follow those IRA rules and another project that gets funded
elsewhere. There will be package C1, which is digester and gas upgrading and package C2 which is primary
treatment and thickening. Trevor said his team is really focused on the capture of these IRA funds, from 30%-40% of
project costs, which could be from $30 million to $50 million.

Susan Spore said the height variance for the digester has been approved by the Board of Adjustments. Susan said
with the IRA funding, the construction must start no later than December 31, 2024. As the legislation on this has
matured, more accountants and legal have gotten involved and more projects are taking this route. There are two
compliance pathways we can take. Both can follow the continuous work pathway, and must comply with the
December 31, 2024 project start and require ongoing and careful documentation for taxes. Safe Harbor required 5%
of eligible project costs must be spent and equipment must be delivered by end of 2024. Given our current supply
chain it is optimistic to think that every piece of equipment is going to be on site and ready to go within 14-15
months. The other pathway is Continuous Physical Work Test, which is more in our favor. It does not require you to
spend 5% Safe Harbor Spending and significant fabrication needs to begin by the end of 2024. Susan said because of
that we believe continuous physical work test is more of a risk mitigation factor. Significant fabrication means you
are welding, assembling your parts, putting skids together and getting into early procurement to mitigate that. The
continuous physical work you need to either be in fabrication or construction.

Susan said Rich and the board have been proactive on this. Next steps are continuing the early procurement
strategies. The gas upgrade equipment bid opening is this afternoon. Susan said they recommend going with the
Continuous Physical Work Test Pathway, and hiring a tax advisor, also finalizing an agreement with Dominion for
an initial study. As another mitigation strategy they have talked about CMGC (Construction Manager General
Contractor) in comparison to the traditional Design-Bid-Build for Package C1. Another risk mitigation strategy is to
show continuous physical work, in order to meet the criteria to get the rebates. They have been working on a
milestone schedule and will continue to refine that and meet the overlap of continuous physical work.

With CMGC strategies, the contractor comes on board earlier at 30% design, for a fee. The engineer can assist
with selection and then it becomes a collaborative design. It gives us the option to bid out early work packages such
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as foundations, and then we would be reviewing the CMGC cost models. With CMGC you get your base bid and
your change orders out of the way because they are collaborating with us to understand what some of the unforeseen
costs are and they could participate in the design and constructability to meet the schedules and project goals.

David Bunker said he recently had an experience with CMGC, and it has its advantages and disadvantages. David
thinks we need to evaluate if that if that is the direction we want to go. David said most CMGC projects have a large
contingency of dollars attached just in case there are changes and it somewhat negates the benefit of change orders.
Mark said he has the same opinion as David. Mark said he is not opposed to it, but he wants to make sure we are
getting what we want and on these big projects he is worried that contingency is going to be a large number. It is
going to be a point of discussion. Susan said that is part of the reason that they come in at 30% and are part of the
collaborative and mitigate that risk as part of the contract negotiations. Lon asked how many contractors out there do
this type of work. Susan said probably more than you would think, maybe about half a dozen. Sullivan asked if we
would redo pre-qualification for these types of contractors or do we feel comfortable with the current qualified
contractors we have. Rich said it is currently on the schedule to go through that re-qualification process. Trevor said
he would envision that as two separate processes, you have your pre-qualified pool that we may open back up and
then request qualifications specific for this one project for CMGC qualified contractors. Rich said we wanted to go
this way for the IRA, we are going to build anyway, and we are getting about a year’s slow start. We need to start this
project now, and if we wait, we will miss out on the IRA rebate. That is why this was split into Package C1 and C2.
Brian said if we have a chance at the money, we want to make sure we keep that open, and look at all options.

Susan said package C2 primary treatment, we are moving through preliminary design and confirming design
approach to mitigate any operational risks. Current scope includes the equipment preselection, detailed final design,
DWQ approval and bidding support up to award. The ask is for the pre-selected equipment for package C1 so we can
demonstrate that continuous physical work. Gas upgrading equipment will come at the end of this year, digester will
be first quarter of 2024. Pending board approval, the CMGC selection first quarter 2024 so they can participate in
60% design. The pre-selected equipment approvals for C2 will be in the second quarter of 2024. We would like to
begin physical work on C1 August-September 2024 so we have a little buffer.

5. TP-4/5 Secondary Clarifiers

Susan said bids were opened earlier this month on the Clarifier Rehab project TP4. The Board will be voting on
that later today.

6. Asset Management

The last Asset Management Plan update was done in 2018. Typically, this is updated every five years. They are in
the process of reviewing the existing asset management program and getting to know the ManagerPlus software. The
intention is to update the condition assessment report looking at new assets or other assets not looked at in the first
quarter 2024. Safety is definitely one element of this condition assessment when looking at the equipment. The goal
is to have maintenance and capital improvement budgets ready by second quarter 2024, and update 2024 CIP budget.

*Lunch

a. Package D — Shoreline Improvements — Jeff DenBleyker, Jacobs Engineering

Jeff said Jacobs has been working on Package D which is focused on the Wetlands and Shoreline Improvements.
The goal that they have with this is to get the approvals from the federal government to make sure they expand onto
some of these lands that are wetlands of the U.S. to set the District up with a strategy and a plan in place so the
District can continue to expand, not just now, but going into the future and the improvements being planned right
now. Jeff said the next step in permitting is advanced mitigation plan setting the District up for mid-future to future
improvements including the Westside Collection System, pump station and then the potential 30-year expansion of
the facility here. Jeff said with the design they have developed for package B; they have come up with a potential of
about 3.21 acres that would impact the wetlands. These wetlands are the District‘s ponds but they are still classified
by the Corp. of Engineers as waters of the U.S, so we need to mitigate those impacts. Jeff said they have also been
working with Utah County, as well as the Utah Lake Authority and advancing the concept of expansion or at least
providing a linkage for the Utah Lake Shoreline Trail. Because of the timeline of the construction for package B,
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permits need to be in place by spring 2024. Between the UV building and the shoreline trail there is about 3.69 acres
of impact which translates to about 18.45 acres of mitigation to account for that impact on the high end of 1:5 ratio.
There are 19.5 acres owned by the District and the state of Utah on the shoreline side of it. We can go through there
and do the mitigation that we need to be able to account for the wetland impact. Rich said the portion to the north
part of those 19 acres is the District’s property and we are not going to make those waters of the state, so we can
expand into that area in 15-20 years as needed. Jeff said working with the Corps of Engineers has been far better than
normal. It has been great to work with them through this process, and we are working around agreements that were in
place from 25 years ago.

Jeff said because package B is happening now, we are pulling that out as a separate project and are working on
that individual permit for these wetland impacts and a mitigation plan that includes this 19-acre parcel. Our goal here
is to reshape the vegetation out there and the hydrology. We are going to be replanting the area and eliminating
evasive species of vegetation and replanting it with native species. Brian asked if we have to maintain ali of it if
invasive plants come back. Jeff said yes, you are on the hook to maintain that for five years. Mark said there are
companies you can pay and keep a contract with that will do the mitigation and the reporting and take care of all that
for you. Chris Condie asked if the cost of the mitigation will be paid for with impact fees. Jeff said he did not know.
Mark Christensen said they should be, as they are part of the project cost. Jeff said 60% design for package B is
going to be done soon and once that is set, they can use that in their permit application and get that to the Corp. of
Engineers. They have up to 120 days to view it, then a 30-day public comment period, and a review by other
agencies. Jeff said they are pretty confident about it. We expect by next spring we will have a decision on that permit
and then have what we need to go to construction. During that same period, we are going to be moving the design
drawings for the wetlands and the trail through that area and getting the easements and agreements in place, so that
whole package B can go forward.

Rich said there has been an agreement that Utah County is going to pay for the trail and the district is going to
pay for the engineering, they are just waiting for the agreement to come together. Rich said there is up to $10 million
dollars from Utah County for funding these lake improvements. Jeff said the advanced mitigation plan beyond
package B, is the trial system, the new Boat Harbor Pump Station, the westside collection pipeline including the trail
with that and then treatment pond #1, which is the reuse pond to be built in about five years. We are looking at
improvements that would need to be made in the next 20-30 years and trying to anticipate what we are going to need
to mitigate for.

Financial Update

1. Impact Fee Update

Jodi Hoffman, Hoffman Law, said she and Mark Bell have had a successful series of communication with Eagle
Mountain City and their attorney. They thought they had a vested rights issue with collecting the correct impact fee
once an application had been filed prior to the effective date of the impact fee. Jodi said she had done a fairly
extensive legal brief for him to explain why that position was incorrect and he came around to seeing it our way.
Jodi said she didn’t have anything to do with American Fork’s compliance. Some of the results came because of an
office of property rights ombudsman opinion that told them they could go back and collect the correct fee, after the
fact, from a developer who had paid the incorrect fee. They are coming into compliance. Jodi said she had a
conversation with Lehi City’s attorney. Lehi missed the change in 2021, that eliminated the 40% discount for
apartments and so they were off by 40% on every one of the multi-family fees that they collected. As fast as they are
growing, it magnified the problem. Jodi said after talking to Lehi’s attorney he got it, and she promised to send him
the adapted version of the same legal brief she sent over to Eagle Mountain. We are coming up with a total, but she
doesn’t think we are going to have any issues if they can go back and collect the difference in the fees from
developers. The only problem that they have got is it happened in 2021, 2022 and some of those developers have
received certificates of occupancy for those structures and they might be a little reticent to come up with the
payment. Chris Condie said he talked to the Lehi attorney, and he is going to meet with the administration and figure
out how to make that up. The other issue is the timing of when Lehi collects the impact fees relative to when the
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increase went in. Chris said the attorney understands the argument, but he hasn’t agreed to it yet, but he is waiting for
research Jodi is to be sending him. Jodi said she didn’t understand that he had reservations, but she feels when he
gets the brief, he is going to get it. Jodi said there is an issue she has to work through with Shannon about the
outstanding amount. We need to make certain we are giving Lehi the correct number; we do not want to overstate
what the debt is. They should be able to get that figured out and out to the attorney right away. Jodi thinks
conceptually there is not an issue, but it is one thing for the attorneys to agree and another for the city managers to
figure out where the money is going to come from. It is a little more complicated with Lehi because it is a two-year-
old problem that isn’t as easily remedied as Eagle Mountain.

David Bunker said to be clear, so the board understands, that the fee collected by the District is based on a
connection to the TSSD lines. It is an impact fee for TSSD for the impact to TSSD’s lines. So, if cities “vest” through
a planning commission approval, that has really no bearing on a connection to TSSD. We need to make sure the
cities we serve understand that concept of vesting at a concept phase means nothing to TSSD. Until there is an
application to connect to the District lines, which is when the fee is calculated and when the impact occurs. Jodi said
that is what this legal memo helps with. Impact fees are authorized to be imposed by special service districts or
service districts through a step process, the vesting that happens with an impact fee is a 90-day grace period from the
day you enact it from the day they come into effect. The way to think about impact fees is in effect, “the day they pay
the fee is the fee they need to pay.” If they pay during that 90-day grace period when the fee isn’t yet in effect, that is
fine, even though we adopted it earlier. David Bunker said when the fee is paid, that is the fee that should be
remitted, and as a board we have decided that we are not allowing cities to prepay impact fees, it is when that project
comes in and gets permits to construct and hook onto the system, that is when the impact is, so pre-paying impact
fees is not something we allow. Jodi said that is great, some jurisdictions may allow it; if they do they need to let us
know so we can factor it into the IFFA/IFA. David Bunker said we do not want to go down that path because if you
pre-pay and that impact fee changes, then we could be short the dollars we need to fund the improvements. It could
cause us problems. Jodi said we are not allowed to mandate that to the cities, because some jurisdictions allow pre-
payment. Mark Christensen said he is not aware of any municipality that is pre-paying. David said it has been done
in the past and it posed a problem. Chris said the city needs to be aware of what the rules are but because they are
acting as an agent on behalf of the District to collect and remit the fee to the District, he would think it is in our
interest to make sure we are continuously communicating with cities to make sure they are aware of what the current
fee is so we are not having to go back and collect these. Mark said he can agree with what Chris is saying, but it is
also incumbent upon us as cities and board members to make sure that is being communicated. Mark said when a rate
changes here, he goes to his staff and notifies them to put it on their calendar and everyone knows on that date to
charge the new rate. Rich said to add to that, we are going to add three columns to the impact fee worksheet, to
include the permit number, permit filed and permit paid. Each entity will include that information on the report and
then sent that to the District with the impact fees. Neal Winterton said it sounds like there is not clear direction on
what is or what isn’t allowed. Does the board think we as a district need to pass a resolution that says we do not
allow pre-payment of impact fees so we can enforce that. David Bunker said that is in the cities’ agreements with the
District.

Sullivan said Eileen H. Miller, UVHBA, commented earlier about how low our impact fees were a couple of
years ago and now there was this drastic increase. Sullivan asked Jodi if she could reach out to Eileen and explain the
reason they were low. Jodi said yes, it was because of the litigation and the litigation declared that you had excess
capacity in your system and that is why they had to stay low. Once you consume all that excess capacity and add new
infrastructure to support growth, it gets expensive. Jodi said she is happy to talk with her. Every new increment of
development should pay its proportionate share of the cost of that development. Your existing population should not
have to subsidize growth. If we do not do this correctly that is exactly what happens.

Jodi asked how many cities are collecting an administration fee to collect the District’s impact fee. David said all
the cities are bearing a cost that they normally would not have to bear, but it is an advantage to all the developers, so
they do not have to go to the District. City employees are going through this process to make sure we are collecting
the right fee and reconcile that. There is a definite cost to the cities to make sure that it happens. David said in the
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agreements with the cities there is a provision that it is possible the cities can charge a fee. Jodi said it is not
addressed in the impact fees act, but if you look at it from the city’s perspective, it must be your actual cost or some
sort of actual of your average cost. Jodi said it does not take long to calculate that. David said there is more involved
than that, the report, additional information matches up, reconciliation, then to finance department to cut check. It is
much more involved than that. Jodi said it is an audit risk, they want to make certain that it is just cost recovery as
opposed to a revenue item and that is where the exposure is. The District isn’t exposed because we do not get that
money, the city does. Jodi said some of the GRAMA documents, said it said TSSD Admin Fee, and it is not the
District’s fee. David Bunker said it is a savings for TSSD because if every city sent every building permit to this
District to apply for that, those employees could not manage the workload of all of those people. David said there is
an actual cost that the cities are bearing that the District is not. Jodi said it can only be cost recovery not a revenue
source and the preference is to name it something other than TSSD Admin Fee. Neal said this may already be in
whatever fee you have for a permit application, because if you have allocated at some point for a technician to
administer building permit fee, it would overlap with this. The risk may not be worth the reward in being scrutinized
that way. Jodi said all these accounting measures for impact fees have been implemented after the impact fees act
was established, so the impact fees act does not address it in any direct way. The city is enabled to charge a fee,
Jodi’s only concern is that the cost recovery is already imbedded in your building permit fee. David said it is still not
solved to him because it is not the city’s requirement to collect that fee, we do it through an agreement for the
District. The true cost of collecting that TSSD Impact Fee should be borne by TSSD, and in his mind there should be
compensation back to the cities for collecting that fee, making sure it is accurate, and remitting that fee. That should
be a fee that TSSD should be compensating the cities. Jodi said TSSD is the city, so if TSSD must absorb that cost
that means operating costs go up, and that gets passed on. Chris said he thinks it is still a benefit to the District to
have a communication channel to ensure that the cities are up to date and accurately collecting the fees. David
Bunker said the District does training on the impact fees. Rich said yes, and we have been trying to improve on that.
Rich said after the impact fee enactment is approved, we will put together a document to notify the cities that we are
90 days from the impact fee change. We send it to the mayor and copy staff who will receive it. Then 30 days before
we initiate, we send a reminder letting them know it is going to happen. If the proper amount does not come in, then
we are reaching out to city staff again and letting them know right away that it looks like it was calculated
incorrectly, but hopefully the spreadsheet will resolve that issue. Those are steps taken to improve communication.
Jodi said we are trying to catch any errors as quickly as possible so they can be corrected.

2. ADU Discussion

Jodi said in the last legislative session or two the legislature has mandated that in 75% of single-family
jurisdictions you must allow for an accessory dwelling unit (ADU) of unlimited size within a structure. It also says
you cannot charge additional requirements for an ADU. Jodi says to her that doesn’t mean you can’t charge an
impact fee; the question is how much. Jodi said we have discussed this with the League of Cities and Towns, and
they have said for those homes going up in that 75% that have ADU, that they will have an impact of 1.6 ERU. Turns
out that is exactly what Lehi’s data is showing. Our average house size for ERU is 3.4 persons/home. The study for
220 ADUs within their jurisdiction shows 2.2 additional individuals occupying ADUs within their home. Jodi
believes that the best place to capture that right now with existing legislation is on the building permit for that home.
Once that home is permitted, if they adapt it to an ADU later, there is no way to catch it. Some jurisdictions are
saying in that 75% they are going to charge 1.6 ERU in impact fees for those structures. Jodi believes that is perfectly
legal and that is what should happen. The data that we have is sufficient for this and Jodi thinks it will get more
sophisticated over time. Jodi said she believes there are tons of ADUs that nobody has any awareness of out there
because they were all done without a permit. Part of the legislation was to bring these things out into the light. The
advocacy is to change the legislation so that we can charge the impact fee when the ADU comes in as opposed to
presuming that the house at some point in time will be converted. Chris said the bigger concern to Lehi, is not as
much as that existing home but the new homebuilder getting ready to build with the ADU already designed into it
and if we do not have a fee in place for that then all those new homes are going to be built as is with an ADU. Jodi
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said there is nothing that limits the size of the ADU. Jodi said one thing you could do is create a business license
requirement for the monthly rental as a business and tap into it there. An ERU is an average home without an ADU
with 3.4 people on average. The fact that Lehi has this data that demonstrates 1.6 tells Jodi that this is a good starting
point, and it is within our rights to do when this legislation was passed. Neal asked if we would need to go back and
reverse the models on the CFP/IFFP and create more ADUs to divide into the total cost and that would change the
whole equation. Jodi said yes, she thinks that is the plan for the next CFP/IFFP/IFA. Our assumptions are going to be
difficult because each jurisdiction is going to have a different conversion rate for single family lots. You should
consider 1.6 in that area of your city in which ADUs have been mandated for all new construction.

Rich said the question he has for the board as we go through our CFP next year, do we put int there that we task
the engineering firm to go to the cities and get feedback on the 75%. Mark said the problem is with so much of his
community yet to be built, and lot sizes undetermined, it is difficult for him to know what the aggregate number is
going to look like. He 100% agrees that is a critical issue we need to jump in to right away, so he is in favor of
moving forward with fees today but wants us to get more aggressive on our timeline on starting our updated analysis.
We are going to really have to spend a lot of time coming up with what is the right number for that additive
incremental increase that we need to be using and justifying. It is really critical that we spend the time and effort to
have a very defensible study going forward. Mark said he would like it to start January 1, 2024. Then by the time the
legislative session ends we have got clear directive if there are any changes in that law. Rich is encouraging other
cities to collect information to see how the impact is affecting them. It is in development and Rich will keep updating
the administrative committee and make announcements as we move forward, especially in the legislative session.
Chris Condie said the more data the better, at some point it is going to be hard to argue that.

3. User Rate Discussion
Rich said the Finance Committee spent a lot of time going over Zions user rate spreadsheet. Rich has modified

that to include information from the financial advisors with respect to what bond entities are looking for with our user
rate service to debt ratio. Typically, we are evaluating comparing facilities, so the WFWQC did a user rate study in
2023 of mechanical plants across the Wasatch Front. The statewide use per capita is 67 gpd, TSSD’s average is 70
gpd. The Utah rate analysis average for the month is $38.74, the national average is $45.91 and TSSD is 37.99. Rich
said guidance is to maintain our bond rating which is currently AA or better. The debt service ratio needs to be above
1.25 every year and the debt service ratio without impact fees needs to be 1.0. The user rate spreadsheet from Zions,
that Rich has been putting in information for the Capital improvement projects shows the projected dollar amounts
per year. These numbers are “not to exceed” numbers so for 2023, we will not exceed $80 million in capital
expenditures, and in 2024 we will not exceed $154 million.

We will spend the money, but it will be over different years. For budgeting purposes, we want to be able to have
a projection for each year. Rich is going after $77 million in grant money. We have $8 million in ARPA funding
now, so we are at 10%, and are on our way. Rich said he will be working with our financial advisors on how to
maximize our money with the bonding market. We have not had a rate increase for 10 years. Rich said he put ina
funding rate of 4.5% in terms of 30 years, and so putting in all the information gives us these users rates. We will not
run out of cash until 2025 according to our spending. Rich gave options on user rates; an increase of 75% in 2026,
20% in 2027 and 3% inflation increase after that. The other option is an increase of 40% in 2024, 15% the next three
years after that and then to 3% inflation after that. The finance committee thought this would be a good option to let
the bonding agencies know that we are seeing a shortfall coming and we are willing to adjust now to satisfy our
needs that we see in the future. Mark said 40% looks like a substantial number but where we haven’t raised rates in a
long time, it seems like it is in line with a market adjustment at this point. Mark said the finance committee felt 75%
was too much but thought that the 40% increase would structure it in a way that the big hit is catching up with
inflation and then the smaller 15% the next couple years. Brian said one of the key elements talked about was the
cities are the ones that take the brunt of this, so the modeling really needs to be so the city can address it. It has been
ten years since it was raised, 40% is high, but you try taking 75% to your constituents and there is no way that would
work. The intent here is to find a way that we can raise it as much as we can, within reason that models out. David
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Bunker said it is 40% the first year, 15% the next three years after that. Mark said we may need to adjust, we do not
know how fast we will spend the cash, which is really the variable in this. If we do not spend the cash in future years,
then that can be less and can be broken out a little different. We are going to have to look at this every year, to see
where we are at relative to our spending, project costs and inflation. We know that 40% is a big hit, it is the 15%
increase that we do not know yet. Brian said it is critical that we look at this every year, because it may not have to be
this amount. Brian said they went through this many times to figure out how this would work. David said he
appreciates the thought that we are going to have to do something, and he is not opposed to 40%, because it has been
a decade. The 15% for the next three years starts to hit hard, so if we analyze that on an annual basis, he would be
fine with that. He appreciates the finance committee understands that it all depends on what kind of cash flow we
have, if we are getting our projects done, and what those costs are. There are huge variables there.

Sullivan said with this, did we consider the probability that impact fees are going to increase. Rich said this
takes the latest amended IFA/IFFP that is going to be voted on today. It also incorporates interest rates on us getting
these bonds. Mark said if those impact fees do not come in, that will impact our spending and how fast we need to
raise rates as well. If building picks up and impact fees come in hot, then that is great, we will not have to grow rates
as fast, but it is the balancing act of spending the appropriate amount for this. Neal asked what month we are looking
to raise rates. Rich said January 1, 2024. Brian said the calculations are based upon a full year and if we do not kick
this in, it throws off the calculations. Neal asked if that affects as many cities in their fiscal year, as it does his city.
Mark said it is going to be a pass-through, we just need cities to be aware so they can adjust their rates and that is
why we are hoping for a decision on our part lets cities adjust so they are charging the right rate for their January
bills. The board would like a vote on this in October.

*Blaine Thomas left 2:45 p.m.

4. Public Relations

Rich said he is trying to get input from the board on how to take information back to the community. There is
aging infrastructure, rate changes, changing regulations and how do we share this information with the community.
We have defined the problem, prioritized it, and made a plan and now we are going to do some implementation. Rich
just would like some input from the board on the direction they would like him to go. We have our website, social
media, education videos, presentations for the website, or to present to city councils or handouts. Neal said anytime
you have a rate increase you must have a clear, consistent message that it is not growth related that we are paying for
out of user rates because that will be the first question. We need to be able to say even if one more person never
moved in, we still need to do these projects. It is great we highlight we are planning for growth, but that doesn’t
resonate with someone who is living here. The message needs to be, we need to upgrade our processes, modernize,
and account for future regulations. Those are the things that are going to resonate with people that are not related to
growth. David Bunker said he doesn’t know if that is exactly accurate, when you look at our proportionate share
analysis on the projects and we assess a certain percentage to existing, that existing cost is going to be paid for
through user rates, not impact fees. We must go through that, but there are some projects we are upgrading to have
the capability for growth but there is an existing piece that has to upgraded as well at the same time that is assessed to
existing users. If no one moved in, and we didn’t need any more capacity, some of these projects would come off
this list, at least for now. Neal said they would have a replacement component at some point, but he doesn’t want the
highlight to be that we are upgrading and improving for growth and existing users get to pay for that. Chandler said
you are also creating a community where your kids can live here. David Bunker said it used to be our kids that made
the biggest impact on growth, but a few years ago it switched, and now it is people immigrating into Utah making the
bigger impact. Neal said we need to refine this, have a united message about the increases, and defend it.

5. Adjust 2023 Budget (Tentative)

Rich said we have a booklet here with the tentative amended 2023 budget and tentative 2024 proposed budgets.
Rich said there is a manager’s message, organization chart, about the district — flows, cash reserve policy, 0 & M
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2023-2024 budget summaries, and capital budgets, revenues and expenses, 2022 audited financials, revenue sources,
debt obligations and a personnel note.

We amended the 2023 budget to include an additional $200,000 for biosolids due to increasing hauling costs.
There is an additional $130,000 for utilities.

6. 2024 Budget (Tentative)

For the 2024 budget Rich did not do a straight 3% increase, he did line by line and increased where it was needed.
Rich said the servers are nearing their end of useful life, so there is a one-time $42,000 to replace those. We got a bid
for increased cyber security monitoring and evaluation for $20,400/year so that was added. Rich said the operations
and maintenance safety budget was increased from $4,500 to $5,0000. Rich said last year he increased the
maintenance tools budget, but this year he will take that back out so a decrease of $83,000. Maintenance equipment
is increased $1.9 million which is part of the clarifiers. The fleet operation and maintenance, not purchase of new
vehicles is increased $12,000. The electrical parts are increased $12,000. The electrical replacement equipment
increased $40,000; as some of those costs have doubled. Rich said he has asked for a price on the Dry Creek
Generator, as the salt is eating away at that generator and it has been in there for 25 years and we need to upgrade
that, so that increased cost will be in the budget once he gets that.

Mark said in the budget packet under impact fees in the discussion, we should say impact fees are calculated,
charged, and regulated by state law and we believe that this complies with that. David Bunker said it states, “Impact
fees are the biggest source of revenue behind wastewater treatment.” It is not actually wastewater treatment that we
are using impact fees for. Maybe we should say “Impact fees are the biggest source of revenue behind wastewater
treatment capital improvements”, or somehow identifying that it is infrastructure that impact fees are funding, instead
of operations. Rich said he would put different wording in there. Brian said we need make sure we break out that
other piece, because it is a revenue, but it is not for waste treatment, so we need to state the purpose. Mark Bell said
you can just say “Impact Fees are another source of revenue.” Mark Christensen said just so we put the caveat that
we believe we are in compliance with state.

Sullivan Love, Chair, thanked Rich for putting together the retreat and the consulting engineers for all the updates
they have presented. Sullivan said we would go through each remaining agenda item for a vote.

Approval of Minutes
1. Approval of Meeting Minutes from the August 17,2023 Administrative Board Meeting

David Bunker made a motion to approve the Meeting Minutes from August 17, 2023 Administrative Board
Meeting. Chandler Goodwin seconded the motion. Those voting “Aye” — Sullivan Love, Jay Meacham, Mark
Christensen, Mack Straw, Chris Condie, Brian Braithwaite, Neal Winterton, Richard Nielson, Joel
Thompson, David Bunker, Lon Lott, and Chandler Goodwin. The motion passed with a unanimous vote.

Consent Calendar

1. TSSD Check Register

2. CL-N1 Sundt Pay Request No. 11 - $2,269,823.45 / Retainage - $119,411.76
3. Surplus List

Chris Condie made a motion to approve the Consent Calendar as presented. Mack Straw seconded the
motion. Those voting “Aye” — Sullivan Love, Jay Meacham, Mark Christensen, Mack Straw, Chris Condie,

Brian Braithwaite, Neal Winterton, Richard Nielson, Joel Thompson, David Bunker, Lon Lott, and Chandler
Goodwin. Those voting “Nay” — None. The motion passed with a unanimous vote.

Action Items
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1. CL-N1 Waterline Saratoga Road tie-in Change Order No. 4 - $171,135.82

Rich said change order #4 for the CL-N1 project is for a water line that needed to be relocated. We have
negotiated a price on that and think that the price of $171,135.82 is a fair amount.

David Bunker made a motion to approve CL-N1 Waterline Saratoga Road tie-in Change Order No. 4 for
$171,135.82. Brian Braithwaite seconded the motion. Those voting “Aye” — Sullivan Love, Jay Meacham,
Mark Christensen, Mack Straw, Chris Condie, Brian Braithwaite, Neal Winterton, Richard Nielson, Joel
Thompson, David Bunker, Lon Lott, and Chandler Goodwin. Those voting “Nay” — None. The motion passed
with a unanimous vote.

2. CL-N1 Easement Extension additional 2 years

Rich said this is a change order on the cost of Easement for the CL-N1 project where temporary construction
easements were acquired previously. When we put this project together, previous legal counsel put a two-year clause
in the easements and the clock started when they signed the document, not when the project signed. There was delay
in getting those all done with legal and in essence the project was delayed nine months in starting so we are having
easement expire. Rich said there is a total cost of $27,040.00, for all of these and he can share that in closed session if
the board wishes. We are doing this to re-up these easements for another two years to get through this project. The
board decided to take a vote.

Neal Winterton made a motion to approve the easement cost for the extension for an additional two years.
Richard Nielson seconded the motion. Those voting “Aye” — Sullivan Love, Jay Meacham, Mark Christensen,
Mack Straw, Chris Condie, Brian Braithwaite, Neal Winterton, Richard Nielson, Joel Thompson, David
Bunker, Lon Lott, and Chandler Goodwin. Those voting “Nay” — None. The motion passed with a unanimous
vote.

Sullivan said the comments made earlier by Todd Grierson were more related to the budget, so as we move on in
the agenda if there is more discussion or we want to hold off on any of that, his request for an additional 30-day
comment period. Sullivan said his personal feeling is if there is a private entity that wanted to get into the compost
business, they have had plenty of opportunity to get in there and be doing that now. Brian said the reality of that is
that we could still change that if they want to give it input, we are not far enough along that we couldn’t adjust it if
we found it compelling. We could go beyond the thirty days but there is no reason to hold this up.

3. Adopt the Amended IFFP/IFA and Revised Impact Fee Enactment Resolution 2023-04

David Bunker said going back to the analysis, the proportionate share analysis and how much of that is assessed
towards existing users and how much is assessed towards the growth component, he has questions on that. Looking
at some of the percentages it seems weighted pretty heavy towards the existing user on some of those items and
David did not see anything in there that explains why, but he understands that process was followed, which is
important, but he still has questions. Brian asked if there is a reason that this couldn’t be continued, what would be
the impact. Rich said this is the 2020 methodology that we have been following for the past three years now. Rich
asked if there is a specific project that David has specific concerns about. Sullivan with that concern in mind, do we
want to address that with the next IFFP/IFA. Rich said yes, but he wants to document what that issue is.

*Chris Condie left. 3:20 p.m.

David said table ES-5 Project Allocation on page ES-4 of the IFFP - CL-R3 Replace and Upsize Alpine/Highland
line. The column that shows the percentage of the existing users is 62%. David said anytime we are replacing and
upsizing a line, it is odd to him that existing users are going to pay more than half the cost unless we are completely
out of capacity. David said any of those projects that start getting up to that 50% plus number, what is the
justification for that. Rich said those are good comments and we will address those in the next CFP. Mark said he
agreed with David on that be addressed and he thinks that is an appropriate methodology for us to look at. David said
he knows we need to move forward; he is not suggesting we hold this up, he just wants to make sure it is on the
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record that we want to address it and it may change in the future. We are willing to accept this for today, but we want
to address it again in the future.

Mark Christensen made a motion to approve the Revised Impact Fee Enactment Resolution 2023-04 with
the specific direction to review the existing capacity/future capacity allocation in the next CFP. Brian
Braithwaite seconded the motion. Sullivan Love, Chair, took a roll call vote. Those voting “Aye” — Sullivan
Love, Jay Meacham, Mark Christensen, Mack Straw, Brian Braithwaite, Neal Winterton, Richard Nielson,
Joel Thompson, David Bunker, Lon Lott, and Chandler Goodwin. Those voting “Nay” — None. The motion
passed with a unanimous vote.

4. TP-4 East Facility Utilities and Clarifier Rehabilitation Project Bid Approval
Rich said this is a recommendation from Brown and Caldwell, after receiving multiple bids, that we award Archer
Western the contract on TP-4 East Facility Utilities and Clarifiers Rehabilitation Project for $5,624,750.00

Chandler Goodwin made a motion to award the project bid for East Facility Utilities and Clarifiers
Rehabilitation project to Archer Western Construction for $5,624,750.00. Mack Straw seconded the motion.
Those voting “Aye” — Sullivan Love, Jay Meacham, Mark Christensen, Mack Straw, Brian Braithwaite, Neal
Winterton, Richard Nielson, Joel Thompson, David Bunker, Lon Lott, and Chandler Goodwin. Those voting
“Nay” — None. The motion passed with a unanimous vote.

5. Tentatively Adopt the 2023 Tentative Amended Operations and Maintenance and 2023 Tentative
Amended Capital Budgets
Rich said he wasn’t sure whether to split these next action items out or have them together. David Bunker said we
can adopt the tentative 2023 amended budgets and the tentative proposed budgets for 2024 and also set a public
hearing for those budgets for October. If we need to wait to adopt the final, we can still do that later, we are giving
the public a chance to come to a public hearing on those.

David Bunker made a motion to Tentatively Adopt the 2023 Tentative Amended Operations and
Maintenance and 2023 Tentative Amended Capital Budgets. Richard Nielson seconded the motion. Those
voting “Aye” — Sullivan Love, Jay Meacham, Mark Christensen, Mack Straw, Brian Braithwaite, Neal
Winterton, Richard Nielson, Joel Thompson, David Bunker, Lon Lott, and Chandler Goodwin. Those voting
“Nay” — None. The motion passed with a unanimous vote.

6. Tentatively Adopt the 2024 Tentative Proposed Operations and Maintenance and 2024 Tentative
Proposed Capital Budgets

Brian Braithwaite made a motion to Tentatively Adopt the 2024 Tentative Proposed Operations and
Maintenance and 2024 Tentative Proposed Capital Budgets. Jay Meacham seconded the motion. Those voting
“Aye” — Sullivan Love, Jay Meacham, Mark Christensen, Mack Straw, Brian Braithwaite, Neal Winterton,
Richard Nielson, Joel Thompson, David Bunker, Lon Lott, and Chandler Goodwin. Those voting “Nay” —
None. The motion passed with a unanimous vote.

7. Set a public hearing date for October 19, 2023 f(;r the 2023 Tentative Amended Operations and
Maintenance and the 2023 Tentative Amended Capital Budgets and the 2024 Tentative Proposed
Operations and Maintenance and the 2024 Tentative Proposed Capital Budgets

David Bunker made a motion to hold a public hearing date on October 19, 2023 for the 2023 Tentative
Amended Operations and Maintenance and the 2023 Tentative Amended Capital Budgets and the 2024
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Tentative Proposed Operations and Maintenance and the 2024 Tentative Proposed Capital Budgets. Lon Lott
seconded the motion. Those voting “Aye” — Sullivan Love, Jay Meacham, Mark Christensen, Mack Straw,
Brian Braithwaite, Neal Winterton, Richard Nielson, Joel Thompson, David Bunker, Lon Lott, and Chandler
Goodwin. Those voting “Nay” — None. The motion passed with a unanimous vote.

Closed Meeting
There was no closed session.

Adjourn

Chandler Goodwin made a motion to adjourn. Jay Meacham seconded the motion. Those voting “Aye” —
Sullivan Love, Jay Meacham, Mark Christensen, Mack Straw, Brian Braithwaite, Neal Winterton, Richard
Nielson, Joel Thompson, David Bunker, Lon Lott, and Chandler Goodwin. The motion passed with a

unanimous vote. 3:29 p.m.
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Remarks Taken from Public Hearing at TSSD Administrative Board Retreat on Sept 21, 2023

Would this board consider requesting additional information from biosolid recyclers, in order to
evaluate alternative options that may prove more favorable than the currently planned indoor compost
facility? | believe the fact-gathering would uncover alternative options that have at least 3 advantages:

1. Strengthen our local market for recycled green waste
2. Save taxpayers more than $36 million
3. Eliminate the potential to reintroduce controversial odors at TSSD's facility

| would like to provide a little detail on each of these advantages.
1) Strengthen our Local Market for Recycled Green Waste

One of the EPA's key success measures in their ambitious goal to "increase the recycling rate of waste in
the United States to 50% by 2030" is to strengthen the economic markets for recycled materials.

Most municipality-driven green waste recycling operations in the US unintentionally work against this
goal by creating dominant "low-cost" government-driven monopolies on compost and mulches.
Composting businesses charge tipping fees and sell recycled materials at market prices, while
municipalities flood the market with tipping and materials that are "free" or well below market prices
due to their advantage in funding operations primarily through revenues generated from taxes, fees
and/or assessments.

In recent conversations with highly experienced designers, builders, and operators of large, private
compost operations, | learned that this single variable discourages otherwise valuable contributors to
our green economy from participating within our borders. In the conversations, each compost recycling
executive shared initial excitement about Utah's population growth projections and high annual
deposits of recyclable material in landfills. At first glance, these are seemed to be optimal conditions for
starting a large scale compost facility in within our borders.

When | revealed TSSD’s plan to construct a $36m indoor compost facility, their interest in our area
disappeared as they shared competing against taxpayer-funded competitors was too difficult to
overcome. Our community and our landfills would benefit from increasing community access to green
waste recycling programs and create new outreach programs that educate the public on the benefits of
recycling. In order for our communities to receive these benefits, which extend into other forms of solid
waste recycling beyond biosolids we are discussing today, we need municipalities to avoid destroying
the market for green recycled products in our area, as the EPA suggest in their first success measure of
the national recycling goal.

Save TSSD More than $36 Million
TSSD's 2020 Master Plan indicates that the planned indoor composting facility would be one of the
largest indoor composting facilities in the US. While we do forecast significant growth, is it the best fiscal

option to spend $36 million for the largest facility of its kind for a resident base of around 250,000 and
growing?

Partnering with a nearby private compost facility would remove the need for expensive up-front capital



investments and cost a fraction of the proposed ongoing operation expenses annually. | would like this
board to have the advantage of clearly understanding the detail in the alternatives before continuing
along the building path.

Reduce Potential for Reintroducing Public Concern Over Odors

No composting process is odor free, even when the process is conducted at state-of-the-art indoor
composting facilities. The surest way to eliminate composting odors at TSSD is to efficiently transport
biosolids top be recycled off the facility. It has been argued that this is fiscally impossible, but several
potential biosolid recycling partners seem to believe that costs can be contained better than they have
been with a closer partnership and more thoughtful design of the composting facilities than we have
experienced with landfills.

Especially in light of TSSD's experience with the community's litigious history regarding odors, quickly
transporting biosolids off site would reduce the TSSD's future liability and improve public relations with
the community that may otherwise slide backward.

Please consider requesting alternative proposals from experienced biosolid recyclers over the next 30
days from experienced biosolid recyclers. If helpful, | would love to introduce the TSSD team to industry
contacts | have met. My hope is that a few weeks of additional fact-finding will unveil alternative options
that strengthen our local market for recycled green waste, save TSSD more than $36,000,000 and
reduce the potential for reintroducing public concern over odors.

Thank you for your consideration and thank you for your continued public service. — Todd Grierson



