Pima County Department of Transportation Staff Report
Public Right-of-way Cost Recovery
March 19, 2009

INTRODUCTION

Utility providers are a major user of Pima County right-of-way. Approximately
95% of right-of-way permitted work is related to the maintenance or installation of
utility facilities. In addition to the Department of Transportation’s annual cost of
just over $1M for administration, management, and inspection of right-of-way
permits, the presence of ufilities are estimated to increase the Department's
operating costs by as much as $840,000 bringing the cost to the Department for
administering and managing County rights-of-way to $1.85M.

Annual revenue generated from public rights-of-way comes from two sources:
right-of-way permits (x$604,000) and encroachment license fees (£$20,000). On
average, Department right-of-way revenue falls short of expenditures by as much
as $1.2M.

In an effort to increase the Department’s right-of-way revenue, Pima County, in
July 2008, contracted with S.P. Consulting to investigate the legal authority and
current practice of charging a right-of-way cost recover user fee to utility
companies that occupy right-of-way. On November 17, 2007 the resuits of that
investigation were presented in a report titled Franchise Fee Study for Various
Utilities Occupying Pima County Rights of Way.

S.P. Consultant’s report indicated that the County has the legal authority to
recover costs from utility providers for operating costs incurred by the County that
stem from the presence of utilities within public rights-of-way. The Department
of Transportation with guidance from the Utility Policy Group headed by Nanette
Slusser was directed to (1) review Department costs to administer right-of-way
permits and recommend adjustments to the current right-of-way permit fee
schedule to cover administrative costs and (2) develop an annual right-of-way
cost recovery user fee for utilities that occupy County right-of-way.

RIGHT-OF-WAY PERMIT FEE ADJUSTMENTS

All users of County right-of-way are required to obtain a right-of-way permit. The
permit is administered through the Depariment of Transportation and is reviewed
for conformance with County standards, regulations and policies by the
Department of Transportation, Traffic Engineering, Cultural Resources, Fieid
Engineering, Landscape Architect, Flood Control, Maintenance, Parks and
Recreation, and Information Technology.
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An evaluation of right-of-way permitting costs was conducted through interviews
with staff involved in the right-of-way pemitting process. Interviews were
conducted either in person or over the phone and consisted of examining staff's
rote in the permitting process and estimating man hours for a 12 month period.
The only exception to this approach was with the Field Engineering Division,
Subdivision and Permits Section whose main responsibility is the inspection of
permitted work. A percentage of the Subdivision and Permits Section’s operating
budget was determined to be the best method for assessing permitting costs
rather than staff hours. Refer to Appendix A, Exhibit 1A for a cost breakdown.

The Department spends approximately $1 million per year (Appendix A, Table
1A} to process right-of-way permits. To evaluate adjustments in the current right-
of-way permit fee schedule, an analysis of current and projected right-of-way
permit activities was performed. Permit data for 2007 was found to best reflect
right-of-way activities over the course of a year and was used as the basis for
evaluating fee revisions. Since the Board of Supervisor's adoption of the right-of-
way permit fee schedule in 1998, the Department’s overhead rate has increased
approximately 33%. By applying an across the board fee increase of 33% and
adjusting the cost of construction inspection for subdivision and utility work,
approximately $1 million in fees would be generated. Refer to Appendix A, Table
2A for projected right-of-way permit fee revenue.

Pavement degradation recovery fees are becoming more common among
governmental agencies as the cost of pavement maintenance escalates. Studies
from different areas of the country and Canada all conclude that the fife
expectancy of streets is degraded when cut into and reconstructed. The
degradation reduces the pavement’s lifecycle and requires more frequent
maintenance and earlier replacement. Pavement lifecycle degradation has also
been observed around utility features (manholes, valves and other similar type
features) placed within pavement.

in addition to a fee increase, a new fee has been added to cover the loss in
pavement life (degradation) caused by cutting of pavement and the placement of
utility features in pavement. The degradation fee is based on the City of Chandler
Fee Schedule, Section 8.5.1, effective June 8, 2008 and Table 1, 20-year design
standard degradation cost, Public Right-of-Way Cost Recovery Plan Mid-
American Regional Council, May 1888. Refer to Appendix B.

The revised Right-of-Way Permit Fee Schedule is shown in Appendix C. Both
new and existing fees are shown for comparison purposes ~ existing fees are
ifalicized and shown in parenthesis. ltem 2 Construction inspection fee has been
rewritten. item 10 Pavement Degradation Fee (Cutting of Pavement) and 11
Pavement Degradation Fee (Manholes, valves, similar type features) have been
added.
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ANNUAL RIGHT-OF-WAY COST RECOVERY FEE {Utility Providers Only)

The presence of utilities within County rights-of-way creates additional costs to
the Department in its management of public rights-of-way. Most of the costs are
attributed to the impact that utilities have on the delivery of the Department's
Capital improvement Program. A list of Department activities related to utilities
within rights-of-way is provided below.

Public Inquires and Complaints

Inguires and complaints from the public pertaining to utility activities within rights-
of-way are routinely received by the County. Most of the public’s inquires relating
to utilities are graffiti on utility cabinets, location and size of utility features, and
work activities. The Department of Transportation’s Community Relations Section
handles a majority of the complaints and will enlist other County divisions as
needed: Transportation Engineering, Field Engineering, Flood Control, and
Maintenance and Operations.

Maintenance

Maintenance activities specifically related to utilities occurs mainly during the
monsoon season when roadway runoff encounters above ground utility features
creating areas of erosion. Restoration of erosion areas usually requires grading
and placement of material around the utility feature.

Utility Coordination C.1L.P

A major aspect of managing public rights-of-way is the monitoring and
coordinating of utility activities associated with the planning, design and
construction of the Department's Capital Improvement Program (CIP). Proper
communication between the Department, design consultant, stakeholders and
utifities is critical to the success of the program. An important part of utility
coordination is the identification, mitigation and scheduling of utility relocations
within rights-of-way to avoid impacting Department CIP projects.

The Department requires the project’s design consultant to provide a utility
coordinator whose purpose is ensure that the Department’s utifity coordination
process is foliowed and to keep the Department's utility coordinator{s} informed
of utility activities on their project.

Monthly Utility Coordination Meetings C.I.P
The Department Utility Coordinator is responsible for holding a monthly utility

coordination meeting. The purpose of the meeting is to present a brief status of
each CIP project, provide project schedule updates, inform utilities of upcoming
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project deliverables, and offer the utility, consultant and Department the

opportunity to present concerns or suggestion related to projects and Department

CIP processes. :
Review of Utility Relocation Plans C.I.P

Utility relocation plans are reviewed by the Department and design consultant fo
monitor conformance with County direction, regulations and guidefines.

Mapping of Utility Information C.1.P

Utility information provided by utility companies is transferred onto the roadway
improvement drawings by the design consultant. The consultant revises the
improvement drawings in accordance with direction from the utility until such time
the information shown is complete, correct and to the utility's satisfaction.

Bridge Inspection

The Arizona Department of Transportation requires Pima County to inspect and
report on all bridge type structures under the Department of Transportation’s
jurisdiction. The placement of utility facilities on bridge structures requires further
investigation and reporting related to the type of utility and structural condition of
utility supports.

Legal Services

The Department of Transportation contracts with the County Attorney’s Office for
legal services. Legal Services related to utilities in rights-of-way include
franchiseflicense agreement development and review; contract development and
review; legal counsel on federal, state and local utility law; and litigation and
negotiation services.

An evaiuation of annual costs for the above activities was conducted through
interviews with County and consultant staff who participate in the activities.
Inferviews were conducted either in person or over the phone and consisted of
examining staff's role in the activity and estimating man hours for a12 month
period. The only exception to this approach was with Legal Services whose
yearly service contract with the Depariment is a fixed lump sum amount. A
percentage of staff time working on right-of-way issues related to utilities was
estimated. A cost breakdown for each activity may be found in Appendix D,
Exhibit 1D.

The County considered two approaches for establishing an annual cost recovery
user fee: percent of gross revenue and linear feet of facility. After considerable
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discussion and debate, the Utility Policy Group chose linear feet. Each ufility
was requested to provide documentation identifying the location and linear feet of
facilities within Pima County right-of-way. Not all utilities complied with the
request, and the information provided was not necessary adequate to determine
linear footage of right-of-way occupied by the utility. Nonetheless, the
Department estimated the linear feet of utility in County rights-of-way and based
on a weighted average and a targeted annual operating cost recovery of
$840,687 (Appendix A, Table 1A) an annual fee amount for each utility was
determined. Refer to Appendix D, Table 1D.

CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Revenue generated from right-of-way permits is projected to fall short of right-of-
way permitting costs by as much as $405,000 to $779,000 per year. Since the
adoption of the current Right-of-way Permit Fee Schedule in 1998, Department
aperating costs have risen approximately 33%. The recommendation of this
report is fo revise permit fees in accordance with the fee schedule shown in
Appendix C with automatic adjustments every 2 years.

The presence of utilities within County right-of-way is estimated to cost the
Department approximately $840,687 annually. To-date, the County has not
imposed an annual right-of-way user fee to recover these costs. The
recammendation of this report is to implement a annual Right-of-Way Cost
Recovery User Fee that would apply to utilities that operate within County right-
of-way. The fee would be based on the linear feet of right-of-way occupied by a
utility and would be adjusted every 2 years to account for new and removed
facilities.
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EXHIBIT 1A
RIGHT-OF-WAY PERMIT COST ANALYSIS
(12/10/08)

Transportation Engineering Division:

Senior Civil Engineer Assistant, $51/hr x 40 hrs/wk x 52 wk/yr ...$ 106,080

Civil Engineer Assistant, $50/hr x 40 hrsiwk x 52 WKAYF ............... $ 104,000

Administrative Specialist, $24/hr x 40 hrs/wk x 52 WkiyT ............. $ 49,920

Civil Engineer Manager, $76/hr x 20 hrsfwk x 52 wkiyr ............... $§ 78,040

Landscape Architect, $53/hr x 2 hrsiwk X 52 WkiVr ..o, $ 5,512

Public Works Manager, $53/hr x 19 hrs/wk x 52 wk/yr ................ $ 52364
Total Annual Cost $ 390,678

Traffic Engineering:

Senior Civil Engineer Assistant, $51/hr x 1 hrs/wk x 52 wkiyr ......... $ 2,852
Total Annual Cost $ 2,652

Maintenance and Operations:

Public Works Manager, $56/hr x 1 hrsiwk X 52 WKAT ooooeeevren . $ 2912
Total Annual Cost $2912

Cultural Resources: :

Program Manager, $83/hr x 3 hrs/wk X 52 WKAT wovvoveieeeeeees ) $9.828
Total Annual Cost $ 9,828

Natural Resources Parks and Recreation;

Civil Engineer Assistant, $42/hr x 0.5 hrs/wk X 52 WKAYT o.ovvivvnnn $ 1,002
Total Annual Cost $ 1,092

Regional Flood Controt District;
Senior Civil Engineer Assistant, $51/hr x 0.5 hrshwvk x 52 wkiyr ... $ 1,326

Total Annual Cost $1,326
Information Technology:
Administrative Specialist, $50/hr x 0.5 hrs/wk x 52 Wk/yr .......o.o...... $ 1,300
Total Annual Cost $ 1,300
Sub-total

Field Engineering (Subdivisions & Permits)
Inspections, $696,745/yr x 86% of Section Budget...................... $ 599,200
Total Annual Cost

$ 400,788

$ 599,200

Ur\Right-of-way OrdinanceiRightofwayCostRecoveryAnalysis. Revised 121608, RW Oniy.doc1
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TABLE 1A. RIGHT-OF-WAY COSTS

RV Permitting Right-of-way Costs
Activity Description (All Users) {Utilities Only)
Administration | Inspection Management
R/W Use Permit ¥ 409,768 $ 599,200 N/A
Public inquires / Complaints N/A N/A $ 9,529
Maintenance N/A N/A $ 18,960
Ltilty Coordination NfA N/A $ 543,946
Bridge Inspection N/A N/A $ 1,600
Legal Services N/A N/A 3 40,656
Monthly Utility Coordination
Meetings (CIP) : N/A N/A $ 8,978
Project information Distribution
to Utilities (CIP) NIiA N/A $ 8,242
Review of Utility Relocation
Plans (CIP) N/A N/A $ 30,284
Mapping of Utility Informaticn NIA N/A $ 185,512
{CIP)
Sub-Total $1,008,588 $ 840,687
TOTAL $1,848,675.00

UnRight-of-way Ordinance\TABLE1A RIGHTOFWAYCOSTS. 121508.x1s
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ST TRy

o 2008

. CITY OF CHANDLER
. " FEE SCHEDULE
- Effective June 8, 2008 -

8. PUBLIC WORKS:

Sec. 8 PUBLIC WORKS ENCROACHMENT AND ENSPECTEON (Chapter 46)

8.1 Encroachment Permit : ' ‘ ' R
- {&) Class 1 encroachment permtt application base fee [§46-3]....oeue.. s sssnerians 75.00°.

. {b} Class 2 encroachment permit application base fee [§46-4) R

{c) Class 3 encroachment permit application base fee [§46-5) (RES. #3336). ..........

{d) Class 4 encroachment permit application base fee [§48-8] (RES. #3336 vcimemscsirrnnn 75.00 -
. {e) Class § encroachment permit application base fee [§46-7] (RES. #3338}..... e 15,00
Af) Class B encroachment permit application base fee [§46-8] (REs. #3336)..... . 75.00
(g} Class 7 encroachment permit application fee [§46-8] (RES. $3336)........ e 79,00
{h} Ciass 8 encroachment permrt apphcatson fee {§46~10} (RES #3336) SOOI £ K¢ ¢
8.2 Cable Teiewsson chense application base fee [§46- .| R e iatmresenies e 5,000.00
8.3 License appircations base fee for all Chapter 48 ilcenses except cable eereetamieeeereesmaeanin 2,000.00 -
(RES, #3336) L L o o
84 Penaity Assessment for fallure to obtam encroachment or street cut penmt....‘.....-..;.‘..f ..... 4 DUO.DO" -

.85 Pavement Damage Restoratlon Fee {RES #3692}

© 8.5.1 Within one year of censtrucuan of new sireets renovatson or reconstructron of a  street (as deﬁned by‘.‘.'

- Clty Code): .

o A. For Each Cut; SR o T
(1) For&sq. yds. orfess -~ ‘ B $330 00 per sq. yd of cut -
{2) For larger than 5, to 100 4. yds ' $1 650.00. plus $18.00 per sq. yd, of cut over 5 sg yds. -
{3 For targer than 100 sq. yds.” $3 380 00 plus $'%4 8] per sa. yd of cuf over 100 sg. yds. |

B. Forcuts wrthm the first year, the fee is in addmon to the requ:rement for mill and overlaylmtay
- in accordance wzth City Code §46—2 7 and Standarcé Specnf cation No. 3

C. Orforcuts wsth:n ihe first year the appttcant may choose to reconstruct the street in
accordance with City Code §46-2.7 in iseu of paymg the above fee .

‘ 8 52 From one {o two years after constmctlon of new streets, renovattan or reconstruct:on of a street (as

.defined in the City Code):

A, For Each Cut: A T ‘
{(YForSsg.yds. orless -~ ' r $33000persqydofcut

(2) For larger than 5, to 100 sq. yds. $1 650.00 plus $18.00 per sq. vd. of cut 'over 5 sq yds,
"{3) For larger than 100 sq. yds. " $3,360.00 plus $14.00 per sq. yd. of cut over 100 sq.yds.

B. For cuts from one fo two years, after construction of new streets, renovation or reconstruction of
‘a street, the applicant may choose to perform a mill and overlay/inlay, in accordance with Cﬂy
Code 846-2.7 and . Standard Spemﬁcatton No.3 in fieu of paying the above fee, .

8. 5 3 From two to four years aﬁer construchon of new streets or renovation or recanstmctlon of a street (as

- defined by City Code).

" A, ForbachCut |

(1) For 5-8q. yds. orless ~ - T 3l_$236.‘00§crsq.‘yd.c')fcut-_-

 Page 20 0f27 -
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= : 2008
T CITY OF CHANDLER
 FEE SCHEDULE
- Effective June 8, 2008 -

- {2} For larger than 5"to 100 sq yds. o Sﬁ 150 00 plus $13.00 per sq yd of cut over 5 sq yds
(3) For larger than 100 sq. yds ‘ $2 385 00 pius 310 00 per 5q. vd. of cut over 100 sq yds

8 5.4 From four o six years after construction of new streets or renovat:on or reconstruction of a strest (a (

defined by City Code):

‘A, ForEach.Cut '

(1) For 5 sg. yds. of 1ess-............;.;...ﬁ .................................. W $ zso.oo‘per sq. ydl. ofout

(2} For Larger than 5, to 100 sq. vds, $650.00 plus $8.00 per sq. vd. of cut over 5 5q, yds.
(3} For iarger than '100 sq.yds. - $1,410.00 pius $5.00 per sq, yd. of cut over 100 sq. yds.

8.5.5 Within one year prior to a City streset reconstructaon project approved in the cap:tal program of the -

City's Annual Budget A b .. No Charge

.. 8.5.6 - Forcuts from two to six years aﬁer construction of new streets, renovation or reconstruction of a B
- street, the applicant may choose to perform a milt and overlayfinlay, in accordance with City Code

§46-2 7 and Standard Specification No. 3 i in fieu of paymg the ahove fee

8.5, 7 The minimum fee shaH be based on cne square yard Ifa pavement cut is 50 ex’zensrve or the cms,.
in one area are so numerous that the permittee prefers to perform a renovation (major rehabilitation) of the -

street in accordance with the City Engmeers requirements, for the full width of any impacted lane and the

full length of any cuts plus fifty feet in both directions from the area of the cut on arterial streets and twenty-

five in both directions from the area of the cut on collector streets, the permittee may choose to do such-
‘renovation in liev of the Pavement Restoration Fee and such reconstruction shall satisfy the fee . -
~requirement. Provided, however, this does not apply to pavement cuts in streets within two years of -
- canstruction, renovation or reconstruction. During the first two years, those who desire to perform
recenstruction in Het of paying the pavement restoration fee, will be required to reconstruct the streetfo the.
satisfaction of the City Engineer. Those companies exempt from the Pavement Restoration Fee shall -

perform the required repairs and restoration in accordance with City Code §46-2.7 and Standard

Specification No. 3 and their contracts with- the City unless their wntten apphcatlon to pay the established
- fee in lieu of such restoration ts granteci by the Cxty Engmeer T , .

- 8. 5 8 For pavement cuts of potholes less than two square feet, no fee will be charged or for compames'
with license and franchise agreements that require street reconstruction no reconstruction will be reguired,
provided the pavement cut or pothole meets the spaomg requnremonts of Speorf ication No. 3 and Standard -

Detail No C-111

8.5.9 I a pothole cut is dooe in advance of construction that will rermove that pomon of the pavement
within 2 reasonable time as specified by the Ctty Engineer, no fee wilt be charged

8.5 10 “The definitions set forth in Sectton 46-2.7 are apphcable to the provisions herem

8.5.11 This Pavement Restoration Fee sha!l not be charged te nor patd by the City Street Dwasnon or the ) R

Ctty Traff ic Engmeenng Dw;saon

8.6 Plan Review Feés 1847-6% (RES BI571 & #3482)

A. Fees for review of plans and specifi cations for parceis of ground to be funy deve!oped with thts submstta% S

shall be as follows:

ACRES ) ] FEE . f ADDT'L FEE/ACRE ‘
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Ezecum e ‘é’ummam

s recommended tha’: thrs pubhc rrght—of way cost rec overy p!an mclude
degradauon draruptton repair,; and admmlstratwermanagemem cost. recovery :
~methods. It is also recommended that public right-of-way costs be allocated .
- 1o the service providers that rmmde upon the public rrghi-of—way andtothe .
onsumers of those. sewaces

“-'*Teiecommumcaﬁons deregu!at;on has rncreased,mterestr
1ghta-of-way ‘

-*'The DUth demands that r:tres prowﬂe oost—erﬂcnent management of public:
;;raahta—of—way, and Kansas aﬂd Missouri. sta'tutes arlow mumctpahtres to
manage ’therr iocaf pubhc rnghts of»way i

:;;Kansas and Mzswurr case Zaw appears to indicate that cities may recover |
_costs for the use of pubhc nghts~of~way prov:dnd that there Isa darect cost to
_"-thecr{y - S R S P :

}Costs mcurred due to degradetton (Iess of road hfe due to mtruszon mto the
road surface) can be recaptured through a recommended cost recovery.
-method that mciudes various street constructron cost and age componenis
“addition; degradation costs should be recaptured when intrusion damages
‘and/or depreciates trees, sidewalks, boulevardflandscapeé areas, -ozher
;.;r_nfras*ructure or amemtrns !ccated wnhm the pubizc raght- of way '

-‘_‘It'fs reccmmended xhat repatrscosis due {0 mims ons znta the"publ ic right-of-
:way snould be the resporzsrbzhty dftherzntrudmg party R

"A grace perrod for comp?etmg work Within'the: pubirc nght»of-way is deemed’
‘appropriate; however, in order to minimize disruption:to-the’ local public, it ma
be necessary for cities to use one or more disruption cost recovery meihods '
'as mceni ve for u’uizty compames to compiete their work m‘\a tmeiy manner '

.H is appropnare and reascmabte tc recover adm:mrtratwe and management

costs incurred by municipalities for the management of pubhc nghts-of—wayt
“:Inorder for municipalities to recover these costs, they must be able to~
accurately identity the unigue service components (both labor and matena%
;whrch thatr ;urlsd;c‘non provsdes in the completron Df these duties T

;,:.A utmry coordmai:on plan is recommenaed as an ef‘ecteve way ’to minimize
.andfor avord management cos*s assoc;ated wuth ’ruture pub&sc nghts of—way

‘;'.Franchrse consumpf. on, and ircense fees are aiso ieg;tsmate fee mgachamsms
for cities to impose on pri vate un r‘y compames for the use and. occupancy.a
the pubhc raghi-of-way EEREE SRETNEL

PASPRINGSTED . -



 Mid-America Regional Courdll :

] he Mid-Amenca Regfonal Council, on. beha!f of the cities hsted in ngure ? ana atthe d:rect:ve .
of the' Manaaer’s Rcundtable engaged Spnnqsted Incorporated to ;,n-eparn aplanwithihe .
purpose of developmg appropnam alternative cost recovery methods for degradataon Tepair; * -
dcsmpuon-‘ and admmss{ratw i1 nageme LCOStS assoczated Wlth he. use > the public nght-o!—

Czt:es P aftJC!Datmg i tl‘e"Mtcf-Amenca Reg:ona! Counc:
: —of—Way Ccst Recovery Pian e

‘ Cxty of Lenexa Kansas
City.- of Biue. Sprmgs Mussoun City of Liberty, Missouri -
City of Grandwiew,-Missouri. . . City-of Overland Park, Kansas

City of mdependeme Mzesour{ - :City of Praine Village, Kansas :
: City of Shawnes, Kansas

mmnmrat:ve!Managem'ent Costs reiate'{o thcse‘ costs: assccnated with a pub ic nght-
2y project such.as. pemet’tmg and supervision, as well as inventory,. map updaimg
—-1ocatjon -and ,_‘cenera% :nquzres related to pubhc nght—cf—way mtrus:cn-‘“ e

The cost recovery study prepared for *he Mld America Reg;onai Councﬂwas developed as a
ractical tool {or member cities to Utilize forn measuring and-recovering their costs associated.
ith the use of the public nght—of-way The cost recovery methods presented are fiexible in. -

. .ature s0 that member cities will be able to utilize information that is spec'ﬁc o their cornmumty

' ,‘ h:Ee stm mamtanmg the conssstancy of the mverali cost recovery plan : et

: AII mumcnpa rtzes pamc patmg in tﬁe sludy recogmza that zntrusmn into, and use. m‘ the pubhc
{nght-ofuway will continue 1o be a fact of fife.’ Therefore, while the plan artempts'to assist -
ommunities in the process of recovering associated costs, it also encourages those domg
enalrs or: msla!la tions. i the public ngbt~or-way to complete their work in-as timely a manner as
ossiblé.: “Thig allows for the earliest rastorat ion of the normal use of the pubhc mghtuof-way in.
rde.r'To avmd promnged i convemano& Ho the resndents of a communlty : o i

= sr?,,mjz&q'cm;a? |




""Res}uits' o -~ Section 'i‘é’,"

| JfER;?ht of-Vva 14 Ces;smﬂeneraﬁy

“Many dxﬁerem ccsts are iegmmateiy part of mazntammg repainno renlaczng and expandmg the o
pUDic rlght of-way.- Thase expenses inglude degradation, discuption, repair, and- Y 1'.
' dmzmstratxver’mana@emenf costs. Proper management of the public nght—of—way will ensure
- Clilizens’ abm*y fo secure the necessary anc discretionary services they need and want.. U
J‘Furthermore. increased competition and increased demand reqmre that communitres respand to ‘
'?.j.,t*‘)‘— pressures.of current and- ‘potential provsders devel oping new needs.for, the publicright-of- *
“way-and for newly developed services: “However, the costs and expenses incurred by !ocal ;
e ‘govemments are si gns*‘zcant and may senous!y lmpact the nudgets m many cmes

;The cosi recover} metho is contamed in thls study focus on subsurface uts!mns wﬁhm the paved :
area of the pubilic right-of-way. However, the Committes recognized that there is mgmﬁcant '
~work that oceurs within the public night-cf-way but’ outside the paved area. Boulevards and .
_sidewalks are examples of areas within the public right- of-way that, like strests, require proper
“management by cities to enslre that'the functional and aesthelic characteristics of these = ey T
resources are maintained to established standerds. The Commitiee recognized that the cast of SRR
' enforcement activities agsociated with maintaining boulevards and sidewalks is a significant .~ - L - y
‘issue and that it is appropriate to use the cost recovery methods in ‘U‘HS p an, mch.dmg those PR ¢
;I're:et r%g ta repatr admmtsgratnonimanagemem and dzsruptzon a

")'ln addmon to ;nfrastructura !oca‘ed beneath the streez overhmad utmties also present pubhc
‘f.rxchmfuway costs for ipcal Jurladxctaons Overhead utilities typically do net degrade the pub!
right-of-way as do subsurface Utilitiss: howsver, there are administrative/management and ° _
isruption costs-associated with overhead. u{:l:tses Tree trimming, for example, rnay be a pubhc -
' rignt-of-way management: cost if @ city is requxred to maintain boulevard trees that come inte. .~
“contact with power lines.. These costs are recognized, in part, in the fo}lowmg subsec’t ions
: elatmg to admmls rat;vefmanagemem and drsmpt;on costs B

A!though thls Eudy was desrgﬂed to address pubitc rlght~of—way cost reccvery op‘uons
Cfranchise, consumptzon and hcense fees are aiso public r;ghz-of-way issues,.. These ar
eglz:mate fee mecharisms for citles to impose on privaie companies for the use and og ‘pan ;
.of the public ight-of-way ~ Franchise fees invoive granting non-excius:ve rights o private ut] flity -
.- companies. to locate and maintain facilities within the public rght—of—way Franchise fees are
‘commenly based on a parcent of gross operating income of a utiity company. . Consumption’
¢, fees relate tothe value of the public right-of-way consumed by service prov:ders during the - o
T construction. or maintenance of facilities, Renting the public right-of-way on a per square foot
-basis is one exampie of a consumption fee. The Committes determined that consumption fees
“should not be purstied at this time, More and more citles are considering the imposition of

“license fees for those companies that occupy the public right- -of-way but donot provide dir edz
- -service tolocal residents. A customary method for charging license fees is on a per lineal fcat 7
‘-i_‘_:basus This license fee concept is similar to private utility compames tﬁat Iease space on the:r
equzpment or mfrastructure to other p wate Lm{ty compames Lo i . L

Kansas and Missouri cmes can coiiac: & franchtse fee from a service prowder pro\ndad that k:-caf'. L
"7 consumers or recipients receive a direct benefit from those services. A city cannot chargea - &
. franchise fee o a telecommiunications company that simply passes through the city without .7+~

providing & service 1o local inhabltants. The "Kansas Franchise Statute” (K.S.A.12-2001 et.- 2
" seq.) permnts cities 1o grant a franchise {¢ service: pravaders that cccupy the public nght-o;may e
7 as long as the fran.chlse is non-exclusive in nature and doas not excesd a 20-year term. For - '
“Missouri cities, the ability to increase franchise, consurnption, andfor license fees is subject 1o

- B SPRINGSTED
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Pub %c Qight of Way Cmt Raccrvery Study

ﬂegradabon Cosis

' '.Recommended Cost Qacovery Methad {thh 20~Year Straei: Das;gnsr.anl:ia“rd)_, o

COS* per Squam Yard for Si‘reef:s Dverf& Vs - and SG&}ca‘gﬁs
X Depreciaﬁon Rate x Area of Influence ('f 3

: Dapreciation Rales _ - oo f Cost Per Square Yard (3}

. Sireet (2) _ COverdays 1 _Type . - Cost

1 Age - Réte | Age Rate ;.-  Rate |7 ' A
LG 100% [-21 . . bt T R0% e AsphstSireet Reconstmcuon '345 o"o

Caleiees [ 2z T T2 B0% , ~

Lo§8% |23 UOTe% |

ERET o B0%

‘ Oveﬂ-ays o

| Sealeoats "

1 -Sdalcoats -
Age .. -  Rate
et B0
22w B0%
Ca
5

SHIGrt S
0% -

{1, )_..‘Area 9‘ mﬂuence ;s equa! ta area of the cut piua 3. 0 faet on each side (expressed m sq yds } ‘ :
@ Deprec:ataon fates are based on a 20-year street design Standard. - z o
o Deprwahon tor the first 5 yoears is 1.0% per year, foliowed by siraigm line deprecaamn ieas 15 {}%
for the remaining street design standard (15 years). Depreczanon can oecur at 1.0% per year affer

this time.for up 1o 15 years or street reconstnuction, whichever ocours first. This refiects the consensus .
_Iof the Commxﬁee that. strnets retam some value beycnd thexr design s‘andard or expecied sireet §rfe L

3y Average wst est;rratns as deier’nmed !:ry 2 <;Jrvey o= cmes from Lhr—: Mad-Arnenca Regmnai uounc:l
Pubiic nghi-of-Way Cort Rec.overy Study ‘ : c :

T —— — - - e T : ,_".'v‘:r".:
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\ M;d Amenua Remonaf Csunc;f:"‘
~Ameréaa Region Caunc:i . :

}1;

Sireet (2)
Age “Rate. Age

Seatmats .
- Rata

(1) Area of mﬂuersce is. equa! rcx areg. of the cut p(us 3.0 feei on each s de (expres,aed' i sq yds)

l(2) Depmc;aiion raie-s are based on a 3B-year street des;gn standarci

_.Depremahon mr the fi rst5 years is 1.0% per year, followed by szraaeht Ime depreciatmn less 15 0%
forths remam}ng st*am design stangard (25 years). Dﬁ;}feczauﬂn can occur at 1.0% pef'year afier -

‘this fime for up'te 15 years or street reconstructian, whichever oceursifirst, This refiects the consensus
of {he Commxﬁen thn‘e s‘areeis setam some value ’oeyondthe:r desagn standani or expect&d street %n‘a

) Average 0051 estxmates as datermmed by a survay of! cft:es frorn lhe Miﬁ-Amenca Regional Councﬁ
Public Right- of-way Cost Reoovery Study. S
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:s'u‘izszed ta caleul ate a degradahon fee usmg E street with & 20-vear des:gn standard that is - 18
:years old with a fi ve-year overlay and one-year sealcoat The: cost recovery method aliows '
| tres ‘to uhhze thezr own unlque cost mformatlon

Two equaify legmmate degradahon co& racovery aiterratives were d:srussed by’ the Camms?{ee
and are. presented i in Exhibits 5 and 8. A third option that requires the. mtrudmg paryto. repai
and prowde oncomg mazntenance for the area, Jimpacted. by tha. strest cut was not -
;ecommended by the Comm*ttee sinca implementation was notpractical as compared to'the
other al ternatives:. These ahemanve degradation cost recovery methods-are pressnted, but are
not maam ia ba recommended Each aft@rnatlve ls discusqed in the fouo' \ mg paragraphs' E

, ,he first atternatsve i5 contamed in the 1997 Lee g Sum*mt Strnet Cut Report {Exh‘bzt ) which
was developed the City of Lee's Sumirmit, Missouri, using street daterigration information from
studies conducted by Cincinnati, Ohlo and Burhngton NVermont, Athough this option was fellto
b very fair and com ple‘ie the Committée did not recommend this: option since it would’ be more
difficult to explain and administer than the rec ommendad option. in addition, a number-of. Gitigs
do not have the data on Lhﬁir st eets such asa pavmo condmon mdex lhat wou!d be necessary;.
to. aammzstuihs approac*\ ERAR ‘ B T

The secmd degradaﬂcn cost recavery a tematwe (Exhlb:t 8) wi'ﬂch re%zes on averages fcr stree;
construcnon was. d;scussed by the Commz“tee buL Was no{ selected in crder o presewe the
ability of the cities fo use their own cost dafa, This option uses life reduction estimates
dewloped from studies done’in Phoenix. Arizéna and Anaheim, California.’ This’ cosi recovery‘*
method rélies on genarai assumotruns ‘takenfrom em,stmg date’ relaﬁng to avarage stre"t .
replacement cost, design life, and depreciation caused by intrusions into the public. nghi-of-‘wa
Cities that.do not have easy sccess to accurate street replacement casts can’ substitute the
average taken from.gther jurisdictions andfor agericies, However, this alternative degradatl
cost racovery me*hod is deemed 1o be less dependable than the recommenced method, "

Rgpgw;iﬁi‘,’ééﬁs-

Repair c'oq ts are asscc:aaed wfch the antrumon mto the pu lic i ghz-of~wav and ‘mcludes butis’
not hmned to, tree raplacement. sodding or re-seeding, excavation, ‘backfill, pipes, and pipe:
aymg Currentiy most cities require public and p':vata utilities to repair the public nghi-of-way_
- 1o equal or better condition # they intrude-into it to. repazr or enhance their equipment or expamc_f
their service: Some cities do-the repair work and require the intruding party to reimburse the .
c&ty for this work. At this time, the practicas used by privaie companies {0 do repair work, within
ne public right-of-way resutt 5 in degradahon 1o streets, trees, sidewalks, boulevard!iandscaped
areas, other infrastructure, or amenities.” With respect 1o trees, standards such as those
devetoped by the lntemataonai Soﬂtet\; of Arboriculture {(Exhibit 7} gan be used to recapturﬂ
costs associzied with repair and/or’ repiacement of trees. Alsc included in this planis a drart
cordinance preparsd by the City of Kansas Cxty Missour, feiutmg to constmcﬂon acti\nty that
1mpacts trees located wzthtn the pubiac ﬁghi—ofaway f Exhub:t 8} ' ‘

: A thzrc poss;xbie rmpaz{ ahematwe ‘that would address in part both degradat:on and repalr costs
118 10 reqglire the intruding party i repair the public right-of-way using more stringent restoratscn
standards such as these identified in Exhibit'9.. This exhibitis.a public rtght~of"-way cost” i
! recovery study that inciudes a standard method for calculating the resl costs of pavemen’c cuts
New Yon-: New Yoric L:ke the o*hers that w&e revaewed thzs one found that the most .

ZASPRINGSTED -~ . . .
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dJSFUpIIOﬂ occurs Howill also mcrease the ;evni of congeshan nmse ar and wsua ‘f

Some of the eﬁec’cs of msruptaon are mers drf‘ﬁcu!‘{ to determing, such as poﬂutlon business
losses, end increases in the number of accadents But others such as staff time, delays stops
-costs of traffic controi and construction’ costs can-more aas:{y be measured. . W¥hen costs cany.
be determined. they ghould be allocated to those who directly benefit from the sebvice pro\ndea
it *he costs are not clearly identified, theﬁ some reasonabia estwate maght & '

the socnetai sost of such disruphons » G :

'The Commuee determmed *hat semce provrders shouid be gwen a reasonable ameuni of. ‘t:me
to complete their projects. ‘A grace penod as defined by the City, is'deemad appropriate in tha
it recognizes that private and pubiic utifities will need to periodicaily parform work within the. + ~
‘public right-of-wa y. To encourage utility prov:ders to complete work prompt%y four dssruphon B
cost recovery methods. which are discussed: below, have bean identified asegitimate
techpiquesfor. chargmg ser\nce prhwders for pubfzc nght Of-me wor%«: that exterds beyn d the
grace period. . A T

_Recommended Disruption Cost Recovery Method

"A mm'ma! crmce ermd as c!efermmea‘ b} a‘he C:{y, t}:at al !ows the mirua’mo

pary a 3;1362}’“ ed time for Lompi’zfm g work within the public rzghl‘-af way ﬂﬁ&'}'

K’k:ck ‘-Ike acrua“! cosis associated with disruption will-be recovered based on ' the
B Ienvrk of dzsmptzwz. .

;Tha f rst d:sruptmn cost recovery optlon was developeﬁ by the Caty of Kansas City, '} i
is based on lane closures as a. result of utxhty compames performmg work within, the quif'
-of-way (Exhlbat 10). This dlsruption zost recavery. optxon is logical in’ that it ailcws cities to
recovar their cost: and prowdés wtilty sompanies wnh the incentive o cemplene their work as
quickly as possible: There are other disruption’ cost recovery, o;mons for lane clpgures such as
the one used by the City of Leawood, Kansas, where a simple flat fee (e 8. $2¢) ig charged
each bme 8 utlltty ccmpany reguests closing a lane. There ara variations 1o thislane of osUre

o\ appreach mcludmg one used by ihe Cnty of Toronto, Ontario, Canada where in addition tothe
©lane closure permlt a uxmty company is chargeci $500 perday ifalansis ciosed during rush -
‘hour ' .

F—rh:blt H shows three audtt:ma% djsruptaon ccst recovery methods muiuchng Opt*on A »wﬂat:h
takes into consideration the added wear and tear on iocal roads 28 @ resutt of détours and

in crgaseci travel distance caused by cixsruptsm of the public nght-of—way Th&s cost recovery
method uses the number of days of disruption, intreased trave! distance, average caily {raffi

= and a disiress factor developed by the U.B. Department of Transponaﬁon Federai Haghway

Administration's 1987 Federal ngnway Cost Allocation Study ~ Final Report o amive ata. -«
disruption cost. Option A includes an exampte of this disruption cost recovery mathod assummg
five and ten day disruptions with detours that increase the travel distance from one«qnarter to
one-half of a mile, The Commirtes agreed that th s cost recovery me’ghod is appropﬂate where v
dlsru;mons to thﬁ nghwof—way rasuit ire detours R '
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1($30,000 + §21,000) x 26% + $2,500] / 300 = $51 per permit

Salary {e.g.. plblic works e"npioyee) =

Benefils = 45%of salary or 3$13,500;
,@sdmxmstranve/Managemenr Overhead’ _25%
Other.costs {e.g., parmit forms) =$2,500. ;
Tima devoted.to right-of-way meanagement = 25 7
Jnits” =300 pubhc right-of-way permits per yaar

ts issued ann ua{iy
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sn adcimon to pubhc nghi of-way cost recovery meihods this cost rncovary plan recommends.a
5utﬂrty coardmatzorz plan ss an effective ool for minimizing andior avoiding costs that may oceur
in the future as a result of public. nght‘af-way intrusion:: ‘The Mid-America Regtonai Council and
cities mvolved in the s’(udy recegnu_e the :mponance of encouragmg timely work, as well as '

Athouah thts study was des#gwed to address publm rtght -of- -way cost recovery . op‘aons
franchsse corsqmpuon and license fees are’ alsd recognized as legitimate fes mecharisms for
‘c‘ties IO smpose on przvata companzes for the use and occupancy of tha pubi i nght of~way :

| hns cost recovery pian has been developed 80 that c:mes can pmpiemmnt zhe nEC&S«.:ar}’
measures to bettér manage and control their public rights of way.. itis recommended that she
cost recovery plan include degradation, disruption, repair, and administrative/management cost
‘recovpry methods. These methods reflect the real costs aljocable to users within the public
nghts of way, and %hay pro'ﬂde cmes wrih a measurable standard on whlch cztses can base thesr

Thls study concludes fhat the recommended cost recovery pian is an apprcpnate apgroach for 3
cities {o use to recover public right«of~way costs. The plan allocates public ngm—ofnway costs to
the prcwders and consumers of services using the pubhc nght—az‘-way rather than tHe genera% i
public.’ This. plan can be :mplemented on its-own or as @ component of a mode! public nght»of-
way: ordinance. that may be consi idersd by the Mid-America Reguona Council-and-its member -
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PIMA COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
RIGHT OF WAY PERMIT FEE SCHEDULE
(Revision February 18, 2008)

1. Public Right-of-Way Improvement Permit Fee

a. Base permit fee for work
in the public right-of-way $60 ($45)
b. Driveway repairs and installation and
unimproved property improvements
up to 5 feet by 5 feet $33  ($25)
C. Fees for general right-of-way improvements. The permit fees for all utility

work, sidewalk installation, street excavation, improvements to unimproved
portions of public right-of-way, curb cuts, driveway instaliations, and repairs,
are as follows:

200 lineal feet or less: $60 ($45)
201 10 300 lineal feet: $80  ($60)
301 to 500 lineal feet: $106 ($80)
501 to 2500 lineal feat: $106 (380) plus $18.00 ($714)

for each additional 100 finear
feet or fraction thereof above
500 lineal feet,

2501 lineal feet: and above $480 (8360) plus $10.00 ($8)
for each additional 100 finear
feet or fraction thereof above
2501 lineal feet.

d. All other work: The permit fee for all other
types of work in the public right-of-way, such
as concrete structures, guard rail, slope
protection, drainage channel work, roadway
upgrading, etc. $60 ($45)

2. Construction inspection fee. In addition to the permit fees listed above the
following inspection fees are required: '

UnRight-cf-way Ordinance\REVlSEDROWPERMETFEESCHEDULE(OZ(H909).doc
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a. Five and one half percent, 5.5%, (5%) construction inspection fee is
required for any and all construction, reconstruction, improvement, repair,
modification or removal of any transportation or flood control improvements
within a public right-of-way.

bh. Two and one half percent, 2.5%, (0%) construction inspection fee is
required for any and all utility work within a public right-of-way.

C. Addition inspections, plan reviews, release of assurances: $50/hr ($35/hr) or
invoiced amount when out sourced.

The contractor shall provide to Pima County all necessary product material testing
reports and product acceptance testing reports prepared by a materials testing
laboratory approved by the Arizona Department of Transportation. The
construction inspection fee is calculated based on the total cost of the construction
covered under the permit. The construction inspection fee is in addition to the
right-of-way permit fees listed above.

3. Fax, mail-in, or email application: No additional charge

4, Oversize/overioad vehicle permit: $20/single trip ($15), one
load; $60/30-day permit
($45).

5. Permit renewal: $33 (325)

8. Permit and right-of-way Work Standards Booklet $5.00 each ($5)

7. Permit applicability. A permit covers only contiguous construction and the work
1o be done as one (1) continuous operation,

8. Permit expiration. Permits for work done pursuant to an approved subdivision
improvement plan expire one hundred and eighty (180) days after the date of
issuance. All other permits expire forty-five (45) days after the date of issuance. A
permit may be renewed one time only, upon payment of the permit renewal fee.
All right-of-way use permits must be renewed prior to or within 1 day after the date
of permit expiration.

9, Fee for commencement of work without a permit. if any work within a public
right-of-way is commenced prior to obtaining a permit, the fee for the permit is
friple the applicable amount or $1500 whichever is greater. The triple fee or $1500
is not an offset to, or waiver of any costs, fines or penalties which may be
assessed pursuant to Pima County Code Section 10.44.050.

UsiRight-of-way Ordinance\REVISEDROWPERMITFEESCHEDULE(G201808) doc
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10.  Pavement Degradation Fee (Cutting of Pavement).

a. Within one year prior to a County street improvement project where the
roadway pavement and subgrade are to be removed and repiaced ...
...... N PO PPPROTOURN \ (o 94 g =1 o -
b. Pavement cuts that form a 80- to 75-degree angle to the roadway centerline

................................................. $10 per square foot x Area of influence

(Area of influence = square feet of pavement cut plus an area that extends
3’ beyond the cut.)

c. Alt other pavement cuts that are restored in accordance with County
Ordinance “Procedures for the issuance of Right-of-way Permits and
Regulations of Work Under Permit”. .............oooiiii No Charge

11.  Pavement Degradation Fee (Utility Features). The pavement degradation fee
applies when utility features such as manholes, valves, pull boxes, drain vaive
assemblies, meter boxes, and other similar type features are placed within
pavement. The pavement degradation fee is $500 per utility feature. Utility
features located within 3 feet of each other shall be considered as one feature.

12, Fee Exemption. Pima County Department of Transportation is exempt from the
above fees.

URight-of-way Ordinance\REVISEDROWPERMITFEESCHEDULE(0201909).doc
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EXHIBIT 1D
RIGHT-OF-WAY COST RECOVERY FEE
Utilities Only

PUBLIC INQUIRES AND COMPLAINTS

Transportation Engineering:

Civil Engineer Manager, $75/hr x 0.25 hrs/wk x 52 wk/yr .......o........ $ 975

Total Annual Cost $ 975

Maintenance and Operations Division:

Public Works Manager, $57/hr x 0.5 hrsiwk x 52 wk/YT oo $1.482
Total Annual Cost $ 1,482

Field Engineering Division:

Public Works Inspector, $41/hr x 0.25 hrs/wk x 52 wkiyr ................. $ 533
Public Works Inspector, $41/hr x 0.25 hrs/wk x 52 Wk/yr ..o, $ 538
Public Works Inspector, $41/hr x 0.25 hrs/wk x 52 Wk/YT ..coovoven.. $ 533
Public Works Inspector, $41/hr x 0.25 hrsiwk x 52 wkiyr .....c..e....... $ 533
Public Works Inspector, $41/hr x 0.25 hrs/wk x 52 Wk/YT .......c.......... $ 533
Public Works Inspector, $41/hr x 0.25 hrs/wk X 52 Wk/Yr ..c..oco.e..... $ 533

Total Annuat Cost $ 3,198

Community Relations:

Community Relations Manager, $59/hr x 0.5 hrs/wk x 52 wikfyr .....$ 1,534
Community Relations Specialist, $45/hr x 1.0 hrs/iwk x 52 wkiyr .....$ 2,340

Total Annual Cost $ 3,874

MAINTENANCE

Grading during rainy season (June — September)

URight-of-way Ordinance\EXHIBIT1D ROWCOSTRECOVERYFEE(021909).doct
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Maintenance and Operations

Public Works Division Manager, $80/hr x .50 hrs/wk x 16 wkfyr.......... $ 720

Public Works Supervisor, $50/hr x 1 hrsiwk x 18 wkiyr ... $ 800
Public Works Supervisor, $50/hr x 1 hrs/wk x 16 WKIVT cccvveeeeceee $ 800
Public Works Supervisor, $50/hr x 1 hrsfwk x 18 wkiyr ..o, $ 800
Public Works Supervisor, $50/hr x 1 hrsfwk X 18 wkiyr ..ol $ 800
Equipment Operator, $50/hr x 2 hrsfwk x 18 Wk/YT oo $ 1,600
Equipment Operator, $50/hr x 2 hrsiwk x 16 wkiyr......coccve, $ 1,600
Grader, $60/hr x 2 hrsfwk X 18 wKiyr X 2 oo $ 3,840

Total Annual Cost $ 10,960

UTILITY COORDINATION

Transportation Engineering:

Public Works Division Manager, $87/hr x 1 hrs/wk x 52 wkifyr ... $ 4,524

Civil Engineer Manager, $375/hr x 20 hrsiwk x 52 wkiyr ................ $ 78,000
Public Works Manager, $53/hr x 16 hrsfwk x 52 wkiyr ................. $ 44,096
Consultant Utility Coordinator, $70/hr x 7 hrs/wk x 52 wkiyr x 4....$101,920
Project Manager, $907/hr x 1 hrs/wk x 52 wk/iyr x 20 ..o, $ 93,600

Total Annual Cost 322,140

Traffic Engineering Division:

Project Manager, $77/hr x 1 hrsfwk X 52 Wkiyr x4 ..., 316,016
Consultant Utility Coordinator, $70/hr x 1 hrs/wk x 52 wkiyrx 4.....$ 14,560

Total Annual Cost $ 30,576

Maintenance and Operations Division:

Division Manager, $89/hr x 0.5 hrafwk x 52 Wk/yr ......cccoevivviiennn, $ 2,314
Public Works Manager, $57/hr x 1 hrs/wk x 52 wkiyr ... $ 2,964
Public Works Manager, $57/hr x 1 hrsfwk x 52 wkiyr .................. $ 2964

Total Annual Cost $ 8242

Field Engineering Division:

Public Works Division Manager, $92/hr x 0.5 hrs/wk x 52 wkfyr ....$ 2,392
Program Manager, $46/hr x 10 hrs/wk x B2 wkiyr .....coovivvviennn, $ 23,920
Senior Pubic Works Inspector, $41/hr x 3 hrs/wk x 52 wkfyr x 3 ....$ 19,188
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Public Works Manager, $48/hr x 3 hrs/wk x 52 wkiyr .....ocoveicvveeennn. $ 7,488

Right-of-way Utility Officer, $34/hr x 40hrsiwk x 52 wkiyr .............. $70,720
Total Annual Cost $ 123,708

Pubiic Works Project Delivery:

Program Manager, $80/hr x 1 hrs/wk X 52 wkiyr X2 .oooovviviiiniinnne $ 8,320
Consultant Utility Coordinator, $70/Mr x 7 hrs/wk x 52 wi/yr x 2.....$ 50,960
Total Annual Cost $ 59,280

MONTHLY UTILITY COORDINATION MEETING

Transportation Engineering:

Civil Engineer Manager, $75/hr x 0.3 hrsiwk x 52 wkiyr ... $ 1,170
Consultant Utility Coordinator, $70/hr x 0.1 hrs/wk x 52 wk/yr x 20..$ 7,28
Total Annual Cost $ 8,450

Traffic Engineering Division:

Project Manager, $77/hr x 0.2 hrs/wk x 82 wkiyr .o, $ 800
Total Annual Cost $ 800

Public Works Project Delivery:

Consultant Utility Coordinator, $70/hr x 0.1 hrsfwk x 52 wkfyrx 2..§__ 728
Total Annual Cost $ 728

PROJECT INFORMATION DISTRIBUTION

Transportation Engineering:

Civil Engineer Manager, $75/hr x 0.1 hrsfwk x 52 wkiyr .................. $ 390
Administrative Support Specialist, $31/hr x 1 hrs/wk x 52 wkfyr ...... $18612
Plan reproduction and delivery (1300 sht/proj x $1.2 x 4 proj}......... $ 6.240

Total Annual Cost $ 8,242

Review of Utility Relocation Plans

Transportation Engineering:

Civil Engineer Manager, $75/hr x 1 hrsfwk x 52 wkiyr ..o, $ 3,800
Public Works Manager, $53/hr x 1 hrs/wk X 52 Wkiyr ......occovvenino. $ 2,756
Consultant Utility Coordinator, $70/hr x 1 hrs/wk x 52 wkiyr x 4...... $14.5690
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Total Annual Cost $21,216
Traffic Engineering:

Senior Civil Engineer Assistant, $58/hr x 1.5 hrs/wk x 52 wkiyr ...... $4524
Total Annual Cost $ 4,524

Field Engineering

Senior Civil Engineer Assistant, $58/yr x 1.5 hrsfwk x 52 wifyr ....... 34,524
Total Annual Cost 54,524

MAPPING OF UTILITY INFORMATION (CIP)

Transportation Engineering Division:

Public Works Manager, $53/hr x 2 hrsiwk x 52 wkiyr ................... $ 5512
Consuitant CADD Operator, $45,000/project x 4 projectfyr.......... $180.000
Total Annual Cost $ 185,512

BRIDGE INSPECTION

Transportation Engineering Division:

Civil Engineer Manager, $80/hr x 2 hrs/wk x 10 wkiyr ..................... 3 1.600
Total Annual Cost $ 1,600
LEGAL SERVICES

County Attorney’s Office:

L.egal Services Operating Budget Transportation, $406,558x10% $ 40,656
Total Annual Cost $ 40,656
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TABLE 1D. RIGHT-OF-WAY COST RECOVERY ANNUAL FEE

Utility Company Linear Feet | Percentage | Fee Amount
AJO IMPROVEMENT COMPANY 154,260 0,3544%) § 2.979.54
ANWAY MANVILLE LLC 20,485 0.0471%} § 305.67
ARIVACA TOWNSITE COOPERATIVE WATER CO. 7,800 0.0179%]| § 160.66
ARIZONA WATER COMPANY 1,118,749 2. 5704%] § 21,608.72
AVRA WATER CO-OF INC, 424 661 0.9688%| § 8,144.41
COMMUNITY WATER COMPANY OF GREEN VALLEY 779,410 1.7507%] § 16,054.36
DIARLO VILLAGE WATER CO. 83,246 0.1913%) 3 1,607.90
EMPIRITA WATER COMPANY, LL.C. 2,000 0.0046%! § 38.63
FRANCESCA WATER CO. 4,050 0.0114%] § 85,61
GREEN VALLEY DOMESTIC WATER IMPROVEMENT _
DISTRICT 48,178 0.1107%| $ 930,57
LA CASITA WATER CO. INC. 5157 0.0119%! 3 99.80
LAGO DEL ORQ WATER €O 476,896 0.9808%) § 8,245 53
LAZY C WATER SERVICE 50,458 D.1159%| 3 974,60
LOS CERROS WATER CO. INC. 82,296 0.1891% § 1,569.55
LYN LEE WATER CO. 32,804 0.0756%: $ £35.35
MARANA DOMESTIC WATER IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT 138,263 0.3177%| & 2.670.57
MIRARELL WATER €O, INC. 12,942 0.0297% § 249.98
MT. LEMMON DOMESTIC WATER IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT 39 864 0.0016%] § 769.98
QUAIL CREEE WATER 0. INC. 45 516 0.2195%)| $ 1,844.90
RANCHO DEL CONEIG COMMUNITY WATER CO-OP INC. 51,332 0.1179%] $ 991.48
RAY WATER CO. 103,259 0.2572%| 8 1,994.45
REDROCK UTILITIES 61,400 0.1411%] § 1,185.95
RINCON CREEK WATER €O, 3,200 0.0051%] § 4249
RINCON RANCH ESTATES WATER CO., INC. 62,751 0.1442%] 3 1,212.04
RINCON WATER CO. 83,410 0.1916%| $ 1.611.07
SAGUARO WATER COMPANY 179.725 0.4129%1 3 3.471.4D
SAHUARITA WATER COMPANY 278,979 0.6470%] $ 5,388.50
SANDARIO WATER €0, INC. 58,081 0.1334%] 3 1,129.45
$PANISH TRAT. WATER COMPANY 62 580 0.1438%] § 1,208.74
THIM UTILITY CO. 20,340 0.0457%] § 392,87
THIM WATER CORP. 56,555 0.1209%] § 1,002.36
VIVA DEVELOPMENT CORP. 2,000 0,0046%] § 38,83
WHY UTILITY CO. 31,522 0.0724%] § EG8.85
JANICE E & LAWRENCE WORDEN 6.830 0.0157%| § 131.82
TOWN OF MARANA/MARANA WATER 81,288 0.1868%| § 1,570.08

U'\Right-of-way Ordinance\ROWCOSTRECOVERYANNUALFEE PUBLIC UTILITIES ONLY.021900..xls



TABLE 1D. RIGHT-OF-WAY COST RECOVERY ANNUAL FEE

Utility Company Linear Feet | Percentage | Fee Amount

EL PASC NATURAL GAS CO. 500,000 1.1488%! § 9657.54
FARMERS WATER CO. 238 362 0.5476%| 3 4,603.98
SOUTHWEST TRANSMISSION COUPERATIVE, INC. 500,000 1.1488%] § 9.657.54
COOPERATIVE INC. 2,000 0.0046%] § 28.63
TRICO ELECTRIC COOPERATIVE BNC, 3,604,656 8.2818%| § 69,624.18
TUCSON ELECTRIC POWER CO. 7 487 040 17.2017%] 8 144,612.70
ARIZONA PUBLIC SERVICE 399,696 0.9183%] § 7.720.16
FLOWING WELLS IRRIGATION DISTRICT 224,453 0.5157%| § 4,335.53
METRO WATER IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT 1,432,834 3.2020%) $ 27,675.29
ORO VALLEY WATER UTILITY 2.000 0.0046%] $ 38.63
SFPP LIMITED PARTNERSHIP 500,000 1.1486%! $ $,657.54
SOUTHWEST GAS 11,348,304 JE0731%i 8 218,163.29
SULPHUR SPRINGS VALLEY ELECTRIC CO-OP INC 104,544 0.2402%] § 2.013.27
DATELAND WATER COMPANY 7,814 0.0180%] $ 150.93
VAIL WATER COMPANY 845 706 1.4837%! 3 12,473,549
MIDVALE TELEPHONE EXCHANGE INC. 52,800 0.1213%] $ 1,018.84
QWEST 10,864,856 24.9819%|$  200,851.50
TABLE TOP TELEPHONE CO.INC 292,512 0,6721%/ § 5 549.89
CORTARO MARANA IRRIGATION DISTRICT 390,152 0.8965%] § 7.536.59
QUINTAS SERENAS WATER COMPANY 20,000 5.0460%| § 386,30
COMCAST 20,000 0.0460%| § 386.30
Cox 20,000 0.0460%) § 386,30
MEDIACOM 20,000 0.0460%| $ 386,30
NEXTG 20,060 0.0450%] § 386.30
SPRINT/NEXTEL 20,060 0,0460%] $ 386.30
TIME WARNER 26,000 0.0450%| § 386.30
VALLEY TELEPHONE 20,000 0.0460% $ 386.30
VERIZON 20,000 0.0460% & 386.30
AT&T 20,000 0.0460%| 8 386.30
EC 20,000 0.0460%] $ 386.30
LEVEL 3 COMMUNICATIONS 20,000 0.0480%/ § 386.30
WILLIAMS COMMUNICATION 20,000 0.0460%] $ 386.30
TOTAL 43,524,926 100.0000% | $  840,587.00
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