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BOARD MEETING 

MARCH 15, 2023 

9:00 A.M. 

MT. OLYMPUS IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT 

3932 SOUTH 500 EAST 

SUMMARY 

1. WELCOME AND INTRODUCTIONS 

2. MINUTES OF BOARD WORK MEETING – FEBRUARY 8, 2023 AND BOARD 

MEETING FEBRUARY 15, 2023 

3. FINANCIAL INFORMATION 

A. REVIEW MT. OLYMPUS PAYABLES AND DISBURSEMENTS 

B. REVIEW CENTRAL VALLEY INVOICE 

C. REVIEW FINANCIAL REPORT 

4. CENTRAL VALLEY REPORT – GILES DEMKE 

 A. ENTITY MANAGERS MEETING REPORT 

B. CENTRAL VALLEY 2022 AUDIT REPORT 

5. DISCUSSION AND APPROVAL TO CHANGE THE AUGUST BOARD MEETING 

FROM AUGUST 16TH TO AUGUST 23RD 

6. UPDATE ON ELECTION 

7. LEGISLATIVE UPDATE 

8. DISCUSSION AND APPROVAL OF THE AMENDED AGREEMENT WITH 

HOLLADAY HILLS 

9. POSSIBLE CLOSED SESSION TO DISCUSS THE CHARACTER, PROFESSIONAL 

COMPETENCE, OR PHYSICAL OR MENTAL HEALTH OF INDIVIDUAL 

10. MANAGER’S REPORT 

A. PERSONNEL REVIEW 

B. OPERATIONS REPORT 

 1. UPDATE ON DISTRICT LINING PROJECTS 

C. CONFERENCES UPDATE 

 1. WEF UTILITY MANAGEMENT  

 2. WEAU  

 3. UGFOA 

 4. WEFTEC 

11. INFORMATION ITEMS (NO ACTION REQUIRED) 

A. DISTRICT ACTIVITY REPORTS 

B. CENTRAL VALLEY FLOW & LOAD REPORT 

C. UTAH PUBLIC TREASURER’S POOL YIELD 

PRESENT:  AMI NEFF, BOARD CHAIR 

   GILES DEMKE, TRUSTEE 

   C. KIM BLAIR, TRUSTEE  

   KERRY EPPICH, GENERAL MANAGER 

   STEPHEN ROHWER, ASSISTANT GM/CFO 

   DEAN AYALA, DISTRICT ENGINEER 

   TAMMY GONZALES, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY/DISTRICT CLERK 

PRESIDING:  BOARD CHAIR, AMI NEFF 
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1. WELCOME AND INTRODUCTIONS 

 Welcome and introductions were done.  There were no members of the public in attendance.   

 

2. MINUTES OF BOARD WORK MEETING – FEBRUARY 8, 2023 AND BOARD 

MEETING FEBRUARY 15, 2023 

Motion to approve the February 8, 2023 Board Work Meeting minutes and the February 15, 

2023 Board Meeting minutes, with noted changes, was made by Trustee Giles Demke and 

seconded by Trustee C. Kim Blair.  The motion was approved by unanimous vote.   

Votes: Giles Demke – yes 

C. Kim Blair – yes 

Ami Neff  – yes 

 

3. FINANCIAL INFORMATION 

A. REVIEW MT. OLYMPUS PAYABLES AND DISBURSEMENTS 

After review and discussion, motion to approve the Mt. Olympus Payables and Disbursements 

was made by Trustee Giles Demke and seconded by Trustee C. Kim Blair.  The motion was 

approved by unanimous vote. 

Votes: Giles Demke – yes 

C. Kim Blair – yes 

Ami Neff  – yes 

B. REVIEW CENTRAL VALLEY INVOICE 

After review and discussion, motion to approve the Central Valley Invoice was made by 

Trustee Giles Demke and seconded by Trustee C. Kim Blair.  The motion was approved by 

unanimous vote. 

Votes: Giles Demke – yes 

C. Kim Blair – yes 

Ami Neff  – yes 

C. REVIEW FINANCIAL REPORT 

After review and discussion, the Financial Report was accepted for filing by Board Members.   

 

4. CENTRAL VALLEY REPORT – GILES DEMKE 

 The following topics were discussed at the last Central Valley Board meeting: 

• General Manager Comments –  

 Strategy Meeting – There was a strategy meeting scheduled for last month but did not 

happen due to the weather. It is now scheduled for March 22, 2023 at 2:00 p.m. before 

the regular Board meeting.  They had their regular Board meeting online. 
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4. CENTRAL VALLEY REPORT – GILES DEMKE (CONTINUED) 
 

• General Manager Comments –  

 Biosolids – Randy Marriott who runs Western Basin Land and Livestock passed away 

a week before their Board meeting.  He owns the biosolids disposal site that Central 

Valley uses to dispose of their biosolids.  His sons took over the business and at this 

time Phil indicated that there should not be any changes in operations. 

 Water Quality Board – Phil indicated he applied to be appointed to the Water Quality 

Board.   

 Grant Programs – They met with representative Chris Stewart about applying for the 

Community Funding Grant Program.  They initially had two weeks to apply for the 

grant but that changed and now the deadline is tomorrow.  They asked that each entity 

manager send in a letter of support.  They are applying for two different grants; one is 

for the digester rehab project and the other is for the biosolids project. 

 Community Garden Plots – Central Valley has 63 community garden plots that are 

being used by 28 families for their garden, and it is going well.  They produced about 

$21,500 worth of produce out of these gardens.  Since this program is going so well, 

they plan to continue with these garden plots.   

• Capital Projects – A Powerpoint presentation was given showing the progress and status 

of each project.  Trustee Demke then went into detail on each project. 

 Blower Building Project  BNR Basins Project 

 Side-Stream Phosphorus Removal Project  Side-Stream Nitrogen Removal Project 

 Thickening and Straining Design Project  

• Action Items –  

 Biosolids Silo Contract – They sent out to bid for the biosolids forged silos. They sent 

it out to three bidders and only one responded.  Schwing Bioset who came in with a 

bid of $2,843,772 and they chose to go with carbon steel as opposed to stainless steel.  

Motion was approved for that amount pending some contract negotiations.  

 Change Order – They approved a change order for Archer Western contract regarding 

the thickening and straining building.  If you recall, they started excavating and found 

the foundation for an old SLCSSD1 plant building.  The change order to remove this 

came in at a cost of $331,526 and a thirty-day extension to the contract. 

• Closed Session to Discuss Lease of Real Property – They had a closed session to discuss 

Lease of Real Property.  

• Farm Training Grant and Quit Claim Deed – They approved a roadway easement and a 

quit claim deed to Farm Training for a portion of land that Central Valley owns in Fairfield, 

Utah. 

 

A. ENTITY MANAGERS MEETING REPORT 
 

Manager Eppich stated that Trustee Giles covered most of what was discussed in the managers’ 

meeting. 
 

• Fairfield Property – They still do not have any agreement with Lantis. What they would 

like Lantis to do is to build a road and fence it. 
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5. DISCUSSION AND APPROVAL TO CHANGE THE AUGUST BOARD MEETING 

FROM AUGUST 16TH TO AUGUST 23rd  

After review and discussion, motion to approve changing the August board meeting from 

August 16th to August 22nd to accommodate schedules was made by Trustee Giles Demke and 

seconded by Trustee C. Kim Blair.  The motion was approved by unanimous vote. 

Votes: Giles Demke – yes 

C. Kim Blair – yes  

Ami Neff  – yes 

 

6. UPDATE ON ELECTION 

Provided to the Board was a copy of the Interlocal Agreement with the County to run our 

election.  Wallace Felsted, District Counsel has reviewed the document and made some 

changes.  This year’s election has an estimated cost of $94,197.  Trustee Blair suggested the 

District try to make this a perpetual contract. 

 

7. LEGISLATIVE UPDATE 

Manager Eppich discussed the following bills: 

• House Bill 21/5th Substitute – Open and Public Meetings Act Amendments – This bill: 1) 

requires a local school board holding an open meeting to allow a reasonable opportunity 

for the public to provide verbal comments at the meeting, subject to certain exceptions; 2) 

requires a local school board to adopt a written policy allowing public comment in a public 

meeting; and 3) permits a public body of a local district or special service district to 

convene and conduct an electronic meeting in certain circumstances.  At this time, this bill 

does not affect us, but it may in the future. 

• House Bill 22/2nd Substitute – Local District Amendments – This bill: 1) replaces the term 

“local district” with the term “special district” throughout certain titles of the Utah Code; 

and 2) under certain circumstances, provides for replacement of a board of trustees of a 

nonfunctioning improvement district.  This bill along with HB 77 will move us back to 

what we were called ten years ago.  This is nothing more than a name change. 

• House Bill 77/2nd Substitute – Local District Revisions – This bill: 1) replaces the term 

“local district” with the term “special district” throughout the Utah Code; and 2) makes 

technical changes. 

• House Bill 131/Vaccine Passport Prohibition – this bill: 1) defines terms; 2) makes it 

unlawful for a place of public accommodation to discriminate against an individual based 

on the individual’s immunity status; 3) with certain exceptions, prohibits a governmental 

entity from requiring proof of immunity status; 4) with certain exceptions, makes it 

unlawful discrimination for an employer to require proof of immunity status; and 5) 

prohibits a governmental entity or employer from requiring an individual to receive a 

vaccine.  We are exempt from most of this bill. 
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7. LEGISLATIVE UPDATE (CONTINUED) 
 

• House Bill 343/1st Substitute – Government Records Modifications  – this bill: 1) defines 

terms; 2) permits the Division of Archives and Records Service to require a background 

check of employees and volunteers who have direct access to vulnerable records; 3) 

modifies the duties of a records officer; 4) grants rulemaking authority to the state archivist, 

the executive director of the Department of Government Operations, and other departments 

in relation to government records and the provisions of the bill; 5) requires executive 

branch agencies to: a) make and maintain an inventory of records that contain personal 

identifying information; and b) prepare and maintain a privacy annotation for each records 

series collected, maintained, or used by the executive branch agency that discloses whether 

the record series contains personal identifying information, describes the type of personal 

identifying information contained in the record series, and provides other information 

regarding the personal identifying information contained in the record series; 6) requires 

the executive director of the Department of Government Operations to make rules for 

identifying personal identifying information, inventorying the information, and reporting 

regarding the information; 7) modifies individual rights with respect to records that may 

be classified as private or controlled or that may contain personal identifying information; 

8) changes the title of the “government operations privacy officer” to the “chief privacy 

officer”; and 9) makes technical and conforming changes.  We will have to get more 

information to determine what is a vulnerable record. 

• House Bill 370/4th Substitute – Utility Infrastructure Amendments – this bill: 1) defines 

terms; 2) removes interruption or impairment of critical infrastructure from the crime of 

criminal mischief; 3) makes it a criminal offense to destroy, damage, or tamper with a 

critical infrastructure facility; 4) makes it a criminal offense to impersonate a critical 

infrastructure facility officer or employee; and 5) makes technical and conforming changes. 

• Senate Bill 43/3rd Substitute – Public Notice Requirements – This bill: 1) defines terms; 

2) creates classifications for types of public notices where each classification requires 

notice to be provided in specific ways; 3) amends public notice provisions to implement 

the new classification system; and 4) makes technical and conforming changes. We will 

have to research this to make sure that we notice properly with this change. 

• Senate Bill 127/1st Substitute – Cybersecurity Amendments – This bill: 1) amends the 

disclosure requirement for system security breaches; 2) requires the Division of 

Technology Services to report certain information regarding consolidation of networks 

used by governmental entities; 3) creates the Utah Cyber Center and defines the center’s 

duties; 4) requires governmental entities in the state to report a breach of system security 

to the Utah Cyber Center; and 5) requires governmental websites to use authorized top 

level domain by January 1, 2025.  This bill passed and will take effect in 2025.  We feel 

that this is a bad bill and hope to possibly fix it next year. 
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8. DISCUSSION AND APPROVAL OF THE AMENDED AGREEMENT WITH 

HOLLADAY HILLS 

 We finally received the amended Agreement back.  After review and discussion, it was decided 

that changes need to be made to the document that shows the flows at the demarcation points.  

Also, some wording changes showing who has calibration responsibility, rights of inspection 

and so forth.  Elaborate what requirements need to be met with regards to technical 

specifications of the flow limits and what are prohibited discharges.  Manager Eppich will 

work on the document and bring back an updated Agreement.   

 

9. POSSIBLE CLOSED SESSION TO DISCUSS THE CHARACTER, PROFESSIONAL 

COMPETENCE, OR PHYSICAL OR MENTAL HEALTH OF INDIVIDUAL 

 

No closed session was necessary. 

 

10. MANAGER’S REPORT 

 A. PERSONNEL REVIEW 

 The following employees will reach their anniversary date in April: 

 Misty Burke’s anniversary was on February 24th.  She has been with the District for 1 

year. 

Mike Cox’ anniversary is April 6th.  He will have been with the District for 25 years.  

 Lance Titmus anniversary is on April 23rd.  He will have been with the District for 5 

years. 

Vincent Willis' anniversary is on April 30th.  He will have been with the District for 11 

years. 

 Kevin Thomas' anniversary is on April 30th.  He will have been with the District for 11 

years. 

 B. OPERATIONS REPORT 

 1. UDPATE ON DISTRICT LINING PROJECTS  

Engineer Ayala is finishing the paperwork to send to PEC to get the project started.   

 C. CONFERENCES UPDATE 

 1. WEF UTILITY MANAGEMENT  

The WEF Utility Management conference will be held March 28 – 31, 2023 in 

Sacramento, CA.  Hotel reservations and conference registrations have been made.  

Those attending the conference are Manager Eppich, and Assistant GM, Rohwer.  
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10. MANAGER’S REPORT (CONTINUTED) 

 C. CONFERENCES UPDATE (CONTINUED) 

 2. WEAU  

The WEAU conference will be held April 24 – 28, 2023 in St. George, Utah.  Hotel 

reservations and conference registrations have been made.  Those attending the 

conference are Manager Eppich, Engineer Ayala, Lines Superintendent Todd Perry, and 

Trustees Giles Demke and Ami Neff.  Lines Department, Vincent Willis and Kevin 

Thomas will be in the Operations Challenge.  Manager Eppich, Engineer Ayala, Lines 

Superintendent Todd Perry, and Trustee Demke will attend the Preconference Workshop.  

 3. UGFOA 

Manager Eppich and Controller Rohwer are scheduled to attend the UGFOA conference 

in St. George, Utah on April 12 – 15, 2023.  All arrangements have been made.   

 4. WEFTEC  

The WEFTEC Conference will be held September 30 – October 4, 2023 in Chicago, IL. 

Conference registrations and hotel reservations should be available sometime in early 

April.  Those considering attending the conference are Manager Eppich, and Trustee 

Giles Demke.  

 

Assistant GM Rohwer added that there is a conference for the Association of Public 

Treasurers.  He is a member and will attend this conference in August. 

 

11. INFORMATION ITEMS (NO ACTION REQUIRED) 

A. DISTRICT ACTIVITY REPORTS 

Copies of the District’s activity reports were provided for Board review.   

 B. CENTRAL VALLEY FLOW & LOAD REPORT 

 A copy of the January 2023 Central Valley Flow & Load Report was provided for Board 

review.  Manager Eppich stated that a couple of days before the report we were at 19.92 MGD 

with no issues to report. 

 C. UTAH PUBLIC TREASURER’S POOL YIELD 

The Utah Public Treasurer’s Pool Yield for February 2023 was 4.600%. 

 

With no further business to come before the Board, motion to adjourn was made by Trustee Giles 

Demke and seconded by Trustee C. Kim Blair.  The motion was approved by unanimous vote. 

Votes: Giles Demke – yes 

C. Kim Blair – yes  

Ami Neff  – yes 
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The meeting was adjourned at 10:30 a.m. 

 

 

 

______________________________ 

Ami Neff, Board Chair 













          

Central Valley Billing Highlights 

Period of March 2023 

 

• CVWRF invoice to Mt Olympus is for $1,036,305.90 

• For March, CVWRF Capital Spending was $6.7 million compared to the prior month of 

$5.9 million. The approximate breakdown is as follows 

o Blower Building $645k 

o Side-stream Nitrogen $708k 

o BNR $2.9 million 

o Pay-go $524K  

o Side-stream Phosphorus $68k 

o Thickening $1.3 million  

o Dewatering $186k 

• Total O&M expenses less depreciation was $2.4 million 

• Natural Gas budget is at 50% of what was budgeted 

• March had 3 pay periods       

• Monthly Interest Income was $530k for the month.  



































































































































Mt Olympus Improvement District
Financial Summary

• Reserves: $16.5 million 

o Increase of $1.2m from the prior month

• Current Liabilities Increased by $255k 

o unearned sewer fees earned in Mar

o Accrued state withholding tax of 12k

• Operational Revenues are at 20.9% of the Budget.  The cash basis target is 

25% as of March.  

o Tax Revenues: 2% (ok-received in 4th qtr)

o Sewer Revenue Fees: 24.8%

o Engineering Fees:  138.4%

o Inspection Fees: 28.8%

o Nose on Fees: 54.8% 

o Late Fee interest and Certification Fee Revenue: 25.2%

o Misc. Revenues: 17.1%  

• Operational expenses are at 18.4% of the Budget.  The cash basis target is 

25% for March

o Lines Department: 15.8%.  

o IT Dept:  22.9

o CVWRF: 15.5%,

o Admin Dept: 19.7%

o Eng. Dept:  22.1%

• Currently down 1 FTE

Period Ending March 2023

Reserve Name

Current 

Balance

Reserve 

Policy

(Under) / Over  

Funded %

Operating Reserve  (365 days) 6,131,641.52$     12,595,517.00$ (6,463,875)$       49%

Capacity Fee Reserve 1,153,193.82$     1,153,193.82$   -$                 100%

MOID Capital Reserve (3yr) 5,760,533.99$     7,980,000.00$   (2,219,466)$       72%

CVWRF Capital Reserve (3yr) 3,584,901.47$     3,747,527.00$   (162,626)$         96%

Self-Funded Insurance Reserve -$                  -$                -$                 0%
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Municipal Wastewater Planning Program (MWPP)
Annual Report

for the year ending 2022 
MT. OLYMPUS IMP. DIST.

Below is a summary of your
responses

Download PDF

Thank you for filling out the reqested information. Please let DWQ know
when it is approved by the Council.

Please download a copy of your form by clicking "Download
PDF" below.

SUBMIT BY APRIL 15, 2023

Are you the person responsible for completing this report for your
organization? 

This is the current information recorded for your facility:
  

Facility Name: MT. OLYMPUS IMP. DIST.

Contact - First Name: Kerry

Contact - Last Name: Eppich

Contact - Title General Manager

Contact - Phone: 801-262-2904 

Yes
No



Contact - Phone: 801-262-2904 

Contact - Email: kseppich@mtoid.org

 
Is this information above complete and correct?

Your wastewater system is described as Collection & Financial:  
 
Classification: COLLECTION
Grade: IV
 

(if applicable)
Classification:  -
Grade: -
 
Is this correct?
WARNING: If you select 'no', you will no longer have access to this form upon
clicking Save & Continue. DWQ will update the information and contact you
again.

Click on a link below to view a previous year's examples of sections in the
survey:
(Your wastewater system is described as Collection & Financial)

MWPP Collection System.pdf
MWPP Discharging Lagoon.pdf
MWPP Financial Evaluation.pdf
MWPP Mechanical Plant.pdf
MWPP Non-Discharging Lagoon.pdf

Will multiple people be required to fill out this form?

Yes
No

Yes
No

https://utahgov.co1.qualtrics.com/WRQualtricsControlPanel_rel/File.php?F=F_1XmbE8y5uAqxoPj
https://utahgov.co1.qualtrics.com/WRQualtricsControlPanel_rel/File.php?F=F_3wN0PTZU8A7RtSl
https://utahgov.co1.qualtrics.com/WRQualtricsControlPanel_rel/File.php?F=F_4G8uTausmY2oxoN
https://utahgov.co1.qualtrics.com/WRQualtricsControlPanel_rel/File.php?F=F_9NfifvDx3UiBzxz
https://utahgov.co1.qualtrics.com/WRQualtricsControlPanel_rel/File.php?F=F_3Fay9YXH3dE9w2h


Will multiple people be required to fill out this form?

Please update the information for the person in charge of filling out each
section. 

Click 'Yes' to send an email to each responsible person with the notes
you've included (if any) with a link to the forms and to receive updates

Financial Evaluation Section

Form completed by:

Part I: GENERAL QUESTIONS

Yes
No

Email Name Notes  

ex. john@email.com
(first and

last)
These notes will be sent in the

invite email

Financial Evaluation rohwers@mtoid.org
Stephen
Rohwer

[notes, if any apply, should be
entered here]

 

Collection System todd@mtoid.org Todd Perry  

Review, sign and submit kseppich@mtoid.org Kerry Eppich  

Yes, send the link to this form for the next person to fill
out.

Continue filling out the form myself and send the link to others
later.

Stephen Rohwer

Yes No



 

What was the annual average User Charge 16 for 2022?

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

Part II: OPERATING REVENUES AND RESERVES

2022 Revenue from these taxes =

 

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

Yes No

Yes No

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

Are Debt Service Reserve Fund6 requirements
being met?

252.00

Yes

No

Yes No

Are property taxes or other assessments
applied to the sewer systems15?

3,149,170.22



Part III: CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS REVENUES AND
RESERVES

Part IV: FISCAL SUSTAINABILITY REVIEW

Yes No

Are sewer revenues14 sufficient to cover
operations & maintenance costs9, and repair &
replacement costs12 (OM&R) at this time?

Are projected sewer revenues sufficient to cover
OM&R costs for the next five years?

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

Has a repair and replacement sinking fund13

been established for the sewer system?

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

Yes No

Yes No

Are sewer revenues sufficient to cover all costs
of current capital improvements3 projects?

Has a Capital Improvements Reserve Fund4

been established to provide for anticipated
capital improvement projects?

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

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

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

Yes No



2022 Impact Fee (if not a flat fee, use average of all collected fees) =

 

 

Describe the Asset Management System (check all that apply)

Yes No

Have you completed a Rate Study11 within the
last five years?

Do you charge Impact fees8?

Yes No

758.00

Yes No

Have you completed an Impact Fee Study in
accordance with UCA 11-36a-3 within the last
five years?

Do you maintain a Plan of
Operations10?

Have you updated your Capital Facility Plan2

within the last five years?

Yes No

Do you use an Asset Management1 system for
your sewer systems?

Spreadsheet
GIS
Accounting Software

Specialized Software

Other



 

2022 Replacement Cost = 

 

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

Part V: PROJECTED CAPITAL INVESTMENT COSTS

Cost of projected capital improvements 

Other

Yes No

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

34,542,965

Yes No

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

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

2.9

Cost Purpose of Improvements  

Please enter a valid
numerical value

Replace/Restore
New

Technology
Increase
Capacity



This is the end of the Financial questions

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

This is the end of the Financial section. What would you like to do next?

Collections System Section

Form completed by:
May Receive Continuing Education /units (CEUs)

Part I: SYSTEM DESCRIPTION

numerical value Technology Capacity

2023 5,156,527  

2023 thru 2027 27,949,560  

2028 thru 2032 14,578,300  

2033 thru 2037 11,772,640  

2038 thru 2042 14,935,000  

Cost Purpose of Improvements  

Please enter a valid
numerical value

Replace/Restore
New

Technology
Increase
Capacity

  Yes

This entire section is complete. Send the link to the next person in charge.
(Once you Save & Continue, you will no longer be able to use the same link to
view/edit your responses).
I will continue to fill out/review the next section myself.

Todd Perry



What is the largest diameter pipe in the collection system (diameter in
inches)?

What is the average depth of the collection system (in feet)?

What is the total length of sewer pipe in the system (length in miles)?

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

What is the largest capacity lift/pump station in the collection system
(design capacity in gallons per minute)?

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

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

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

42

7.5

358

1

1150

Yes

No

1950



constructed, replaced or renewed? (If more than one, cite the oldest)

PART II: DISCHARGES

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

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

The Utah Sewer Management Program defines two classes of sanitary sewer
overflows (SSOs):    
 
Class 1- a Significant SSO means a SSO or backup that is not caused by a
private lateral obstruction or problem that: 

(a) affects more than five private structures;
(b) affects one or more public, commercial or industrial structure(s);
(c) may result in a public health risk to the general public;
(d) has a spill volume that exceeds 5,000 gallons, excluding those in
single private structures; or
(e) discharges to Waters of the state.      

Class 2 - a Non-Significant SSO means a SSO or backup that is not caused
by a private lateral obstruction or problem that does not meet the Class 1
SSO criteria. 

Below include the number of SSOs that occurred in year: 2022  

1978

0

0

Number



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

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

Part III: NEW DEVELOPMENT

Did an industry or other development enter the community or expand
production in the past two years, such that flow or wastewater loadings to
the sewerage system increased  by  10% or more?

Are new developments (industrial, commercial, or residential) anticipated
in the next 2 - 3 years that will increase flow or BOD5 loadings to the
sewerage system by 25% or more?

Number of new commercial/industrial connections in the last year

Number

Number of Class 1 SSOs in Calendar
year 1

Number of Class 2 SSOs in Calendar
year 2

Number

Directional Driller and pot holing caused all backups

NO

Yes

No

Yes

No

-3



Number of new residential sewer connections added in the last year

Equivalent residential connections7 served 

Part IV: OPERATOR CERTIFICATION

How many collection system operators do you employ? 

Approximate population served

State of Utah Administrative Rules requires all public system operators
considered to be in Direct Responsible Charge (DRC) to be appropriately
certified at least at the Facility's Grade.

List the designated Chief Operator/DRC for the Collection System below:

List all other Collection System operators with DRC responsibilities in the

-3

7

57,374

14

103,500

Name Grade Email  

First and Last Name Please enter full email address

Chief Operator/DRC Todd Perry IV todd@mtoid.org  



List all other Collection System operators with DRC responsibilities in the
field, by certification grade, separate names by commas:

List all other Collection System operators by certification grade, separate
names by commas:

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

Part V: FACILITY MAINTENANCE

Name  

separate by comma

SLS17 Grade I:  

Collection
Grade I:

 

Collection
Grade II:

 

Collection
Grade III:

 

Collection
Grade IV:

Cody Sommerville, Paul Silcox, Zackery Stevens, Steven Mihlfeith, Michael Cox, Jeff Edgington,
Kevin Cleverly, Neal Stoddard, Vincent Willis, Kevin Thomas, Troy Brereton, Lance Titmus

 

Name  

separate by comma

SLS17 Grade I:  

Collection Grade I:  

Collection Grade II:  

Collection Grade III:  

Collection Grade IV:  

No Current Collection Certification: Jayden Larsen  

Yes
No



Part V: FACILITY MAINTENANCE

Part VI: SSMP EVALUATION

Date of Public Notice

Yes No

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

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

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

Do you have a written safety plan for sewer
systems?

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

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

Yes No

Has your system completed a Sewer System
Management Plan (SSMP)?

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

Has the completed SSMP been public
noticed?

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



Date of Public Notice

During 2022, was any part of the SSMP audited as part of the five year
audit?

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

Part VII: NARRATIVE EVALUATION
 

This section should be completed with the system operators.

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

What sewerage system capital improvements3 does the utility need to
implement in the next 10 years?

What sewerage system problems, other than plugging, have you had over

09/24/2014

Yes

No

Yes
No

The sewer system is in fair to good condition. The one lift station was replaced in
2015 and will have a pump upgrade in 2023.

The district is budgeting upwards of $15 million over the next ten years to reline
parts of the system, rehabilitate manholes, I&I reduction. The district will also study
and plan to install a parallel line for redundancy for one of the districts main trunk
lines under I15 and the railroad tracks to the sewer treatment plant.



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

Is your utility currently preparing or updating its capital facilities plan2?

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

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

 Any additional comments? 

This is the end of the Collections System questions

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

Damage to the lines by directional drilling, boring and individuals not following
district rules and regulations. Also, road construction projects damaging the
system and not following district rules and regulations.

Yes

No

100% Covered
Partially cover

Does not pay

Yes
No

As relating to the TV inspection question, the district inspects over 90% of the
system every 5 years. The exception is the trunk lines that have to be contracted to
evaluate. These lines will be inspected on a rotating basis starting in 2023.



This is the end of the Collection System section, what would you like to do
next?

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

Has this been adopted by the council? If no, what date will it be presented
to the council?

What date will it be presented to the council?
Date format ex. mm/dd/yyyy

Please log in.

  Yes

This entire section is complete. Send the link to the next person in charge.
(Once you Save & Continue, you will no longer be able to use the same link to
view/edit your responses).
I will continue to fill out/review the next section myself.

×
clear

Yes

No

04/19/2023



NOTE: This questionnaire has been compiled for your benefit to assist you in evaluating the technical and financial
needs of your wastewater systems.  Completion of the collection section meets the annual reporting requirement for
the USMP.  If you received financial assistance from the Water Quality Board, annual submittal of this report is a
condition of that assistance.  Please answer questions as accurately as possible to give you the best evaluation of
your facility.  If you need assistance, please send an email to wqinfodata@utah.gov and we will contact you as soon
as possible. You may also visit our Frequently Asked Questions page.

Powered by Qualtrics A

Email

PIN

https://documents.deq.utah.gov/water-quality/engineering/DWQ-2020-001806.pdf
https://www.qualtrics.com/powered-by-qualtrics/?utm_source=internal%252Binitiatives&utm_medium=survey%252Bpowered%252Bby%252Bqualtrics&utm_content=utahgov&utm_survey_id=SV_0P01zkLj3nV0l25
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2023 Sewer Rate Survey 
 
 
This rate study was undertaken to help management of sewer systems understand how their 

rates compare with other en88es.  During the past ten years, sewer rates in Utah have 

increased an average of 50% based on this and prior studies.  During this same 8me infla8on 

using the Consumer Price Index was about 30% indica8ng that sewer rate increases are due to 

more than just infla8on.   

 

Rates Vola*lity 

Factors affec8ng sewer rate increases include aging infrastructure and needs for replacement, 

increasing regulatory requirements including a requirement that all discharges reach an effluent 

standard of 1 mg/L for phosphorus, and changes/growth in popula8on including the impacts of 

popula8on densifica8on.  Other, more localized factors are also impac8ng rates.  In addi8on to 

the increased costs that have thus far occurred, many en88es are in the midst of major 

construc8on or upgrades and others are using asset management programs to determine 

replacement impacts on rates.  As such, several have planned increases in rates that will occur 

in the near future.  An example is a proposed increase table shown below from one en88es rate 

study: 

 
 

As can be seen, these increases will probably con8nue to outpace infla8on and con8nue to take 

a larger bite of the consumers pocketbook.    
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Cost Recovery Variability 

There are mul8ple ways that sewer en88es obtain the needed revenues to successfully 

complete their tasks.  Since it follows that commercial and industrial users are billed on a rate 

based on a residen8al equivalent, this discussion on rates will focus on residen8al rates.     Some 

of the recovery methods are discussed below: 

 

Single Rate Recovery:  Some en88es establish a basic rate for the average home 

contribu8on, including flows and organic waste, and then charge this single rate to all 

residen8al units.   

 

Flow-weighted Rate Recovery:  OVen en88es that manage drinking water systems as 

well as the sewer systems billed based on water usage in order to most closely match 

the residen8al unit’s actual contribu8on.  This flow-based rate is usually based on a 

winter water use average.  In some cases, it is the average of four to five months in the 

8me frame from November to April and in other cases it is based on one month, 

typically February.  

 

Property taxes:  Some en88es use property taxes to augment rates in recovering needed 

revenue.  OVen this is done by Districts to stabilize revenues and ensure the best bond 

ra8ngs if, and when bonding is necessary for capital facili8es.  The percent of cost 

recovered through taxing varies significantly from en8ty to en8ty.   

  

As expected, en88es use one or more of these methods to recover the needed revenue.   

 

Rates Comparison Variables 

Because of the different ways rates are constructed, because of the varying family size from 

en8ty to en8ty, because of the age of homes and their water usage including levels of 

conserva8on, and because of tax rates apply to the actual property values, the determina8on of 

how to compare rates is discussed below.    
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Water Usage:  Water usage varies from home to home and en8ty to en8ty based on a 

mul8tude of factors.  These factors include: 

• Number of occupants 

• Age of dwelling unit and installa8on of water conserving fixtures 

• Conserva8on efforts of residents 

• Impact of cost increases on residents 

• Leaks and drips. 

Home water use varies also on how water use is calculated, and the accuracy of 

measurements taken.  Below is a graph showing typical inside water use, stolen from 

someone who a]empted to quan8fy: 

 
Causes of variability could include (1) are clothes washers water conserving, (2) are 

toilets upgraded to low flush units, (3) are showers low flow and have orifices been 

removed, (4) how many people are in the home, and so on.  Using the States Water 

Resources Data website, the following variable water use per capita per day (gpcd) rates 

are given as examples.  These are as best as can be determined based on specific area 

water usage and statewide values for percent of water used for in residen8al vs 

commercial/ins8tu8onal and percent of water used for irriga8on: 
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• Statewide average – 67 gpcd 

• Salt Lake City – 50 gpcd 

• Davis County – 84 gpcd 

This variability is shown, not to say one is be]er than the other, but to demonstrate that 

when comparing rates, it is important to normalize the comparison.   Because of the use 

of winter water averages for sewer rates we looked at several actual water use values 

based on the areas February total water use divided by the number of dwelling units 

divided by the areas average persons per household taken from the Census Quick Facts 

website.  Below are three example calcula8ons: 

• Area 1 – 88 gpcd 

• Area 2 – 47 gpcd 

• Area 3 – 66 gpcd 

As can be seen, significant variability s8ll exists in sewer flows from these three 

residen8al areas.   Finally comparing two households with the same popula8on shows 

this variability can be significant as the chart below shows.   

 
  

All this flow informa8on demonstrates the variability of the rates from loca8on to 

loca8on as well as house to house.  As such, this demonstrates that averages are just 

0
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that, averages and reflect the general tendency of a public u8lity when water use is 

factored into the sewer rate.   

 

Family Size:  Obviously, family size varies substan8ally within service areas.  A sewer rate 

which incorporates water usage would charge a large family more than a single 

individual or couple.  But if a uniform rate is used it means the per capita charges varies 

between neighboring houses.  Again, averages work for general comparison, only.   

 

Tax Rates:  When tax rates are used to supplement revenues, the more valuable the 

property, the more the user pays for their sewer service.   In the sewer rates analysis, 

the evalua8on includes an average property value for the service area of the en8ty.  This 

stabilizes the sewer costs evalua8on but is not the actual costs for most or all users 

within the system.  For comparison, several tax values will be used in the analysis. 

 

Given the variables discussed, the next sec8on will include an analysis of the rates for 

wastewater.   

 

Rates Analysis 

Using the property values for the service area when taxes are assessed, using the statewide 

persons per household from the Census Quick Facts, and using the monthly per household flow 

of 8,000 gallons per month, the following average monthly service charges are calculated: 

Monthly	Service	Charges		
		 MIN	 	$						23.00		
		 AVERAGE	 	$						40.99		
		 MEDIAN	 	$						40.14		
		 MAX	 	$						80.00		

 

If we change the flow to use 3.1 persons per household from the state-wide Census Quick Facts 

and the 67 gpcd the monthly household use would go down to 6,400 gallons.   This info would 

produce the following monthly service charges. 
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Monthly	Service	Charges		
		 MIN	 	$						22.71		
		 AVERAGE	 	$						38.74		
		 MEDIAN	 	$						38.84		
		 MAX	 	$						64.00		

 

If the tax rate revenue remains the same, but we adjust the monthly flow down to a minimum 

flow of 4,000 gallons per household, the monthly service charges would go down to the 

following values. 

Monthly	Service	Charges		
		 MIN	 	$						15.75		
		 AVERAGE	 	$						34.63		
		 MEDIAN	 	$						35.82		
		 MAX	 	$						62.81		

 

Finally, if we change the average dwelling unit value to $620,000 and use 8,000 gallons per 

month, the averages are as follows. 

Monthly	Service	Charges		
		 MIN	 	$						23.00		
		 AVERAGE	 	$						42.28		
		 MEDIAN	 	$						41.50		
		 MAX	 	$						80.00		

 

As a comparison, the Na8onal Associa8on of Clean Water Agencies conducts an annual survey 

of members to assess average charges.  The most recent survey produced is based on 2021 

rates and the average na8onal annual sewer service charge is $551.  On a per month basis the 

average charge is $45.91.  In past comparisons, the State of Utah has been significantly below 

the na8onal averages, but with current changes in rates, Utah is now just barely below the 

na8onal numbers.  

 

The following pages contain a detail report for the actual taxes and 8,000 gallons per month per 

household.  A detailed spreadsheet for all the examples is available.  
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Name	Entity Tax	Rate House	
Value

Annual	
Tax	Rev.	
(55%)

Monthly	
Equ.	Rate User	Charge

Total	
Rate	

Monthly
Central	Davis	Sewer	District 0.000115 						635,000	 40.16									 3.35																	 26.00														 29.35								
Farmington 0.000115 						627,000	 39.66									 3.30																	 28.00														 31.30								
Kaysville 0.000115 						611,000	 38.65									 3.22																	 27.25														 30.47								
Fruit	Heights 0.000115 						667,000	 42.19									 3.52																	 27.00														 30.52								

30.41								

Snyderville	Basin	Water	
Reclamation	District - 																					-			 -														 -																			 51.29														 51.29								

Synderville	Average 51.29								

Magna	Water	Co. 0.0008195 						393,000	 177.13						 14.76														 32.37														 47.13								

Magna	Average 47.13								

South	Davis	Sewer	District 0.000306 						527,000	 88.69									 7.39																	 19.00														 26.39								

South	Davis	Average 26.39								

North	Davis	Sewer	District 0.000468 						550,000	 141.57						 11.80														 21.50														 33.30								
Clearfield 0.000468 						386,000	 99.36									 8.28																	 35.16														 43.44								
Clinton 0.000468 						445,000	 114.54						 9.55																	 26.70														 36.25								
Layton 0.000468 						485,000	 124.84						 10.40														 29.45														 39.85								
Roy 0.000468 						395,000	 101.67						 8.47																	 28.70														 37.17								
Sunset 0.000468 						343,000	 88.29									 7.36																	 29.75														 37.11								
Syracuse 0.000468 						540,000	 139.00						 11.58														 28.56														 40.14								
West	Point 0.000468 						499,000	 128.44						 10.70														 28.20														 38.90								

North	Davis	Average 38.27								

Central	Valley	WRF
Taylorsville-Bennion	
Improvement	District 0.0000415 						450,000	 10.27									 0.86																	 45.77														 46.63								
Granger-Hunter	Improvement	
District 0.0002515 						440,000	 60.86									 5.07																	 39.00														 44.07								
Murray - 						505,000	 -														 -																			 40.53														 40.53								
Kearns	Improvement	District 0.000233 						398,000	 51.00									 4.25																	 37.55														 41.80								

Cottonwood	Improvement	District 0.000119 						681,000	 44.57									 3.71																	 20.00														 23.71								
Mt.	Olympus	Imp.	Dist. 0.000118 						573,000	 37.19									 3.10																	 23.00														 26.10								
South	Salt	Lake - 																					-			 -														 -																			 80.00														 80.00								

Central	Valley	Average 43.26								

South	Valley	WRF
West	Jordan - 																					-			 -														 -																			 39.16														 39.16								

Central	Davis	Average
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Midvalley	Improvement	District 0.000448 						620,000	 152.77						 12.73														 27.90														 40.63								
Midvale - 																					-			 -														 -																			 45.96														 45.96								
Sandy	Suburban	Improvement	
District 0.000448 						600,000	 147.84						 12.32														 15.04														 27.36								
South	Valley	Sewer	District-
includes	parts	of	Draper 0.000199 						595,000	 65.12									 5.43																	 25.00														 30.43								

South	Valley	Average 36.71								
Salt	Lake	City
Salt	Lake	City - 																					-			 -														 -																			 63.10														 63.10								

Salt	Lake	Average 63.10								

Utah	County	Cities
Orem - 																					-			 -														 -																			 32.87														 32.87								
Provo - 																					-			 -														 -																			 65.70														 65.70								
Springville - 																					-			 -														 -																			 35.48														 35.48								
Spanish	Fork - 																					-			 -														 -																			 48.46														 48.46								
Payson - 																					-			 -														 -																			 61.56														 61.56								
Santaquin - 																					-			 -														 -																			 46.67														 46.67								

Utah	County	Cities	Avg 48.46								

Timpanogos	SSD
Highland - 																					-			 -														 -																			 39.92														 39.92								
Alpine - 																					-			 -														 -																			 zz 38.04								
Cedar	Hills - 																					-			 -														 -																			 46.91														 46.91								
American	Fork - 																					-			 -														 -																			 46.75														 46.75								
Lehi - 																					-			 -														 -																			 36.48														 36.48								
Pleasant	Grove - 																					-			 -														 -																			 45.11														 45.11								
Vineyard - 																					-			 -														 -																			 45.25														 45.25								
Eagle	Mountain - 																					-			 -														 -																			 45.75														 45.75								
Saratoga	Springs - 																					-			 -														 -																			 50.08														 50.08								
Utah	County	Side	of	Draper 0.000199 						620,000	 67.86									 5.65																	 21.00														 26.65								

Timpanogos	Average 42.09								

Central	Weber	Sewer	
Improvement	District 0.000482 						620,000	 164.36						 13.70														 27.05														 40.75								
Ogden	City 0.000482 						347,000	 91.99									 7.67																	 35.74 43.41								
South	Ogden	City 0.000482 						398,000	 105.51						 8.79																	 39.69														 48.48								
North	Ogden	City 0.000482 						470,000	 124.60						 10.38														 41.60														 51.98								
Farr	West	City 0.000482 						572,000	 151.64						 12.64														 26.00														 38.64								
Washington	Terrace 0.000482 						361,000	 95.70									 7.98																	 39.81														 47.79								
South	Weber	City 0.000482 						548,000	 145.27						 12.11														 34.11														 46.22								
West	Haven 0.000482 						540,000	 143.15						 11.93														 35.00														 46.93								
Riverdale 0.000482 						422,000	 111.87						 9.32																	 26.50														 35.82								
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Hooper 0.000482 						580,000	 153.76						 12.81														 50.00														 62.81								
Pleasantview 0.000482 						612,000	 162.24						 13.52														 27.80														 41.32								
Roy	City 0.000482 						395,000	 104.71						 8.73																	 34.25 42.98								

Central	Weber	Average 45.59								

Brigham	City - 																					-			 -														 -																			 35.00														 35.00								
Tremonton	City - 																					-			 -														 -																			 33.80														 33.80								
Logan	City - 																					-			 -														 -																			 36.51														 36.51								
Price	River	WID* 0.00013 						256,000	 33.28									 2.77																	 33.00														 35.77								
Tooele - 																					-			 -														 -																			 28.39														 28.39								
Cedar	City - 																					-			 -														 -																			 23.00														 23.00								
St	George	City - 																					-			 -														 -																			 28.75														 28.75								

Notes:

Average	House	Value	from	
Zillow.com

MIN 23.00$					
AVERAGE 40.99$					
MEDIAN 40.14$					
MAX 80.00$					

Wasatch	Front	Average

8000	Gallons	were	used	as	a	standard	Useage	
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CAPACITY FEES - 2440

MONTHLY RUNNING MONTHLY RUNNING
RE'S TOTAL DOLLARS TOTAL

2020 Jan 2 2 1,496 1,496
Feb 37 39 27,676 29,172
Mar 14 53 10,472 39,644
Apr 7 60 5,236 44,880
May 24 84 17,952 62,832
Jun 10 94 7,480 70,312
Jul 5 99 3,740 74,052
Aug 13 112 9,724 83,776
Sep 311 423 232,628 316,404
Oct 364 787 272,272 588,676
Nov 54 841 40,392 629,068
Dec 18 859 13,464 642,532

AVERAGE 72 53,544
2021 Jan 4 4 2,992 2,992

Feb 22 26 16,456 19,448
Mar 21 47 15,708 35,156
Apr 137 184 102,476 137,632
May 34 218 25,432 163,064
Jun 57 275 42,636 205,700
Jul 252 527 188,496 394,196
Aug 12 539 8,976 403,172
Sep 1 540 748 403,920
Oct 3 543 2,244 406,164
Nov 281 824 210,188 616,352
Dec 7 831 5,236 621,588

AVERAGE 69 51,799
2022 Jan 4 4 3,032 3,032

Feb 10 14 7,580 10,612
Mar 3 17 2,274 12,886
Apr 30 47 22,740 35,626
May 3 50 2,274 37,900
Jun 58 108 43,964 81,864
Jul 7 115 5,306 87,170
Aug 39 154 29,562 116,732
Sep 5 159 3,790 120,522
Oct 0 159 0 120,522
Nov 17 176 12,886 133,408
Dec 5 181 3,790 137,198

AVERAGE 15 11,433
2023 Jan 6 6 4,548 4,548

Feb 3 9 2,274 6,822
Mar 10 19 7,580 14,402
Apr 19 14,402
May 19 14,402
Jun 19 14,402
Jul 19 14,402
Aug 19 14,402
Sep 19 14,402
Oct 19 14,402
Nov 19 14,402
Dec 19 14,402

AVERAGE 6 4,801
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LINES MAINTENANCE MONTHLY REPORTS
TOTAL

MONTHLY RUNNING MILES RUNNING MONTHLY RUNNING MILES RUNNING SYSTEM
CLEANING TOTAL 5280 TOTAL TV TOTAL TOTAL WORK

2021 Jan 148,760 148,760 28.17 28.17 39,768 39,768 7.53 7.53 35.71 35.71
Feb 103,160 251,920 19.54 47.71 37,820 77,588 7.16 14.69 62.41 62.41
Mar 194,023 445,943 36.75 84.46 51,357 128,945 9.73 24.42 108.88 108.88
Apr 139,130 585,073 26.35 110.81 46,880 175,825 8.88 33.30 144.11 144.11
May 131,408 716,481 24.89 135.70 26,005 201,830 4.93 38.23 173.92 173.92
Jun 130,885 847,366 24.79 160.49 37,164 238,994 7.04 45.26 205.75 205.75
Jul 181,840 1,029,206 34.44 194.93 26,057 265,051 4.94 50.20 245.12 245.12
Aug 134,422 1,163,628 25.46 220.38 43,022 308,073 8.15 58.35 278.73 278.73
Sep 165,999 1,329,627 31.44 251.82 26,404 334,477 5.00 63.35 315.17 315.17
Oct 158,951 1,488,578 30.10 281.93 52,030 386,507 9.85 73.20 355.13 355.13
Nov 152,422 1,641,000 28.87 310.80 54,694 441,201 10.36 83.56 394.36 394.36
Dec 101,501 1,742,501 19.22 330.02 41,698 482,899 7.90 91.46 421.48 421.48

AVERAGE 145,208 27.50 40,242 7.62
2022 Jan 150,310 150,310 28.47 28.47 58,971 58,971 11.17 11.17 39.64 39.64

Feb 121,660 271,970 23.04 51.51 52,259 111,230 9.90 21.07 72.58 72.58
Mar 207,677 479,647 39.33 90.84 66,542 177,772 12.60 33.67 124.51 124.51
Apr 123,566 603,213 23.40 114.24 61,384 239,156 11.63 45.29 159.54 159.54
May 107,664 710,877 20.39 134.64 42,707 281,863 8.09 53.38 188.02 188.02
Jun 150,618 861,495 28.53 163.16 46,682 328,545 8.84 62.22 225.39 225.39
Jul 65,661 927,156 12.44 175.60 51,211 379,756 9.70 71.92 247.52 247.52
Aug 125,788 1,052,944 23.82 199.42 62,978 442,734 11.93 83.85 283.27 283.27
Sep 102,285 1,155,229 19.37 218.79 56,654 499,388 10.73 94.58 313.37 313.37
Oct 94,755 1,249,984 17.95 236.74 70,293 569,681 13.31 107.89 344.63 344.63
Nov 44,327 1,294,311 8.40 245.13 44,696 614,377 8.47 116.36 361.49 361.49
Dec 37,321 1,331,632 7.07 252.20 22,334 636,711 4.23 120.59 372.79 372.79

AVERAGE 110,969 21.02 53,059 10.05
2023 Jan 76,321 76,321 14.45 14.45 39,295 39,295 7.44 7.44 21.90 21.90

Feb 39,488 115,809 7.48 21.93 33,606 72,901 6.36 13.81 35.74 35.74
Mar 129,946 245,755 24.61 46.54 62,804 135,705 11.89 25.70 72.25 72.25
Apr 245,755 0.00 46.54 135,705 0.00 25.70 72.25 72.25
May 245,755 0.00 46.54 135,705 0.00 25.70 72.25 72.25
Jun 245,755 0.00 46.54 135,705 0.00 25.70 72.25 72.25
Jul 245,755 0.00 46.54 135,705 0.00 25.70 72.25 72.25
Aug 245,755 0.00 46.54 135,705 0.00 25.70 72.25 72.25
Sep 245,755 0.00 46.54 135,705 0.00 25.70 72.25 72.25
Oct 245,755 0.00 46.54 135,705 0.00 25.70 72.25 72.25
Nov 245,755 0.00 46.54 135,705 0.00 25.70 72.25 72.25
Dec 245,755 0.00 46.54 135,705 0.00 25.70 72.25 72.25

AVERAGE 81,918 3.88 45,235 2.14
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2022 vs 2023 Comparison
TRANSACTION VOLUME 

PAYMENT VOLUME
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