ST. GEORGE CITY COUNCIL MINUTES
WORK MEETING
MARCH 25, 2014, 8:00 A.M.
POLICE DEPARTMENT TRAINING ROOM

PRESENT:
Mayor Jon Pike
Councilmember Gil Aimquist
Councilmember Jimmie Hughes
Councilmember Michele Randall
Councilmember Bowcutt
Councilmember Bette Arial
City Manager Gary Esplin
City Attorney Shawn Guzman
Budget and Financial Planning Manager Deanna Brklacich
City Recorder Christina Fernandez

OPENING:
Mayor Pike called the meeting to order and welcomed all in attendance. The Pledge of
Allegiance to the Flag was led by Chief Stratton the invocation was offered by citizen Ed
Baca.

BUDGET OVERVIEW:
City Manager Gary Esplin presented a powerpoint presentation which covered the following
topics: General Fund Revenues Budget - Fiscal Year 2014; Comparison of Revenues for
the first Eight Months (July - Feb), Fiscal Years 2012, 2013, and 2014; Number of Building
Permits Issued by Category, Comparison of January through December (for 2005 - 2013);
Sales Tax Distribution Diagram; Monthly Average Sales Tax Remittance by Industry, Fiscal
Year 2007 to 2013 is for 12 months, 2014 is for 6 months; Direct Point of Sale - Local Tax
Remittance by Month, 5-Year Comparison by Calendar Year (2009 to 2011 Not Shown);
Dept./Box Stores - Local Tax Remittance by Month 5-Year Comparison by Calendar Year
(2009 to 2011 Not Shown); Retail, Fast Food & Restaurants - Local Tax Remittance by
Month, 5-Year Comparison by Calendar Year (2009 to 2011 Not Shown); Hotels & Motels -
Local Tax Remittance by Month, 5-Year Comparison by Calendar Year (2009 to 2011 Not
Shown); New Car Sales - Local Tax Remittance by Month, 5-Year Comparison by Calendar
Year (2009 to 2011 Not Shown); Furniture Stores - Local Tax Remittance by Month, 5-
Year Comparison by Calendar Year (2009 to 2011 Not Shown); Lumber, Steel, Electrical,
Plumbing Wholesale - Local Tax Remittance by Month, 5-Year Comparison by Calendar
Year (2009 to 2011 Not Shown); 2013 Property Tax Distribution, St. George District (Tax
Rate is .012246); Property Tax Distribution Comparison; General Fund - Top 10 Revenue
Sources to Total Salaries & Benefits; General Fund Expenditures Budget, Fiscal Year 2014;
General Fund - Distribution of Personnel, Materials & Supples, Capital Outlays, and
Transfers, Expenses for Fiscal Years 2006 to 2014; General Fund - Salaries & Benefits
History; City of St. George General Overview of Fund Resources and Functions.

Ed Baca, citizen, inquired about the funds that were used for the new airport since the City
did not sell the property from the old airport.

City Manager Gary Esplin responded in the TIF fund, there was a $25 million bond of which
$15 million was originally allocated for the Mall Drive Bridge. The bond language stated
that the funds could be used for transportation or road related projects, therefore, the $15
million was used for the Airport. A total of $29 million was needed - the City received $10
million from the County, issued a bond on the transient room tax, and borrowed money
from the Wastewater Treatment Plant that will be paid back at the State Treasurer’s
interest rate. He continued with the City of St. George General Overview of Funds
Resources and Functions slide.

Ed Baca inquired how building roadways in new developments work. For example, prior to
building Foremaster, the developer had to install the roads prior to building the homes.
How is that different from what is happening in the Little Valley area.

City Manager Gary Esplin stated that the City participated with the developer of
Foremaster. Little Valley Road and 2450 were already there when the property was
annexed. The developers are required to build the roadways as they were needed for the
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subdivisions. He continued with the powerpoint presentation which covered the following
topics: Annual Challenges.

Mayor Pike called for a short recess.

DISCUSSION ON IMPACT FEE LAWS:
City Manager Gary Esplin stated that the City has been looking at the impact fees for
approximately two years. In each of the Department’s budgets, impact fees are allocated
into a special fund. He explained that impact fee draft information is not distributed to the
public prior to it being presented to the Mayor and City Council. Jason Burningham, with
Lewis, Young, Robertson and Burningham, Inc, the City’s financial advisor, will introduce
the Councilmembers to impact fees.

Jason Burningham presented a powerpoint presentation which covered the following
topics: 2013-2014 Impact Fees City of St. George; Introduction to Impact Fees; Impact
Fee Process; Introduction to Impact Fees; Scope of Work, City of St. George; CULINARY
WATER: Service Area; Demand Analysis; Level of Service (measured based on existing
facilities; Existing Inventory and Excess Capacity; Calculation of Storage Buy-In;
Calculation of Transmission Buy-In (Airport Waterline); Capital Facilities Analysis; Financial
Resources and Revenues to Finance System; Culinary Water Impact Fee; Culinary Water
Impact Fee Cash Flow. He had the Councilmembers turn to page 11 & 12 of the Culinary
Water section in the Impact Fee binder referring to Table 5.1: Illustration of Capital
Improvements. He continued with the powerpoint presentation covering the following
topics: SANITARY SEWER: Service Area; Demand Analysis; Level of Service; Existing
Inventory and Excess Capacity; Capital Facilities Analysis; Resources to Finance System
Improvements; Capital Facilities NOT Included in Analysis; Sanitary Sewer Impact Fee;
Sanitary Sewer Impact Fee Cash Flow. He had the Councilmembers turn to page 13 of the
Sanitary Sewer Impact section in the Impact Fee binder referring to Table 5.1: Tlustration
of Capital Improvements Related to Growth. He continued with the powerpoint
presentation covering the following topics: STORM DRAIN (IFA ONLY): Service Area;
Demand Analysis; Level of Service; Existing Inventory and Excess Capacity; Capital
Facilities Analysis; Resources to Finance System Improvements; Storm Drain Impact Fee
per SF; Storm Drain Impact Fee by Land Use Type; and Storm Drain Impact Fee Cash
Flow. He had the Councilmembers turn to page 10 of the Storm Drain section in the
Impact Fee binder referring to Table 5.2: Summary of Percent Associated with New
Development.

Mayor Pike called for a short recess.

Mr. Burningham continued with the powerpoint presentation which covered the following
topics: TRANSPORTATION: Service Area; Demand Analysis; Level of Service; Existing
Inventory and Excess Capacity; Capital Facilities Analysis; Resources to Finance System
Improvements; Financing Revenues and Resources to Finance System Improvements;
Transportation Impact Fee Cost per Trip; Transportation Impact Fees by Land Use Type
(Residential); Transportation Impact Fees by Land Use Type (Other); Transportation
Impact Fee Cash Flow. He had the Councilmembers turn to pages 18 - 21 of the
Transportation section in the Impact Fee binder referring to Table A-1: Illustration of
Capital Facilities and Estimated Cost and Table A-2: Illustration of Capital Facilities by
Funding Source. He continued with the powerpoint presentation which covered the
following topics: FIRE: Service Area; Demand Analysis; Existing Inventory and Excess
Capacity; Level of Service; Capital Facilities Analysis; Financing Revenues and Resources to
Finance System Improvements; Cost per Call Calculation; Fire Impact Fee; Fire Impact Fee
Cash Flow. POLICE: Service Area; Demand Analysis; Level of Service; Existing Inventory
and Excess Capacity; Capital Facilities Analysis; Financial Revenues and resources to
Finance System Improvements; Police Impact Fee; Police Impact Fee Cash Flow. PARKS,
RECREATION & OPEN SPACE: Service Area; Demand Analysis; and Existing Inventory;
Level of Service; Excess Capacity; Capital Facilities Analysis; Resources to Finance System
Improvements; Park Impact Fee. POWER: Service Area; Demand Analysis; Level of
Service; Existing Inventory and Excess Capacity; Capital Facilities Analysis; Resources to
Finance System Improvements; Energy Impact Fee per kW; Energy Impact Fee:
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Residential Service; Energy Impact Fee Cash Flow; SUMMARY: Fee Per Residential
Dwelling; and Comparative Analysis.

DISCUSSION ON THE FY 2014-15 BUDGET:

Finance Director Philip Peterson presented a powerpoint presentation which covered the
following topics: Finance Department Organizational Chart; Utility Payment Options;
Paperless Billings; Misc. Information.

Councilmember Bowcutt inquired if there is a database that shows which accounts have
been written off as bad debt.

Mr. Peterson replied yes, there is a policy which states that if a customer has a bad debt,
the customer either has to make arrangements or pay off the debt prior to obtaining new
service. Staff tries to work with those that are in this situation. He continued with the
powerpoint presentation which covered the following topics: Business Licenses.

Councilmember Almquist asked Mr. Peterson if the City could possibly go to a 2 year
payment option for obtaining a business license.

Mr. Peterson replied that can happen if the City Council approves an ordinance allowing
that.

City Manager Gary Esplin advised that cannot happen with a business license since a
porti%n of the cost is based on the number of employees, but a rental license may be a
possibility.

Mayor Pike inquired if citizens can utilize the City’s new website for applying for services or
obtaining a license.

Mr. Peterson stated that may be a possibility, however, the City requires that certain items
with regards to applying for a business license, be seen in person. Additionally, when
applying for a dog license, the City requires the applicant to provide proof of vaccinations
as well as proof that the animal has been spayed or neutered.

Human Resources Manager Judith Mayfield presented a powerpoint presentation that
covered the following topics: Organizational Chart; Human Resources Department Purpose
Statement; HR Department Responsibilities; Recruitment, Hiring and Retention; Payroll
Administration, Employee Benefits; Compensation, Performance, Organization,
Development, Employee Relations; and Administrative Duties and Challenges.

City Attorney Shawn Guzman presented a powerpoint presentation that covered the
following topics: Legal Services - Organization Chart; Legal Services; Legal Services -
Criminal Cases; Justice Court Reimbursements; Court Reimbursements; Traffic School
Reimbursements; Legal Services - Insurance; and Legal Services - Claims and Legal
Services Staff.

Budget and Financial Planning Manager Deanna Brklacich presented an Administrative
Services Organization Chart. The City has approximately 30,000 vendors and that the
Purchasing Department receives approximately 650-850 invoices per month. The City
allows departments to purchase items as needed. One of the goals for Connie Hood,
Purchasing Manager, is to train employees on how to purchase items they need. She
handed out a Budget Process Overview and reviewed the budget process. Additionally, she
explained that there have been 3 flood events in the past few years. It took 5 years to
complete the 2005 flood project which had 7 projects. The total cost to rebuild after the
flood was approximately $11 million. The City received $4 million from FEMA, $3.27
million from a State grant, various other small grants and the City’s grant match was $2
million. The 2010 floods had 80 projects and the cost was $8.5 million; FEMA will fund
$6.6 million, there will be no funds received from the State, the City received $600,000 in
Federal Highway Funds and the City’s portion was $1.3 million.
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City Manager Gary Esplin everyone of the projects involves about a full years worth of
work. The funds to repair the damage were unfunded and unbudgeted.

Water Services Director Scott Taylor presented a powerpoint presentation covering the
following topics: Mission Statement; Mottos; Water Services Department Info; Culinary
Water Source (Acre - Ft) 2013; Water Services Department Core Management Team;
Water Services Organization Chart; and Challenges.

Fire Chief Robert Stoker presented a powerpoint presentation covering the following topics:
Mission Statement; Organizational Chart; Reserve Staff; Fire Districts & Response Areas;
Fire Response Areas; Incident Response & Per Day; Fire Stations. He explained that the
City is rated 4 for it’s fire protection. One issue they are facing is that the Ledges is rated
10, which Is the lowest level, since there is no fire station in that area. In October, the
City Council approved an automatic aid agreement with Winchester Hills to assist with fire
prevention. He stated that the City will run into the same problem in Little Valley and
Desert Canyons.

Councilmember Bowcutt inquired could a fire station be built in the Ft. Pearce Industrial
Park area that could service the Little Valley area.

Chief Stoker answered that staff is looking into that. He continued with the powerpoint
presentation covering the following topics: Fire Department Apparatus; Engines; Reserve
Fire Engines; Ladder Trucks & Squads; Training Programs; Fire Calls; Emergency Medical
Technicians; Southwest Regional Response Team; Emergency Management; City Wide AED
Placement; Assisting Other City Departments; Mutual Aid to Other Fire Departments; Fire
Prevention and St. George City Fire Department.

City Manager Gary Esplin explained that in order to get hired as a full time firefighter, the
individual has to be a reserve firefighter for at least 6 months with the City. All volunteers
are fully certified and are required to attend training.

Councilmember Randall asked if the department would ever go from BLS certified to ALS
certified.

Chief Stoker stated there is a plan to do that. While a number of the firefighters are
advanced EMT’s and some that are paramedics, all full time firefighters are EMT certified.

Mayor Pike inquired if a firefighter from another entity could be eligible for a full time
position.

Chief Stoker advised the individual would have to live in the City and would have to be a
reserve firefighter. There were some firefighters from Salt Lake City that wanted to do a
lateral transfer. Doing that creates a number of internal inequities.

City Manager Gary Esplin explained as the reserve firefighters move up through the ranks,
they learn what it is to be a volunteer firefighter and to appreciate the dedication and
appreciation of the department.

Police Chief Marlon Stratton advised that the training room being used for today’s meeting,
becomes an Emergency Operations Center, in the event of a disaster.

City Manager Gary Esplin stated that does not happen very often, the last time was during
the 2010 flood. It is an amazing experience to be involved in.

Chief Stratton presented a powerpoint presentation covering the following topics: Our
Mission; Department Leadership; Patrol Division; Patrol; Patrol K9; S.W.A.T.; Negotiators;
Community Action Teams (CAT); Honor Guard; Special Olympics Torch Run; Special
Olympics Polar Plunge; Investigations Division; Detectives; Victim Services; Washington
County Area Drug Task Force; Fraudulent Identity & Security Threats; Graffiti; Sex
Trafficking; Administrative Services Department; Special Enforcement Division; and
Communications Division and Inbound/Outbound Calls.
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Mayor Pike inquired if there is evidence that shows the school resource officers have
prevented crimes in the schools.

Chief Stratton stated yes, there has been a lot done to prevent different crimes. The
officers work closely with the School Administration and routinely run drills in the event of
a active shooter.

Mayor Pike called for a short recess.

Energy Services Director Phillip Solomon stated that St. George is becoming the largest
municipal power provider in the State. There are 3 types of power utilities: co-ops,
investor-owned utilities and municipal power. He presented a powerpoint presentation
which covered the following topics: Energy Services; City of St. George Energy Services
Department; Energy Services Department Organization Chart; St. George Energy Services
Back Ground; and Resource Allocation 2013 and 2014 Substation, Construction.

City Manager Gary Esplin explained that with regard to resource allocation, the more power
the City can generate, the less transmission cost there will be. In the past, the City had
contingency plans for black outs. Nine months out of the year, the City can generate
power itself.

Mr. Solomon stated that during the peak period, it is nice to turn on the generators to
follow the peak.

Leisure Services Director Kent Perkins presented a powerpoint presentation that covered
the following topics: Leisure Services Department Organization Chart; Mission Statement;
Dixie Center; Map of the Dixie Center; Community Arts & Exhibits; Park Planning (Design).
He showed the Trail & Road Master Plan 2011 Map, the Existing & Future Planned
Community Parks Map and the Trail Master Plan Map. He continued with the powerpoint
presentation that covered the following topics: Trail; Parks, Fields Phase IV - Concept Plan;
Parks; Recreation - Special Events & Races; Recreation Center & Carousel; Recreation -
Aquatics; Recreation - Softball; Recreation - Youth & Adult Sports; Recreation - Tennis &
Pickleball; and Recreation - Nature & Adventure; Boards & Commissions and Priorities.

Support Services Manager Marc Mortensen presented a power point presentation which
covered the following topics: Administration; Support Services; Guiding Principles; Mottos;
Technology Services; Values of Technology Services; Mission Statement; Projects Recently
or Nearly Completed; Tech Support; Techs; System & Networks; Web; GIS; Recent
Projects; GIS Support; Fleet Services; Fleet Facts; City Vehicle Assets; Fleet’ Primary
Values; Inventory/Scheduling; Fleet Technicians; Facility Services; Facility Services
Projects; and Maintenance and Custodial.

Public Works Director Cameron Cutler presented a powerpoint presentation covering the
following topics: Public Works Department Organization Chart; Transportation Services;
Streets Division; Airport; Suntran; and Engineering Services.

Community Development Services Director Matt Loo handed out a re-organization chart
proposed for the Public Works Department and the Economic Development & Housing
Department.

City Manager Gary Esplin outlined the re-organization being proposed in the Public Works
Department.

The consensus of the Councilmembers is to proceed with the re-organization.

City Manager Gary Esplin outlined the proposal of creating a new department named
Economic Development & Housing Department which Matt Loo would be the Director of.

Director of Golf Operations Colby Cowan presented a powerpoint presentation which
covered the following topics: Golf Course Maintenance and Head Golf Professionals.
Currently, the Golf Professionals are independent contractors.
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City Manager Gary Esplin explained that the golf courses were put into the Enterprise Funds
initially since they were generating money; however, since numerous other golf courses
have been built in Washington County, they have been losing money. He questions which
fund the golf courses should be a part of, the General Fund or the Enterprise Fund. The
City has spent quite a bit of money on the golf courses. There is no debt, however there is
a $4 million deficit due to the cost of golf. He is proposing to adopt a plan to pay back the
$4 million. He explained that each year, $500,000 is paid into the debt service for the
Dixie Center which will be done in 2023. Beginning in 2024, that amount can be allocated
to pay back the $4 million deficit. This plan will solve the long term debt. To solve the
short term debt, he suggests a re-organization within the golf courses. He outlined the
proposed re-organization .

The consensus of the Councilmembers is to proceed with the re-organization.

The meeting then adjourned.

Christina Fernandez, City Recorder
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SECTION 1: EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The purpose of the Culinary Water Impact Fee Facilities Plan (“IFFP”), with supporting Impact Fee Analysis
("IFA”), is to fulfill the requirements established in Utah Code Title 11 Chapter 36a, the “Impact Fees Act”, and
help the City of St. George (the “City”) plan necessary capital improvements for future growth. This document
will address the future culinary water infrastructure needed to serve the City through the next six to ten years, as
well as the appropriate impact fees the City may charge to new growth to maintain the level of service (“LOS").
The 2011 Culinary Water Distribution System Capital Facilities Plan (“CFP”) along with updated information
from the City provides much of the information utilized in the analysis for the purposes of calculating impact
fees.

® Impact Fee Service Area: The service area for culinary water impact fees includes all areas within the

City.

¥ Demand Analysis: The demand units utilized in this analysis are based on typical usage patterns
measured in gallons per day (gpd) and equivalent residential units (ERUs) generated from land-use
types. As residential and commercial growth occurs within the City, additional ERUs will be generated.
The culinary water capital improvements identified in this study are based on maintaining the current
level of service.

B Level of Service: The storage level of service is approximately 1,487 gpd!//ERU (based on total 2013
storage requirements of 47.65 million gallons (MG) divided by the 2013 ERUs of 32,035). The
distribution level of service is based on 1,085gpd based on peak daily demand. This analysis does not
consider a level of service for source improvements, since water supply is provided by Washington
County Water Conservancy District. Section 3 of this report further explains the level of service.

% Excess Capacity: The buy-in cost to growth calculated for storage is approximately $1,253,319. The buy-
in cost to growth for distribution is approximately $1,208,238.

& Capital Facilities Analysis: A total of $7,176,664 is identified as growth related improvements needed
over the next ten years. All of these costs are considered system improvements necessary to maintain
the existing level of service.

¥ Funding of Future Facilities: This analysis assumes future growth related facilities will be funded on a
pay-as-you-go basis, utilizing impact fee and utility fee revenues.

®  Planning Horizon: The planning horizon is considered to be ten years beginning in 2013.

PROPOSED CULINARY WATER IMPACT FEE

The culinary water impact fees proposed in this analysis will be assessed within all areas of the City. The tables
below illustrate the appropriate buy-in component and the fee associated with projects occurring within the next
ten years related to storage and distribution. The proportionate share analysis determines the proportionate cost
assignable to new development based on the proposed capital projects and the estimated ERUs served by the
proposed projects.

TABLE 1.1: IMPACT FEE PER ERU

PERCENT
COSTTO CoSTTO ERUS FEE PER
TOTALCOST Growmy ~ WITHINIFEP  CTFeE SERVED ERU

WINDOW

Excess Capacity

Storage Excess Capacity $6,860,870 $1,253,319 100% $1,253,319 11,017 $114

! Gallons per day (gpd)
Page3
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meter sizes.

PERCENT
o LTSty (S i e
WINDOW
Distribution Excess Capacity $1,235,366 $1,208,238 100% $1,208,238 11,017 $110
Future Storage
Storage $8,760,903 $5,274,363 56% $2,928,064 11,017 $267
Future Distribution
Distribution $6,058,514  $3,915,060 ~ 100% $3,915,060 11,017 $355
 Flow Control _ $119,520 $119,520 100% $119520 11,017 $11
Booster Pumps $204,020 $204,020 100% $204,020 11,017 $19
Other
Professional Expense? $9,675 $9,675 100% $9,675 6216 $2
Total $23,248,868 $11,984,195 $9,647,896 $878
TABLE 1.2: IMPACT FEE PER METER SIZE
ME‘I:S)SIZE ERU MULTIPLIER IMPACT FEE PER METER SIZE EXISTING IMPACT FEE % CHANGE
3/4 1.00 $878 $1,432 -39%
1 2.16 $1,89% $2,387 -21%
11/2 7.17 $6,25 $4774 32%
2 11.54 $10,132 $7,638 33%
3 26.00 $22,828 $16708 37%
4  46.00 $40,388 $28,643 41%
6 104.00  $91312 $59,672 . 53%
"ERU mulﬁplier_s w;provided by the City of St. George and are representative of the actual historic water use for the different

FORMULA FOR NON-STANDARD WATER IMPACT FEES:?

*11-362-402(1)(c)

Page4d
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' 1,085 gpd/ERU is the peak daily demand.

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

Estimated Usage (gpd) / 1,085 (gpd/ERU) * $878 = Impact Fee

2 This is the actual cost to update the [FFP and [FA. The City can use this portion of the impact fee to reimburse itself for the
expense of updating the IFFP and [FA. The cost is divided over the ERUs added in the next six years.
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SECTION 2: GENERAL IMPACT FEE METHODOLOGY

FIGURE 2.1: IMPACT FEE
METHODOLOGY

DEMAND ANALYSIS

LOS ANALYSIS

EXISTING FACILITIES
ANALYSIS

FUTURE FACILITIES
ANALYSIS

FINANCING STRATEGY

PROPORTIONATE SHARE
ANALYSIS

Pageb5

The purpose of this study is to fulfill the requirements of the Impact Fees Act
regarding the establishment of an IFFP and IFA. The IFFP is designed to identify the
demands placed upon the City’s existing facilities by future development and evaluate
how these demands will be met by the City. The IFFP is also intended to outline the
improvements which are intended to be funded by impact fees. The IFA is designed to
proportionately allocate the cost of the new facilities and any excess capacity to new
development, while ensuring that all methods of financing are considered. Each
component must consider the historic level of service provided to existing
development and ensure that impact fees are not used to raise that level of service.
The following elements are important considerations when completing an IFFP and
IFA.

DEMAND ANALYSIS

The demand analysis serves as the foundation for the IFFP. This element focuses on a
specific demand unit related to each public service - the existing demand on public
facilities and the future demand as a result of new development that will impact
public facilities.

LEVEL OF SERVICE ANALYSIS

The demand placed upon existing public facilities by existing development is known
as the existing “Level of Service” (“LOS"). Through the inventory of existing facilities,
combined with the growth assumptions, this analysis identifies the level of service
which is provided to a community’s existing residents and ensures that future facilities
maintain these standards. Any excess capacity identified within existing facilities can
be apportioned to new development. Any demand generated from new development
that overburdens the existing system beyond the existing capacity justifies the
construction of new facilities.

EXISTING FACILITY INVENTORY

In order to quantify the demands placed upon existing public facilities by new
development activity, the Impact Fee Facilities Plan provides an inventory of the City’s
existing system facilities. To the extent possible, the inventory valuation should
consist of the following information:

Original construction cost of each facility;
Estimated date of completion of each future facility;
Estimated useful life of each facility; and,
Remaining useful life of each existing facility.

a0 of 9 of

The inventory of existing facilities is important to properly determine the excess
capacity of existing facilities and the utilization of excess capacity by new
development.

FUTURE CAPITAL FACILITIES ANALYSIS

The demand analysis, existing facility inventory and LOS analysis allow for the
development of a list of capital projects necessary to serve new growth and to
maintain the existing system. This list includes any excess capacity of existing facilities
as well as future system improvements necessary to maintain the level of service. Any
demand generated from new development that overburdens the existing system
beyond the existing capacity justifies the construction of new facilities.

LEWIS YOUNG ROBERTSON 8 BURNINGHAM, INC.  SALT LAKE CITy, UTAH 84101 OFrFICE 801.596.0700 FAX 801.596.2800
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FINANCING STRATEGY — CONSIDERATION OF ALL REVENUE SOURCES

This analysis must also include a consideration of all revenue sources, including impact fees, future debt costs,
alternative funding sources and the dedication of system improvements, which may be used to finance system
improvements.® In conjunction with this revenue analysis, there must be a determination that impact fees are
necessary to achieve an equitable allocation of the costs of the new facilities between the new and existing users.

PROPORTIONATE SHARE ANALYSIS

The written impact fee analysis is required under the Impact Fees Act and must identify the impacts placed on
the facilities by development activity and how these impacts are reasonably related to the new development.
The written impact fee analysis must include a proportionate share analysis, clearly detailing each cost
component and the methodology used to calculate each impact fee. A local political subdivision or private entity
may only impose impact fees on development activities when its plan for financing system improvements
establishes that impact fees are necessary to achieve an equitable allocation to the costs borne in the past and to
be borne in the future (UCA 11-36a-302).

5 11-362-302(2)
6 11-362-302(3)
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SECTION 3: OVERVIEW OF SERVICE AREA, DEMAND, AND LOS

SERVICE AREAS

Utah Code requires the impact fee enactment to establish one or more service areas within which impact fees
will be imposed.” The impact fees identified in this document will be assessed to a single, city-wide service area.

It is anticipated that the growth projected over the next five to ten years, and through buildout, will impact the
City’s existing services. Culinary water infrastructure will need to be expanded in order to maintain the existing
level of service. Impact fees are a logical and sound mechanism for funding growth-related infrastructure. The
CFP and this analysis are designed to accurately assess the true impact of a particular user upon the City’s
infrastructure and prevent existing users from subsidizing new growth. This analysis also ensures that new
growth isn’t paying for existing system deficiencies. Impact fees should be used to fund the costs of growth-
related capital infrastructure based upon the historic funding of the existing infrastructure and the intent of the
City to equitably allocate the costs of growth-related infrastructure in accordance with the true impact that a user
will place on the system.

DEMAND UNITS

As shown in Table 3.1, the growth in ERUs is expected to reach 43,052 units by 2023. This represents an increase
of 11,017 ERUs from 2013. Table 3.2 shows the ERU multipliers as determined by the City of St. George based on
actual historic water use for the different meter sizes.

TABLE 3.1: CITY-WIDE ERU PROJECTIONS TABLE 3.2: ILLUSTRATION ERU CONVERSION
YEAR EST. ERUS
2013 32,035 METER SIZE (IN) ERU MULTIPLIER
2014 - 32,996 34 1.00
2015 . 33,986 1 ' 2.16
2016 35,006 iz - o
2017 36,056 2 11.54
2018 37137 3 2600
) i 38251 4 B 46.00
B 2020 39,399 T e ) 10400
e 40,581 Source: Provided by the (-Iity?St._ Ceorge —
2022 41,798 -
2023 43,052
2024 44344
2025 45,674
2030 52,949
2040 71,159

Source: 2013 ERUs were provided by the City of St. George. A

growth rate of three percent was used to project ERUs through

2040. Three percent is a reasonable estimate based on historic
__population growth as shown in the Census 2010 and the GOPB.

LEVEL OF SERVICE STANDARDS

Impact fees cannot be used to finance an increase in the level of service to current or future users of system
improvements. Therefore, it is important to identify the culinary water level of service currently provided
within the City to ensure that the new capacities of projects financed through impact fees do not exceed the
established standard.

7 UC 11-362-402(a)
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SOURCE
Since water supply is provided by Washington County Water Conservancy District (“WCWCD”), this analysis
does not consider a level of service for source improvements.

STORAGE

Table 3.3 shows the current gpd/ERU for indoor, outdoor, emergency, and fire storage as defined in the 2011
Culinary Water Distribution System CFP. Using these criteria and the ERUs for 2013, the level of service for
storage has been calculated in Table 3.4 and is estimated to be 1,487 gpd/ERU.?

TABLE 3.3: STORAGE LEVEL OF SERVICE (LOS)

GPD/ERU
Indoor Storage 400
Outdoor Storage 480
Emergency Storage ) ) 540
_Fire Storage 180,000 gallons per pressure zone
Source: 2011 Culinary Water Distribution System CFP, page 7-2
TABLE 3.4: STORAGE LEVEL OF SERVICE (LOS)
STORAGE REQUIREMENTS (MILLION TOTAL STORAGE N
#ERU'S  #ZONES GALLONS) FIRE (MILLION o
INDOOR OUTDOOR  EMERGENCY GALLONS)
2013 32,035 12 12.81 15.38 17.30 2.16 47.65 1,487

DISTRIBUTION
The CFP identifies the distribution level of service of 1,085 gallons per day (gpd), based on the peak daily
demand per year from 2008 through 2010.°

According to the CFP, existing infrastructure was analyzed relative to needed improvements to develop the list
of capital projects necessary to serve new growth. Generally the system is at capacity resulting in needed future
improvements. However, there is one specific waterline that has significant excess capacity. This excess
capacity will be calculated in the next section.

* These numbers are calculated by multiplying the number of ERUs (32,035) by the storage LOS in Table 3.3 and dividing by
1,000,000. For example, the Indoor Storage LOS is calculated by multiplying 32,035 by 400 and then dividing by 1,000,000
which equals 12.81 MG (million gallons).

#2011 Culinary Water Distribution System Capital Facilities Plan, page 4-1 & 4-2.
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SECTION 4: EXISTING FACILITIES INVENTORY

EXCESS CAPACITY

The intent of the equity buy-in component is to recover the costs of the unused capacity in existing infrastructure
from new development. This section addresses any excess capacity within the culinary water system.

SOURCE
There is no excess capacity associated with the source component.

STORAGE

A comparison of existing storage capacity relative to the future storage requirements per ERU illustrates excess
capacity within the existing system, as well as a need to build additional capacity. Based on the LOS of 1,487
gPd/ERU, the City’s storage needs in 2013 total 47.65 MG. The total capacity of the existing system is 58.3 MG,
for a difference of 10.65 MG. Assuming the same LOS (1,487 gpd/ERU), the excess capacity should serve 7,160
ERUs. However, the growth projections indicate approximately 11,017 new ERUs over the planning horizon. As
a result, an additional 5.7 MG of storage capacity will need to be provided within the impact fee planning
horizon. The City has currently planned 10.3 MG of storage capacity during the planning horizon, which is
shown in this report. However, since only 5.7 MG of storage will be required, only 55.7 percent of the costs of
the future storage facility will be included in the calculation of the impact fee.

TABLE 4.3: ILLUSTRATION OF EXCESS CAPACITY AND NEW STORAGE REQUIREMENTS

TANK VOLUME (MGD) GPD ERUS SERVED
Total Storage (2013) | 47.65 47,650,000 32,035
Existing Storage Capacity 5830 58300000 39195
Excess Capacity 10.65 10,650,000 7,160
ERUs in Planning Horizon 1017
. Difference 3,857
New Storage Needed (Gal) at-l,A:187 g-iad/ERU ".‘5,737,576

The buy-in component is calculated using the original cost of existing assets as presented in the City’s financial
records.

TABLE 4.4: DETERMINATION OF VALUE OF EXISTING STORAGE FACILITIES RELATED TO NEW GROWTH

Base Value of Existing Facilities $6,860,870 Based on existing depreciation schedules

Total Value of Existing Facilities $6,860,870
. o See Table 4.3: ERUs Served by Excess Capacity
Percent Excess Capacity o e / Total Existing Storage Capacity ERUs
Calculation of Buy-in does not include the
Buy-in Cost to Growth $1,253,319 future capital cost to provide the additional
5.7 MG of storage

DISTRIBUTION

According to the CFP, existing infrastructure was analyzed relative to needed improvements to develop the list
of capital projects necessary to serve new growth. Generally the system is at capacity resulting in needed future
improvements. However, there is one specific waterline that has significant excess capacity. The Airport
Waterline was installed to serve the airport and future connections. The City has determined that approximately
97.8 percent of the waterline has excess capacity which would serve an additional 4,543 ERUs.
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TABLE 4.5: ILLUSTRATION OF EXCESS CAPACITY FOR AIRPORT WATERLINE

CAPACITY ANALYSIS ERUS

Capacity _ 4,645
:.Ct_x_r_rent Demand ) . 102
_E(cess Capacity 4,543

% Excess Capacity 97.8%

Source: The City of St. George Water Services Department

The buy-in component is calculated using the original cost of the waterline.

TABLE 4.6: DETERMINATION OF VALUE OF EXISTING AIRPORT WATERLINE RELATED TO NEW GROWTH

Base Value of Existing Facilities $1,235,366 ~ Source: Water Services Department
Total Value of Existing Facilities $1,235,366
Percent Excess Capacity 97.8% See Table 4.5: ERUs Served by Excess Capacity

/ Total Existing Capacity ERUs

Buy-in Cost to Growth $1,208,238

The buy-in cost to growth identified in the table above will be applied to the new development anticipated over
the IFFP horizon. In addition to this excess capacity, new development will require additional distribution
system improvements. The cumulative value of excess capacity and future facilities will be necessary to serve
new development and will be spread over the number of ERUs anticipated in the next ten years.

MANNER OF FINANCING EXISTING PUBLIC FACILITIES

The City has funded its existing capital infrastructure through a combination of different revenue sources,
including impact fees, user fees, dedications, the issuance of debt, and grant monies. This analysis has removed
all funding that has come from federal grants and donations to ensure that none of those infrastructure items are
included in the level of service.
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SECTION 5: CAPITAL FACILITY ANALYSIS

The estimated costs attributed to new growth were analyzed based on existing development versus future
development patterns, as well as through an analysis of flow data. From this analysis, a portion of future
infrastructure costs were attributed to new growth and included in this impact fee analysis as shown in Table
5.1. The costs of capital projects related to curing existing deficiencies cannot be funded through impact fees and
were not included in the calculation of the impact fees.

There are several projects listed under future capital improvements in the following section that relate to
improvements to the City’s water source. Since joining the WCWCD Regional Pooling Agreement in 2006, the
City does not collect impact fees to develop new water sources. The WCWCD is charged with developing new
water sources to provide water for future growth. The City does, however, utilize its own existing sources of
water, as well as purchase water from the WCWCD. The “Source” projects listed under the Capital
Improvements are to improve some of the City’s existing water sources. Over time, a groundwater well will
gradually loose capacity and require rehabilitation to restore its original capacity. The projects listed are to
rehabilitate and restore some of the City’s own water sources to their original capacity. These projects are not
funded by nor attributed to new growth.

TABLE 5.1: ILLUSTRATION OF CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS

2013 % TO
o, o, -
PROJECT CONSTRUCTION CONSTRUCTION CONSTRUCTION % FUNDED BY % TO NON: GROWTH
YEAR COST YEAR COST DEVELOPER GROWTH AND CITY
FUNDED
Source (Wells)
Sunbrook #1 Well Reh_ab__ _ 2016 $100,000 $103,030 0% ~ 100% 0%
“Gunlock #6 Re-Drill - 201? __ $1,000,000 } $1,061,5E0 _ ] 0% ] 100% 0%
Millcreek Well #3 Re-Drill 2020 $1,225,000 $1,313_,366 _ 0_% _100% 0%
Sunbrook Well #3 Equipment ] 2020 $300,000 $321,641 0% - 100% - 0%
Subtotal: $2,625,000 $2,799,557
Distribution Lines
Bloomxf\gton Hills Upper Tank 2014 $180,000 $181,800 0% 0% 100%
Loop Line : - - e
City Center Waterlme. 2014 $325,000 $328,250 0% 100% 0%
Replacement and Upsize B T . )
3050 East Waterline Replacement 2015 ) $280,000 $285628 0% L 100% 0%
Re-Use Extension toRiver Road 2014 9536000 $541360  50% 0% _50%
Mall I?rive Bridge Waterline 2015 $490,000 $499,849 0% 259% 75%
Crossing . . = =
Dixie Downs Waterlm.e 2015 $420,000 $428,442 0% 100% 0%
Replacement and Upsize _
Mall I?rive Bridge Irrigation Line 2015 $420,000 $428,442 0% 259% 75%
Crossing ) L
Trails Development Connection 2017 $300,150 $312,337 50% 0% 50%
toLedges ) } ) ~ ) _
Plantations Pipeline 2018 ] $420,7§0 $442,:212 100% 0% 0%
Upper Ft. Pierce Industrial Park
Tank and Booster Pump 2015 $423,594 $432,108 0% 0% 100%
(PIPELINE) . - - ‘
Ft. Pierce - Airport Connection B 2018 _ $622,750 $654,517 0% 0% 100%
White Dome Water Tank - 2022 _$500,000 - $546,843 - _0% 0% 100%
Sand Hollow Pipeline
2016 976,725 0% 0% 9
Connection to 2000 S $948,000 § 100%
Subtoti_ll: $5,866,244 $6,058,514 i
Pagell
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Flow Control Valves (PRV, PSV, ALT, etc.)

Ft. Pierce - Airport Connection 2018 $50,000 $52,551 0% 0% 100%
Sand Hollow Pipeline
2 65, 970 % % 9

Connection to 2000 South 016 $65,000 $66,97 0% 0% 100%

Subtotal: $115,000 $119,520

Storage

Industrial Tank Replacement & 2014 $2,000,000 $2,020,000 0% 50% 50%
_Expansion T B = = — -—m=

Stone Cliff Tank ] 2014 $350,000 $353,500 0% 0% 100%

2 MG Storage Tank ] 2019 $2,000,000 $2,123,040 0% 0% 100%

;’:’:f’ Ft. Pierce Industrial Park 2015 $1,500,000 $1,530,150 0% 0% 100%

White Dome Water Tank 202 $2,500,000 $2,734,213 0% 0% 100%

Subtotal: $8,350,000 $8,760,903

Booster Pump Stations

Upper Ft. Pierce Booster Pump 2015 $200,000 $204,020 0% 0% 100%

Subtotal: $200,000 $204,020

Total Capital Projects $17,156,244 $17,942,514

Source: 5t. George Culinary Water Distribution CFP (2011), p. 9-5, Update provided by City in 2013

As shown above, a total of $17,942,514 in system improvements is planned through 2023. Table 5.2 illustrates the
capital improvements that are planned related to new growth to maintain the existing LOS.

TABLE 5.2: ILLUSTRATION OF CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS RELATED TO GROWTH
% TO GROWTH AND CITY  TOTAL IMPACT FEE ELIGIBLE

PROJECT FUNDED Cost
Source (Wells)
Sunbrook #1 Well Rehab 0% $0
Gunlock #6 Re-Drill 0% i $0
Millcreek Well #3 Re-Drill 0% $0
Sunbrook Well #3 Equipment 0% N $0
Subtotal: $0
Distribution Lines
Bloomington Hills Upper Tank Loop Line - 100% $181,800
City Center Waterline Replacement and Upsize 0% $0
3050 East Waterline Replacement T
_ Re-Use Extension to River Road 50% -$270,680
Mall Drive Bridge Waterline Crossing 7% $374,887
Dixie Downs Waterline Replacement and Upsize ) - 0% $0
Mall Drive Bridge Irrigation Line Crossing B - 75% - $321,332
Trails Development Connection to Ledges 50% $156,169
Plantations Pi.p-c;line B . 0% - B $0
. Pi i T
(LIJ);IJII:E{‘ f;";’)lerce Industrial Park Tank and Booster Pump 100% $432.108
Ft. Pierce - Airport Connection B S 100% B $654,517
White Dome Water Tank o T 10% $546,843
‘Sand Hollow Pipeline Connection to 20005 0%  $976725
Subtotal: $3,915,060
Flow Control Valves (PRV, PSV, ALT, etc.)
Ft. Pierce - Airport Eonnection ] 100% $52,551
Sand Hollow Pipeline Connection to 2000 South . 100% 866970
Pagel2
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% TO GROWTH AND CITY  TOTAL IMPACT FEE ELIGIBLE

PROJECT FUNDED CosT

Subtotal: $119,520

Storage

Industrial Tank Replacement (expanded to ad_d 2 MG) - 50% - $1,010,009_
Stone Cliff Tank 100% ) )

2 MG Storage Tank ) ' 100% -

Upper Ft. Pierce Industrial Park Tank (2 MG) - 100% _ $1,530,150

White Dome Water Tank ¢MG)  100% 82734213

Subtotal: $5,274,363

Booster Pump Stations

Upper Ft. Pierce Booster Pump 100% $204,020 )

Subtotal: : ‘ $204,020
Total Capital Projects ik . - J $9,512{9Gi

Source: St. George Culinary Water Distribution CFP (2011), p 9-5, Update provided by City in 2013

The City has determined the projects included in this IFFP using capital project and engineering data, planning
analysis and other information. The City has provided all future capital project data including project
descriptions and estimated project costs. The accuracy and correctness of this plan is contingent upon the
accuracy of the data and assumptions. Any deviations or changes in the assumptions due to changes in the
economy or other relevant information used by the City for this study may cause this plan to be inaccurate and
may require modifications.

SYSTEM VS. PROJECT IMPROVEMENTS

System improvements are defined as existing and future public facilities that are intended to provide services to
service areas within the community at large.!® Project improvements are improvements and facilities that are
planned and designed to provide service for a specific development (resulting from a development activity) and
considered necessary for the use and convenience of the occupants or users of that development.!! This analysis
only includes the costs of system improvements related to new growth within the proportionate share analysis.

FUNDING OF FUTURE FACILITIES

The IFFP must also include a consideration of all revenue sources, including impact fees and the dedication
(donations) of system improvements, which may be used to finance system improvements.’? In conjunction with
this revenue analysis, there must be a determination that impact fees are necessary to achieve an equitable
allocation of the costs of the new facilities between the new and existing users.?

In considering the funding of future facilities, the City has determined the portion of future projects that will be
funded by impact fees as growth-related, system improvements. Impact fees are an appropriate funding and
repayment mechanism of the growth-related improvements. Where applicable, impact fees will offset the cost of
future facilities. However, impact fees cannot be used to fund non-qualified expenses (i.e. the costs to cure
existing deficiencies, to raise the level of service, to recoup more than the actual cost of system improvements,
the cost to fund overhead cannot be included in the calculation of impact fees. Other revenues such as utility rate
revenue, property taxes, grants, or loans can be used to fund these types of expenditures, as described below.

10 UC 11-36a-102(20)
1 UC 11-36a102(13)
211-36a-302(2)
1311-362-302(3)
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UTILITY RATE REVENUES

Utility rate revenues serve as the primary funding mechanism within enterprise funds. Rates are established to
ensure appropriate coverage of all operations and maintenance expenses, debt service coverage, and fund non-
growth related capital project needs.

PROPERTY TAX REVENUES

Property tax revenues are not specifically identified in this analysis as a funding source for growth-related
capital projects, but inter-fund loans can be made from the general fund which will ultimately include some
property tax revenues. Inter-fund loans will be repaid once sufficient impact fee revenues have been collected.
The City does not currently assess interest on money borrowed from the general fund; however, the City may
adopt a policy to do so.

GRANTS AND DONATIONS

Grants and donations are not currently contemplated in this IFFP. However, the impact fees will be adjusted if
grants become available to reflect the grant monies received. A donor will be entitled to a reimbursement for the
value of the system improvements funded through impact fees if donations are made by new development.

IMPACT FEE REVENUES

Impact fees have become a logical mechanism for funding growth-related infrastructure. Impact fees are
charged to ensure that new growth pays its proportionate share of the costs for the development of public
infrastructure. Impact fee revenues can also be attributed to the future expansion of public infrastructure if the
revenues are used to maintain an existing level of service. Increases to an existing level of service cannot be
funded with impact fee revenues. Analysis is required to accurately assess the true impact of a particular user
upon the City infrastructure and to prevent existing users from subsidizing new growth. Impact fee revenues
are generally considered non-operating revenues and help offset future capital costs.

DEBT FINANCING

In the event the City has not amassed sufficient impact fees to pay for the construction of time sensitive or urgent
capital projects needed to accommodate new growth, the City must look to revenue sources other than impact
fees for funding. The Impact Fees Act allows for the costs related to the financing of future capital projects to be
legally included in the impact fee. This allows the City to finance and quickly construct infrastructure for new
development and reimburse itself later from impact fee revenues for the costs of principal and interest.

This analysis assumes future growth related facilities will be funded on a pay-as-you-go basis, utilizing impact
fee and utility fee revenues.

EQUITY OF IMPACT FEES

Impact fees are intended to recover the costs of capital infrastructure that relate to future growth. The impact fee
calculations are structured for impact fees to fund 100% of the growth-related facilities identified in the
proportionate share analysis as presented in the impact fee analysis. Even so, there may be years that impact fee
revenues cannot cover the annual growth-related expenses. In those years, other revenues such as general fund
revenues may be used to make up any annual deficits. Any borrowed funds are to be repaid in their entirety
through impact fees.

NECESSITY OF IMPACT FEES

An entity may only impose impact fees on development activity if the entity’s plan for financing system
improvements establishes that impact fees are necessary to achieve parity between existing and new
development. This analysis has identified the improvements to public facilities and the funding mechanisms to
complete the suggested improvements. Impact fees are identified as a necessary funding mechanism to help
offset the costs of new capital improvements related to new growth. In addition, alternative funding mechanisms
are identified to help offset the cost of future capital improvements.
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LEWIS YOUNG ROBERTSON & BURNINGHAM, INC.  SALT LAKE CIty, Uran 84101 OFricE 801.596.0700 Fax 801.596.2800



TR RN D SN CHEINA RY ANV ER

S1UCGHORGE UTTAT

SECTION 6: CULINARY WATER IMPACT FEE CALCULATION

The calculation of impact fees relies upon the information contained in this analysis. Impact fees are calculated
based on many variables centered on proportionality and level of service. The City currently provides culinary
water to its residents and businesses. As a result of new growth, the culinary system is in need of expansion to
perpetuate the level of service that the City has historically maintained. The 2011 Culinary Water Distribution
System Capital Facilities Plan, and updates, provided by the City outline the recommended capital projects that
will maintain the established level of service.

PROPOSED CULINARY WATER IMPACT FEE

The IFFP must properly complete the legislative requirements found in the Impact Fee Act if it is to serve as a
working document in the calculation of appropriate impact fees. The calculation of impact fees relies upon the
information contained in this analysis. Impact fees are then calculated based on many variables centered on
proportionality share and level of service. The following paragraphs describe the methodology used for
calculating impact fees in this analysis.

PLAN BASED (FEE BASED ON DEFINED CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PLAN)

Impact fees can be calculated using a specific set of costs specified for future development. The improvements
are identified in the IFFP, CFP or CIP as growth related projects. The total project costs are divided by the total
demand units the projects are designed to serve. Under this methodology, it is important to indentify the
existing level of service and determine any excess capacity in existing facilities that could serve new growth.

CULINARY WATER IMPACT FEE CALCULATION

The culinary water impact fees proposed in this analysis will be assessed within all areas of the City. The tables
below illustrate the appropriate buy-in component, the fee associated with projects occurring in the next six to
ten years and the applicable costs related to the conveyance of new water sources. The impact fee calculations
also include the costs of constructing future water projects and the related improvements and any debt related
expense. The proportionate share analysis determines the proportionate cost assignable to new development
based on the proposed capital projects and the estimated ERU demand served by the proposed projects, in this
case, the ERUs over the next ten years.

TABLE 6.1: CALCULATION OF PROPORTIONATE IMPACT FEE

PERCENT
e e E T T
WINDOW
Excess Capacity
Storage Excess Capacity $6,860,870 $1,253,319 100% $1,253,319 11,017 $114
Distribution Excess Capacity $1,235,366 $1,208,238 100% $1,208,238 11,017 $110
Future Storage
Storage $8,760,903 $5,274,363 56% $2,928,064 11,017 $267
Future Distribution
Distribution _ $6,058514 $3915060  100%  $3915060 11,017 $355
Flow Control $119,520 $119,520 100% $119,520 1,017 $11
Booster Pumps $204,020 $204,020 100% $204,020 11,017 $19
Other
Professional Expense‘f $9,675 $9,675 100% $9,675 6,216 $2
Total $23,248,868 $11,984,195 $9,647,896 $878

¥ This is the actual cost to update the IFEP and IFA. The City can use this portion of the impact fee to reimburse itself for the
expense of updating the IFFP and IFA. The cost is divided over the ERUs added in the next six years.
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A total of $9.6 million is identified as the necessary buy-in and future capital cost to maintain the level of service
for new development activity within the next ten years. The cost to growth for excess capacity and future capital

facilities is applied to the ERUs projected over the planning horizon (11,017).

The impact fee per meter size is illustrated in the Table 6.2.

TABLE 6.2: IMPACT FEE PER METER SI1ZE

ME]:;:)SIZE ERU MULTIPLIER IMPACT FEE PER METER SIZE EXISTING IMPACT FEE

3/4 _ 1.00 $878 $1,432 -39%

1 216 $1,896 $2,387 -21%

1172 717 B $6,295 $4,774 32%

2 1154 $10,132 _ $7,638 33%

3 j 26.00  $22,828 $16,708 37%

4 4600 0 $40388  $28643 41%

6 104.00 $91,312 $59,672 53%

ERU multipifélg were provided by the City of St. Geo;gle and are representative of the actual historic water use for the different
meter sizes.

NON-STANDARD CULINARY WATER IMPACT FEES

The City reserves the right under the Impact Fees Act's to assess an adjusted fee that more closely matches the
true impact that the land use will have upon the City’s culinary water system. This adjustment could result in a
different impact fee if evidence suggests a particular user will create a different impact than what is standard for
its category. The impact fee for non-standard development would be determined based on the water utilization
(in gallons per day) divided by the peak daily demand (1,085 gpd/ERU), multiplied by the impact fee per ERU,
as shown below.

FORMULA FOR NON-STANDARD WATER IMPACT FEES:

Estimated Usage (gpd) /1,085 (gpd) * $878 = Impact Fee

CONSIDERATION OF ALL REVENUE SOURCES

The Impact Fees Act requires the proportionate share analysis to demonstrate that impact fees paid by new
development are the most equitable method of funding growth-related infrastructure. See Section 5 for further
discussion regarding the consideration of revenue sources.

EXPENDITURE OF IMPACT FEES

Legislation requires that impact fees should be spent or encumbered with six years after each impact fee is paid.
Impact fees collected in the next five to six years should be spent only on those projects outlined in the IFFP as
growth related costs to maintain the LOS.

PROPOSED CREDITS OWED TO DEVELOPMENT

The Impact Fees Act requires that credits be paid back to development for future fees that will pay for growth-
driven system projects included in the Impact Fee Facilities Plan that would otherwise be paid for through user
fees. Credits may also be paid to developers who have constructed and donated system facilities to that City
that are included in the IFFP in-lieu of impact fees. This situation does not apply to developer exactions or
improvements required to offset density or as a condition of development. Any project that a developer funds
must be included in the IFFP if a credit is to be issued.

15 UC 11-36a-402(1)(c)

Pagel6
LEWIS YOUNG ROBERTSON 8 BURNINGHAM, INC.  SALT LAKE Cry, UTAH 84101 OFFICE 801.596.0700 FAX 801.596.2800



LYRB TEE LRGN T CEEENARY WA Tt

SEGEORGE LA

In the situation that a developer chooses to construct system facilities found in the IFFP in-lieu of impact fees, the
decision must be made through negotiation with the developer and the City on a case-by-case basis.

GROWTH-DRIVEN EXTRAORDINARY COSTS

The City does not anticipate any extraordinary costs necessary to provide services to future development.

SUMMARY OF TIME PRICE DIFFERENTIAL

The Impact Fees Act allows for the inclusion of a time price differential to ensure that the future value of costs
incurred at a later date are accurately calculated to include the costs of construction inflation. A one percent
annual construction inflation adjustment is applied to projects completed after 2013 (the base year cost estimate).
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SECTION 1: EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The purpose of the Sanitary Sewer Impact Fee Facilities Plan (“IFFP”), with supporting Impact Fee Analysis
("IFA”), is to fulfill the requirements established in Utah Code Title 11 Chapter 36a, the “Impact Fees Act”, and
help the City of St. George (the “City”) plan necessary capital improvements for future growth. This document
will address the future sanitary sewer infrastructure needed to serve the service area through the next six to ten
years, as well as the appropriate impact fees the City may charge to new growth to maintain the level of service
(“LOS”). The 2008 Regional Treatment Master Plan and the 2010 Wastewater Collection Master Plan and Capital
Facility Plan (“CFP”), as well as updates from the City, provide much of the information utilized in this analysis.

. |

PAGE 3

Impact Fee Service Area: The wastewater system is separated into two distinct systems: 1) The Local
Wastewater Division, and 2) the Regional Wastewater Division. The Local Wastewater System serves
development within the City of St. George, whereas the Regional System serves the City of St. George,
Ivins City, the City of Santa Clara, and Washington City.

Demand Analysis: The demand units utilized in this analysis are based on typical usage patterns
measured in gallons per day (gpd) and equivalent residential units (ERUs). As residential and
commercial growth occurs within the City, additional ERUs will be generated. The sewer capital
improvements identified in this study are based on maintaining the current level of service as defined
by the City.

Level of Service: For treatment, the typical unit usage parameters are provided by the City of St.
George Water Department. Typical daily usage per ERU is estimated at 282 gallons. The base impact fee
and standard level of service recommended in this analysis will be discussed in terms of the number of
gallons of flow of effluent per day. The collection system level of service was analyzed relative to
needed improvements to develop the list of capital projects necessary to serve new growth. While there
may be capacity within individual collection lines throughout the City, generally the system is at
capacity resulting in needed future improvements. The CFP identifies the portion of future
improvements allocated to new growth. The LOS for collection improvements is based on the level of
service per ERU defined for treatment.

Excess Capacity: Based on the LOS of 282 gallons per day (gpd) per ERU, the City’s treatment facility is
at 61 percent capacity, leaving 39 percent of the facility available for new development. Assuming the
same LOS (282 gpd/ERU), the excess capacity should serve 23,325 ERUs. The impact fee analysis does
not include a buy-in component related to collection.

Capital Facilities Analysis: A total of $1,654,317 is identified as needed collection improvements within
the City and $1,754,572 in collection improvements within the region. In addition, the City estimates
that additional fine bubble diffusers will be necessary to expand the existing facility capacity to 25
million gallon (mgd), which will retrofit the entire plant. The City has $11 million to help fund this
project and will finance the rest. However, due to the timing of this facility near the end of the impact
fee facilities plan window, the costs are not included in this analysis. Should growth estimates
accelerate, the impact fees in this analysis should be revised to consider these necessary
improvements.

Funding of Future Facilities: This analysis assumes future growth related facilities will be funded on a
pay-as-you-go basis, utilizing impact fee and utility fee revenues.

Planning Horizon: The planning horizon is considered to be ten years beginning in 2013.

Lewis Young Robertson & Burningham, Inc.  Salt Lake City, Utah 84101 Office 801.596.0700 Fax 801.596.2800
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PROPOSED SEWER IMPACT FEE

The IFFP must properly complete the legislative requirements found in the Impact Fee Act if it is to serve as a
working document in the calculation of appropriate impact fees. The calculation of impact fees relies upon the
information contained in this analysis. Impact fees are then calculated based on many variables centered on
proportionality share and level of service. The following paragraph describes the methodology used for
calculating impact fees in this analysis.

PLAN BASED (FEE BASED ON DEFINED CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PLAN)

Impact fees can be calculated using a specific set of costs specified for future development. The improvements
are identified in the IFFP, CFP or Capital Improvement Plan (“CIP”}) as growth related projects. The total project
costs are divided by the total demand units the projects are designed to serve. Under this methodology, it is
important to identify the existing level of service and determine any excess capacity in existing facilities that
could serve new growth.

SEWER IMPACT FEE CALCULATION

The tables below illustrate the appropriate buy-in component, the fee associated with projects occurring in the
next six to ten years and the applicable costs related to collection. The proportionate share analysis determines
the proportionate cost assignable to new development based on the proposed capital projects and the estimated
ERU demand served by the proposed projects.

TABLE 1.1: CALCULATION OF PROPORTIONATE IMPACT FEE

REGIONAL FEE CALCULATION ESTIMATED COST T (D L] (LT
GROWTH GROWTH SERVED ERU
Treatment and COI (Regional $46,480,972 38.7% $17,984,533 23,325 $771
_Buy-In) -
Collection (Regional $1,754,572 100.0% $1,754,572 12,711 $138
) Component) B - )
Profgsgional Expense! $9,675 100.0% $9,675 ) _7,_1?2_ $1
Subtotal: Regional $48,235,544 $19,739,105 $909
PERCENT TO COSTTO COST PER
LOCAL FEE CALCULATION ESTIMATED COST GRO GRO ERUs ERU
Collection (Local Component) $1,654,317 100.0% $1,654,317 10,296 $161
Subtotal: Local $1,654,317 $1,654317 $161
Combined Total Impact Fee L $1,070
The impact fee per meter size is shown below.
TABLE 1.2: IMPACT FEE PER METER S1ZE
CONNECTION ERU LocAL TOTAL IMPACT EXISTING TOTAL %
REGIONAL FEE FEE PER METER
SIZE MULTIPLIER* IMPACT FEE SIZE IMPACT FEE CHANGE
3/4 100 %09  $161  $1,070 _ $1877 43%
o216 $194 $347 $2,311 o se 3%
1172 7.17 $6,518 $1,152 $7,670 $7,429 3%
2 11.54 $10,491 _ $1,854 $12,345 811,886 %
3 26.00 $23,636 _ $4178 $27,814 i $26,001 7%
4 46.00 $41,818  $7,391 $49,209 $44,573 10%
6 104.00 _ $94,544 $16,711 $111,255 $92,860 20%

*Provided by the Clty of St. George and based on actual historic water use _fog the different meter sizes.

! This is the actual cost to update the IFFP and 1IFA. The City can use this portion of the impact fee to reimburse itself for the
expense of updating the IFFP and 1FA, The cost is divided over the number of new ERUs in the next six years.
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NON-STANDARD SEWER IMPACT FEES

The City reserves the right under the Impact Fees Act to assess an adjusted fee that more closely matches the true
impact that the land use will have upon public facilities.? This adjustment could result in a higher or lower
impact fee if the City determines that a particular user may create a different impact than what is standard for its
land use. The impact fee for non-standard development would be determined based on the water utilization (in
gallons per day) divided by the average effluent gallons per day per ERU (282), multiplied by the impact fee per
ERU, as shown below.

FORMULA FOR NON-STANDARD SEWER IMPACT FEES:

Estimated Usage/282 * Impact Fee per ERU = Impact Fee

211-36a-402(1)(c)
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SECTION 2: GENERAL IMPACT FEE METHODOLOGY

FIGURE 2.1: IMPACT FEE
METHODOLOGY

DEMAND ANALYSIS

LOS ANALYSIS

EXISTING FACILITIES
ANALYSIS

FUTURE FACILITIES
ANALYSIS

FINANCING STRATEGY

PROPORTIONATE SHARE
ANALYSIS
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The purpose of this study is to fulfill the requirements of the Impact Fees Act
regarding the establishment of an IFFP and IFA. The IFFP is designed to identify the
demands placed upon the City’s existing facilities by future development and evaluate
how these demands will be met by the City. The IFFP is also intended to outline the
improvements which are intended to be funded by impact fees. The IFA is designed to
proportionately allocate the cost of the new facilities and any excess capacity to new
development, while ensuring that all methods of financing are considered. Each
component must consider the historic level of service provided to existing
development and ensure that impact fees are not used to raise that level of service.
The following elements are important considerations when completing an IFFP and
IFA.

DEMAND ANALYSIS

The demand analysis serves as the foundation for the IFFP, This element focuses on a
specific demand unit related to each public service — the existing demand on public
facilities and the future demand as a result of new development that will impact
public facilities.

LEVEL OF SERVICE ANALYSIS

The demand placed upon existing public facilities by existing development is known
as the existing “Level of Service” (“LOS”). Through the inventory of existing facilities,
combined with the growth assumptions, this analysis identifies the level of service
which is provided to a community’s existing residents and ensures that future facilities
maintain these standards. Any excess capacity identified within existing facilities can
be apportioned to new development. Any demand generated from new development
that overburdens the existing system beyond the existing capacity justifies the
construction of new facilities.

EXISTING FACILITY INVENTORY

In order to quantify the demands placed upon existing public facilities by new
development activity, the Impact Fee Facilities Plan provides an inventory of the City’s
existing system improvements. To the extent possible, the inventory valuation should
consist of the following information:

Original construction cost of each facility;
Estimated date of completion of each future facility;
Estimated useful life of each facility; and,
Remaining useful life of each existing facility.

9 90 M of

The inventory of existing facilities is important to properly determine the excess
capacity of existing facilities and the utilization of excess capacity by new
development.

FUTURE CAPITAL FACILITIES ANALYSIS

The demand analysis, existing facility inventory and LOS analysis allow for the
development of a list of capital projects necessary to serve new growth and to
maintain the existing system. This list includes any excess capacity of existing facilities
as well as future system improvements necessary to maintain the level of service. Any
demand generated from new development that overburdens the existing system
beyond the existing capacity justifies the construction of new facilities.

Lewis Young Robertson & Burningham, Inc. Salt Lake City, Utah 84101 Office 801.596.0700 Fax 801.596.2800
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FINANCING STRATEGY ~ CONSIDERATION OF ALL REVENUE SOURCES

This analysis must also include a consideration of all revenue sources, including impact fees, future debt costs,
alternative funding sources and the dedication of system improvements, which may be used to finance system
improvements.® In conjunction with this revenue analysis, there must be a determination that impact fees are
necessary to achieve an equitable allocation of the costs of the new facilities between the new and existing users 4

PROPORTIONATE SHARE ANALYSIS

The written impact fee analysis is required under the Impact Fees Act and must identify the impacts placed on
the facilities by development activity and how these impacts are reasonably related to the new development.
The written impact fee analysis must include a proportionate share analysis, clearly detailing each cost
component and the methodology used to calculate each impact fee. A local political subdivision or private entity
may only impose impact fees on development activities when its plan for financing system improvements
establishes that impact fees are necessary to achieve an equitable allocation to the costs borne in the past and to
be borne in the future (UCA 11-36a-302).

311-362-302(2)
411-362-302(3)
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SECTION 3: OVERVIEW OF SERVICE AREA AND DEMAND ANALYSIS

SERVICE AREAS

Utah Code requires the impact fee enactment to establish one or more service areas within which impact fees
will be imposed.® The wastewater system is separated into two distinct systems: 1) the local wastewater system,
and 2) the regional wastewater system. The local system encompasses improvements only within the City of St.
George, whereas the regional system includes improvements that are in the regional area including the City of
St. George, Ivins City, the City of Santa Clara, and Washington City. For purposes of the impact fee, properties
located within the City of St. George will pay both the local and regional portions of the impact fee, whereas
properties located outside of St. George will only pay the regional portion.

It is anticipated that the growth projected over the next ten years, and through buildout, will impact the City’s
existing services. Sewer infrastructure will need to be expanded in order to maintain the existing level of service.
Impact fees are a logical mechanism for funding growth-related infrastructure. The CFP and this analysis are
designed to accurately assess the true impact of a particular user upon the City’s infrastructure.

DEMAND UNITS

The Local Wastewater Division currently receives wastewater from approximately 29,936 ERUs. The Regional
Wastewater System currently receives wastewater from approximately 36,959 ERUs located in St. George, Ivins,
Washington, and Santa Clara. Based upon the projected increase in wastewater usage, the total number of Local
and Regional ERUs will increase by approximately 12,711, with 10,296 ERUs occurring within St. George
through 2023 as shown in Figure 3.1. Projections for population and ERUs assume three percent growth as
identified in Census data and the Governor’s Office of Planning and Budget (GOPB) projections. The initial
ERUs have been identified using 2010 and 2011 flow data and applying the level of service of 282 average

gpd/ERU.

TABLE 3.1: CITY-WIDE ERU PROJECTIONS

YEAR CITY POPULATION l;i‘::’:g:;?ﬂ":: REGIONAL ERUS LOCAL ERUs T°“;;:;§;°N“'
2013 e ussy 3699 2996 10422318
2014 e mogms 3807 30,835 10,734,987
2015 84,508 124,228 39200 3,760 11,057,087
2016 87,043 128433 40386 32712 11,388,748
2007 89654 132,781 a5y 33694 11,730,410
208 9234 137,275 42845 34705 12082323
2019 95114 141,92 44130 - 35746 12484792
2020 - 97,967 146726 45,454 36818 12,818,136
2021 B 100,906 152,065 B 46,818 37923 13,202,680
2022 103,934 157598 48223 39060 13598761
208 107,052 163332 49,669 40,232 14,006,723
) = Change: 2013-2023 12,711 1029 -

The City has provided the ERU conversion multipliers shown in Table 3.2. These multipliers are representative
of the actual historic water use for the different meter sizes.

*11-36a-402(a)
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TABLE 3.2: ILLUSTRATION ERU CONVERSION BASED ON METER SIZE

METER SIZE (IN) ERU CONVERSION
3 1.00

1 216

112 e TT
2 _ous

3 - 2600
4 - 4600
6 104.00

_ Source: The City of St. George Water Department

LEVEL OF SERVICE STANDARDS

Impact fees cannot be used to finance an increase in the level of service to current or future users of capital
improvements. This practice would place an unfair funding scenario on new users for the purpose of
establishing a level of service that is higher than what current users have demanded of the system. Therefore, it
is important to identify the level of service per wastewater ERU and ensure that the new capacities of system
projects financed through impact fees will not exceed the established standard.

TREATMENT

The City of St. George has identified the level of service in the 2010 Wastewater Master Plan and Capital Facilities
Plan (“Master Plan”). On page 8 of the Master Plan it identifies the average flow rate for residential development
to be 100 gallons per day per person. Using the average household size of 2.82 as identified in Census 2010 data,
the level of service is calculated to be 282 average gallons per day per ERU.

The wastewater level of service is typically calculated based on average gallons per day while the culinary water
source level of service is calculated based on peak gallons per day. The reason for this difference is due to the
fact that wastewater effluent can be stored and treated at a later date, whereas culinary water systems must be
constructed and designed to serve peak demand.

COLLECTION

According to the CFP, existing infrastructure was analyzed relative to needed improvements to develop the list
of capital projects necessary to serve new growth. While there may be capacity within individual collection lines
throughout the City, generally the system is at capacity resulting in needed future improvements. The CFP
identifies the portion of future improvements allocated to new growth. The LOS for collection improvements is
based on the level of service per ERU defined above.

PAGE9
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SECTION 4: EXISTING FACILITIES INVENTORY

The intent of the equity buy-in component is to recover the costs of the unused capacity in existing infrastructure
from new development. This section addresses any excess capacity within the sewer system.

EXCESS CAPACITY

TREATMENT

The Water Reclamation and Treatment Plant is an oxidation ditch treatment system comprised primarily of
preliminary treatment units, aeration basins, secondary clarifiers and ultraviolet disinfection units. The
Treatment Plant was originally designed to process five million gallons per day. The Treatment Plant has
experienced several phases of expansion which increased the Treatment Plant’s total capacity to 17 million
gallons per day (mgd). The City owns the Treatment Plant and the land on which it is located.

A comparison of existing treatment capacity relative to the future treatment requirements per ERU illustrates
excess capacity within the existing system. Based on the LOS of 282 gallons per day (gpd) per ERU, the City’s
treatment facility is at 61 percent capacity, leaving 39 percent of the facility available for new development.
Assuming the same LOS (282 gpd/ERU), the excess capacity should serve 23,325 ERUs.

TABLE 4.1: ILLUSTRATION OF EXCESS TREATMENT CAPACITY

CAPACITY (MGD) ERUS SERVED % OF TOTAL
Existing Demand B 10422318 36,959 61%
Buy-In Capacity for Future Growth 6577682 23,325 39%
Total Existing Capacity - 17,000,000 60,284 ]

The buy-in component is calculated using the original cost of existing assets as presented in the City’s financial
records, plus any interest associated with outstanding debt to fund the existing facilities.

TABLE 4.2: DETERMINATION OF VALUE OF EXISTING TREATMENT FACILITY RELATED TO NEW GROWTH

Base Value of Existing Facilities $42,917,982 Based on existing depreciation schedules
Interest Gompenent $3,562,990 Series 1993B & Series 2004 Debt (See Tables 4.3
s _ &4.4)
Total Value of Existing Facilities $46,480,97_2
See Table 4.1: ERUs Served by Excess Capacity
Percent Excess Capacity 39% (23,325) / Total Existing Storage Capacity
- (60,284 ERUs)
Buy-in Cost to Growth $17,984,533 Calculation of Buy-in
COLLECTION
The impact fee analysis does not include a buy-in component related to collection. Thus the existing facilities are
not analyzed.

MANNER OF FINANCING EXISTING PUBLIC FACILITIES
The City has funded its existing capital infrastructure through a combination of different revenue sources,
including impact fees, user fees, dedications and the issuance of debt.

The City issued 1993B Sewer Revenue Bonds used for treatment capacity expansion, which was outstanding at
the time of this analysis. Table 4.3 shows the total interest cost for the Series 1993B Bonds.

PAGE10
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TABLE 4.3: ILLUSTRATION OF QUTSTANDING DEBT SERIES 1993B

$2,749,000
ST. GEORGE, UTAH
SEWER REVENUE BONDS
SERIES 1993B
YEAR PRINCIPAL COUPON INTEREST TOTAL

- 6/15/03 $188,000 3.50% $96,215 $284,215
_ _6nsps L5400 = 3.50% 89,635 s 263D
6/15/05 202,000 350% 82,810 284810
 6/15/06 209,000  350% 75,740 284,740
61507 216,000 ~ 3.50% 68,425 284,425

6/15/08 224,000 3.50% 60,865 B 284,865
615/ 231000  350% 53,025 284,025
6/15/10 239,000 3.50% 44,940 283,940

6/15/11 248,000 3.50% 36,575 284,575
- 6/15/12 257,000 3.50% 27,895 284895
6/15/13 265,000 350% 18,900 283,900

6/15/14 275,000 3.50% 9,625 _ 284,625

_Totals: $2,749000 S $664,650 - $3,413,650

In 2004 the City issued the Series 2004 Sewer Revenue Refunding Bonds. These bonds refunded the 1997A
Bonds which were used for the expansion of the wastewater treatment plant and increased capacity from 8.5
MGD to 17 MGD. The total interest cost for these bonds is shown in Table 4.4.

TABLE 4.4: ILLUSTRATION OF OUTSTANDING DEBT SERIES 2004
$7,015,000
ST. GEORGE, UTAH
SEWER REVENUE REFUNDING BONDS

SERIES 2004
YEAR PRINCIPAL COUPON INTEREST TOTAL P&l FISCAL TOTAL
1/1/05 255,415 255,415 255415
7/1/05 166,575 166,575 ]
106 Y A 166575 166575 333150
T X 166575 166575 P
1/1/07 166,575 166,575 333,150
707 -y 166,575 166575 '
1/1/08 - 166,575 166,575 333,150
771008 650,000 4.00% 166,575 816575 _
1/1/09 o 153,575 153575 970,150
7009 670,000 4.50% 153575 823575
_ 1440 138,500 138500 962,075
7110 700,000 5.00% 138,500 838500
_1pm B 121,000 121,000 959,500
7/1/11 740,000 _ 5.00% 121,000 861,000
1/112 - 102,500 102,500 963,500
7/1/12 775000 4.00% 102,500 877,500 ]
1/1/13 N 87,000 87,000 964,500
7/1/13 805,000 5.00% 87,000 892,000
1/114 - B 66,875 66,875 958,875
7/1/14 850,000 5.00% 66,875 916,875 -
1/1/15 - B 45,625 45625 962,500
nns 890,000 5.00% 45625 935,625 _
1) - 3375 23,375 959,000
7/1/16 935,000 ~500% 23,375 958,375
1/117 958,375
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$7,015,000
ST. GEORGE, UTAH
SEWER REVENUE REFUNDING BONDS
SERIES 2004
YEAR PRINCIPAL COUPON INTEREST TOTAL P&l FISCAL TOTAL

Totals: $7,015,000 $0 $2898340  $9,913340 $9,913,340

The treatment system is designed to serve 17 mgd, or a total of 60,284 ERUs (calculated by dividing the total
capacity by the existing level of service, or 17 mgd/282 gpd). The interest costs are included in the buy-in
component of this analysis, as shown in Table 4.2. It is assumed that the principal amount is included in the
“Base Value of Existing Facilities” line item in Table 4.2.

PAGE12
Lewis Young Robertson & Burningham, Inc.  Salt Lake City, Utah 84101 Office 801.596.0700 Fax 801.596.2800



TEEP & TEAL SEWER

S1LGEORGE, Ul NOVENBER 27, 2013

SECTION 5: CAPITAL FACILITY ANALYSIS

The estimated costs attributed to new growth were analyzed based on existing development versus future
development patterns, as well as through an analysis of flow data. From this analysis, a portion of future
development costs were attributed to new growth and included in this impact fee analysis as shown in Table 5.1.
The costs of capital projects related to curing existing deficiencies cannot be funded through impact fees and
were not included in the calculation of impact fees.

TABLE 5.1: ILLUSTRATION OF CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS RELATED TO GROWTH

CONSTRUCTION % TO COSTTO
YEAR  2013COST " yiaRCosT  GROWTH | GRowm
Regional Sewer Lines
Mall DriveBridgeSewer 2015 $555000 856615  100%  $566,56
15" St. James Outfall Sewer Line 2015 $388,000 $395,799 100%  $395799
30" St. George Ford Outfall Sewer Line 2015 $777,000 B $792,618 100%  $792,618
Total -  $1,720,000 $1,754,572 $1,754,572
Local (St. George) Sewer Lines
Astragalus 18" Sewer Line 2015 $82,000 _$83,648 100%  $83,648
Replace 8 LineuTl"\rough Entrada Golf 2015 $62,000 $63,246 100% $63,246
Course with 10" Line - - o
Remove and Upsize 8", 10", and 12" Sewer 2020 $291,000 $311,991 100%  $311,991
Lines in Tonaquint Drive - - ===
18" Fo_rt I_’ierce Sewer Line SeEment 1 2020 $1,}15_,_(_)ﬂ90 $1,195,431 100% $1,1_95,§&
Total $1,550,000 $1,654,317 $1,654,317

The City has determined the projects included in this Impact Fee Facilities Plan using capital project and
engineering data, planning analysis and other information. The City has provided all future capital project data
including project descriptions and estimated project costs. The accuracy and correctness of this plan is
contingent upon the accuracy of the data and assumptions. Any deviations or changes in the assumptions due
to changes in the economy or other relevant information used by the City for this study may cause this plan to be
inaccurate and may require modifications.

FUTURE CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS NOT CONSIDERED IN THIS ANALYSIS

The Master Plan estimates that the Regional Reclamation Facility will need to be capable of treating 25 mgd as
the average annual daily flow by 2030. However, changes in market conditions and technical advancements
suggest that the Facility will need to be capable of treating 25 mgd by 2040. Currently, plant capacity is 17 mgd.
Therefore an additional 8 mgd of treatment capacity, (52 percent additional capacity) will need to be provided.
Annual average daily wastewater flows for 2012 are estimated at 10 mgd. Treatment of these flows requires the
use of three of the four existing oxidation ditches. The fourth ditch will remain unused until plant flows reach 75
percent plant capacity, or approximately 12.75 mgd.

Based on the population projections at the time the Master Plan was completed, the flow was estimated to reach
12.75 mgd by the end of 2012. However, changes in market conditions and technology suggest the regional plant
will not reach this capacity until sometime after 2019.

By planning plant modifications before flows require the use of the fourth ditch, the St. George Regional Water
Reclamation Facility (“SGRWRF”) will be able to make necessary process changes without adversely effecting
current operations. For this reason, the City has chosen to prepare this expansion master plan, and if
appropriate, begin modifications before they could cause treatment process interruptions or upsets.

The City staff is currently considering changing the treatment process at the SGRWRF from extended aeration to
a version of staged aeration activated sludge. This modification would include installation of fine bubble
diffusers in the oxidation ditches and the addition of a clarifier, return activated sludge/waste activated sludge
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(RAS/WAS) pumping, and solids handling capacity. Similar modifications have been successfully completed at
the Henderson WRF, in Henderson, Nevada, and are also being implemented at the South Valley WRF, in West
Jordan, Utah.

By installing fine bubble diffusers and modifying related facilities and systems, these facilities have been able to
reduce their hydraulic retention time (HRT) by as much as half, effectively doubling the treatment capacity. The
City previously reduced the HRT of the SGRWRF and would not be able to enjoy a 100 percent increase in plant
capacity by making these modifications. However, if the conversion from extended aeration oxidation ditch
treatment to modified staged aeration allowed a reduction of the HRT to 10 hours, for example, a 28 percent
increase in capacity could be realized, equaling an additional 6.5 mgd capacity. That would reduce the amount
of future expansion that would need to take place to only 1.5 mgd to reach 25 mgd at year 2040.

The 2008 cost estimate for the installation of the fine bubble diffusers was estimated at $56.7 Million to expand to
25 mgd, but this cost will retrofit the whole plant. The City has $11 million to help fund this project and will
finance the rest. However due to the timing of this facility near the end of the impact fee facilities plan
window, the costs are not included in this analysis. Should growth estimates accelerate, the impact fees in
this analysis should be revised to consider these necessary improvements.

In addition, the CFP and this analysis are based on the hydraulic capacity of the treatment plant (17 MGD).
There is also another component of the treatment plant capacity, which is the “loading” capacity. This is the
capacity of the treatment plant to process the biochemical oxygen demand (BOD) and total suspended solids
(TSS) of the effluent. While the treatment plant is capable of processing 17 MGD of sewage (based on an average
household sewage), if larger industrial users, which add more BOD or TSS to the system than the average
residential user, were to be added to the system, the plant may not handle the full 17 MGD. Currently, the
hydraulic capacity and “loading” capacity are fairly equal, but this may change in the future. Future changes in
loading capacity may necessitate an update to the CFP and this analysis.

SYSTEM VS. PROJECT IMPROVEMENTS

System improvements are defined as existing and future public facilities that are intended to provide services to
service areas within the community at large.® Project improvements are improvements and facilities that are
planned and designed to provide service for a specific development (resulting from a development activity) and
considered necessary for the use and convenience of the occupants or users of that development.” This analysis
only includes the costs of system improvements related to new growth within the proportionate share analysis.

FUNDING OF FUTURE FACILITIES

The IFFP must also include a consideration of all revenue sources, including impact fees and the dedication
(donation) of system improvements, which may be used to finance system improvements.? In conjunction with
this revenue analysis, there must be a determination that impact fees are necessary to achieve an equitable
allocation of the costs of the new facilities between the new and existing users.?

In considering the funding of future facilities, the City has determined the portion of future projects that will be
funded by impact fees as growth-related, system improvements. Impact fees are an appropriate funding and
repayment mechanism of the growth-related improvements. Where applicable, impact fees will offset the cost of
future facilities. However, impact fees cannot be used to fund non-qualified expenses (i.e. the costs to cure
existing deficiencies, to raise the level of service, to recoup more than the actual cost of system improvements, or
to fund overhead cannot be included in the calculation of impact fees). Other revenues such utility rate revenues,
property taxes, grants, or loans can be used to fund these types of expenditures, as described below.

6 11-36a-102(20)
711-362102(13)
$11-362-302(2)
9 11-36a-302(3)
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UTILITY RATE REVENUES

Utility rate revenues serve as the primary funding mechanism within enterprise funds. Rates are established to
ensure appropriate coverage of all operations and maintenance expenses, debt service coverage, and capital
project needs.

PROPERTY TAX REVENUES

Property tax revenues are not specifically identified in this analysis as a funding source for capital projects, but
inter-fund loans can be made from the general fund which will ultimately include some property tax revenues.
Inter-fund loans will be repaid once sufficient impact fee revenues have been collected. The City does not
currently assess interest on money borrowed from the general fund; however, the City may adopt a policy to do
S0.

GRANTS AND DONATIONS

Grants and donations are not currently contemplated in this IFFP. However, the impact fees will be adjusted if
grants become available to reflect the grant monies received. A donor will be entitled to a reimbursement for the
value of system improvements funded through impact fees if donations are made by new development.

IMPACT FEE REVENUES

Impact fees are a logical mechanism for funding growth-related infrastructure. Impact fees are charged to
ensure that new growth pays its proportionate share of the costs for the development of public infrastructure.
Impact fee revenues can also be attributed to the future expansion of public infrastructure if the revenues are
used to maintain an existing level of service. Increases to an existing level of service cannot be funded with
impact fee revenues. Analysis is required to accurately assess the true impact of a particular user upon the City
infrastructure and to prevent existing users from subsidizing new growth. Impact fee revenues are generally
considered non-operating revenues and help offset future capital costs.

DEBT FINANCING

In the event the City has not accumulated sufficient impact fees to pay for the construction of time sensitive or
urgent capital projects needed to accommodate new growth, the City must look to revenue sources other than
impact fees for funding. The Impact Fees Act allows for the costs related to the financing of future capital
projects to be legally included in the impact fee. This allows the City to finance and quickly construct
infrastructure for new development and reimburse itself later from impact fee revenues for the costs of issuing
debt.

We have assumed that construction of needed facilities in this plan will proceed on a pay-as-you-go basis.
Therefore, the impact fees in this analysis do not include a debt component. Inter-fund loans can be made from
the general fund which will be repaid once sufficient impact fee revenues have been collected.

EQUITY OF IMPACT FEES

Impact fees are intended to recover the costs of capital infrastructure that relate to future growth. The impact fee
calculations are structured for impact fees to fund 100% of the growth-related facilities identified in the
proportionate share analysis as presented in the impact fee analysis. Even so, there may be years that impact fee
revenues cannot cover the annual growth-related expenses. In those years, other revenues such as general fund
revenues may be used to make up any annual deficits. Any borrowed funds are to be repaid in their entirety
through impact fees.

NECESSITY OF IMPACT FEES

An entity may only impose impact fees on development activity if the entity’s plan for financing system
improvements establishes that impact fees are necessary to achieve parity between existing and new
development. This analysis has identified the improvements to public facilities and the funding mechanisms to
complete the suggested improvements. Impact fees are identified as a necessary funding mechanism to help
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offset the costs of new capital improvements related to new growth. In addition, alternative funding mechanisms
are identified to help offset the cost of future capital improvements.
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SECTION 6: SEWER IMPACT FEE CALCULATION

The calculation of impact fees relies upon the information contained in this analysis. Impact fees are calculated
based on many variables centered on proportionality and level of service. The City currently provides sewer
services to its residents and businesses. As a result of new growth, the sewer system is in need of expansion to
perpetuate the level of service that the City has historically maintained. The 2008 Regional Treatment Master Plan
and the 2010 Wastewater Collection Master Plan and Capital Facility Plan, as well as updates from the City, outline
the recommended capital projects that will maintain the established level of service.

PROPOSED SEWER IMPACT FEE

The IFFP must properly complete the legislative requirements found in the Impact Fee Act if it is to serves as a
working document in the calculation of appropriate impact fees. The calculation of impact fees relies upon the
information contained in this analysis. Impact fees are then calculated based on many variables centered on
proportionality share and level of service. The following paragraph describes the methodology used for
calculating impact fees in this analysis.

PLAN BASED (FEE BASED ON DEFINED CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PLAN)

Impact fees can be calculated using a specific set of costs specified for future development. The improvements
are identified in the IFFP, Capital Facilities Plan (“CFP”) or Capital Improvement Plan (“CIP”) as growth related
projects. The total project costs are divided by the total demand units the projects are designed to serve. Under
this methodology, it is important to indentify the existing level of service and determine any excess capacity in
existing facilities that could serve new growth.

SEWER IMPACT FEE CALCULATION

The sewer impact fees proposed in this analysis will be assessed based on the service areas defined in this
analysis. The tables below illustrate the appropriate buy-in component, the fee associated with projects occurring
in the next six to ten years and the applicable costs related to collection. The proportionate share analysis
determines the proportionate cost assignable to new development based on the proposed capital projects and the
estimated ERU demand served by the proposed projects.

TABLE 6.1: CALCULATION OF PROPORTIONATE IMPACT FEE

PERCENT TO COSTTO ERUS COST PER
REGIONAL FEE CALCULATION ESTIMATED COST GRO GRO SERVED ERU
Zpatment and COI(Regigpal $46,480,972 38.7% $17,984,533 23,325 $771
Buy-In) SR —
Collection (Regional N
Componeny . SUTZ IW0% s o e
Professional Expense $9,675 100.0% $9,675 7,172 $1
Subtotal: Resional $48,235,544 $19,739,105 $909
PERCENT TO COST TO COST PER
LOCAL FEE CALCULATION ESTIMATED COST GRO GRO ERUS ERU
Collec_t_i_p_r_\_ g.(_)_cal Component) - ___________$1,654,317 100.0% . _$l_,65_4,.’§17_ N 10,296 $161
Subtotal: Local il $1,654,317  $1,654,317 $161
Combined Total Impact Fee - - $1,070

The impact fee per meter size is shown below.

1 This is the actual cost to update the IFFP and IFA. The City can use this portion of the impact fee to reimburse itself for the
expense of updating the IFFP and IFA. The cost is divided over the number of new ERUs ini the next six years.
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TABLE 6.2: IMPACT FEE PER METER SIZE

TOTAL IMPACT A o

S Rl e

3/4 1.00 $909 ) $161 $1,070 $1,877  43%
1 216 $1964  $347 $2311 0714 38%
112 717 $6518  $1,152 $7,670 $7,429 3%
2 11.54 $10,491 $1,854 $12,345 S1886 4%
s (2600 $23636  $4178 _$27,814 $26001 7%
4 4600  $41818 $7,391 $49209  $44573 10%
6 10400 $94,544 $16,711 $111,255 $92,860 20%

*Provided by the City of St. George and based on actual historic water use for the different meter sizes.

NON-STANDARD SEWER IMPACT FEES

The City reserves the right under the Impact Fees Act to assess an adjusted fee that more closely matches the
true impact that the land use will have upon the City’s sewer system. This adjustment could result in a different
impact fee if evidence suggests a particular user will create a different impact than what is standard for its
category. The impact fee for non-standard development would be determined based on the water utilization (in
gallons per day) divided by the average gallons per day per ERU (282), multiplied by the impact fee per ERU, as
shown below.

FORMULA FOR NON-STANDARD SEWER IMPACT FEES:

Estimated Usage/282 * Impact Fee per ERU

CONSIDERATION OF ALL REVENUE SOURCES

The Impact Fees Act requires the proportionate share analysis to demonstrate that impact fees paid by new
development are the most equitable method of funding growth-related infrastructure. See Section 5 for further
discussion regarding the consideration of revenue sources.

EXPENDITURE OF IMPACT FEES

Legislation requires that impact fees should be spent or encumbered with six years after each impact fee is paid.
Impact fees collected in the next five to six years should be spent only on those projects outlined in the IFFP as
growth related costs.

PROPOSED CREDITS OWED TO DEVELOPMENT

The Impact Fees Act requires that credits be paid back to development for future fees that will pay for growth-
driven projects included in the Impact Fee Facilities Plan that would otherwise be paid for through user fees.
Credits may also be paid to developers who have constructed and donated system facilities to the City that are
included in the IFFP in-lieu of impact fees. This situation does not apply to developer exactions or system
improvements required to offset density or as a condition of development. Any system project that a developer
funds must be included in the IFFP if a credit is to be issued.

In the situation that a developer chooses to construct facilities found in the IFFP in-lieu of impact fees, the
decision must be made through negotiation with the developer and the City on a case-by-case basis.

GROWTH-DRIVEN EXTRAORDINARY COSTS

1111-36a-402(1)(c)
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The City does not anticipate any extraordinary costs necessary to provide services to future development.

SUMMARY OF TIME PRICE DIFFERENTIAL

The Impact Fees Act allows for the inclusion of a time price differential to ensure that the future value of costs
incurred at a later date are accurately calculated to include the costs of construction inflation. A one percent
annual construction inflation adjustment is applied to projects completed after 2013 (the base year cost estimate).
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SECTION 1: EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The purpose of the Storm Drain Impact Fee Analysis (“IFA”), is to fulfill the requirements established in Utah
Code Title 11 Chapter 36a, the “Impact Fees Act”, and help the City of St. George (the “City”) plan necessary
capital improvements for future growth. This document will determine the appropriate impact fees the City may
charge to new growth to maintain the level of service (“LOS"), as defined in the City’s 2013 Storm Drain Impact
Fee Facilities Plan ("IFFP”), prepared by Bowen Collins & Associates, Inc (“BC&A”).

®  Impact Fee Service Area: The service area for storm drain impact fees includes all areas within the City.

H  Demand Analysis: The demand units utilized in this analysis are based on undeveloped residential and
commercial land and the new impervious surface (measured in square feet) generated from these land
use types. As residential and commercial growth occurs within the City, additional impervious surface
will generate additional run-off. The storm drain capital improvements identified in the IFFP are based
on maintaining the current level of service.

B Level of Service: Impact fees cannot be used to finance an increase in the level of service to current or
future users of capital improvements. The IFFP identifies the future storm drain system improvements
that are needed to manage the runoff caused by 10-year and 100-year events. Therefore, the City’s
storm drain infrastructure is sized to safely and adequately manage runoff from the storm intensities
and durations indicated in the Impact Fee Facilities Plan.

H  Excess Capacity: A buy-in component is not contemplated in this analysis.

®  Capital Facilities Analysis: The total estimated construction year cost for capital projects needed in the
next ten years equals $16.3 million. Approximately $7.8 million has been identified as growth related
capital improvements that will be funded by the City.

®  Funding of Future Facilities: This analysis assumes future growth related facilities will be funded on a
pay-as-you-go basis.

PROPOSED STORM DRAIN IMPACT FEE

The IFFP must properly complete the legislative requirements found in the Impact Fee Act if it is to serve as a
working document in the calculation of appropriate impact fees. The calculation of impact fees relies upon the
information contained in this analysis. Impact fees are then calculated based on many variables centered on
proportionality share and level of service. The following paragraph describes the methodology used for
calculating impact fees in this analysis.

PLAN BASED (FEE BASED ON DEFINED CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PLAN)

Impact fees can be calculated using a specific set of costs specified for future development. The improvements
are identified in the IFFP, CFP (“Capital Facilities Plan”) or CIP (“Capital Improvement Plan”) as growth related
projects. The total project costs are divided by the total demand units anticipated in the next 10 years. Under this
methodology, it is important to identify the existing level of service and determine any excess capacity in
existing facilities that could serve new growth.

STORM DRAIN IMPACT FEE CALCULATION
The total cost identified as growth related and funded is then applied to the total future impervious square feet
served over the IFFP horizon. This results in a cost per square foot (sf) of $.101.
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TABLE 1.1: ILLUSTRATION OF IMPACT FEE PER SF

STORM DRAIN PROPORTIONATE SHARE ANALYSIS (SRR ATy OO T COST PER SF
COsTS SURFACE
Future Storm Drain Projects $7,840,458 61,488,499 $0.128
Professional Expense! $9,675 36,893,099 $0.00026
_fr;pact Fee Fund Balance? ($1,659,259) 61,488,499 ($0.0H
Total $6,190,874 $0.101

The cost per sf is then applied to the land use data for each type of land use, as shown below.

TABLE 1.2: FEE BY LAND USE TYPE

TOTAL IMP. COST PER IMP. IMPACT FEE PER 2006 IMPACT 9% CHANGE
SURFACE (SF) SF UNIT FEE
Residential (per Dwelling)
Residential Single Family 5,082 L $0.101 $5}2 $444 15%
ReSca Mt Family & 3,267 $0.101 $329 $286 15%
Mobile Homes
Non-Residential (per 1,000 SF)
Commercial/Office 950 $0.101 $96 ) $83 15%
Industrial 900 $0.101 $91 $79 15%

NON-STANDARD IMPACT FEES

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

Total Impervious Surface * Cost per Impervious SF ($.101)

! This is the actual cost to update and IFA. The City can use this portion of the impact fee to reimburse itself for the expense of
updating the IFA. The cost is divided over the total future impervious surface anticipated in the next six years,

2 The FY 2013 Impact Fee Fund balance totaled $1,659,259. The Ci ty anticipates that this amount will be spent on projects listed
in the IFFP

* 11-36a-402(1)(c)
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SECTION 2: GENERAL IMPACT FEE METHODOLOGY

FIGURE 2.1: IMPACT FEE
METHODOLOGY
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The purpose of this study is to fulfill the requirements of the Impact Fees Act
regarding the establishment of an IFFP and IFA. The IFFP is designed to identify the
demands placed upon the City’s existing facilities by future development and evaluate
how these demands will be met by the City. The IFFP is also intended to outline the
improvements which are intended to be funded by impact fees. The IFA is designed to
proportionately allocate the cost of the new facilities and any excess capacity to new
development, while ensuring that all methods of financing are considered. Each
component must consider the historic level of service provided to existing
development and ensure that impact fees are not used to raise that level of service. The
following elements are important considerations when completing an IFFP and IFA.

DEMAND ANALYSIS

The demand analysis serves as the foundation for the IFFP. This element focuses on a
specific demand unit related to each public service ~ the existing demand on public
facilities and the future demand as a result of new development that will impact
public facilities.

LEVEL OF SERVICE ANALYSIS

The demand placed upon existing public facilities by existing development is known
as the existing “Level of Service” (“LOS”). Through the inventory of existing facilities,
combined with the growth assumptions, this analysis identifies the level of service
which is provided to a community’s existing residents and ensures that future
facilities maintain these standards. Any excess capacity identified within existing
facilities can be apportioned to new development. Any demand generated from new
development that overburdens the existing system beyond the existing capacity
justifies the construction of new facilities.

EXISTING FACILITY INVENTORY

In order to quantify the demands placed upon existing public facilities by new
development activity, the Impact Fee Facilities Plan provides an inventory of the
City’s existing system improvements. To the extent possible, the inventory valuation
should consist of the following information:

Original construction cost of each facility;
Estimated date of completion of each future facility;
Estimated useful life of each facility; and,
Remaining useful life of each existing facility.

oA

The inventory of existing facilities is important to properly determine the excess
capacity of existing facilities and the utilization of excess capacity by new
development.

FUTURE CAPITAL FACILITIES ANALYSIS

The demand analysis, existing facility inventory and LOS analysis allow for the
development of a list of capital projects necessary to serve new growth and to
maintain the existing system. This list includes any excess capacity of existing facilities
as well as future system improvements necessary to maintain the level of service. Any
demand generated from new development that overburdens the existing system
beyond the existing capacity justifies the construction of new facilities.

Lewis Young Robertson & Burningham, Inc.  Salt Lake City, Utah 84101 Office 801.596.0700 Fax 801.596.2800
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FINANCING STRATEGY — CONSIDERATION OF ALL REVENUE SOURCES

This analysis must also include a consideration of all revenue sources, including impact fees, future debt costs,
alternative funding sources and the dedication (donation) of system improvements, which may be used to
finance system improvements.* In conjunction with this revenue analysis, there must be a determination that
impact fees are necessary to achieve an equitable allocation of the costs of the new facilities between the new and
existing users.>

PROPORTIONATE SHARE ANALYSIS

The written impact fee analysis is required under the Impact Fees Act and must identify the impacts placed on
the facilities by development activity and how these impacts are reasonably related to the new development.
The written impact fee analysis must include a proportionate share analysis, clearly detailing each cost
component and the methodology used to calculate each impact fee. A local political subdivision or private entity
may only impose impact fees on development activities when its plan for financing system improvements
establishes that impact fees are necessary to achieve an equitable allocation to the costs borne in the past and to
be borne in the future (UCA 11-36a-302).

411-36a-302(2)
5 11-36a-302(3)
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SECTION 3: OVERVIEW OF SERVICE AREA, DEMAND, AND LOS

The 2013 IFFP identifies important components that are essential to complete a proportionate share analysis. The
following summarizes the IFFP elements utilized in this analysis.

SERVICE AREA

Utah Code requires the impact fee enactment to establish one or more service areas within which impact fees
will be imposed.¢ The service area for storm drain impact fees includes all areas within the City. This document
identifies capital projects that will help to maintain the same level of service enjoyed by existing residents into
the future.

It is anticipated that the growth projected over the next six to ten years will impact the City’s existing services.
Public facilities will need to be expanded in order to maintain the existing level of service. The IFFP, in
conjunction with the impact fee analysis, are designed to accurately assess the true impact of a particular user
upon the City’s infrastructure.

DEMAND UNITS

The demand unit used in this analysis is impervious surface square footage. As residential and commercial
growth occurs within the City, the impervious surface within the City will increase, resulting in additional run-
off. The storm drain capital improvements identified in this study are based on maintaining the current level of
service as defined in the IFFP. The proposed impact fees are based upon the projected growth in impervious
surface which is used as a means to quantify the impact that future users will have upon the City’s system.
Table 3.1 illustrates the current impervious square footage in the City. By 2023, it is estimated that impervious
square feet will grow by 61,488,499 square feet. This is approximately 30 percent growth over the next ten years.

TABLE 3.1: ILLUSTRATION OF DEMAND UNITS

e DEVELOPED AVG. UNITS PER POST DEVELOPMENT ll\lils’;h:fonu:;l:
ACREAGE ACRE % IMPERVIOUS
EXISTING
Residential Single Family 6,650 3 35% 101,392,540
Residential Multi-Family &
MR y 875 8 60% 22,855,941
Commercial/Office 1268 NA 5% 52,475,849
Industrial 720 N/A 90% 28,237,33_‘_1_
9,513 204,961,664
Source: LYRB, GIS data from City of St. George - ) . o
*Agriculture and open space acres have been excluded as these are primarily pervious surface areas. )
TABLE 3.2: ILLUSTRATION OF GROWTH IN DEMAND
IMPERVIOUS SURFACE NEW IMPERVIOUS SURFACE CUMULATIVE NEW GROWTH
2013 204,961,664
2014 211,110,514 6,148,850
2015 T 217259363 6,148,850 ) 12,297,700
2016 o 223,408,213 " 6,148,850 N 18,446,550
o0 229,557,063 6,148,850 ) 24,595,400
2018 235,705,913 6,148,850 30,744,250
2019 241,854,763 6,148,850 36,893,099
2020 248,003,613 6,148,850 43,041,949
2021 254,152,463 6,148,850 49,190,799

6 11-36a-402(a)
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IMPERVIOUS SURFACE NEW IMPERVIOUS SURFACE CUMULATIVE NEW GROWTH
2022 260,301,313 6,148,850 55,339,649
2023 266,450,163 6,148,850 61,488,499

LEVEL OF SERVICE STANDARDS

Impact fees cannot be used to finance an increase in the level of service to current or future users of capital
improvements. Therefore, it is important to identify the storm water level of service to ensure that the capacities
of projects financed through impact fees do not exceed the established standard. The storm water level of
service, as defined within the IFFP on p.5, is identified below.

B Streets — Where storm drains are not adequate to convey the 100-year, 3-hour design storm, streets may
be used to convey the additional runoff to adequate downstream conveyance facilities. The 100-year
flood flows in streets should be contained within street right-of-way and adjacent drainage easements.

B Storm Drains - Conveyance capacity of storm drain pipes shall be sized for a minimum of the 10-year,
3-hour design flood.

B Culverts - All culvert crossings under a roadway shall be designed to convey the 100-year storm unless
otherwise approved. The minimum culvert diameter shall be 24 inches.

H  Bridges - Free-span bridges must pass the 100-year event with a minimum of 2.0 feet of freeboard. No
significant increases are allowed in upstream water levels.

B Open Channels - All open channels must be designed as permanent in nature and have a minimum
freeboard of 1 foot. They must be designed as generally low maintenance facilities and must have
adequate maintenance access for the entire length.

¥ Storage Facilities - Detention facilities will generally be used to prevent local increases in the 10-year,
24-hour and the 100-year, 24-hour peak flows, or the 100-year 3-hour storm, whichever case requires the
largest volume.

¥ Floodplains - Any alteration of the floodplain is not permitted unless the proposed use can be shown to
have no significant negative influence on the flood conveyance, the floodplain, or the alteration itself.
Hydrologic, hydraulic, erosion, and geomorpholigic studies will be required of developments adjacent
to floodplains.

B Erosion Control ~ All drainage that leaves a new development shall be adequately addressed to
mitigate all erosion on adjacent properties.

¥ Irrigation Ditches — In general, irrigation ditches shall not be used as outfall points for drainage
systems.
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Lewis Young Robertson & Burningham, Inc.  Salt Lake City, Utah 84101 Office 801.596.0700 Fax 801.596.2800



[EASTORN DRAIN

St GEORGE, U

SECTION 4: EXISTING FACILITIES INVENTORY

EXCESS CAPACITY

No buy-in component is calculated in this analysis. Capital projects required to maintain existing service levels,
as a result of new growth, are considered impact fee eligible projects.

VALUE OF EXISTING STORM DRAIN INFRASTRUCTURE

Since a buy-in component is not included in this analysis, the value of existing infrastructure has not been
calculated.

MANNER OF FINANCING EXISTING PUBLIC FACILITIES

The City has funded existing facilities using several revenue sources including general fund revenues (property
taxes, sales taxes, etc.), grants, donations, impact fee revenues and debt. The City anticipates these funding
mechanisms will be available for the funding of future facilities. As shown in the next section, the City has
determined the portion of future projects that will be funded by impact fees as growth-related, system
improvements, as well as alternative funding mechanism related to future facilities.
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SECTION 5: CAPITAL FACILITY ANALYSIS

Impact fees cannot be used to finance an increase in the level of service to current or future users of capital
improvements. Therefore, it is important to maintain the levels of service within the City that have historically
been maintained. The future capital projects have been designed to maintain the existing level of service for
future development, and repair and replacement projects have been excluded from the calculation of impact
fees.

The IFFP identifies a total of $27.5 million in capital projects of which $15.3 million is necessary within the next
ten years. With the inclusion of an inflationary component of one percent for all projects completed after 2012
the total cost of capital projects necessary within ten years is approximately $16.3 million. Tables 5.1 and 5.2
summarize the cost to growth for these projects based on the cost allocation in the IFFP. The construction year
cost to growth of $7.8 million is included in the calculation of the impact fee as growth related capital
improvements funded by the City.

TABLE5.1: SUMMARY OF STORM DRAIN CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PLAN

% OF % OF ESTIMATED ESTIMATED ESTIMATED ESTIMATED
ESTIMATED
PROECE 2012 ToTar  PROJECTS PROJECTS CosT CONSTRUCTION  CONSTRUCTION CONSTRUCTION

I CosT COMPLETED COMPLETED WITHIN 10 YEAR (1-5 YEAR (6-10 YEAR COST (WITHIN
1-5YEARS  6-10 YEARS YEARS YEARS) _ YEARS) 10 YEARS)*

3000 E Sub-Main $3,140,000 38%  40% $2,449,200 - 2018 2020 $2,626,674

Cottam Bench $220,000 90% 10% $220,000 2015 2019 $227,587

Indian Hills Drive $3,745,000 30% 15% $1,685,250 2014 2019 $1,748,354

Washington Fields $8,210,000 30% 15% $3,694,500 2017 2021 $3,935,511
Backbone N B C

East City Proper $2,130,000 0% 20% $426,000 2023 $475,275

Horseman Park $1,730,000 25% 65% $1,557,000 2018 2019 $1,664,724

Rimrock Wash $4,014,900 30% 40% $2,810,430 2017 2020 $3,004,935

West City Proper  $2,370,000 0% 0% 474000 w1 $518,407

Developer Matching $1,000,000 50% 50% $1,000,000 2017 2022 $1,077,816

River & Wash $1,000,000 50% 50% $1,000,000 2016 2022 $1,072,613
Upgrades . e

Total Capital $27,559,900 $15,316,380 $16,351,895
Improvgments S e T -

Source: 2013 Storm Drain IFFP page 7 and the City of STG;rge__for Construction Year

*Includes inflationary component of one percent.

TABLE 5.2: SUMMARY OF PERCENT ASSOCIATED WITH NEW DEVELOPMENT

% ASSOCIATED WITH CONSTRUCTION YEAR

PROJECT %CITYCosT ~ CASSOCIATED o ELOPMENT COST TO GROWTH
Ry e e (NEW GROWTH) (WITHIN 10 YEARS)
3000 E Sub-Main 30% 50% 20% $525,335
Cottam Bench 25% 30% 45% $102,414
Indian Hills Drive ' 28% 11% 61% $1,066,496
Washington Fields Backbone 12% 8% 80% $3,148,409
East City Proper 92% 0% 8% " $38,022
Horseman Park B 25% % 75%  $148583
Rimrock Wash 10% 76% | 14% 5420691
West City Proper 90% 0% 10% $51,841
Developer Matching 0% 0% 100% $1,077,816
River & Wash Upgrades 35% 50% 15% $160,892
Total $7,840,458
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SYSTEM VS. PROJECT IMPROVEMENTS

System improvements are defined as existing public facilities designed to provide services to service areas
within the community at large and future public facilities that are intended to provide services to service areas
within the community at large.” Project improvements are improvements and facilities that are planned and
designed to provide service for a specific development (resulting from a development activity) and considered
necessary for the use and convenience of the occupants or users of that development.? The Impact Fee Analysis
may only include the costs of impacts on system improvements related to new growth within the proportionate
share analysis.

FUNDING OF FUTURE FACILITIES

The IFFP must also include a consideration of all revenue sources, including impact fees and the dedication
(donation) of system improvements, which may be used to finance system improvements.? In conjunction with
this revenue analysis, there must be a determination that impact fees are necessary to achieve an equitable
allocation of the costs of the new facilities between the new and existing users.” In considering the funding of
future facilities, the City has determined the portion of future projects that will be funded by impact fees as
growth-related, system improvements (see Tables 5.1, 5.2 and the IFFP).

The IFFP completed by BC&A provides all future capital project data including estimated project costs. The
accuracy and correctness of this IFA is contingent upon the accuracy of the IFFP. Any deviations or changes in
the assumptions due to changes in the economy or other relevant information included in the IFFP may cause
this plan to be inaccurate and require modifications.

CONSIDERATION OF ALTERNATIVE FUNDING MECHANISMS

Property tax revenues are considered in this analysis as a funding source for capital projects. The City has
identified the projects that will be paid through general fund revenues. Specific grants or donations have not
been contemplated in this IFA. If additional grants become available, the impact analysis should be updated to
reflect the grant monies received. A donor will be entitled to a reimbursement for the value of system
improvements funded through impact fees if donations are made by new development. Section 6 further
addresses proposed credits owed to development.

In the event the City has not amassed sufficient impact fees to pay for the construction of time sensitive or urgent
capital projects needed to accommodate new growth, the City must look to revenue sources other than impact
fees for funding. The Impact Fees Act allows for the costs related to the financing of future capital projects to be
legally included in the impact fee. This allows the City to finance and quickly construct infrastructure for new
development and reimburse itself later from impact fee revenues for the costs of issuing debt.

We have assumed that construction of needed facilities in this plan will proceed on a pay-as-you-go basis.
Therefore, the impact fees in this analysis do not include a debt component. Inter-fund loans can be made from
the general fund which will be repaid once sufficient impact fee revenues have been collected.

EQUITY OF IMPACT FEES

Impact fees are intended to recover the costs of capital infrastructure that relate to future growth. The impact fee
calculations are structured for impact fees to fund 100% of the growth-related facilities identified in the
proportionate share analysis as presented in the impact fee analysis. Even so, there may be years that impact fee
revenues cannot cover the annual growth-related expenses. In those years, other revenues such as general fund
revenues may be used to make up any annual deficits. Any borrowed funds are to be repaid in their entirety
through impact fees.

11-36a-102(20)
$11-36a102(13)
911-36a-302(2)
" 11-362-302(3)
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NECESSITY OF IMPACT FEES

An entity may only impose impact fees on development activity if the entity’s plan for financing system
improvements establishes that impact fees are necessary to achieve parity between existing and new
development. This analysis has identified the improvements to public facilities and the funding mechanisms to
complete the suggested improvements. Impact fees are identified as a necessary funding mechanism to help
offset the costs of new capital improvements related to new growth. In addition, alternative funding mechanisms
are identified to help offset the cost of future capital improvements.
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SECTION 6: STORM DRAIN IMPACT FEE CALCULATION

The calculation of impact fees relies upon the information contained in this analysis. Impact fees are calculated
based on many variables centered on proportionality and level of service.

PROPOSED STORM DRAIN IMPACT FEE

PLAN BASED (FEE BASED ON DEFINED CIP)

Impact fees can be calculated using a specific set of costs specified for future development. The improvements
are identified in the IFFP as growth related projects. The total project costs are divided by the total demand units
anticipated in the next 10 years. Under this methodology, it is important to identify the existing level of service
and determine any excess capacity in existing facilities that could serve new growth.

STORM DRAIN IMPACT FEE CALCULATION
The total cost identified as growth related and funded is then applied to the total future impervious square feet
served over the IFFP horizon. This results in a cost per square foot of $.101.

TABLE 6.1: ILLUSTRATION OF IMPACT FEE PER SF

STORM DRAIN PROPORTIONATE SHARE ANALYSIS (TG LT T, COST PER SF
COsTS SURFACE
Future Storm Drain Projects $7,840,458 61,488,499 ) $0.128
 Professional Expense!! i $9675 3689309  $0.00026
Impact Fee Fund Balance!? ($1,659,259) ) 61,488,499 ($0.027)
Total - "$6,190,874 ] $0.101
The cost per sf is then applied to the land use data for each type of land uses, as shown below.
TABLE 6.2: FEE BY LAND USE TYPE
TOTAL IMP. COSTPERIMP. IMPACTFEEPER 2006 IMPACT % CHANGE
SURFACE (SF) SF UNIT FEE
Residential (per Dwelling)
Residential Single Family 5,082 - $0.101 _ $512 §444 - __15% i
?;:;‘:“;:2::“"}: amlly & 3,267 $0.101 $329 $286 15%
Non-Residential (per 1,000 SF)
Commercial/Office 950 $0.101 $96 $83 15%
Industrial 900 $0.101 $91 $79 15%

NON-STANDARD IMPACT FEES

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

Total Impervious Surface * Cost per Impervious SF ($.101)

This is the actual cost to update and [FA. The City can use this portion of the impact fee to reimburse 1tself for the expense of
updating the [FA. The cost is divided over the total future impervious surface anticipated in the next six years.
 The FY 2013 Impact Fee Fund balance totaled $1,659,259. The City anticipates that this amount will be spent on projects
listed in the IFFP.
1+ 11-362-402(1)(c)
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CONSIDERATION OF ALL REVENUE SOURCES

The Impact Fees Act requires the proportionate share analysis to demonstrate that impact fees paid by new
development are the most equitable method of funding growth-related infrastructure. See Section 5 for further
discussion regarding the consideration of revenue sources.

EXPENDITURE OF IMPACT FEES

Legislation requires that impact fees should be spent or encumbered with six years after each impact fee is paid.
Impact fees collected in the next five to six years should be spent only on those projects outlined in the IFFP as
growth related costs to maintain the LOS.

PROPOSED CREDITS OWED TO DEVELOPMENT

The Impact Fees Act requires that credits be paid back to development for future fees that will pay for growth-
driven projects included in the Impact Fee Facilities Plan that would otherwise be paid for through user fees.
Credits may also be paid to developers who have constructed and donated facilities to that City that are
included in the IFFP inlieu of impact fees. This situation does not apply to developer exactions or
improvements required to offset density or as a condition of development. Any system project that a developer
funds must be included in the IFFP if a credit is to be issued.

In the situation that a developer chooses to construct facilities found in the IFFP in-lieu of impact fees, the
decision must be made through negotiation with the developer and the City on a case-by-case basis.

GROWTH-DRIVEN EXTRAORDINARY COSTS

The City does not anticipate any extraordinary costs necessary to provide services to future development.

SUMMARY OF TIME PRICE DIFFERENTIAL

The Impact Fees Act allows for the inclusion of a time price differential to ensure that the future value of costs
incurred at a later date are accurately calculated to include the costs of construction inflation. A one percent
annual construction inflation adjustment is applied to projects completed after 2012 (the base year cost estimate).
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STORM DRAIN IMPACT FEE FACILITIES PLAN

INTRODUCTION

In 2009, the City of St. George adopted a new storm drain master plan that provided
recommendations and guidelines for existing and future storm drain facilities. The City recently
decided to update their storm drain impact fees. Recent changes in the State Legislative Code
require municipalities to prepare an impact fee facilities plan that defines the public facilities
required to serve development resulting from new development activities.

Bowen Collins & Associates (BC&A) was retained to prepare the Storm Drain Impact Fee
Facilities Plan (IFFP). This report is intended to document the public facilities required to serve
development resulting from new development activity.

It should be noted that while the City of St. George charges a monthly storm water fee to existing
property owners, this fund is used to provide maintenance and upkeep on existing facilities. It is
not intended to be used for new facilities that are required as a result of new development. The
City relies on impact fees to fund facilities that are required for new development.

DEMAND ANALYSIS

The City desires that their stormwater impact fee be based upon the amount of impervious
surface associated with development. The percent of impervious surface that contributes to
stormwater runoff varies based on development type and density.

In order to define the existing and future need for stormwater management facilities, various
types of information were collected from the City and analyzed using GIS software. That
information included zoning maps, contour maps, aerial photography (dated 2011), and a copy of
the City’s existing impact fee ordinance. Using that information, BC&A worked with City staff
to estimate the amount of developed land by land use type. The results of this analysis are
presented in Table 1. City personnel estimate that the 9,513 acres of existing developed land will
increase by 30 percent over the next 10 years. For the purposes of this study, it was assumed that
the existing developed acreage associated with each land use type will each developed by 30
percent over that period. The existing and projected impervious areas by land use type are also
presented in Table 1.

BOWEN, COLLINS & ASSOCIATES 1 ST. GEORGE CITY
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STORM DRAIN IMPACT FEE FACILITIES PLAN

Figure 1 shows the service area with the zoning in the 2010 Land Use Master Plan that was used
for this study. Total developable land was determined using information from the City’s
ordinances, including the hillside development ordinance, and the zoning map. It should be
noted that the City did not define locations for new school district facilities or charter schools for
this plan. It is anticipated that these will be considered on a case by case basis as the school
facilities are planned and developed.

INVENTORY OF EXISTING FACILITIES

In order to determine what areas need improved facilities to handle development, existing storm
drain facilities were inventoried. For the purposes of the storm drain impact fee analysis, a storm
drain “system improvement” is any existing or future stormwater management facility that serves
more than one development and is further defined as follows:

» A storm drain pipe that has an inside diameter equal to or greater than 24 inches.

 Any storm drain catch basin, manhole, or inlet that is directly connected to pipe that has
an inside diameter of 24" larger.

e Any stormwater detention or retention facility that serves more than one development.
e Any street that is designed to convey stormwater runoff from a 10-year design storm.

e Any open channel that will convey runoff from a 10-year design storm.

A storm drain “project improvement” is a storm water management facility that is installed as
part of a development and does not generally serve areas outside the development. A “project
improvement” may include pipes, catch basins, detention or retention facilities, or other
stormwater facilities.

Based on these definitions, the City’s current GIS database was evaluated to estimate the lengths
of existing storm drain pipe and open channel facilities within the City. The results of this
analysis are presented in Table 2.
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STORM DRAIN IMPACT FEE FACILITIES PLAN

Table 2
Summary of Existing Storm Drain Pipe and Open Channel Facilities
Total Existing
Size Pipe (ft)

24 59,920
30 41,695
36 45,041
42 16,721
48 32,654
54 4,904
60 17,097

66 -
72 21,439

84 -
96 980

108 -
‘Open Channel 29,505
Total 269,956

REVENUE SOURCES

Several revenue sources were considered to pay for the system improvements. Those revenue
sources include grants, bonds, interfund loans, impact fees, the general fund, and anticipated or
accepted dedication of system improvements. It is recommended that impact fees be used to
equitably allocate the costs between future development and existing users.

To meet the requirements of the Utah State Impact Fee Act, an impact fee analysis must identify
any excess (available) capacity in existing stormwater facilities that is available to serve future
growth. However, the City staff has indicated that they are not interested in including a buy-in
component as part of their storm drain impact fee. Therefore an excess capacity analysis was not
performed as part of this study.

LEVEL OF SERVICE STANDARDS

Level of Service Standards are defined in the City of St. George Drainage Manual, dated July
2009. Section 3 from that manual has been included in Appendix A. That section defines the
standards for all storm drain facilities, including streets, storm drain piping, culverts, bridges,
open channels, storage facilities, and floodplains.

In general, the drainage manual addresses the following facilities:

 Streets — Where storm drains are not adequate to convey the 100-year, 3-hour design
storm, streets may be used to convey the additional runoff to adequate downstream
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conveyance facilities. The 100-year flood flows in streets should be contained within
street right-of-way and adjacent drainage easements.

 Storm Drains - Conveyance capacity of storm drain pipes shall be sized for a minimum of
the 10-year, 3-hour design flood.

» Culverts - All culvert crossings under a roadway shall be designed to convey the 100-year
storm unless otherwise approved. The minimum culvert diameter shall be 24 inches.

o Bridges - Free-span bridges must pass the 100-year event with a minimum of 2.0 feet of
freeboard. No significant increases are allowed in upstream water levels.

 Open Channels - All open channels must be designed as permanent in nature and have a
minimum freeboard of 1 foot. They must be designed as generally low maintenance
facilities and must have adequate maintenance access for the entire length.

» Storage Facilities - Detention facilities will generally be used to prevent local increases in
the 10-year, 24-hour and the 100-year, 24-hour peak flows, or the 100-year 3-hour storm,
whichever case requires the largest volume.

 Floodplains - Any alteration of the floodplain is not permitted unless the proposed use
can be shown to have no significant negative influence on the flood conveyance, the
floodplain, or the alteration itself. Hydrologic, hydraulic, erosion, and geomorphologic
studies will be required of developments adjacent to floodplains.

 Erosion Control — All drainage that leaves a new development shall be adequately
addressed to mitigate all erosion on adjacent properties.

 TImrigation Ditches — In general, irrigation ditches shall not be used as outfall points for
drainage systems.

PROPOSED CAPITAL FACILITIES

Using the updated existing facilities plan and the hydrologic analysis from the 2009 Storm Drain
Master Plan, existing pipelines were evaluated to estimate the amount of excess capacity
available for new development. Several meetings with St. George City staff were also held to
determine likely areas of growth during the next 5 to 10 years. Projects were grouped based on
geographical location.

The recommended improvements identified in this IFFP include only major storm drain facilities
(system improvements). Local storm drain facilities (project improvements), typically associated
with development projects, are not included in the IFFP nor are they eligible for impact fees.
This report defines only system improvements for the City’s storm drain system. The definition
of system improvements and project improvements is presented below.

e Major Conveyance Facilities — Major storm drain conveyance facilities (system
improvements) include pipelines and improvements to major channels that typically
service multiple developments. Local facilities (project improvements) include smaller
storm drain conveyance facilities that typically only serve one development and are used
to convey storm water runoff from the 100-year design storm to the major conveyance
facilities.

BOWEN, COLLINS & ASSOCIATES 5 ST. GEORGE CITY
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* Regional Detention Facilities — Based on discussions with City personnel, it was
decided to require each development to provide local detention facilities (project
improvements) to attenuate peak storm water discharges to the limits stated in the SDMP
report. A major regional detention facility (system improvement) will attenuate peak
runoff from the 100-year design storm to levels that can be safely conveyed through
existing downstream facilities.

o Developer Related Projects as Needed — This item covers “system improvements” for
any projects that are required due to development, but are not specifically identified in
the master plan. An example would be the road expansion project of Riverside Drive
near River Road. That project is required due to an increase in traffic on that road, and
will require a larger storm drain system to convey runoff from the expanded roadway
surface.

Using this information, needed system stormwater management facilities have been identified to
serve new development that is projected to occur within the next 10 years. The locations of
recommended projects are shown on Figure 2, and are listed in Table 3.

An analysis was performed to identify demands placed upon existing stormwater system
facilities by new development activities at the desired level of service. This analysis included
estimating the following: existing facility capacity, design storm discharges for existing
development, magnitude of existing deficiencies (if any), design storm discharges for projected
full build out conditions, and increased discharges to existing rivers and washes. In addition,
costs associated with needed stormwater system improvements that will serve areas of projected
redevelopment in areas that are currently developed were estimated based on increased
impervious area. Recommended projects and costs that can be attributed to development
projected to occur in the next 10 years are presented in Table 3.
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STORM DRAIN IMPACT FEE FACILITIES PLAN

IMPACT FEE CERTIFICATION

The analysis contained in this report has been prepared based on growth and system information
provided by the City of St. George. Based on the data and growth assumptions provided and
assuming the City follows the improvement plan outlined in this report, BC&A certifies that, to
the best of our knowledge and in accordance with Section 11-36a-306, this impact fee facilities
plan:

1. Includes only the costs for qualifying public facilities that are:
a. allowed under the Impact Fees Act; and

b. actually incurred; or

c. projected to be incurred or encumbered within six years after the day on which each
impact fee is paid,;

2. Does not include:
a. costs for operation or maintenance of public facilities;

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

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

3. Complies in each and every other relevant respect with the Impact Fees Act.
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DRAINAGE MANUAL

SECTION 3
DESIGN CRITERIA

STREETS

Streets are a significant and important component in urban drainage and may be made use of in
storm runoff within reasonable limits. The primary purpose of streets is for traffic. Reasonable
limits for the use of streets for runoff shall be set by the City Engineer. Design criteria for gutter
capacity and associated lane encroachment will depend on the roadway type as shown in
Table 3-1. Street designs must include surface drainage relief points (inlets). This is especially
important for flat gradient areas, local sumps or depressions and cul-de-sacs. Catch basins
should be located on both sides of the street, in general, and the spacing between catch basin
locations should not exceed 400 feet.

For pedestrian safety, street flows must be limited such that the product of the depth (feet) and
velocity (feet/second) does not exceed six for the 10-year flow and eight for the 100-year flow.
Curb overtopping is not permitted in the 10-year event. When street encroachment limits are
met, an underground storm sewer system shall be required. Where this underground conveyance
is required to limit street flows, it will be designed for the 10-year design storm or greater.

Table 3-1
Street Gutter Capacity for 100-Year Event

Street Classification Maximum Encroachment
O No curb overtopping.* Flow may spread to
Local (Residential)
crown of street.

No curb ovénopi)ing.* Flow spread must leave

Minor Collector (Residential) one lane free of water.

No curb overtopping.* Flow spread must leave

Major Collector at least two lanes of travel free. (One lane in
each direction)
1 %k
Arterial No Curb overtopping.* All travel lanes to

remain open.

No Curb overtopping.*_ No encroachment is
allowed on any traffic lane.

Major Arterial

*Where no curb exists, encroachment shall not extend over property lines.

Streets must also provide for routing of the 100-year design storm to adequate downstream
conveyance facilities. The 100-year flood flows in streets should be contained within street
right-of-way and adjacent drainage easements. Provision should be made to allow flows within
the street to enter any downstream detention basins or other such facilities.

While the 100-year flow is the largest storm required in this manual, consideration should be
given to requiring a flood easement to convey the 500-year storm through the natural lowpoint of
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DRAINAGE MANUAL

a basin. While this area could be used for roads and recreation type facilities, buildings would
not be allowed within this corridor.

STORM DRAINS

Storm drain design conveyance capacity will be sized for a minimum of the 10-year, 3-hour
design flood. The storm drain system should be of sufficient capacity to prevent significant
damage to property during the 100-year, 3-hour design flood as the streets will most likely not be
able to convey the difference between the 10-year and 100-year storms. Inlets must have
sufficient capacity to prevent local ponding during the 10-year event, with 50 percent blockage
of inlets by debris. Analysis of combined street and storm drain capacity for the 100-year flood
must determine maximum ponding depths and water levels and show that these depths are non-
damaging. In instances where sufficient combined capacity does not exist, the storm drain size
may have to be increased beyond that of the 10-year design.

In areas where underground water is anticipated to be added to the drainage system, the pipe size
should be increased accordingly. In general, ground water will not be allowed to flow in streets
and gutters and in other overland flow situations.

Design considerations will be given for differences in interception capacity of inlets on a
gradient as compared to interception capacity of inlets in sag locations. Inlet spacing and
locations will be for continuous grade or sag situations as appropriate. Inlets will be spaced so as
to keep the street encroachment of flood waters to the minimum. Sag points may be required to
have additional inlets spaced to control the maximum level of ponding. Curb inlets are typically
only capable of catching two cfs and should be of sufficient number to allow the pipe to flow
full.

All storm drains will be designed by application of the Manning’s equation. Minimum design
velocity shall be 2.0 feet/second flowing one-half full. The Manning’s n value shall represent
that value that will be seen during the useful life of pipe which may differ from that of a new
pipe. The hydraulic grade line will be shown for all pipe systems. The minimum storm drain
diameter shall be 15-inch.

Storm drains shall not be designed for surcharged (pressure) pipe conditions unless otherwise
approved by the City Engineer. When storm drains are designed for full pipe flow, or surcharged
pipe conditions, the designer shall establish the hydraulic grade line considering head losses
caused by flow resistance in the pipe, and changes of momentum and interferences at junctions,
bends and structures. The water surface elevation profile and hydraulic grade line will be shown
for the 10-year and the 100-year design flood as required in the Drainage Control Plan and
Report.

CULVERTS
In general, culverts are used to carry runoff from an open channel or ditch under a roadway to a

receiving open channel or ditch. The minimum culvert diameter shall be 24 inches. All culvert
crossings under a roadway shall be designed to convey the 100-year storm unless otherwise
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DRAINAGE MANUAL

approved by the City. No road overtopping will be permitted for culvert crossings under arterial
roads. Any overtopping on less critical roads shall be limited by the velocity/depth ratio.

A culvert entrance blockage factor of 50 percent shall be used for culverts with a diameter less
than 36” culverts, as well as for culverts placed in drainages with upstream debris as determined
by the City. The 100-year design storm water backwater surface upstream will be determined
(using HEC-2 or HEC-RAS) unless otherwise not required by the City. The back water must be
shown to be non-damaging and be approved by the affected property owner. Potential paths of
embankment overtopping flows will be determined and redirected, if necessary, so that no
significant flood damage occurs. Entrance and exit structures must be installed to minimize
erosion and maintenance. The minimum culvert slope shall be 1 percent unless otherwise
approved.

BRIDGES

Bridges consist of major structures crossing major washes or drainages. The roadway facility
handled can be any classification of roadway. Low water crossings are generally not permitted.
Bridges can consist of free span structures, box culverts, multiple box culverts, multiple precast
bridges and others.

Free-span bridges must pass the 100-year event with a minimum of 2.0 feet of freeboard.
No significant increases are allowed in upstream water levels. A HEC-2 or HEC-RAS analysis
of potential upstream water surface may be required by the City. Local and regional scour
analyses are required on the structure, upstream and downstream, and embankments.
All potential scour will be mitigated. Appropriate references for this include the UDOT Manual
of Instruction for Roadway Drainage; Stream Stability at Highway Structures, Hydraulic
Engineering Circular No. 20, Federal Highway Administration; Evaluating Scour at Bridges,
Hydraulic Engineering Circular No. 18, Federal Highway Administration; and Bridge Scour and
Stream Instability Countermeasures, Hydraulic Engineering Circular No. 23, Federal Highway
Administration.

For structures crossing FEMA designated flood plains and drainages, other requirements will be
used, as directed by the City.

OPEN CHANNELS

Generally, there are two types of channels: man-made and natural. Natural channels can be
further subdivided into several sub-categories such as un-encroached, encroached, partially
encroached, bank-lined and others. The 100-year recurrence flood will be used for design for all
channels unless otherwise approved by the City. All open channels must be designed as
permanent in nature and have a minimum freeboard of 1 foot. They must be designed as
generally low maintenance facilities and must have adequate maintenance access for the entire
length.
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Man-made Channels

Man-made channel side slopes will generally be limited to a maximum slope of 2H:1V.
Flatter slopes are generally recommended for maintenance and safety reasons. Safety is a
primary concern. A channel should be designed such that a person falling into it could climb out
within a reasonable distance. A channel that is shallow in depth or in remote areas, or in areas of
restricted right-of-way may, upon approval, have a steeper slope. Maximum velocities will
depend on the type of material used for the channel lining. Supercritical velocities are not
permitted for any material used. Drop structures and other energy dissipating design may be
required to limit velocities to control erosion and head cutting.

Maximum velocities for grass lined channels depend on the type of grass mixture. The designers
should consult appropriate design literature for details. It is assumed that grass lined channels
will be mowed at least annually and will need to be irrigated. The minimum bottom width of a
grass lined channel will be 6 feet unless otherwise approved by the maintenance agency. The
minimum bottom width of all man-made channels shall be designed to facilitate access and
maintenance.

Natural Channels

The use and preservation of natural drainage ways shall be encouraged. Natural channels for
drainage conveyance can reduce long term maintenance costs, can reduce initial costs associated
with drainage, and can enhance passive recreation and open space uses. When natural channels
are incorporated into the drainage control plan, consideration shall be given to the impact of
increased flows due to improvements to upstream drainage basins and areas, adequate access for
maintenance and debris removal, long-term degradation and erosion potential, and the need for
additional set-backs for structures.

STORAGE FACILITIES

Generally, there are two types of storm water storage facilities: retention and detention.
Retention ponds which are normally intended for infiltration of stored water may require
extensive subsoil and groundwater studies as well as extensive maintenance requirements and
safety concerns and are generally not allowed.

Detention facilities (basins) are used to temporarily store runoff and reduce the peak discharge
by allowing flow to be discharged at a controlled rate. The controlled discharge rate is based on
either limited down stream capacity, as in regional basins, or on a limit on the increase in flows
over pre-development conditions, as in local facilities, and in some instances both.

Regional detention facilities are those identified by the City and will be identified in the Storm
Drain Master Plan and other regional studies. Generally, these facilities control flow on major
washes or drainage basins, are of major proportion, and are built as part of major development or
mitigation plans.
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Local detention facilities are usually designed by and financed by developers or local property
owners desiring to improve their property. These facilities are intended to allow development of
property by protecting a site from existing flooding and/or to protect downstream property from
increased runoff caused by development. In small facilities, detention storage volume may be
provided in small landscaped basins, parking lots, underground vaults, excess open space, or a
suitable combination. In larger facilities, dual functions may be served. These larger facilities
are required to reduce existing flooding to allow a development and/or control increased runoff
caused by the development itself. These larger facilities may store significant flood volumes and
may handle both off-site and on-site flows.

Detention facilities will generally be used to prevent local increases in the 10-year, 24-hour and
the 100-year, 24-hour peak flows, or the 100-year 3-hour storm, whichever case requires the
largest volume. Post-development discharges must not exceed pre-development discharges or .2
cfs per acre, whichever is less. If downstream facilities lack adequate capacity to handle the
flow, lower release rates must be used.

Standard engineering practice shall be used in determining the volume of the required facilities.
A minimum of 1 foot of freeboard is required above the maximum water surface elevation.
Emergency spillways or overflows will be incorporated into all designs. Structures and facilities
shall be design so as not to be damaged is case of emergency overflow. Detention basins must
empty within 24 hours of a storm event. The maximum impounded water depth of a basin
should be 3 feet unless otherwise approved. Below grade basins are preferred. Partially wet
basins may be allowed for recreational or aesthetic purposes, but storage below permanent
spillways or low-level outlets cannot be included in control calculations. Groundwater should
not be introduced into detention basins without approval of the City. Multi-use (e.g. recreation)
should be considered for all detention basins.

Energy dissipation and erosion protection is required at all outlet structures where storm drainage
is released into a natural or erodible channel, unless otherwise approved by the City. All basins
are required to function properly under debris and sedimentation conditions. Adequate access
must be provided to allow for cleaning and maintenance. All basins shall be designed as
permanent facilities unless otherwise approved in writing by the City.

FLOODPLAINS

Flood plains are generally classified as FEMA and non-FEMA. Any work in and around FEMA
designated and mapped floodplains should refer to the local ordinance govering their use.
All work in the FEMA floodplain requires an appropriate permit.

Non-FEMA Floodplains

In general, all building floor levels should be constructed two feet above the 100-year flood
level. Encroachments into the 100-year floodplain for natural water courses will not be allowed
unless otherwise permitted by the City. All natural drainages, washes, and waterways that
convey a developed 100-year flow of greater that 150 cfs will be left open unless otherwise
approved. Developments located adjacent to or in floodplains may be required to stabilize the
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continual degradation and erosion of the channel by installing grade control structures and/or by
other effective means. Any alteration of the floodplain is not permitted unless the proposed use
can be shown to have no significant negative influence on the flood conveyance, the floodplain,
or the alteration itself.

In the layout and design of new developments, adequate access to floodplains and erosion
protection shall be provided. It is preferred that streets be positioned between floodplains and
structures. Where not possible or feasible, additional structural setbacks will be required.

Hydrologic, hydraulic, erosion, and geomorpholigic studies will be required of developments
adjacent to floodplains.

EROSION CONTROL

Necessary measures shall be taken to prevent erosion due to drainage at all points in new
developments. During grading and construction, the developer shall control all potential storm
runoff so that eroded soil and debris cannot enter any downstream water course or adjoining
property. All drainage that leaves a new development shall be adequately addressed to mitigate
all erosion on adjacent properties. Erosion mitigation shall be permanent unless otherwise
approved. A comprehensive reference on erosion control is Sedimentation Engineering by the
ASCE.

IRRIGATION DITCHES

In general, irrigation ditches shall not be used as outfall points for drainage systems, unless such
use is shown to be without unreasonable hazard substantiated by adequate hydraulic engineering
analysis.

In general, irrigation ditches are constructed on very flat slopes and with limited carrying
capacity. It is obvious, based on experience and hydraulic calculations, that irrigation ditches
cannot, as a general rule, be used as an outfall point for storm drainage because of physical
limitations. Exceptions to the rule are when the capacity of the irrigation ditch is adequate to
carry the normal ditch flow plus the maximum storm runoff with adequate freeboard to obviate
creating a hazard to property and persons below and around the ditch. Ditches are seldom for
use as a storm drain.

Irrigation ditches are sometimes abandoned in areas where agricultural use has subsided.
Provisions must be made for ditch perpetuation prior to its being chosen and used as an outfall
for drainage. Use of irrigation ditches for collection and transportation of storm runoff shall be
made only when in accordance with the Storm Drain Master Plan.
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SECTION 1: EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The purpose of the Transportation Impact Fee Facilities Plan (“IFFP”), with supporting Impact Fee Analysis
("IFA"), is to fulfill the requirements established in Utah Code Title 11 Chapter 36a, the “Impact Fees Act”, and
help the City of St. George (the “City”) plan necessary transportation capital improvements for future growth.
This document will address the future transportation infrastructure needed to serve the City through the next six
to ten years, as well as the appropriate impact fees the City may charge to new growth to maintain the existing
level of service (“LOS”).

% Impact Fee Service Area: The service area for transportation impact fees includes all areas within the

City.

¥ Demand Analysis: The demand units utilized in this analysis are based on undeveloped residential and
commercial land and the new trips generated from these land-use types. As residential and commercial
growth occurs within the City, additional trips will be generated on the City’s roadways. The
transportation capital improvements identified in this study are based on maintaining the current level
of service as defined by the City.

® Level of Service: LOS is a term used to describe the traffic operations of an intersection and/or
roadway, based on congestion and delay. Level of Service is generally defined in ranges from LOS A
(almost no congestion or delay) to LOS F (traffic demand is above capacity and the intersections
experience long queues and delays). The LOS C or D is generally considered acceptable for rural or
urbanized areas. Most of the City’s roadways currently maintain this standard.

H  Excess Capacity: A buy-in component has not been calculated in this analysis. Capital projects required
to maintain existing service levels, as a result of new growth, are considered impact fee eligible projects.

® Capital Facilities Analysis: Based upon the projected increase in trips through 2023, a total of
$16,846,944 is identified as necessary, growth-related future transportation capital projects. The
percentage of the total costs that is attributable to growth is based upon the proportionate share
analysis provided by the City.

¥ Funding of Future Facilities: This analysis assumes future growth related facilities will be funded on a
pay-as-you-go basis.

PROPOSED TRANSPORTATION IMPACT FEE

The IFFP must properly complete the legislative requirements found in the Impact Fee Act if it is to serve as a
working document in the calculation of appropriate impact fees. The calculation of impact fees relies upon the
information contained in this analysis. Impact fees are then calculated based on many variables centered on
proportionality share and level of service. The following paragraph describes the methodology used for
calculating impact fees in this analysis.

PLAN BASED (FEE BASED ON DEFINED CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PLAN)

Impact fees can be calculated using a specific set of costs specified for future development. The improvements
are identified in the IFFP, CFP (“Capital Facilities Plan”) or CIP (“Capital Improvement Plan”) as growth related
projects. The total project costs are divided by the total demand units the projects are designed to serve. Under
this methodology, it is important to identify the existing level of service and determine any excess capacity in
existing facilities that could serve new growth.

TRANSPORTATION IMPACT FEE CALCULATION
The total cost identified as growth related and funded is then applied to the total future trips served over the
planning horizon. This results in a cost per trip of approximately $94.61.
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TABLE 1.1: ILLUSTRATION OF IMPACT FEE PER TRIP
TRANSPORTATION CAPITAL PROJECTS GROWTH RELATED COSTS FUTURE TRIPS COST PER TRIP
Future Roadway Projects $16,846,944_m 151,8319 ~ $110.96
Professional Expenses! B $9,675 86,692 $0.1
Impact Fee Fund Balance? ) ($2,498,912) 151,830 ($16.46)
_ NetImpact Fee Costper Trip $14,357,707 ) $94.61
The cost per trip is then applied to the trip statistics for each type of land use, as shown below.
TABLE 1.2: FEE BY LAND USE TYPE
WEEKDAY PAass-BY  ADJUSTED ESTIMATED  EXISTING
ITE CLASSIFICATION =R s e St = % CHANGE
Residential (per Unit)
Single Family Homes (210) 9.57 9.57 $905 $754 20%
Multi-Family (220) 6.65 6.65 $629 $529 19%
Mobile Home Park (240) 4.99 4.99 $472 $393 20%
Lodging (per Room)
Hotel (310) 8.17 8.17 $773 $562 38%
Motel (320) 5.63 5.63 $533 $574 -7%
Non Residential (Per 1,000 SF)
Church(€) o1 91 s sS4 5o%
Supermarket 850) 10224 %% 6543 s6191  SLe2  28%
Fast Food With Drive Thru (934) 496.12 50% 248.06 $23,470 $6,025 290%
Quality Restaurant (931) 89.95 44% 50.37 $4,766 $4,959 4%
Drive-In Bank 912) i 148.15 47% 78.52 $7,429 $3,882 9%
Convenience. Mkt W/ Gas
Pumps®) W R s WP o
General Commercial/Shoppin
Center (820) L peme B 4294 34% 2834 $2,681 ____$2’705 1%
Specilty Retail Center G14) 4432 a»  s1% 978 140%
* General Office (710) 11.01 11.01 $1,042 $867 20%
General Lig_hﬁt_I_ndustrial (110) 6.97 B 6.9? $659 ~ $549 - 20%
Auto Parts (843) 61.91 43% 35.29 $3339  $3901 14%
Medical/Dental Office (720) 36.13 36.13 $3418  $2,845 - 20%
Business Park (770) 127 1276 $1,207  $1,005 - 20%
New Car Sales (841) 3B 33.34 $3,154 _$2101 50%
Free Standing Discount Super
13 & P - 53.13 28% 38.25 §3,619 $1,654 9%
Hardware/Paint Store (816) - 51.29 26% 37.95 $3,591 - $2,424 48%
Home Improvement Store (862) . 29.80 48% 15.50 $1466 $1,408 4%
Electronic Superstore (863) 45.04 40% 27.02 $2,557 $2,483 3%
_ Apparel Store (876) 66.40 _ 66.40 $6,282 $2,615 140%
Manufacturing (140) 3.82 3.82 $361 $301 20%
_Note: Adjustment factor is considered to be 1.00 for all land uses. ) e ) S _
! This is the actual cost to update the IFFP and IFA. The City can use this portion of the impact fee to reimburse itself for the
expense of updating the IFFP and 1FA. The cost is divided over the total future trips generated in the next six years.
* The FY 2013 Impact Fee Fund balance totaled $2,524,912. The City anticipates that most of this will be spent on projects listed
in the IFFP. Approximately $26,000 has already been spent or will be spent on projects listed in the previous impact fee study
thus the impact fee calculation only includes $2,498,912 as the impact fee fund balance.
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NON-STANDARD IMPACT FEES

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

Total Trips (per Specified Land Use) * Applicable Adjustment Factors * Cost per Trip ($94.61)

3 11-362-402(1)(c)
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SECTION 2: GENERAL IMPACT FEE METHODOLOGY

The purpose of this study is to fulfill the requirements of the Impact Fees Act
regarding the establishment of an IFFP and IFA. The IFFP is designed to identify the
demands placed upon the City’s existing facilities by future development and evaluate
how these demands will be met by the City. The IFFP is also intended to outline the
FIGURE 2.1: IMPACT FEE improvements which are intended to be funded by impact fees. The IFA is designed to
METHODOLOGY proportionately allocate the cost of the new facilities and any excess capacity to new
development, while ensuring that all methods of financing are considered. Each
component must consider the historic level of service provided to existing
development and ensure that impact fees are not used to raise that level of service. The
DEMAND ANALYSIS following elements are important considerations when completing an IFFP and IFA.
DEMAND ANALYSIS
The demand analysis serves as the foundation for the IFFP. This element focuses on a
specific demand unit related to each public service — the existing demand on public
facilities and the future demand as a result of new development that will impact

LOS ANALYSIS public facilities.

LEVEL OF SERVICE ANALYSIS

The demand placed upon existing public facilities by existing development is known
as the existing “Level of Service” (“LOS"). Through the inventory of existing facilities,
combined with the growth assumptions, this analysis identifies the level of service
which is provided to a community’s existing residents and ensures that future facilities
maintain these standards. Any excess capacity identified within existing facilities can
be apportioned to new development. Any demand generated from new development
that overburdens the existing system beyond the existing capacity justifies the
construction of new facilities.

EXISTING FACILITIES
ANALYSIS

FUTURE FACILITIES

ANALYSIS EXISTING FACILITY INVENTORY

In order to quantify the demands placed upon existing public facilities by new
development activity, the Impact Fee Facilities Plan provides an inventory of the City’s
existing system improvements. To the extent possible, the inventory valuation should
consist of the following information:
FINANCING STRATEGY Original construction cost of each facility;
Estimated date of completion of each future facility;
Estimated useful life of each facility; and,
Remaining useful life of each existing facility.

o m A

PROPORTIONATE SHARE The inventory of existing facilities is important to properly determine the excess
ANALYSIS capacity of existing facilities and the utilization of excess capacity by new
development.

FUTURE CAPITAL FACILITIES ANALYSIS

The demand analysis, existing facility inventory and LOS analysis allow for the
development of a list of capital projects necessary to serve new growth and to
maintain the existing system. This list includes any excess capacity of existing facilities
as well as future system improvements necessary to maintain the level of service. Any
demand generated from new development that overburdens the existing system
beyond the existing capacity justifies the construction of new facilities.
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FINANCING STRATEGY — CONSIDERATION OF ALL REVENUE SOURCES

This analysis must also include a consideration of all revenue sources, including impact fees, future debt costs,
alternative funding sources and the dedication of system improvements, which may be used to finance system
improvements.® In conjunction with this revenue analysis, there must be a determination that impact fees are
necessary to achieve an equitable allocation of the costs of the new facilities between the new and existing users.’

PROPORTIONATE SHARE ANALYSIS

The written impact fee analysis is required under the Impact Fees Act and must identify the impacts placed on
the facilities by development activity and how these impacts are reasonably related to the new development.
The written impact fee analysis must include a proportionate share analysis, clearly detailing each cost
component and the methodology used to calculate each impact fee. A local political subdivision or private entity
may only impose impact fees on development activities when its plan for financing system improvements
establishes that impact fees are necessary to achieve an equitable allocation to the costs borne in the past and to
be borne in the future (UCA 11-36a-302).

411-362-302(2)
5 11-362-302(3)
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SECTION 3: OVERVIEW OF SERVICE AREA, DEMAND, AND LOS

SERVICE AREA

Utah Code requires the impact fee enactment to establish one or more service areas within which impact fees
will be imposed.¢ The service area for transportation impact fees includes all areas within the City. This
document identifies capital projects that will help to maintain the same level of service enjoyed by existing
residents into the future.

~ ol

SUBLRLEY
EF RTINS |

| 7 Transportation Service Area
| D Municipal Boundanes

It is anticipated the growth projected over the next six to ten years will impact the City’s existing services. Public
facilities will need to be expanded in order to maintain the existing level of service. The IFFP, in conjunction with
the IFA, are designed to accurately assess the true impact of a particular user upon the City’s infrastructure.

DEMAND UNITS

The demand units utilized in this analysis are based on undeveloped residential and commercial land and the
new trips generated from these land-use types. As residential and commercial growth occurs within the City,
additional trips will be generated on the City’s roadways. The transportation capital improvements identified in

11-36a-402(a)
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this study are based on maintaining the current level of service as defined by the City. The proposed impact fees
are based upon the projected growth in demand units which are used as a means to quantify the impact that
future users will have upon the City’s system. The demand unit used in the calculation of the transportation
impact fee is based upon each land use category’s impact and road usage characteristics expressed in the number
of trips generated. The existing and future trip statistics used in this analysis were prepared by the City and
their engineers based on existing modeling software.

To determine the proportionate impact from each land use type, the existing trips are allocated to the different
land use types based on trip statistics as presented in the Institute of Traffic Engineers (ITE) Trip Generation
Manual, 8* Edition. The most common method of determining growth is measuring the number of trips within
a community based on existing and future land uses. Appropriate adjustment factors are applied to remove
pass-by traffic. Based on the growth in trips, the City will need to expand its current facilities to accommodate
new growth.

TABLE 3.1: ILLUSTRATION OF TRIPS

TRIPS BY TYPE 2013 2018 2023
_Pass-By! 21,665 26,734 33973
IX-XE 114,550 140,695 170,058
_Internal® _ 222,381 246,801 270,542
' Total Trips i - 580,977 661,031 745,115

Growth in Trips (Difference between 2023 and 2013 Total Trips) e

Tﬁp_Produc}ions and Ath-acti_oﬁs in St. Ge_-(;;g.e; 559_,31_2” . 634,297 __711,142

Growth in New Trips within St. George (Difference between 2023 and 2013 Trip Productions and
_ Attractions in St. George)

1 - Pass-By: Trip passes through St. George City but begins and ends outside City limits.

2 - IX-XI: Trip either begins or ends in St. George City limits but not both.

3 - Internal: Trip begins and ends inside St. George limits.

4 - Trip Productions and Attractions in St. George: “IX-XI” plus two times the “Internal” trips. This is done to determine the

number of trips relative to the trip statistics found in the Institute of Traffic Engineers (ITE) Manual. Trip statistics in the

ITE Manual account for entering and exiting traffic by development type.?

Source: St. George City, Horrocks Engineers

151,830

LEVEL OF SERVICE STANDARDS

The purpose of this document is to establish a level of service (“LOS”) based on the facilities and amenities
provided to residents within the service area. Roadway operations are typically rated in terms of “Level of
Service” (LOS). LOS is a term used to describe the traffic operations of an intersection and/or roadway, based on
congestion and delay. Level of Service is generally defined in ranges from LOS A (almost no congestion or delay)
to LOS F (traffic demand is above capacity and the intersections experience long queues and delays). LOS C or D
is generally considered acceptable for rural or urbanized areas, whereas LOS E and F are considered above

capacity.
TABLE 3.2: LEVEL OF SERVICE CRITERIA FOR ROADWAYS
LOS ARTERIAL (ADTS)? COLLECTOR (ADTS)
LOSsA ) 5,500 5,000
LOSB. - ) . 750 7000
LOSC o 10,000 ‘ 9000
LOSD 11,500 10,500 B
LOSE 15,000 B 13,500 )

7 For example, the 2013 Trip Productions and Attractions figure was calculated by multiplying the Internal Trips of 222,381 by
two to account for beginning and ending trips and then adding the IX-XI Trips of 114,550. This totals 559,312 trips.
* “Arterial” roads serve major traffic movements or major traffic corridors. “ADTs” stands for Average Dai ly Trips.
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The Impact Fees Act allows cities to charge impact fees for roadway facilities as long as a reasonable relationship
exists between the fees imposed on development and the needs generated by new development. Thus, the
consultants used the level of service analysis to determine the road segments that would be impacted by new
growth through a reduction in the level of service. For those road segments that experience a reduced level of
service as a result of new growth, impact fees are an applicable method of financing additional capital
improvements. In addition, in areas where new roadways need to be constructed (due to new development), the
capital costs of these projects can also be applied to impact fees. For the road segments that do not experience a
reduced level of service as a result of future growth, the capital costs are not included in the impact fee analysis.
Under this methodology the consultants isolated those projects that could be funded through impact fees.

It is important to note that existing roadways that maintain the level of service despite growth and the road
improvements required to be funded by developers or other agencies are not included.

In accordance with current City policy, development that will increase traffic volumes on collector and arterial
road intersections will be required to make improvements to maintain at least a level of service (“LOS") D
during peak hours. Most of the City’s roadways currently maintain this standard. However, in the event that
existing roadways must be repaired in order to meet the LOS standard, the City has created a transportation
maintenance program which is designed to finance reparations to existing roadways on an as-needed-basis.
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SECTION 4: EXISTING FACILTIES INVENTORY

EXCESS CAPACITY

Transportation impact fees are justified when trips are added to system-wide roadways that are at or nearing
capacity or when new system-wide roadways are needed to meet the demands of growth. A buy-in component
is contemplated for the roadways that have sufficient capacity to handle new growth while maintaining safe and
acceptable levels of service. No buy-in component is calculated in this analysis. Capital projects required to
maintain existing service levels, as a result of new growth, are considered impact fee eligible projects.

VALUE OF EXISTING TRANSPORTATION INFRASTRUCTURE

Since a buy-in component is not included in this analysis, the value of existing infrastructure has not been
calculated.

MANNER OF FINANCING EXISTING FACILITIES

The City has funded existing facilities using several revenue sources including general fund revenues (property
taxes, Class C road funds, etc.), grants, donations, impact fee revenues and debt. In considering the funding of
future facilities, the City has determined the portion of future projects that will be funded by impact fees as
growth-related, system improvements. In addition, the City has identified the alternative funding mechanism
related to future facilities, as discussed in the next section.
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SECTION 5: CAPITAL FACILITY ANALYSIS

Impact fees cannot be used to finance an increase in the level of service to current or future users of capital
improvements. Therefore, it is important to maintain the levels of service within the City that have historically
been maintained for the existing development in the City. The future capital projects have been designed to
maintain the existing level of service for future development, and repair and replacement projects have been
excluded from the calculation of impact fees.

This section identifies system improvements as well as projects related to curing existing deficiencies. Existing
deficiencies are also identified based on the LOS standards and existing demand. Impact fee eligible costs were
calculated based on the percent attributed to new growth for system improvements necessary to maintain the
existing LOS, and excluded those improvements that were necessary to cure deficiencies.

Based upon the projected increase in trip ends through 2023, the City’s Public Works Department has
determined the transportation capital improvements needed to serve future development. Table 5.1
summarizes the costs of future transportation capital projects (Appendix A provides a detailed description of the
capital projects as well as the allocation of cost to growth). The percentage of the total costs that is attributable to
growth is based upon the proportionate share analysis provided by the City. Also, an adjustment is made to
remove the costs applicable to pass-by traffic. As shown in table 3.1, St. George trips are approximately 151,830
or 92.5 percent of the total trips (164,138). Thus, 92.5 percent of the total costs to growth for future improvements
will be included in the impact fee.

TABLE 5.1: SUMMARY OF TRANSPORTATION CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PLAN
2013 ESTIMATED CONSTRUCTION YEAR

% GROWTH RELATED COST TO GROWTH

CosT CosT
Short-Term Projects (1-5 Years)
Subtotal: Short Term $73,277,000 $75,828,524 11.8% $8,966,852
Mid-Term Projects (6-10 Years)
Subtotal: Mid Term $31,460,000 $33,549,392 27.6% $9,245,779
Total 12N $104,737,000 . $109377,916 $18,212,631
- Pass-By Adjustment 92.5%
Total Growth Related Costs Applied to Impact Fees® $16,846,944

The City has determined the projects included in this Impact Fee Facilities Plan using capital project and
engineering data, planning analysis and other information. The City has provided all future capital project data
including project descriptions and estimated project costs (See Appendix A). The accuracy and correctness of
this plan is contingent upon the accuracy of the data and assumptions. Any deviations or changes in the
assumptions due to changes in the economy or other relevant information used by the City for this study may
cause this plan to be inaccurate and require modifications.

SYSTEM VS. PROJECT IMPROVEMENTS

System improvements are defined as existing and future public facilities that are intended to provide services to
service areas within the community at large.” Project improvements are improvements and facilities that are
plarned and designed to provide service for a specific development (resulting from a development activity) and
considered necessary for the use and convenience of the occupants or users of that development.” The Impact
Fee Analysis may only include the costs of impacts on system improvements related to new growth within the
proportionate share analysis.

? $16.8 million is approximately 15 percent of the total construction year costs, thus the overall percent to growth is
approximately 15 percent.

1 11-36a-102(20)

1 11-36a102(13)
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FUNDING OF FUTURE FACILITIES

The IFFP must also include a consideration of all revenue sources, including impact fees and the dedication
(donations) of system improvements, which may be used to finance system improvements.’2 In conjunction with
this revenue analysis, there must be a determination that impact fees are necessary to achieve an equitable
allocation of the costs of the new facilities between the new and existing users.’® In considering the funding of
future facilities, the City has determined the portion of future projects that will be funded by impact fees as
growth-related, system improvements. In addition, the City has identified the alternative funding mechanism
related to future facilities, as shown below.

FIGURE 5.1: ILLUSTRATION OF FUTURE CAPITAL FACILITIES BY FUNDING SOURCE

$50,000,000

$45,000,000

$40,000,000

$35,000,000 - N

$30,000,000 —,

$25,000,000

$20,000,000 —

$15,000,000 =

$10,000,000

$5,000,000 | $8,284,009 $8,562,936

$0 I — iod Vo ;
Short-Term Projects (1-5 Years) Mid-Term Projects (6-10 Years)
mCity ®ImpactFees MProject ®MPO = State ®COG ® Federal

As shown in the figure above, a total of $16,846,944 is identified as necessary, growth-related future
transportation capital projects, based on projects within the next ten years. See Appendix A for more details.

CONSIDERATION OF ALTERNATIVE FUNDING MECHANISMS

Property tax revenues are considered in this analysis as a funding source for capital projects. The City has
identified the projects that will be paid through general fund revenues. Specific grants are not identified in this
analysis. However, it is likely that some or all of the funds shown under the “Federal” category will be obtained
through grants. If unanticipated grants become available, the impact analysis should be updated to reflect the
grant monies received. A donor will be entitled to a reimbursement for the value of the system improvements
funded through impact fees if donations are made by new development. Section 6 further addresses developer
credits for donations.

In the event the City has not amassed sufficient impact fees to pay for the construction of time sensitive or urgent
capital projects needed to accommodate new growth, the City must look to revenue sources other than impact
fees for funding. The Impact Fees Act allows for the costs related to the financing of future capital projects to be
legally included in the impact fee. This allows the City to finance and quickly construct infrastructure for new

1211-362-302(2)
1311-362-302(3)
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development and reimburse itself later from impact fee revenues for the costs of principal and interest.

This analysis assumes future growth related facilities will be funded on a pay-as-you-go basis, utilizing impact
fee and utility fee revenues.

EQUITY OF IMPACT FEES

Impact fees are intended to recover the costs of capital infrastructure that relate to future growth. The impact fee
calculations are structured for impact fees to fund 100% of the growth-related facilities identified in the
proportionate share analysis as presented in the impact fee analysis. Even so, there may be years that impact fee
revenues cannot cover the annual growth-related expenses. In those years, other revenues such as general fund
revenues will be used to make up any annual deficits. Any borrowed funds are to be repaid in their entirety
through impact fees.

NECESSITY OF IMPACT FEES

An entity may only impose impact fees on development activity if the entity’s plan for financing system
improvements establishes that impact fees are necessary to achieve parity between existing and new
development. This analysis has identified the improvements to public facilities and the funding mechanisms to
complete the suggested improvements. Impact fees are identified as a necessary funding mechanism to help
offset the costs of new capital improvements related to new growth. In addition, alternative funding mechanisms
are identified to help offset the cost of future capital improvements.
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SECTION 6: TRANSPORTATION IMPACT FEE CALCULATION

The calculation of impact fees relies upon the information contained in this analysis. Impact fees are calculated
based on many variables centered on proportionality and level of service.

PROPOSED TRANSPORTATION IMPACT FEE

PLAN BASED (FEE BASED ON DEFINED CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PLAN)

Impact fees can be calculated using a specific set of costs specified for future development. The improvements
are identified in the IFFP, CFP (“Capital Facilities Plan”) or CIP (“Capital Improvement Plan”) as growth related
projects. The total project costs are divided by the total demand units the projects are designed to serve. Under
this methodology, it is important to identify the existing level of service and determine any excess capacity in
existing facilities that could serve new growth.

TRANSPORTATION IMPACT FEE CALCULATION
The total cost identified as growth related and funded is then applied to the total future trips served over the
planning horizon. This results in a cost per trip of $94.61.

TABLE 6.1: ILLUSTRATION OF IMPACT FEE PER TRIP

TRANSPORTATION CAPITAL PROJECTS GROWTH RELATED COSTS FUTURE TRIPS COST PER TRIP
Future Roadway Projects _ _ $16846,944 151830 1109
I_’ro-f-essiom Expensesd4 & 2 000 $9,675 86692 - $011
Impact Fee Fund Balance!s '  (52498912) 151830 ($16.46)
 Net Impact Fee Cost per Trip $14,357,707 361

The cost per trip is then applied to the trip statistics for each type of land use, as shown below.

TABLE 6.2: FEE BY LAND USE TYPE

ITE CLASSIFICATION WEEKDAY PASsS-By ADJUSTED ESTIMATED EXISTING % CHANGE
TRIPS ADJUST. TRIPS FEE FEE

Residential (per Unit)

Single Family Homes (210) 9.57 9.57 $905 $754 20%

Multi-Family (220) 6.65 6.65 $629 $529 19%

Mobile Home Park (240) 4.99 4.99 $472 $393 20%

Lodging (per Room)

Hotel 310) 8.17 817 $773 $562  38%

Motel (320) 5.63 5.63 $533 $574 -7%

Non Residential (Per 1,000 SF)

Church (560) 9.1 9.11 $862 $574 50%

Supermarket (850) 102.24 36% 65.43 $6,191 $1,622 - 282%

Fast Food Witl'_l Drive Thru (934) 496.12 50%____ 248.06 $23,470 $6,025 ) 290%
_Quality Restaurant (931) | 8995  44% 5037  $4766 $4,959 -4%

Drive-In Bank (912) 148.15 47% 78.52 $7,429 $3,882 91%

Convenience. Mkt W/ Gas

Pumps (853) 845.60 66% 28750 $27,201 $4,556 497%

General Commercial/Shoppin

Center (820) /Shopping 4294 34% 28.34 52,651 $2,705 1o

Specialty Retail Center (814) 44.32 44.32 $4,193 $1,745 140%

! This is the actual cost to update the IFFP and TFA. The City can use this portion of the impact fee to reimburse itself for the
expense of updating the IFFP’ and IFA. The cost is divided over the total future trips generated in the next six years,

15 The FY 2013 Impact Fee Fund balance totaled $2,524,912. The City anticipates that most of this will be spent on projects
listed in the IFFP. Approximately $26,000 has already been spent or will be spent on projects listed in the previous impact fee
study thus the impact fee calculation only includes $2,498,912 as the impact fee fund balance.
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ITE CLASSIFICATION WEEKDAY PASS-BY ADJUSTED  ESTIMATED EXISTING % CHANGE
TRIPS ADJUST. TRIPS FEE FEE

General Office (710) 1101 1101 $1,042 $867 20%
General Light Industrial (110) 6.97 6.97 $659 $549 20%
Auto Parts (843) 61.91 43% 3529  $3339 $3,901 -14%
Medical/Dental Office (720) 3613 3613 $3418  $2845  20%
BusinessPark(770) 127 127 $1207  $L005  20%

_ New Car Sales (841) ' 33.34 33.34 $3154  $2101 50%
Free Standing Discount Super

_513) 8 P 53.13 28% 38.25 §3,619 $1,654 119%
Hardware/Paint Store (816) - B 51.29 26% 3795  $3,591 %2424 48%
Home Improvement Store (862) 29.80 48% 1550 $1466  $1408 4%
Electronic Superstore (863) 45.04 0%  27.02 $2,557 $2483 3%
Apparel Store (876) 66.40 6640 $6,282 $2,615 140%
Manufacturing (140) 382 382 $361 $301  20%

Note: Adjustment factor is considered to be 1.00-: for all land uses.

NON-STANDARD IMPACT FEES

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

d

]

Jud
~

Total Trips (per Specified Land Use) * Applicable Adjustment Factors * Cost per Trip ($94.6

L

CONSIDERATION OF ALL REVENUE SOURCES

The Impact Fees Act requires the proportionate share analysis to demonstrate that impact fees paid by new
development are the most equitable method of funding growth-related infrastructure. See Section 5 for further
discussion regarding the consideration of revenue sources.

EXPENDITURE OF IMPACT FEES

Legislation requires that impact fees should be spent or encumbered within six years after each impact fee is
paid. Impact fees collected in the next five to six years should be spent only on those projects outlined in the IFFP
as growth related costs to maintain the LOS.

PROPOSED CREDITS OWED TO DEVELOPMENT

The Impact Fees Act requires that credits be paid back to development for future fees that will pay for growth-
driven projects included in the Impact Fee Facilities Plan that would otherwise be paid for through user fees.
Credits may also be paid to developers who have constructed and donated facilities to the City that are included
in the IFFP in-lieu of impact fees. This situation does not apply to developer exactions or improvements
required to offset density or as a condition of development. Any project that a developer funds must be
included in the IFFP if a credit is to be issued.

In the situation that a developer chooses to construct facilities found in the IFFP in-lieu of impact fees, the
decision must be made through negotiation with the developer and the City on a case-by-case basis.

1 11-362-402(1)(c)
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GROWTH-DRIVEN EXTRAORDINARY COSTS

The City does not anticipate any extraordinary costs necessary to provide services to future development.

SUMMARY OF TIME PRICE DIFFERENTIAL

The Impact Fees Act allows for the inclusion of a time price differential to ensure that the future value of costs
incurred at a later date are accurately calculated to include the costs of construction inflation. A one percent
annual construction inflation adjustment is applied to projects completed after 2013 (the base year cost estimate).
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SECTION 1: EXECUTIVE SUMMARY - FIRE IMPACT FEES

The purpose of the Fire Impact Fee Facilities Plan (“IFFP”), with supporting Impact Fee Analysis (“IFA”), is to
fulfill the requirements established in Utah Code Title 11 Chapter 36a, the “Impact Fees Act”, and help the City
of St. George (the “City”) plan necessary capital improvements for future growth. This document will address
the future fire infrastructure needed to serve the City through the next five to ten years, as well as address the
appropriate impact fees the City may charge to new growth to maintain the existing level of service (“LOS").

8  Service Area: The service area for fire impact fees includes all areas within the City.

®  Demand Analysis: The demand unit used for this analysis is calls for fire service. It is anticipated
that the growth projected over the next five- to ten-year planning horizon, and through buildout,
will impact the City’s existing services through the increase in calls for service. Section 3 of this
report outlines the growth in calls for service.

H  Level of Service: The level of service for purposes of this analysis is the current building square
feet per call. While the impact fee has been calculated based on the number of building square feet
per call, level of service can also be measured in response times and road miles. The target
response time for the Fire Department is four to six minutes or to be within 1.5 road miles from a
fire station. However, the existing response time is slightly higher at approximately 6.27 minutes.
Additional detail regarding level of service is found in Section 3.

¥ Excess Capacity: Fire facilities are not governed by traditional excess capacity analyses such as
water and sewer systems. Instead, fire relies more on response time coverage and the geographic
location of fire stations. Currently the average response time is approximately 6.27 minutes, thus
the SGFD does not have any excess capacity to serve growth that continues to spread toward the
outer-limits of the City’s boundaries.

®  Future Capital Facilities: Based on the calls for service outlined in this report, demand shows that
the City needs to construct one new station of approximately 12,000 sq. ft. within the next ten years.
The City is also planning on constructing a training facility and buying a new engine and aerial
ladder within the next ten years. It is likely that additional stations will also be required to meet
demand through buildout; however, the demand analysis shows that these additional stations will
not be necessary within the IFFP planning horizon and thus are not included in this analysis. If the
City determines that these future stations are needed within the next ten years due to growth in
calls for service or level of service requirements, the impact fee will need to be revised to include
these facilities.

PROPOSED FIRE IMPACT FEE

The IFFP must properly complete the legislative requirements found in the Impact Fee Act if it is to serve as a
working document in the calculation of appropriate impact fees. The calculation of impact fees relies upon the
information contained in this analysis. Impact fees are then calculated based on many variables centered on
proportionality share and level of service. The following paragraph describes the methodology used for
calculating impact fees in this analysis.

GROWTH-DRIVEN (PERPETUATION OF EXISTING LEVEL OF SERVICE)

The methodology utilized in this analysis is based on the increase, or growth, in demand. The growth driven
method utilizes the existing level of service and perpetuates that level of service into the future. Impact fees are
then calculated to provide sufficient funds for the entity to expand or provide additional facilities, as growth
occurs within the community. Under this methodology, impact fees are calculated to ensure new development
provides sufficient investment to maintain the current level of service (LOS) standards in the community.

PAGE 3
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FIRE IMPACT FEE CALCULATION

Fire impact fees were calculated assuming that 100% of the cost of future stations and apparatus will be
attributed to new demand. The cost per call was determined by taking the total cost of all new stations and
apparatus and dividing it over the total estimated number of calls the stations and apparatus will serve. A cost
for professional services is then applied, which is the actual cost to update the IFFP and IFA. The City can use
this portion of the impact fee to reimburse itself for the expense of updating the IFFP and IFA. The professional
services cost is divided over the additional calls generated in the next six years. Section 5 further details the

calculation of this impact fee.
TABLE 1.1: PROPOSED FIRE/EMS IMPACT FEE SCHEDULES
CALLS PER COST PER IMPACT FEE %
UNIT CALL PER UNIT SalEE CHANGE

Residential
Residential Single-Family (per dwelling unit) 0084 = $2259 | $190 $216 -12%
Residential Multi-Family (per dwelling unit)! 0.124 $2,259 $280 $101 177%
Non-Residential
Professional Office (per 1,000 square feet) 0.164 $3,907 $641 $192 234%__
g)_x_ninsr_c_i_a_l__(eer 1,000 square feet) e _0.098 $3,907Pﬁ L ~ $383 $185 o 107%
Manufacturing (per 1,000 square feet) 0.008 $3,907 %31 $63 | -51%

NON-STANDARD IMPACT FEES

The City reserves the right under the Impact Fees Act to assess an adjusted fee that more closely matches the true
impact that the land use will have upon public facilities.2 This adjustment could result in a higher or lower
impact fee if the City determines that a particular user may create a different impact than what is standard for its
land use. To determine the impact fee for a non-standard use, the City should use the following formula:

Total Calls (per Specified Land Use) * Cost per Call

! Since the number of calls per unit as shown in Table 3.3 is the same for mobile homes as multi-family units, the mobile homes
category has been combined with the multi-family category.
2 11-36a-402(1)(c)

PAGE4
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SECTION 2: GENERAL IMPACT FEE METHODOLOGY

FIGURE 2.1: IMPACT FEE
METHODOLOGY

DEMAND ANALYSIS

LOS ANALYSIS

EXISTING FACILITIES
ANALYSIS

FUTURE FACILITIES
ANALYSIS

FINANCING STRATEGY

PROPORTIONATE SHARE
ANALYSIS

PAGES5

The purpose of this study is to fulfill the requirements of the Impact Fees Act
regarding the establishment of an IFFP and IFA. The IFFP is designed to identify the
demands placed upon the City’s existing facilities by future development and evaluate
how these demands will be met by the City. The IFFP is also intended to outline the
improvements which are intended to be funded by impact fees. The IFA is designed to
proportionately allocate the cost of the new facilities and any excess capacity to new
development, while ensuring that all methods of financing are considered. Each
component must consider the historic level of service provided to existing
development and ensure that impact fees are not used to raise that level of service.
The following elements are important considerations when completing an IFFP and
IFA.

DEMAND ANALYSIS

The demand analysis serves as the foundation for the IFFP. This element focuses on a
specific demand unit related to each public service - the existing demand on public
facilities and the future demand as a result of new development that will impact
public facilities.

LEVEL OF SERVICE ANALYSIS

The demand placed upon existing public facilities by existing development is known
as the existing “Level of Service” (“LOS”). Through the inventory of existing facilities,
combined with the growth assumptions, this analysis identifies the level of service
which is provided to a community’s existing residents and ensures that future facilities
maintain these standards. Any excess capacity identified within existing facilities can
be apportioned to new development. Any demand generated from new development
that overburdens the existing system beyond the existing capacity justifies the
construction of new facilities.

EXISTING FACILITY INVENTORY

In order to quantify the demands placed upon existing public facilities by new
development activity, the Impact Fee Facilities Plan provides an inventory of the City’s
existing system improvements. To the extent possible, the inventory valuation should
consist of the following information:

Original construction cost of each facility;
Estimated date of completion of each future facility;
Estimated useful life of each facility; and,
Remaining useful life of each existing facility.

af af 2 o

The inventory of existing facilities is important to properly determine the excess
capacity of existing facilities and the utilization of excess capacity by new
development.

FUTURE CAPITAL FACILITIES ANALYSIS

The demand analysis, existing facility inventory and LOS analysis allow for the
development of a list of capital projects necessary to serve new growth and to
maintain the existing system. This list includes any excess capacity of existing facilities
as well as future system improvements necessary to maintain the level of service. Any
demand generated from new development that overburdens the existing system
beyond the existing capacity justifies the construction of new facilities.

Lewis Young Robertson & Burningham, Inc.  Salt Lake City, Utah 84101 Office 801.596.0700 Fax 801.596.2800
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FINANCING STRATEGY — CONSIDERATION OF ALL REVENUE SOURCES

This analysis must also include a consideration of all revenue sources, including impact fees, future debt costs,
alternative funding sources and the dedication of system improvements, which may be used to finance system
improvements.? In conjunction with this revenue analysis, there must be a determination that impact fees are
necessary to achieve an equitable allocation of the costs of the new facilities between the new and existing users.

PROPORTIONATE SHARE ANALYSIS

The written impact fee analysis is required under the Impact Fees Act and must identify the impacts placed on
the facilities by development activity and how these impacts are reasonably related to the new development.
The written impact fee analysis must include a proportionate share analysis, clearly detailing each cost
component and the methodology used to calculate each impact fee. A local political subdivision or private entity
may only impose impact fees on development activities when its plan for financing system improvements
establishes that impact fees are necessary to achieve an equitable allocation to the costs borne in the past and to
be borne in the future (UCA 11-36a-302).

#11-36a-302(2)
! 11-36a-302(3)

PAGE 6
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SECTION 3: OVERVIEW OF SERVICE AREA, DEMAND, AND LOS

SERVICE AREA

Utah Code requires the impact fee enactment to establish one or more service areas within which impact fees
will be imposed.® The impact fee identified in this document will be assessed to a single city-wide service area.

DEVELOPMENT BY ZONING CLASS
Table 3.1 summarizes the City’s existing and future residential dwelling units, and the developed and
undeveloped non-residential land-uses.

TABLE 3.1: DEVELOPMENT BY ZONING CLASS

MEASUREMENT DEVELOPED UNDEVELOPED ToTAL

Residential

Residential Single Family Units 24,892 27,371 52,263
Residential Multi-Family Units 7,331 2,335 9,666
Mobile Homes Units 1,310 _ 47 1357
Total: Residential ) 33,533 29,754 63,287
Non Residential

Professional Office ) Per 1,000 5q. Ft. ) 572 456 1,027
Commercial ) Per1,000Sq. Ft. 10,639 13,568 24,208
Manufacturing Per 1,000 Sq. Ft. 7,844 6510 14,353
Total: Non Residential 19,055 20534 39,588

Source: City of St. George, LYRB{__z}_merican Community Suruey"(;CS) 2010

The IFFP, in conjunction with the IFA, is designed to accurately assess the true impact of a particular user upon
the City’s infrastructure and prevent existing users from subsidizing new growth or for new growth to pay for
existing system deficiencies. Impact fees should be used to fund the costs of growth-related capital infrastructure
based upon the historic funding of the existing infrastructure and the intent of the City to equitably allocate the
costs of growth-related infrastructure in accordance with the true impact that a user will place on the system.

DEMAND UNITS

This element focuses on the specific demand unit related to fire services, which will be calls for services The
demand analysis identifies the existing demand on public facilities and the future demand as a result of new
development that will impact public facilities. The demand analysis also provides projected annual growth in
demand units over the planning horizon of the IFFP. Existing call data was analyzed in relation to the current
land-use within the City to determine the current level of service by land-use type. Call data was collected from
2009 through 2011 to determine the average calls for residential and non-residential development.

TABLE 3.2: HISTORIC FIRE CALL DATA BY LAND USE CATEGORY

LAND USE FIRE CALLS 2009-2011 3 YEAR AVERAGE # OF CALLS
Residential Single-Family (per dwelling unit) 6285 2,082
Residential Multi-Family (per dwelling unit)  27% B 912
Mobile Homes (per dwelling unit) - 486 162
Professional Office (per 1,000 square feet) 282 _ 94
Commercial (per 1,000 square feet) - 312 1,041
_Manufacturing (per 1,000 square feet) - N g7 — 62
Total Calls: 13,058 433

' UC 11-36a-402(a)
®Fire call means a call which initiates the deployment of fire apparatus and fire fighters to a location within the City
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TABLE 3.3: RAT10 OF CALLS PER DEVELOPED UNIT

DEVELOPED UNITS HISTORIC AVG. CALLS PER DEVELOPED
ANNUAL CALLS UNIT

Residential Single-Family (per dwelling unit) 24,892 2,082 B 0.084
Residential Multi-Family (per dwelling unit) 7,331 912 0.124
Mobile Homes(per dwelling unit) 1,310 162 0.124
Professional Office (per 1,000 square feet) 572 94 0.164
Commercial (per 1,000 square feet) o 10,639 1,041 0.098
Manufacturing (per 1,000 square feet) - 7,844 62 0.008
Total - 52,588 4353

In all, an annual average of 4,353 calls for service were attributed to residential and non-residential development
(not including calls placed from public land-uses - i.e. government buildings, parks, etc. — and calls that cannot
be traced to identifiable land-uses).

The call ratio analysis establishes the existing level of service for residential and non-residential land-uses. A
review of existing business in the City shows a mix of business types including building materials, home
furnishings, food stores, general merchandise, automotive dealers, gasoline service stations, eating and drinking
establishments, communications, motion pictures, wholesale trade, miscellaneous retail, amusement and
recreation, electric, gas, and sanitary services, hotels and other lodging. This suggests the call data is based on a
variety of business that reflects a cross-section of the types of business that will likely continue to develop in the

City.

The City’s future growth will impact the fire department’s ability to provide adequate fire protection throughout
the City. Future development will 1) increase the calls for service, 2) affect acceptable response times as a result
of geographic expansion of the City’s developed areas, and 3) contribute to increased roadway congestion
resulting in decreased response times.

In order to determine the demand placed upon existing public facilities by new development, this analysis
projects the additional call volume that undeveloped land-uses will generate. An in-depth analysis has been
prepared to determine the number of developed units or acres of land in each zoning category, and the number
of calls per unit or acre of land has been assigned to each land-use category. As shown in Table 3.4, the future
fire calls are projected based upon the number of historic calls within each land-use category.

The fire call projections include fire calls to private land-uses within the City only. Therefore, calls placed from
public land-uses, including government buildings, parks, etc., calls that cannot be traced to identifiable land-
uses, and calls outside of the City have not been included in the fire call projections shown in Table 3.4.

TABLE 3.4: FIRE CALL PROJECTIONS

CALLS PER UNIT UNDEVELOPED UNITS SDDITIONACANNUAL
CALLS TO BUILDOUT
Residential
Residential Single-Family (per dwelling unit) 0.084 o 27,371 2,299
Residential Multi-Family (per dwellingunity 0124 2335 290
Mobile Homes (})_er Ewelling unit) 0.124 47 i 6
Sub-Total Residential 2,5;5
Non-Residential
Professional Office (per 1,000 square feet) 0164 456 L 75
Commercial (per 1,000 square feet) 0098 13,568 1,330
Manufacturing (per 1,000 square feet) 0.008 6,510 52
Sub-Total Non-Residential - o 1457
Total 50,288 4,052
PAGES8

Lewis Young Robertson & Burningham, Inc. Salt Lake City, Utah 84101 Office 801.596.0700 Fax 801.596.2800



1EED AND TEA: FIRE

Crry oSt GEORGH DECENMBER 3, 2013

As shown in Table 3.4, the City anticipates an additional annual 4,052 calls through buildout.” Thus, the total
annual calls at buildout are expected to be approximately 8,405.8 Table 3.5 shows a forecast of calls from 2011
through buildout. Approximately 966 of these calls will occur within the planning horizon (2013-2023).

TABLE 3.5: FORECASTED CALLS

YEAR CALLS ANNUAL % CHANGE
2011* 4,353 1.95%
2012 4,438 ) 1.95%
2013 o 4524  195%
R = : 1
2015 o ) 4703 195%
) 2016 - 4,795 ] 195%
2017 4,889  1.95%
2018 _ 4,984 1.95%
2019 ] 508 O 195%
) 200 _ ' 5181 O 195%
2021 i 5282 195%
202 5,385 1.95%
2023 B 5,491  195%
) 2024 _ 5,598  195%
2025 . Cs7 195%
2030 o 6287 1 1.95%
2035 N 6,926 1.95%
2000 7,630 1.95%
S 2045 8405 1.95%
Calls added 2011-2045 4,052
Calls added 2013-2023 (IFFP Horizon) 966

Calls added 2013-2019 (6 Yr
Professional Expense Horizon) 4 — 4 —
*2011 call volume is the historic average annual call total shown in Table 3.3

557

LEVEL OF SERVICE STANDARDS

The level of service for purposes of this analysis is the current building square feet per call. Level of service
can also be described in terms of response time and road miles as discussed below. While the impact fee has
been calculated to meet the demand in calls for service over the next ten years, the City may determine that
additional stations may be needed within this horizon based on an analysis of response times and road miles.
Should this occur, the impact fee will need to be revised to include the new facilities and show an analysis of
response time and road miles.

Impact fees cannot be used to finance an increase in the level of service to current or future users of the
infrastructure. Based on the historic call data shown above there is approximately 4,353 calls annually. This
equates to 11.20 sq. ft. of existing facilities per call.

7 The City estimates the average annual population growth to be three percent based on data from Census 2010 and the
Governor’s Office of Planning and Budget (GOPB). The City estimates buildout population to be approximately 200,000. Ata
growth rate of three percent annually, the City will likely reach buildout in 2045, thus the 4,052 additional annual calls until
buildout have been spread evenly trom 2011 until 2045.

# This is calculated by taking the historic average annual call total shown in Table 3.3 and adding the additional annual calls to
buildout shown m Table 3.4.
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TABLE 3.6: FIRE FACILITIES LEVEL OF SERVICE AND NEEDS ASSESSMENT

Based on the historic level of service, a total

E FIRE FACILITIES )
Total Current Sq. Ft. 48754 of 45,382 new square feet will be necessary to
= T serve new development and maintain the
verage Annua ~ - 4353 same proportionality of square footage at
Sq. Ft./Call (Level of Service) - 11.20 buildout. This is based on 11.20 sq. ft. per call
Future_Calls to Buildout - ) 4,052 as ldentlﬁed above.
Additi(lr_\_a_l__Square Feet Needed _ 45,382

TARGET LEVEL OF SERVICE (RESPONSE TIME AND ROAD MILES)

The target response for service for the fire department is four to six minutes or to be within 1.5 road miles from
a station. The time portion of the response is recommended through state and National Fire Protection
Association (NFPA) standards. The mileage portion of the response time is the standard that Insurance Services
Office (ISO) uses for insurance grading purposes. The department has master planned general station locations
using the 1.5 mile guideline for future expansion of station sites.

EXISTING LEVEL OF SERVICE (RESPONSE TIME AND ROAD MILES)

While the City’s target response time is four to six minutes, actual response time may be slightly higher due to
the nature of fire incidents, as shown in the table below. Weighted average response time is approximately 6.27
minutes.

TABLE 3.7: EXISTING LEVEL OF SERVICE (RESPONSE TIME)

NATURE RESPONSE TIME Approximately 74 percent of fire calls are within
Fire-Alarm  0:06:29 1.5 road miles of at least one fire station.’
S T ciid Challenges that face the department to achieve th
o 00654 allenges that face the department to achieve the
——== response goals are the rapid growth rate that
Fire-Structure 0:05:56 4 .

- - occurs in areas that are beyond the desired
Fire-Trash 0:04:43

— distances and how quickly the impact fee fund
Fire-Vehicle 0:07:17 allows for the construction of the needed stations.
Source: City of St. George Dispatch, 2011

As traffic congestion increases and new developed

areas require fire protection services, the fire
department will need to construct new facilities to ensure the existing response times and service levels remain
the same. While the level of service calculated above (based on sq. ft. per call) is intended to ensure that facilities
similar to existing facilities are built for future development, the location and timing of the new facilities should
be based on response times.

® City of 5t. George, GIS
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SECTION 4: EXISTING FACILITIES ANALYSIS

The St. George Fire Department (“SGFD”) currently operates the following stations:

Station 1: 51 S. 1000 E.

Station 2: 155 N. Main Street
Station 3: 2315 S. River Road
Station 4: 3521 S. Manzanita Rd.
Station 5: 100 N. Dixie Drive
Station 6: 184 N. 2450 E.

Station 7: 1912 W. 1800 N.
Station 8: 1096 W. Bluegrass Way

9 20 af o N 9N a of

Appendix A includes a map of the location of each existing fire station. The following outlines the City’s fire
services and future capital needs.

VALUE OF EXISTING FIRE INFRASTRUCTURE

In order to quantify the demands placed upon existing public facilities by new development activity, the Impact
Fee Facilities Plan provides an inventory of the City’s existing facilities. To the extent possible, the inventory
valuation should consist of the following information:

B Original construction cost of each existing capital facility;
B Estimated useful life of each facility; and,
B Remaining useful life of each existing facility.

The inventory of existing facilities is important to properly determine the excess capacity of existing facilities and
the utilization of excess capacity by new development. The following table outlines the existing fire facilities
inventory. The Fire Department currently shares two facilities with the Police Department, thus only the percent
of Stations 7 and 8 used by the Fire Department are included in the square footage and cost estimates that make
up the impact fee.

TABLE 4.1: ORIGINAL COST OF EXISTING FACILITIES AND APPARATUS >$500,000
TOTAL % OF TOTAL

DESCRIPTION IS)E‘:(-I‘.’EXICTZ EST. LIFE STATION STATION FIRE SQ. O%glsl:_AL C(;::JO
SQ. FT. (FIRE) FT.

Station 1 1986 50 10,000 100% 10,000 $379698  $379,698
Station2 1936 50 6500  100% 6,500 $239301  $239,301
Station 3 1990 50 2435  100% 2,435 §215,684  $215,684
Station 4 193 50 2,700 100% 2,700 $150,000  $150,000
Station 5 199 50 243 T 100% 2,435 $206637  $206,637
Station 6 1998 50 5,000 100% 5,000 $409,421  $409,421
Station 7 2003 50 10,355 80% 8,284 $1,201,061  $960,848
Station 8 2011 50 12,000 95% 11,400  $2,381,083  $2,262,029
Subtotal Facilities 51,425 $4,823,619
Station 1, Pierce Pumper 2008 15 $516,521 $516,521

| 15;32::‘/;1:::)’;: 2006 15 $774097  $774097
Subtotal Apparatus - $1,290,618
Total Existing Improvements _" o $6,114,237
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It should be noted that the Station 1, Pierce Pumper (engine) and the Station 7, Pierce ladder (aerial ladder) only
serve commercial development. Thus, these apparatus serve approximately 1,197 calls (see Table 3.3 non-
residential calls). Because the City can only use impact fees to perpetuate the same level of service into the
future, any future engines or aerial ladders will be expected to serve an additional 1,197 calls.

EXCESS CAPACITY

Fire facilities are not governed by traditional excess capacity analyses such as water and sewer systems. Instead,
fire relies more on response time coverage and the geographic location of fire stations. The SGFD located fire
stations in areas that enable emergency units to respond to a call placed from any area within the City in four to
six minutes. Currently the average response time is approximately 6.27 minutes, thus the SGFD does not have
any excess capacity to serve growth that continues to spread toward the outer-limits of the City’s boundaries. It
is anticipated that additional stations will be required in the next five to ten years to allow the SGFD to meet the
current LOS for response times.

MANNER OF FINANCING EXISTING PUBLIC FACILITIES
The City’s existing facilities have been funded by existing development through impact fees and general fund
revenues. The City has received no State and/or Federal grants to fund existing fire/EMS capital infrastructure.

Funding the future improvements through impact fees places a similar burden upon future users. The City’s
objective is to fairly and equitably recover the costs of new growth-related infrastructure and eligible apparatus
from new development. This implies that new growth will be expected to pay its fair share of the costs incurred
for facilities that serve new growth.

CAPACITY FOR GROWTH IN FIRE STATIONS

As development continues to occur within the City, the need for vehicles and firefighters will increase which will
force the City to construct additional fire stations. Future development will also increase response times as a
result of increased congestion, traffic signaling and changes in speed limits.
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SECTION 5: CAPITAL FACILITY ANALYSIS

The demand analysis anticipates an additional 966 calls within the next ten years. Based on these calls the
following station and apparatus will allow the SGFD to meet that demand. While the location of the proposed
station is shown in the table below, should future development necessitate alternative locations for this station,
the Fire Department may divert impact fee funds to the appropriate area. The Fire Department estimates that
approximately five percent of each station built in the future will serve the Police Department.

TABLE 5.1: ESTIMATED COST OF FUTURE FACILITIES AND APPARATUS >$500,000

ANNUAL
0
(LOTAL ED TOTAL  oNSTRUCTION  CoSTTO DEMAND
FACILITIES OR ENGINES YEAR  STATION STATION  FIRESQ.
YEAR COST FIRE (CALLS)
SQ. FT. (FIRE) FT.
SERVED

Facmﬁes —— — e e s e A L i — - —ed e it e ———berieeeen. i i o7 s sl
Southeast Station (Little ) 12,000 95% 11,400 $2,266,662  $2,153329 1,018
Valley/Fort Pierce) = " ss  smm = s L —a. i
Training Center 2019 5,000 100% 5,000 $1,061,520  $1,061,520 8,405
Engines
Engine/Pumper 2016 $710,908 $710,908 1,197
Ladders
Aerial ladder 2018 $1,261,212  $1,261,212 1,197
Total 17,000 16,400 $5,300,302  $5,186,969

Table 5.1 also shows the annual demand (or calls) served by the future facilities and apparatus. The following
details how the demand was calculated:

B Southeast Station: Calculated by dividing the total square feet of the new station by the level of service
shown in Table 3.6 (11.20 square feet per call).

®  Training Center: The training center is anticipated to serve existing and future residents, thus the total
demand served is the total number of calls anticipated at buildout.?

¥  Engine/Pumper; The City currently owns one engine that serves an estimated 1,197 non-residential
calls. Assuming the same level of service, an additional engine would serve the same number of non-
residential calls.

#  Aerial Ladder: The City currently owns one aerial ladder that serves an estimated 1,197 non-
residential calls. Assuming the same level of service, an additional ladder would serve the same
number of non-residential calls.

SYSTEM VS. PROJECT IMPROVEMENTS

System improvements are defined as existing and future public facilities that are intended to provide services to
service areas within the community at large." Project improvements are improvements and facilities that are
planned and designed to provide service for a specific development (resulting from a development activity) and
considered necessary for the use and convenience of the occupants or users of that development.!? The Impact
Fee Analysis may only include the costs of impacts on system improvements related to new growth within the
proportionate share analysis. Since fire services serve the entire community, the construction of fire safety
buildings are considered system improvements.

1 The historic average calls shown in Table 3.3 (4,353) plus additional calls for buildout shown in Table 3.4 (4,052).
1 UC 11-36a-102(20)
2 UC 11-36a102(13)
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FUNDING OF FUTURE FACILITIES

The IFFP must also include a consideration of all revenue sources, including impact fees and the dedication
(developer donated) of system improvements, which may be used to finance system improvements.® In
conjunction with this revenue analysis, there must be a determination that impact fees are necessary to achieve
an equitable allocation of the costs of the new facilities between the new and existing users.4

The City does not anticipate any donations from new development for future system-wide capital improvements
related to fire facilities.

PROPERTY TAX REVENUES

Property tax revenues are not specifically identified in this analysis as a funding source for capital projects, but
inter-fund loans can be made from the general fund which will ultimately include some property tax revenues.
Inter-fund loans may be repaid once sufficient impact fee revenues have been collected. The City does not
currently assess interest on money borrowed from the general fund; however, the City may adopt a policy to do
s0.

GRANTS AND DONATIONS

It has been assumed that the City will pay for all fire facilities using impact fee or general fund dollars. Should
the City receive grant money to fund fire facilities, the impact fees will need to be adjusted accordingly to reflect
the grant monies received. A donor will be entitled to a reimbursement for the value of the improvements
funded through impact fees if donations are made by new development. Section 6 further addresses developer
donations.

IMPACT FEE REVENUES

Impact fees are a valid mechanism for funding growth-related infrastructure. Impact fees are charged to ensure
that new growth pays its proportionate share of the costs for the development of public infrastructure. Impact
fee revenues can also be attributed to the future expansion of public infrastructure if the revenues are used to
maintain an existing level of service. Increases to an existing level of service cannot be funded with impact fee
revenues. Analysis is required to accurately assess the true impact of a particular user upon the City
infrastructure and to prevent existing users from subsidizing new growth.

DEBT FINANCING

The Impact Fees Act allows for the costs related to the financing of future capital projects to be legally included
in the impact fee. This allows the City to finance and quickly construct infrastructure for new development and
reimburse itself later from impact fee revenues for the costs of issuing debt. However, the Fire Department is
currently planning to fund all future facilities on a pay-as-you-go basis, thus no financing costs are included in
the impact fee analysis relative to funding future capital improvements or eligible apparatus. Should the City
incur additional cost as a result of the need to issue debt, the impact fee should be updated to account for this
cost.

EQUITY OF IMPACT FEES

Impact fees are intended to recover the costs of capital infrastructure that relate to future growth. The impact fee
calculations are structured for impact fees to fund 100% of the growth-related facilities identified in the
proportionate share analysis as presented in the impact fee analysis. Even so, there may be years that impact fee
revenues cannot cover the annual growth-related expenses. In those years, other revenues such as general fund
revenues will be used to make up any annual deficits. Any borrowed funds are to be repaid in their entirety
through impact fees.

vUC 11-36a-302(2)
W UC 11-36a-302(3)
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NECESSITY OF IMPACT FEES

An entity may only impose impact fees on development activity if the entity’s plan for financing system
improvements establishes that impact fees are necessary to achieve parity between existing and new
development. This analysis has identified the improvements to public facilities and the funding mechanisms to
complete the suggested improvements. Impact fees are identified as a necessary funding mechanism to help
offset the costs of new capital improvements related to new growth. In addition, altemative funding mechanisms
are identified to help offset the cost of future capital improvements.

PAGE 15
Lewis Young Robertson & Burningham, Inc.  Salt Lake City, Utah 84101 Office 801.596.0700 Fax 801.596.2800



D AND TEA: FIRE

CHyY O ST. GEORGI DECENMBER 3, 2013

SECTION 6: FIRE IMPACT FEE CALCULATION

The written impact fee analysis relies upon the information contained in this document. The following briefly
discusses the methodology for calculating fire impact fees.

PROPOSED FIRE IMPACT FEES

The fire/EMS impact fees proposed in this analysis will be assessed within all areas of the City. The impact fee
assumes that 100% of the cost of new stations and apparatus (i.e. engine/pumper, aerial ladder truck, etc.) will be
attributed to new demand.

The cost per call for facilities, engines, and ladders is found in Table 5.1 and is the basis for the maximum impact
fees per land use category shown in Table 5.2.

TABLE 5.1: ESTIMATE OF IMPACT FEE COSTS PER CALL

ESTIMATED COST TO CALLS COST PER
IF ELIGIBLE
COST TO FIRE IMPACT FEES SERVED CALL
_ Future Stations and Facilities SRR Fedy! SR e z
Southeast Station
_(Little Valley/Fort Pierce) $2,153,32? 100% $2,133,329 1,018 ) $2,116
Training Center e $1,061,520 __100% $1,061,520 B 8,405 $12Q )
Total Stations and Facilities $2,242-
Future Engines s A e L e R S PR
Engine/Pumper _ $710,908 N 100% - $710,908 oo L197 $594
__Total Engines - S & 2 W . $5M
Future Ladders
Aerial ladder $1,261,212 100% $1,261,212 1197 $1,054
Total Ladders ‘ $1,054 -
Other Expenses
Professional Expense?® ) g, $9,675 557 $17
Total Other Expensest® - ] _ A - $17 .

The cost per call is then multiplied by the actual demand unit of measurement, or calls per unit for each
development type as shown in table 5.2. The total cost per call for residential includes the cost per call for
facilities and professional expense. The total cost per call for non-residential includes the cost per call for
facilities, engines, ladders, and professional expense.

TABLE 5.2: RECOMMENDED FIRE/EMS IMPACT FEE SCHEDULE

CALLS PER COST PER IMPACT FEE %
UNIT CALL PER UNIT 2005 FEE CHANGE

Residential

Residential Single-Family (per dwelling unit) 0.084 $2,259 $190 $216 -12%

Residential Multi-Family (per dwelling unit)”? 0.124 $2,259 $280 $101 177%

Non-Residential

Professional Office (per 1,000 square feet) 0.164 $3,907 $641 $192 | 234%

Commercial (per 1,000 square fget) 0.098 $3,907 $383 $185 107%
_Manufacturing (per 1,000 square feet) 0008 $3,907 $31 $63 -51%

% This is the actual cost to update the IFFP and IFA. The City can use this portion of the impact fee to reimburse itself for the
expense of updating the IFFP and IFA. The cost is divided over the additional calls generated in the next six years.

14 Since the impact fee fund balance is negligible, it has not been included in the calculation of the impact fees.

17 Since the number of calls per unit as shown in Table 3.3 is the same for mobile homes as multi-family units, the mobile
homes category has been combined with the multi-family category.

PAGE 16
Lewis Young Robertson & Burningham, Inc.  Salt Lake City, Utah 84101 Office 801.596.0700 Fax 801.596.2800



TEEP AND HEA: FiRE

Criyor S, GrEORGE DECEMBIER 3, 20013

NON-STANDARD FIRE IMPACT FEES

The City reserves the right under the Impact Fees Act to assess an adjusted fee that more closely matches the true
impact that the land use will have upon fire facilities. ® This adjustment could result in a higher impact fee if the
City determines that a particular user may create a greater impact than what is standard for its land use. The
City may also decrease the impact fee if the developer can provide documentation evidence, or alternative-
credible analysis that the proposed impact will be lower than normal. The formula for determining a non-
standard impact fee, assuming the fair share approach, is found below.

FORMULA FOR NON-STANDARD FiRE/EMS IMPACT FEES:

Residential Fire Impact Fee
Calls per Residence x $2,259 = Recommended Impact Fee

Non-Residential Fire Impact Fee
Calls per Unit / (Bldg. Sq. Ft./1,000) x $3,907 = Recommended Impact Fee

CONSIDERATION OF ALL REVENUE SOURCES

The Impact Fees Act requires the proportionate share analysis to demonstrate that impact fees paid by new
development are the most equitable method of funding growth-related infrastructure. See Section 5 for further
discussion regarding the consideration of revenue sources.

EXPENDITURE OF IMPACT FEES

Legislation requires that impact fees should be spent or encumbered with six years after each impact fee is paid.
Impact fees collected in the next five to six years should be spent only on those projects outlined in the IFFP as
growth related costs to maintain the LOS.

PROPOSED CREDITS OWED TO DEVELOPMENT

The Impact Fees Act requires that credits be paid back to development for future fees that will pay for growth-
driven projects included in the Impact Fee Facilities Plan that would otherwise be paid for through user fees.
Credits may also be paid to developers who have constructed and donated facilities to that City that are
included in the IFFP in-lieu of impact fees. This situation does not apply to developer exactions or improvements
required to offset density or as a condition of development. Any project that a developer funds must be
included in the IFFP if a credit is to be issued.

In the situation that a developer chooses to construct facilities found in the IFFP in-lieu of impact fees, the
decision must be made through negotiation with the developer and the City on a case-by-case basis.

GROWTH-DRIVEN EXTRAORDINARY COSTS

The City does not anticipate any extraordinary costs necessary to provide services to future development.

SUMMARY OF TIME PRICE DIFFERENTIAL

The Impact Fees Act allows for the inclusion of a time price differential to ensure that the future value of costs
incurred at a later date are accurately calculated to include the costs of construction inflation. A one percent
annual construction inflation adjustment is applied to projects completed after 2013 (the base year cost estimate).

15 UC 11-362-402(1)(c)
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APPENDIX A: MAP OF EXISTING FIRE STATIONS
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SECTION 1: EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The purpose of the Parks and Recreation Impact Fee Facilities Plan (“IFFP”), with supporting Impact Fee
Analysis ("IFA”), is to fulfill the requirements established in Utah Code Title 11 Chapter 36a, the “Impact Fees
Act”, and help the City of St. George (the “City”) plan necessary capital improvements for future growth. The
following summarizes the inputs utilized in this analysis.

H  Service Area: The service area for the parks and recreation impact fees includes all areas within the

City.

# Demand Analysis: The demand unit used in this analysis is population. The City’s current population
is approximately 79,657. Based on reasonable growth estimates provided by the City, the service area
should reach a population of approximately 107,052 residents by 2023. As a result of new growth, the
City will need to construct additional parks, recreation, and trail facilities to maintain the existing level
of service (LOS).

®  Level of Service: The level of service (LOS) consists of two components — the land value per capita and
the improvement value per capita (or the cost to purchase land and make improvements in today’s
dollars), resulting in a total value per capita for parks and trails of approximately $690. The level of
service is shown in more detail in Sections 4 and 6.

#  Excess Capacity: The City owns several parks, recreation, and trail facilities that are utilized by existing
residents. The facilities will serve the service area beyond 2023 and will be treated as a buy-in
component.

H  Capital Facilities Analysis: Based on the expected changes in population over the planning horizon (six
to ten years), the City will need to invest approximately $18.9 million in parks and trails.

¥  Funding of Future Facilities: Impact fees have been and will continue to be a main source of funding
for parks and recreation infrastructure as they are an ideal mechanism for funding growth-related
infrastructure.

PROPOSED PARKS AND RECREATION IMPACT FEE

The IFFP must properly complete the legislative requirements found in the Impact Fee Act if it is to serve as a
working document in the calculation of appropriate impact fees. The calculation of impact fees relies upon the
information contained in this analysis. Impact fees are then calculated based on many variables centered on
proportionality share and level of service. The following describes the methodology used for calculating impact
fees in this analysis.

GROWTH-DRIVEN (PERPETUATION OF EXISTING LOS)

The methodology utilized in this analysis is based on the increase, or growth, in residential demand. The
growth-driven method utilizes the existing level of service and perpetuates that level of service into the future.
Impact fees are then calculated to provide sufficient funds for the entity to expand or provide additional
facilities, as growth occurs within the community. Under this methodology, impact fees are calculated to ensure
new development provides sufficient investment to maintain the current LOS standards in the community. This
approach is often used for public facilities that are not governed by specific capacity limitations and do not need
to be built before development occurs (i.e. park facilities).

Utilizing the estimated land value per capita by park type and the value per capita to provide the same level of
improvements, the fee per capita is $690. With the addition of the buy-in component and professional expense
the total fee per capita is $706.
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TABLE 1.1: ESTIMATE OF IMPACT FEE VALUE PER CAPITA

LAND VALUE PER VALUE OF IMPROVEMENTS TOTAL VALUE PER
CAPITA PER CAPITA CAPITA

Parks

Neighborhood Parks $36 $145 $181
Community Parks e __$56 $338 $394
Undeveloped Park Land $59 $0 $59
Trailheads $3 $15 $17
Trails

Regional Trails - Paved $0 $38 $38
Other

Buy-In Component - $16
Professional Servlices_ Expense! e $9,675 . $1
Estimate of [mpact Fee Per Capita . sms

Based on the per capita fee, the proposed impact fee per household is summarized in Table 1.2.

TABLE 1.2: PARK IMPACT FEE SCHEDULE

IMPACT FEE PER HH PERSONS PER HH* FEE PER HH** EXISTING FEE PER HH % CHANGE
Single Family B 3.09 $2,182 $2,730 -20%
Multi Family 2.02 $1,427 $2,828 -50%

*Source: Census 2010.
**The calculations shown in Tables 1.1 and 1.2 may vary slightly due to rounding.

NON-STANDARD PARK IMPACT FEES

The City reserves the right under the Impact Fees Act to assess an adjusted fee that more closely matches the true
impact that the land use will have upon public facilities.2 This adjustment could result in a lower impact fee if
the City determines that a particular user may create a different impact than what is standard for its land use.

! This is the actual cost to update the IFFP and IFA. The City can use this portion of the impact fee to reimburse itself for the
expense of updating the IFFP and IFA. The cost is divided over the population added in the next six years
2 11-36a-402(1)(c)
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SECTION 2: GENERAL IMPACT FEE METHODOLOGY

The purpose of this study is to fulfill the requirements of the Impact Fees Act
regarding the establishment of an IFFP and IFA. The IFFP is designed to identify the
demands placed upon the City’s existing facilities by future development and evaluate
how these demands will be met by the City. The IFFP is also intended to outline the
FIGURE 2.1: IMPACT FEE improvements which are intended to be funded by impact fees. The IFA is designed to
METHODOLOGY proportionately allocate the cost of the new facilities and any excess capacity to new
development, while ensuring that all methods of financing are considered. Each
component must consider the historic level of service provided to existing
development and ensure that impact fees are not used to raise that level of service. The
DEMAND ANALYSIS following elements are important considerations when completing an IFFP and IFA:
DEMAND ANALYSIS
The demand analysis serves as the foundation for the IFFP. This element focuses on a
specific demand unit related to each public service — the existing demand on public
facilities and the future demand as a result of new development that will impact

LOS ANALYSIS public facilities.

LEVEL OF SERVICE ANALYSIS

The demand placed upon existing public facilities by existing development is known
as the existing “Level of Service” (“LOS”). Through the inventory of existing facilities,
combined with the growth assumptions, this analysis identifies the level of service
which is provided to a community’s existing residents and ensures that future facilities
maintain these standards. Any excess capacity identified within existing facilities can
be apportioned to new development. Any demand generated from new development
that overburdens the existing system beyond the existing capacity justifies the
construction of new facilities.

EXISTING FACILITIES
ANALYSIS

FUTURE FACILITIES

ANALYSIS EXISTING FACILITY INVENTORY

In order to quantify the demands placed upon existing public facilities by new
development activity, the Impact Fee Facilities Plan provides an inventory of the City’s
existing system improvements. To the extent possible, the inventory valuation should
consist of the following information:
FINANCING STRATEGY Original construction cost of each facility;
Estimated date of completion of each future facility;
Estimated useful life of each facility; and,
Remaining useful life of each existing facility.

9 a0 o o

PROPORTIONATE SHARE The inventory of existing facilities is important to properly determine the excess
ANALYSIS capacity of existing facilities and the utilization of excess capacity by new
development.

FUTURE CAPITAL FACILITIES ANALYSIS

The demand analysis, existing facility inventory and LOS analysis allow for the
development of a list of capital projects necessary to serve new growth and to
maintain the existing system. This list includes any excess capacity of existing facilities
as well as future system improvements necessary to maintain the level of service. Any
demand generated from new development that overburdens the existing system
beyond the existing capacity justifies the construction of new facilities.
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FINANCING STRATEGY — CONSIDERATION OF ALL REVENUE SOURCES

This analysis must also include a consideration of all revenue sources, including impact fees, future debt costs,
alternative funding sources and the dedication (aka donations) of system improvements, which may be used to
finance system improvements.> In conjunction with this revenue analysis, there must be a determination that
impact fees are necessary to achieve an equitable allocation of the costs of the new facilities between the new and
existing users.*

PROPORTIONATE SHARE ANALYSIS

The written impact fee analysis is required under the Impact Fees Act and must identify the impacts placed on
the facilities by development activity and how these impacts are reasonably related to the new development.
The written impact fee analysis must include a proportionate share analysis, clearly detailing each cost
component and the methodology used to calculate each impact fee. A local political subdivision or private entity
may only impose impact fees on development activities when its plan for financing system improvements
establishes that impact fees are necessary to achieve an equitable allocation to the costs borne in the past and to
be borne in the future (UCA 11-36a-302).

311-362-302(2)
411-36a-302(3)
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SECTION 3: OVERVIEW OF SERVICE AREA AND DEMOGRAPHICS

The City of St. George is a hub of residential and commercial development, with the potential to attract
substantial growth and development into the future. As a result of continued growth, the City will need to
expand its existing services to continue to provide the current level of service enjoyed within the community.

SERVICE AREA

Utah Code requires the impact fee enactment to establish one or more service areas within which impact fees
will be imposed.® This service area includes all areas within the City. This document identifies capital projects
that will help to maintain the same level of service enjoyed by existing residents over the planning horizon.

It is anticipated that the growth projected over the next six to ten years will impact the City’s existing services.
The parks and recreation system will need to be expanded in order to maintain the existing level of service. The
IFFP, in conjunction with the impact fee analysis, is designed to accurately assess the true impact of a particular
user upon the City’s infrastructure.

DEMOGRAPHICS

POPULATION

According to 2010 Census data, the total population for St. George in 2010 was approximately 72,897. The City
estimates annual population growth of approximately three percent, this was based on historic growth and the
Governor’s Office of Planning and Budget (GOPB) projections. LYRB verified this growth rate using Census and
building permit data. Using Census data for 2000 and 2010, average annual growth was estimated at 3.55
percent. An analysis of building permit data obtained from the University of Utah’s Bureau of Economic and
Business Research (BEBR) resulted in a growth rate of approximately 4.12 percent. Thus, it was determined that
the City’s estimated growth rate of three percent annually is a reasonable measure of growth.

AGE

Figure 3.1 shows the population by age for St. George. As is shown below, St. George has a fairly large
percentage of residents younger than 30 years of age and greater than 70. The median age of 32.5 is slightly
higher than the State’s median age of 29.2 years.

FIGURE 3.1: PERCENT OF POPULATION BY AGE

70+ Years
60-69 Years
50-59 Years

40-49 Years

30-39 Years

20-29 Years |

10-19 Years

0-9 Years

T T T T T T T 1 T

0% 2% 4% 6% 8% 10% 12% 14% 16% 18%

511-36a-402(a)
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INCOME

The median household income for St. George residents is approximately $46,959.¢ This is slightly lower than the
State’s median of $54,744.” Figure 3.2 shows a breakdown of the percent of households that fall within various
income ranges.

FIGURE 3.2: HOUSEHOLD INCOME
$100,000 +
$75,000 to $99,999
$50,000 to $74,999
$35,000 to $49,999
$25,000 to $34,999
$15,000 to $24,999

$0- $14,999

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25%

HOME VALUE

According to the American Community Survey (ACS) 2010, the median value for an owner-occupied unit in St.
George is approximately $225,300. As shown in Figure 3.3, approximately 32 percent of all owner-occupied
units are valued between $200,000 and $299,999.

FIGURE 3.3: HOME VALUE

$1,000,000 or more
$500,000 to $999,999
$300,000 to $499,999
$200,000 to $299,999
$150,000 to $199,999
$100,000 to $149,999

$50,000 to $99,999

Less than $50,000

|
}
0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 30% 35%

¢ American Community Survey (ACS) 2010 1-year estimate for St. George.
72010 Census, State of Utah.
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SECTION 4: DEMAND ANALYSIS

The purpose of this document is to establish a LOS based on the facilities and amenities funded by the City
within the service area. The current LOS for parks and recreation is based on the City’s residential population.
The LOS consists of two components — the land value per capita and the improvement value per capita (or the
cost to purchase the land and make improvements in today’s dollars), resulting in a total value per capita for
parks and trails. The City has some storm water detention land on City park land. Typically storm water
detention land is excluded from the calculation of the level of service so as to avoid any double counting of value
(recovering the value of this land through both the storm water and parks impact fees). However, public works
has not accounted for the value of this land in the storm water impact fee, thus it has been included in the
calculation of the park impact fee.

DEMAND UNITS

The demand units used in this analysis is population. The population projections are based on several sources
including Census data, GOPB estimates, and planning projections provided by the City. According to these
projections, the City’s current population, and the existing service area demand, is approximately 79,657.

TABLE 4.1: ILLUSTRATION OF EXISTING DEMAND ASSUMPTIONS

2010 2011 2012 2013
Existing Population 72,897 75,084 77,336 79,657
Buildout Population 200,000 200,000 200,000 200,000
_ Average household size 282
Xverage family size 326 o )
Average HH Size: Sing'l-e Family 3.09 .
Average HH Size: Multi-Family 202

Source: 2010 Census and ACS 2010 (1-Year Estimate) adjusted for Avg. HH Size, City of St. George

FUTURE DEMAND

The future population in St. George is used to determine the additional parks and recreation needs. The level of
service standards for each of these types of improvements has been calculated, and a blended level of service
determined for the future population, giving the City flexibility to provide future residents the types of
improvements that are desired. If growth projections and land use planning changes significantly in the future,
the City will need to update the parks and recreation projections, the IFFP, and the impact fees.

TABLE 4.2: FUTURE DEMAND PROJECTIONS The City anticipates future population growth to average a
Year City % Added conservative three percent annually. This was determined
Population Annually based on historic Census data of 3.84 percent average annual

2013 79,657 growth for the last 10 years and the Governor’s Office of
2014 82,046 3.00% Planning and Budget (GOPB) 3.82 percent average

2015 84,508 3.00% population growth through 2020. Thus, assuming an
2016 87,043 3.00% estimate of three percent annual growth, the service area
2017 89,654 3.00% should reach a population of approximately 107,052 residents
2018 92,34 3.00% by 2023. As a result of this growth, the City will need to
2019 22, 14 A - construct additional parks and recreation facilities to
2020 7,967, 3.00% maintain the existing level of service.

2021 100,906 3.00%

2022 103,934 3.00%

2023 107,052 300%
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SECTION 5: EXISTING FACILITIES INVENTORY

PARK INVENTORY
The City’s existing park inventory for park acres by type is shown in Table 5.1 and 5.2. See Appendix A for the
park classification system and Appendix B for a detailed list of park facilities and amenities. The improvement
value for parks and recreation are based on the existing improvements to each type of facility and are calculated
on a per acre basis for parks.

The city-owned acreage and estimated improvement value illustrated below will be the basis for the LOS
analysis discussed in Section 6.

TABLE 5.1: ACREAGE OF EXISTING PARKS, TRAILS, AND OPEN SPACES

ESTIMATED LAND
PARKS OTAL LESS GIFTED  FINAL ACRES CIT ONNED VALUE FOR CITY PRI D e
ACREAGE ACRES VALUE®
OWNED ACRES
_Neighborhood Parks 13015 5335 7680 _ 56.81° $2840250 $11,586,806
Community_l’arks 276.31 186.80 89.51 89_.51 $4,475{§00 $26,928,200
E::;"eml’ed e 244.96 150.67 94.29 94.29 $4,714,500 $0
 Trailheads 580 1.80 4.00 4.00 $200,000 $1,159,930
Total Parks 657.22 392.62 264.60 244.61 $12,230,250 $39,674,936
CITYFUNDED  ESTIMATED LAND 2013 EST. IMPROV.
TRAILS TOTAL MILES Vi O i
Regional Trails (paved) 36.38 18.10 $0.00 $3,062,816
TotalTrail Ways 3638 1810 . S000 s3ue2816

Existing parks include a variety of services including: basketball courts, volleyball courts, playgrounds,
restrooms and other amenities as listed below.

TABLE 5.2: EXISTING PARK EACILITY IMPROVEMENTS

MEASUREMENT TOTAL AMENITIES
Covered Pavilions ~Each N 48.6
Fishing Each 40
Parking Spaces 5 ~ Each B 2,078.0
Drinking Fountain '  Each 49.0
Playground Each 320
Dog Park N Each 20
Restroom B Each | 27.0 __
Volleyball _ ] Each 140 -
Basketball _ B Each ] 140
Tennis . B ’ Each - 14.0
Horseshoe Pits . _ Each 220
Softball Fields _ i Each 17.0
Splash Pad ] - Each 3.0 -
Walking Path-Miles . __Miles 7.5

# The City had a park impact fee fund balance of $2,928,220 as of June 30, 2013. The City anticipates that this amount will be
used to fund neighborhood parks, community parks, trailheads, and regional trails. Thus the impact fee fund balance has been
spread evenly over these categories and included in the estimated improvement value.

? The difference in final acres vs. city owned acres for Neighborhood Parks is due to the full or partial ownership by the School
District of Centennial Park, Dixie Downs, and Sunset Park.

10 The estimated land value is considered to be $0 for regional trails as most trails are constructed on rights-of-way that have
not been purchased by the City.
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MEASUREMENT TOTAL AMENITIES

_Climbing Wall S S Each_2 D
_A__r_npl:}itheatfe - B - o - - " Each . 40

SkatePark ‘ - ~ Each 10 )

Ponds Each ) 8.0

Information Kiosk o Each 6.0

Swing Bay - Each 400

Concession Stands ﬁ. Each 5.(_)_‘ )

Back Stops . Each 7.0

Bench Swings ~ Each 3 6.0 :

Pickle ball Courts Each 180

Futsal Courts . Each 1.0

Open Grass Area-Acres - Acre 154.0

Trailhead Parking - Stall 1820

Trailhead Drinking Water ’ - Each 1.0

Trailhead Info Kiosk Each 5.0

Trailhead Benches - _Each 3.0 B

FACILITY INVENTORY

In addition to the park acreage and amenities mentioned above, the City also supports several recreation and
maintenance facilities that are utilized by existing residents (recreation center, outdoor pool, etc.). The majority
of these facilities will serve the service area for longer than the six to ten year time frame considered in this
analysis and will be treated as a buy-in component. Most of these facilities are unique and are designed to
service both existing and new development.

It is not anticipated that any other recreation facilities will be built in the next six to ten years. Thus, for the
purpose of this analysis, new development will pay a proportionate share of the existing recreation facilities
rather than purchasing new facilities. The inclusion of a buy-in component will not reduce the LOS, but provide
a repayment source for costs already incurred.

TABLE 5.3: EXISTING RECREATION AND MAINTENANCE FACILITIES (BUY-IN COMPONENT)

BuY-IN FUNDING FINAL % INCLUDED Buy-IN BUILT USEFUL POPULATION PER
DETERMINATION MECHANISM CosT IN IFA COMPONENT DATE LIFE SERVED PERSON
53% City funded
from Capital Projects
Recreation Center* Fund and Impact $2,247,907 53% $1,188,498 1996 30 116,978 $10
Fees (47% funded
from GO Bonds) B o
Hydro Tube for -
Public Swimming  100% City funded $100,000 100% $100,000 1985 37 103,934 $1
POOI i ———————————————rre e ————— a—— ——
Maintenance 100% City funded $260,600 100% $260,600 2013 5 95,114 $3
Building B )
If;’i’ll‘c SWIMMING g eceived 50/50 grant  $373,885 50% $186943 1974 50 110,263 %2
Total Buy-In $4,499,709 i - $16_
Notes:

*Approximately $1,059,409 of the Recreation Center was funded by GO Bonds and thus is not included in the calculated impact fee.

**Sand Hollow Aquatic Center is not included in the excess capacity analysis as 100% of the facility was funded by participation money and GO Bonds (Series
1999, Series 2004 Refunding, and Series 2010 Refunding).

“**The Millcreek Industrial Park Building is not included in the excess capacity analysis as the building may not be considered a parks and recreation “public
Sacility” as defined in impact fee legislation.
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TABLE 5.4: LAND VALUE ASSUMPTIONS

ASSUMPTIONS LAND VALUE
2013 Population 79,657 It is noted that current costs are used strictly to
Land Value per Acre $50,000 determine the actual cost, in today’s dollars, of

duplicating the current level of service for future
development in the City, and does not reflect the value of the existing improvements within the City. The
assumptions utilized for estimation of land values are shown below. The City estimates that the value for
residential land is approximately $50,000 per acre, thus they have recommended that a conservative estimate of
$50,000 per acre be used in the analysis. LYRB verified this estimate through the Wasatch Front Multiple List
Service (ML5), which showed a median price of $65,000 per acre for recently sold land in the St. George area.
Thus, the land value of $50,000 used to calculate impact fees in this analysis is conservative and reasonable.

TABLE 5.5: COMPARABLE OF RECENT LAND SALES

SOURCE PROPERTY Low: HIGH: MEDIAN PRICE AVERAGE PRICE
SN s r i £ COUNT: (il M e e e 1 (PERACRE) ~ (PERACRE)
Wasatch Front MLS 2 $50,000 $80,000 $65,000 $65,000

Source: Report generated automatically by the Wasatch Front Regional MLS on 4/10/2012 at 12:11 pm
Search Criteria: Sold Land Listings, State is Utah, Area is St. George; Bloomington or St. George; Santa Clara; Ivins, Price per
Unit is Acre.

MANNER OF FINANCING EXISTING PUBLIC FACILITIES

The City’s existing parks and recreation infrastructure has been funded through a combination of general fund
revenues, grants and donations, impact fees, and long-term debt. General fund revenues include a mix of
property taxes, sales taxes, federal and state grants, and any other available general fund revenues. While the
City has received some grant monies and donations to fund parks and recreation facilities, all park land and
improvements funded through grant monies and donations have been excluded in the impact fee calculation