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Regional Water Supply Agreement 

Administration Advisory Committee 
Wednesday, August 28, 2024 

12:00 – 2:00 pm 
AGENDA 

 
 
Meeting date:  August 28, 2024 
Time:   12:00 – 2:00 pm 
Location:  2603 Santa Clara Drive, Santa Clara, UT 84765 
Participants: Administration Advisory Committee members Zach Renstrom, Justin Sip, Ben 

Billingsley, Kelly Wilson, Kress Staheli, Jeremy Redd, Rick Rosenberg, Brock Jacobsen, 
John Willis, Chris Hart, Kaden DeMille. Also present were Washington County 
Commissioners Adam Snow, Victor Iverson, and Gil Almquist.  
Kyle Gubler, Nannette Billings, Dale Coulam, and Michele Randall were not present. 
Other meeting attendees are noted on the attached sign-in sheet. 

 
Minutes 

 
Washington County population projections 

 
Morgan Drake, the reuse program manager, discussed Washington County population projections. The District’s 20-
year plan was originally based on population projections from the Kem C Gardner Institute in 2017. However, the 
current plan incorporated projections from 2022, which were higher. Now, the District is in the process of updating 
both the master plan and the impact fee facility plan using the 2022 high projections. Interestingly, the Kem C 
Gardner Institute has indicated that the growth scenarios are actually lower than those projected in 2022. As a result, 
the District will not be implementing these lower projections into the master plan. Instead, they will align the 
facilities plan with the 20-year plan similar to the production of 2017. 
 
Water rates analysis   
 
Ms. Drake explained the District has three primary revenue sources, which are impact fees, property tax and water 
rates. A fourth potential revenue source is grants.  
 
Impact fee:  
The current impact fee is $13,500 per equivalent residential connection with the level of service of .59-acre feet. The 
purpose of impact fees is to ensure that new development pays their fair share for the use of existing excess capacity 
and future capacity. To calculate impact fees the District starts with the existing facilities looking at the current 
impact fee facilities plan and seeing what portion is attributable to new growth. The percentage of existing facilities 
that can be allocated to new growth is usually a low percentage. The percentage of future facilities that will be used 
for new growth is typically a higher percentage. 
 

https://ofm.wa.gov/washington-data-research/population-demographics/population-forecasts-and-projections
https://ofm.wa.gov/washington-data-research/population-demographics/population-forecasts-and-projections


To calculate the proportionate cost, existing and future facilities are added to get the total cost. To determine the 
proportionate yield, both existing and future facilities are combined. The impact fee is calculated by dividing the 
total cost by the total yield to get the cost per acre-foot.  
 
Property Tax:  
The District currently levies property tax in the county at .06 cents per dollar, with the potential to levy up to 0.1 
cents. The tax contributes to funding for conservation, species, and watershed protection. Over the past few years, 
there has been legislation proposed to eliminate the ability of special districts to levy property taxes for a source of 
revenue.  
 
Grants:  
The District is actively pursuing grants to help pay for the regional reuse system program. Also, the District’s 
program partners, St. George City and Ash Creek Special Service District have secured $15 million in grants. Grants 
are unpredictable and not always available or a reliable source for planning purposes.  
 
Water rates:  
Water rates are typically used to recover costs from three categories: operation and maintenance, repair and 
replacement, and capital costs not covered by impact fees. The current wholesale water rate is $1.77 per 1,000 
gallons for potable water and $1.23 per 1,000 gallons for secondary water. Expenses are separated by facility, 
considering the type of water (potable or secondary). 
 
Ms. Drake provided an illustration of how water rates might be calculated for a hypothetical reuse system that costs 
$1 billion. Under the scenario, if O&M (operations and maintenance) costs are assumed to be 1% of capital costs, 
based on a feasibility study for a $1 billion system, that would equal $10 million annually. R&R (repair & 
replacement) costs are estimated at 2% of system value annually, which would be $20 million. These percentages 
are hypotheticals that would be determined by a detailed analysis for the real system. The amount of revenue not 
collected by impact fees is assumed to be $1.5 million. Under the hypothetical, total revenue requirements would 
therefore be $31.5 million annually. Assuming the reuse system’s yield would be 24,000 acre-feet, the cost per 
gallon for the wholesale rate would be calculated to be $4.03 per one thousand gallons.  
 
This is a high-level illustration of the calculations that go into determining a rate. Any actual rates will be adjusted 
based on detailed analysis of the actuals costs and yields. Reuse water is expensive due to the need to pump it, 
especially in dry years. Rates will increase gradually as projects come online and more R&R funds are collected.  
 
Review of findings related to ornamental water features 
 
Conservation Manager Doug Bennett discussed the findings related to ornamental water features.  
Mr. Bennett explained he started with pan evaporation. The period of record for pan evaporation in St. George area 
spans from 1862 to 2005. Pan evaporation data is not collected during winter months because the pan freezes. 
However, the infer is that both vapor transpiration and evaporation occur during this time. To estimate pan 
evaporation during the winter months, Mr. Bennett used evapotranspiration data obtained from the university and 
compared it to relative pan evaporation.  
 
Mr. Bennett conducted a demonstration project, although not a full-fledge research study, was an empirical study on 
ornamental water feature which combined scientific data with practical observations. The water feature is modest 
fountain that gurgles at a moderate height, unlike waterfalls or high-pressure streams. The fountain does not 
accelerate evaporation. 
 
The study aimed to compare water use between a circulating water feature and a still body of water.  
The maintenance water (draining, cleaning, refilling) accounts for approximately 15% of the operating water. Water 
features may also leak into the surrounding soil, contributing to consumptive use. Based on research, the estimated 
annual consumptive demand for ornamental water features is 111 gallons per square foot of surface area. The 
experiment was conducted by turning off the pump while keeping the rocks in place, and without the pump running, 
the rocks still contribute to wicking action and surface area, resulting in some evaporation. This finding aligns with 
the previous discussion on pondless designs. 
 



Mr. Bennett also conducted research which revealed that companies in the region primarily engaged in construction, 
excavation, and landscaping and no businesses exclusively dedicated to building ornamental water features. 
 
Mr. Bennett emphasized that the maximum twenty-five square feet standard for water features is unlikely to have a 
significant economic impact. The limitation ensures that water features remain within reasonable bounds. A twenty-
five square foot feature, based on the 111 gallons per square foot estimate, would require approximately 2800 
gallons of water. The twenty-five square foot limit is reasonable, there is a possibility that some individuals may not 
be satisfied. Without additional controls, people might exploit loopholes (e.g., using swimming pool codes) to build 
larger water features. 
 
Mayor Hart said that he reiterates his comment from the previous meeting where he proposed that residents are 
allocated a maximum allowable area of grass and if they want to put it in a pool, the water usage is deducted from 
the allowable area of grass. 
 
Town of Leed’s request to join the Regional Water Supply Agreement (introduction and discussion only) 
 
Mr. Renstrom explained that the Town of Leeds has made a formal request to join the Regional Water Supply 
Agreement. The Regional Water Supply Agreement allows cities to come into the agreement. The town of Leeds is 
unique because they have a water system that is owned and operated by a non-profit private entity, so the city is not 
involved in their own water system. The existing system has limitations and will not be able to accommodate 
additional growth. The city is looking at a couple of large developments.  
 
Leeds Mayor Bill Hoster explained that with the existing infrastructure there is no conflict in accommodating the 
growth in Grapevine wash and other areas but the city wants to ensure the infrastructure can support the growth in 
specific areas.  
 
Discussion: 
 
Mayor Kelly Wilson commented if water is allocated to Leeds and not reclaimed for reuse, it becomes a long-term 
usage issue, and any new development in Leeds joining the District should be integrated into similar water systems 
to ensure sustainable usage and reuse. 
 
In response to a question from Gil Almquist regarding whether Leeds two water systems would be separate or 
connected, Mr. Renstrom responded that the two systems would be separated.  
 
Mayor Hart stated that during the town of Virgin’s recent discussions regarding joining the RWSA, Virgin was 
required to return 300 connections to the District. In addition, each previous partner provided its own water, and 
some cities provided more. Mayor Hart asked what Leeds will be contributing to the district. Mayor Hart said that 
that since Leed’s current water system is provided by a private contractor, he understood that there will not be any 
demand on the District for your current population. Mayor Hoster replied that there would be no demand for Leed’s 
current population. 
 
In response to a question regarding whether Leeds would install a sewer system throughout the city or only in the 
new areas, Mayor Hoster responded that the City has been in ongoing discussion with Ash Creek and cost is one of 
the considerations. The new development’s location in the Grapevine wash makes it economical to work with Ash 
Creek on establish a connection, but it would be cost prohibitive to go further south up in the Silver Reef area. 
 
In response to a question from Mayor Staheli regarding where Leeds’ water is coming from, Mr. Renstrom said that 
the District has a pipeline that goes up the center of Leeds and in a few years, the district will have the ability to take 
water from the water treatment plant and pump it to Leeds. 
 
Mayor Hart commented that he understands that Leeds’ current system draws water from wells which provide 
sufficient water for exiting needs and that the system is maintained and reliable with ongoing effort to replace pipes 
and keep infrastructure up to date. But Mayor Hart expressed concerns about future restrictions or diminished water 
sources due to various factors, and the risk of the private water company facing financial or catastrophic issues that 
could impact the water supply. There is a need to ensure that Leeds’ integration into the RWSA includes provisions 



for such scenarios. Unlike other cities, Leeds’ water system is managed by a private entity which introduces 
different risks and responsibilities. There may need to be specific language in the agreement to address the potential 
failure of the private water supplier and the subsequent obligation of Leeds.  
 
Victor Iverson said that he knows of the one main private water company and a canal company and asked whether 
there is a secondary smaller provider in the Silver Reef area. Mayor Hoster explained there are two: LDWA (Leeds 
Domestic Water Association) which is culinary, and the other is an irrigation water supplier that holds a significant 
percentage of the water shares.  
 
In response to a question from Scott Taylor about the potential for growth in Leeds, Mayor Hoster said that the 
proposed project has around 740 units. There is another project just north on the left side of Anderson Junction and 
there is some uncertainty whether these will be in Leeds or Toquerville and that will be about 500 to 1000 units.  
 
Mr. Renstrom said that the District could have Aaron Anderson from Bowen and Collins do an analysis of how 
many units could be added to Leeds and the impact on services. The 2019 master plan did not account for servicing 
areas outside of the current scope until 2040. The current 20-year master plan may need to be adjusted to incorporate 
these new developments. 
 
Other 
 
Mr. Renstrom explained with the accelerating development of the regional reuse system, the AAC board may need 
to meet more frequently to get feedback from the cities. For now, the plan is to meet quarterly. The next meeting is 
scheduled for October 30th. 
 
Mr. Renstrom introduced Ben Billingsley who was recently hired as the new City Manager for Toquerville City. Mr. 
Billingsley said he has worked for Washington County, Washington County Solid Waste, Apple Valley, and Moab. 
 
Consider approval of May 29, 2024 minutes 
 
Kelly Wilson made a motion to approve the May 29, 2024 minutes, the motion was seconded by Justin Sip, and all 
voted aye.  
 
Next meeting Wednesday, October 30, 2024 from 12:00 pm to 2:00 pm 
 
The meeting was adjourned upon motion.  
 
 
       _______________________ 
                                                                                                     Secretary 
 
 
 























RWSA AAC Meeting
August 28, 2024



Agenda
Washington County population projections

Water rates analysis  

Review of findings related to ornamental water features

Town of Leeds request to join the RWSA (introduction and discussion only)

Other

Consider approval of May 29, 2024 minutes

Next meeting Wednesday, October 30, 2024 from 12:00 pm to 2:00 pm



Washington County population 
projections



20-Year Plan & Updated Growth Projections

20-Year Plan based on KCG 
projections developed in 2017

2017

Updated projections were released 
in 2022
Uniformly higher growth scenarios

2022

Current planning scenario based 
on 2022 high projection

2022

KCG is working on another update 
for 2024
Lower growth scenarios

2024

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Had aggressive forecasts in 2022 that constrained the 20-Year Plan
We are in a critical part of planning process – updating master plan and IFFP
Just yesterday we received updated projections that are lower
We will work to incorporate the new growth projections and anticipate they will be more in line with the 20-Year Plan



Water Rate Analysis



Revenue Sources

IMPACT   
FEES

PROPERTY 
TAXES

WATER  
RATES

GRANTS

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
3 revenue sources – grants supplement
Let’s got through each of these and end on rates



Impact Fees

Currently $13,500 per ERC for 
residential
Level of service of 0.59 acre-feet per year

New development pays its proportional 
share of cost for:
the use of existing excess capacity in the system, and 
the use of future facilities capacity



Existing Facilities

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Here is how we calculate the impact fee



Future Facilities



Impact Fee Calculation

• Total Cost / Total Yield = Cost per AF 
• Cost/AF * Level of Service = Cost per ERC

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
The District’s Board of Trustees may determine that a portion of the costs that could otherwise be paid for by impact fees will be paid for by monthly water rates or property taxes. In such a case, the Board of Trustees may adopt an impact fee that is lower than the maximum allowable value identified in this IFA.

Board adopted 96% of impact fee



Property Taxes

Currently levying property tax 
rate of $0.000590 per dollar of a 
property's taxable value
Authorized to assess a tax of up to $0.001

Fund conservation initiatives, 
watershed protection, species 
preservation, etc.

Legislation proposed to remove 
property taxes as a revenue 
source for special districts

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Currently 0.06 cents per dollar of a property’s taxable value
Max authorized is 0.1 cents
Assessing 60%



Grants

Actively pursuing applicable grant 
funding opportunities
Program Partners have secured $50,000,000 for reuse 
system

Not a reliable source of revenue for 
planning purposes
No guarantee of grant funding availability or amount



Water Rates Include… 



Current Wholesale Water Rates

Potable water rate 
= $1.77 per 1,000 

gallons

Secondary water 
rate = $1.23 per 

1,000 gallons

Expenses 
separated by 

facility and water 
delivery type



Rate Comparison
• Average rate increase in 2023 for water systems serving 

5,000 people or more was 7.5%*
• Average rate $5.75 per 1,000 gallons*

• Water Rate for ¾ meter for 6,000 gallons:
• Fort Collins, Colorado: $6.37 per 1,000 gallons
• Las Vegas, Nevada: $7.51 per 1,000 gallons
• Scottsdale, Arizona: $6.33 per 1,000 gallons

*Survey data was solicited from utilities in Colorado, Iowa, Minnesota, Montana, Nebraska, North Dakota, South Dakota, Utah, and Wisconsin. 
https://www.ae2snexus.com/2023-utility-rate-survey-results/.

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Rates include wholesale and retail



Hypothetical Rate Exercise
Assume a $1 billion dollar project cost for the 
Regional Reuse Purification System



Hypothetical Rate Analysis
Rate components:

• Operations and Maintenance (O&M)

• System Repair and Replacement (R&R)

• Capital project (depending on Impact Fee revenue) 
or other cash flow requirements to fund 
projects/debt service



Hypothetical Rate Analysis – O&M

O&M estimated to be approximately 1% of capital 
cost

Annual O&M cost of $10,000,000

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Did O&M calculation during reuse feasibility study. It came out to $10M. So used estimate of 1% here.



Hypothetical Rate Analysis – R&R

R&R Budget of 2% of System Value (Assumes average 
service life of components to be 50 years)

Annual R&R Cost of $20,000,000

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
Goal is to work towards goal of collecting 2% of capital costs in R&R
Not preparing for R&R costs today costs more in the future because we’ll have to borrow money

This is just a number we are plugging in. We will use actual service life estimates for projects as this is more fleshed out.



Hypothetical Rate Analysis – 
Capital Costs/Cash Flow

Assume that 5% of construction costs not covered by 
Impact Fee

2.5% of construction cost to wholesale rates, 
amortized over 20-30 years

~$1,000,000 - $1,500,000 per year

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
2.5% - other revenue source
2.5% - water rates



• Estimated annual expenses
• O&M: $10,000,000
• R&R: $20,000,000
• Capital expenses: $1,500,000

• Total revenue required: $31,500,000/year

Hypothetical Rate Analysis – 
Total Revenue Requirement



Hypothetical Rate Analysis 

Revenue: $31.5 million/year

Yield: 7.82 billion gallons/year
(Over 20-year timeframe) 

Cost per 1,000 gallons: escalating up to $4.03



Potable v Secondary Water Rate
• The potable rate will largely 

pay for the water rate portion 
of the reuse system
• Reuse will be included in 

both the potable and 
secondary rate



Reuse Authorization Contracts

Treatment
Ash Creek Special Service 
District
St. George City

Delivery
Municipal partners 
(separate agreements with 
each)

Reuse exchange
Irrigation and canal 
companies (separate 
agreements with each)



Municipal Contract Review

June

• Issue reuse 
authorization 
contracts for 
review

• Meet with 
each 
municipal 
partner

July

• Meet with 
municipal 
partners, as 
needed

• Receive 
feedback

August

• Review 
feedback 
and send 
responses to 
municipal 
partners

September

• Present 
contracts to 
city councils 
for approval 

• Execute reuse 
authorization 
contracts

Presenter Notes
Presentation Notes
We have received feedback from St. George and Ivins
Please reach out to me with any questions and feedback – I am happy to meet with you



Review of findings related to 
ornamental water features



Water Features: Methodology

• Pan evaporation and 
evapotranspiration data applied

• Comparative demonstration project 
to estimate influence of circulation 
on evaporation

• Applied estimates for maintenance 
activities (15%) and reservoir 
leakage (15%)



Water Features: Key Findings
• Estimated annual consumptive demand of 111 

gallons per square foot of surface area.
• Pondless designs and pump timers may 

reduce water consumption.
• Economic impact of the restriction is neutral or 

positive.
• Limited to the parcel, may not be combined to 

construct larger features.
• Without additional controls, potential exists to 

exploit the swimming pool code to create 
purely aesthetic water features.

• There is potential to refine definitions and 
consider exemptions in the public interest, 
such as educational displays.

Pondless feature with limited surface area



Town of Leeds request to join the 
RWSA (introduction & discussion)



Other discussion items



Approve May 29, 2024 meeting minutes



Next meeting
Wednesday, October 30, 2024 from 12:00 pm to 2:00 pm
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