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Minutes 

 
Date: Wednesday, March 25, 2025 
Location: Fairfield Town Office, 121 West Main Street, Fairfield, Utah 
Time: 7:00 P.M. 
Minutes By: Stephanie Shelley 
 
Call to Order 

1)​ Roll Call 
Town Council Members Present: 
Mayor Hollie McKinney, RL Panek, Tyler Thomas, Richard Cameron, Michael Weber 
 
Staff Present: 
Recorder: Stephanie Shelley Treasure: Codi Butterfield (Via Zoom), Attorney: Brad 
Christopherson,  
 
Others Present: Tal Adair, Wayne Taylor, Vern Carson, Brent Ault, Kyler Fisher, Travis Ramler, 
Brad Gurney, Shawn Strong.  
 
Others Present Via Zoom: Jami Masacaro, Matthewkalm, Rebecca, Airpark, Neil, Dan Van 
Woerkom, and Michael.  

 
2)​ Prayer / Pledge Of Allegiance    

​ Councilman Cameron offered the prayer. Those present recited the Pledge of Allegiance.  
 
Reports 

1)​ Planning Commission update 
Chairman Taylor reported that the Planning Commission had held a couple of meetings since the 
last council session. They forwarded the airport zone and airport overlay ordinances to the 
council for consideration. The commissioners are still working on the landscaping ordinance, 
which is not yet complete. 
 

General Public Comment (2-minute limit per person): Comments are for any matter not on the agenda 
and not related to a pending land use application. Two minutes per person, with a total limit of 14 
minutes. 
 
Brad Gurney addressed the Council regarding the use of TRCC grant funds and the development of the 
town park. He explained that the grant was originally awarded for a museum project, but due to COVID, 
the museum was no longer feasible. He worked with the County, including the county commissioners 
and county attorney, to amend the agreement to allow the funds to be used for the park. He noted that 
the amendment required certain commitments, including incorporating historical elements into the 
project. 
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Mr. Gurney stated that he was directly involved in securing the amendment and that his reputation is 
associated with ensuring those commitments are fulfilled. He emphasized that the park presents an 
opportunity to reflect Fairfield’s history and identity and encouraged the Council to consider the 
importance of history as decisions are made regarding the park’s development. 
 
Consent Items 
The Council may approve these items without discussion or public comment and may remove an item to 
the Business Items for discussion and consideration.  

1)​ Approval of the January 21, 2026, and March 11, 2026 minutes.  
Councilman Panek made a motion to approve the January 21, 2026, and March 11, 2026 
minutes. Councilman Cameron seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously. 
 
Mayor McKinney -  Yes  
Councilman Thomas - Yes  
Councilman Panek - Yes  
Councilman Cameron - Yes  
Councilman Weber  - Yes  

 
Business Items 
The Council will discuss (without public comment) and may approve the following items: 

1)​ Discuss and approve proceeding with park development phases, including associated 
change orders. 
Shawn Strong provided an update on the park project, stating that two phases have been 
completed and the current phase is nearing completion, with remaining work including septic 
installation and power service. He explained that without further direction, the project would 
pause in an unfinished condition. He proposed continuing under the existing contract using a 
transparent process in which the Council would review bids and approve work as phases 
progress. 
 
Discussion included maintaining project momentum, avoiding delays associated with a new RFP 
process, and developing a comprehensive budget for the remaining phases. It was noted that 
the project is ahead of schedule due to favorable weather conditions. Concerns were raised 
regarding safety, as portions of the park are not yet safe for public use. The need for temporary 
closure signage and controlled access was discussed. 
 
Codi Butterfield clarified that two grants are pending: approximately $600,000 for restrooms and 
pavilion (anticipated decision later in the year) and approximately $200,000 for playground 
equipment (expected sooner). 
 
The Council expressed support to proceed by maintaining the current contract, developing a full 
budget, and continuing the project in phases with Council oversight, subject to verification by 
legal counsel. 
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2)​ Discuss and approve the issuance of a Request for Proposals (RFP) for landscaping 

services for the Fairfield park project 
Following the discussion under the Business item #1, the Council determined that issuing a  
separate Request for Proposals for landscaping was not necessary at this time. The Council  
expressed support for proceeding under the phased approach with the current contractor;  
however, this direction was contingent upon verification by legal counsel that the process  
complies with applicable requirements. The item was held pending that review and further  
development of the overall project budget and phasing plan. 

 
3)​ Discuss removing the term “Town” from “Fairfield Town” and formally recognizing the 

municipality as “Fairfield.” 
​ Mayor McKinney addressed prior confusion regarding the proper name of the municipality. She  

clarified that the official name is “Fairfield,” with “town” serving only as a classification. This 
clarification was based on a review of the incorporation documents. The Council agreed to use 
“Fairfield” moving forward. 
 

4)​ Discussion and approval to reschedule the Council meeting to April 15. 
​ Mayor McKinney proposed rescheduling the April Town Council meeting to April 15, 2026, due to  

spring break scheduling conflicts and the need to address upcoming agenda items. 
​  

Councilman Panek made a motion to reschedule the meeting to April 15, 2026. Councilman 
Cameron seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously.  
 
Mayor McKinney -  Yes  
Councilman Thomas - Yes  
Councilman Panek - Yes  
Councilman Cameron - Yes  
Councilman Weber  - Yes 

 
5)​ Discuss and vote to approve #R2026-02 Notice of Pending Ordinance related to changes in 

the Conditional Use Ordinance (Chapter 10.17.00). 
​ Mayor McKinney explained the need to initiate changes to the Conditional Use Ordinance and  

emphasized compliance with state notice requirements to ensure transparency and public 
awareness. 

 
Councilman Thomas made a motion to approve #R2026-02 Notice of Pending Ordinance related 
to changes in the Conditional Use Ordinance (Chapter 10.17.00).  Councilman Cameron 
seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously. 
 
Mayor McKinney -  Yes  
Councilman Thomas - Yes  
Councilman Panek - Yes  
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Councilman Cameron - Yes  
Councilman Weber  - Yes 

​  
6)​ Discuss and vote on Ordinance 2026-01 An Ordinance Repealing and Replacing Fairfield 

Town Code § 10.11.260. Airpark Zone (renamed Airpark Mixed Use Zone - AMUZ) and 
Amending Town Code § 10.16. Special Use Regulations, Adding Additional Special Uses 
and Conditional Uses within the AMUZ. (This action follows from the Notice of Pending 
Ordinance Change related to the Airpark Zone and Airpark Overlay Zone adopted by the 
Town Council on Sept. 25, 2025). 

Mayor McKinney provided a detailed summary of public comments received during the public 
hearing held the previous week. She expressed appreciation to Brad Christopherson for his work 
on the ordinance and to Vonda for providing supporting information. She stated that her 
responsibility is to protect property rights and ensure the proper use of public funds, and 
confirmed that proper 10-day notice had been provided to all landowners. 

Mayor McKinney reviewed comments submitted by members of the public, including statements 
from Brent Ault emphasizing the importance of protecting private property rights, and from Alina 
Pringle expressing concerns regarding the ordinance while acknowledging that proper notice 
had been provided. She noted that statements attributed to Mark Pringle could not be verified. 
She further summarized concerns raised by Dan Dansie regarding property rights, and by Dan 
McDonald regarding legal implications of a public use airport designation and issues related to 
wildlife hazard management. Additional concerns were noted from Dagan McKinney regarding 
wildlife impacts and flight paths over private property, and from Daymon Stephens expressing 
opposition and referencing state land use guidance. She also acknowledged concerns raised by 
pilots and other residents regarding operational limitations and impacts to existing uses. 

Mayor McKinney stated that these comments were part of the public record and were 
considered in the Council’s review of the ordinance. She addressed prior statements made to the 
Council that the airpark had been represented to the Council in 2018 as having FAA approval to 
become a public use airport while remaining privately owned. She also reviewed property tax 
information for West Desert Airport parcels and noted that this information is publicly available. 

Mayor McKinney identified specific amendments to the ordinance, including correcting 
terminology from “rotor spacecraft operation” to “rotorcraft operation,” adding definitions for 
“rotorcraft operation” and “airport sponsor,” requiring UDOT reporting to also be submitted to the 
Town, clarifying that references to fencing apply to the airport or airpark, adding public road 
requirements, and including wildlife protected areas within submittal requirements. 

Council members indicated they had reviewed the Planning Commission’s recommendation and 
the public hearing materials and expressed readiness to proceed. Attorney Brad Christopherson 
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clarified that the ordinance repeals the existing Airpark Zone and adopts a new Airpark 
Mixed-Use Zone, and that existing uses would be considered legal nonconforming until rezoned. 

Councilman Thomas moved to approve ordinance number 2026- 0 1, an ordinance repealing the 
existing airpark zone and adopting the new zone called the airpark mixed-use zone. and that 
would also include the special use regulations of Municipal Code 10.16, the new, additional 
special uses and conditional uses within the airpark mixed use zone.  Councilman Cameron 
seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously. 
 
Mayor McKinney -  Yes  
Councilman Thomas - Yes  
Councilman Panek - Yes  
Councilman Cameron - Yes 
Councilman Weber  - Yes  

 
The motion was then amended to include the specific amendments discussed during the meeting, as 
the original motion did not fully incorporate those revisions. 

 
Councilman Panek motion to amend the previously adopted motion. Councilman Cameron  
seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously.  

 
​ Mayor McKinney -  Yes  

Councilman Thomas - Yes  
Councilman Panek - Yes  
Councilman Cameron - Yes 
Councilman Weber  - Yes  
 
Councilman Thomas motioned to adopt ordinance number 2026- 01, an ordinance repealing the  
airpark zone and adopting the new zone called the airpark mixed-use zone. In addition to  
adopting additional, and that would also include Town Code 10.16, and additional conditional  
uses within the air park mixed-use zone, including the amendments that were previously  
discussed. Councilman Cameron seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously.  
 
Mayor McKinney -  Yes  
Councilman Thomas - Yes  
Councilman Panek - Yes  
Councilman Cameron - Yes 
Councilman Weber  - Yes  
 

7)​ Discuss and vote on Ordinance 2026-02 An Ordinance Repealing and Replacing Fairfield 
Town Code § 10.11.275. Airpark Overlay Zone (This action follows from the Notice of 
Pending Ordinance Change related to the Airpark Zone and Airpark Overlay Zone adopted 
by the Town Council on Sept. 25, 2025) 
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​ Mayor McKinney explained that the Planning Commission recommended repealing the existing  
overlay zone and adopting language consistent with state code, while clarifying that Fairfield is 
not responsible for acquiring property or property rights for airport operations. 
 
Councilman Thomas made a motion to approve  Ordinance 2026-02, An Ordinance Repealing 
and Replacing Fairfield Town Code § 10.11.275. Airpark Overlay Zone. Councilman Paenk 
seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously. 
 
Mayor McKinney -  Yes  
Councilman Thomas - Yes  
Councilman Panek - Yes  
Councilman Cameron - Yes  
Councilman Weber  - Yes 

 
8)​ Discuss and vote on the franchise agreement with Enbridge. Ordinance 2026-03 An 

Ordinance Granting To Questar Gas Company, Dba Enbridge Gas Utah, A Franchise For 
The Construction, Operation And Maintenance Of A Gas Distribution System In Fairfield, 
Utah County, State Of Utah. 
Mayor McKinney requested that this item be tabled, explaining that the proposed franchise 
agreement had been presented as an ordinance rather than as a separate franchise agreement 
with a supporting resolution, as had been done previously with Comcast. Attorney Brad 
Christopherson expressed concerns regarding the proposal and recommended that additional 
provisions be included to better protect the Town. 
 
Mayor McKinney noted that Enbridge was agreeable to postponing the item until April 15 and 
would continue engineering work in the interim. She further stated that this approach is not 
uncommon and that other municipalities’ franchise agreements could be reviewed for reference. 
 
Councilman Weber made a motion to table Business Item #8. Councilman Cameron seconded 
the motion. The motion passed unanimously. 
 
Mayor McKinney -  Yes  
Councilman Thomas - Yes  
Councilman Panek - Yes  
Councilman Cameron - Yes  
Councilman Weber  - Yes 
 

Before entering closed session, Alina Pringle interrupted the meeting and addressed the Council, stating 
that the airpark owners had made multiple attempts to work with the Town Council and Planning 
Commission but had been denied. She further stated that a federal lawsuit had been filed against the 
Town and Mayor McKinney individually, alleging violations of their constitutional rights. 

 
 

6 of 7 



Worki
ng Draft 2

6-03-30 ss

Unapproved Meeting Minutes 
Fairfield Town Council 

Session 
March 25, 2025 

Closed Session 
Possible motion to enter into closed session for the purchase, exchange, or lease of property; 
pending or reasonably imminent litigation; the character, professional competence, or the 
physical or mental health of an individual; or the deployment of security personnel, devices, or 
systems.  

 
Councilman Weber made a motion to temporarily recess the Council meeting to go into a closed 
meeting for the following purpose(s): Strategy sessions to discuss pending or reasonably 
imminent litigation. Councilman Thomas seconded the motion. The motion passed unanimously. 
 
Mayor McKinney -  Yes 
Councilman Thomas - Yes  
Councilman Panek - Yes  
Councilman Cameron - Yes 
Councilman Weber  - Yes  

 
Councilman Weber motioned to reopen the meeting at 9:06. Councilman Cameron seconded the 
motion. The motion passed unanimously.  
 
Mayor McKinney -  Yes 
Councilman Thomas - Yes  
Councilman Panek - Yes  
Councilman Cameron - Yes 
Councilman Weber  - Yes 
 
Following the closed session, Councilman Cameron raised concerns regarding insurance coverage for 
the park during construction. The Council discussed the park remaining closed to the public during 
construction. Attorney Brad Christopherson recommended consulting with the Town’s insurance 
company regarding appropriate coverage. 
 
Councilman Cameron also reported a damaged culvert near the Stephens residence. The Council 
discussed this issue, along with additional concerns about roadway conditions on Main Street east of 
the Stephens residence. Councilman Panek will coordinate with Preferred Paving to review these areas 
and identify any necessary repairs. 
 
Adjournment 
Councilman Weber made a motion to adjourn the meeting. Councilman Panek seconded the motion. 
The motion passed unanimously. 
 
The meeting adjourned at 9:15 p.m. 
 

 
             Minutes Approval Date                                                        Stephanie Shelley Town Recorder 
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Resolution No. R2026-03  A Resolution Of The Fairfield Town Council Authorizing The Mayor 
To Enter Into An Agreement With Strong Solutions For The Continued Work On The Park.​                     

Dated April 15, 2026 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

WHEREAS, consistent with the Town Procurement Policy and Town Council 
exemption, during the March 25th Meeting, the Town Council authorized the continued 
use of Strong Solutions, LLC, as the landscaper for the park project; and 

 
WHEREAS, the Town Council authorized the continued use on a “change-order” basis 
to allow the continued work on the park project; and 

 
WHEREAS, the Town Council authorized the entry of said agreement under the same 
terms as the previous contract, namely a 5% administrative fee and 3 bids for each 
portion of the park; and 

 
WHEREAS, the Town Council now desires to authorize the Mayor to negotiate, sign 
and enter into a contract with Strong Solutions, LLC, for the park project; and 

 
NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED BY THE GOVERNING BODY OF FAIRFIELD, 
UTAH AS FOLLOWS: 
 

Section 1. Approval. The Town Council of Fairfield, Utah, hereby authorizes the 
Mayor to negotiate, sign and enter into a contract with Strong Solutions, LLC, for and 
on behalf of the Town as outlined above, attached hereto as Exhibit A, and 
incorporated herein by reference. 
 

Section 2. Severability. If any section, part or provision of this Resolution is held 
invalid or unenforceable, such invalidity or unenforceability shall not affect any other 
portion of this Resolution, and all sections, parts and provisions of this Resolution shall 
be severable. 

 
Section 3. Effective Date. This Resolution shall become effective immediately 

upon its approval by the Town Council.  
 
Passed and adopted this 15th day of April 2026. 
 
FAIRFIELD 
 
______________________________​ ​  
Hollie McKinney, Mayor ​ ​ ​ ​ ​  
​ ​ ​ ​ ​  
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Hollie McKinney​ yes_____ no_____ abstain ____  
RL Panek        ​ yes_____ no_____ abstain ____  
Tyler Thomas    ​ yes_____ no_____ abstain ____  
Michael Weber​ yes_____ no_____ abstain ____  
Richard Cameron​ yes_____ no_____ abstain ____  

 
 
 
ATTEST: 
 
____________________________ 
Stephanie Shelley, Recorder ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ (OFFICIAL SEAL) 
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FAIRFIELD  
​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​  
 
 
STATE OF UTAH​   ) 
​ ​ ​   ) ss. 
COUNTY OF UTAH  ) 

 
 
 
I, Stephanie Shelley, Town Recorder of Fairfield, Utah, do hereby certify and declare 
that the above and foregoing is a true, full, and correct copy of an ordinance passed by 
the Town Council of Fairfield, Utah, on the 15th day of April 2026. 
 
Resolution No. R2026-03 A Resolution Of The Fairfield Town Council Authorizing The 
Mayor To Enter Into An Agreement With Strong Solutions For The Continued Work On 
The Park.​  
 
IN WITNESS WHEREOF,  I have hereunto set my hand and affixed the Corporate Seal 
of Fairfield, Utah, this 15th day of April 2026. 
 
 
 
___________________________, 
Fairfield Recorder/Clerk 
 
(SEAL) 
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Resolution No. R2026-04  A Resolution Authorizing The Execution Of A Franchise Agreement 
With Questar Gas Company, Dba Enbridge Gas Utah, Inc. To Provide Natural And 
Manufactured Gas Services In Fairfield.     ​ ​ ​        Dated April 15, 2026 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

WHEREAS, the governing body of Fairfield, Utah, desires to provide natural and 
manufactured gas to the Town and its inhabitants for heating and other purposes for 
the benefit of its current and future citizens, businesses, and visitors; and  
 
WHEREAS, the Town recognizes, through its goals and policies, the need to work with 
utility companies to plan for the improvement and maintenance of the Fairfield area; 
and  
 
WHEREAS, Questar Gas Company, dba Enbridge Gas Utah, desires to construct, 
maintain and operate a gas distribution system within the Town;  
 
WHEREAS, the Town Council has determined that it is in the best interest of the 
citizens of the Town to grant a franchise to Enbridge Gas Utah to use the roads and 
streets within the Town for such purpose; 
 
NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED BY THE GOVERNING BODY OF FAIRFIELD, 
UTAH AS FOLLOWS: 
 

Section 1. Approval. The Town Council of Fairfield, Utah, hereby authorizes the 
Mayor to negotiate, sign and enter into a contract with Questar Gas Company, dba 
Enbridge Gas Utah, for and on behalf of the Town as outlined above, attached hereto 
as Exhibit A, and incorporated herein by reference. 
 

Section 2. Severability. If any section, part or provision of this Resolution is held 
invalid or unenforceable, such invalidity or unenforceability shall not affect any other 
portion of this Resolution, and all sections, parts and provisions of this Resolution shall 
be severable. 

 
Section 3. Effective Date. This Resolution shall become effective immediately 

upon its approval by the Town Council.  
 
 
Passed and adopted this 15th day of April 2026. 
 
FAIRFIELD 
 
______________________________​ ​  
Hollie McKinney, Mayor ​ ​ ​  
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​ ​ ​ ​ ​  

Hollie McKinney​ yes_____ no_____ abstain ____  
RL Panek        ​ yes_____ no_____ abstain ____  
Tyler Thomas    ​ yes_____ no_____ abstain ____  
Michael Weber​ yes_____ no_____ abstain ____  
Richard Cameron​ yes_____ no_____ abstain ____  

 
 
ATTEST: 
 
____________________________ 
Stephanie Shelley, Recorder ​ ​ ​ ​ ​  
 
 
(OFFICIAL SEAL) 
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FAIRFIELD  
​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​  
 
 

 
STATE OF UTAH​   ) 
​ ​ ​   ) ss. 
COUNTY OF UTAH  ) 

 
 
 
I, Stephanie Shelley, Town Recorder of Fairfield Town, Utah, do hereby certify and 
declare that the above and foregoing is a true, full, and correct copy of an ordinance 
passed by the Town Council of Fairfield, Utah, on the 15th day of April 2026. 
 
Resolution No. R2026-04  A Resolution Authorizing The Execution Of A Franchise 
Agreement With Questar Gas Company, Dba Enbridge Gas Utah, Inc. To Provide 
Natural And Manufactured Gas Services In Fairfield.​  
 
IN WITNESS WHEREOF,  I have hereunto set my hand and affixed the Corporate Seal 
of Fairfield, Utah, this 15th day of April 2026. 
 
 
 
___________________________, 
Fairfield Recorder/Clerk 
 
 
(SEAL) 
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Resolution No. R2026-05  A Resolution Of The Fairfield Town Council Authorizing The Mayor 
To Enter Into An Agreement With Utah Division of Finance.             

          Dated April 15, 2026 
____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
WHEREAS, Fairfield (referred to as “the Town”) and the Utah Division of Finance (referred to as 
“the Division”) are public entities under the laws of the State of Utah; and 

 
WHEREAS, the Town Council now desires to authorize the Mayor to negotiate, sign, and enter 
into a contract with Utah Division of Finance, for the reimbursement of the Allen's Ranch Road 
waterline and other project area improvements; 
 
WHEREAS, the Town Council specifically authorizes Town Staff to complete and execute any 
necessary tax or financial forms as requested by the Division to finalize the contract;  

 
NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED BY THE GOVERNING BODY OF FAIRFIELD, UTAH AS 
FOLLOWS: 
 

Section 1. Approval. The Town Council of Fairfield, Utah, hereby authorizes the Mayor to 
negotiate, sign, and enter into a contract with the Utah Division of Finance, for and on behalf of 
the Town as outlined above, attached hereto as Exhibit A, incorporated herein by reference. 
 

Section 2. Severability. If any section, part, or provision of this Resolution is held invalid 
or unenforceable, such invalidity or unenforceability shall not affect any other portion of this 
Resolution, and all sections, parts, and provisions of this Resolution shall be severable. 

 
Section 3. Effective Date. This Resolution shall become effective immediately upon its 

approval by the Town Council.  
 
 
Passed and adopted this 15th day of April 2026. 
 
FAIRFIELD 
 
______________________________​ ​  
Hollie McKinney, Mayor ​ ​ ​ ​ ​  
​ ​ ​ ​ ​ Hollie McKinney​ yes_____ no_____ abstain ____  

RL Panek        ​​ yes_____ no_____ abstain ____  
Tyler Thomas    ​ yes_____ no_____ abstain ____  
Michael Weber​ yes_____ no_____ abstain ____  
Richard Cameron​ yes_____ no_____ abstain ____  

ATTEST: 
 
____________________________ 
Stephanie Shelley, Recorder ​​ ​ ​ ​ (OFFICIAL SEAL) 
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FAIRFIELD  
​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​ ​  
 
 
STATE OF UTAH​   ) 
​ ​ ​   ) ss. 
COUNTY OF UTAH  ) 

 
 
 
I, Stephanie Shelley, Town Recorder of Fairfield, Utah, do hereby certify and declare that the 
above and foregoing is a true, full, and correct copy of an ordinance passed by the Town 
Council of Fairfield, Utah, on the 15th day of April 2026. 
 
Resolution No. R2026-05  A Resolution Of The Fairfield Town Council Authorizing The Mayor 
To Enter Into An Agreement With Utah Division of Finance 
 
IN WITNESS WHEREOF,  I have hereunto set my hand and affixed the Corporate Seal of 
Fairfield, Utah, this 15th day of April 2026. 
 
 
 
___________________________, 
Fairfield Recorder/Clerk 
 
(SEAL) 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

INTRODUCTION 

The purpose of the impact fee analysis (IFA) is to calculate the allowable impact fee that may be 
assessed to new development in accordance with Utah Code. 

WHY ASSESS AN IMPACT FEE? 

Until new development utilizes the full capacity of existing facilities the Town can assess an impact 
fee to recover its cost of latent capacity available to serve future development as well as the 
proportionate cost of future projects needed to service new growth. The general impact fee 
methodology divides the available capacity of existing and future capital projects between the 
number of existing and future users. Capacity is measured in terms of an Equivalent Residential Unit, 
(ERU), which represents the demand that a typical single family residence places on the system. 

HOW ARE IMPACT FEES CALCULATED? 

A fair impact fee is calculated by dividing the cost of existing and future facilities by the amount of 
new growth that will benefit from the unused capacity. Only the capacity that is needed to serve the 
projected growth within the next ten years is included in the fee.  Costs used in the calculation of 
impact fees include:   

1. New facilities required to maintain (but not exceed) the proposed level of service identified 
in the IFFP; only those expected to be built within ten years are considered in the final 
calculations of the impact fee. 

2. Historic costs of existing facilities that will serve new development. 

3. Cost of professional services for engineering, planning, and preparation of the impact fee 
facilities plan and impact fee analysis. 

4. Cost not used in the impact fee calculation: 

a. Operational and maintenance costs 

b. Cost of facilities constructed beyond 10 years 

c. Cost associated with capacity not expected to be used within 10 years 

d. Cost of facilities funded by grants, developer contributions, or other funds which is 
not required to repay 

e. Cost of renovating or reconstructing facilities which do not provide new capacity or 
enhancement of services to serve future development. 

IMPACT FEE CALCULATION 

Impact fees for this analysis were calculated by dividing the proportional cost of facilities required 
to service 10-year growth by the amount of growth expected over the next 10-years based on ERUs. 
The total impact fee per ERU can be calculated by adding up the fee for each component of the 
analysis. This is separate from any additional charges levied by the Town for hookup costs or for 
other reasonable permit and application fees.   

 

 



 
DRAFT SEWER IMPACT FEE ANALYSIS 

BOWEN COLLINS & ASSOCIATES 
FAIRFIELD TOWN iv 

RECOMMENDED SEWER IMPACT FEE 
The total calculated impact fee is summarized in Table ES-1.  This is the legal maximum amount that 
may be charged as an impact fee.  A lower amount may be adopted if desired, but a higher fee is not 
allowable under the requirements of Utah Code. 

Table ES-1 
Recommended Sewer Impact Fee 

 
Maximum 
Allowable 
Impact Fee 

Treatment $3,000 
Collection $3,256 

Professional Services $0 
Total $6,256  
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IMPACT FEE ANALYSIS 

INTRODUCTION 

Fairfield Town (Town) has asked Bowen Collins & Associates (BC&A) to prepare an impact fee 
analysis (IFA) for its sewer system based on a recently completed impact fee facilities plan.  An impact 
fee is a one-time fee, not a tax, imposed upon new development activity as a condition of development 
approval to mitigate the impact of the new development on public infrastructure. The purpose of an 
IFA is to calculate the allowable impact fee that may be assessed to new development in accordance 
with Utah Code.  

Requirements for the preparation of an IFA are outlined in Title 11, Chapter 36a of the Utah Code 
(the Impact Fees Act).  Under these requirements, an IFA shall accomplish the following for each 
facility:  

1. Identify the impact of anticipated development activity on existing capacity 

2. Identify the impact of anticipated development activity on system improvements required to 
maintain the established level of service 

3. Demonstrate how the impacts are reasonably related to anticipated development activity 

4. Estimate the proportionate share of: 

a. Cost of existing capacity that will be recouped 

b. Cost of impacts on system improvements that are reasonably related to the new 
development activity 

5. Identify how the impact fee was calculated 

6. Consider the following additional issues: 

a. Manner of financing and improvements 

b. Dedication of system improvements 

c. Extraordinary cost in servicing newly developed properties 

d. Time-price differential 

The following sections of this report have been organized to address each of these requirements. 

IMPACT ON SYSTEM -11-36A-304(1)(A)(B) 

Growth within the Town’s service areas, and projections of sewer flows resulting from said growth, 
is discussed in detail in the Town’s 2025 Sewer Master Plan and Impact Fee Facilities Plan (IFFP).  
Growth in the system has been expressed in terms of equivalent residential units (ERUs).  An ERU 
represents the demand that a typical single family residence places on the system.  Growth in ERUs 
projected for the service areas are summarized in Table 1. 

Service Areas 

For the purpose of impact fee calculations, the Town will be treated as a single service area. However, 
not all of the Town municipal boundary is planned to have sewer service, as shown in Figure 1. 
Expected growth within the Town is shown in Table 1. Only future customers developing in this 
planned sewer service area will be charged the sewer impact fee. It is assumed that any development 
outside of this planned service area will provide their own septic system and therefore will not be 
subject to sewer impact fees. 
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Table 1 
Projected Fairfield Town Sewer System Growth 

Year 
Total Sewer 

ERUs 

Estimated Dry 
Weather Sewer 

Flows (MGD)  

2025 0 0.00 

2030 242 0.18 

2035 622 0.43 

2040 1,273 0.83 

2050 3,138 1.95 

 

As indicated in the table, projected growth for the 10-year planning window of this Impact Fee 
Analysis (2025 to 2035) is 622 new ERUs. In order to achieve the proposed level of service, projected 
future growth will be met through construction of additional capacity in new facilities. Use of excess 
capacity and required system improvements are detailed in the IFFP.   

RELATION OF IMPACTS TO ANTICIPATED DEVELOPMENT – 11-36A-
304(1)(C)T 

To satisfy the requirements of state law, it is necessary to show that all impacts identified in the 
impact fee analysis are reasonably related to the anticipated development activity.  This has been 
documented in detail in the Impact Fee Facilities Plan.  In short, only that capacity directly associated 
with demand placed upon proposed system facilities by future development has been identified as 
an impact of the development. The steps completed to identify the impacts of anticipated 
development are as follows: 

1. Existing Demand – There is no existing sewer demand in the Town. 

2. Existing Capacity – There are no existing sewer pipes in the Town. 

3. Existing Deficiencies – Existing deficiencies in the system were looked for by comparing 
proposed performance standards against calculated capacities. There are no existing sewer 
deficiencies due to the lack of an existing central sewer system. All future connections to a 
sewer system (including existing residents) are considered a future sewer ERU in these 
impact fee calculations. 

4. Future Demand - The demand future development will place on the system was estimated 
based on development projections as discussed in the Town’s 2025 Sewer Master Plan and 
Impact Fee Facilities Plan.  

5. Future Demand Use of Existing Capacity – Whenever possible, excess capacity in existing 
facilities has been used to serve future demands.  Where this occurs, the amount of capacity 
used by future growth has been calculated as described in detail in the Impact Fee Facilities 
Plan.     

6. Future Deficiencies – Needed system improvements were identified to meet demands 
associated with future development. 

7. Recommended Improvements – Needed system improvements were identified to meet 
demands associated with future development.  
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PROPORTIONATE SHARE ANALYSIS – 11-36A-304(D) 

A comprehensive proportionate share analysis associated with anticipated future development and 
its impact on the system was completed as part of the Impact Fee Facilities Plan.  A summary of that 
analysis is contained here. 

Excess Capacity to Accommodate Future Growth 

Projected future growth will be met through construction of new conveyance pipes. Based on the 
sewer system projections found in the Sewer Master Plan, the current system has 13 ERUs from 
existing residents, indicating a slight deficiency in existing capacity because these residents do not 
have sewer service, whereas sewer service is proposed in other areas of the Town. In the next 10 
years, the number of sewer ERUs in the Town is anticipated to increase to 635 ERUs (an increase of 
622 ERUs). At buildout, there will be an estimated 3,143 ERUs.  Because there is no existing system, 
no excess capacity exists to accommodate any future growth. 

Reimbursement Agreements 

There are no current reimbursement agreements existing within the system. 

Future Improvements 

Demand associated with projected future development will be met through the construction of 
additional capacity in new facilities. A primary focus of the Impact Fee Facilities Plan was the 
identification of projects required to serve new development.  The results of the Impact Fee Facilities 
Plan are summarized in Table 2.   Included in the table are the costs of each required project and the 
portion of costs associated with development. 

Table 2 
Impact Fee Eligible Capital Projects 

Project 
ID 

Project 
Year 

Description 

Total Estimated 
Construction 

Cost (2025 
Dollars) 

Impact Fee Eligible 
Construction Cost 

(2025 Dollars) 

Percent to 
10-yr  

Growth 

Impact Fee 
Eligible Cost 

to 10-yr 
Growth 

T-2 2025 

10-Yr Window Purchase 
Eagle Mountain 
Wastewater Treatment 
(622 ERUs) 

$1,866,806 $1,866,806 100.0% $1,866,806  

C-1 2025 
Finalize Collection System 
Layout and Alignment 

$5,000 $5,000 14.2% $711  

C-2 2026 
Install 24-inch Sewer Main 
from Fairfield to Eagle 
Mountain System 

$3,412,800 $3,412,800 14.2% $485,550  

C-3 2027 
Install 8-inch Sewer Main 
Along 0 W/ 1600 W 

$1,852,100 $1,852,100 14.2% $263,504  

C-4 2028 
Install 21-inch Sewer Main 
Along 2500 N 

$4,637,300 $4,637,300 14.2% $659,764  

C-5 2030 
Install 21-inch Sewer Main 
Along Lehi-Fairfield Rd 

$2,748,100 $2,748,100 14.2% $390,981  

C-6 2032 
Install 18-inch Sewer Main 
Along 200 E 

$1,590,400 $1,590,400 14.2% $226,271  

C-7 2034 
Install 12-inch Sewer Main 
Between 200 E and Tal 
Adair Property 

$1,516,800 $1,516,800 14.2% $215,800  

TOTAL $17,629,306  $17,629,306    $4,108,883  



 
DRAFT SEWER IMPACT FEE ANALYSIS 

BOWEN COLLINS & ASSOCIATES 
FAIRFIELD TOWN 5 

 
All cost estimates contained in this IFA have been taken directly from the IFFP. The basis of these 
estimates are documented in the Town’s IFFP and 2025 Sewer Master Plan.  Estimated construction 
costs are given in 2025 dollars to account for the time value of money. 

IMPACT FEE CALCULATION – 11-36A-304(1)(E) 

Using the information contained in the previous sections, impact fees can be calculated by dividing 
the proportional cost of facilities required to service 10-year growth by the amount of growth 
expected over the next 10 years. Impact fees have been calculated for each service area and are 
summarized in Table 3. 

Table 3 
Fairfield Impact Fee Calculation per ERU 

System Components Total Cost of 
Component 

Impact Fee 
Eligible Cost 
Component 

% Serving 10-
year Growth 

Cost Serving 
10-year Growth 

10-year 
ERUs 

Served 
Cost Per 

ERU 

Collection Facilities            

Existing Facilities -- -- -- -- -- $0.00  

10-year Projects $14,245,700  $14,245,700  14.2% $2,026,326  622 $3,256.35  

10-Year Project Interest 
Costs 

-- -- -- -- -- $0.00  

Credits -- -- -- -- -- $0.00 

Subtotal $28,491,400  $28,491,400    $4,052,652    $3,256.35  

Treatment Agreement and Facilities         

Existing Facilities -- -- -- -- -- $0.00  

10-Year Projects $1,866,806  $1,866,806  100.0% $1,866,806  622 $3,000.00  

10-Year Project Interest 
Costs 

-- -- -- -- -- -- 

Credits -- -- -- -- -- -- 

Subtotal $1,866,806  $1,866,806    $1,866,806    $3,000  

Other   
 

        
Impact Fee Studies - 
Professional Fees 

$33,000  $0  100.00% $0  311 $0.00  

Subtotal $33,000  $0    $0    $0.00  

Total $30,391,206  $30,358,206    $5,919,458    $6,256  

 
The total impact fee per ERU can be calculated by adding up the fee for each component of the 
analysis. This is separate from any additional charges levied by the Town for hookup costs or for 
other reasonable permit and application fees. 

Bonding Interests Costs 

In addition to construction costs, impact fees can include the anticipated financing costs. Based on 
conversations with Town personnel, BC&A has assumed that no loans will be taken out by the Town 
to pay for system expansion. Based on the Town’s current reserve fund, this means that growth will 
be completely driven and paid for by developers. Therefore, no financing costs were included in this 
IFA calculation. 
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Credit for User Fees 

In some cases, an impact fee analysis may include some portion of financing cost which benefit 
existing users.  For projects where this is the case, future users will pay for their portion of capacity 
via impact fees. They cannot also be expected to pay through user rates the portion of future bonds 
that will be used to build capacity or remedy deficiencies for existing users. This often creates the 
need for a credit for future users. 

The Town’s current policy is that growth will be driven by development, and the Town will not 
finance system expansion via loans or bonding. Therefore, no credits were calculated in this analysis. 

Impact Fee Studies 

Utah Code allows for the cost of planning and engineering associated with impact fee calculations to 
be recovered as part of an impact fee.  This study includes the cost of the next master plan update 
and impact fee update to be completed during the 10-year planning window.  

Recommended Impact Fee 

The total calculated impact fee is summarized in Table 4.  This is the legal maximum amount that may 
be charged as an impact fee. A lower amount may be adopted if desired, but a higher fee is not 
allowable under the requirements of Utah Code. 

Table 4 
Recommended Sewer Impact Fee 

Fairfield General 
Maximum Allowable 

Impact Fee 

Treatment $3,000  
Collection $3,256 

Professional Services $0 
TOTAL $6,256 

 

Calculation of Non-Standard Impact Fees 

The calculations above have been based on an ERU.  The Impact Fee Enactment should include a 
provision that allows for calculation of a fee for customers other than typical residential connections.  
Consistent with the level of service standards established in the Impact Fee Facilities Plan, the 
following formula may be used to calculate an impact fee for a non-standard user based on the 
calculated daily indoor water use for an average residential connection. 

Estimated Indoor Water Use

198 gallons per day
x Impact Fee Per ERU = Impact Fee 

 

ADDITIONAL CONSIDERATIONS – 11-36A-304(2) 

Manner of Financing – 11-36a-304(2)(a-e) 

As part of this Impact Fee Analysis, it is important to consider how each facility has been or will be 
paid for.  Potential infrastructure funding includes a combination of different revenue sources. 

User Charges. Because infrastructure must generally be built ahead of growth, there often arises 
situations in which projects must be funded ahead of expected impact fee revenues.  In some cases, 
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the solution to this issue will be bonding.  In others, funds from existing user rate revenue will be 
loaned to the impact fee fund to complete initial construction of the project and will be reimbursed 
later as impact fees are received.  Interfund loans should be considered in subsequent accounting of 
impact fee expenditures. 

Special Assessments. Where special assessments exist, the impact fee calculation must take 
into account funds contributed. No special assessments exist. 

Pioneering Agreements. There are no existing pioneering agreements pertaining to the Town’s 
sewer facilities. 

Bonds. No future bonds are anticipated to fund projects in the 10-year planning window. 

General Taxes. If taxes are used to pay for infrastructure, they should be accounted for in the 
impact fee calculation.  Specifically, any contribution made by property owners through taxes should 
be credited toward their available capacity in the system.  In this case, no taxes are proposed for the 
construction of infrastructure. 

Federal and State Grants and Donations. Impact fees cannot reimburse costs funded or 
expected to be funded through federal grants and other funds that the Town has received for capital 
improvements without an obligation to repay.  Grants and donations are not currently contemplated 
in this analysis. If grants become available for constructing facilities, impact fees will need to be 
recalculated and an appropriate credit given.    

Dedication of System Improvements – 11-36a-304(2)(f) 

Developer exactions are not the same as grants. If a developer constructs a system improvement or 
dedicates land for a system improvement identified in this IFFP, or dedicates a public facility that is 
recognized to reduce the need for a system improvement, the developer may be entitled to an 
appropriate credit against that particular developer’s impact fee liability or a proportionate 
reimbursement.  

If the value of the credit is less than the development’s impact fee liability, the developer will owe the 
balance of the liability to the Town. If the recognized value of the improvements/land dedicated is 
more than the development’s impact fee liability, the Town may be required to reimburse the 
difference to the developer.   

It should be emphasized that the concept of impact fee credits pertains to system level improvements 
only. Developers will be responsible for the construction of project improvements (i.e. improvements 
not identified in the impact fee facilities plan) without credit against the impact fee. 

Planned Improvement District (PID) Dedications 

PID dedications are not the same as Developer dedications. A PID funds improvement by bonding 
(typically) against special property tax revenues from property owners. Thus, if a PID constructs a 
system improvement identified in this IFFP or dedicates a public facility that is recognized to reduce 
the need for a system improvement, the PID is entitled to a reimbursement of the cost of construction 
from the Town via impact fees. 

The reimbursement amount agreed upon between the Town and the PID should be equivalent to the 
value of the asset dedicated. The agreement between the Town and the PID should define the terms 
on which the Town will reimburse the PID, which will likely be some percentage of received impact 
fees until the agreed reimbursement amount is reached. The PID can use the reimbursement moneys 
to pay down its debt and thus reduce the tax burden on its properties. This method creates a more 
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equitable division of cost to the development within the PID with respect to impact fees and property 
taxes over time compared with other arrangements. 

The development within the PID will still be obligated to pay a full impact fee to the Town, a portion 
of which will go to the PID per the reimbursement  agreement.  

It should be emphasized that the concept of asset dedication reimbursements pertains to system level 
improvements only. For project level improvement (i.e. projects not identified in the impact fee 
facility plan), developers will be responsible for the construction of the improvements without 
reimbursement. 

Fairfield has no planned PIDs within its service boundaries, however the Inland Port Authority (IPA) 
areas within Fairfield will likely function the same as a PID from a capital improvements funding 
perspective. Therefore, all system level assets funded by the IPA should be reimbursed in the same 
manner as a PID described in this section. 

Extraordinary Costs - 11-36a-304(2)(g) 

The Impact Fees Act indicates the analysis should include consideration of any extraordinary costs 
of servicing newly developed properties.  In cases where one area of potential growth may cost 
significantly more to service than other growth, a separate service area may be warranted.  No areas 
with extraordinary costs have been identified as part of this analysis.   

Time-Price Differential - 11-36a-304(2)(h) 

Utah Code allows consideration of time-price differential in order to create fairness for amounts paid 
at different times.  To account for the time value of money, all project costs have been presented in 
terms of estimated 2025 costs.   
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IMPACT FEE CERTIFICATION – 11-36A-306(2) 

This report has been prepared in accordance with Utah Code Title 11, Chapter 36a (the “Impact Fees 
Act”), which prescribes the laws pertaining to the imposition of impact fees in Utah. The accuracy of 
this IFFP relies in part upon planning, engineering, and other source data, provided by the Town and 
its designees. 

In accordance with Utah Code Annotated, 11-36a-306(2), Bowen Collins & Associates makes the 
following certification:  

I certify that the attached impact fee analysis: 

1. Includes only the costs of 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 of operation and maintenance of public facilities;  

b. costs of 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; 
or  

c. Offset costs with grants or other alternate sources of payments; and 

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

 

 

 

 

Justin Dietrich, P.E. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY - IFFP 

The purpose of an impact fee facilities plan is to identify demands placed upon the Town’s facilities 
by future development and evaluate how these demands will be met by the Town.  The IFFP also 
outlines the improvements which may be funded through impact fees. 

WHY IS AN IFFP NEEDED? 

The IFFP provides a technical basis for assessing updated impact fees throughout the Town. This 
document addresses the future sewer infrastructure needed to serve the Town. The existing and 
future capital projects documented in this IFFP will ensure that level of service standards are 
maintained for all existing and future residents who reside within the service area. Local 
governments must pay strict attention to the required elements of the Impact Fee Facilities Plan 
which are enumerated in the Impact Fees Act. 

PROJECTED FUTURE GROWTH 

To evaluate the use of existing capacity and the need for future capacity, it is first necessary to 
calculate the demand associated with existing development and projected growth.  Using available 
information for existing development and growth projections from the Town’s 2025 Sewer Master 
Plan, projected growth in system demand is summarized in Table ES-1. It should be noted that while 
there are existing residents within Fairfield Town, no centralized sewer system exists. All current 
residents utilize private septic systems for wastewater disposal. As there is no historical information 
for sewer flows in Fairfield, BC&A has estimated the expected flows and sewer equivalent residential 
units (ERUs) using historic winter water use of existing customers. Further description of these flow 
and ERU estimates can be found in the 2025 Fairfield Sewer Master Plan.  

Table ES-1 
Fairfield Town Service Area Sewer ERU Projections 

Year Sewer ERUs 
Estimated Dry 

Weather Sewer Flows 
(mgd) 

2025 0 0* 
2030 254 1.13 
2035 635 1.34 
2040 1,286 1.62 
2050 3,143 2.02 

* There are existing residents in Fairfield, however no centralized sewer 
system exists as all residents are connected to private septic systems. 
Therefore, there are no existing ERUs or flows in the sewer system. 

 

Demands are projected in terms of Equivalent Residential Units (ERUs).  An ERU represents the 
demand that a typical single family residence places on the system. The basis of an ERU for this IFFP 
is summarized in Table ES-2. 
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Table ES-2 
Fairfield Town Service Area Master Planned Flows 

 
Value for 
Existing 

Conditions* 

End of 10-
year 

Window 
Conditions 

Buildout 
Conditions 

Service Area Population 
175 (Not 

Connected to 
Sewer) 

1,449 3,060 

Equivalent Connected Sewer Residential 
Units (ERU) 

0 635 4,375 

Domestic Wastewater Production (mgd) 0 0.13 0.92 
Infiltration, Maximum Month (mgd) 0 0.02 0.17 
Average Day, Maximum Month Flow 
(mgd) 

0 0.16 1.09 

Peak Hour Flow (mgd) 0 0.44 2.62 
Flows per ERU 

Average Indoor Water Use (gpd/ERU) 198 198 198 
Domestic Wastewater Production 
(gpd/ERU) 

188 188 188 

Average Day, Maximum Month Flow 
(gpd/ERU) 

222 222 222 

Peak Hour, Dry Weather Flow (gpd/ERU) 795 617 535 
* All existing residents of Fairfield are on septic systems. Estimates for flows per ERU are based on 
estimates in the sewer master plan and are used in our projections of the future system. 

 

LEVEL OF SERVICE 

Level of service is defined in the Impact Fees Act as “the defined performance standard or unit of 
demand for each capital component of a public facility within a service area”.  Performance standards 
are those standards that are used to design and evaluate the performance of facilities.  Because there 
is no existing centralized sewer system, the proposed new performance standard and level of service 
for the future system pipe capacity and treatment capacity, as contained in  

Table ES-3. 

Table ES-3 
Proposed Performance Standards and Level of Service 

 
Proposed 
Level of 
Service 

Pipeline Capacity  
Maximum Ratio of Peak Flow Depth to Pipe Diameter1 0.75 

Treatment Capacity  
Average Day, Maximum Month Flow (gpd/ERU) 222 
1 Under peak hour, dry weather flow conditions 
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EXISTING CAPACITY AVAILABLE TO SERVE FUTURE GROWTH 

Projected future growth will be met through construction of new conveyance pipes. In the next 10 
years, the number of sewer ERUs in the Town is anticipated to increase from zero to 622. At buildout, 
there will be an estimated 4,375 ERUs.  Because there is no existing system, no excess capacity exists 
to accommodate any future growth. 

REQUIRED SYSTEM IMPROVEMENTS 

Beyond available existing capacity, additional improvements required to serve new growth are 
summarized in Table ES-4. To satisfy the requirements of state law, Table ES-4 provides a breakdown 
of the percentage of the project costs attributed to existing and future users.  For future use, capacity 
has been divided between capacity to be used by growth within the 10-year planning window of this 
IFFP and capacity that will be available for growth beyond the 10-year window.  
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Table ES-4 
Project Cost Allocated to Project Development 

Project 
ID 

Project 
Year 

Description 
Total Estimated 

Project Cost (2025 
Dollars) 

Total Impact Fee 
Eligible Project Cost 

(2025 Dollars) 

Percent to 
Existing 

Percent to 
10-yr 

Growth 

Percent to 
Beyond 

10-yr 

Cost to 
Existing 

Cost to 10-
yr Growth 

Cost to 
Beyond 10-

yr 

Treatment 

T-1 2026 
Implement a Sewer Flow 
Release Limitation for Non-
Residential Customers 

$0  $0  0.0% 100.0% 0.0% $0  $0  $0  

T-2 2026 
10-Yr Window Purchase 
Eagle Mountain Wastewater 
Treatment Capacity 1 

$1,866,806 $1,866,806  0.0% 100.0% 0.0% $0  $1,866,806  $0  

Treatment Subtotal $1,866,806 $1,866,806        $0  $1,866,806  $0  

Conveyance 

C-1 2026 
Finalize Collection System 
Layout and Alignment 

$5,000  $5,000  0.0% 14.2% 85.8% $0  $711  $4,289  

C-2 2026 
Install 24-inch Sewer Main 
from Fairfield to Eagle 
Mountain System 

$3,412,800  $3,412,800  0.0% 14.2% 85.8% $0  $485,441  $2,927,359  

C-3 2027 
Install 8-inch Sewer Main 
Along 0 W/ 1600 W 

$1,852,100  $1,852,100  0.0% 14.2% 85.8% $0  $263,445  $1,588,655  

C-4 2028 
Install 21-inch Sewer Main 
Along 2500 N 

$4,637,300  $4,637,300  0.0% 14.2% 85.8% $0  $659,615  $3,977,685  

C-5 2030 
Install 21-inch Sewer Main 
Along Lehi-Fairfield Rd 

$2,748,100  $2,748,100  0.0% 14.2% 85.8% $0  $390,893  $2,357,207  

C-6 2032 
Install 18-inch Sewer Main 
Along 200 E 

$1,590,400  $1,590,400  0.0% 14.2% 85.8% $0  $226,220  $1,364,180  

C-7 2034 
Install 12-inch Sewer Main 
Between 200 E and Tal 
Adair Property 

$1,516,800  $1,516,800  0.0% 14.2% 85.8% $0  $215,752  $1,301,048  

Conveyance Subtotal $15,762,500  $15,762,500     $0 $2,242,077 $13,520,423 

TOTAL   $17,629,306 $17,629,306        $0  $4,108,883  $13,520,423  
1 The cost for the Eagle Mountain Wastewater Treatment agreement shown here is an estimate. Expected cost is between $2,500 and $3,500 per ERU. This IFFP should be 
updated when the cost of this agreement is set, especially if the real cost is significantly different than the estimate shown here ($3,000/ERU). 
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IMPACT FEE FACILITIES PLAN 

INTRODUCTION 

Fairfield Town (Town) has asked Bowen Collins & Associates (BC&A) to prepare an impact fee 
facilities plan (IFFP) for sewer collection services provided by the Town. The purpose of an IFFP is 
to determine the public facilities required to service new development. The IFFP is also intended to 
outline the improvements which may be funded through impact fees.  

Much of the analysis forming the basis of this IFFP has been taken from the Town’s Sewer Master 
Plan.  The Sewer Master Plan was prepared by Bowen Collins & Associates and is dated May 2025.  
For the purposes of this report, subsequent references to the Sewer Master Plan will simply be 
identified as the “2025 Master Plan”. The reader should refer to the Town’s 2025 Master Plan for 
additional discussion of planning and evaluation methodology beyond what is contained in this IFFP.  

Requirements 

Requirements for the preparation of an IFFP are outlined in Title 11, Chapter 36a of the Utah Code 
(the Impact Fees Act).  Under these requirements, an IFFP shall accomplish the following for each 
facility:  

1. Identify the existing level of service   

2. Establish a proposed level of service  

3. Identify excess capacity to accommodate future growth at the proposed level of service  

4. Identify demands placed upon existing public facilities by new development  

5. Identify the means by which demands from new development will be met  

6. Consider the following additional issues: 

a. revenue sources to finance required system improvements 

b. necessity of improvements to maintain the proposed level of service 

c. need for facilities relative to planned locations of schools 

The following sections of this report have been organized to address each of these requirements. 

EXISTING LEVEL OF SERVICE -11-36A-302(1)(A)(I) 

Level of service is defined in the Impact Fees Act as “the defined performance standard or unit of 
demand for each capital component of a public facility within a service area”.  This section discusses 
the level of service being currently provided to existing users.  

Service Area 

For the purpose of impact fee calculations, the Town will be treated as a single service area. The 
planned service area within Fairfield Town is identified in Figure 1. Only future customers developing 
in this planned sewer service area will be charged the sewer impact fee. It is assumed that any 
development outside of this planned service area will provide their own septic system and therefore 
will not be subject to sewer impact fees. 
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Unit of Demand 

The projected flow used to design and evaluate sewer system components will vary depending on 
the nature of each component.  For example, most treatment plant processes are designed based on 
average day, maximum month flow.  Conversely, conveyance pipelines must be designed based on 
peak hour flow (function of daily flow and diurnal flow variation). Since Fairfield Town does not 
operate treatment facilities, the only system component which will be evaluated in this IFFP is the 
sewer collection infrastructure.  

For the purposes of this analysis, it is useful to define demands in terms of Equivalent Residential 
Units (ERUs). An ERU represents the demand that a typical single-family residence places on the 
system. It should be noted that while there are existing residents within Fairfield Town, no 
centralized sewer system exists. All current residents utilize private septic systems for wastewater 
disposal. As there is no historical information for sewer flows in Fairfield, BC&A has estimated the 
expected flows and sewer equivalent residential units (ERUs) using historic winter water use of 
existing customers. The basis of an ERU for estimated typical sewer flow rates is summarized in 
Error! Reference source not found.. Additional detail regarding the calculation of values used in 
the definition of an ERU are contained in the Town’s 2025 Sewer Master Plan.  

Table 1 
Fairfield Town Service Area Flows 

Item 
Value for 
Existing 

Conditions* 

Proposed/ 
Expected Level 

of Service 

Proposed/ 
Expected Level 

of Service 

Service Area Population 
175 (Not 

Connected to 
Sewer) 

1,449 3,060 

Equivalent Connected Sewer 
Residential Units (ERU) 

0 635 4,375 

Domestic Wastewater Production 
(mgd) 

0 0.13 0.92 

Infiltration, Maximum Month (mgd) 0 0.02 0.17 
Average Day, Maximum Month Flow 
(mgd) 

0 0.16 1.09 

Peak Hour Flow (mgd) 0 0.44 2.62 
Flows per ERU 

Average Indoor Water Use (gpd/ERU) 198 198 198 
Domestic Wastewater Production 
(gpd/ERU) 

188 188 188 

Average Day, Maximum Month Flow 
(gpd/ERU) 

222 222 222 

Peak Hour Flow (gpd/ERU) 795 617 535 
* All existing residents of Fairfield are on septic systems. Estimates for flows per ERU are based on 
estimates in the sewer master plan and are used in our projections of the future system. 

 

Performance Standard 

Performance standards are those standards that are used to design and evaluate the performance of 
facilities. While the Impact Fees Act includes “defined performance standard” as part of the level of 
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service definition, this report will make a subtle distinction between performance standard and level 
of service. The performance standard will be considered the desired minimum level of performance 
for each component, while the existing level of service will be the actual current performance of the 
component. Thus, if the existing level of service does not meet the performance standard it is a 
deficiency, whereas if it exceeds the performance standard it may indicate excess capacity. This 
section discusses the existing performance standards for the Town. A subsequent section will 
consider existing level of service relative to these standards.    

Fairfield Town does not operate wastewater treatment facilities; future sewer flows from Fairfield 
are expected to be treated at the Eagle Mountain City Water Reclamation Facility. However, Fairfield 
Town will need to maintain an appropriate purchased treatment capacity by agreement with Eagle 
Mountain. The performance standards for sewer pipelines and treatment are as follows:  

Pipeline Capacity 

While there is no existing standard for sewer pipeline capacity, the proposed standard is that all 
sewer mains be designed such that the peak flow in the pipe is less than or equal to 75 percent of the 
full-pipe hydraulic capacity, using a Manning’s roughness factor of 0.013.  This is approximately equal 
to a maximum depth over diameter ratio of 0.65.  This allows for a small amount of extra capacity to 
be reserved in the pipeline to account for potential inflow into the system and other unknowns. 

Treatment Capacity 

Similar to pipeline capacity, no existing standard for sewer treatment capacity exists. The proposed 
standard for treatment capacity is that Fairfield will maintain purchased capacity within the Eagle 
Mountain water reclamation facility equal to the average day, maximum monthly flow (222 
gpd/ERU) for all connected sewer customers. 

Existing Level of Service 

As there is no existing central sewer system within Fairfield, no existing performance standard or 
level or service exists. 
 
PROPOSED LEVEL OF SERVICE – 11-36A-302(1)(A)(II) 

The proposed level of service is the performance standard used to evaluate system needs in the 
future.  The Impact Fees Act indicates that the proposed level of service may:  

1. diminish or equal the existing level of service; or  

2. exceed the existing level of service if, independent of the use of impact fees, the Town  

a. implements and maintains the means to increase the level of service for existing 
demand  

b. within six years of the date on which new growth is charged for the proposed level of 
service.  

In the case of this IFFP, a performance standard of 75% pipe capacity (q/Q) is proposed for evaluating 
level of service of the future system as shown in Table 2.  By definition, this becomes the proposed 
level of service.  
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Table 2 
Proposed Performance Standards and Level of Service  

 
Proposed Level of 

Service 

Pipeline Capacity  
Maximum Ratio of Peak Flow Depth to Pipe Diameter1 0.75 

Treatment Capacity  
Average Day, Maximum Month Flow (gpd/ERU) 222 
1Under peak hour, dry weather flow conditions 

 

EXCESS CAPACITY TO ACCOMMODATE FUTURE GROWTH – 11-36A-
302(1)(A)(III) 

Projected future growth will be met through construction of new conveyance pipes. In the next 10 
years, the number of sewer ERUs in the Town is anticipated to increase from zero to 6322 ERUs. At 
buildout, there will be an estimated 4,375 ERUs.  Because there is no existing system, no excess 
capacity exists to accommodate any future growth. 

DEMANDS PLACED ON FACILITIES BY NEW DEVELOPMENT – 11-36A-
302(1)(A)(IV) 

Growth projections within the Town’s service area and projections of sewer flows resulting from said 
growth are discussed in detail in the 2025 Master Plan.  Projected growth in terms of both ERUs and 
corresponding sewer flows are summarized in  

Table 3. 

Table 3 
Projected Fairfield Town Sewer System Growth 

Year Sewer ERUs 
Estimated Dry Weather 

Sewer Flows (mgd) 

2025 0 0* 
2030 254 1.13 
2035 635 1.34 
2040 1,286 1.62 
2050 3,143 2.02 

* There are existing residents in Fairfield, however no centralized 
sewer system exists as all residents are connected to private 
septic systems. Therefore, there are no existing ERUs or flows in 
the sewer system. 

 

INFRASTRUCTURE REQUIRED TO MEET DEMANDS OF NEW 
DEVELOPMENT – 11-36A-302(1)(A)(V) 

To satisfy the requirements of state law, the effect of demand placed upon existing system facilities 
by future development was evaluated using the process outlined below.  Each of the steps were 
completed as part of this plan’s development.  More description of the methodology used in the 
process outlined below can be found in the 2025 Sewer Master Plan.  



 
DRAFT SEWER IMPACT FEE FACILITIES PLAN 

BOWEN COLLINS & ASSOCIATES 
FAIRFIELD TOWN 6 

1. Existing Demand – The demand existing development places on the Town’s system was 
estimated based on historic water use and flow records.  

2. Existing Capacity – There are no existing sewer pipes in the Town.  

3. Existing Deficiencies – Existing deficiencies in the system were looked for by comparing 
proposed performance standards against calculated capacities. Although the Town has 
existing residents that utilize other Town utilities (i.e. water), there are no existing sewer 
deficiencies due to the lack of an existing central sewer system. All future connections to a 
sewer system (including existing residents) are considered a future sewer ERU in these 
impact fee calculations. 

4. Future Demand - The demand future development will place on the system was estimated 
based on development projections as summarized above and as discussed in the 2025 Sewer 
Master Plan.  

5. Future Deficiencies - Future deficiencies in the collection system were identified using the 
proposed level of service as discussed in the 2025 Sewer Master Plan.   

6. Recommended Improvements – Needed system improvements were identified to meet 
demands associated with future development.  

The steps listed above “identify demands placed upon existing public facilities by new development 
activity at the proposed level of service; and… the means by which the political subdivision or private 
entity will meet those growth demands” (Section 11-36a-302(1)(a) of the Utah Code). 

10-Year Improvement Plan 

In the Town’s 2025 Sewer Master Plan, capital facilities projects needed to provide service to 
different parts of the Town at projected buildout are identified. These projects will be completed 
incrementally as required by development. Only infrastructure to be constructed within a ten-year 
horizon will be considered in the calculation of impact fees to avoid uncertainty surrounding 
improvements further into the future. Table 4 summarizes the impact fee related projects identified 
in the capital facilities plan that will are expected to be constructed within the next ten years.
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Table 4 
Project Costs Allocated to Project Development 

Project 
ID 

Project 
Year 

Description 
Total Estimated 

Project Cost (2025 
Dollars) 

Total Impact Fee 
Eligible Project Cost 

(2025 Dollars) 

Percent to 
Existing 

Percent to 
10-yr 

Growth 

Percent to 
Beyond 

10-yr 

Cost to 
Existing 

Cost to 10-
yr Growth 

Cost to 
Beyond 10-

yr 

Treatment 

T-1 2025 
Implement a Sewer Flow 
Release Limitation for Non-
Residential Customers 

$0  $0  0.0% 100.0% 0.0% $0  $0  $0  

T-2 2025 
10-Yr Window Purchase 
Eagle Mountain Wastewater 
Treatment Capacity 1 

$1,866,806 $1,866,806  0.0% 100.0% 0.0% $0  $1,866,806  $0  

Treatment Subtotal $1,866,806 $1,866,806       $0  $1,866,806  $0  

Conveyance 

C-1 2025 
Finalize Collection System 
Layout and Alignment 

$5,000  $5,000  0.0% 14.2% 85.8% $0  $711  $4,289  

C-2 2026 
Install 24-inch Sewer Main 
from Fairfield to Eagle 
Mountain System 

$3,412,800  $3,412,800  0.0% 14.2% 85.8% $0  $485,441  $2,927,359  

C-3 2027 
Install 8-inch Sewer Main 
Along 0 W/ 1600 W 

$1,852,100  $1,852,100  0.0% 14.2% 85.8% $0  $263,445  $1,588,655  

C-4 2028 
Install 21-inch Sewer Main 
Along 2500 N 

$4,637,300  $4,637,300  0.0% 14.2% 85.8% $0  $659,615  $3,977,685  

C-5 2030 
Install 21-inch Sewer Main 
Along Lehi-Fairfield Rd 

$2,748,100  $2,748,100  0.0% 14.2% 85.8% $0  $390,893  $2,357,207  

C-6 2032 
Install 18-inch Sewer Main 
Along 200 E 

$1,590,400  $1,590,400  0.0% 14.2% 85.8% $0  $226,220  $1,364,180  

C-7 2034 
Install 12-inch Sewer Main 
Between 200 E and Tal 
Adair Property 

$1,516,800  $1,516,800  0.0% 14.2% 85.8% $0  $215,752  $1,301,048  

Conveyance Subtotal $15,762,500  $15,762,500     $0 $2,242,077 $13,520,423 

TOTAL   $17,629,306 $17,629,306        $0  $4,108,883  $13,520,423  
1 The cost for the Eagle Mountain Wastewater Treatment agreement shown here is an estimate. Expected cost is between $2,500 and $3,500 per ERU. This IFFP should be 
updated when the cost of this agreement is set, especially if the real cost is significantly different than the estimate shown here ($3,000/ERU). 
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Project Cost Attributable to Future Growth 

To satisfy the requirements of state law, Table 4 also provides a breakdown of the capital facilities 
projects and the percentage of the project costs attributed to existing and future users. As defined in 
Section 11-36a-102(15), the impact fee facilities plan should only include the proportionate share of 
“the cost of public facilities that are roughly proportionate and reasonably related to the service 
demands and needs of any development activity.”  

For all projects within this impact fee facilities plan, the division of costs between existing and future 
users is easy because there are no existing users and therefore all costs are attributable to future 
growth. This includes any existing Town resident who connects to sewer in the future.  

In this impact fee study, BC&A assumed that the Inland Port Authority would contribute funds or 
infrastructure proportional to the capacity required by the development on their jurisdictional lands 
within Fairfield, just as will be required by other developments (see Figure 1). BC&A completed 
calculations assuming the Inland Port Authority will function similar to a public improvement district 
(PID), which contributes required system level improvements and recoups associated costs with 
special tax assessments. 

Project Cost Attributable to 10-Year Growth 

Included in Table 4 is a breakdown of capacity associated with growth both at full buildout and 
through the next 10 years.  This is necessary because the projects identified in the table will be built 
with capacity to accommodate flows beyond the 10-year growth window. While the exact location 
and timing of future growth is ultimately unknown, cost distribution between users coming into the 
system within the next 10-years and users coming in beyond the next years was based on the 
estimated distribution of future growth through coordination with Town staff and known 
development “hotspots” throughout the Town. 

Basis of Construction Cost Estimates 

The costs of construction for projects to be completed within ten years have been estimated based 
on past BC&A experience with projects of a similar nature. Details of the cost estimates can be found 
in the 2025 Sewer Master Plan.  

ADDITIONAL CONSIDERATIONS 

Manner of Financing – 11-36a-302(3) 

The Town may fund the infrastructure identified in this IFFP through a combination of different 
revenue sources. 

Federal and State Grants and Donations. Impact fees cannot reimburse costs funded or 
expected to be funded through federal grants and other funds that the Town has received for capital 
improvements without an obligation to repay.  Grants and donations are not currently contemplated 
in this analysis. If grants become available for constructing facilities, impact fees will need to be 
recalculated and an appropriate credit given. 

Bonds. None of the costs contained in this IFFP include the cost of bonding.  The cost of bonding 
required to finance impact fee eligible improvements identified in the IFPP may be added to the 
calculation of the impact fee.  This will be considered in the impact fee analysis. 

Interfund Loans. Because infrastructure must generally be built ahead of growth, there often 
arises situations in which projects must be funded ahead of expected impact fee revenues.  In some 
cases, the solution to this issue will be bonding.  In other cases, funds from existing user rate revenue 
will be loaned to the impact fee fund to complete initial construction of the project and will be 
reimbursed later as impact fees are received.  Consideration of potential interfund loans will be 
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included in the impact fee analysis and should also be considered in subsequent accounting of impact 
fee expenditures.  

Impact Fees. It is recommended that impact fees be used to fund growth-related capital projects 
as they help to maintain the proposed level of service and prevent existing users from subsidizing 
the capital needs for new growth. Based on this IFFP, an impact fee analysis will be able to calculate 
a fair and legal fee that new growth should pay to fund the portion of the existing and new facilities 
that will benefit new development. 

Developer Dedication and Exactions. Developer exactions are not the same as grants. If a 
developer constructs a system improvement or dedicates land for a system improvement identified 
in this IFFP, or dedicates a public facility that is recognized to reduce the need for a system 
improvement, the developer will be entitled to an appropriate credit against that particular 
developer’s impact fee liability or a proportionate reimbursement. 

If the value of the credit is less than the development’s impact fee liability, the developer will owe the 
balance of the liability to the Town. If the recognized value of the improvements/land dedicated is 
more than the development’s impact fee liability, the Town must reimburse the difference to the 
developer.  

It should be emphasized that the concept of impact fee credits pertains to system level improvements 
only.  Developers will be responsible for the construction of project improvements (i.e. any 
improvements not identified in the impact fee facilities plan) without credit against the impact fee.   

Planned Improvement District (PID) Dedications 

PID dedications are not the same as Developer dedications. A PID funds improvement by bonding 
(typically) against special property tax revenues from property owners. Thus, if a PID constructs a 
system improvement identified in this IFFP or dedicates a public facility that is recognized to reduce 
the need for a system improvement, the PID is entitled to a reimbursement of the cost of construction 
from the Town via impact fees. 

The reimbursement amount agreed upon between the Town and the PID should be equivalent to the 
value of the asset dedicated. The agreement between the Town and the PID should define the terms 
on which the Town will reimburse the PID, which will likely be some percentage of received impact 
fees until the agreed reimbursement amount is reached. The PID can use the reimbursement moneys 
to pay down its debt and thus reduce the tax burden on its properties. This method creates a more 
equitable division of cost to the development within the PID with respect to impact fees and property 
taxes over time compared with other arrangements. 

The development within the PID will still be obligated to pay a full impact fee to the Town, a portion 
of which will go to the PID per the reimbursement  agreement.  

It should be emphasized that the concept of asset dedication reimbursements pertains to system level 
improvements only. For project level improvement (i.e. projects not identified in the impact fee 
facility plan), developers will be responsible for the construction of the improvements without 
reimbursement. 

Fairfield has no planned PIDs within its service boundaries, however the Inland Port Authority (IPA) 
areas within Fairfield will likely function the same as a PID from a capital improvements funding 
perspective. Therefore, all system level assets funded by the IPA should be reimbursed in the same 
manner as a PID described in this section. 
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NECESSITY OF IMPROVEMENT TO MAINTAIN LEVEL OF SERVICE – 11-
36A-302(3) 

According to State statute, impact fees cannot be used to correct deficiencies in the Town’s system 
and must be necessary to maintain the proposed level of service established for all users. Only those 
facilities or portions of facilities that are required to maintain the proposed level of service for future 
growth have been included in this IFFP.  Additionally, any portion of projects being used to cure 
existing deficiencies that will be paid for through future user rates will be accounted for through an 
impact fee credit to be calculated as part of the impact fee analysis.  This will result in an equitable 
fee as future users will not be expected to fund any portion of the facilities that will benefit existing 
residents. 

SCHOOL RELATED INFRASTRUCTURE -11-36A-302(2) 

As part of the noticing and data collection process for this plan, information was gathered regarding 
future development within the Town, which would include new schools. Required public facilities to 
serve future schools have been included in the impact fee facilities plan and impact fee analysis. 

NOTICING AND ADOPTION REQUIREMENTS -11-36A-502 

The Impact Fees Act requires that entities must publish a notice of intent to prepare or modify any 
IFFP. If an entity prepares an independent IFFP rather than include a capital facilities element in the 
general plan, the actual IFFP must be adopted by enactment. Before the IFFP can be adopted, a 
reasonable notice of the public hearing must be published in a local newspaper at least 10 days before 
the actual hearing. A copy of the proposed IFFP must be made available in each public library within 
the Town during the 10-day noticing period for public review and inspection. Utah Code requires 
that the Town must post a copy of the ordinance in at least three places. These places may include 
the Town offices and the public libraries within the Town’s jurisdiction. Following the 10-day 
noticing period, a public hearing will be held, after which the Town may adopt, amend and adopt, or 
reject the proposed IFFP.  
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IMPACT FEE CERTIFICATION – 11-36A-306(1) 

This IFFP has been prepared in accordance with Utah Code Title 11, Chapter 36a (the “Impact Fees 
Act”), which prescribes the laws pertaining to the imposition of impact fees in Utah. The accuracy of 
this IFFP relies in part upon planning, engineering, and other source data, provided by the Town and 
its designees.   

In accordance with Utah Code Annotated, 11-36a-306(1), Bowen Collins & Associates makes the 
following certification:  

I certify that the attached impact fee facilities plan:  

1. Includes only the costs of 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 of operation and maintenance of public facilities;  

b. cost 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; 
and 

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

 

 

 

 

Justin Dietrich, P.E. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
CULINARY WATER IMPACT FEE FACILITIES PLAN 

Fairfield Town (Fairfield or Town) has asked Bowen Collins & Associates (BC&A) to prepare an 
impact fee facility plan (IFFP) for culinary water supply and distribution provided by the Town. The 
purpose of an IFFP is to identify demands placed upon Town facilities by future development and 
evaluate how these demands will be met by the Town. The IFFP is also intended to outline the 
improvements which may be funded through impact fees. 

WHY IS AN IFFP NEEDED? 

The IFFP provides a technical basis for assessing and establishing impact fees throughout the Town. 
This document will address the future infrastructure needed to serve the Town based on current land 
use planning. The existing and future capital projects documented in this IFFP will ensure that level 
of service standards are maintained for all existing and future residents who reside within the Town. 
Local governments must pay strict attention to the required elements of the Impact Fee Facilities 
Plan which are enumerated in the Impact Fees Act (Utah Code Annotated 11-36a-306(1)). 

PROJECTED FUTURE GROWTH 

To evaluate the use of existing capacity and the need for future capacity, it is first necessary to 
calculate the demand associated with existing development and projected growth. Using available 
information for existing development and growth projections from the Town’s Culinary Water 
System Master Plan, projected growth in system demand is summarized in Table ES-1 in terms of 
Equivalent Residential Units (ERU). ERUs are a way to provide a common unit of measurement with 
which to combine residential and nonresidential development and indoor and outdoor use. This is 
the unit of measure for evaluating system capacity, and assessing impact fees. The value of an ERU is 
tied to the approximate amount of peak day system capacity required for a single-family residence. 
For this IFFP, the definition of an ERU is 1,465 gpd of peak day capacity (1,626 gpd when including a 
supply buffer). Table ES-1 shows the projected ERUs for Fairfield.  
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Table ES-1 
Fairfield Town Culinary Water Growth Projections 

Year Total ERUs 
Total Peak Day 
Demand (gpm) 

2025 33 34 

2026 119 119 

2027 213 211 

2028 315 309 

2029 425 414 

2030 539 521 

2031 659 632 

2032 782 743 

2033 917 866 

2034 1,064 999 

2035 1,220 1,138 

 

EXISTING CAPACITY AVAILABLE TO SERVE FUTURE GROWTH 

Projected future growth will be met through a combination of utilizing available excess capacity in 
existing facilities and the construction of additional capacity of new facilities. The percentage of 
existing capacity available for use by future growth has been calculated in Table ES-2. 

REQUIRED SYSTEM IMPROVEMENTS 

Beyond the existing available capacity, additional improvements required to serve new growth are 
summarized in Table ES-3.  

To satisfy the requirements of state law, Table ES-3 provides a breakdown of the percentage of the 
project costs attributed to existing and future users. For future use, capacity has been divided 
between capacity to be used by growth within the 10-year planning window of this IFFP and capacity 
that will be available for growth beyond the 10-year window. Project costs have been taken from the 
2025 Culinary Water Master Plan or are actual costs of completed projects, where applicable. 



DRAFT CULINARY WATER IMPACT FEE FACILITY PLAN 

BOWEN COLLINS & ASSOCIATES 
FAIRFIELD TOWN iii 

Table ES-2 
Existing Facility Capacity Used by Future Growth 

 Project Name 
Estimated 
Total Cost1 

Estimated 
System Level 

Cost2 

Percent to 
Existing 

Percent to 
10-Year 
Growth 

Percent 
Growth Beyond 

10-Years 

Storage Assets 

 250,000 gallon Tank $766,170 $568,707 18% 82% 0% 

Distribution System Assets 

 Misc Main Water Pipes (2018) $106,282 $15,600 1% 33% 66% 

 Allen Ranch Road 12-inch Water Line $954,933 $954,933 0% 35% 65% 

Source Assets 

 150 gpm well $293,128 $0 16% 84% 0% 

 Pump station $89,409 $0 16% 84% 0% 

Total $2,209,923 $1,539,241 7% 52% 41% 
1 Actual cost in year of project. 
2 The portion of the total project that was system level and Town funded. 
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Table ES-3 
Proposed Facility Capacity Used by Future Growth 

Project ID Project Name 
Anticipated 

Year of 
Completion1 

Total 
Estimated 

Cost 

Estimated 
System 

Level Cost2 

Percent to 
Existing 

Percent 
to 10-
Year 

Growth 

Percent 
Growth 

Beyond 10-
Years 

 Storage Improvements 

ST-1 Construct 1,100,000 gallons of 
additional storage 

2032 $3,962,000 $3,962,000 0% 96% 4% 

 Distribution System Improvements 

T-1 
Allen's Ranch Road Water Line 
(12") 

2031 $792,220 $792,220 0% 35% 65% 

T-2 
200 E Extension (2,200 LF of 16" 
pipe) 

2028 $712,800 $712,800 1% 33% 66% 

T-3 
Lehi Fairfield Rd Extension Part 
1 (3,200 LF of 16" pipe) 

2028 $1,036,800 $1,036,800 1% 33% 66% 

T-4 
Lehi Fairfield Rd Extension Part 
2 (5,750 LF of 12" pipe) 

2028 $1,661,750 $1,661,750 0% 36% 64% 

T-5 
670 N Extension Part 1 (4,700 
LF of 16" pipe) 

2029 $1,522,800 $1,522,800 0% 36% 64% 

T-6 
670 N Extension Part 2 (3,000 
LF of 16" pipe) 

2029 $972,000 $972,000 1% 33% 66% 

T-7 
Dedicated Pump Line to New 
Tank (4,000 LF of 6" pipe) 

2032 $1,000,000 $1,000,000 1% 33% 66% 

 Source Improvements 

S-3 
Add additional source capacity 
(1,330 gpm) 

2030 $1,600,000 $1,600,000 0% 100% 0% 

Total or Average $13,260,370 $13,260,370 0.3% 57.9% 41.8% 
1 Project costs were estimated assuming costs would inflate by 3% annually 
2 These costs are the estimated portion of the total project that are system level and will be Town funded. 
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IMPACT FEE FACILITIES PLAN 

INTRODUCTION 

The Town of Fairfield (Fairfield or Town) has asked Bowen Collins & Associates (BC&A) to prepare 
an impact fee facility plan (IFFP) for culinary water supply, storage, and distribution provided by the 
Town. The purpose of an IFFP is to determine the public facilities required to serve development 
resulting from new development activity. The IFFP is also intended to outline the improvements 
which may be funded through impact fees. 

Much of the analysis forming the basis of this IFFP has been taken from the Town’s Culinary Water 
System Master Plan, which was also prepared by BC&A. The reader should refer to the 2025 Culinary 
Master Plan for additional discussion of planning and evaluation methodology beyond what is 
contained in this IFFP. 

SERVICE AREAS 

For the purpose of impact fee calculations, the Town system will be treated as a single service area. 
Only a portion of the Town is planned for water service, however, as shown in Figure 1. Only future 
customers developing in this planned water service area will be charged the water impact fee. It is 
assumed that any development outside of this planned service area will provide their own water 
source and conveyance and therefore will not be subject to water impact fees. 

IMPACT FEE FACILITY PLAN COMPONENTS 

Requirements for the preparation of an IFFP are outlined in Title 11, Chapter 36a of the Utah Code 
Annotated (the Impact Fees Act). Under these requirements, an IFFP shall accomplish the following 
for each facility: 

1. Identify the existing level of service 

2. Establish a proposed level of service 

3. Identify excess capacity to accommodate future growth at the proposed level of service 

4. Identify demands placed upon existing public facilities by new development 

5. Identify the means by which demands from new development will be met 

6. Consider the following additional issues: 

a. Revenue sources to finance required system improvements 

b. Necessity of improvements to maintain the proposed level of service 

c. Need for facilities relative to planned location of schools 

The following sections of this report have been organized to address each of these requirements. 

EXISTING LEVEL OF SERVICE – UTAH CODE ANNOTATED 11-36A-
302(1)(A)(I) 

Level of service is defined in the Impact Fees Act as “the defined performance standard or unit of 
demand for each capital component of a public facility within a service area.” This section discusses 
the level of service currently being provided to existing users. 
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Performance Standard 

The performance standard defines the level of service the Town has established to satisfy Town 
performance requirements. The Town desires to provide culinary water capacity for its residents and 
businesses and to balance the cost of water improvements with the amount of demand in the system. 
Thus, the performance standard as documented in the Town’s Culinary Water System Master Plan is 
based on standards similar to the levels of service adopted by other culinary systems of similar size 
and nature in Utah. If the existing level of service is less than the performance standard, it is an 
existing deficiency. 

Transmission/Distribution Pipe Level of Service 

The following criteria were used as the existing performance standards for major conveyance 
facilities: 

1. Under peak day demand, the system must be capable of maintaining constant levels at all 
system tanks. 

2. Culinary distribution pipes are limited to less than 7.0 feet per second (ft/s). Transmission 
pipes can have velocities that are higher than distribution pipes, but typically should be less 
than 10 ft/s.  

3. The Town tries to maintain pressure between 50 psi and 120 psi during peak day production 
requirements and between 40 psi and 120 psi during peak hour production requirements.  

4. The State of Utah requires that a public water system be capable of conveying required fire 
flow and peak day demand with a residual pressure of 20 psi. Any node in a residential area 
incapable of supplying 1,500 gpm with a 20 psi residual is considered deficient.  

Storage Level of Service 

Culinary storage facilities were sized to provide sufficient equalization, emergency, and fire 
suppression storage. The combined equalization and emergency storage was sized to be equal to half 
of peak day demands based on typical state sizing standards (see R309-510 and Utah Code 19-4-
114). Fire suppression storage was sized to meet the Utah County Fire standards. 

Unit of Demand Level of Service 

The projected flow used to design and evaluate system components will vary depending on the 
nature of each component. For example, the systems supply pump stations are designed for peak day 
flow. Conversely, most conveyance pipelines must be designed based on peak hour flow (function of 
daily flow and diurnal flow variation). 

For the purposes of this analysis, it is useful to define these various demands in terms of equivalent 
residential units (ERUs). ERUs are a way to provide a common unit of measurement with which to 
combine residential and nonresidential development and indoor and outdoor use. This is the unit of 
measure for evaluating system capacity and assessing impact fees. The value of an ERU is tied to the 
approximate amount of peak day system capacity required for a single-family residence. For this IFFP 
and the Town 2025 Culinary Master Plan, the definition of an ERU is 1,465 gpd of peak day capacity.  
When calculating source capacity requirements, an 11% reliability buffer was included (i.e. 1,626 
gpd/ERU). 
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Source Capacity Level of Service 

Existing culinary sources are sized to produce at least the existing peak day demands. Based on the 
water demands of the Town’s 33 existing customers, this is 1,626 gpd per ERU. 

Level of Service Summary 

The existing Fairfield culinary water system level of service has some deficiencies with residual 
pressure during fire flow scenarios, as described in the 2025 Water Master Plan. Projects to address 
these deficiencies are identified in that plan and have been excluded from this IFFP. All other existing 
infrastructure meets the performance standard for all areas currently connected. 

Proposed Level of Service - Utah Code Annotated 11-36a-302(1)(b) and 11-36a-
302(1)(c)(i) 

The proposed level of service is the performance standard used to evaluate system needs in the 
future. The Impact Fee Act indicates that the proposed level of service may: 

1. diminish or equal the existing level of service; or 

2. exceed the existing level of service if, independent of the use of impact fees, the Town 
implements and maintains the means to increase the level of service for existing demand 
within six years of the date on which new growth is charged for the proposed level of service. 

No changes in performance standards are proposed for Fairfield. Future facilities will be constructed 
to meet the same performance standards identified for the existing level of service. 

EXCESS CAPACITY TO ACCOMMODATE GROWTH – UTAH CODE 
ANNOTATED 11-36A-302(1)(A)(III) 

The culinary water needs of projected future growth will be met through a combination of available 
excess capacity in existing facilities and construction of additional capacity in new facilities.  

Existing Culinary Water Infrastructure 

Fairfield currently owns all existing culinary system infrastructure within the culinary system.   

Existing Demand and Determination of Excess Capacity 

Current existing facilities represent some impact fee recoverable capital cost to Fairfield. Table 1 
summarizes these existing facilities with distributions of costs that are allocated to the existing, 10-
year, and beyond 10-year user. 
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Table 1 
Fairfield Culinary System Existing Assets 

 Project Name 
Estimated Total 

Cost 

Estimated 
System Level 

Cost 

Percent to 
Existing 

Percent to 
10-Year 
Growth 

Percent Growth 
Beyond 10-

Years 

Storage Assets 

 250,000 gallon Tank $766,170 $568,707 18% 82% 0% 
Distribution System Assets 

 Miscellaneous Pipes $106,282 $15,600 1% 33% 66% 

 
Allen Ranch Road 12-

inch waterline 
$954,933 $954,933 0% 35% 65% 

Source Assets 

 150 gpm well $293,128 $0 16% 84% 0% 

 Pump station $89,409 $0 16% 84% 0% 

Total or Average $2,209,923 $1,539,241 7% 52% 41% 
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DEMANDS PLACED ON FACILITIES BY NEW DEVELOPMENT – UTAH CODE 
ANNOTATED 11-36A-302(1)(A)(IV) 

The planning period to be used for this IFFP is 10 years. Table 2 lists the growth projections for the 
10-year planning window (2025 – 2035). Note that the expected growth lsited in the master plan 
between 2023 and 2025 occurred slower than expected, therefore the ERU and demand projections 
used in this IFFP and subsequent IFA are offset one year from the master plan projections (i.e. the 
2024 master plan numbers are shown as 2025 numbers here). 

Table 2 
Town Culinary Water Growth Projections 

Year Total ERUs 
Total Peak 

Day Demand 
(gpm) 

2025 33 34 

2026 119 119 

2027 213 211 

2028 315 309 

2029 425 414 

2030 539 521 

2031 659 632 

2032 782 743 

2033 917 866 

2034 1,064 999 

2035 1,220 1,138 

Infrastructure Required to Meet Demands of New Development – Utah 
Code Annotated 11-36a-302(1)(a)(v) 

To satisfy the requirements of state law, demand placed upon system facilities by future 
development was projected using the process outlined below. 

1. Existing Demand – The demand existing development places on the Town’s system was 
estimated based on existing ERUs and demand patterns observed in similar systems.  

2. Existing Capacity – The capacities of existing system collection facilities were estimated 
using size data provided by the Town and a hydraulic computer model as part of the Culinary 
Water System Master Plan. 

3. Existing Deficiencies – Existing deficiencies in the system were looked for by comparing 
defined levels of service against calculated capacities. 

4. Future Demand - The demand that future development will place on the system was 
estimated based on development projections as discussed previously. 

5. Future Deficiencies - Future deficiencies in the collection system (portions of the system 
that are inadequate to accommodate the demand created by future growth) were identified 
using the defined level of service and results from a hydraulic computer model.  

6. Recommended Improvements – Needed system improvements were identified to meet 
demands associated with future development. 
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The steps listed above describe the “demands placed upon existing public facilities by new 
development activity at the proposed level of service; and… the means by which the political 
subdivision or private entity will meet those growth demands” (Section 11-36a-302(1)(a) of the Utah 
Code Annotated).  

10-Year Improvement Plan 

Planned improvements to satisfy level of service requirements for projected demands within the next 
10 years have been identified for the Town area in the Town’s Culinary Water System Master Plan 
and are summarized in Table 3. Improvement costs are estimated based on the anticipated year(s) 
of construction shown. These improvements will be constructed in phases as funding becomes 
available. Only infrastructure planned for construction within a ten-year window will be considered 
in the calculation of these impact fees to avoid uncertainty surrounding improvements further into 
the future. The approximate locations of projects to be completed in the next 10 years are shown in 
Figure 2. It should be noted that Table 3 only includes those projects with components of cost that 
are eligible to be included in the impact fee calculation. 
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Table 3 
Proposed Facility Capacity Used by Future Growth 

Project 
ID 

Project Name 
Anticipated 

Year of 
Completion1 

Total 
Estimated 

Cost 

Estimated 
System 

Level Cost2 

Percent to 
Existing 

Percent 
to 10-
Year 

Growth 

Percent 
Growth 

Beyond 10-
Years 

 Storage Improvements 

ST-1 
Construct 1,100,000 gallons of 
additional storage 

2032 $3,962,000 $3,962,000 0% 86% 14% 

 Distribution System Improvements 

T-1 
Allen's Ranch Road Water Line 
(12") 

2031 $792,220 $792,220 0% 35% 65% 

T-2 
200 E Extension (2,200 LF of 16" 
pipe) 

2028 $712,800 $712,800 1% 33% 66% 

T-3 
Lehi Fairfield Rd Extension Part 1 
(3,200 LF of 16" pipe) 

2028 $1,036,800 $1,036,800 1% 33% 66% 

T-4 
Lehi Fairfield Rd Extension Part 2 
(5,750 LF of 12" pipe) 

2028 $1,661,750 $1,661,750 0% 36% 64% 

T-5 
670 N Extension Part 1 (4,700 LF 
of 16" pipe) 

2029 $1,522,800 $1,522,800 0% 36% 64% 

T-6 
670 N Extension Part 2 (3,000 LF 
of 16" pipe) 

2029 $972,000 $972,000 1% 33% 66% 

T-7 
Dedicated Pump Line to New 
Tank (4,000 LF of 6" pipe) 

2032 $1,000,000 $1,000,000 1% 33% 66% 

 Source Improvements 

S-3 
Add additional source capacity 
(1,330 gpm) 

2030 $1,600,000 $1,600,000 0% 100% 0% 

Total or Average $13,260,370 $13,260,370 0.3% 57.9% 41.8% 
1 Project costs were estimated assuming costs would inflate by 3% annually. 
2 These costs are the portion of the total project that are system level and are Town funded. 
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Project Cost Attributable to Future Growth 

To satisfy the requirements of state law, Table 3 provides a breakdown of the impact fee facility 
projects and the percentage of the project costs attributed to existing and future users. As defined in 
Section 11-36-304, the impact fee facilities plan should only include “the proportionate share of the 
costs of public facilities [that] are reasonably related to the new development activity.” While some 
projects from the capital facilities plan are required to meet future growth, some projects also 
provide benefit to existing users. Projects that benefit existing users include those projects 
addressing existing capacity deficiencies, maintenance related projects, or projects increasing the 
level of service for existing users (i.e. adding a redundant connection that improves system resiliency 
and delivery pressures).  

For some projects, the division of costs between existing and future users is easy because 100 percent 
of the project costs can be attributed to one category or the other (e.g. infrastructure needed solely 
to serve new development can be 100 percent attributed to new growth). For projects needed to 
address both existing deficiencies and new growth, the costs were divided based on maximum use of 
capacity at buildout (flow rate for most facilities, storage volume for storage facilities). 

It should be noted that Table 3 does not include bond costs related to paying for impact fee eligible 
improvements. These costs, if any, should be added as part of the impact fee analysis. 

Further Division of Project Cost – Cost Attributable to 10 Year Growth 

Included in Tables 1 and 3 is a breakdown of capacity associated with growth through the next 10 
years and for growth beyond 10 years. To most accurately evaluate the cost of providing service for 
growth during the next ten years, added consideration has been given to evaluating how much of 
each improvement will be used in the next 10 years. This has been done following the same 
methodology as described above. 

Basis of Construction Cost Estimates 

The costs of construction for projects to be completed within ten years have been estimated based 
on past BC&A experience with projects of a similar nature. Details of the cost estimates can be found 
in the Town’s Culinary Water System Master Plan. 

ADDITIONAL CONSIDERATIONS 

MANNER OF FINANCING – UTAH CODE ANNOTATED 11-36A-302(2) 

The Town may fund the infrastructure identified in this IFFP through a combination of different 
revenue sources. 

Federal and State Grants and Donations 

Impact fees cannot reimburse costs funded or expected to be funded through federal grants and other 
funds that the Town has received for capital improvements without an obligation to repay. Grants 
and donations are not currently contemplated in this analysis. If grants become available for 
constructing facilities, impact fees will need to be recalculated and an appropriate credit given. 
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Bonds 

None of the costs contained in this IFFP include the cost of bonding. The cost of bonding required to 
finance impact fee eligible improvements identified in the IFPP may be added to the calculation of 
the impact fee. This will be considered in the impact fee analysis. 

Interfund Loans 

Because infrastructure must generally be built ahead of growth, there often arises situations in which 
projects must be funded ahead of expected impact fee revenues. In some cases, the solution to this 
issue will be bonding. In others, funds from existing user rate revenue will be loaned to the impact 
fee fund to complete initial construction of the project and will be reimbursed later as impact fees 
are received. Consideration of potential interfund loans will be included in the impact fee analysis 
and should also be considered in subsequent accounting of impact fee expenditures. 

Impact Fees 

It is recommended that impact fees be used to fund growth-related capital projects as they help to 
maintain the proposed level of service and prevent existing users from subsidizing the capital needs 
for new growth. Based on this IFFP, an impact fee analysis will be able to calculate a fair and legal fee 
that new growth should pay to fund the portion of the existing and new facilities that will benefit new 
development. 

Developer Dedications and Exactions 

Developer exactions are not the same as grants. Developer exactions may be considered in the 
inventory of current and future infrastructure. If a developer constructs a system improvement or 
dedicates land for a system improvement identified in this IFFP or dedicates a public facility that is 
recognized to reduce the need for a system improvement, the developer will be entitled to an 
appropriate credit against that particular developer’s impact fee liability or a proportionate 
reimbursement.  

If the value of the credit is less than the development’s impact fee liability, the developer will owe the 
balance of the liability to the Town. If the recognized value of the improvements/land dedicated is 
more than the development’s impact fee liability, the Town must reimburse the difference to the 
developer. 

It should be emphasized that the concept of impact fee credits pertains to system level improvements 
only. For project level improvement (i.e. projects not identified in the impact fee facility plan), 
developers will be responsible for the construction of the improvements without credit against the 
impact fee. 

Planned Improvement District (PID) Dedications 

PID dedications are not the same as Developer dedications. A PID funds improvement by bonding 
(typically) against special property tax revenues from property owners. Thus, if a PID constructs a 
system improvement identified in this IFFP or dedicates a public facility that is recognized to reduce 
the need for a system improvement, the PID is entitled to a reimbursement of the cost of construction 
from the Town via impact fees. 

The reimbursement amount agreed upon between the Town and the PID should be equivalent to the 
value of the asset dedicated. The agreement between the Town and the PID should define the terms 
on which the Town will reimburse the PID, which will likely be some percentage of received impact 
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fees until the agreed reimbursement amount is reached. The PID can use the reimbursement moneys 
to pay down its debt and thus reduce the tax burden on its properties. This method creates a more 
equitable division of cost to the development within the PID with respect to impact fees and property 
taxes over time compared with other arrangements. 

The development within the PID will still be obligated to pay a full impact fee to the Town, a portion 
of which will go to the PID per the reimbursement  agreement.  

It should be emphasized that the concept of asset dedication reimbursements pertains to system level 
improvements only. For project level improvement (i.e. projects not identified in the impact fee 
facility plan), developers will be responsible for the construction of the improvements without 
reimbursement. 

Fairfield has no planned PIDs within its service boundaries, however the Inland Port Authority (IPA) 
areas within Fairfield will likely function the same as a PID from a capital improvements funding 
perspective. Therefore, all system level assets funded by the IPA should be reimbursed in the same 
manner as a PID described in this section. 

NECESSITY OF IMPROVEMENTS TO MAINTAIN LEVEL OF SERVICE – UTAH 
CODE ANNOTATED 11-36A-302(3) 

According to State statute, impact fees cannot be used to correct deficiencies in the Town’s system 
and must be necessary to maintain the proposed level of service established for all users. Only those 
facilities or portions of facilities that are required to maintain the proposed level of service for future 
growth have been included in this IFFP. This will result in an equitable fee as future users will not be 
expected to fund any portion of the facilities that will benefit existing residents. 

SCHOOL RELATED INFRASTRUCTURE - UTAH CODE ANNOTATED 11-
36A-302(2) 

As part of the noticing and data collection process for this plan, information was gathered regarding 
future school district and charter school development. Where the Town is aware of the planned 
location of a school, required public facilities to serve the school have been included in the impact fee 
analysis. 

NOTICING AND ADOPTION REQUIREMENTS - UTAH CODE ANNOTATED 
11-36A-502 

The Impact Fees Act requires that entities must publish a notice of intent to prepare or modify any 
IFFP. If an entity prepares an independent IFFP rather than include a capital facilities element in the 
general plan, the actual IFFP must be adopted by enactment. Before the IFFP can be adopted, a 
reasonable notice of the public hearing must be published in a local newspaper at least 10 days before 
the actual hearing. A copy of the proposed IFFP must be made available in each public library within 
the Town during the 10-day noticing period for public review and in a minimum of 3 public locations. 
Utah Code requires that the Town must post a copy of the ordinance in at least three places. These 
places may include the Town offices and the public libraries within the Town’s jurisdiction. Following 
the 10-day noticing period, a public hearing will be held, after which the Town may adopt, amend 
and adopt, or reject the proposed IFFP.  
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IMPACT FEE CERTIFICATION - UTAH CODE ANNOTATED 11-36A-306(1) 

This IFFP has been prepared in accordance with Utah Code Title 11 Chapter 36a (the “Impact Fees 
Act”), which prescribes the laws pertaining to Utah municipal capital facilities plans and impact fee 
analyses. The accuracy of this report relies upon the planning, engineering, and other source data, 
which was provided by the City and their designees.  

In accordance with Utah Code Annotated, 11-36a-306(1), Bowen Collins & Associates, makes the 
following certification: 

I certify that this impact fee facility plan: 

1. Includes only the cost of 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 of operation and maintenance of public facilities; 

b. cost of 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 relevant respect with the Impact Fees Act. 

This certification is made with the following caveats: 

1. All of the recommendations for implementations of the Impact Fee Facilities Plan (IFFP) 
made in the IFFP or in the impact fee analysis are followed in their entirety by the Town. 

2. If all or a portion of the IFFP or impact fee analysis is modified or amended, this certification 
is no longer valid. 

3. All information provided in the preparation of this IFFP is assumed to be correct, complete 
and accurate. This includes information provided by the Town and outside sources.  

 

 

__________________________________ 

Justin Dietrich, P.E. 
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IMPACT FEE ANALYSIS 

INTRODUCTION 

Fairfield Town (Town or Fairfield) has asked Bowen Collins & Associates (BC&A) to prepare an 
impact fee analysis (IFA) for its culinary water system based on a recently completed impact fee 
facilities plan.  An impact fee is a one-time fee, not a tax, imposed upon new development activity as 
a condition of development approval to mitigate the impact of the new development on public 
infrastructure. The purpose of an IFA is to calculate the allowable impact fee that may be assessed to 
new development in accordance with Utah Code. 

Service Areas 

For the purpose of impact fee calculations, the Town system will be treated as a single service area. 
Only a portion of the Town is planned for water service, however, as shown in Figure 1. Only future 
customers developing in this planned water service area will be charged the water impact fee. It is 
assumed that any development outside of this planned service area will provide their own water 
source and conveyance and therefore will not be subject to water impact fees. 

Requirements 

Requirements for the preparation of an IFA are outlined in Title 11, Chapter 36a of the Utah Code 
(the Impact Fees Act).  Under these requirements, an IFA shall accomplish the following for each 
facility: 

1. Identify the impact of anticipated development activity on existing capacity 

2. Identify the impact of anticipated development activity on system improvements required to 
maintain the established level of service 

3. Demonstrate how the impacts are reasonably related to anticipated development activity 

4. Estimate the proportionate share of:  

a. Costs of existing capacity that will be recouped 

b. Costs of impacts on system improvements that are reasonably related to the new 
development activity  

5. Identify how the impact fee was calculated 

6. Consider the following additional issues  

a. Manner of financing improvements 

b. Dedication of system improvements 

c. Extraordinary costs in servicing newly developed properties 

d. Time-price differential 
 

The following sections of this report have been organized to address each of these requirements. 

  



   N
O

R
T

H

S
C

A
LE

:
N

O
R

T
H

:

FIGURE NO.

P
:\F

ai
rf

ie
ld

 T
ow

n\
83

2-
24

-0
3 

W
at

er
 M

as
te

r 
P

la
n 

an
d 

M
od

el
in

g\
4.

0 
G

IS
\4

.4
 A

P
R

X
\F

ai
rf

ie
ld

 W
at

er
 S

ys
te

m
\F

ai
rf

ie
ld

 W
at

er
 S

ys
te

m
.a

pr
x 

 r
pl

ai
zi

er
 1

/1
3/

20
26

1

20
25

 W
A

T
E

R
 IM

P
A

C
T

F
E

E
 F

A
C

IL
IT

IE
S

 P
LA

N
P

LA
N

N
E

D
 S

E
R

V
IC

E
 A

R
E

A

FA
IR

F
IE

LD
 T

O
W

N

0
1,

45
0

2,
90

0 F
ee

t

Fa
irf

ie
ld

Ea
gl

e 
M

ou
nt

ai
n

Vantor

Legend
Municipalities

Impact Fee Areas

Inland Port Authority Areas

Note : Areas within the Town
boundaries but outside the impact fee
water service area are not expected
to have access to the centralized
water systems. It is expected that
these residents will drill and maintain
their own well or other water supply.



 
 DRAFT CULINARY WATER IMPACT FEE ANALYSIS 

BOWEN COLLINS & ASSOCIATES 
FAIRFIELD TOWN 3 

IMPACT ON SYSTEM - 11-36A-304(1)(A)(B) 

Growth within the Town’s service area and projections of culinary water demands resulting from 
said growth is discussed in detail in the Town’s Impact Fee Facilities Plan. For the purposes of impact 
fee calculation, growth in the system has been expressed in terms of equivalent residential units 
(ERUs). ERUs are a way to provide a common unit of measurement with which to combine residential 
and nonresidential development and indoor and outdoor use. Total ERUs projected for each service 
area are summarized in Table 1. 

Table 1 
Projected Fairfield Town Culinary Water System Growth 

Year Total ERUs 
Total Peak Day 
Demand (gpm) 

2025 33 34 

2026 119 119 

2027 213 211 

2028 315 309 

2029 425 414 

2030 539 521 

2031 659 632 

2032 782 743 

2033 917 866 

2034 1,064 999 

2035 1,220 1,138 

 
To maintain the established level of service, projected future growth will be met through a 
combination of available excess capacity in existing facilities and construction of additional capacity 
in new facilities. Use of excess capacity and required system improvements are detailed in the Impact 
Fee Facilities Plan.   

RELATION OF IMPACTS TO ANTICIPATED DEVELOPMENT - 11-36A-
304(1)(C) 

To satisfy the requirements of state law, it is necessary to show that all impacts identified in the 
impact fee analysis are reasonably related to the anticipated development activity. This has been 
documented in detail in the Impact Fee Facilities Plan.  In short, only that capacity directly associated 
with demand placed upon existing system facilities by future development has been identified as an 
impact of the development. The steps completed to identify the impacts of anticipated development 
are as follows.   

1. Existing Demand – The demand existing development places on the system was estimated 
based on historic demand records. 

2. Existing Capacity – The capacities of existing facilities were calculated based on the level of 
service criteria established for each type of facility in the Impact Fee Facilities Plan. 

3. Existing Deficiencies – Existing deficiencies in the system were looked for by comparing 
defined levels of service against calculated capacities. If existing deficiencies exist, projects 
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were identified to eliminate the deficiencies. Costs associated with existing deficiencies were 
not assigned to impacts of development. 

4. Future Demand - The demand future development will place on the system was estimated 
based on development projections as discussed in the Impact Fee Facilities Plan. 

5. Future Demand Use of Existing Capacity – Whenever possible, excess capacity in existing 
facilities has been used to serve future demands. Where this occurs, the amount of capacity 
used by future growth has been calculated as described in detail in the Impact Fee Facilities 
Plan.    

6. Future Deficiencies – Where excess capacity is inadequate to meet projected demands, 
future deficiencies in the system were identified using the same established level of service 
criteria used for existing demands. 

7. Recommended Improvements – Needed system improvements were identified to meet 
demands associated with future development. 

PROPORTIONATE SHARE ANALYSIS - 11-36A-304(D) 

A comprehensive proportionate share analysis associated with anticipated future development and 
its impact on the system was completed as part of the Impact Fee Facilities Plan.  A summary of that 
analysis is contained here with additional discussion of the costs of facilities impacted by growth. 

Excess Capacity to Accommodate Future Growth 

The Town culinary system has several existing assets with excess capacity with costs that are eligible 
for recovery under impact fees. These existing assets and costs are summarized in Table 2.   

 

Table 2 
Fairfield Culinary System Existing Assets  

 Project Name 
Estimated 
Total Cost 

Estimated 
System 

Level Cost 

Percent 
to 

Existing 

Percent to 
10-Year 
Growth 

Percent 
Growth 

Beyond 10-
Years 

Storage Assets 

 
250,000 gallon 
Tank 

$766,170 
$568,707 18% 82% 0% 

Distribution System Assets 

 
Miscellaneous 
Pipes 

$106,282 $15,600 1% 33% 66% 

 
Allen Ranch Road 
12-inch Waterline 

$954,933 $954,933 0% 35% 65% 

Source Assets 

 150 gpm Well $293,128 $0 16% 84% 0% 

 Pump Station $89,409 $0 16% 84% 0% 

Total or Average $2,209,923 $1,539,241 7% 52% 41% 
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Future Improvements 

In addition to using available existing capacity, demand associated with projected future 
development will be met through the construction of additional capacity in new facilities. A primary 
focus of the Impact Fee Facilities Plan was the identification of projects required to serve new 
development. The results of the Impact Fee Facilities Plan are summarized in Table 3.   Included in 
the table are the costs of each required project and the portion of costs associated with development 
in the planning window. 

IMPACT FEE CALCULATION - 11-36A-304(1)(E) 

Using the information contained in the previous sections, impact fees can be calculated by dividing 
the proportional cost of facilities required to service 10-year growth by the amount of growth 
expected over the next 10-years.  Calculated impact fees by component for each service area are 
summarized in Table 4.   
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Table 3 
Impact Fee Eligible Capital Projects 

Project 
ID 

Project Name 
Anticipated 

Year of 
Completion1 

Total 
Estimated 

Cost 

Estimated 
System 

Level Cost2 

Percent to 
Existing 

Percent 
to 10-
Year 

Growth 

Percent 
Growth 

Beyond 10-
Years 

Cost to 10-
Year 

Growth 

 Storage Improvements 

ST-1 
Construct 1,100,000 gallons of 
additional storage 

2032 $3,962,000 $3,962,000 0% 86% 14% $3,419,715 

 Storage Subtotal  $3,962,000 $3,962,000    $3,419,715 

 Distribution System Improvements 

T-1 
Allen's Ranch Road Water Line 
(12") 

2031 $792,220 $792,220 0% 35% 65% $276,968 

T-2 
200 E Extension (2,200 LF of 16" 
pipe) 

2028 $712,800 $712,800 1% 33% 66% $243,151 

T-3 
Lehi Fairfield Rd Extension Part 1 
(3,200 LF of 16" pipe) 

2028 $1,036,800 $1,036,800 1% 33% 66% $340,583 

T-4 
Lehi Fairfield Rd Extension Part 2 
(5,750 LF of 12" pipe) 

2028 $1,661,750 $1,661,750 0% 36% 64% $604,899 

T-5 
670 N Extension Part 1 (4,700 LF 
of 16" pipe) 

2029 $1,522,800 $1,522,800 0% 36% 64% $554,319 

T-6 
670 N Extension Part 2 (3,000 LF 
of 16" pipe) 

2029 $972,000 $972,000 1% 33% 66% $319,297 

T-7 
Dedicated Pump Line to New 
Tank (4,000 LF of 6" pipe) 

2032 $1,000,000 $1,000,000 1% 33% 66% $328,495 

 Distribution System Subtotal  $6,698,370 $6,693,370    $2,658,713 

 Source Improvements 

S-3 Add additional source capacity 2030 $1,600,000 $1,600,000 0% 100% 0% $1,600,000 

 Source Subtotal  $1,600,000 $1,600,000    $1,600,000 

Total or Average $13,260,370 $13,260,370 0.3% 57.9% 41.8 % $7,678,428 
1 Project costs were estimated assuming costs would inflate by 3% annually. 
2 These costs are the portion of the total project that are system level and are Town funded. 
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Table 4 
Fairfield Impact Fee Calculation per ERU 

System Components 
Total Cost of 
Component 

System Level 
Cost 

% Serving 10-
Year Growth 

Cost Serving 10-
year Growth 

10-Year 
ERUs Served 

Cost per 
ERU 

Storage Improvements 

Existing Facilities $766,170 $568,707 82.3% $468,313 280 $1,670 

Existing Facility Financing Costs -- -- -- -- -- -- 

10-year Projects $3,962,000 $3,962,000 86.3% $3,419,715 906 $3,774 

Credit for User Fees Paid Toward Existing $0 

Storage Subtotal  
      $5,444 

Distribution System Improvements 

Existing Facilities $1,061,215 $970,533 33.2% $321,779 1,187 $271 

Existing Facility Financing Costs -- -- -- -- -- -- 

10-year Projects $7,698,370 $7,698,370 34.5% $2,658,712 1,187 $2,240 

Credit for User Fees Paid Toward Existing $0 

Distribution System Subtotal  
      $2,511 

Source Improvements 

Existing Facilities $382,537 $0 83.8% $0 171 $0 

Existing Facility Financing Costs -- -- -- -- -- -- 

10-year Projects $1,600,000 $1,600,000 100.0% $1,600,000 1,016 $1,574 

Credit for User Fees Paid Toward Existing $0 

Source Subtotal      $1,574 

Professional Services 

2029 Capital Facilities Plan  $25,000 $25,000 100.0% $25,000 594 $42 

2029 Impact Fee Facilities Plan  $4,200 $4,200 100.0% $4,200 594 $7 

2029 Impact Fee Analysis  $3,800 $3,800 100.0% $3,800 594 $6 

New Source Viability Study $54,636 $54,636 100% $54,636 594 $92 

Professional Services Subtotal       $147 

Total       $9,676 
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Planning and Engineering Costs 

Utah Code allows for the cost of planning and engineering associated with impact fee calculations to 
be recovered as part of an impact fee. The cost of applicable studies completed by the Town directly 
associated with planning for future growth have been included in Table 4. Only the actual costs, 
incurred by the Town, related to planning and engineering for new growth have been included in this 
document. No future costs or projections have been added. 

Included in the table is the calculated portion of the studies dedicated to planning for future growth 
(based on hours spent) and the number of ERUs served during the expected useful life of the planning 
documents (five years).  

Credit for User Fees  

In some cases, an impact fee analysis may include some portion of financing cost which benefit 
existing users.  For projects where this is the case, future users will pay for their portion of capacity 
via impact fees. They cannot also be expected to pay through user rates the portion of future bonds 
that will be used to build capacity or remedy deficiencies for existing users. This often creates the 
need for a credit for future users. 

The Town’s current policy is that growth will be driven by development, and the Town will not 
finance system expansion via loans or bonding. Therefore, no credits were calculated in this analysis. 

Recommended Impact Fee 

The calculated impact fee for culinary water in Fairfield Town is summarized in Table 5. This value 
represents the legal maximum amount that may be charged as an impact fee. A lower amount may 
be adopted if desired, but a higher fee is not allowable under the requirements of Utah Code. This is 
separate from any additional charges levied by the Town for hookup costs or for other reasonable 
permit and application fees.  

Table 5 
Summary of Calculated Impact Fees per ERU 

Component Impact Fee per ERU 

Storage $5,444 

Transmission $2,511 

Source $1,574 

Professional Services $147 

Total $9,676 

 
ADDITIONAL CONSIDERATIONS - 11-36A-304(2) 

MANNER OF FINANCING - 11-36A-304(2)(A-E) 

As part of this Impact Fee Analysis, it is important to consider how each facility has been or will be 
paid for.  Potential infrastructure funding includes a combination of different revenue sources.  
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User Charges 

Because infrastructure must generally be built ahead of growth, there often arises situations in which 
projects must be funded ahead of expected impact fee revenues. User Charges mean that funds from 
existing user rate revenue will be loaned to the impact fee fund to complete initial construction of the 
project and will be reimbursed later as impact fees are received. Interfund loans should be 
considered in subsequent accounting of impact fee expenditures. 

Bonds 

No future bonds are anticipated to fund projects in the 10-year planning window. 

General Taxes 

If taxes are used to pay for infrastructure, they should be accounted for in the impact fee calculation. 
Specifically, any contribution made by property owners through taxes should be credited toward 
their available capacity in the system.  In this case, no taxes are proposed for the construction of 
infrastructure. 

Federal and State Grants and Donations 

Impact fees cannot reimburse costs funded or expected to be funded through federal grants and other 
funds that the Town has received for capital improvements without an obligation to repay.  For any 
capital projects that were or will be paid using grants, only the Town-funded portion of cost was 
included in this analysis. If additional grants become available for constructing facilities, impact fees 
will need to be recalculated and an appropriate credit given.  Any existing infrastructure funded 
through past grants has been removed from the system cost. 

Planned Improvement District (PID) Dedications 

PID dedications are not the same as Developer dedications. A PID funds improvement by bonding 
(typically) against special property tax revenues from property owners. Thus, if a PID constructs a 
system improvement identified in this IFFP or dedicates a public facility that is recognized to reduce 
the need for a system improvement, the PID is entitled to a reimbursement of the cost of construction 
from the Town via impact fees. 

The reimbursement amount agreed upon between the Town and the PID should be equivalent to the 
value of the asset dedicated. The agreement between the Town and the PID should define the terms 
on which the Town will reimburse the PID, which will likely be some percentage of received impact 
fees until the agreed reimbursement amount is reached. The PID can use the reimbursement moneys 
to pay down its debt and thus reduce the tax burden on its properties. This method creates a more 
equitable division of cost to the development within the PID with respect to impact fees and property 
taxes over time compared with other arrangements. 

The development within the PID will still be obligated to pay a full impact fee to the Town, a portion 
of which will go to the PID per the reimbursement  agreement.  

It should be emphasized that the concept of asset dedication reimbursements pertains to system level 
improvements only. For project level improvement (i.e. projects not identified in the impact fee 
facility plan), developers will be responsible for the construction of the improvements without 
reimbursement. 
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Fairfield has no planned PIDs within its service boundaries, however the Inland Port Authority (IPA) 
areas within Fairfield will likely function the same as a PID from a capital improvements funding 
perspective. Therefore, all system level assets funded by the IPA should be reimbursed in the same 
manner as a PID described in this section. 

DEDICATION OF SYSTEM IMPROVEMENTS - 11-36A-304(2)(F) 

Developer exactions are not the same as grants. As identified in the IFFP, if a developer constructs a 
system improvement or dedicates land for a system improvement identified in this IFFP or dedicates 
a public facility that is recognized to reduce the need for a system improvement, the developer may 
be entitled to an appropriate credit against that particular developer’s impact fee liability or a 
proportionate reimbursement.  

If the value of the credit is less than the development’s impact fee liability, the developer will owe the 
balance of the liability to the Town. If the recognized value of the improvements/land dedicated is 
more than the development’s impact fee liability, the Town may be required to reimburse the 
difference to the developer.  

It should be emphasized that the concept of impact fee credits pertains to system level improvements 
only. Developers will be responsible for the construction of project improvements (i.e. improvements 
not identified in the impact fee facilities plan) without credit against the impact fee.  

EXTRAORDINARY COSTS - 11-36A-304(2)(G) 

The Impact Fees Act indicates the analysis should include consideration of any extraordinary costs 
of servicing newly developed properties.  In cases where one area of potential growth may cost 
significantly more to service than other growth, a separate service area may be warranted.  No areas 
with extraordinary costs have been identified as part of this analysis.  

TIME-PRICE DIFFERENTIAL - 11-36A-304(2)(H) 

Utah Code allows consideration of time-price differential in order to create fairness for amounts paid 
at different times.  To address time-price differential, this analysis includes a conversion to present 
value cost for future expenditures.  In the case of future construction costs, it has been assumed that 
the return rate on investment will be roughly equivalent to construction inflation and current 
construction estimates have been used in the calculation of impact fees.  Per the requirements of the 
Code, existing infrastructure cost, if any, is based on actual historical costs without adjustment. 
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IMPACT FEE CERTIFICATION - 11-36A-306(2) 

This IFA has been prepared in accordance with Utah Code Title 11, Chapter 36a (the “Impact Fees 
Act”), which prescribes the laws pertaining to the imposition of impact fees in Utah. The accuracy of 
this IFFP relies in part upon planning, engineering, and other source data, provided by the Town and 
its designees.  

In accordance with Utah Code Annotated, 11-36a-306(2), Bowen Collins & Associates, makes the 
following certification: 

I certify that the attached impact fee analysis: 

1. Includes only the costs of 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 of operation and maintenance of public facilities; 

b. costs of 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; 
or 

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 relevant respect with the Impact Fees Act.  

 

 

______________________________ 
Justin Dietrich, P.E. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY - IFFP 

The purpose of an impact fee facilities plan is to identify demands placed upon the Town’s facilities 
by future development and evaluate how these demands will be met by the Town.  The IFFP also 
outlines the improvements which may be funded through impact fees. 

WHY IS AN IFFP NEEDED? 

The IFFP provides a technical basis for assessing updated impact fees throughout the Town. This 
document addresses the future sewer infrastructure needed to serve the Town. The existing and 
future capital projects documented in this IFFP will ensure that level of service standards are 
maintained for all existing and future residents who reside within the service area. Local 
governments must pay strict attention to the required elements of the Impact Fee Facilities Plan 
which are enumerated in the Impact Fees Act. 

PROJECTED FUTURE GROWTH 

To evaluate the use of existing capacity and the need for future capacity, it is first necessary to 
calculate the demand associated with existing development and projected growth.  Using available 
information for existing development and growth projections from the Town’s 2025 Sewer Master 
Plan, projected growth in system demand is summarized in Table ES-1. It should be noted that while 
there are existing residents within Fairfield Town, no centralized sewer system exists. All current 
residents utilize private septic systems for wastewater disposal. As there is no historical information 
for sewer flows in Fairfield, BC&A has estimated the expected flows and sewer equivalent residential 
units (ERUs) using historic winter water use of existing customers. Further description of these flow 
and ERU estimates can be found in the 2025 Fairfield Sewer Master Plan.  

Table ES-1 
Fairfield Town Service Area Sewer ERU Projections 

Year Sewer ERUs 
Estimated Dry 

Weather Sewer Flows 
(mgd) 

2025 0 0* 
2030 254 1.13 
2035 635 1.34 
2040 1,286 1.62 
2050 3,143 2.02 

* There are existing residents in Fairfield, however no centralized sewer 
system exists as all residents are connected to private septic systems. 
Therefore, there are no existing ERUs or flows in the sewer system. 

 

Demands are projected in terms of Equivalent Residential Units (ERUs).  An ERU represents the 
demand that a typical single family residence places on the system. The basis of an ERU for this IFFP 
is summarized in Table ES-2. 
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Table ES-2 
Fairfield Town Service Area Master Planned Flows 

 
Value for 
Existing 

Conditions* 

End of 10-
year 

Window 
Conditions 

Buildout 
Conditions 

Service Area Population 
175 (Not 

Connected to 
Sewer) 

1,449 3,060 

Equivalent Connected Sewer Residential 
Units (ERU) 

0 635 4,375 

Domestic Wastewater Production (mgd) 0 0.13 0.92 
Infiltration, Maximum Month (mgd) 0 0.02 0.17 
Average Day, Maximum Month Flow 
(mgd) 

0 0.16 1.09 

Peak Hour Flow (mgd) 0 0.44 2.62 
Flows per ERU 

Average Indoor Water Use (gpd/ERU) 198 198 198 
Domestic Wastewater Production 
(gpd/ERU) 

188 188 188 

Average Day, Maximum Month Flow 
(gpd/ERU) 

222 222 222 

Peak Hour, Dry Weather Flow (gpd/ERU) 795 617 535 
* All existing residents of Fairfield are on septic systems. Estimates for flows per ERU are based on 
estimates in the sewer master plan and are used in our projections of the future system. 

 

LEVEL OF SERVICE 

Level of service is defined in the Impact Fees Act as “the defined performance standard or unit of 
demand for each capital component of a public facility within a service area”.  Performance standards 
are those standards that are used to design and evaluate the performance of facilities.  Because there 
is no existing centralized sewer system, the proposed new performance standard and level of service 
for the future system pipe capacity and treatment capacity, as contained in  

Table ES-3. 

Table ES-3 
Proposed Performance Standards and Level of Service 

 
Proposed 
Level of 
Service 

Pipeline Capacity  
Maximum Ratio of Peak Flow Depth to Pipe Diameter1 0.75 

Treatment Capacity  
Average Day, Maximum Month Flow (gpd/ERU) 222 
1 Under peak hour, dry weather flow conditions 
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EXISTING CAPACITY AVAILABLE TO SERVE FUTURE GROWTH 

Projected future growth will be met through construction of new conveyance pipes. In the next 10 
years, the number of sewer ERUs in the Town is anticipated to increase from zero to 622. At buildout, 
there will be an estimated 4,375 ERUs.  Because there is no existing system, no excess capacity exists 
to accommodate any future growth. 

REQUIRED SYSTEM IMPROVEMENTS 

Beyond available existing capacity, additional improvements required to serve new growth are 
summarized in Table ES-4. To satisfy the requirements of state law, Table ES-4 provides a breakdown 
of the percentage of the project costs attributed to existing and future users.  For future use, capacity 
has been divided between capacity to be used by growth within the 10-year planning window of this 
IFFP and capacity that will be available for growth beyond the 10-year window.  
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Table ES-4 
Project Cost Allocated to Project Development 

Project 
ID 

Project 
Year 

Description 
Total Estimated 

Project Cost (2025 
Dollars) 

Total Impact Fee 
Eligible Project Cost 

(2025 Dollars) 

Percent to 
Existing 

Percent to 
10-yr 

Growth 

Percent to 
Beyond 

10-yr 

Cost to 
Existing 

Cost to 10-
yr Growth 

Cost to 
Beyond 10-

yr 

Treatment 

T-1 2026 
Implement a Sewer Flow 
Release Limitation for Non-
Residential Customers 

$0  $0  0.0% 100.0% 0.0% $0  $0  $0  

T-2 2026 
10-Yr Window Purchase 
Eagle Mountain Wastewater 
Treatment Capacity 1 

$1,866,806 $1,866,806  0.0% 100.0% 0.0% $0  $1,866,806  $0  

Treatment Subtotal $1,866,806 $1,866,806        $0  $1,866,806  $0  

Conveyance 

C-1 2026 
Finalize Collection System 
Layout and Alignment 

$5,000  $5,000  0.0% 14.2% 85.8% $0  $711  $4,289  

C-2 2026 
Install 24-inch Sewer Main 
from Fairfield to Eagle 
Mountain System 

$3,412,800  $3,412,800  0.0% 14.2% 85.8% $0  $485,441  $2,927,359  

C-3 2027 
Install 8-inch Sewer Main 
Along 0 W/ 1600 W 

$1,852,100  $1,852,100  0.0% 14.2% 85.8% $0  $263,445  $1,588,655  

C-4 2028 
Install 21-inch Sewer Main 
Along 2500 N 

$4,637,300  $4,637,300  0.0% 14.2% 85.8% $0  $659,615  $3,977,685  

C-5 2030 
Install 21-inch Sewer Main 
Along Lehi-Fairfield Rd 

$2,748,100  $2,748,100  0.0% 14.2% 85.8% $0  $390,893  $2,357,207  

C-6 2032 
Install 18-inch Sewer Main 
Along 200 E 

$1,590,400  $1,590,400  0.0% 14.2% 85.8% $0  $226,220  $1,364,180  

C-7 2034 
Install 12-inch Sewer Main 
Between 200 E and Tal 
Adair Property 

$1,516,800  $1,516,800  0.0% 14.2% 85.8% $0  $215,752  $1,301,048  

Conveyance Subtotal $15,762,500  $15,762,500     $0 $2,242,077 $13,520,423 

TOTAL   $17,629,306 $17,629,306        $0  $4,108,883  $13,520,423  
1 The cost for the Eagle Mountain Wastewater Treatment agreement shown here is an estimate. Expected cost is between $2,500 and $3,500 per ERU. This IFFP should be 
updated when the cost of this agreement is set, especially if the real cost is significantly different than the estimate shown here ($3,000/ERU). 
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IMPACT FEE FACILITIES PLAN 

INTRODUCTION 

Fairfield Town (Town) has asked Bowen Collins & Associates (BC&A) to prepare an impact fee 
facilities plan (IFFP) for sewer collection services provided by the Town. The purpose of an IFFP is 
to determine the public facilities required to service new development. The IFFP is also intended to 
outline the improvements which may be funded through impact fees.  

Much of the analysis forming the basis of this IFFP has been taken from the Town’s Sewer Master 
Plan.  The Sewer Master Plan was prepared by Bowen Collins & Associates and is dated May 2025.  
For the purposes of this report, subsequent references to the Sewer Master Plan will simply be 
identified as the “2025 Master Plan”. The reader should refer to the Town’s 2025 Master Plan for 
additional discussion of planning and evaluation methodology beyond what is contained in this IFFP.  

Requirements 

Requirements for the preparation of an IFFP are outlined in Title 11, Chapter 36a of the Utah Code 
(the Impact Fees Act).  Under these requirements, an IFFP shall accomplish the following for each 
facility:  

1. Identify the existing level of service   

2. Establish a proposed level of service  

3. Identify excess capacity to accommodate future growth at the proposed level of service  

4. Identify demands placed upon existing public facilities by new development  

5. Identify the means by which demands from new development will be met  

6. Consider the following additional issues: 

a. revenue sources to finance required system improvements 

b. necessity of improvements to maintain the proposed level of service 

c. need for facilities relative to planned locations of schools 

The following sections of this report have been organized to address each of these requirements. 

EXISTING LEVEL OF SERVICE -11-36A-302(1)(A)(I) 

Level of service is defined in the Impact Fees Act as “the defined performance standard or unit of 
demand for each capital component of a public facility within a service area”.  This section discusses 
the level of service being currently provided to existing users.  

Service Area 

For the purpose of impact fee calculations, the Town will be treated as a single service area. The 
planned service area within Fairfield Town is identified in Figure 1. Only future customers developing 
in this planned sewer service area will be charged the sewer impact fee. It is assumed that any 
development outside of this planned service area will provide their own septic system and therefore 
will not be subject to sewer impact fees. 
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Unit of Demand 

The projected flow used to design and evaluate sewer system components will vary depending on 
the nature of each component.  For example, most treatment plant processes are designed based on 
average day, maximum month flow.  Conversely, conveyance pipelines must be designed based on 
peak hour flow (function of daily flow and diurnal flow variation). Since Fairfield Town does not 
operate treatment facilities, the only system component which will be evaluated in this IFFP is the 
sewer collection infrastructure.  

For the purposes of this analysis, it is useful to define demands in terms of Equivalent Residential 
Units (ERUs). An ERU represents the demand that a typical single-family residence places on the 
system. It should be noted that while there are existing residents within Fairfield Town, no 
centralized sewer system exists. All current residents utilize private septic systems for wastewater 
disposal. As there is no historical information for sewer flows in Fairfield, BC&A has estimated the 
expected flows and sewer equivalent residential units (ERUs) using historic winter water use of 
existing customers. The basis of an ERU for estimated typical sewer flow rates is summarized in 
Error! Reference source not found.. Additional detail regarding the calculation of values used in 
the definition of an ERU are contained in the Town’s 2025 Sewer Master Plan.  

Table 1 
Fairfield Town Service Area Flows 

Item 
Value for 
Existing 

Conditions* 

Proposed/ 
Expected Level 

of Service 

Proposed/ 
Expected Level 

of Service 

Service Area Population 
175 (Not 

Connected to 
Sewer) 

1,449 3,060 

Equivalent Connected Sewer 
Residential Units (ERU) 

0 635 4,375 

Domestic Wastewater Production 
(mgd) 

0 0.13 0.92 

Infiltration, Maximum Month (mgd) 0 0.02 0.17 
Average Day, Maximum Month Flow 
(mgd) 

0 0.16 1.09 

Peak Hour Flow (mgd) 0 0.44 2.62 
Flows per ERU 

Average Indoor Water Use (gpd/ERU) 198 198 198 
Domestic Wastewater Production 
(gpd/ERU) 

188 188 188 

Average Day, Maximum Month Flow 
(gpd/ERU) 

222 222 222 

Peak Hour Flow (gpd/ERU) 795 617 535 
* All existing residents of Fairfield are on septic systems. Estimates for flows per ERU are based on 
estimates in the sewer master plan and are used in our projections of the future system. 

 

Performance Standard 

Performance standards are those standards that are used to design and evaluate the performance of 
facilities. While the Impact Fees Act includes “defined performance standard” as part of the level of 
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service definition, this report will make a subtle distinction between performance standard and level 
of service. The performance standard will be considered the desired minimum level of performance 
for each component, while the existing level of service will be the actual current performance of the 
component. Thus, if the existing level of service does not meet the performance standard it is a 
deficiency, whereas if it exceeds the performance standard it may indicate excess capacity. This 
section discusses the existing performance standards for the Town. A subsequent section will 
consider existing level of service relative to these standards.    

Fairfield Town does not operate wastewater treatment facilities; future sewer flows from Fairfield 
are expected to be treated at the Eagle Mountain City Water Reclamation Facility. However, Fairfield 
Town will need to maintain an appropriate purchased treatment capacity by agreement with Eagle 
Mountain. The performance standards for sewer pipelines and treatment are as follows:  

Pipeline Capacity 

While there is no existing standard for sewer pipeline capacity, the proposed standard is that all 
sewer mains be designed such that the peak flow in the pipe is less than or equal to 75 percent of the 
full-pipe hydraulic capacity, using a Manning’s roughness factor of 0.013.  This is approximately equal 
to a maximum depth over diameter ratio of 0.65.  This allows for a small amount of extra capacity to 
be reserved in the pipeline to account for potential inflow into the system and other unknowns. 

Treatment Capacity 

Similar to pipeline capacity, no existing standard for sewer treatment capacity exists. The proposed 
standard for treatment capacity is that Fairfield will maintain purchased capacity within the Eagle 
Mountain water reclamation facility equal to the average day, maximum monthly flow (222 
gpd/ERU) for all connected sewer customers. 

Existing Level of Service 

As there is no existing central sewer system within Fairfield, no existing performance standard or 
level or service exists. 
 
PROPOSED LEVEL OF SERVICE – 11-36A-302(1)(A)(II) 

The proposed level of service is the performance standard used to evaluate system needs in the 
future.  The Impact Fees Act indicates that the proposed level of service may:  

1. diminish or equal the existing level of service; or  

2. exceed the existing level of service if, independent of the use of impact fees, the Town  

a. implements and maintains the means to increase the level of service for existing 
demand  

b. within six years of the date on which new growth is charged for the proposed level of 
service.  

In the case of this IFFP, a performance standard of 75% pipe capacity (q/Q) is proposed for evaluating 
level of service of the future system as shown in Table 2.  By definition, this becomes the proposed 
level of service.  
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Table 2 
Proposed Performance Standards and Level of Service  

 
Proposed Level of 

Service 

Pipeline Capacity  
Maximum Ratio of Peak Flow Depth to Pipe Diameter1 0.75 

Treatment Capacity  
Average Day, Maximum Month Flow (gpd/ERU) 222 
1Under peak hour, dry weather flow conditions 

 

EXCESS CAPACITY TO ACCOMMODATE FUTURE GROWTH – 11-36A-
302(1)(A)(III) 

Projected future growth will be met through construction of new conveyance pipes. In the next 10 
years, the number of sewer ERUs in the Town is anticipated to increase from zero to 6322 ERUs. At 
buildout, there will be an estimated 4,375 ERUs.  Because there is no existing system, no excess 
capacity exists to accommodate any future growth. 

DEMANDS PLACED ON FACILITIES BY NEW DEVELOPMENT – 11-36A-
302(1)(A)(IV) 

Growth projections within the Town’s service area and projections of sewer flows resulting from said 
growth are discussed in detail in the 2025 Master Plan.  Projected growth in terms of both ERUs and 
corresponding sewer flows are summarized in  

Table 3. 

Table 3 
Projected Fairfield Town Sewer System Growth 

Year Sewer ERUs 
Estimated Dry Weather 

Sewer Flows (mgd) 

2025 0 0* 
2030 254 1.13 
2035 635 1.34 
2040 1,286 1.62 
2050 3,143 2.02 

* There are existing residents in Fairfield, however no centralized 
sewer system exists as all residents are connected to private 
septic systems. Therefore, there are no existing ERUs or flows in 
the sewer system. 

 

INFRASTRUCTURE REQUIRED TO MEET DEMANDS OF NEW 
DEVELOPMENT – 11-36A-302(1)(A)(V) 

To satisfy the requirements of state law, the effect of demand placed upon existing system facilities 
by future development was evaluated using the process outlined below.  Each of the steps were 
completed as part of this plan’s development.  More description of the methodology used in the 
process outlined below can be found in the 2025 Sewer Master Plan.  
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1. Existing Demand – The demand existing development places on the Town’s system was 
estimated based on historic water use and flow records.  

2. Existing Capacity – There are no existing sewer pipes in the Town.  

3. Existing Deficiencies – Existing deficiencies in the system were looked for by comparing 
proposed performance standards against calculated capacities. Although the Town has 
existing residents that utilize other Town utilities (i.e. water), there are no existing sewer 
deficiencies due to the lack of an existing central sewer system. All future connections to a 
sewer system (including existing residents) are considered a future sewer ERU in these 
impact fee calculations. 

4. Future Demand - The demand future development will place on the system was estimated 
based on development projections as summarized above and as discussed in the 2025 Sewer 
Master Plan.  

5. Future Deficiencies - Future deficiencies in the collection system were identified using the 
proposed level of service as discussed in the 2025 Sewer Master Plan.   

6. Recommended Improvements – Needed system improvements were identified to meet 
demands associated with future development.  

The steps listed above “identify demands placed upon existing public facilities by new development 
activity at the proposed level of service; and… the means by which the political subdivision or private 
entity will meet those growth demands” (Section 11-36a-302(1)(a) of the Utah Code). 

10-Year Improvement Plan 

In the Town’s 2025 Sewer Master Plan, capital facilities projects needed to provide service to 
different parts of the Town at projected buildout are identified. These projects will be completed 
incrementally as required by development. Only infrastructure to be constructed within a ten-year 
horizon will be considered in the calculation of impact fees to avoid uncertainty surrounding 
improvements further into the future. Table 4 summarizes the impact fee related projects identified 
in the capital facilities plan that will are expected to be constructed within the next ten years.
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Table 4 
Project Costs Allocated to Project Development 

Project 
ID 

Project 
Year 

Description 
Total Estimated 

Project Cost (2025 
Dollars) 

Total Impact Fee 
Eligible Project Cost 

(2025 Dollars) 

Percent to 
Existing 

Percent to 
10-yr 

Growth 

Percent to 
Beyond 

10-yr 

Cost to 
Existing 

Cost to 10-
yr Growth 

Cost to 
Beyond 10-

yr 

Treatment 

T-1 2025 
Implement a Sewer Flow 
Release Limitation for Non-
Residential Customers 

$0  $0  0.0% 100.0% 0.0% $0  $0  $0  

T-2 2025 
10-Yr Window Purchase 
Eagle Mountain Wastewater 
Treatment Capacity 1 

$1,866,806 $1,866,806  0.0% 100.0% 0.0% $0  $1,866,806  $0  

Treatment Subtotal $1,866,806 $1,866,806       $0  $1,866,806  $0  

Conveyance 

C-1 2025 
Finalize Collection System 
Layout and Alignment 

$5,000  $5,000  0.0% 14.2% 85.8% $0  $711  $4,289  

C-2 2026 
Install 24-inch Sewer Main 
from Fairfield to Eagle 
Mountain System 

$3,412,800  $3,412,800  0.0% 14.2% 85.8% $0  $485,441  $2,927,359  

C-3 2027 
Install 8-inch Sewer Main 
Along 0 W/ 1600 W 

$1,852,100  $1,852,100  0.0% 14.2% 85.8% $0  $263,445  $1,588,655  

C-4 2028 
Install 21-inch Sewer Main 
Along 2500 N 

$4,637,300  $4,637,300  0.0% 14.2% 85.8% $0  $659,615  $3,977,685  

C-5 2030 
Install 21-inch Sewer Main 
Along Lehi-Fairfield Rd 

$2,748,100  $2,748,100  0.0% 14.2% 85.8% $0  $390,893  $2,357,207  

C-6 2032 
Install 18-inch Sewer Main 
Along 200 E 

$1,590,400  $1,590,400  0.0% 14.2% 85.8% $0  $226,220  $1,364,180  

C-7 2034 
Install 12-inch Sewer Main 
Between 200 E and Tal 
Adair Property 

$1,516,800  $1,516,800  0.0% 14.2% 85.8% $0  $215,752  $1,301,048  

Conveyance Subtotal $15,762,500  $15,762,500     $0 $2,242,077 $13,520,423 

TOTAL   $17,629,306 $17,629,306        $0  $4,108,883  $13,520,423  
1 The cost for the Eagle Mountain Wastewater Treatment agreement shown here is an estimate. Expected cost is between $2,500 and $3,500 per ERU. This IFFP should be 
updated when the cost of this agreement is set, especially if the real cost is significantly different than the estimate shown here ($3,000/ERU). 
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Project Cost Attributable to Future Growth 

To satisfy the requirements of state law, Table 4 also provides a breakdown of the capital facilities 
projects and the percentage of the project costs attributed to existing and future users. As defined in 
Section 11-36a-102(15), the impact fee facilities plan should only include the proportionate share of 
“the cost of public facilities that are roughly proportionate and reasonably related to the service 
demands and needs of any development activity.”  

For all projects within this impact fee facilities plan, the division of costs between existing and future 
users is easy because there are no existing users and therefore all costs are attributable to future 
growth. This includes any existing Town resident who connects to sewer in the future.  

In this impact fee study, BC&A assumed that the Inland Port Authority would contribute funds or 
infrastructure proportional to the capacity required by the development on their jurisdictional lands 
within Fairfield, just as will be required by other developments (see Figure 1). BC&A completed 
calculations assuming the Inland Port Authority will function similar to a public improvement district 
(PID), which contributes required system level improvements and recoups associated costs with 
special tax assessments. 

Project Cost Attributable to 10-Year Growth 

Included in Table 4 is a breakdown of capacity associated with growth both at full buildout and 
through the next 10 years.  This is necessary because the projects identified in the table will be built 
with capacity to accommodate flows beyond the 10-year growth window. While the exact location 
and timing of future growth is ultimately unknown, cost distribution between users coming into the 
system within the next 10-years and users coming in beyond the next years was based on the 
estimated distribution of future growth through coordination with Town staff and known 
development “hotspots” throughout the Town. 

Basis of Construction Cost Estimates 

The costs of construction for projects to be completed within ten years have been estimated based 
on past BC&A experience with projects of a similar nature. Details of the cost estimates can be found 
in the 2025 Sewer Master Plan.  

ADDITIONAL CONSIDERATIONS 

Manner of Financing – 11-36a-302(3) 

The Town may fund the infrastructure identified in this IFFP through a combination of different 
revenue sources. 

Federal and State Grants and Donations. Impact fees cannot reimburse costs funded or 
expected to be funded through federal grants and other funds that the Town has received for capital 
improvements without an obligation to repay.  Grants and donations are not currently contemplated 
in this analysis. If grants become available for constructing facilities, impact fees will need to be 
recalculated and an appropriate credit given. 

Bonds. None of the costs contained in this IFFP include the cost of bonding.  The cost of bonding 
required to finance impact fee eligible improvements identified in the IFPP may be added to the 
calculation of the impact fee.  This will be considered in the impact fee analysis. 

Interfund Loans. Because infrastructure must generally be built ahead of growth, there often 
arises situations in which projects must be funded ahead of expected impact fee revenues.  In some 
cases, the solution to this issue will be bonding.  In other cases, funds from existing user rate revenue 
will be loaned to the impact fee fund to complete initial construction of the project and will be 
reimbursed later as impact fees are received.  Consideration of potential interfund loans will be 
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included in the impact fee analysis and should also be considered in subsequent accounting of impact 
fee expenditures.  

Impact Fees. It is recommended that impact fees be used to fund growth-related capital projects 
as they help to maintain the proposed level of service and prevent existing users from subsidizing 
the capital needs for new growth. Based on this IFFP, an impact fee analysis will be able to calculate 
a fair and legal fee that new growth should pay to fund the portion of the existing and new facilities 
that will benefit new development. 

Developer Dedication and Exactions. Developer exactions are not the same as grants. If a 
developer constructs a system improvement or dedicates land for a system improvement identified 
in this IFFP, or dedicates a public facility that is recognized to reduce the need for a system 
improvement, the developer will be entitled to an appropriate credit against that particular 
developer’s impact fee liability or a proportionate reimbursement. 

If the value of the credit is less than the development’s impact fee liability, the developer will owe the 
balance of the liability to the Town. If the recognized value of the improvements/land dedicated is 
more than the development’s impact fee liability, the Town must reimburse the difference to the 
developer.  

It should be emphasized that the concept of impact fee credits pertains to system level improvements 
only.  Developers will be responsible for the construction of project improvements (i.e. any 
improvements not identified in the impact fee facilities plan) without credit against the impact fee.   

Planned Improvement District (PID) Dedications 

PID dedications are not the same as Developer dedications. A PID funds improvement by bonding 
(typically) against special property tax revenues from property owners. Thus, if a PID constructs a 
system improvement identified in this IFFP or dedicates a public facility that is recognized to reduce 
the need for a system improvement, the PID is entitled to a reimbursement of the cost of construction 
from the Town via impact fees. 

The reimbursement amount agreed upon between the Town and the PID should be equivalent to the 
value of the asset dedicated. The agreement between the Town and the PID should define the terms 
on which the Town will reimburse the PID, which will likely be some percentage of received impact 
fees until the agreed reimbursement amount is reached. The PID can use the reimbursement moneys 
to pay down its debt and thus reduce the tax burden on its properties. This method creates a more 
equitable division of cost to the development within the PID with respect to impact fees and property 
taxes over time compared with other arrangements. 

The development within the PID will still be obligated to pay a full impact fee to the Town, a portion 
of which will go to the PID per the reimbursement  agreement.  

It should be emphasized that the concept of asset dedication reimbursements pertains to system level 
improvements only. For project level improvement (i.e. projects not identified in the impact fee 
facility plan), developers will be responsible for the construction of the improvements without 
reimbursement. 

Fairfield has no planned PIDs within its service boundaries, however the Inland Port Authority (IPA) 
areas within Fairfield will likely function the same as a PID from a capital improvements funding 
perspective. Therefore, all system level assets funded by the IPA should be reimbursed in the same 
manner as a PID described in this section. 
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NECESSITY OF IMPROVEMENT TO MAINTAIN LEVEL OF SERVICE – 11-
36A-302(3) 

According to State statute, impact fees cannot be used to correct deficiencies in the Town’s system 
and must be necessary to maintain the proposed level of service established for all users. Only those 
facilities or portions of facilities that are required to maintain the proposed level of service for future 
growth have been included in this IFFP.  Additionally, any portion of projects being used to cure 
existing deficiencies that will be paid for through future user rates will be accounted for through an 
impact fee credit to be calculated as part of the impact fee analysis.  This will result in an equitable 
fee as future users will not be expected to fund any portion of the facilities that will benefit existing 
residents. 

SCHOOL RELATED INFRASTRUCTURE -11-36A-302(2) 

As part of the noticing and data collection process for this plan, information was gathered regarding 
future development within the Town, which would include new schools. Required public facilities to 
serve future schools have been included in the impact fee facilities plan and impact fee analysis. 

NOTICING AND ADOPTION REQUIREMENTS -11-36A-502 

The Impact Fees Act requires that entities must publish a notice of intent to prepare or modify any 
IFFP. If an entity prepares an independent IFFP rather than include a capital facilities element in the 
general plan, the actual IFFP must be adopted by enactment. Before the IFFP can be adopted, a 
reasonable notice of the public hearing must be published in a local newspaper at least 10 days before 
the actual hearing. A copy of the proposed IFFP must be made available in each public library within 
the Town during the 10-day noticing period for public review and inspection. Utah Code requires 
that the Town must post a copy of the ordinance in at least three places. These places may include 
the Town offices and the public libraries within the Town’s jurisdiction. Following the 10-day 
noticing period, a public hearing will be held, after which the Town may adopt, amend and adopt, or 
reject the proposed IFFP.  
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IMPACT FEE CERTIFICATION – 11-36A-306(1) 

This IFFP has been prepared in accordance with Utah Code Title 11, Chapter 36a (the “Impact Fees 
Act”), which prescribes the laws pertaining to the imposition of impact fees in Utah. The accuracy of 
this IFFP relies in part upon planning, engineering, and other source data, provided by the Town and 
its designees.   

In accordance with Utah Code Annotated, 11-36a-306(1), Bowen Collins & Associates makes the 
following certification:  

I certify that the attached impact fee facilities plan:  

1. Includes only the costs of 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 of operation and maintenance of public facilities;  

b. cost 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; 
and 

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

 

 

 

 

Justin Dietrich, P.E. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
CULINARY WATER IMPACT FEE FACILITIES PLAN 

Fairfield Town (Fairfield or Town) has asked Bowen Collins & Associates (BC&A) to prepare an 
impact fee facility plan (IFFP) for culinary water supply and distribution provided by the Town. The 
purpose of an IFFP is to identify demands placed upon Town facilities by future development and 
evaluate how these demands will be met by the Town. The IFFP is also intended to outline the 
improvements which may be funded through impact fees. 

WHY IS AN IFFP NEEDED? 

The IFFP provides a technical basis for assessing and establishing impact fees throughout the Town. 
This document will address the future infrastructure needed to serve the Town based on current land 
use planning. The existing and future capital projects documented in this IFFP will ensure that level 
of service standards are maintained for all existing and future residents who reside within the Town. 
Local governments must pay strict attention to the required elements of the Impact Fee Facilities 
Plan which are enumerated in the Impact Fees Act (Utah Code Annotated 11-36a-306(1)). 

PROJECTED FUTURE GROWTH 

To evaluate the use of existing capacity and the need for future capacity, it is first necessary to 
calculate the demand associated with existing development and projected growth. Using available 
information for existing development and growth projections from the Town’s Culinary Water 
System Master Plan, projected growth in system demand is summarized in Table ES-1 in terms of 
Equivalent Residential Units (ERU). ERUs are a way to provide a common unit of measurement with 
which to combine residential and nonresidential development and indoor and outdoor use. This is 
the unit of measure for evaluating system capacity, and assessing impact fees. The value of an ERU is 
tied to the approximate amount of peak day system capacity required for a single-family residence. 
For this IFFP, the definition of an ERU is 1,465 gpd of peak day capacity (1,626 gpd when including a 
supply buffer). Table ES-1 shows the projected ERUs for Fairfield.  
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Table ES-1 
Fairfield Town Culinary Water Growth Projections 

Year Total ERUs 
Total Peak Day 
Demand (gpm) 

2025 33 34 

2026 119 119 

2027 213 211 

2028 315 309 

2029 425 414 

2030 539 521 

2031 659 632 

2032 782 743 

2033 917 866 

2034 1,064 999 

2035 1,220 1,138 

 

EXISTING CAPACITY AVAILABLE TO SERVE FUTURE GROWTH 

Projected future growth will be met through a combination of utilizing available excess capacity in 
existing facilities and the construction of additional capacity of new facilities. The percentage of 
existing capacity available for use by future growth has been calculated in Table ES-2. 

REQUIRED SYSTEM IMPROVEMENTS 

Beyond the existing available capacity, additional improvements required to serve new growth are 
summarized in Table ES-3.  

To satisfy the requirements of state law, Table ES-3 provides a breakdown of the percentage of the 
project costs attributed to existing and future users. For future use, capacity has been divided 
between capacity to be used by growth within the 10-year planning window of this IFFP and capacity 
that will be available for growth beyond the 10-year window. Project costs have been taken from the 
2025 Culinary Water Master Plan or are actual costs of completed projects, where applicable. 
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Table ES-2 
Existing Facility Capacity Used by Future Growth 

 Project Name 
Estimated 
Total Cost1 

Estimated 
System Level 

Cost2 

Percent to 
Existing 

Percent to 
10-Year 
Growth 

Percent 
Growth Beyond 

10-Years 

Storage Assets 

 250,000 gallon Tank $766,170 $568,707 18% 82% 0% 

Distribution System Assets 

 Misc Main Water Pipes (2018) $106,282 $15,600 1% 33% 66% 

 Allen Ranch Road 12-inch Water Line $954,933 $954,933 0% 35% 65% 

Source Assets 

 150 gpm well $293,128 $0 16% 84% 0% 

 Pump station $89,409 $0 16% 84% 0% 

Total $2,209,923 $1,539,241 7% 52% 41% 
1 Actual cost in year of project. 
2 The portion of the total project that was system level and Town funded. 
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Table ES-3 
Proposed Facility Capacity Used by Future Growth 

Project ID Project Name 
Anticipated 

Year of 
Completion1 

Total 
Estimated 

Cost 

Estimated 
System 

Level Cost2 

Percent to 
Existing 

Percent 
to 10-
Year 

Growth 

Percent 
Growth 

Beyond 10-
Years 

 Storage Improvements 

ST-1 Construct 1,100,000 gallons of 
additional storage 

2032 $3,962,000 $3,962,000 0% 96% 4% 

 Distribution System Improvements 

T-1 
Allen's Ranch Road Water Line 
(12") 

2031 $792,220 $792,220 0% 35% 65% 

T-2 
200 E Extension (2,200 LF of 16" 
pipe) 

2028 $712,800 $712,800 1% 33% 66% 

T-3 
Lehi Fairfield Rd Extension Part 
1 (3,200 LF of 16" pipe) 

2028 $1,036,800 $1,036,800 1% 33% 66% 

T-4 
Lehi Fairfield Rd Extension Part 
2 (5,750 LF of 12" pipe) 

2028 $1,661,750 $1,661,750 0% 36% 64% 

T-5 
670 N Extension Part 1 (4,700 
LF of 16" pipe) 

2029 $1,522,800 $1,522,800 0% 36% 64% 

T-6 
670 N Extension Part 2 (3,000 
LF of 16" pipe) 

2029 $972,000 $972,000 1% 33% 66% 

T-7 
Dedicated Pump Line to New 
Tank (4,000 LF of 6" pipe) 

2032 $1,000,000 $1,000,000 1% 33% 66% 

 Source Improvements 

S-3 
Add additional source capacity 
(1,330 gpm) 

2030 $1,600,000 $1,600,000 0% 100% 0% 

Total or Average $13,260,370 $13,260,370 0.3% 57.9% 41.8% 
1 Project costs were estimated assuming costs would inflate by 3% annually 
2 These costs are the estimated portion of the total project that are system level and will be Town funded. 
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IMPACT FEE FACILITIES PLAN 

INTRODUCTION 

The Town of Fairfield (Fairfield or Town) has asked Bowen Collins & Associates (BC&A) to prepare 
an impact fee facility plan (IFFP) for culinary water supply, storage, and distribution provided by the 
Town. The purpose of an IFFP is to determine the public facilities required to serve development 
resulting from new development activity. The IFFP is also intended to outline the improvements 
which may be funded through impact fees. 

Much of the analysis forming the basis of this IFFP has been taken from the Town’s Culinary Water 
System Master Plan, which was also prepared by BC&A. The reader should refer to the 2025 Culinary 
Master Plan for additional discussion of planning and evaluation methodology beyond what is 
contained in this IFFP. 

SERVICE AREAS 

For the purpose of impact fee calculations, the Town system will be treated as a single service area. 
Only a portion of the Town is planned for water service, however, as shown in Figure 1. Only future 
customers developing in this planned water service area will be charged the water impact fee. It is 
assumed that any development outside of this planned service area will provide their own water 
source and conveyance and therefore will not be subject to water impact fees. 

IMPACT FEE FACILITY PLAN COMPONENTS 

Requirements for the preparation of an IFFP are outlined in Title 11, Chapter 36a of the Utah Code 
Annotated (the Impact Fees Act). Under these requirements, an IFFP shall accomplish the following 
for each facility: 

1. Identify the existing level of service 

2. Establish a proposed level of service 

3. Identify excess capacity to accommodate future growth at the proposed level of service 

4. Identify demands placed upon existing public facilities by new development 

5. Identify the means by which demands from new development will be met 

6. Consider the following additional issues: 

a. Revenue sources to finance required system improvements 

b. Necessity of improvements to maintain the proposed level of service 

c. Need for facilities relative to planned location of schools 

The following sections of this report have been organized to address each of these requirements. 

EXISTING LEVEL OF SERVICE – UTAH CODE ANNOTATED 11-36A-
302(1)(A)(I) 

Level of service is defined in the Impact Fees Act as “the defined performance standard or unit of 
demand for each capital component of a public facility within a service area.” This section discusses 
the level of service currently being provided to existing users. 
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Performance Standard 

The performance standard defines the level of service the Town has established to satisfy Town 
performance requirements. The Town desires to provide culinary water capacity for its residents and 
businesses and to balance the cost of water improvements with the amount of demand in the system. 
Thus, the performance standard as documented in the Town’s Culinary Water System Master Plan is 
based on standards similar to the levels of service adopted by other culinary systems of similar size 
and nature in Utah. If the existing level of service is less than the performance standard, it is an 
existing deficiency. 

Transmission/Distribution Pipe Level of Service 

The following criteria were used as the existing performance standards for major conveyance 
facilities: 

1. Under peak day demand, the system must be capable of maintaining constant levels at all 
system tanks. 

2. Culinary distribution pipes are limited to less than 7.0 feet per second (ft/s). Transmission 
pipes can have velocities that are higher than distribution pipes, but typically should be less 
than 10 ft/s.  

3. The Town tries to maintain pressure between 50 psi and 120 psi during peak day production 
requirements and between 40 psi and 120 psi during peak hour production requirements.  

4. The State of Utah requires that a public water system be capable of conveying required fire 
flow and peak day demand with a residual pressure of 20 psi. Any node in a residential area 
incapable of supplying 1,500 gpm with a 20 psi residual is considered deficient.  

Storage Level of Service 

Culinary storage facilities were sized to provide sufficient equalization, emergency, and fire 
suppression storage. The combined equalization and emergency storage was sized to be equal to half 
of peak day demands based on typical state sizing standards (see R309-510 and Utah Code 19-4-
114). Fire suppression storage was sized to meet the Utah County Fire standards. 

Unit of Demand Level of Service 

The projected flow used to design and evaluate system components will vary depending on the 
nature of each component. For example, the systems supply pump stations are designed for peak day 
flow. Conversely, most conveyance pipelines must be designed based on peak hour flow (function of 
daily flow and diurnal flow variation). 

For the purposes of this analysis, it is useful to define these various demands in terms of equivalent 
residential units (ERUs). ERUs are a way to provide a common unit of measurement with which to 
combine residential and nonresidential development and indoor and outdoor use. This is the unit of 
measure for evaluating system capacity and assessing impact fees. The value of an ERU is tied to the 
approximate amount of peak day system capacity required for a single-family residence. For this IFFP 
and the Town 2025 Culinary Master Plan, the definition of an ERU is 1,465 gpd of peak day capacity.  
When calculating source capacity requirements, an 11% reliability buffer was included (i.e. 1,626 
gpd/ERU). 
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Source Capacity Level of Service 

Existing culinary sources are sized to produce at least the existing peak day demands. Based on the 
water demands of the Town’s 33 existing customers, this is 1,626 gpd per ERU. 

Level of Service Summary 

The existing Fairfield culinary water system level of service has some deficiencies with residual 
pressure during fire flow scenarios, as described in the 2025 Water Master Plan. Projects to address 
these deficiencies are identified in that plan and have been excluded from this IFFP. All other existing 
infrastructure meets the performance standard for all areas currently connected. 

Proposed Level of Service - Utah Code Annotated 11-36a-302(1)(b) and 11-36a-
302(1)(c)(i) 

The proposed level of service is the performance standard used to evaluate system needs in the 
future. The Impact Fee Act indicates that the proposed level of service may: 

1. diminish or equal the existing level of service; or 

2. exceed the existing level of service if, independent of the use of impact fees, the Town 
implements and maintains the means to increase the level of service for existing demand 
within six years of the date on which new growth is charged for the proposed level of service. 

No changes in performance standards are proposed for Fairfield. Future facilities will be constructed 
to meet the same performance standards identified for the existing level of service. 

EXCESS CAPACITY TO ACCOMMODATE GROWTH – UTAH CODE 
ANNOTATED 11-36A-302(1)(A)(III) 

The culinary water needs of projected future growth will be met through a combination of available 
excess capacity in existing facilities and construction of additional capacity in new facilities.  

Existing Culinary Water Infrastructure 

Fairfield currently owns all existing culinary system infrastructure within the culinary system.   

Existing Demand and Determination of Excess Capacity 

Current existing facilities represent some impact fee recoverable capital cost to Fairfield. Table 1 
summarizes these existing facilities with distributions of costs that are allocated to the existing, 10-
year, and beyond 10-year user. 
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Table 1 
Fairfield Culinary System Existing Assets 

 Project Name 
Estimated Total 

Cost 

Estimated 
System Level 

Cost 

Percent to 
Existing 

Percent to 
10-Year 
Growth 

Percent Growth 
Beyond 10-

Years 

Storage Assets 

 250,000 gallon Tank $766,170 $568,707 18% 82% 0% 
Distribution System Assets 

 Miscellaneous Pipes $106,282 $15,600 1% 33% 66% 

 
Allen Ranch Road 12-

inch waterline 
$954,933 $954,933 0% 35% 65% 

Source Assets 

 150 gpm well $293,128 $0 16% 84% 0% 

 Pump station $89,409 $0 16% 84% 0% 

Total or Average $2,209,923 $1,539,241 7% 52% 41% 
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DEMANDS PLACED ON FACILITIES BY NEW DEVELOPMENT – UTAH CODE 
ANNOTATED 11-36A-302(1)(A)(IV) 

The planning period to be used for this IFFP is 10 years. Table 2 lists the growth projections for the 
10-year planning window (2025 – 2035). Note that the expected growth lsited in the master plan 
between 2023 and 2025 occurred slower than expected, therefore the ERU and demand projections 
used in this IFFP and subsequent IFA are offset one year from the master plan projections (i.e. the 
2024 master plan numbers are shown as 2025 numbers here). 

Table 2 
Town Culinary Water Growth Projections 

Year Total ERUs 
Total Peak 

Day Demand 
(gpm) 

2025 33 34 

2026 119 119 

2027 213 211 

2028 315 309 

2029 425 414 

2030 539 521 

2031 659 632 

2032 782 743 

2033 917 866 

2034 1,064 999 

2035 1,220 1,138 

Infrastructure Required to Meet Demands of New Development – Utah 
Code Annotated 11-36a-302(1)(a)(v) 

To satisfy the requirements of state law, demand placed upon system facilities by future 
development was projected using the process outlined below. 

1. Existing Demand – The demand existing development places on the Town’s system was 
estimated based on existing ERUs and demand patterns observed in similar systems.  

2. Existing Capacity – The capacities of existing system collection facilities were estimated 
using size data provided by the Town and a hydraulic computer model as part of the Culinary 
Water System Master Plan. 

3. Existing Deficiencies – Existing deficiencies in the system were looked for by comparing 
defined levels of service against calculated capacities. 

4. Future Demand - The demand that future development will place on the system was 
estimated based on development projections as discussed previously. 

5. Future Deficiencies - Future deficiencies in the collection system (portions of the system 
that are inadequate to accommodate the demand created by future growth) were identified 
using the defined level of service and results from a hydraulic computer model.  

6. Recommended Improvements – Needed system improvements were identified to meet 
demands associated with future development. 
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The steps listed above describe the “demands placed upon existing public facilities by new 
development activity at the proposed level of service; and… the means by which the political 
subdivision or private entity will meet those growth demands” (Section 11-36a-302(1)(a) of the Utah 
Code Annotated).  

10-Year Improvement Plan 

Planned improvements to satisfy level of service requirements for projected demands within the next 
10 years have been identified for the Town area in the Town’s Culinary Water System Master Plan 
and are summarized in Table 3. Improvement costs are estimated based on the anticipated year(s) 
of construction shown. These improvements will be constructed in phases as funding becomes 
available. Only infrastructure planned for construction within a ten-year window will be considered 
in the calculation of these impact fees to avoid uncertainty surrounding improvements further into 
the future. The approximate locations of projects to be completed in the next 10 years are shown in 
Figure 2. It should be noted that Table 3 only includes those projects with components of cost that 
are eligible to be included in the impact fee calculation. 
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Table 3 
Proposed Facility Capacity Used by Future Growth 

Project 
ID 

Project Name 
Anticipated 

Year of 
Completion1 

Total 
Estimated 

Cost 

Estimated 
System 

Level Cost2 

Percent to 
Existing 

Percent 
to 10-
Year 

Growth 

Percent 
Growth 

Beyond 10-
Years 

 Storage Improvements 

ST-1 
Construct 1,100,000 gallons of 
additional storage 

2032 $3,962,000 $3,962,000 0% 86% 14% 

 Distribution System Improvements 

T-1 
Allen's Ranch Road Water Line 
(12") 

2031 $792,220 $792,220 0% 35% 65% 

T-2 
200 E Extension (2,200 LF of 16" 
pipe) 

2028 $712,800 $712,800 1% 33% 66% 

T-3 
Lehi Fairfield Rd Extension Part 1 
(3,200 LF of 16" pipe) 

2028 $1,036,800 $1,036,800 1% 33% 66% 

T-4 
Lehi Fairfield Rd Extension Part 2 
(5,750 LF of 12" pipe) 

2028 $1,661,750 $1,661,750 0% 36% 64% 

T-5 
670 N Extension Part 1 (4,700 LF 
of 16" pipe) 

2029 $1,522,800 $1,522,800 0% 36% 64% 

T-6 
670 N Extension Part 2 (3,000 LF 
of 16" pipe) 

2029 $972,000 $972,000 1% 33% 66% 

T-7 
Dedicated Pump Line to New 
Tank (4,000 LF of 6" pipe) 

2032 $1,000,000 $1,000,000 1% 33% 66% 

 Source Improvements 

S-3 
Add additional source capacity 
(1,330 gpm) 

2030 $1,600,000 $1,600,000 0% 100% 0% 

Total or Average $13,260,370 $13,260,370 0.3% 57.9% 41.8% 
1 Project costs were estimated assuming costs would inflate by 3% annually. 
2 These costs are the portion of the total project that are system level and are Town funded. 
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Project Cost Attributable to Future Growth 

To satisfy the requirements of state law, Table 3 provides a breakdown of the impact fee facility 
projects and the percentage of the project costs attributed to existing and future users. As defined in 
Section 11-36-304, the impact fee facilities plan should only include “the proportionate share of the 
costs of public facilities [that] are reasonably related to the new development activity.” While some 
projects from the capital facilities plan are required to meet future growth, some projects also 
provide benefit to existing users. Projects that benefit existing users include those projects 
addressing existing capacity deficiencies, maintenance related projects, or projects increasing the 
level of service for existing users (i.e. adding a redundant connection that improves system resiliency 
and delivery pressures).  

For some projects, the division of costs between existing and future users is easy because 100 percent 
of the project costs can be attributed to one category or the other (e.g. infrastructure needed solely 
to serve new development can be 100 percent attributed to new growth). For projects needed to 
address both existing deficiencies and new growth, the costs were divided based on maximum use of 
capacity at buildout (flow rate for most facilities, storage volume for storage facilities). 

It should be noted that Table 3 does not include bond costs related to paying for impact fee eligible 
improvements. These costs, if any, should be added as part of the impact fee analysis. 

Further Division of Project Cost – Cost Attributable to 10 Year Growth 

Included in Tables 1 and 3 is a breakdown of capacity associated with growth through the next 10 
years and for growth beyond 10 years. To most accurately evaluate the cost of providing service for 
growth during the next ten years, added consideration has been given to evaluating how much of 
each improvement will be used in the next 10 years. This has been done following the same 
methodology as described above. 

Basis of Construction Cost Estimates 

The costs of construction for projects to be completed within ten years have been estimated based 
on past BC&A experience with projects of a similar nature. Details of the cost estimates can be found 
in the Town’s Culinary Water System Master Plan. 

ADDITIONAL CONSIDERATIONS 

MANNER OF FINANCING – UTAH CODE ANNOTATED 11-36A-302(2) 

The Town may fund the infrastructure identified in this IFFP through a combination of different 
revenue sources. 

Federal and State Grants and Donations 

Impact fees cannot reimburse costs funded or expected to be funded through federal grants and other 
funds that the Town has received for capital improvements without an obligation to repay. Grants 
and donations are not currently contemplated in this analysis. If grants become available for 
constructing facilities, impact fees will need to be recalculated and an appropriate credit given. 
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Bonds 

None of the costs contained in this IFFP include the cost of bonding. The cost of bonding required to 
finance impact fee eligible improvements identified in the IFPP may be added to the calculation of 
the impact fee. This will be considered in the impact fee analysis. 

Interfund Loans 

Because infrastructure must generally be built ahead of growth, there often arises situations in which 
projects must be funded ahead of expected impact fee revenues. In some cases, the solution to this 
issue will be bonding. In others, funds from existing user rate revenue will be loaned to the impact 
fee fund to complete initial construction of the project and will be reimbursed later as impact fees 
are received. Consideration of potential interfund loans will be included in the impact fee analysis 
and should also be considered in subsequent accounting of impact fee expenditures. 

Impact Fees 

It is recommended that impact fees be used to fund growth-related capital projects as they help to 
maintain the proposed level of service and prevent existing users from subsidizing the capital needs 
for new growth. Based on this IFFP, an impact fee analysis will be able to calculate a fair and legal fee 
that new growth should pay to fund the portion of the existing and new facilities that will benefit new 
development. 

Developer Dedications and Exactions 

Developer exactions are not the same as grants. Developer exactions may be considered in the 
inventory of current and future infrastructure. If a developer constructs a system improvement or 
dedicates land for a system improvement identified in this IFFP or dedicates a public facility that is 
recognized to reduce the need for a system improvement, the developer will be entitled to an 
appropriate credit against that particular developer’s impact fee liability or a proportionate 
reimbursement.  

If the value of the credit is less than the development’s impact fee liability, the developer will owe the 
balance of the liability to the Town. If the recognized value of the improvements/land dedicated is 
more than the development’s impact fee liability, the Town must reimburse the difference to the 
developer. 

It should be emphasized that the concept of impact fee credits pertains to system level improvements 
only. For project level improvement (i.e. projects not identified in the impact fee facility plan), 
developers will be responsible for the construction of the improvements without credit against the 
impact fee. 

Planned Improvement District (PID) Dedications 

PID dedications are not the same as Developer dedications. A PID funds improvement by bonding 
(typically) against special property tax revenues from property owners. Thus, if a PID constructs a 
system improvement identified in this IFFP or dedicates a public facility that is recognized to reduce 
the need for a system improvement, the PID is entitled to a reimbursement of the cost of construction 
from the Town via impact fees. 

The reimbursement amount agreed upon between the Town and the PID should be equivalent to the 
value of the asset dedicated. The agreement between the Town and the PID should define the terms 
on which the Town will reimburse the PID, which will likely be some percentage of received impact 
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fees until the agreed reimbursement amount is reached. The PID can use the reimbursement moneys 
to pay down its debt and thus reduce the tax burden on its properties. This method creates a more 
equitable division of cost to the development within the PID with respect to impact fees and property 
taxes over time compared with other arrangements. 

The development within the PID will still be obligated to pay a full impact fee to the Town, a portion 
of which will go to the PID per the reimbursement  agreement.  

It should be emphasized that the concept of asset dedication reimbursements pertains to system level 
improvements only. For project level improvement (i.e. projects not identified in the impact fee 
facility plan), developers will be responsible for the construction of the improvements without 
reimbursement. 

Fairfield has no planned PIDs within its service boundaries, however the Inland Port Authority (IPA) 
areas within Fairfield will likely function the same as a PID from a capital improvements funding 
perspective. Therefore, all system level assets funded by the IPA should be reimbursed in the same 
manner as a PID described in this section. 

NECESSITY OF IMPROVEMENTS TO MAINTAIN LEVEL OF SERVICE – UTAH 
CODE ANNOTATED 11-36A-302(3) 

According to State statute, impact fees cannot be used to correct deficiencies in the Town’s system 
and must be necessary to maintain the proposed level of service established for all users. Only those 
facilities or portions of facilities that are required to maintain the proposed level of service for future 
growth have been included in this IFFP. This will result in an equitable fee as future users will not be 
expected to fund any portion of the facilities that will benefit existing residents. 

SCHOOL RELATED INFRASTRUCTURE - UTAH CODE ANNOTATED 11-
36A-302(2) 

As part of the noticing and data collection process for this plan, information was gathered regarding 
future school district and charter school development. Where the Town is aware of the planned 
location of a school, required public facilities to serve the school have been included in the impact fee 
analysis. 

NOTICING AND ADOPTION REQUIREMENTS - UTAH CODE ANNOTATED 
11-36A-502 

The Impact Fees Act requires that entities must publish a notice of intent to prepare or modify any 
IFFP. If an entity prepares an independent IFFP rather than include a capital facilities element in the 
general plan, the actual IFFP must be adopted by enactment. Before the IFFP can be adopted, a 
reasonable notice of the public hearing must be published in a local newspaper at least 10 days before 
the actual hearing. A copy of the proposed IFFP must be made available in each public library within 
the Town during the 10-day noticing period for public review and in a minimum of 3 public locations. 
Utah Code requires that the Town must post a copy of the ordinance in at least three places. These 
places may include the Town offices and the public libraries within the Town’s jurisdiction. Following 
the 10-day noticing period, a public hearing will be held, after which the Town may adopt, amend 
and adopt, or reject the proposed IFFP.  
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IMPACT FEE CERTIFICATION - UTAH CODE ANNOTATED 11-36A-306(1) 

This IFFP has been prepared in accordance with Utah Code Title 11 Chapter 36a (the “Impact Fees 
Act”), which prescribes the laws pertaining to Utah municipal capital facilities plans and impact fee 
analyses. The accuracy of this report relies upon the planning, engineering, and other source data, 
which was provided by the City and their designees.  

In accordance with Utah Code Annotated, 11-36a-306(1), Bowen Collins & Associates, makes the 
following certification: 

I certify that this impact fee facility plan: 

1. Includes only the cost of 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 of operation and maintenance of public facilities; 

b. cost of 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 relevant respect with the Impact Fees Act. 

This certification is made with the following caveats: 

1. All of the recommendations for implementations of the Impact Fee Facilities Plan (IFFP) 
made in the IFFP or in the impact fee analysis are followed in their entirety by the Town. 

2. If all or a portion of the IFFP or impact fee analysis is modified or amended, this certification 
is no longer valid. 

3. All information provided in the preparation of this IFFP is assumed to be correct, complete 
and accurate. This includes information provided by the Town and outside sources.  

 

 

__________________________________ 

Justin Dietrich, P.E. 
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IMPACT FEE ANALYSIS 

INTRODUCTION 

Fairfield Town (Town or Fairfield) has asked Bowen Collins & Associates (BC&A) to prepare an 
impact fee analysis (IFA) for its culinary water system based on a recently completed impact fee 
facilities plan.  An impact fee is a one-time fee, not a tax, imposed upon new development activity as 
a condition of development approval to mitigate the impact of the new development on public 
infrastructure. The purpose of an IFA is to calculate the allowable impact fee that may be assessed to 
new development in accordance with Utah Code. 

Service Areas 

For the purpose of impact fee calculations, the Town system will be treated as a single service area. 
Only a portion of the Town is planned for water service, however, as shown in Figure 1. Only future 
customers developing in this planned water service area will be charged the water impact fee. It is 
assumed that any development outside of this planned service area will provide their own water 
source and conveyance and therefore will not be subject to water impact fees. 

Requirements 

Requirements for the preparation of an IFA are outlined in Title 11, Chapter 36a of the Utah Code 
(the Impact Fees Act).  Under these requirements, an IFA shall accomplish the following for each 
facility: 

1. Identify the impact of anticipated development activity on existing capacity 

2. Identify the impact of anticipated development activity on system improvements required to 
maintain the established level of service 

3. Demonstrate how the impacts are reasonably related to anticipated development activity 

4. Estimate the proportionate share of:  

a. Costs of existing capacity that will be recouped 

b. Costs of impacts on system improvements that are reasonably related to the new 
development activity  

5. Identify how the impact fee was calculated 

6. Consider the following additional issues  

a. Manner of financing improvements 

b. Dedication of system improvements 

c. Extraordinary costs in servicing newly developed properties 

d. Time-price differential 
 

The following sections of this report have been organized to address each of these requirements. 
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IMPACT ON SYSTEM - 11-36A-304(1)(A)(B) 

Growth within the Town’s service area and projections of culinary water demands resulting from 
said growth is discussed in detail in the Town’s Impact Fee Facilities Plan. For the purposes of impact 
fee calculation, growth in the system has been expressed in terms of equivalent residential units 
(ERUs). ERUs are a way to provide a common unit of measurement with which to combine residential 
and nonresidential development and indoor and outdoor use. Total ERUs projected for each service 
area are summarized in Table 1. 

Table 1 
Projected Fairfield Town Culinary Water System Growth 

Year Total ERUs 
Total Peak Day 
Demand (gpm) 

2025 33 34 

2026 119 119 

2027 213 211 

2028 315 309 

2029 425 414 

2030 539 521 

2031 659 632 

2032 782 743 

2033 917 866 

2034 1,064 999 

2035 1,220 1,138 

 
To maintain the established level of service, projected future growth will be met through a 
combination of available excess capacity in existing facilities and construction of additional capacity 
in new facilities. Use of excess capacity and required system improvements are detailed in the Impact 
Fee Facilities Plan.   

RELATION OF IMPACTS TO ANTICIPATED DEVELOPMENT - 11-36A-
304(1)(C) 

To satisfy the requirements of state law, it is necessary to show that all impacts identified in the 
impact fee analysis are reasonably related to the anticipated development activity. This has been 
documented in detail in the Impact Fee Facilities Plan.  In short, only that capacity directly associated 
with demand placed upon existing system facilities by future development has been identified as an 
impact of the development. The steps completed to identify the impacts of anticipated development 
are as follows.   

1. Existing Demand – The demand existing development places on the system was estimated 
based on historic demand records. 

2. Existing Capacity – The capacities of existing facilities were calculated based on the level of 
service criteria established for each type of facility in the Impact Fee Facilities Plan. 

3. Existing Deficiencies – Existing deficiencies in the system were looked for by comparing 
defined levels of service against calculated capacities. If existing deficiencies exist, projects 



 
 DRAFT CULINARY WATER IMPACT FEE ANALYSIS 

BOWEN COLLINS & ASSOCIATES 
FAIRFIELD TOWN 4 

were identified to eliminate the deficiencies. Costs associated with existing deficiencies were 
not assigned to impacts of development. 

4. Future Demand - The demand future development will place on the system was estimated 
based on development projections as discussed in the Impact Fee Facilities Plan. 

5. Future Demand Use of Existing Capacity – Whenever possible, excess capacity in existing 
facilities has been used to serve future demands. Where this occurs, the amount of capacity 
used by future growth has been calculated as described in detail in the Impact Fee Facilities 
Plan.    

6. Future Deficiencies – Where excess capacity is inadequate to meet projected demands, 
future deficiencies in the system were identified using the same established level of service 
criteria used for existing demands. 

7. Recommended Improvements – Needed system improvements were identified to meet 
demands associated with future development. 

PROPORTIONATE SHARE ANALYSIS - 11-36A-304(D) 

A comprehensive proportionate share analysis associated with anticipated future development and 
its impact on the system was completed as part of the Impact Fee Facilities Plan.  A summary of that 
analysis is contained here with additional discussion of the costs of facilities impacted by growth. 

Excess Capacity to Accommodate Future Growth 

The Town culinary system has several existing assets with excess capacity with costs that are eligible 
for recovery under impact fees. These existing assets and costs are summarized in Table 2.   

 

Table 2 
Fairfield Culinary System Existing Assets  

 Project Name 
Estimated 
Total Cost 

Estimated 
System 

Level Cost 

Percent 
to 

Existing 

Percent to 
10-Year 
Growth 

Percent 
Growth 

Beyond 10-
Years 

Storage Assets 

 
250,000 gallon 
Tank 

$766,170 
$568,707 18% 82% 0% 

Distribution System Assets 

 
Miscellaneous 
Pipes 

$106,282 $15,600 1% 33% 66% 

 
Allen Ranch Road 
12-inch Waterline 

$954,933 $954,933 0% 35% 65% 

Source Assets 

 150 gpm Well $293,128 $0 16% 84% 0% 

 Pump Station $89,409 $0 16% 84% 0% 

Total or Average $2,209,923 $1,539,241 7% 52% 41% 
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Future Improvements 

In addition to using available existing capacity, demand associated with projected future 
development will be met through the construction of additional capacity in new facilities. A primary 
focus of the Impact Fee Facilities Plan was the identification of projects required to serve new 
development. The results of the Impact Fee Facilities Plan are summarized in Table 3.   Included in 
the table are the costs of each required project and the portion of costs associated with development 
in the planning window. 

IMPACT FEE CALCULATION - 11-36A-304(1)(E) 

Using the information contained in the previous sections, impact fees can be calculated by dividing 
the proportional cost of facilities required to service 10-year growth by the amount of growth 
expected over the next 10-years.  Calculated impact fees by component for each service area are 
summarized in Table 4.   
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Table 3 
Impact Fee Eligible Capital Projects 

Project 
ID 

Project Name 
Anticipated 

Year of 
Completion1 

Total 
Estimated 

Cost 

Estimated 
System 

Level Cost2 

Percent to 
Existing 

Percent 
to 10-
Year 

Growth 

Percent 
Growth 

Beyond 10-
Years 

Cost to 10-
Year 

Growth 

 Storage Improvements 

ST-1 
Construct 1,100,000 gallons of 
additional storage 

2032 $3,962,000 $3,962,000 0% 86% 14% $3,419,715 

 Storage Subtotal  $3,962,000 $3,962,000    $3,419,715 

 Distribution System Improvements 

T-1 
Allen's Ranch Road Water Line 
(12") 

2031 $792,220 $792,220 0% 35% 65% $276,968 

T-2 
200 E Extension (2,200 LF of 16" 
pipe) 

2028 $712,800 $712,800 1% 33% 66% $243,151 

T-3 
Lehi Fairfield Rd Extension Part 1 
(3,200 LF of 16" pipe) 

2028 $1,036,800 $1,036,800 1% 33% 66% $340,583 

T-4 
Lehi Fairfield Rd Extension Part 2 
(5,750 LF of 12" pipe) 

2028 $1,661,750 $1,661,750 0% 36% 64% $604,899 

T-5 
670 N Extension Part 1 (4,700 LF 
of 16" pipe) 

2029 $1,522,800 $1,522,800 0% 36% 64% $554,319 

T-6 
670 N Extension Part 2 (3,000 LF 
of 16" pipe) 

2029 $972,000 $972,000 1% 33% 66% $319,297 

T-7 
Dedicated Pump Line to New 
Tank (4,000 LF of 6" pipe) 

2032 $1,000,000 $1,000,000 1% 33% 66% $328,495 

 Distribution System Subtotal  $6,698,370 $6,693,370    $2,658,713 

 Source Improvements 

S-3 Add additional source capacity 2030 $1,600,000 $1,600,000 0% 100% 0% $1,600,000 

 Source Subtotal  $1,600,000 $1,600,000    $1,600,000 

Total or Average $13,260,370 $13,260,370 0.3% 57.9% 41.8 % $7,678,428 
1 Project costs were estimated assuming costs would inflate by 3% annually. 
2 These costs are the portion of the total project that are system level and are Town funded. 
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Table 4 
Fairfield Impact Fee Calculation per ERU 

System Components 
Total Cost of 
Component 

System Level 
Cost 

% Serving 10-
Year Growth 

Cost Serving 10-
year Growth 

10-Year 
ERUs Served 

Cost per 
ERU 

Storage Improvements 

Existing Facilities $766,170 $568,707 82.3% $468,313 280 $1,670 

Existing Facility Financing Costs -- -- -- -- -- -- 

10-year Projects $3,962,000 $3,962,000 86.3% $3,419,715 906 $3,774 

Credit for User Fees Paid Toward Existing $0 

Storage Subtotal  
      $5,444 

Distribution System Improvements 

Existing Facilities $1,061,215 $970,533 33.2% $321,779 1,187 $271 

Existing Facility Financing Costs -- -- -- -- -- -- 

10-year Projects $7,698,370 $7,698,370 34.5% $2,658,712 1,187 $2,240 

Credit for User Fees Paid Toward Existing $0 

Distribution System Subtotal  
      $2,511 

Source Improvements 

Existing Facilities $382,537 $0 83.8% $0 171 $0 

Existing Facility Financing Costs -- -- -- -- -- -- 

10-year Projects $1,600,000 $1,600,000 100.0% $1,600,000 1,016 $1,574 

Credit for User Fees Paid Toward Existing $0 

Source Subtotal      $1,574 

Professional Services 

2029 Capital Facilities Plan  $25,000 $25,000 100.0% $25,000 594 $42 

2029 Impact Fee Facilities Plan  $4,200 $4,200 100.0% $4,200 594 $7 

2029 Impact Fee Analysis  $3,800 $3,800 100.0% $3,800 594 $6 

New Source Viability Study $54,636 $54,636 100% $54,636 594 $92 

Professional Services Subtotal       $147 

Total       $9,676 
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Planning and Engineering Costs 

Utah Code allows for the cost of planning and engineering associated with impact fee calculations to 
be recovered as part of an impact fee. The cost of applicable studies completed by the Town directly 
associated with planning for future growth have been included in Table 4. Only the actual costs, 
incurred by the Town, related to planning and engineering for new growth have been included in this 
document. No future costs or projections have been added. 

Included in the table is the calculated portion of the studies dedicated to planning for future growth 
(based on hours spent) and the number of ERUs served during the expected useful life of the planning 
documents (five years).  

Credit for User Fees  

In some cases, an impact fee analysis may include some portion of financing cost which benefit 
existing users.  For projects where this is the case, future users will pay for their portion of capacity 
via impact fees. They cannot also be expected to pay through user rates the portion of future bonds 
that will be used to build capacity or remedy deficiencies for existing users. This often creates the 
need for a credit for future users. 

The Town’s current policy is that growth will be driven by development, and the Town will not 
finance system expansion via loans or bonding. Therefore, no credits were calculated in this analysis. 

Recommended Impact Fee 

The calculated impact fee for culinary water in Fairfield Town is summarized in Table 5. This value 
represents the legal maximum amount that may be charged as an impact fee. A lower amount may 
be adopted if desired, but a higher fee is not allowable under the requirements of Utah Code. This is 
separate from any additional charges levied by the Town for hookup costs or for other reasonable 
permit and application fees.  

Table 5 
Summary of Calculated Impact Fees per ERU 

Component Impact Fee per ERU 

Storage $5,444 

Transmission $2,511 

Source $1,574 

Professional Services $147 

Total $9,676 

 
ADDITIONAL CONSIDERATIONS - 11-36A-304(2) 

MANNER OF FINANCING - 11-36A-304(2)(A-E) 

As part of this Impact Fee Analysis, it is important to consider how each facility has been or will be 
paid for.  Potential infrastructure funding includes a combination of different revenue sources.  
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User Charges 

Because infrastructure must generally be built ahead of growth, there often arises situations in which 
projects must be funded ahead of expected impact fee revenues. User Charges mean that funds from 
existing user rate revenue will be loaned to the impact fee fund to complete initial construction of the 
project and will be reimbursed later as impact fees are received. Interfund loans should be 
considered in subsequent accounting of impact fee expenditures. 

Bonds 

No future bonds are anticipated to fund projects in the 10-year planning window. 

General Taxes 

If taxes are used to pay for infrastructure, they should be accounted for in the impact fee calculation. 
Specifically, any contribution made by property owners through taxes should be credited toward 
their available capacity in the system.  In this case, no taxes are proposed for the construction of 
infrastructure. 

Federal and State Grants and Donations 

Impact fees cannot reimburse costs funded or expected to be funded through federal grants and other 
funds that the Town has received for capital improvements without an obligation to repay.  For any 
capital projects that were or will be paid using grants, only the Town-funded portion of cost was 
included in this analysis. If additional grants become available for constructing facilities, impact fees 
will need to be recalculated and an appropriate credit given.  Any existing infrastructure funded 
through past grants has been removed from the system cost. 

Planned Improvement District (PID) Dedications 

PID dedications are not the same as Developer dedications. A PID funds improvement by bonding 
(typically) against special property tax revenues from property owners. Thus, if a PID constructs a 
system improvement identified in this IFFP or dedicates a public facility that is recognized to reduce 
the need for a system improvement, the PID is entitled to a reimbursement of the cost of construction 
from the Town via impact fees. 

The reimbursement amount agreed upon between the Town and the PID should be equivalent to the 
value of the asset dedicated. The agreement between the Town and the PID should define the terms 
on which the Town will reimburse the PID, which will likely be some percentage of received impact 
fees until the agreed reimbursement amount is reached. The PID can use the reimbursement moneys 
to pay down its debt and thus reduce the tax burden on its properties. This method creates a more 
equitable division of cost to the development within the PID with respect to impact fees and property 
taxes over time compared with other arrangements. 

The development within the PID will still be obligated to pay a full impact fee to the Town, a portion 
of which will go to the PID per the reimbursement  agreement.  

It should be emphasized that the concept of asset dedication reimbursements pertains to system level 
improvements only. For project level improvement (i.e. projects not identified in the impact fee 
facility plan), developers will be responsible for the construction of the improvements without 
reimbursement. 
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Fairfield has no planned PIDs within its service boundaries, however the Inland Port Authority (IPA) 
areas within Fairfield will likely function the same as a PID from a capital improvements funding 
perspective. Therefore, all system level assets funded by the IPA should be reimbursed in the same 
manner as a PID described in this section. 

DEDICATION OF SYSTEM IMPROVEMENTS - 11-36A-304(2)(F) 

Developer exactions are not the same as grants. As identified in the IFFP, if a developer constructs a 
system improvement or dedicates land for a system improvement identified in this IFFP or dedicates 
a public facility that is recognized to reduce the need for a system improvement, the developer may 
be entitled to an appropriate credit against that particular developer’s impact fee liability or a 
proportionate reimbursement.  

If the value of the credit is less than the development’s impact fee liability, the developer will owe the 
balance of the liability to the Town. If the recognized value of the improvements/land dedicated is 
more than the development’s impact fee liability, the Town may be required to reimburse the 
difference to the developer.  

It should be emphasized that the concept of impact fee credits pertains to system level improvements 
only. Developers will be responsible for the construction of project improvements (i.e. improvements 
not identified in the impact fee facilities plan) without credit against the impact fee.  

EXTRAORDINARY COSTS - 11-36A-304(2)(G) 

The Impact Fees Act indicates the analysis should include consideration of any extraordinary costs 
of servicing newly developed properties.  In cases where one area of potential growth may cost 
significantly more to service than other growth, a separate service area may be warranted.  No areas 
with extraordinary costs have been identified as part of this analysis.  

TIME-PRICE DIFFERENTIAL - 11-36A-304(2)(H) 

Utah Code allows consideration of time-price differential in order to create fairness for amounts paid 
at different times.  To address time-price differential, this analysis includes a conversion to present 
value cost for future expenditures.  In the case of future construction costs, it has been assumed that 
the return rate on investment will be roughly equivalent to construction inflation and current 
construction estimates have been used in the calculation of impact fees.  Per the requirements of the 
Code, existing infrastructure cost, if any, is based on actual historical costs without adjustment. 
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IMPACT FEE CERTIFICATION - 11-36A-306(2) 

This IFA has been prepared in accordance with Utah Code Title 11, Chapter 36a (the “Impact Fees 
Act”), which prescribes the laws pertaining to the imposition of impact fees in Utah. The accuracy of 
this IFFP relies in part upon planning, engineering, and other source data, provided by the Town and 
its designees.  

In accordance with Utah Code Annotated, 11-36a-306(2), Bowen Collins & Associates, makes the 
following certification: 

I certify that the attached impact fee analysis: 

1. Includes only the costs of 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 of operation and maintenance of public facilities; 

b. costs of 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; 
or 

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 relevant respect with the Impact Fees Act.  

 

 

______________________________ 
Justin Dietrich, P.E. 
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# WORK DESCIPTION QUANTITY UNIT UNIT PRICE TOTAL
1 Mobilization and General Conditions/Survey GPS 1 EA  $          18,000.00  $         18,000.00 
3 Site Drainage 1 LS  $            5,500.00  $           5,500.00 
4 Electrical ( not related to restroom) 1 LS  $          17,500.00  $         17,500.00 
5 Parking lot lights 0 EA  $                      -    $                     -   
6 Utilities , Landscape POC, 1 EA  $          21,000.00  $         21,000.00 
8 Concrete Flatwork 5" with microfiber 8404 SQFT  $                 12.95  $       108,831.80 
9 Curb & Gutter 24" with prep 1078 LF  $                 41.00  $         44,198.00 
10 Pavilion /Restroom 0 LS  $                      -    $                     -   
11 Softball Back Stop and Dugout fence 0 LS  $                      -    $                     -   
12 Entrance Road Asphalt 3" 0 SQFT  $                      -    $                     -   
14 Parking Lot Asphalt 3" 0 SQFT  $                      -    $                     -   
15 Small Shade Structures w/ footings and concrete 0 LS  $                      -    $                     -   
16 Pickle Ball Court #2 0 LS  $                      -    $                     -   
17 Landscape Boulders 2-3' 30 EA  $                 89.00  $           2,670.00 
18 Landscape curb 122 LF  $                 44.00  $           5,368.00 
20 Site Furniture Benches 0 EA  $                      -    $                     -   
21 Site Furniture Picinic tables 0 EA  $                      -    $                     -   
22 Basketball Court 1 LS  $          95,364.00  $         95,364.00 
23 Pedestrian bridges 0 EA  $                      -    $                     -   
24 Fine Grading/Topsoil Placement 150 CY  $                 17.50  $           2,625.00 
26 Topsoil Onsite Screening 2500 CY  $                 12.00  $         30,000.00 
27 Trees Deciduous 1.5-2" 32 EA  $               750.00  $         24,000.00 
28 Trees Conifer 8-9' 3 EA  $            1,525.00  $           4,575.00 
29 Plants #1 251 EA  $                 28.00  $           7,028.00 
30 Landscape Rock 4-6" suggest 2" 18606 SQFT  $                   2.20  $         40,933.20 
32 Landscape Bark 0 SQFT  $                     -   
33 Landscape 3/8 Chat 90 SQFT  $                   2.50  $              225.00 
34 Irrigation System 18 each  $            6,500.00  $       117,000.00 
35 Sod 14720 SQFT  $                   0.98  $         14,425.60 
36 Hydro Seed Cabin Blend 22000 SQFT  $                   0.15  $           3,300.00 
38 Misc. site Furnishings  (bike racks, bollards, ect) 0 LS  $                      -    $                     -   
39 subase and roadbase for future pickleball court

BUDGET SCHEDULE
FAIRFIELD PARK PHASE 2

Quantities and pricing in this estimate are based on the current construction drawings. Final measurements will be verified upon 
completion of work, and invoicing will be adjusted to reflect actual quantities installed. 

TOTAL CONTRACT BID AMOUNT FOR PROJECT ($)  $                                   562,543.60 



# WORK DESCIPTION QUANTITY UNIT UNIT PRICE TOTAL
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