


Heber G¡ty
Gorporation

Memo
To: Mayor and City Council

From: Mark K. Anderson

Date: 0713012015

Re: City Council Agenda Items for August 6,2015

WORK MEETING Begin at 5:30 p.m.

Item 1 - Jason Norland. Heber Light and Power Presentation: Jason Norlan, Heber
Light & Power General Manager, is coming before the Council to present information
on a recent rate study performed for HL&P and the associated proposed electrical rate
increase. Jason has provided the attached rate study and information that he will review
with the Council. A public hearing on the proposed rate increase will be held on August
5th at 6:00 p.m. at the Heber City Offices.

Item 2 - Clayton Vance and Bart Mumford, Discuss Pros and Cons of Narrow
Roads: At the last City Council meeting, the Council expressed a desire to talk about
road standards and whether or not streets should be public or private. Councilman
Rowland has invited Clayton Vance (local architect and member of the Planning
Commission) to make a presentation on the pros and cons of narrower roads and Bart
Mumford, City Engineer has prepared the enclosed memo on the issue as well. In
speaking with Cla¡on, he will have his presentation materials available early next week.

Item 3 - Aleiandro Rayeoza and James Neville. BYU MPA Students - Brief
Analvsis on Impact Fees in Utah: Alejandro Raygoza and James Neville are BYU
MPA students that have been interning with Ryan Starks at the Heber Valley Tourism
and Economic Development (HVTED) office this summer. They have asked for an
opportunity to present to the City Council a brief summary of information that they have
gathered on impact fees in Utah. Enclosed is the report that they have prepared.

Item 4 - Discuss Revised Draft of the Mountain Valley RV Resort Zone Chanee
and Covenants Runnine with the Land: Staff has met with Millstream to review
proposed changes to the Zone Change agreement. As noted in the staff report, the
format of the agreement has changed to make it less cumbersome. In addition changes
have been made to the provisions regarding maintenance of the planter strip, which
gives more options for the maintenance of this area if the City were to allow access to
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2400 South to the developer. Staff sees some advantage to this. Lastly, with regard to
paragraph 3(c)(iii), Millstream was not anticipating participating the extension of 2400
South for some time and is proposing that the time value of money be considered if this
contribution is made in the next four years. Enclosed is an email from Brad Lyle that
provides clarity on a proposed discount rate of 60/o and how that would be calculated.
The Council should discuss this and agree upon a discount ratelformulathat would be
included in the agreement.

Item 5 - Discuss Removins the Main Street Park Railine: Councilman Rowland has
asked that this item be placed on the agenda for discussion, the concern being that the
retaining wall on the northwest corner of the park overly restricts pedestrian traffic
during the Farmer's Market and creates a safety concern. I have spoken with Mark
Rounds and Wes Greenhalgh about this issue and have visited the site myself. Attached
are some pictures of the area in question. Our observations are as follows:

o From the stairs by the bandstand to the southern end of the retaining wall is
approximately 200 feet

o The sidewalk is narrowed by about 10" for approximately 130' from the stairs
southward (This is because an additional retaining wall was constructed to
support the failing wall)

o The grade difference from the sidewalk to the grass varies from approximately 2"
on the south to 18" on the north

r If the retaining wall is removed and stairs are installed, a48'landing (at the top of
the stairs) will need to be installed and handrails will need to be installed every
60" if there are two or more steps. (A step has a7" rise and 11" run)

o On the southern end, the grade of the grass could be changed, the further north
you go the more impact to the existing landscaping and sprinkler system

o The Council should discuss how wide of sidewalk they want in this area, as the
existing sidewalk would likely need to be replaced

Wes Greenhalgh has put together an unsolicited drawing of a proposed solution for
consideration which is enclosed. This would be the least costly alternative, but I have
some concern about the slope of the grass on the northern end.

Once we understand the desired design, staff can bring back cost estimates to complete
the work and determine what budget amendment would be necessary.
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1. I¡qrRooucrroN

R. E. Pender, Inc. ("Consultant") has completed a Cost of Service Study and Rate Design Analysis

(collectively the "2Ol5 Rate Study'') for Heber Light & Power ("Client" or "HLP"). The subject

work was carried out in accordance with a Professional Services Agreement ("PSA"), dated October

28,2014. The Scope of V/ork outlined in the PSA is attached hereto as Exhibit A. This report

represents one of the final work tasks contemplated by PSA and hence the completion of the project.

The Consultant wishes to gratefully acknowledge the contributions of the HLP staff in preparing the

2015 Rate Study. Without their knowledgeable and timely assistance, the successful completion of

the project would not have been possible. Following is a more detailed discussion of the various

aspects of the subject study.

2. GnNnner,BecKcRouND Iwronu¡^rroN

a. Heher Light & Power. Headquartered in Heber City, Utah, HLP is a municipal-owned

electric utility that serves about 10,7001 customers in Wasatch County. The entire service area

covers about 120 square miles in what is refened to as the Heber Valley. The utility's service area

spans east to the Uinta National Forest, west to the enfrance of Snake Creek Canyon in

Midway City, south to the UDOT weigh station and north to Coyote Lane on Highway 40.

Along with its electric disfibution system, HLP owns and operates two hydroelecnic

generators and three gas/diesel generating plants with an overall generating capacity of 16

megawatts. Prior to the current economic slowdown, annual customer growth averaged a

robust l5-25Vo per year; however, recently, the growttr has been a very modest 2-37o per yeat

The customer base includes approximately 9,400 residential and 1,300 commercial customers.

Heber Light & Power also provides street lighting for the cities of Heber and Midway, the

town of Charleston and Wasatch County. In addition, residential area lighting is provided upon

customer request.

Heber Light & Power is has deployed an automated metering infrastructure (AMD system

which allows the utility to capture a variety of customer usage data from both customer

classes. The utility has been collecting data on commercial demands and analyzing the impact

rAs ofyear-end 2014.
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on these customers of implementing a demand charge. In addition, these meters also provide

automated billing data for the Company's billing system.

Also, Heber Light & Power operates a24-how,7 day aweek dispatch department. One of the

responsibilities of this department is the purchase and scheduling of energy. The department

maintains a database of hourly system peaks for each day of the year. The database contains

several years' history. Combined, the AMI and dispatch information provide detailed results

of electricity sales and energy purchases - much of which was used in the 2015 Rate Study.

b. HLP Cunent Electric Raies. HLP cunently has two primary rate classes; residential and

commercial.In20O9, the utility unbundled its residential rate by identifying a service fee and

modifying the energy rates to reflect a two-block inverted rate structure. The commercial taritr

consists only of a three-tier block energy rate (i.e., no base charge and no demand charge). A thfud,

less significant tariff applies to sûpet and security lighting which are charged a flat monthly fee. A

copy of HLF's cun€nt electric rate tariffs are shown in the attached Appendix B. Because of the

small, rural nature of Heber Light & Power's service territory, no large industrial customers

are currently served by the utility.

c. R. E. Pender, Inc. l-acated in the Orlando, Florida area, R. E. Pender, Inc. is solely-owned by

Robert E. Pender, ASA. The firm was founded in 2005 for the purpose of providing

consulting services in the areas of appraisals and valuations; wholesale and retail utilþ rate

studies; economic feasibility studies; contract compliance reviews; and litigation support. Mr.

Pender began his consulting career with R. W. Beck, Inc., where he advanced to the position

of Principal and Senior Director. He has been recognized and qualified as an expert before the

courts and regulatory commissions in the areas of utility appraisals and utility rates and

regulation. He has testified before circuit courts, Federal District Court, the Federal Energy

Regulatory Commission, arbitration panels and utility regulatory commissions in the District

of Columbia, New York, Ohio, New Mexico, Pennsylvania and Kansas. Mr. Pender received

his B.S. degree in Accounting and Business Administration from Indiana State University in

1977. He has completed several valuation courses through the American Society of

Appraisers and is certified by that organization as an Accredited Senior Appraiser - Public
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Utilities. Affiliations include the American Society of Appraisers, the International

Association of Assessing Officers, and the American Water Works Association.

3. IvrponrnNrCoxcnprserv¡TBnus

The following narrative provides a description and/or explanation of certain concepts and terms

that are essential to understanding the various analyses undertaken for the 2015 Rate Study.

a. The Power Delivery System. Following is an illustration of a typical power delivery system,

the various parts of which drive the utility's expenses and investment-related costs that must

be recovered through rates.
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b. The Purpose of RøtemakÍng. The overarching purpose of utility ratemaking is to establish

various rates and charges for the provision of the utility service (elecnic service in the

immediate case) to its various customers. Inherent in the rate setting process are three primary

goals:

Recover the utility's annual revenue requirements (e.g., expenses, debt service, reserve

contributions, etc.);

Carryout specific goals and objectives (e.g. shift demand, encourage conservation,

eliminate intra-class subsidization, etc.)

Address consumer concerns that rates are fair, equitable and non-discriminatory.

c. The Cost of Semice Study. The cost of service study is performed to determine the utility's

revenue requirements by rate class that will be used to establish the appropriate rates and

charges. It is based on the principles of 'tost causation" and "intergenerational equity." Cost

causation simply means that those who cause the utility to incur its costs should be responsible

for payment of such costs. The intergeneration equity principle insures that future ratepayers

who may benefit from the investments made by the utility today pay their fair share of such

investrnents in the future. The cost of service study involves several analytical steps. The first

step is to determine the total system revenue requirements that will be included in the study.

Following is a list of revenue requirements typical for a municipal electric utility like HLP.
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Revenue requirements are typically determined for an annual period (e.g., fiscal year) and may

rely on the utility's budget or actual expenses with pro-forma adjustments to reflect a future

normalized operating period. Once total revenue requirements have been determined, the next

step is functionalize the revenue requirements according the major operating functions of the

utility (i.e., generation, transmission, distribution and customer-related). The functionalized

costs are then allocated to the various rate classes using appropriate allocation factors. For

example, variable costs such as fuel expenses would be allocated using energy (kilowatt-hour)

sales by rate class. The final step in the cost of service study is to compare total allocated

revenue requirements to the total estimated revenues under current rates (for the test period) to

determine if there is a revenue deficiency or excess, all by rate class. The final step will

indicate whether a rate increase or decrease is justified for each rate class.

d. Rate Desígn. Rate design is another important aspect of the rate study. The utility may see a

need to change the structure of its rates or develop new rates based on changes in the customer

makeup or operational characteristics of the utility. It may also introduce new rates (e.9.,

time-of-use) in order to influence the consumption patterns of certain customers. Rate design

can be considered an art rather than an exact science because it is based largely on certain

assumpfions about customer behavior (e.9., consumption patterns) in the future. It is not

unusual to have several iterations of rate design before the final version is selected.

e. Demand. Measured in kilowatts ("kW") or kilovolt-amperes ("kva"). A kW is equal to

1,0(X) watts and is determined through metering devices at specific intervals (e.9., a 60-minute

reading). Types of demand can include coincident peak demand, non-coincident peak

demand and billing demand. Coincident demand is the sum of two or more demands which

occur in the same demand interval. For example, system coincident peak demand refers to the

highest demand measured forthe entire electric system during a specific period, usually month

or year. Non-coincident demand is the sum of two or more individual demands which do not

occur in the same demand interval. Billing demand for a customer is normally based on the

highest l5-minute reading during the monthly billing cycle.
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f. Energ¡l Measured in kilowatt-hours (kwh) over a specific time period (e.g., month or year).

Also referred to as consumption (in the case of customer usage) and output (in the case of

generating plants). Billed energy is the metered kwh for the customer during the monthly

billing cycle.

g. Custorner Clnsses. Refers to groups of customers exhibiting, for the most part, the same

demand and usage characteristics. Major customer classes for an electric utility normally

include:

An electric utility can have a multitude of customer classes for which it offers electric service and

establishes rates for such service. In addition to those noted above, other customer (or rate)

classes can include irrigation service, non-profit (e.g., churches); security lights; master-metered

apartments; and low-income housing, among others. As noted previously HLP's current

customer classes include Residential, Commercial and StreelSecurity Lighting.

h. Load Factor. Load Factor is the ratio of the average demand for a specific period to the

maximum or peak demand for that same period (e.g., month, year, etc.). For example, the

system load factor for say the month of January would be calculated as follows:

Total System Energy (kwh) + 744 hours = Average Demand

Average Demand + System Peak Demand = [,oad Factor

Load factor measures how well the electric system (i.e., facilities and equipment) installed to

serve load is being utilized. That is, the higher the load factor, the better the utilization. Load

factor can be calculated for the entire sysûem, customer classes and individual customers -
assuming adequate metering exists. If metering data is not available, 'þroxy" load factors can

be estimated from load research data or from industry studies.
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I-oad factor is an important element when considering the cost allocation process in the cost of

service study. Normally, the residential customer class will have a lower load factor than the

commercial class and the commercial class will have a lower load factor than the industrial

class. Thus, residential customers are the least efficient users of the electic system and, as a

customer class, will be allocated proportionately more fixed (or demand-related) costs than the

commercial and indusftial classes. Following is an illusüation of a typical residential load

curve measured over a 24-hourperiod.

As you can see, the highest demand (kW) during the day of 5.0 kW was experienced about

6:00 - 7:00 p.m. - the time of day when everyone is home, dinner is being prepared, television

is on, the heating/air conditioning system is operating and perhaps the washing machine is

running. If you were to add up all of the individual readings (24) ndicated by the curve, it

would indicate that this residential customer consumed approximately 60.0 kWh. When the

60 kwh is divided by 24 it results in average demand of 2.5 kW; therefore, the load factor for

this 24-hourperiod is 50.0percent(2.5 kW/ 5.0 kW).
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i. Z¿sses. Every elecfic system experiences some level of electric losses. Losses, which are an

inevitable part of system operations, are due to normal resistance; tansformation and other

physical attributes of the system. Losses (both demand and energy) can be measured at

several points on the system through metering installed at substations and at customer

premises. Losses for an elecfic system typically range from 5 percent to 6 percent -
measured as the difference in load at the input to electric system (i.e., generator bus-bar) to the

end-user (i.e., customer meter).

4. DnscnurroNoFWoRKPERFoRMED

a. Darallnformatíon Requesf. Work on the project was initiated by the preparation of a

datalinformation request (see Appendix C) which was forwarded to ttre Client prior to the

kick-off meeting. In general, the data request covered a variety of items that are typically

needed for a utility cost of service study (e.g., audited financial statements; customer and sales

forecasts; historical billing data, among others).

b. Kick-off Meetíng. A project kick-off meeting was held via teleconference on November 5,

2014. The purpose of the meeting was to (i) establish communication protocols; (ii) review

the Consultant's work plan; (iii) review the data/information request; (iv) gather some general

information about HLP and its service area; and (v) discuss potential changes to existing rates

and charges.

c. Dafa Collectían and Analysß. Data responses received from HLP were reviewed for

reasonableness, understanding and applicability and compiled in a project workbook. When

necessary, data that was to be utilized in the COS Study was analyzed and put in required

format for use in the COS model. For example, historical billing data for commercial

customers was analyzed to determine a suitable non-coincident peak load factor for the

commercial class.

d. Prelímínary COS Stady. Using a spreadsheet model2 previously developed by the

Consultant, a COS analysis was constructed specific to HLP's needs; primarily with regard to

rate structure and cost classifications. Once the COS model was constructed, the data inputs

2 The COS model is an Excel@ spreadsheet utilized for prior rate studies performed by the Consultant. The model
calculates annual revenue requirements by rate classification and annual billing summaries under present and proposed

rates.
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were refined as necessary for input to the model. Data inputs primarily include test-year

expenses; annual billing determinants; and data for development of the cost allocation factors.

The HLP COS model is comprised of ten (10) individual modules or worksheets that perform

various COS and rate design functions. These modules are generally described as follows:

Worksheet Name
Schedule

Desisnation Description

Summary

Cost of Service

Analysis of Revenue Requirements

KWH Sales Allocation Factors

Customer Allocation Factors

Demand Allocation Factors - Non-
Coincident Peak

Demand Allocation Factors - 12-
Month Coincident Peak

Calculation of Estimated Revenues
Under Existing Rates

Calculation of Estimated Revenues
Under Proposed Rates - (Current
Design)

Calculation of Estimated Revenues
Under Proposed Rates - (Proposed
Design)

Billing Comparison Under Present
and Proposed Rates - New Design

Summary

Schedule A

Schedule B

Schedule C

Schedule D

Schedule E

Schedule F

Schedule G

Schedule H-l

Schedule H-2

Schedule I

Summary of Revenues and Revenue
Excess/Deficiency Under Present and Proposed
Rates by Rate Class

Allocation of Revenue Requirements for the
Projected Test Year 2015

Analysis of Test Year Operating Expenses and
Other Revenue Requirements

Development of Allocation Factors based on
Energy Sales for the Test Year 2015

Development of Allocation Factors based on
Number of Customers for the Test Year 2015

Development of Allocation Factors based on
Non-Coincident Peak Demand Data for the
Test Year 2015

Development of Allocation Factors based on
Coincident Peak Demand Data for the Test
Year 2015

Calculates Revenues under Existing Rates
Under Customer/Sales Forecast for Test Year
20t5

Calculates Revenues under Proposed Rates
Under Customer/Sales Forecast for Test Year
2015 Using Required ATB Increase.

Calculates Revenues under Proposed Rates
Under Customer/Sales Forecast for Test Year
2015 Using Required ATB Increase.

Compares Total Montlily Charges Under Present

and Proposed Rates at Various Consumption
l¡vels.

e. Preliminary Røte Design The Consultant was requested by HLP staff to perform an initial

rate design that split the Commercial class into three groups or sub-classes; small commercial,

medium commercial and large commercial. The rate design of the Residential class was to

remain as it is currently. It was also decided to leave the tariff for Street Lights unchanged

until HLP completes a detailed inventory of its street and security lights.
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f. Review of Prelímínary COS Study and Rafe Design. After completion of the Preliminary

COS Study, the Consultant reviewed the preliminary results with HLP staff via teleconference

on June 4,2015. The purpose of the conference call was threefold: (i) review the COS model

and the preliminary results; (ii) review the major assumptions and considerations used for the

COS Study; and (iii) discuss the proposed rate design. To facilitate these discussions, the

Consultant prepared a spreadsheet that compared HLP's current rates and the proposed rates

with those of Rocþ Mountain Power and other municipal utilities in Utatr (see attached

Exhibit B).

g. Finalize COS, Board Presentatians and Report. The initial 'þreliminary" version of the

COS Study and rate design was presented to the HLP Board via teleconference on June 24,

2015. After additional review and input by the HLP Staff, the Consultant finalized the COS

Study and proposed rate design in its current version on July 7,2015. A copy of the final

COS Study is attached hereto as Exhibit A.

5. Iùrponr¡NTAssuuprroNs & CoNSTDERATToNS

As with any undertaking of this nature, the COS Study required that certain assumptions and

considerations be made with regard to financial and operating conditions which may affect the

outcome of the study. The major assumptions and considerations used in the HLP COS Study are

as follows:

a. Determination of Test-Year Revenue Requirements (Ref: Schedule B of COS Study)

o The test-year selected for the COS Study was calendar year 2015.

o The primary source for the operating expense revenue requirements was the 2015 Master

Budget.

o Depreciation expense ($1,860,000) was excluded because the principal payment on debt

was included as arevenue requirement.

o Projected annual Debt Service ($1,201,083) includes both interest and principal payments

and is based on the latest debt service schedules supplied by HLP staff. Debt Service was

calculated as a five-year average for the period 2015 -2019.

10
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Capital Additions Paid from Cash ($1,470,211) includes renewals and replacements and

other improvements not funded through debt and impact fees.

Consistent with the annual budget, an amount for Reserve Funding ($135,000) was

included as a revenue requirement.

Revenue Credits totaling $151,054 includes such things as connection fees, pole

attachment revenue, interest income and penalty fees on accounts receivables.

Customer-related costs included in Generation were determined to be $296,157 and was

based on an analysis of such costs by HLP staff.

All Administration and General Expenses were functionalized to Generation, Distribution

and Customer categories based on salaries and wages for each of those functions.

Debt Service and Capital Additions Paid from Cash were functionalized to the Generation,

Distribution and Customer categories based on Gross Plant balances as of December 31,

20t4.

The only categories of test-year expenses that were considered to be entirely energy

related are the Gas Generation, Energy Rebates and Purchased Power expenses.

b. Determination of kWh Sales Allocation Factors (Ref: Schedule C of COS Study)

o The kWh allocation factors used in the COS Study relied on a projection of kWh sales as

presented in the HLP 2015 Master Budget.

An independent calculation of 2015 kWh Sales was performed in order to test the

reasonableness of the projected monthly customers calculated on Schedule D.

Energy sales ftWh) for Sfeet Lights were reduced by 1/3 to take into account the current

saturation of LED lights.

c. CustomerAllocation Factors (Ref: Schedule D of COS Study)

o Utilized actual data for 2012,2013 and20l4 based on information provided by HLP.

. Projected customers for Residential & Commercial were calculated based on an assumed

growth rate of 2.0 percent.

a

a

a

a

o

a

a
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The estimated number of Street Light accounts for Residential (85) and Commercial (14)

is based on information supplied by HLP.

d. Demand Allocation Factors - Non-Coincident Peak (Ref: Schedule E of COS Study)

o Commercial t oad Factor (0.4300) was determined through an analysis of AMI data

providedbyHLP.

Residential [.oad Factor (0.4320) is based on Rocþ Mountain Power most recent rate

filing before the Utah Public Service Commission in Docket No. 13-035-184.

e. Demand Allocation Factors - Coincident Peak (Ref: Schedule F of COS Study)

o Class IZ-CP [-oad Factors (line 2) are based on data obtained from a recent RMP rate

filing with the Utah Public Service Commission @ocket No. 13-035-184).

o Estimated I2-CP demands by rate class were adjusted to fit actual for years 2012 through

2014.

o Estimated I2-CP demands by rate class for Year 2015 were calculated using the average

load factor indicated for years 2Ol2 tbrough2}l{.

f. Special Adjustments (Ref: Summary Schedule of COS Study

o Total Allocated Revenue Requirements were adjusted to account for the fact that certain

city Street Light accounts are considered "donated" accounts; that is the annual revenues

and associated revenue requirements for these accounts are absorbed by the utility.

Therefore, the allocated annual revenue requirements for these accounts were reallocated

to the Residential and Commercial rate classes since the subject Sreet Lights provide a

direct benefit to the customers in these classes (see lines 4-6 and 10-12 of the Summary).

6. COS SruovRnsur-rs

The results of the COS Study are shown in the Summary schedule of the COS analyses (Exhibit

A). As shown on line 13 of the Summary, the COS Study indicates that, under current rates, there

is a total revenue requirement deficiency of some $841.8 thousand or 5.98 percent. By rate class,

the deficiency amounts to $471.8 thousand (5.98 percent) for Residential and $378.9 thousand

(6.1 percent) for Commercial. For Street Lights, there is a revenue excess of $8.9 thousand (48.4
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percent). For purposes of rate design, we have assumed an across-the-board increase of 6.0

percent.

The COS Study also shows that of the total revenue requirements, 47.3 percent are Demand-

related, 48.0 percent are Energy-related and 4.7 percent are Customer-related. The following

chart provides a breakdown of the types of expenses that would be recovered through proposed

rates for Residential customers assuming a 6.0 percent increase in current rates.

Expense Breakdown for Average Residential Rate - 9.67C *

0.19
0.94

o.77

t.44 5.22

I Generation & P.P. (53,95%)

r Distri bution (1L.47%l

r Admin. & General (74.86%)

r Annual Debt Service (8.00%)

¡ Capital Add itions (9.7 t%)

I Ann ual Dividends (z.OL%l

L.TI * Based on average usage of 750 kwh

(c / kwh)

7. RATEDnsrcNRrsur,rs

As mentioned above, the Consultant was requested to design new rates for the Commercial class

while leaving the rate structure for Residential and Streelsecurity Lights unchanged. The

Commercial class was bifurcated into three sub-classes: (i) Small CommerciaUGeneral Service;

Medium CommerciaUGeneral Service; and (iii) Large CommerciaVGeneral Service. The Small

Commercial rate class is for customers having a monthly demand of less than or equal to 30 kV/;

Medium Commercial is applicable to customers having a demand greater than 30 kW but less

than or equal to 250 kW; and Large Commercial is reserved for customers having a monthly

demand of greater than 250 kW. The rate structure for Small Commercial was changed to a two-

t3
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tier energy (i.e., the first 1,000 kWh and above 1,000 kWh) rate coupled with a monthly

base/customer service charge and a demand charge. The same is true for Medium Commercial

which also has a two-tier energy rate (i.e., the first 10,000 kWh and above 10,0ü) kWh) and a

base/customer service charge and demand charge. For Large Commercial, all energy rate is

charged at a single rate with a base/customer service charge and a demand rate. Following are the

subject rates reflecting the proposed 6.0 percent increase and the new rate structure for the

Commercial class.

. Residential
Monthly Base/Customer Charge - $12.70
Energy Charge

First 1,000 kWh - 7.98Ø perkWh
All Additional kwh - 10.02ç, perkWh

. Small Commercial / General Service (<=30 kW)
Monthly Base/Customer Charge - $8.00
Demand Charge - 8.90 per kW
Energy Charge

First 1,000 kWh - 7.80P per kWh
All Additional kWh - 4.60ç, per kWh

. Medium Commercial / General Service (>30 kW and <=250kW)
Monthly Base/Customer Charge - $15.20
Demand Charge - 10.00 per kW
Energy Charge

First 10,000kV/h - 6.ØP perkWh
All Additional kV/h - 4.60ç, per kWh

L¿rge Commercial / General Service (>250 kWl
Monthly Base/Customer Charge - $26.90
Demand Charge - $13.50 per kW
Energy Charge

AllkWh -4.60çperkWh

8. OssBnvarror{s / Rncouunr\DlTroNs
o Current rates need to be increased in order to fully recover annual revenue requirements.

o The proposed 6.OVo increase will achieve full recovery of test-year revenue requirements.

o HLP should conduct a complete inventory of its street / security lights by size, type and

ownership.

I4
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HLP should continue to colleclanalyze data from its AMI system in order to monitor the

impact of the proposed rates and charges and for potentially new rates and charges in future,

including:

o Time-of-use (day) rates.

o l¡ad factor analyses for cost of service / ratemaking.

o Impact of customer-supplied resources (net metering).

HLP should consider a power factor correction mechanism in its rate tariff for the large

commercial I general service.

HLP may want to consider classifying and billing 3-phase residential service as small

commercial / general service.

o

a

**>F*{€
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By
R. E. Pnxnnnr INc.

Descrintion of Consulting Services. Schedule and Budget

Pnoposno Scopn oF Wom:

Task 1 - Kick-off Meeting. The Consultant and HLP shall meet to:

1. review the outcome of the 2OI4 rate study and discuss proposed changes;

2. discuss the Consultant's basic plan of action and HLP's support for the current
study;

establish the basic goals and objectives of the current cost of service study/rate
design process;

discuss potential changes to existing rates and charges and possible new rates and
charges for evaluation in the cost of service study and rate design alternatives;
recommendation

review the initial data request and HLP's response (to be prepared and submitted
by the Consultant prior to the meeting); and

6. discuss changes, ifany, to the scope ofwork, schedule, orbudget.

Note: It is contemplated that Task I will be conducted via teleconference with the HLP
staff involved in the rate stud!.

Task 2 - Compile. Review and Analyze Data. After all of the data and information has been
received from HLP, the Consultant shall:

1. compile the data and information in a suitable format for analysis,

2. review the data and information for reasonableness prior to input in the cost of
service model, and

consult with HLP to clarify or correct, to the extent reasonably practicable,
questionable and/or incomplete data.

Task 3 - Perform Preliminary Cost of Service Study. The Consultant shall prepare a fully
distributed cost of service study for the test year (e.g., FY 2015) including:

J

4

5

3

1. determine the pro-forma test-year revenue requirements (by rate class) applicable



to the operating conditions for the test-year,

use a cost of service model typical for municipal electric systems, adjusted as

necessary for HLP operating conditions,

allocate fixed costs to non-demand metered customers (e.g., residential
customers) based on demand data from load research data provided by HLP,
gathered through prior rate studies or publicly available load research studies, and

review and input test year operating costs in the cost of service model based on
2015 budget data provided by HLP.

Task 4 - Perform Billingy'Revenue Comparison. The Consultant shall calculate the estimated
test-year revenues under HLP's current rates by applying HLP's current rates to the projected
demand and energy requirements for the test year. The Consultant shall then compare these
estimated test-year revenues to the estimated revenue requirements determined in the allocated
cost of service.

Task 5 - Review of Preliminar.v Results of Cost of Service Study. Upon completion of the
foregoing tasks, the Consultant will meet with HLP staff (in-person or via teleconference, as

preferred) to review:

1. the preliminary results of the cost of service study,

the Consultant's methods, assumptions (if any) and data used in the study, and

the range of rate increases/decreases by rate class.

This review may be combined with the review of the preliminary rate design in Task 7.

Task 6 - Prepare Preliminary Rate Design. The Consultant will design preliminary rates and
charges based on the allocated revenue requirements from the cost of service study. The
preliminary rate design will include any new rates and/or changes to HLP's existing rates.
Modifications to existing rates may include:

f . implementation of an automatic annual base rate adjustment,

shifting more revenue requirements into the service charge,

implementation of an energy efficiency/renewable surcharge, inclusive of a fully
developed program,

implementation of time of day/use rates, and

implementation of a demand charge for large and small demand-metered
commercial customers.

The preliminary rates and charges will be tested or evaluated thro¡rgh a billing distribution
analysis to ensure the recovery of allocated revenue requirements, in total and by rate class.

2

2

3

4.

2.

J.

2.

3.

4
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Task 7 - ReviedFinalize Preliminarv Rate Design. The Consultant will meet with HLP staff
(via teleconference) to review the results of the preliminary rate design. New rates and charges
will be further evaluated for such things as customer acceptance, fairness and ease of
implementation. After review by staff, Consultant will finalize rate design and prepare revised
tariff sheets (if requested).

Task 8 - Prepare Draft/Final Report. Upon completion of Tasks I-7,the Consultant shall prepare
a final draft report including the cost of service study, rate design and related analysis. After
HLP reviews the draft report, the Consultant shall complete a final report on the cost of service
study, rate design and related analysis. The final report shall include an evaluation of the
proposed rates to insure the full recovery of test-year revenue requirements and draft rate
schedules to be approved by HLP's Board. Consultant will also prepare a PowerPoint
presentation for review at the HLP Board meeting.

PnoposnD ScHEDULE

Consultant proposes the following schedule for completing the project tasks identified above.
Any adjustments to the proposed schedule during the course of the project will be discussed with
and approved by the Client.

HL&P Cost of Service & Retail Rate Desisn - Proiect Schedule

Proiect Task

Weeks Following Authorization to Proceed

L
,,

3 4 5 6 7 8 9

l. Kick-off Meeting

2. Data Collection, Review & Analysis

3. Perform Cost of Service Study

4. Perform Billing/Revenue Comparison

5. Finalize Cost of Service

6. Perform Preliminary Rate Design

7. Review & Finalize Rate Design

8. Prepare Report / Presentation

PnoposnD BUDGET

The following table outlines the Consultant's best estimate of the time, labor cost and expenses
for completing HL&P's Cost of Service and Rate Design Project. Consultant proposes a budget
of $19,100 for completing the scope of services set forth in Section 2 above. The not-to exceed
budget includes 2 trips (2 man days each) to meet with HLP staff and/or attendance at the HLP
Board meeting.

3



Cost Proposal

Proiect Task
No. Of
Hourc

Estimated
Labor

Estimated
Exoenses Total Cost

l. Kick-off Meeting 2 $300.00 $300.00

2.Compile, Review and Analyze Data 10 1,500.00 1,500.00

3. Perform Cost of Service Study 30 4,500.00 4,500.00

4. Perform Billing / Revenue Comparison 8 1,200.00 1,200.00

5. Review & Finalize Cost of Service Study 10 1,500.00 1,500.00

6. Perform Preliminary Rate Design 20 3,000.00 3,000.00

7. Review and Finalize Rate Design 16 2,400.oo 1,000.00 3,400.00

9. Prepare Report / Presentation 18 2,700.00 1,000.00 3,700.00

Grand Total 116 $17,100.00 $2,ooo.oo $19,100.00

If, during the course of the project, there are significant changes to the basic approach, project
scope, etc. (all as approved by the Client), the project budget will be modified accordingly.
Estimated labor costs are based on the Consultant's standard hourly billing rate of $150.00. The
expenses shown above are those estimated to be incurred by the Consultant directly related to the
project. The Consultant will bill the Client at cost for any directly incurred expenses such as

airfare, hotel, long distance telephone charges, meals and other incidental charges, and overnight
delivery charges. Consultant will not bill Client for computer costs, and normal copying costs.
Any travel time required during the normal business day will be charged to the Client at the
nonnal hourly billing rate.

Invoices will be submitted to Client once each month (normally the l't day) during the course of
the project and are due and payable within 30 days.

4
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Residential Service
Monthly Service Charge $ 12.00
Plus Applicable Sales and
Miscellaneous Taxes

7.525 cents per kwh first 1,000 kwh
9.45 cents per kwh all additional kwh

Commercial Service

Minimum Monthly $6.50
Plus Applicable Sales and
Miscellaneous Taxes

No Demand Charges

14.92 cents per kwh first 500 kwh
10.45 cents per kwh next 500 kwh
7.99 cents per kwh all additional kwh

Where a Customer takes service from the Company's available lines of 7,200 volts or higher and
provides and maintains all transforrners and other necessary equipment, a discount of three
percent of the gross primary metered kilowatt hours may be applied.

Public Lighting
Customer provides Light and associated equipment

$6.50 per month - Energy only
(Based on 150 watt Light)

Yard Lighting
Customer is required to pay for the Installation of Pole and Fixture

Energy Charge - $6.50 per month
(Based on 150 watt Light)

NSF Check Charge
$15.00

Net Meterine
Renewable "Feed In" Rate -7.2 cents for all kwh

Avoided Cost "Feed In' Rate - 3.1 cents for all kwh
Meter lnstallation Charge - $150.00

Temporary Power Supply
Installation and Removal Charge - A fee of $200.00, payable in advance, is charged for installation

and removal of temporary power supply facilities.
Monthly Rental Charge - A monthly rental charge of $7.00 will be included in the monthly bill.

Effective for All Billings Beginning June 15, 20ll
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Heber Light & Power
FY 2015 Electric Retail Ran Sndv

Initial Data/Information Req uest

Please provide the following data and information to be used in completing the above-stated
study for Heber Light & Power ('TILP").

Data/Information Req uest

1. A copy of HLP's audited financial statements (i.e., annual report) for FY 2013.

2. ff available, a copy of HLP's detailed utility financial operating report for the most
recent month ending inFY 2014 showing fiscal yearresults to date. Alternatively, a

copy of the HLP detailed expense ledger (by primary and sub-account) for each of the
months in FY 2014.

3. A copy of the monthly utility billing data ("Billing and Usage Summary") for FY
2014 (January through the most recent month available) showing energy sales and
revenues by rate class and consumption levels (if available).

4. A copy of the monthly utility billing registers ("Billing Register Cust. T¡1pe Count")
for FY 2014, showing the number of billed customers by month.

5. A copy of HLP's most recently prepared operating and capital budgets for FY 2015
and the five-year period FY 2015 - FY 2Ol9 (if avulable).

6. A narrative discussion of any known changes in HLP's power supply portfolio (e.g.,

generating unit retirements) contemplated over the next 3-5 years.

7 . A forecast of HLP's annual debt service requirements for the next five (5) fiscal years
2Ol5 - 2019, broken down by bond issue and purpose (e.g., generation project;
distribution project, etc.). Provide for both existing debt and any new debt
contemplated over the next five years.

8. A narrative discussion of any anticipated changes regarding the quarterly payments
made to the owner cities for FY 2OI4,W 2015 and thereafter.

9. A copy of the HLP elecnic system detailed plant (original cost and accumulated
depreciation by plant account) ledger for fiscal year end 2013.

10. Please provide a description of any abnormal or atypical expenses that were incurred
bylfor the HLP electric system during the most recently completed fiscal year or
included in the expense budget for FY 2015.

11. A narrative discussion of any known events or changes in the HLP service area that
may impact HLP operations in the near-term (1-5 years). Events/changes can include
such things as the anticipated addition/loss of a major customer load and new
regulatory requirements, among others.

**{<
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Heber L¡ghl & Power
Electr¡c Util¡ty Cost of Service Study

SUMMARY
Revenue Excess/Det¡ciency Unde. Present and Proposed Rates

for the Pro¡ected Test Year FY 2015
($)

SUTIMARY

lotel
Svstem

(t)

1,445,614
12,700,278

14,145,892
173.819)

14,072,073

7,057,736
7,155,1 14

701,005

14,913,854

14,913,8il

(841,781
0.95

5.98%
5.98%

441.74'l

14,913,854

7,048,430
7,133,761

731,663

14,913,854

1 54,544,1 30
151 5_903t

s¡reet
L¡qhts

(h)

92,274

92,274
(73.81 9)

18,455

11,329
29,857

6,410

47,596
t38.0771

9,519

8,936
1.94

48.42%
5.98%

1 .104

19,559

4,656
12,269
2,634

19,559

644,879
1515.903ì

Commerclal
T¡E] I ïer 2 Tiêr 3 Totâl

(d) (e) (f) (s)

819,347 397,866 4,953,146 6,170,359

819,347 397,866 4,953,146 6,170,359

419,347 397,866 4,953,146 6,170,359

242,328
254,251

86,081

168,006
176,273

2,735,515
2,870,1 09

3,1 45,850
3,300,633

86,081

582,661
1,492

344,279 5,605,624
1 4,358

6,532,564
16.732882

s84,r53 345,161 5,619,982 6,549,296

235,194 52,705
1.f6

(666,836)

0.88
(378,937)

1.4'l 0.94

-28.71%
5.98%

13.25%
5.98%

13.4æÁ
5.98%

6.14%
5.9%

49,013 23,800 296,294 369,106

868,359 421,666 5,249,440 6,539,465

361 ,1 50
378,91 I
128,290

205,771
215,895

2,561,699
2,687,74'l

3,1 28,620
3,282,555

128,290

868,359

5,491,600

421,666

3,807,331

5,249,440

61 ,991 ,816

6,539,465

71,290,747

5,491,600

0.14920
0.1 581 3

3,807,331

0.1 0450
0.11075

61,991,816

0.07990
0.08468

71,290,747

0.08655
0.091 73

0.00893
6.Oo/"

0.00625
6_00/"

0.00478
â.oo/"

0.00518
6 06/"

Resldentlal
Tier I Tet2 Total

(a) (b) (c)

1,353,340
4,990,285

1,353,340
6,529,9191,539,634

6,343,625 1,539,634 7,883,259

6,3¿r{},625 1,539,634 7,883,259

3,131,27'l
3,070,314

608,513

769,286
754,310

3,900,557
3,824,624

608,513

6,810,099
17,443

1,523,596
3.902

8,333,694
2'1.345

6,827,542 1,527,498 8,355,039

(483,917)

0.93
12,136

1.01

(471,780)
0.95

7.æt%
5.98/"

-0.79%
5.98%

5.98%
5.98%

379,471 92,1 00 471,571

6,723,096 1,631,734 8,354,830

3,091,268
3,031,089

600,739

823,886
807,848

3,915,154
3,838,937

600,739

6,723,096

66,316,078

1,631,734

16,292,426

8,354,830

82,608,504

66,31 6,078 '16,292,426

0.09450
0.1 0015

82,608,504

0.09543
0.1 01 14

0.09566
0.f0138

0.00565
6.O"/"

0.00571
6.O./,

0.00572
6.0%

Ln. Descr¡pt¡on Ref.

Revenues from Exist¡no Rates
1

2
3

Base
Energy
Demand

Total Revenue from Existing Rates
Less: Donated Street L¡ght Accounts
Revised Revenue from Exisling Rates

Sch. G
Sch. G
Sch. G

$
$
$

$
$
$

$
$
$

$
$
$

$
#

%

$

$

$
$
$

$

4
5
6

CALC
CALC
CALC

Total Allocated Revenue Reouirements
7 Demand
I Energy
9 Customer

Sch. A
Sch. A
Sch. A

10

1t
12

Total Allocated Revenue Requirements CALC
Reallocation ol Donated S.L. Accounts CALC
Reslated Allocation of Rev. Requirements CALC

13 Revenue Excess (Deficiency)
14 Ratio ol Revenue to Allocated Revenue Req.

CALC
CALC

15 Unad¡usted Bequircd lnûease (DecÌease)
16 Actoss Boad Requ¡rcd Rate Increas?-

CALC
CALC

17 Across the Board Revenue lncrease CALC

18

19

20
21

22

Restated Revenue Requirements
Total CALC

Demand
Energy
Customer

Total

CALC
CALC
CALC

CALC

23 Projected kWh Sales
24 Less: Donated SL Accounts
25 Adjusted kwh Sales

26 Average Cost Per kWh Under Current Rales
27 Average Cost Per kwh Under ATB lncrease

Sch. C
CALC
CALC

kwh
kwh
kwh

CALC
CALC

$/kwh
$/kwh

Rate lncrease (Decrease)
28 Per Unit
29 Pêrcent

CALC
CALC

$/kwh

HL&P Electric Cos 201s_Final Ø[ @. ØA,¿",,,J*.



Heber L¡ght & Power
Electr¡c Uti¡¡ty Cost of Service Study

SUMMARY
Revenue Excess/Def¡c¡ency Under Present and proposed Rates

for the Pro¡ected Test year Fy 2015
($)

SUMMARY

Total
Svstem

(D

473%
48.0V.
4.7%

100.0%

42.84y.

172.63
0.0462

61.43
0.0965

89,01 9,657
65.524.473

't 54,544,130

12,717,094
1 3,1 04,895
12,878,677

Street
Liohts

(h)

o.1./.
0.2e/.

0.o/"

0.3v"

56.01.¿

63.24
0.0190

2.23
0.0303

376,179
268.699
644,878

53,740
53,740
53,740

Commerclal
Tier 1 T¡er 2 T¡er 3 Tôtâl

(d) (e) (f) (s)

1.6/.
1.7Vo

0.6"/"

1.1y6
1.2/"
0.0%

18.30/o
'19.2V"

0.o./"

21.110
22.1Vo

0.6%

3.9%

38.96%

2.3y"

45.72/"

37.60/Þ

45.72%

43.Av"

45.12%

165.31
0.0460

96.50
0.0917

3,208,889
2,282,711

2,224,976
1,582,354

33,832,714
28,1 59,1 03

39,266,579
32.024.1 68

5,491 ,600 3,807,331 61 ,991 ,816 71 ,290,747

458,413
456,542
457,633

317,854
316,47'l
317,278

4,833,245
5,631,821
5,1 65,985

5,609,511
6,404,834
5,940,896

Resldential
T¡er I Tier 2 Totâl

(a) (b)

21.îVo
20.6%

4.1V"

5.2%
5.1%
0.0/"

26.21"
25.6%
4.1ïô

66,316,078 16,292,426 82,608,504

5,613,307
5,404,586
5,526,340

1,440,536
'1,241,735

1,357,702

7,053,843
6,646,321
6,884,042

Ln. DescriÞt¡on Ref.
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Heber L¡ght and Power
Electric Utility Cost of Serv¡ce Study

COST OF SERVICE
Allocation of Fevenue Requirements
for the Proiecled Test Year FY 2015

($)

SCHEDULE A

657,759 2,668 1,470,211

Albcat¡on Factors

Allocal¡on of Revenue Ræu¡rêmênts

Generat¡on
Energy{elated
Demand-related

Cuslomer-related

8 Sub-total Generation

Purchased Power Costs
Energy-related

Distribut¡on
Demand-related

Adm¡n¡strative & General
Generation-related
Distr¡bution-related

Customer.related

Sub-total Adm¡nistral¡ve & General

15 Total Operat¡ng Expenses

Other Requirements
Annual Debt Seru¡ce

16 Generat¡on{elated
17 D¡str¡but¡on{elated
18 Customer-related

Tolal Debt Seryice

Cap¡talAdds Paid from Cæh
Generat¡on{elaled
Distr¡bul¡o n{elated
CustomeHelated

Total Capilal Add¡t¡ons

No. of Customers
kwh Såles

NCP Demand

CP Demand

Sch. D

Sch. C

Sch. E

Sch. F

1

2
3

4

Sch. B

Sch. B

Sch. B

kwh Sales

CP Demand

# of Cust.

CALC

Sch. B

Sch. B

Sch. B

Sch. B

Sch. B

CALC

CALC

CALC

CALC

kwh Sales

NCP Dêmand
'10

11

13

14

CP Demand

NCP Demand

# of Cust

Sch. B

Sch. B

Sch- B

CP Demand

NCP Demand

# of Cust

19

20
21

22

23

Sch. B

Sch. B

Sch. B

CP Demand

NCP Demand

# ol Cust

1,470,211 155,390 809,785 53,527

3

Total
Svstem

(k)

649,91 1

801,949
296,157

1.000000

1.000000

1.000000

1.000000

1,748,017

'1,789,51 
1

6,388,878

483,168
1,1 83,1 38

365,903

2,032.208

'11.958.614

384,364
8'16,719

1 ,201,083

235,193
I,209,786

25,231

Street
L¡ohts

2,712
872

2,704

0.009144
0.004173
0.001803
0.001088

6,292

26,659

526

2,133
3,346

6,005

42,1A3

418

1,473

1,891

256

2,181
231

477,072 274,390 4,467,673 5.219.134

ComrE¡clal
ïer 3Tier 2Tler 1 Total

(D(h)(s)(f)

299,802
320,065

36,367

0.122797
0.461297
0.463547
0.399109

260,697
27A317

o.401127
0.403083
0.347050

16,01 1

17,093

0.024636
0.024756
0.021315

23,094
24,655
36,367

0.'t22797
0.035534
0.035707
0.o3D744

33.1 0484,1 16 539.014 656.234

157,396 2,562,751 2,947,170

44,301 721,322 829,522

227,024

53,899

192,836

548,439
44,932

1 67,683

476,903
10,299

29,290

'14,854

42,247

44,932

102.033 39.588 644 586 7A6 2ãA

153,¿103

378,587

133,394

329.206
8,1 93

20,219

11,817

29,1 63

28,4'11 462,599 531,99040,980

93,868

560,792
3,098

81,624
487,645

5,0'13

29,950
7,231

4tì,1 98

3,098

otal

.085 4C1

Besidenllal
fier 2T¡er 1

(e)(d)(c)

347,397
481,012
257,082

0.868059
0.534530
0.534650

0.599804

68,515
94,867

0.105422
0.1 05446
0.1 18296

27A,882
386,145
257,O82

0.868059

0.4291 08

0.429204
0.481508

'163.383922.'108

956,762188,697

2,741,517

768,065

673,531 3,415,048

289,806
632,565
317,625

57,157
124,757

232,649
507,807
317,625

'l

230.543
436,659

45,469
86,1 20

185,074

350,539

667,202131,589535,613

141,070
646,813

21,902

27,822
127,567

't'13,247

519,245
21,902

Allocatlon
Basls

Pro¡ected
Test Year
Rev- Ræ-

(a)

649,91 1

801,949
296,'157

1.744.O17

'1,789,511

6,388,878

4€3,168
1,183,1 38

365,903

2 î32 2î

1 1,958.614

384,364
816,719

0

1 ,201,083

235,1 93

1,209,786
25,231

Ref.DescriÞt¡onLn.
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Heber Light and Power
Electric Util¡ly Cost of Seru¡co Study

COST OF SERVICE
Allocation of Revênue Requirements
lqrlbe Proiected Test Year FY 2015

($)

SCHEDULE A

Total
Svslêm

(k)

21,596

1 1 1,087

2,317

135,000

2,806,294

14,764,908

(14,181)

(27,604)

(1 06,s64)
(2,704],

(1 s1,054)

14,6'r3,854

300,000

'I 4.913.854

4,257,765
2,778,746

(120,745'l

6,915,766
141,970

7,O57,736

7,038,789
(27,604),

7,01 1,1 85

143.929

7,155,'t14

14,212,850

Street
Llohts

(,)

200

21

245

4,803

46,986

(1 s)
(1 15)

(1s2)

(2s)

(347)

46,639

957

47,596

6,758
4,552

(208)

1 r,1 02

,24
1 1,329

29,371

(1 151

29,256

601

29,457

41,1 86

Commercial
T¡er 1 Tler 2 Tle¡ 3 Totel

(r) (s) (h) (0

664

3,967
284

460

2,750
7,495

44,777

8,619
51,494

244

99,422

3,210

66,584

Êt tat

'1,084,140

60,398

1,250,147

576,494 340,974 5,551,813 6,469,281

(436)

(981)

(3,805)

(332)

(302)

(680)

(2,638)

(4,e21)

(1 1,073)

(42,9s4)

(s,660)

(12,734)
(49,398)

(332)

(5,ss4) (3,620) (58,949) (68,123)

570,S40

11.721

337,353

6,925

5,492,864

112,760

6,401,158

't3'1,406

542.651 344.279 5.605.624 6 53' 56¿

'145,655

96,04.0

(4,241],

100,983

66,584
(2,e¿10)

1,644,225
'1,084,140

147,8761

1,890,863

1,246,764
(s5,057)

237,454

4.875
164,627

3.380

2,680,489
55.026

3,082,569
63 280

242,328 168,006 2,735,515 3,145,850

250, t 18

(e81 )

173,407

(680)

2,823,448
(1 1,073)

3,246,972
(12,734)

249,137

5,114
172,727

3,546

2,812,375

57,734
3,234,239

66,394

254,251 176,273 2,870,109 3,300,633

496,579 344,279 5,605,624 6,446,482

Res¡dentlal
T¡er 1 T¡er 2 Total

(c) (d) (e)

10,399

47,679
2,O11

2,555
11,714

12,954
59,393

2,011

60,089

1,250,097

14,268

301,247

74,357

1,55'1 ,344

6,739,869 1,508,772 8,248,641

(6,828)

(1 1,845)

(45,738)

(2,348)

(1,678)

(2,910)

(11,2371

(8,506)

(1 4,7ss)
(s6,97s)

(2,348)

(66,75e) (1s,824) (82,s83)

6,673,1 1 0

136,989

1,492,948

30,648

8,1 66,058

167,637

6,810,099 '1.523.596 8.333.694

1,894,666

1,226,184
(52,566)

465,479
301,247
(1 2,91 4)

2,360,1 45

1,527,431

(65,480)

3,068,284

62,947

753,81 1

15,475
3,8æ,095

78,462
3,'131,271 769,286 3,900,557

3,020,399
(1 1,845)

742,O47

(2,910)

3,762,445
(14,7ss)

3,008,553
61,761

739,137

1 5.1 73

3,747,690
76.934

3,070,314 754,310 3,A24,624

6,201,586 1,523,596 7,72s,181

Allocat¡on
Bes¡s

(b)

CP Demand

NCP Demand

# of Cust

CP Demand

kwh Sales
NCP Demand

# of Cust

Sub-total R-R-

Pro¡ected
Test Year
Rev. Reo.

(a)

21,596
11'1,087

135,000

2,806,294

14,764,908

(1 4,1 81 )

(27,604)
(1 06,564)

(2,704)

(151,054)

1 4,613,854

300,000

I 4.913.854

4,257,765
2,778,746

(120,745)

6,915,766
'141.970

7,057,736

7,038,789
(27,604)

7,01 1,185

143.929

7,1 55,1 14

14,212,A50

Ln. Description Ref.

24
25
26

27

Other Ræuirements lconl.)
Reserue Funding

Generation{elated
D¡str¡but¡on{elated
Custo mer-related

Tolal Reserue Fund¡ng

28 Total Other Requirements CALC

CALC29 Sub-total R€venue Requ¡rements

Revenue Cred¡ts

30 Genation - Demand

31 Generation - Energy

32 D¡slr¡bution-related

33 CustomeÊrelated

Sch. B

Sch. B

Sch. B

Sch- B

34 Total Revenue Credits CALC

35 Sub-total Net Revenue Requirements CALC

36 Annual D¡vidends (Return) Sch. B

37 Total Net Revenue Requirements CALC

Demand Related Rev. Requirements

38 Operatjng Expenses
39 Other Requ¡rements

40 Revenue Cred¡ts

CALC

CALC

CALC

41

42

43

Sub-Totäl Demand Related
Add: Annual Dividends

Total Demand Related

CALC

CALC

CALC

Energy Related Rev. Requ¡rements

44 Operating Expenses
45 Revenue Credits

CALC

CALC

46

47

48

Sub-Total Energy Related
Add: Annual Divìdends

Total Energy Related

GALC

CALC

CALC

49 Sub-total Demand and Energy CALC
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Heber L¡ght and Power
Elect¡lc Ut¡lity Cost of Sewic€ Study

cosT oF sERvtcE
Allocatlon of Revênue Requ¡rements
for lhe Proiected Test Year FY 2015

($)

SCHEDULE A

Iotal
Svstem

(t()

662,060

27,5ß
(2,7O4)

686,903
14.101

701,005

r4.913-454

Street
Lldhts

0)

6,054
252
(2sl

6,281

129

6,410

47.596

Commerclal
TleÌ I ïer 2 Tler 3 Total

o) ß) (h) (D

8'l,299

3,383

(332)

81,299

3,383
(332)

84,350

1,732
84,350

1.732

86,081 86,081

582,661 344279 5.605.6¿4 6.532564

Resldentlal
ïer 1

.|.|et 
2 Total

(c) (d) (e)

574,707

23,913

(2,348)

574,707

23,913
(2,348)

596,273
12,24'l

596,273
12.241

608,513 608,513

5,810,099 '1523.596 8.33¡r-694

Allocatlon
Basls

(b)

Pro¡ected
Test Year
Rev. Ræ.

(a)

662,060

27,548
(2,704)

686,903
14_l0t

701,005

14.S13-45¿

Ln. Descdptlon Ref.

50

51

52

53

54

Customer R€lated Rev. Requ¡rements

Operat¡ng Expenses
Olher Requirements

Revnue Credits

CALC

CALC

CALC

Sub-Total Customer Related
Add: Annual Dividends

Tolâl Customer Related

CALC
CALC

CALC

55 Totd R€vonus Rsquimonb CALC
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Heb€r Light and Powor
Elêctrlc Util¡ty Cost of Service Study

cosT oF sERvlcE
Analysis ot Revenue RequlrenNents
for the Proiected Test Year FY 20t5

($)

SCHEDULE B

1ôtal
Bêv- R6-

(D

629,91 I

23A,O27

20,000

587,650

1 58,31 I
'114,1 19

1,7Æ,017

6,388,878

6.344 874

849,891

263,131

49,865

119,942

130,845

209,O87

166,750

'I,789,511

828,517

35,814

43,400

79,580

71,381

1 62,035

245,564

158,364

201,553

'175,000

31,000

2,032,208

'11-958.614

Customer
Relatêd

(h)

2l 8,199

77,958

296,157

't38,653

5,993

7,263

13,31 8

1 1,946

27,117

41,095

26,502

33,730

29,286

31,000

365,903

662_060

Distilbut¡on
Reletêd

(g)

849,891

263,1 31

49,865

1 19,942

'130,845

209,087

166,750

1,789,51 1

489,829

21,174

25,659

47,049

42,201

95,797

145,180

93,627

1 1 9,160

103,¡162

1,1 83,138

2.972.64A

Generatlon Related
Demand Enefov Total

(d) (e) (0

629,91 1 629,91 1

238,O27 23A,O27

20,000

369,451

158,311

36,161

20,000

369,451

158,31'r

36,1 61

801,949 649,91 1 1,451,860

6,388,878 6,388,878

6.388.878 6.388.878

200,035

8,647

10,47A

19,214

'17,234

39,121

59,288

38,235

48,663

42,252

200,035

8,647

10,478

19,214

17,234

39,121

59,288

38,235

48,663

42,252

483,1 68 483,168

1.2A5.1't7 7.038.789 8.323.906

Rev. ñeq.
for

Âlloæt¡on
(c)

629,91 1

238,O27

20,000

587,6s0

158,311

1 14,119

1,748,017

6,388,878

6 348 ß74

849,891

263,131

49,865

1 19,942

130,845

209,087

166,750

1,789,511

428,517

35,8 t4

43,400

79,580

71,381

162,035

245,564

158,364

201,553

175,000

31,000

2,O32,208

I I 954 6í¿

Adiuslmnts
(b)

(1,860,000)

(1,860,000)

l1_a60.oooì

Unadjusted
Rev. Rèd. íl

(a)

629,91 1

238,027

20,000

587,650

158,311

114,119

't,748,017

6,388,878

6.388.878

849,891

263,131

49,865

1 19,942

1 30,845

1,860,000

209,087

166,750

3,649,51 1

828,517

35,814

.r3,400

79,580

71,381

162,035

245,564

158,364

201,553

175,000

31,000

2,032,208

13.818.614

Ln. Description

Generat¡on

1 6as Generolion

z Heber 6os Plont

3 O&MGenerotionPlonls
4 Energy Reboles

5 Wog€s - Planls [2]
6 Insuronc¿ Cosls

7 Enqloy¿e Be¡efils & RêÎ¡re. [2]

8 Sub-total êznerd'lion

Purchased Power Costrs

9 Total (øo contingency)
10 Contingency
11 UAMPS Line ltems

12 Total Purchased Power Costs

Distribution
13 Woçs - Dislribuiion Syst¿m

14 Repoirs and iÂointenance
'15 â/lot¿riols
'16 Vehicle Expense

17 Cotnlllu¡¡colions

18 Depreciolion
19 lìÂ¿dicol Insurance
20 Employee B¿¡efits & ReÌ¡r¿tnehl

21 Tolol Disiribution Expenses

Administrative & General f3l

22 Solori¿s

23 Boord Cornpensolion

24 Building Expenses

25 Office Supplies

26 Trawl & Training

27 ft\isclProfessiomlServices
28 l¡\edicol Insuranca
29 Employee Be¡ef¡ls & R¿l¡rehent
30 Poyroll Toxes

31 L¡ob¡l¡ly Insuranc¿
32 Bod Debt Expense

33 Tolal Aâ6 Expenses

34 Total Operat¡ng Expenses
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Heber L¡ght and Powèr
Electr¡c Util¡ty Cost of Serv¡ce Study

cosT oF sERVtcE
Analysis of Revenue Requ¡rements
lor the Proiected Test Year FY 2015

($)

SCHEDULE B

Total
Rev. Rm.

(D

1,201,083

1,470,211

135,000

2,806,294

14,764,908

(31,0911

(2O,707)

(41,3s2)

(57,9041

(151,0s41

14,613,854

300,000

1 4.913-854

[1] Pr¡mary source for inputs ¡s the 2015 Master Budget.

[2] CustomeHelated salaries provided by HLP.

[3] Allocation based on D¡stribution of Salaries & Wages to Generation, D¡stribution and Customer functions,

Total

Waoes

G&D

Allocâtioñ
G,D&C

Allocât¡on

Generation (Adjusted)

Distribut¡on

Sub-total G&T

347,077

849.891

29.00%

71-OO10

24.'t4ô/o

59.'t20/"

1,196,968

240.573

100.00%

Customer 16.74%

Total 1,437,541 1 00.00%

[4] Bæed on an analys¡s of aveEge debt seruice for years 20'l 5-2O l 9.

[5] Capital Addit¡ons and Reserye Funding funt¡onalized using the Gross Planl ln Seruice balances æ of year€nd 201 4.
General Plant portion was functionalized bæed on the distr¡but¡on of Salaries and Wages shown above.

Gross Percent of Capital Reserye
Plant Total Additions Fundinõ

$ 6,656.076 13-52% $ 198,792 ß,254
37,522.285 76.22/" 1,120,650 102.902
5,048,138 10.25% 150,769 13,844

$ 49,226,499 100.00% $ 1,470,211 $ 135.000

Generation
Distribut¡on

General
Totâl

Custorler
Related

(h)

25,231

2,317

27,548

689,608

(2,704)

(2,704)

686,903

'14,101

701.005

Distribution
Relaled

(s)

816,719
1,209,786

1 1 1,087

2,137,592

5,110,241

(31,091)

(1 4,080)

(41,352)

(20,041)

(106,564)

5,003,676

102,718

5.106.394

Generat¡on Related
Demand Enerqv Total

(d) (ê) (f)

384,364
235,1 93

21,596

384,364
235,193

21,596

641,1 54 641,t54

1,926,27't 7,038,789 8,965,060

(6,627)

(7,5s4) 127,604\

(6,627.

(35,1s91

(14,181) 127,604), (41,7851

1,91 2,090

39,252

7,01 1 ,185

143,929

8,923,275

1 83,1 81

1,951,342 7,155,114 9.106.456

Rev. Req.
fol

Àlocât¡on
(c)

1,201,083

1,470,211

135,000

2,806,294

14,764,908

(31,091)

(20,7O7)

(41,352)

(57,904)

(151,054)

14,61 3,854

300,000

14.913.454

Ad¡ustments
(b)

(1,860,000)

(1,860,000)

t1.860.000

Unad¡usled
Rev. Rea. f1l

(a)

1 ,201,083
1,470,211

135,000

2,406,294

16,624,908

(31,091)

(20,707)
(41,352)

(s7,904)

(151,054)

16,473,854

300,000

16,773,A54

Ln, DescriDt¡on

Other Revenue Reouirements

35 Annual Debt Seruice [4]
36 Capilal Adds Paid from Cæh
37 Reserue Fund¡ng

38 Total Olher Revenue Requirements

39 Sub-total Revenue Requirements

Revenue Cr€dits
40 Connætion Fees

41 Interest lncome
42 Pole Attachment Revenuê
43 Receivables Penalty lncome

44 Total Revenue Cred¡ts

45 Sub-Total Revenue Requ¡rements

46 Annual D¡v¡dends (Return)

47 Total Revenue Requ¡rements

7HL&P Electr¡c COS_201 5_F¡nal Ø.-@. @;"¿,,, J"".



Heber L¡ght and Power
Electr¡c utlllty Cost of S€rvlce Study

KWH SALES ALLOCATION FACTORS
For the Pro¡ected Test Year FY 2015

SCHEDULE C

Porcent of
lotal
tn)

53.60%
46.40V.

1 00.00%

88.30%
1'1.70V"

roo.00%

54.90%
45.10%

1 00.00%

88.25y"
't1.750/.

100.00%

53.57./"
46.43%

too.00%

87.59%
12.41ê/"

100.00%

Total
(m)

75,062,423
64,975,066

140,037,489

104,196
13,807

1 18,003

720.4
4,706.0

82,0¿14,953

67,386,1 82

't49,43t, t35

107,713
14,335

122,OÆ

761.7
4,700.8

80,631,75ô
69,889,016

150,520,/72

'I 1 1,567
15,807

127,374

722.7
4,421.4

734.9
4,609.4

DEC
(t)

5,666,464
4,952.913

10,619,3r/

8,766
1,144

9,910

6,16.4

4,329.5

8,320,1 28

5,430,312

13,750,440

9,071

1,208

10,279

917.2
4,495.3

7,779,232
5,517,778

13,297,010

9,415
1,329

10,744

826.3
4,151.8

796.6
4,325.5

NOV
(l()

6,356,570
5,071.468

1 1,42E,038

8,802
1,164

9,966

722-2
4,356.9

6,44'1,754

5,233,994

't1,675,748

9,092
1,223

10,315

708.5
4,279.6

6,290,442
5,242,287

1 1,532,729

9,446
1,325

10,771

665.9

3,956.4

698.9
4,197.7

ocT
0)

5,257,903
5,002,304

10,260,207

8,861

1,162

10,023

593.4
4,304.9

5,700,581

5,177,633

10,a78,214

9,1 32
1,2'12

'10,344

624.2

4,272.0

5,767,291
5,520,150

11,287,441

9,,155

1,335

10,790

610.0
4,134.9

609.2
4,237.3

SEP

fi)

6,'t37,125
s,931,016

12,068,1 41

8,859

1,1 68

10,o27

692.8

5,077.9

6,366,561

5,947,677

't2,314,238

9,097
1,214

'10,311

699.9

4,899.2

6,434,835
6,619,889

13,054,724

9,469

1,322

1 0,791

679.6
5,007.5

690.7
4,994.9

AUG
(h)

7,296,432

6,398,1 87

'13,694,619

8,826
1,169

9,995

826.7

5,473.2

7,228,737
6,494,096

13,722,&33

9,060
1,211

10,271

5,362.6

6,839,670
6,443,991

13,283,661

9,399

1,317

10,716

727.7
4,892.9

7A4.'l

5,242.9

JUL
(s)

6,671,245
6,035,'135

12,706,380

8,763

1,155

9,918

761.3
5,225-2

7,597,175
6,354,693

13,951,868

9,054
1,192

10,246

839.1

5,331.1

7,426,555
7,1 1 4,006

14,540,561

9,394
1,318

10,712

790.6
5,397.6

797.0

5,318.0

JUN

o)

5,553,442
5,829,072

1 1,382,514

8,691

1,1 63

9,854

639.0

5,012.1

5,931,472
6,218,177

'1 2,149,649

9,004
I,195

't0,199

658,8

5,203.5

5,835,041

6,351,078

12,186,1 t9

9,298

1,305

10,604

627.6

4,863.0

64't.8
5,026.2

MAY
(e)

5,023,049
5,238,1 95

10,261,244

8,632
1,150

9,782

581.9
4,555.0

5,'157,596

5,31 3,838

10,471,434

8,923
1.193

10,116

578.0
4,454.2

5,581,577
5,669,903

1 t,251,480

9,283
1,316

10,599

601.3

4,308.4

587.1

4,439.2

APB
(d)

5,542,158
4,872p2õ

10,415,084

8,546
1.132

9,678

648.5
4,304.7

5,979,944
4,910,878

10,890,822

8,881

1,181

10,062

673.3
4,158.2

6,061,988
5,1 54,834

1'1,216,822

9,186
1,316

10,502

659.9
3,917.0

660.6
4,126.7

ltÂR
(c)

6,342,O37

4,877,117

1 1,21 9,1 54

8,495
'1,133

9,628

746.Ê

4,304.6

6,325,608
4,857,678

1 1,1 83,286

8,837
1,171

10,008

715.8
4,148.3

6,054,936
4,81 7,651

10,872,587

9,1 '10

1,307

10,417

664.6
3,686.0

709.0
4,046.3

FEB
(Þ)

7.1 34,r 60

5,434,31 5

12,568,475

8,484
'l,129

9,613

840.9
4,8't3.4

8,033,280
5,591,399

't3,624,679

8,784
1,173

9,957

914.5
4,766.8

7,A11,762
5,563,034

13,374,796

9,058
1,310

10,368

862.4
4,246.6

872.6
4,608.9

JAN
(a)

8,081,838
5,332,418

13,4'14,256

8,471

1,138

9,609

954.1

4,685.8

8,962,1 17

5,855,807

14,817,924

8,778
1,162

9,g/to

1,021.0

5,039.4

a,748,427
5,874,415

14,622,842

9,054
1,306

10,360

966.2
4,¡198.0

980.4
4,741.1

Ln. DescrlÞtlon Ret

Yeat 2012
kwh Sales

1 Residential

2 Commercial
nl
u

Total CALC

4
Number of Customers

Res¡dential

Commerc¡al

Sch. D

Sch. D

6 Total CALC

7
8

Average Usage per Customer
Res¡dential

Commerc¡al
CALC

CALC

10

'11

12

13

14

16

Year 2013
kwh Sales

Res¡dent¡al

Commercial
tll
t1l

Tolal CALC

Number of Customeß
Resident¡al

Commercial
Sch. D

Sch. D

CALCTotãl

AveEge Usagê per Customer
Res¡dential CALC

Commêrcial CALC

Yeal2014
kwh Sales

17 Residential

18 Coñmercial
n1

t11

lo

20
21

22

25

26

Total CALC

Number of Customers
Res¡dential

Commercial
Sch. D

Sch. D

CALCTolal

Average Usage per Customer
Res¡dential

Commercial
CALC

CALC

3-Year Avo. Usaoe oer Customer
Res¡dent¡al

Commerc¡al
CALC
CALC

IHL&P Electric COS_20't 5_F¡nal Ø1.- @. @n¿,,, Jn".



Heber Light and Power
Elect¡ic Ut¡l¡ty Cost of Seru¡ce Study

KWH SALES ALLOCATION FACTOBS
For the Pro¡ected Test Year Fy 2O1S

SCHEDULE C

Percent of
Total
(n)

53.680/.

46.32V"

42.91%
10.540/.

53.450/.

3.55%
2.46ô/.

40.11%

46.13V"

0.42%

100.0001

Total
(m)

114,211
16,122

130,333

8,682
53,060

82,608.504
71,290,747

66,3 1 6,078
'16,292,426

82,608,504

5,491,600
3,807,33r

61 ,991 ,816

71,290,747

644,878

1 54,544,13013.048.404

DEC
(t)

9,605
'1,356

'10,961

826.3
4,1 51.8

7,936,251

5,629,1 51

5,904.660
1,647.51 5

7,552,175

454.899
313,947

4,673.643

5,442,489

53,740

NOV
(k)

9,589
1,354

10,94Ít

665.9

3,956.4

6,385,707
5,355,319

5,520,299
1,097,035

6,61 7,334

458.927

31 3,700

4,798,'195

5,570,A22

53,740

12.241.896

ocT
(i)

9,573
't,351

1 0,924

11

610.0

4,134.9

5,839,328
5,587,619

4,893,21 l

581,020

5,474,231

460.768

¿,zeo,eos

5,064,133

53.740

10,592,10412.972 8'43

SEP

U)

9,557
1,349

10,906

679.6

5,007.s

6,494,753
6,755,434

5,454.829
1,058.508

6,5 13,337

458.204

31 7,056

5,630.506

6,405,766

53,740

AUG
(h)

9,541

1,347

'10,888

727.7
4,892.9

6,94Í1,1 99

6,589,916

5,788,717
1 ,61 0,761

7,399,478

462,700
327,224

6,210,A47

7,000,771

53,740

1 4.453.981

JUL
(s)

9,525
1,345

1 0,870

790.6

5,397.6

7,530,429
7,257,488

5,824,314
1,955,476

7,779,789

453,796

31 8,987

6,078,51 5

6,851,298

53,740

14,684,A2712.A20.711

JUN
(0

9,510

1,342

10,852

627.6

4,863.0

5,967,797
6,527,826

5,061,862
1,002,908

6,064,771

447,244
302,525

5,952,431

6,702,200

53,740

MAY
(e)

9,494
1,340

1 0,834

11

601.3

4,308.4

5,708,277
5,773,788

4.719,721

544,675

5,264,396

443,120
300,1 53

4,974,654

5,717,926

53,740

1 1.036.062

ÂÞB
(d)

9,478
1,338

10,816

659.9
3,917.0

6,254,633
5,240,548

5,225,131

873,840

6,098,971

451,852
31 0,436

4,203,856

4,966,1 44

53,740

11,1 18,855

MAB
(c)

9,462
1,336

10,798

664.6
3,686.0

6,288,994
4,923,278

5,365,896
1.093,675

6,459,57'1

453,841

31 3,049

5,229,1 85

53,740

11.742.495

FEB
(b)

9,446
1,333

r0,780

862.4
4,246.6

8,14ô,732
5,662,547

6,120,996
2.098,421

4,2't9,417

469,485
334,986

5.221,880

6,026,351

53,740

14,299.507

JAN
(a)

9,43 1

1,331

10,762

966.2
4,498.0

9,1 12,405

5,987,833

6.436,442
2 728,592

476,766
338,705

5,498,1 90

6,313,662

53,740

Bef.Ln. Descripllon

27
28

29

30

32

33

Estimated No. of Customeß
Resident¡al

Commercial

Average Usage pêr Customer
Residential CALC [2]
Commercial CALC t2l

Year 2015 - Pro¡ected

34 CALC

Total

Total

Sch. D

Sch. D

CALC

CALC

CALC

Estimaled kwh Sales

Res¡dênt¡al

Commercial

kwh Consumot¡on bv Rate Schedule
Resident¡al Tier't t31
Res¡dential T¡er 2 lgl

Total Res¡dential

Commerc¡al Tier'1
Commercial T¡er 2
Commercial Tier 3

Total Commêrcial

Total kwh Sales

Security Lighting t41

CALC

131

t3l
t3l

CALC

35

36

37

38

39

40

41

42

4Íì

tzl
t3l

t4l

Assumes Residential and commercial w¡ll experience same level of usage æ experienced in 2014.
Breakdown based on informat¡on contained ¡n lhe 2014 Sales Forecæt.
lnput from 201 5 sales Forecast worksheet but reduced by 1/3 to account for the number of LED l¡ghts ¡n the syslem.

Billing Data.xlsx."spreadsheet

9
HL&P Electr¡c cos_201 s_Final
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SCHEDULE D

Heber Llght & Power
Electr¡c Ut¡líty Cost of Service Study

CUSTOMER ALLOCATION FACTORS
For the Proiected Têst Year FY 2015

PefÞent of
Tobl
(n)

88.30"/"
11.70/"

r00.00"/.

88.25/"
'11.75L

1 00.000/.

87.59/
'12.41i

100.000¿

87.5v/.
o-790/"

E6.8t%

12.41./.
0.13V.

12.2Ao/.

o.91"/"

100.00"/.

[1] lnput from spreadsheet'Analys¡s of H¡storical Bill¡ng Data.xlsx.,'

[2] Estimated based on a rev¡ew of historical billing data for year 2010.
[3] Based on an assumed cuslomer growlh rate of 2.00%
[4] Based on information supplied by HLP - represenls the number of street l¡ght accounts.

Avmoâ
(m)

8,683
1,151

9,834

8,976
1,195

1 0,171

9,297
1,317

10,615

3.4A1"

7.00%
3.89%

9,483
85

9,398

1,343
't4

1,329

99

10.a27

DÊC
(t)

8,766
1,144

9,910

9,071

1,208

10,279

9,415

1,329

10,744

3.64d/<

7.780/<

4.120/.

9,605
85

9,520

1,356

14
1,342

99

10.961

NOV
(k)

8,802

1,164

9,966

9,092
1 ata

10,315

1,325

10,771

3.59'/.
6.69%
3.96%

9,589

85

9,504

1,354
14

1,340

99

1 0.94.Í¡

ocT

8,861

1.162

10,023

9,1 32

10,344

9,455

1,335

10,790

3.3001

7.19./.

3.76/.

9,573
85

9,488

1,351

14
1,337

10,924

SEÞ

0)

8,859

1,1 68

10,o27

9,097
1,214

10,311

9,469
1,322

10,791

3.39%
6.390/.

3.74C"

9,557
R5

9,472

1,349

14
1,335

99

1n qnÂ

AUG
(h)

8,826
1,1 69

9,995

9,060
1,211

'1o,271

1,317

10,7't6

3.20./,

6.14./.

3.54V,

9,541
85

9,456

't,347

14
1,333

99

10 gaa

JUL
(s)

8,763
'1 ,155

9,918

9,054
1.1 92

10,2ß

9,394
'1,318

10,712

3.540/"

6.82%
3.93%

9,525
85

9,44{)

1,345

14
1,331

10.470

JUN
(0

8,691

1,163

9,854

9,004
1.1 95

1 0,1 99

9,298

1,306

10,604

3.43%
5.970/r

3.74%

9,510
85

9,425

1,342
't4

1,328

99

10.852

MÂY

(e)

8,632

1,150

9,782

8,923

1,'193

10,1 16

9,283

1,316

10,599

3.70%
6.97V"

4.09!/

9,494
85

9,409

1,340
14

1,326

99

10.834

APR
(d)

8,546
1,132

9,678

8,881

1 ,181

10,062

9,1 86

1 ,316

10,502

3.68.1

7.AzV.

4.17%

9,478
85

9,393

1,338
14

1,324

99

10.816

MAR
(c)

8,495
't,133

9,628

8,837
1,171

10,008

9,1 r0
't,307

10,417

3.560/.

7.4%
4.027"

9,462
R5

9,377

'1,336

14

1,322

99

1n 7qB

FEB
(b)

8,484
1,1 29

9,613

8,784
1,1 73

9,957

9,058
't,310

10,368

3.330¿

7.720/.

3.85%

9,446
85

9,361

14
1,319

99

't 0 780

JAN

(al

8,471

1.138

9,609

4.778
1.162

9,9¿t0

9,054

10,360

3.38"1

7.1301

3.83%

9,,tÍ|1

9,346

1,331

14
1,317

10.762

Ln, Dôscrlþtion Rêf.

Yeat 2012
'I Rêsilential
2 Commerc¡d

t1l

nl
3 Total

Year 2013
4 Besidential
5 Commercial

6 Total

Ill
Ill

Year 2014
7 Resident¡al

8 Commerc¡al
tll
t1l

9 Total

Custorer Growth Rate lPercentì
10 Residenl¡al

1 1 Commarc¡al

12 Total

CALC

CALC

CALC

Year 2015 lProiætedl
Estimated Number ol Customers

13 Res¡dent¡al

14 Less: Estimated SL Accounts
15 Net Res¡dential

CALC [3]

t4l
CALC

16

17
't8

Commercial
Less: Est¡mated SL Accounts
Net Commerc¡al

CALC [3]

t4l
CALC

19 Total Street Lighl Accounls CALC

20 Total Customers CALC

HL&P Electfic COS_20't s_Final 10 Ø.-@. Øi¿",, -t;".



Heber L¡ght & Power
Electric Ut¡l¡ty Cost of Service Study

DEilAND ALLOCAT¡ON FACTORS. NON€OINCIDEì¡T PEAK
For the Prolected Test year 2015

SCHEDULE E

Total
Svslem

154,544,'130

40,829

Stleet
Liohts

(D

1 -0000

644,878
100.0000%

73.6

0.180370

Gommerclal
Tier 3 TotalT¡er 1 Tier 2

(s)(f)(e)(d)

0.43000.43000.43000.4300

71,290,747

4Íì.0000%

18,926.1

ß.35470/"

61,991,816

43.0000%

16,457.4
¡1o.30æ%

3,807,331

4i¡.0000%

1,010.8

2.475æ/.

5,491,600
¿li¡.0000%

1,457.9

3.5707%

Tl€¡r2TÍer I Totâl
(b)

0.4320

82,608,504

21,829.2

16,292,426
4i1.2000%

4,305.2

10.544¡r/"

66,3'16,078

43.2000y"
17,523.9

42.92O41o

Rèf.DescriptionLn.

Proiected 2014
1 kwh Sales

2 NCP Load Factor
3 Estimated NCP Demand
4 Percent of Total

5 "Proxy'NCP Load Factors t11

Sch. C

CALC

CALC

CALC

Residenital load factor estimated based on ¡nfomat¡on contained ¡n RMp's most recent ratêt11 filing before the UPSC, Docket No. t3-03S-t 84.
of demandload

HL&P Eleclric COS_201 s_F¡nal 11 øî.6. øf.h/",,.J*.



SCHEDULE F

Systâm Average

Heber Light & Power
Electric Utility Cost of Serv¡ce Study

DEMAND ALLOCATION FACTORS. 12.MONTH COINCIDENT PEAK
For the Proiected Test year 2015

12-month

Avg. CP at
Assumed

Annual

Loss Factor

Estimated
'12-CP

Metered l2-CP
to l2-CP at1z-CP

140,682,567

25,588.2

100.00%

23,443.6

68.5%

1 50,076,013

27,397.7

100,00%

25,342.4

67.6/"

'151,165,650

27,503.2

100.39%

24,414.6

70.7%

24,393.0

100.00%

68.1%

154,544,130

68.1%
25,891.3

26,492.0

100.0000%

(k)

644,878
256.10/"

28.7

0.1'1"/.

26.3

279.6%

644,878
225.Oo/"

32.7
o,120/.

30.3

243.2%

644,878
225.0%

32.7
o.1?/o

30.3

243.2%

644,878
261.40/"

28

29

0.1088%

(D

28.3

0.12V.

261.4%

11

796

814

(s)

78.8%

3,O744%

5,491,600

(D(e)(d)

64,975,066

10,230.7

39.980/.

9,373.2

79.1"/"

67,386,182

10,610.3

38.73V.

9,814.4

78.4L

69,889,01 6
72.5%

1't,004.4

40.17þ/"

9,806.2

81.4%

9,664.6

39.62%
78.8"k

71,290,747

78.80/.

10,333
'r0,573

39.9109%

58,596,550

72.5%

9,226.4

33.68%

8,534.2

78.4%

8,404.0

34.45%
78.8%

61,991,816

78.80/"

8,986

9,194

34.7050%

56,499,932

72.510

8,896.2

34.77%

8,150.6

79.1"/"

60,772,922
72.5%

9,569.0

34-93%

8,527.1

81.4/0

3,807,331

78.8%

552
565

2.'t315%

3,598,805

72.5%

566.7

2.07/
524.'l

78.4%

3,732,470
72.57ô

587.7

2.15%
523.7

81.40/"

516.1

2.12Vo

78-8V"

5,1 90,827

817.3

2.98%
756.0

78.4yÒ

5,383,623

847.7

3.09%

755.4

81.4%

744.5

3.05%
78.8%

3,470,037

72.5V.

546.4

2.14%
500.6

79.1%

5,005,097

72.5%

788.1

3.08%
722.0

79.1%

16,18 1,280

(c)(b)(a)

82,044,953

55.9./"
't6,754.7

61 .150/"

15,497.8

60.4%

14,738.3

60.4æ/"

60.7%

82,608,504

60.7%

15,530

15,890

59.9804%

80,631,756

55.9%
1 6,466.1

60.10%

14,673.2

62.7yo

14,804,154
55.9%

3,O23.2

11.81y"

2,769.8

61.0%

55.9%

3,304.4
12.06y"

3,056.5

60.4%

15,902,563

3,247.5

1 1.85%

2,893.9

62.7%

2,906.8
'11.92%

60.7%

16,292,426
60.7%

3,063

3.1 34
1 1.82960/.

65,863,673

55.9%

13,450.2

49.09%
12,441.2

60.4%

64,729,193
55.9%

13,218.6

48.25%
11,779.3

62.7%

1 1,831.6

48.50%
60.7%

66,316,078

60.7%

12,467

12.756

48.1508%

75,062,423
55.9.1

'15,328.7

59.91./"

14,044.0

6't.0"/"

60,258,269

55.9%

12,305.5

48.O9%

11,274.2

61.0%

Ref.Ln. Descrlption

FY 2012
1 Totalkwh sates
2 Class 12-CP Load Factor
3 Prel¡minary 12-CP kW Demand
4 Percent ofTotal System
5 12-CP kW Demand (Fit to Actual)
6 Restated LF Based on 12-Cp Fit

FY 2013

7 Totalkwh sales
I Class 12-CP Load Factor
9 Prel¡minary 12-CP kW Demand
10 Percent of Total System
11 12-CP kW Demand (Fit to Actuat)
12 Restated LF Based on t2-CP Fit

FY 2014
Total kwh Sales

Class 12-CP Load Factor
Prel¡minary'1z-CP kW Demand

Percent of Total System
12-CP kW Demand (Fit to Actual)
Restated LF Based on 12-CP Fit

Percent of Total System
Load Factor

Proiected 2015

19

Sch. C

t1l
CALC

CALC

CALC

CALC

Sch. C

t11

CALC

CALC

CALC

CALC

Sch. C

tll
CALC

CALC

CALC

CALC

CALC

CALC

CALC

Sch. C

CALC

CALC

CALC

CALC

kwh Sales
'12-CP Load Faclor
'12-CP kW Demand
Fit to Load Forècast

Percent of Total

13

14

15

3-Year Averaoê
'12-CP kW Demand

16

17

18

kw at
FY 2010

FY 20Í
FY 20't2
FY 2013

FY 20'14

Average

20

21

22
23

24
25

144,
142,171,059

145,499,976

1 64,309,864

165,003,'160

152,347,423

16,524
16,230

16,610
't8,757

18,836

17,391

24,042
23,641

24,940
26,960

25,973
25,111

6.00%

6.00%

6.00%

6.00%

6.00%

22,599

22,223
23,444
25,342
24,415
23,605

0.9400

0.9400

0.9400

0.9400

0.9400

0.9400

[1] Based on information obtained from Rocky Mounta¡n Power's most recent retail rate case before the UpSC, Dockel No. 13-og5-1g4.
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0.6957

0.7252
0.6926

ØÃ Ç6. @A"¿"^ .J*.



Heber L¡ght & power
Electr¡c Util¡ty Cost of Service Study

ESTIMATED REVENUES UNDER EXISTING BASE RATES
For the Proiected Test year 2Ol5

SCHEDULE G

Total
SYstem

(D

15,532,¿tÍt6

14,299,507

11,742,495

1 1,1 18,855
'11,036,062

12,820,711

14,684,827

14,453,989
'12,972,843

1 0,592,1 04
12,241,A96

1 3,048,404

154,544,130
'100.000%

1 1,911

Street
L¡ohts

(h)

6.50

53,7q
53,740
53,7q
55,740
53,7q
53,7Q
53,7¿10

53,740
53,740

53,740

53,7,+0

53,740

644,878
0.4170/.

1.143

Tier f 2 Tier 3 Tolâl
(d) (e) (0 (s)

6.50

0.1492

6.50 6.50

0.1 045

0.0799

476,766
469,485

453,841

451,852

443,120

447,244
453,796

462,700
458,204
460,768

45A,927

454,899

338,705

334,986

3'13,049

31 0,¿f¡16

300,153

302,525

318,987
327,224

317,056

31 6,561

313,700

313,947

5,498,190

5,221,880
4,462,295
4,203,856

4,974,654
5,952,4i¡1

6,078,515

6,210,847

5,630,506

4,286,805

4,798,195

4,673,643

6,313,602

6,026,351

5,229,1 85

4,966,144
5,717,926
6,702,200
6,851,298

7,O00,771

6,405,766

5,064,133

5,570,822

5,442,489

5,491,600

3.553%
3,807,331

2.4640/"

61,991,816

Æ.119/"
7'1,290,747

46.130"/.

1.329

Residentlal
lier 1 Tièt 2 Totâl

(a) (b) (c)

12.00

0.07525

0.09450

6,436,442

6,120,996

5,365,896

5,225,1 31

4,719,721
5,061,862

5,824,314

5,788,717

5,¿r54,829

4,893,211

5,520,299

5,904,660

2,728,592
2.098.421

1,093,675

873,840

544,675
1,002,908

1.955.476

I,610,761
'I,058,508

581,020

1,097,035

1,647,515

9,165,034

8,219,417
6,459,571

6,098,971

5,264.396

6,064,771

7,n9,789
7,399,478

6,513,337
5,474,231
6,61 7,334

7,552,175

66,31 6,078

42.911V"

16,292,426

10.542V"
82,608,504

53.4530¿

9,3989,398

Ln. Descriþtion Réf.

Ex¡stlno Base Rates

Resident¡al
1 Base Charge

Energy Charge
2 First 1000 kwh
3 Ove|1000 kwh

Commerc¡al
4 M¡nimum Monthly

Energy Charge
5 F¡rst 500 kwh
6 Next 500 kWh

All Additional kwh

7

Street Lights (Charge per L¡ght)
High Pressure Sodium

150 Watb

Pro¡ecled kwh Sales lkwh)
I January
9 February
'10 March
11 April

12 May
'13 June
'14 July
15 August
16 September
17 October
18 November
19 December

20 Total
21 Percent of Toùal System

22 Averaqe Number of Customeß lliohtsl

Sch. C
Sch. C

Sch. C

Sch. C

Sch. C

Sch. C

Sch. C
Sch. C
Sch. C

Sch. C

Sch. C
Sch. C

CALC

CALC

Sch D

HL&P Electric cos_201 5_F¡nal '13 ø[ 6. øA,1"",t;.



Heber L¡ght & Powel
Electr¡c Utility Cost of Service Study

ESTIMATED REVENUES UNDER EXISTING BASE RAIES
For the Prolected Test Year 2015

SCHEDULE G

Tolal
Svstem

(i)

'1,445,614

1,2A8,O25
'I 

, 181 ,187
964,100

911,514

901,585
'1,049,622
'1,209,786

1,'187,294
'1,061,879

867,463
1,003,702

1,074,1 18

12,700,278
0.08?2

14.145.992

Street
L¡dhts

(h)

92,274

92.274

Commerclal
Tier 1 Tier 2 Tiêr 3 Total

(d) (e) (0 (s)

71,134
70,047

67,713
67,416

66,1 13

66,729
67,706
69,035

68,364
6A,747

68,472

67,871

35,395

35,006

32,7't4
s2,441
31,366

31,614
33,334

34,195

33,132

33,081

32,782
32,807

439,305
417,228
356,537
335,888

397,475
475,599

485,673

456,247

449,877

342,5't 6

383,376

373,424

5¿15,834

522,281
¿156,964

435,745
494,954
573,942
586,714
599,476

551,374
444,343
484,629

474,102

819,347

0.1492

397,866

0.1045

4,953,146

0.0799
6,170,359

0.0866

819,347 397.866 4.953.146 6.170.359

Resldent¡a!
Tier I Tl€f2 Totâl

(a) (b) (c)

1,353,3¡f0 1,353,340

484,342
460,605

403,784
39s,191

355,159

380,905
¿+38,280

435,601

410,476
368,214
415,403

444,326

257,852
198,301

103,352

82,578
5't,472
94,775

184,792
152,217
'100,029

54,906

103,670

155,690

742,194
658,906

507,1 36

475,769
406,631

475,680

623,072

587,818

510,505

423,121

515,O72

600,016

4,990,285

0.0753

1,539,634

0.0945

6,529,919

0.0790

6,343,625 1,539,634 7.883.259

Ln. Descript¡on Rêf.

23

24
25

26

27
28

29

30

31

32
33

34
35

Jb
37

Estimated Revênue ($)

Base Charge

Enèrgy Charge
January
February

March

Apr¡l

May

June

July
August
Septêmber
October
November
December

CALC

CALC

CALC

CALC

CALC

CALC

CALC

CALC

CALC

CALC

CALC

CALC

CALC

Total CALC
Average Energy Charge (g/kWh CALC

38 Total Revenues (Base Rate) CALC

HL&P Electric Cos_201 S_Final 14 øil 6. Ø"i,^ ,t*.



Heber L¡ght & Power
Electric Util¡ty Cost of Service Study

ESTIMATED REVENUES UNDER PROPOSED RATES
For the Prolected Test Year 2015

(Current Desígn Using Proposed 6,0"/o lncrease by Rate Class)

SCHEDULE H.I

Tolal
Svslêm

(Ð

15,532,4i)6

14,299,507
'11,742,495
'I r,r 18,855
't 1,036.062

12,820,711

14,68/.,827

14,453,989

12,972,A43

1 0,592,104
'12,241,596

13,0¿18,404

1 54,5¿14,130

100.000%

10,965

1,174.6

Street
Liohts

(h)

6.0f1%

6.89

53,740

53,740

53,740
53,740
53,740

53,740
53,740

53,740
53,740

53,740
53,740
55,740

644,878
o-417"/.

226.8

Commerclal
Tier 1 ïer 2 Tier 3 Totel

(d) (è) (0 G)

6.000Á 6.00% 6.00%

0.1 5820

0.1 1080

0.08470

476,766
469,485

453,841

451,852

443,120

447,244
453,796
ß2,700
458,2M
460,768

458,927

454,899

338,705

334,986

313,049

3 t0,436
300,153

302,525

318,987

327,224
317,056

316,561

313,700

3 13,947

5,498,190

5,221,880

4,462,295
4,203,856

4,974,654
5,952,¿131

6,078,515

6,210,847

5,630,506

4,286,805

4,798,195

4,673,643

6,313,662

6,026,351

5,229,185
4,966,1¿14

5,717,926
6,702,200
6,851,298

7,000,771

6,/Í05,766

5,064,133

5,570,822
5,442,ß9

5,491,600

3.553%
3,807,331

2.Æ4%
61,991,816

40.113%
71,290,747

ß.13tE

1,329

4,468.6

Resldentlal
T¡Ef 1 Tier 2 Total

(a)

6.00%

12.72

0.0798

(b) (c)

6.0eÁ

0.1 002

6,436,442
6,120,996

5,365,896

5,225,13'l
4,719,721
5,061,862
5,824,314
5,78A,7't7
5,454,829

4,893,211

5,520,299

5,904,660

2,72A,592
2,098,421
1,093,675

873,8¿tO

544,675
1,002,908

1,955,476

1,610,761

1,058,508

58r,020
1,097,035

1,647,515

9,1 65,034
8,2'19,417

6,459,571

6,098,971

5,264,396

6,064,n1
7,n9,789
7,399,47A
6,513,337

5,474,231
6,617,334

7,552,175

66,316,078

42.9'111"
16,292,426

10.542%
82,608,504

53.453"r

9,398

588.0
9,398
732.5

Ln- Descriptlon Ref.

Proposed Base Rates

1 Proposed Basê Rate lncreasê

Resldential
2 Base Charge

Energy Charge
3 First 'î000 kwh
4 Over 1000 kwh

GALC

CALC

CALC

Commercial
Energy Charge

E

6
7

First 500 kwh
Next 500 kwh
AllAddit¡onal kwh

CALC

CALC

CALC

I

I
10

11

12

13

14

15

tô
17

18

19

20

Strser Lights (Chargo per L¡ght)
High Pressure Sod¡um

150 Watts CALC

Pro¡ected kwh Sales lkwhl
January
February

March

Apr¡l

May

June

JulY

August
September
October
November
Decèmber

CALC

CALC

CALC

CALC

CALC

CALC

CALC

CALC

CALC
CALC
CALC
CALC

2'l Totâl
22 Percent of Total System

23 Average Number of Customers (Lighis)
24 Averags Usage Per Customer

CALC
CALC

Sch. D
CALC
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Heber L¡ght & Power
Electric Util¡ty Cost of Service Study

ESTIMATED REVENUES UNDER PROPOSED RATES
For the Proiected Test year 2015

(Current Design Us¡ng Proposed 6.(p/o lncrease by Rate Class)

SCHEDULE H.1

Total
Svslem

(D

1,454,136

1,365,376

1,252,122
't,022,004

966,26'1

955,740
1,1 12,665

1,282,441

1,258,601

1,125,657

919,568

1,063,984

1,138,625

'13,463,045

0.0871

14,91 7,1 80

14.9 1 3,854

3,326

Street

(h)

'19,595

19,595

I 519
'10,076

Comme¡cial
T¡êr 1 Tiet 2 Tier3 Tota-

(d) (e) (f) (s)

75,424
74,272

71,798
71,483
70,102
70,754
71,790
73,1 99

72,488
72,893
72,602
71,965

37,529
37,1 '16

34,686

34,396

33,257

33,520

35,344
36,256

35,130

35,075

34,758
34,785

465,697
442,293
377,956

356,067

421,353

504,171

514,850

526,059

476,904
363,092

406,407

395,858

578,650

553,682
484,440
461,946

524,712

608,¿145

621,984

635,514

584,522
471,061

513,767

502,608

868,771

0.1 582

421,852
0.1 108

5,250,707

0.0847

6,541,330

0.091 I

868,771

584,153

421,852

345, t61

5,250,707 6,541,330

5.619.982 6.549.296
284,618 76,692 (369,275) (7,96s)

4,650
0.0954
0.0900

6_O10/.

Res¡dential
T¡er I Tie¡ 2 Total

(a) (b) (c)

1,434,540 1,434,540

51 3,403

488,241

428,011

41 6,783

376,469

403,759

464,576
461,737

435,104
390,307

440,327

470,985

273,323
210,199

109,553

87,533

54,560
'100,461

195,880

1 61,350

106,031

58,201
'109,890

165,032

786,726
698,4/10

537,564

504,315
43 1 ,029
504,221

660,456

623,087

541,135

448,508

550,217

636,01 7

5,289,702
0.0798

1,632,012
0.1002

6,92'1,714

0.0838

6,724,242

6,827,542

1,632,0'12

1,527,498

8,356,255

8,355,039
(103,299) 104,514 1,215

750.0

0.0967
0.09r3

6.0001

Ln. Description Ref,

25

26

27
28

29

30

31

32
33

34
35
36
37

38

39

Est¡maled Revenue ($)

Båse Charge

Energy Charge
January
February

March

Apr¡t

May

June

JulY

August
September
October
November
DecemÞer

CALC

CALC

CALC

CALC

CALC

CALC

CALC

CALC

CALC

CALC

CALC

CALC

CALC

Total
Average Energy Charge (g/kwh)

CALC

CALC

40 Total Revenues (Base Bate)

41 Total Revenue Requ¡rement per COS
42 Dlftèrenæ

CALC

CALC

CALC

43 Assumed Monthly Usage
44 Proposed We¡ghted Average Rate
45 Currenl Weighted Average Rate
46 Percent lncrease

kWh/Cust.

$/kwh
$/kwh

HL&P Electric COS 201s_Final 16 øî c6. ø4,¿"r.J;.



Heber Light & Power
Electr¡c Lnillty Cost ot Service Study

ESTIMATED REVENUES UNDER PROPOSED RATES
For thè Proiected Test Year 2015

(New Des¡gn Us¡ng Required lncrease by Rate Class)

SCHEDULE H.2

Total
Svstêñ

(t)

15,532,¡ß16
14,299,507

11,742,495
't1,118,855

1 1,036,062
12,420,711

14,684,827
14,453,989
12,972,843
10,592,104
12,241,896

13,048,404

1 54,544,130

100.00%

't0,964

1.174.7

süeet
Lldhts

(t0

6.95

53,7¡o
53,7il(}
53,7¡10
53,7/t0

53,740
53,740

53,7¿10

53,740
53,740
53,740
53,740
53,740

644,474

0.42h

237

Total
Commêrc¡al

ü)

6,313,662
6,026,351
5,229,185
4,966,144
5,717,926
6,702,200
6,851,298
7,000,771

6,405,766
5,064,133
5,570,822
5,442,4A9

t1,29o,747
100.00./.

46.13V.

1,329

4,470.2

lárge General Sery¡ce - >25{rkw
Tþrl Tterz Total

(s) (h) (D

26.90
13.50

0.0460
0.0460

0.53

918,628
870,57A
770,867
868,009

1,'174,223
't,407,292

1,523,860
1,200,493
1,204,365

944,682
859,305
857,698

798,570
756,799
670,120
754,566

1,020,760
1,223,369

1,324,702
1,043,597
'|,046,963

821,219
747,OOO

745,603

1,717,'199
1,627,377
1,448,987
1,622,575
2,194,983
2,690,662
2,848,562
2,244,O90
2,25'l,328
1,76s,902
1,606,304
'1,603,301

12,600,000 10,953,269 23,553,269
17.67% 15.360/ô 33-04./<

8.15ôlo 7.09/" 15-24./,

21 2'l
50,000.0 43,465.4

21

93,465.4

þdlum G¡eneral Servlce .30-250k1
Tlerl ïer2 Total

(d) (e) (D

15.20
10.00

0.0604
0.0460

0.59

1,270,674
'I,189,550

1,029,640

1,126,083
1,159,885

1,274,990
1,451,871
1,350,520
1,444,550
'1,181,674

't,o91,527

1,1 89,038

aa7,206
830,563
718,912
786,250
809,851
890,219

1,013,720
942,955

1,008,609

825,065
762,122
830,206

2,'157,A79

2,020,1'13
1,748,551

1,912,333
1,969,736

2,165,209
2,465,591

2,293,475
2,453,1 59
2,006,739
'1,853,649

2,Ot9,244

r4,/tju,ouo t0,305,679 25,065,679
20.700h 14.ß.h 35.16%
9.55% 6.67V" 16.22V.

123
10,000.0

123 123
6,982.2 16,982.2

Srmll CeneÞl servlce - <3{rkw
T¡êrl Ïer2 Totel

(d) (e) (0

8.00
8.90

0.0780
0.0460

0.63

1,530,134
1,492,659
't,279,A13

898,055
974,588

1,196,1 61

964,509
1,545,583
1,067,498

810,371
1,324,503
1,141,957

908,450
886,201
759,834
533,1 81

578,619
71 0,1 69
572,635
917,623
633,781
4A1,12
786,366
677,987

2,434,584
2,378,860
2,O39,647

1,431,236
1,553,207
'1,906,329

1,537,144
2,463,206
't,701,275

1,291,493
2,1 10,869
'I,819,944

'ì4,225,E30 8,,145,969
19.95% 11.85%
9.21ó/o 5-47ó/o

22,671,799
31.80ô/o

14.67"/.

1,185
1,593.7

1,1851,185
1,000.0 593.7

Resldenllal
Tlerl Tler2 Totâl

(a) (b) (c)

'12.70

0.0798
0.1002

0.80

6,436,M2
6,120,996
5,365,896
5,225,131
4,719,721

5,061,862
5,824,314
5,788,717
5,454,829
4,893,21 1

5,520,299
5,904,660

2,728,592
2,O9A,421

1,093,675

873,840
544,675

1,002,908
1,955,476
1,610,761

1,058,508
581,020

1,097,035
1,647,515

9,165,034
8,219,417
6,459,571

6,098,971
5,264,396
6,064,771

7,779,789
7,399,478
6,513,337
5,474,231
6,617,334
7,552,175

66,316,078 16,292,426 82,608,504
80.28% 19.72% 100.00%
42.91/0 't0.540/o 53.45./.

9,398
732.5

9,398
588.0

Ln. Descrlotlon Ref-

Prooos6d Bâse Ratæ

R6sident¡al
1 Base Chargg

Energy Charge
2 FißÎ 1000 kwh
3 AllAdd¡tional kwh

CALC

CALC
CALC

Smll GeneEl Swice (=<30 kW)
Bæe Charge
DemÐd Charge
Energy Charge

F¡ßt 1000 kwh
AllAdd¡t¡onal kwh

CALC
CALC

CALC
CALC

Med¡um casål Serulce (>30 and <=250 klt )
I Bæe Charge
I Demand Chãrge

Energy Charge'10 F¡ßt 10,000 kwh
11 All Addit¡onal kwh

CALC
CALC

CALC
CALC

'12
't3

Large Gsnsal Seilice (>250 kW)
Bæe Charge
Demnd Charge
Energy Charge

F¡ßr 50,000 kwh
AllAddil¡onal kwh

CALC

'14

15
CALC
CALC

16

Srêet Lights (Charge pèr Ltght)
Hþh Prssure Sod¡um

150 Watts CALC

't7

18
19

20
21

22
23
24
25
26
27
28

January
February
March

Apr¡l

May
June
July
August
Seplember
October
November
December

CALC

CALC
CALC

CALC
CALC
CALC
CALC
CALC
CALC
CALC

CALC
CALC

29 Total
Percent of Rate Class

30 Percent of Total System

31 Average Numberof Custome¡s (Lights)
32 AveEge Monlhly kwh Sales per Customer

CALC
CALC

CALC

Sch. D

CALC
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SCHEDULE H.2

Heber Líght & Power
Elect¡ic Ut¡lity Cost of Service Study

ESNMATED REVENUES UNDER PROPOSED RATES
For the Pro¡ected Test Year 20i5

(Nèw Design Using Requ¡red lncrease by Rate Cla33)

Total
Svstem

(t)

1,595,038

182,235
'175,920

177,831
't78,589

214,145
233,512
230,343
255,2U
236,942
't85,670

199,409

1A2,224

2,452,2V5
35.03

1,144,4'16

1,040,547
833,887
n7,711
741,942
869,159

1,027,387
1,014,029

890,762
724,406
864,577
940,036

10,868,859

0.0703

14 916 102

l4 903 A15

12.247

Stteêt
Llohts

(k)

19,732

19.732

I 5lC
10.213

Totat
Commêlclal

0)

17,651.1
'17,074.6

17,'168.0

16,619.'l
'r9,505.4

21,373.2
20,826.6
23,933.5
21,694.9
17,020-3
18,999.4
'17.177 -A

229,O44.O
14.36

182,235
175,920
177,431

178,689
214,'t45
233,512
230,343
255,284
236,942
185,670

193,409
182,224

143,021

2,452,205
10.71

357,690
342,107
296,323
273,396
3 t0,914
364,938
366,931
390,942
349,627
275,898
314,360
304,01 I

3,947,145
0.0554

6.542.371

6.539-465

2.905

r,531,4ti4 2.035.315503,450

Larde GeneÞl Selviæ . >250kW
T¡erl Tþ,r2 lotal
(s) (h) (D

3874.4
3682.4

3930.7
5137.3
7147.7
7659.6
7896.1
7263.9
7616.0
5865.8
5051.9
,t840.5

3,874.4
3,682.4
3,930.7
5,137.3
7,1A7.7
7,659.6

7,896.1
7,263.9
7,616.0
s,865.8
5,051.9
4,8,10.5

6,779

13.50
945,085

13.50

6,779

9¿15,085

70,006.3
277.80

52,sO4
49,7't2
53,065
69,354
97,034

103,405

106,597

98,063
1 02,816
79,188
68,200
65,347

78,991
74,859

66,285
74,638

100,969

121,01 0
131,034
103,22A

103,561

81,231
73,890
73,752

36,734
34,813
30,826

34,710
46,955
56,275
60,936
¡t8,005
ir8,160

37,776
34,362
34,298

70,006.3
277.80

52,304
49,712
53,065
69,354
97,034

103,i()5
106,597

98,063
'102,816

79,188

68,200
65,347

42,257

40,o47

35,460
39,928
54,014
64,735
70,098
55,223
55,401
43,455
39,528
39,454

1,083,450
0.0¡t60

503,850
0.0460

5/9,600
0.0460

2,036,075
1761)

1.747.432 2 221 49'4474.l)6'l

Tlerl Tler2 Total
ledlum Geæhl serulce .

6,652.8
6,379.5
6,322.0
6,497-2
6,803.5
7,324.0
7,877.O

8,056.2
8,021.0
6,551.5
6,432.3
6,432.1

6,652.8
6,379.5
6,322.O
6,497.2
6,803.5
7,324.0
7,877.O

8,056.2
8,021.0
6,551.5
6,432.3
6,432.1

(f)(e)(d)

66,528
63,795
63,220
64,972
68,035
73,240
78,770

80,562
80,2t 0
65,515

64,323
64,321

66,528
63,795
63,220
64,972
68,035
73,240
78,n0
80,562
80,210

65,515

64,323
64,321

22,43522,435

83,349.3
56.47

43,349.3
56.47

76,749
71,849

62,190
68,015
70,057
77,009
87,693
81,571
87,251
71,373
65,928
71,818

40,81 1

38,206
33,070
36,r67
37,253
40,950
46,631

43,376
46,396
37,953
35,058
38,189

1 17,560

1 10,055

95,260
104,183
107,310

1 17,959
134,324
124,947
133,647
109,326

100,986
'110,007

833,493
10.00

833,493
10.00

1,365,565

0.0545
474,061

0.0460

891,504
0.0604

2,219,124
2-369

Small General Serylce - <30kW
Tlef I Tierz Tolal

7,123.9
7,O12.7

6,915.3
4,984.6
5,5'14.2
6,389.6
5,053.4
8,6 t3.4
6,057.9
4,603.0
7,515.2
5,905.2

7,123.9
7,O12.7

6,915.3
4,984.6
5,514.2
6,389.6
5,053.4
8,613.4
6,057.9
4,603.0
7,515.2
5,905.2

(0(e)(d)

63,402
62,413
61,546

44,363
49,076
56,868
44,976
76,659
53,915
40,967
66,885

52,556

63,402
62,413
61,546
44,363
49,O76

56,868
44,976
76,659
53,915
40,967
66,885

52,556

1 13,807'r 13,807

5.32
75,688.4

5.32
75,644.4

1 19,350

116,427
99,825
70,048
76,018
93,301
75,232

120,555

83,265
63,209

103,31 I
89,073

41,789
40,765
34,952
24,526
26,6t6
32,668
26,341
42,211

29,154
22,132
36,1 73
31.1 87

1 61,139
157,193
134,77A

94,575
102,634

125,968
101,573
162,766
112,419
85,341

139,484
120,260

8.90
673,626

8.90
673,626

1,49E,129

0.0661

388,515
0.0460

I,t u9,til5
0.0780

1,897,048 388.515 2.2A5.562

2,244,266
1 297

Reskþntlal
ïerl Tlèr2 Totãl

1.632.0126,t21,98r a-353_999

(c)(b)(a)

1,432,2851,432,285

513,¡103
488,241
428,011
4t6,783
376,469
,l{)3,759

¡t64,576

Æ1,737
435,104
390,307
44¡,327
470,985

273,323
210,1 99
109,553

87,533
54,560

100,461

195,880
161,350
106,031

58,201
1 09,890
165,032

7A6,726
698,440
537,564
504,315
431,029
504,221
660,456
623,087
541,'135
448,508
550,217
636,017

6,921,714
0.0838

1,632,012
0-1002

5,249,702
0.0798

8,354,830
(8311

Ref-DescrlptlonLn.

33
34

36
37
38

¿m

4'l

42
43

44

45
46

47

48

49

50
51

52
53

54
55
56
57
58

60
61

62
63
64
65

66
67
68
69
70
71

72

74

Total
AveEge Monthly Demand per Customer

Dmand Charge
January
Februâry
March

April
May

June
July
August
September
October
Novembêr
Dæember

lotal
Average Demand Charge (g/kw)

Ensgy Charge
January
February
March
April
May

June
July
August
September
October
November
Dæember

Toial
AveÞge Energy Charge ($/kwh)

76 Total Revanu6 (Bãso Rate)

77 Totâl Allocatêd Rwsnue Requ¡rment
78 Differance

CALC

Prciected Demãnds lkw)

CALC

INPUT
INPUT
INPUT
INPUT
INPUT
INPUT
INPUT
INPUT
INPUT
INPUT
INPUT
INPUT

CALC
CALC

CALC

CALC
CALC

CALC
CALC
CALC

CALC

CALC
CALC
CALC
CALC
CALC

CALC
CALC

CALC

CALC
CALC

CALC
CALC

CALC
CALC
CALC
CALC
CALC
CALC
CALC

CALC
CALC

January
February
March
Apr¡l

May
June
July
August
September
October
November
December

Est¡mated Revenue lS)
Base Charge
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Heber L¡ght & PoweÌ
Electric Ut¡l¡ty Cost of Ssrv¡ce Study

ESÏilATED REVENUES UNDER PROPOSED RATES
For the Proiected Test year 2015

(New Des¡gn Us¡ng Required lncrease by Rate Class)

SCHEDULE H.2

7,046,0&
7,127,464

5.91

7,O4A,430

7,133,764

1,595,840
2,452,335

2,266
5,971

4,656
12,271

19,562

3,128,620
3,282,555

3,'128,620
3,282,555

14f¡,569
2,452,335

6,539,465

0.0917
0.0866

5 CAo/"

949,548
580,1 62

949,5¿18

504,339 1,084,501

,736

949,548
580,1 62

- 949,548
504,339 1,084,501

6,774
9¿14,800

6,774
9¿14,800

162 1

1,531,736 504,339 2,036,075

26.90
13.50

0.0460
0.0¡160

26.90
13.50

0.04600.0460
0-0¿160

93,¡165.4
277.A

8,076,65
7,521.33

734o1

ledium Genetal - 3G250kt
Tier 1 lteiÞ -EGl-

(d) (e) (D

1,053,116 1,053,116
679,619 474,521 t,t54,jito
11,869 11,869

1,744,603 474,521 2,219,124

6.00%
6.00%

1,053,1 16
679,619 474,521

1 1,869

'|,053,116

1,1 54,1 /t0

1 1,869
r,744,603 474,s21 ¿ødlt{

'1.00%

20,00%

22,400
831,961
49D.242

æ.,400
831,961

1_364-763474.521
1,744,503 474,521 2,219,124

15.20
10.00

0.0603
0.0604

15.20
10.00

0.05¡140.0460
0.0460

16,982.2

56.5
1,505.08
'I,410.33

6 720/^

Small Gieneral . <30kw
TlerI Ter2 ñøl

(d) (e) (r)

1,125,9s7 1,125,957
655,023 388,891 1,043,914
'114.395 11Á îqÃ

'r,895,374 388,891 2,æ4,266

6.000/.
6.00%

'1,125,957 - 1,125,957
655,023 388,891 1,04t,914

114,395 114,395
1,89s,374 388,891 22¡¿,266

0.0æ/o
40.0æ/.

1 14,395

675,574
1.105.406

1'14,395

675,574
1.494 297388-891

1,895,374 388,89'1 2,2ß4,266

8.00
8-90

o-0777

0.0780

8.00
8.90

0.06590.0460
0.0460

1,593.7
5.3

160.66
180.79

-'11 1ao/^

Residential
Tlef 1 Tier2 total

(a) (b) (c)

3,091,268 823,886 3,915,154
3,031,089 807,848 3,838,937
600,739 - 600,739

6,723,096 1,631,734 8,354,830

6.000/"

6.00%

3,091,268 823,886
3,031,089 807,848

600,739

3,915, t 54
3,838,937

600,739
6,723,096 1,631,734 83541830

21.250/.

0.000/o

21.250/o

0.00%
21.25%

0.000/"

1,257,633
N/A

5.465.463

175,O76

1 -456_658

1,432,709
¡l/A

6 922 121
6,723,096 1,631,734 8,354,8Ít0

"12.70

0.0824
0.0798

12.70

0.0894
0.r002

t¡/A
0.0838

732.5
wA

71-13
67.12
a oT/^

Ln. Descrlption Ref.

Rællomt¡on oI Rwenue Rüu¡rements for Rate Dæ¡on

Total Revenue Requirements - As Cahulated
79 Denand
80 Energy
81 Customer
82 Totai

CALC
CALC

CALC
CALC

83 Calculated lncrease ¡n Rales
84 Proposed lncreæe ¡n Rates

CALC
INPUT

Tot¿l Revenue Requirements - As proposed
85 Demand
86 Energy
87 Customer
88 Total

CALC
CALC
CALC
CALC

Proposed Rate T¡lts
89 Demand to Customer
90 Demand lo Energy

INPUT
INPUT

Reallocal¡on for Rate Design
91 Base / Customer Charge
92 Demand Charge
93 Energy Charge
94 Total

CALC
CALC
CALC

CALC

Prelim¡nary Rate Des¡gn
95 Bæe / Customer Charge (Woust.)
96 Demand Charge (g/kw)
97 Energy Charge - Calcutated (g/kwh)
98 Energy Charge for Block Rate (gkwh)

CALC
CALC

CALC

$/kwh

99 Assumed Average Monthly kwh Usage
1 00 Assumed Average Monthly kW Demand
101 AveEge Monthly Charge - proposed

102 AveÞge Monthly Charge - Existing
103 Percent lncreæe

kWh/Cust.
kw/C6t-
$

$
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Heber Light & Power
2015 Electrlc Rate Study

Monthly B¡ll¡ng Compar¡son at Various Usage Levels
Present vs. Prooosed Rates

SCHEDULE I

RESIDENTIAL
Present Rates:
Base Charge
Energy Chargê

First 1000 kwh
All Additional kWh

$ 12.00

0.0753
0.0945

Prooosed Rates:
Base Charge
Energy Charge
First 1000 kwh
All Additional kwh

12.70

0.0798
0.1 002

Under Current RateslJseaoe Level Under ProDosed Rates lncrease

lDecreass)

Percent
lncrease

lOecrease)Energy Demand Base Enerqy Total Base Demand Enerov Total

500
750

1,000
1,250
1,500

1,750
2,000
2,500

3,000
3,500

NiA

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

12.00
12.00
12,00

12.O0

12.00
12.00
12.00
12.00

12.00
12.OO

37.65
56.48
75.30
98.93

122.55
146.18

169.80
217.05
264.30

31 1.55

49.65
68.48

87.30
1 10.93
134.55

158.18
181.80
229.05

276.30
323.55

12.70
't2.70

12.70
12.70
12.70
't2.70

12.70
12.70
12.70
12.70

N/A
N/A
N/A

N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A
N/A

N/A
N/A

39.90
59.85
79.80

'104.85

129.90

154.95
180.00

230.10
280.20

330.30

52.60
72.55

92.50
1 17.55
142.60

167.65

192.70

242.80
292.90

343.00

2.95
4.08

5.20
6.62
8.05

9.47
10.90
13.75

16.60
19.45

5.9o/o

6.0/"
6.0olo

6.0o/o

6.0o/"

6.0/"
6.O1"

6.0%

6.0o/o

6.Oo/"

SMALL COMMERCIAL
Present Rates:
Base Charge
Energy Charge
First 500 kwh
Next 500 kwh
All Additional kwh

$ 6.50

0.1492
0.1045
0.0799

Prooosed Rates:
Base Charge
Demand Charge
Energy Charge

First 1000 kwh
All Additional kwh

8.00
8.90

Assumed Load Factor: 40.0v"

0.0780
0.0460

Useaoe Level Under Current Rates Under Proposed Rates lncrease
(Decrease)

Percent

lncrease
(Decrease)Energy Demand Base Energy Total Base Demand Enerqy Total

1,000
1,250

1,500
2,000

2,500
3,000
3,500
4,000

4,500
5,000

3.4
4.3

5.1

6.8

8.6
10.3
12.O

13.7
15.4
17.1

6.50

6-50

6.50
6.50

6.50
6.50
6.50

6.50
6.50
6.50

149.20

152.98
179.10
206.75

246.70
286.65

326.60
366.55
406.50
446.45

155.70
159.48

185.60
213.25

253.20
293.15
333.1 0

373.05
413.00
452.95

8.00
8.00

8.00
8.00

8.00
8.00
8.00
8.00

8.00
8.00

30.48

38.1 0

45.72
60.96
76.20

91.44
106.68
121.92
137.16

152.40

78.00

89.50
101.00
124.OO

147.00

170.00
193.00

216.00
239.00
262.OO

1 16.48

135.60
154.72

192.96

231.20
269.44

307.68

345.92
384.1 6

422.40

(3s.22)

(23.88)
(30.88)
(20.2s)
(22.00)
(23.71)
(2s.42)

(27.13Ì-

(28.84)
(30.ss)

-25.2o/o

-15.0o/o

-16.6o/o

-9.5o/o

-8.7"/o

-8.1o/o

-7.6o/o

-7.3o/.

-7.0o/o

-6.7o/o
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Heber Light & Power
2015 Electric Rate Study

Monthly Billing Gompar¡son at Var¡ous Usage Levels
Present vs. Proposed Rates

SCHEDULE I

MEDIUM COMMERCIAL
Present Rates:
Base Charge
Energy Charge

First 500 kwh
Next 500 kWh
All Additional kwh

$ o.so

0.1492
0.1 045
0.0799

Prooosed Rates:
Base Charge
Demand Charge
Energy Charge

First 10,000 kwh
All Additional kwh

15.20
10.00

Assumed Load Factor: 41.2y"

0.0604
0.0460

ljseade Level Under Current Rates Under ProDosed Rates lncrease
(Decrease)

Percent
lncrease

(Decrease)Energy Demand Base Energy Total Base Demand Enerqv Total

10,000

11,000
12,000
13,000

14,000
15,000

16,000
17,000
18,000
19,000

33.3

36.6
39.9
43.3

46.6
49.9

53.2
56.6
59.9
63.2

6.50
6.50
6.50

6.50
6.50
6.50
6.50

6.50
6.50
6.50

845.95

925.85
1,005.75
1,085.65

1,165.55
1,245.45
1,325.35
1,405.25
1 ,485.15
1,565.05

852.45

932.35
1,012.25

1 ,092.15
1,172.05
1,251.95
1,331.85

1,411.75
1,491.65
1 ,571.55

15.20
15.20
15.20
15.20

15.20
15.20
15.20
15-20
15.20
15.20

332.73

366.01

399.28
432.55

465.83
499.1 0

532.37
565.65
598.92
632. t 9

604.00
650.00
696.00
742.00
788.00

834.00
880.00

926.00
972.00

1,018.00

951.93
1,031.21

1 ,1 10.48
1,189.75

1,269.03
1,348.30
1,427.57
1,506.85
1 ,586-12
1,665.39

99.48

98.86
98.23
97.60

96.98
96.35
95.72
95.10
94.47
93.84

11.67o/o

10.60%
9.701"
8.94/"
8.27%
7 -700/o

7.19/"
6.74o/o

6.33%
5.97o/o

LARGE COMMERCIAL
Present Rates:
Base Charge
Energy Charge

First 500 kwh
Next 500 kwh
All Additional kWh

$ 6.so

0.1492
0.1045
0.0799

Prooosed Rates:
Base Charge
Demand Charge
Energy Charge
Ail kwh

26.90
13.50

Assumed Load Fâctor: 46.1o/o

0.0460

ConsumDtion Under Current Rates Under ProDosed Rates lncrease
(Decrease)

Percent
lncrease

(Decrease)Energy Demand Base Energy Total Base Demand Enerov Total

50,000
60,000
70,000

80,000

90,000
100,000

1 10,000
120,000
1 30,000
140,000

148.6
't78.4

208.1

237.8
267.6

297.3

327.O

356.7
386.5
416.2

6.50
6.50

6.50
6.50
6.50

6.50
6.50
6.50

6.50
6.50

4,04't.95
4,840.95

5,639.95

6,438.95
7,237.95

8,036.95

8,835.95
9,634.95

10,433.95

11,232.95

4,O48.45

4,847.45

5,646.45

6,445.45
7,244.45

8,043.45

8,842.45
9,641.45

10,440.45
11,239.45

26.90
26.90
26.90

26.90
26.90
26.90

26.90
26.90
26.90

26.90

2,006.64
2,407.96

2,809.29

3,210.62
3,61 1.94

4,O13.27

4,414.60
4,815.92

5,2't7.25

5,618.58

2,300.00
2,760.O0

3,220.00

3,680.00
4,140.00
4,600.00

5,060.00
5,520.00
5,980.00

6,440.00

4,333.54
5,'194.86

6,056.1 I
6,9't7.52
7,778.84

8,640.17
9,501.50

10,362.82
11,224.15

12,085.48

285.09

347.41

409.74

472.07

534.39
596.72

659.05
721.37
783.70

846.03

7.04%
7.17"/"

7.260h

7.32%
7.38/"
7.42o/o

7.45%
7.48/"
7.51o/o

7.53%
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Rates Based on 6.0% lncrease and New Rate Structure lo¡ Commercial

5 Rate Study
& Power

Gomparison Worksheet

vs. RMP and Other Utah Utilities

EXHIBIT B

Price C¡tv

3.74

0.09635
0.11257
o.13243

84.66

18.80

0.05944
o.06242

8.31

161.22

18.80

0.05944
0.06242
0.06553

12.01

1,728.68

18.80

0.05944
o.06242
0.06553

'12-o1

9,161.24

lst 400 kwh
Next 200 kwh
All Addit¡onal

=<30 kW

1st 500 kwh
All Additional

AII KW

>35kW

lst'10,000 kwh
Next 90,000 kwt
AllAdditional
AII KW

>35kW

1st 10,000 kwh
Next 90,000 kwl
AllAdditional
A[ kw

Citv ol Hurricane

11.00

0.07490
0.08560
0.09630

67,18

't6.00

0.0749
0.0856
o.0827

7.60

144.1'l

16.00

0.0749
0.0856
o.og27

7.60

1,467.09

300.00

0.05030

8.75

7,¿83.80

1st 800 kwh
801 - 2000 kwh
AllAddit¡onal

1-800 kwh
301 - 1500 kwh
1501 - 25000 kwh
>50kw

1-800 kwh
801 - 1500 kwh
1501 - 25000 kwh
>50kw

Altkwh

AII KW

Bountiful Citv

4.20

0.0925

73.58

7.14

0.1 1 12

0.0624

8.21

180.18

26.25

0.0473

13.13

1,572.20

26.25

o.0473

'13.13

8,096.31

=< 30 kW

1st 1500 kwh
All Add¡tional

>15kW

>30kw

Ail kwh

Af KW

>30kw

Ail kwh

AII KW

Rocky Mounta¡n Powèr

6.00

0.08850
0.1 0927
0.14451

79.64

10.00

0.1 1 263
0.0631 7

8.68

185.26

54.00

0.03664

'12.46

1,380.79

54.00

0.03664

12.46

6,940.76

1st 400 kwh
Next 600 kwh
AllAddit¡onal

=< 30 kw

lst 1500 kwh
All Additional

>15kW

=< 1000 kw

Ail kwh

=< 1000 kW

Ail kwh

12.70

0.07980
0.10020

72.55

8.00

0.0780
0.0460

8.90

160-77

15.20

0.0604
0.0460

1 0.00

1,506.20

26.90

0.0460

'13.50

8,078.20

1st 1000 kwh
AllAdditional

=< 30 kW

1sl 1000 kwh
AllAdd¡tional

Ail kw

>30kw - <250kw

lst 10,000 kwh
All Additional

A[ kw

>250 kw

A[ kwh

Àil kw

12.00

0.07525
0.09450

68.¿14

None

0.1 4920
0.1 0450
0.07990

334.59

'lsl 1000 kwh
All Add¡tional

1sl 500 kwh
Next 500 kwh
AllAdditiÕnel

Ralè Descr¡Þtion

Residential
Bæe/Customer Charge
Energy Rate

Ail
T¡er 1
.|.iet 

2
Tier 3
Tier 4
Tier 5

Est¡mated Monthly Charge
750 kwh

Commercial - All
Base/Customer Charge
Energy Rate

Tier 1

fiet 2
Tier 3

Est¡mated Monthly Charge
3,600 kwh

Sma I t Commercia I ( Dema ndl
Base Charge / Customer Rate
Energy Rate

Tie|l
fiet 2
T¡er 3

Demand Rate

Estimaled Monthly Chargê
1,600 kwh / 5.3 kw

,'lted ¡ u m C o m me rc i a t / I n d u stri a I ( De m a n dl
Base Charge / Customer Rate
Energy Rate

T¡er 1

Tier 2
T¡er 3

Demand Rate

Est¡maled Monthly Charge
17,000 kwh / 56.5 kw

Laroe Commercial / lndustrial lDemandl
Base Charge / Customer Rate
Energy Rate

Tier 1
'lier 2
T¡er 3

Demand Rate

Estimated Monthly Charge
93,500 kwh / 277.8 kw

L¡ne
No.

1

3
4

6
7

8

10

11

12

'13

20

2'l

23
24

tq

26

27
28
29
30

31

26

27
28

30
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Rate Gomparison Worksheet
Proposed Rates Based on 6,0% lncrease and New Rate structure for commercial

Heber Light
5 Rate Study

UtilitiesHLP vs. RMP and Other Utah Mu

EXHIBIT B

All Other
Avq. Cha¡oe

76.00

168.97

I,612,58

8,084.78

1 1.00

0.o7700
0.09400
0.1 1 600

74,70

25.00

o.'11772
0.091 10

0.06080
6.20

185.93

35.00

0.1 1610
0.07830
0.07070

6.90

2,099.45

35.00

0.11610
0.07830
0.07070

6.90

9,650.87

1st 400 kwh
NexÎ600 kwh
All Additìonal

=<35 kW

1st 500 kwh
Next 9,500 kwh
All Additional
,skw

>35kW

1st 10,000 kwh
Next 90,000 kwh
All Addit¡onal
AII KW

>35kW

1st 10,000 kwh
Next 90,000 kwh
All Add¡tional
AII KW

Murrav Citv

0.08600
0.09630

69.40

8.39

0.09250
0.04680

1't.75

155.35

20.99

0.04360

12.37

1,461.10

20.99

0.04360

'12.37

7,533.98

1st 600 kwh
AllAdd¡tional

<35kW

1st 1500 kwh
AllAddit¡onal

Allkw>5kw

>35kW

A[ kwh

Ail kw

>35kW

Ail kwh

AII KW

Pavson C¡tv

12.71

0.07998
0.10900
0.1 1899
0.1 1 900
0.1 2000

82.85

2.O0

0.1 1 790
0.08 104

0.06525
7.40

170.74

'100.00

0.06460
0.06244
0.061 1 2

7.39

1,578,79

1 00.00

0.06460
0.06244
0.061 12

6.63

7,776.53

1st 400 kwh
Next 400 kwh
Next 400 kwh
Next 400 kwh
All Add¡t¡onal

I st 1000 kwh
\ext 14,000 kwh
AllAddit¡onal

'5KVA

'lst 25,000 kwh
Next 25,000 kwh
AllAdd¡t¡onal
>5KVA

1st 25,000 kWh
Next 25,000 kwh
AllAdditional
All kva

12.70

0.07980
0.10020

72,55

8.00

0.0780
0.0460

8.90

160.77

15.20

0.0604
0.0460

10.00

1,506.20

26.90

0.0460

13.50

8,07A.2O

1st 1000 kwh
All Addilional

=< 30 kW

1st '1000 kwh
AllAdditional

AII KW

>30kw - <250kw

1st 10,000 kwh
All Additional

AII KW

>250 kw

Ail kwh

AII KW

12.00

o.o7525
0.09450

68.44

None

0.14920
0.10450
0.07990

334.59

1sl 1000 kwh
All Addit¡onal

'lst 500 kwh
Nêx|500 kwh
AllAdd¡t¡onal

Rate DescriÞtion

Resident¡at
Base/Customer Charge
Energy Rate

Ail
Tier 1

Tier 2
Tier 3
T¡er 4
Tìer 5

Est¡mated Monthly Charge
750 kwh

Commercial - All
Basê/Customer Charge
Energy Rale

T¡er 1
-lier 

2
Tier 3

Estimatèd Monthly Charge
3,600 kwh

Sm al I Co m mercial I Demandl
Base Charge / Customer Rate
Energy Bate

T¡er 1

fiet 2
Tier 3

Demand Rate

Estimated Monthly Charge
1,600 kwh / 5.3 kw

Medium Commercial/lndusttial (Demdnd)
Base Charge / Customer Rate
Energy Rate

Tier 1

Tier 2
Tier 3

Demand Rate

Est¡mated Monlhly Charge
17,000 kwh / 55,5 kw

Larde Commerciat / tndustúat (æmandl
Base Charge i Customer Rate
Energy Rate

T¡e|l
fier 2
T¡er 3

Demand Rale

Estimated Monlhly Charge
93,500 kwh / 22.8 kw

Line
No.

1

2
3
4
5
6
7

I

o

10
11
't2

13

19

20

21

22
23
24

25

26

27
28
29
30

31

26

27
28
29
30

ót
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Heber Light & Power

R;rte Stnrcturc Moclifìcation

o a



201 5 Company Hishlishts
a C<lnrtr)any a Custr;nìers:

Residcntial: 9,,{,00

Conrnrercial: 1,300

Line Miles:

46kV: 13..5 mi.

Distribution: 390 mi.

Intemal Generation

Hyclro:3MW-ftJnits
'fherm¿rl: l3 MW - 7 [Jnits

l.,mployees: 36

O

o

a

ao



201 5 Company Hishlishts

EFl&bA¡ô¡.
Fory Prorik

a Safctv & llecognition

APPA RP3 Aw¿rrcl

APPA Saf ctv An arrl of
l,xcellcncc

lpD

a

a

.(-s I I?SA 5-years Without
a Lost-Tinle Acciclent

oO



20 L 5 Company Hishlishts
ç

I

a

{. r¡liiïi;}iii'

"\:i.,-ir'.{"'.';:i-i\ i! i-\

l.';'..:- i-,,., ..i l,i 1;,; ;

f",ast Rate Review
& Morlification

FIeber Light & Power last
hacl a rate incre ase in 201 1.

Rates increased across the
boarcl at 1.50V"

a

o

aO



201 5 Rate Modification l\eed
,Stri¡tegic I'å;ula

Impact Fee

Related o/n

Proiect Dutation
Stac Finish

Upcoming Ptoiects
Fee

Proiected Cost ($1,000)

Total

Sñ
s
À.
.ñ-

s'È

U

ñ
(a

ôD

Êq

Distribution Capacitors / VÀR Contol
CL 401 Rebuild (Chadeston Reconductor)
:\dditional Circuits out ofJailhouse to the East
Undetground System Improvements
Tie from 702 up to 500 East in Heber (I{8304)
Hebet Sub to Cloyes Sub Distributi.on Rebuild
North Distribution Line Rebuild @.À,{P Partnership - Phase 2)

Heber Substation 2 -A.dditional Circuits (South & West)
Recooductot Center Street to 1200 South
Reconductor Pine Canyon Road - Mdway
Gas Plant 2 Transformer Replacement
Replacement Recloser for Joslyn Reclosers
Heber Substation 2nd Transformer
2nd Point of Interconnect Substation
Midway Substation - Hrgh Side Rebuild
Cloyes LTC Rebuild
Lower Snake Creek Plant Upgrade
Ånnual Generation Capital Improvements
Unit Overhauls

New Generator (3-6 M!?)
Ànnual Systems and Technology Upgrade
.A.nnual Tool & Equipment Puchases
Ånnual Vehicle Progtam
Operations -A.sphalt / Curb Improvements
Generator Fire Suppression System
Trainiag Room Fumiture
Land Swap Residual Purchase

New Office Building

0%

600

1000

0%
r000h

60%

0%
1000

60%

600/,

00h

0%

1000

s0%

0%

0o/o

00h

0%

0%

00h

00

0%
00Â

00

00

0%

0o/o

0%

2075

2015

2015

2075

2016

20I6
2016

2016

2079

2019

2014

2015

2015

2075

2018

2019

201.5

2015

2015

2019

201.5

201.5

201.5

201.5

2015

201,5

2015

2018

2018

2018
2018

2019

2016

2017

2017

2018

2079

2079

2075

20L5

2016

2017

2018

201,9

2016

20t9
2019

2020

2019

2079

2019

2015

2015

2015

2075

2018

$80

$450

$s6o

$194

$250

$3so

ffI,240
$360

$1so

$1 80

ff223

$2s

$61s

$s,500

$s00

$40

ff240

ff271

$s56

$9,000

ff322

$225

$750

$103

$107

fi32
$14s

$1.000

$o

$270

$s60

$o

$250

$210

$o

$360

$e0

$108

$o

$o

$61s

fi2,7s0

$0

$o

$o

$o

$o

$0

$o

$0

$o

$o

$o

$o

$o

$o

$23.388 $5-213-



201 5 Rate Modification t{eed
PleasantValley Wind

$86.09

Resource
Portft>licr

wRP,935.79

a

Power Exchange $50.92

Heber Hydro, $20.00

Fïorse Butte
Wind, $82.68

Heber Gas

Plant, fi64.99

Morgan Stanley Flat
fi49.25

o

2015 Portfolio Mix with Net Mills

O



a Revenue Rec¡uirenrent

a Analysis of c'ur-rent systenr along
with estirrmterl assct needs.

Revenue calculations conlpleterl tc>

match anticipatecl budget.

Rcverlues alloc¿rted anrcln.gst

cust<lmer c'lasses llasecl uporl
relative c<¡st clrivers.

o

a

oo



' Resiclential Sü'ucture
o l3ase Charge

' Twcl Tier Energy Rate

o a



a Cclmmercial Structure Snrall Cclnrnrercial
. ISasc: Chargc
. l)ernarrrl Charge
. T'wt¡'I'icr l,ncr-gy

Mecliunr Comnìercial
. Ilasc Chargc

' I)ern¿urcl Chargc
. 'fwr>'ficr !ìrrergv

Large Cclmmercial
. l3¿tse Ch:rrge
. I)crnanrl Ch:rgc

' Sirrglc T'ier Energ,v

a

a

o

aO



201 5 COS Rate Deslgn Study
o

a Hxistin.g vs. Pnr¡lclsecl

Base Charge

Energy - 1"t 1,000 kwh

Energy - All Additional
Small Commercial (<=36 ¡1¡¡¡

Energy - 1't500 kwh

Energy - 2"d 500 kwh
Energy - All Additional

Base Charge

Demand ChargeperkWh

Energy - 1't 1,000 kwh

Energy - All Additional
Medium Commercial (>30kW and <=250kW)

Energy - ts S0O kWtr

Energy - 2"d 500 kwh
Energy- All Additional

Base Charge

Demand ChargeperkW

Energy - 1't 10,000 kl¡,4r

Energy - All Additional
Large Commercial (>250kW)

Energy - 1"t S00 kwh
Energy - 2"d 500 k\^/h

Energy-All Additional

Base Charge

Demand Charge per kW

Energy

$12.00

$0.075

$0.Oes

Current

$0.149

$0.10s

$0.080

Current

80.149

$0.10s

$0.080

Current

$0.149

$0.10s

$0.080

$12.70

$0.080

$0.102

Proposed

$8.000

$8.e00

$0.078

$0.046

Proposed

$1s.20

$10.00

$0.060

$0.046

Proposed

926.90

$13.50

$0.046

Residential Current Proposed

a o



Current and Proposed Bill by Class Comparison

Class Current Bill Proposed Bill Change/Month
Average Usage/

Demand

a

Residential

Small Commercial

Medium
Commercial

Large Commercial

750 kwh

1,600 kwh/
5kw

12000 kwh/
56 kW

93,500 kwh /
277kW

fi68.44

6181..29

fi'J",41.L.75

97,524.1.0

g72.ss

9160.77

$1506.2

$8,078.20

$4.11

($20.52)

994.45

$554.10

Inrpacts t<l

Ave rage

Custclnrer"

o t



201 5 Rate Comparison
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Closing thoughts

Questions
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HEBER GITY GORPORATION
ENGINEERING STAFF REPORT

MEETING TYPE:

SUBMITTED BY:

APPROVED BY:

SUBJECT;

Regular Council Meeting

Bart L Mumford

Mark K. Anderson

STONE CREEK ST'BDIVISION

MEETING DATE

FILE NO.

March L6, 2006

06021

. CITY I,OCAL ROAD }IIDTH STA}IDARD

PT'RPOSE
To provide information to the Council
width standard, and public vs private

RECOMMENDED ACTION

regarding the City's Local road
roads.

That the
continue
standard
City.

City Council maintain the current Local road standard, and
to all-ow private roads i-n unusuaf situations where the Cíty
road cannot be met or poses an additional burden to the

BACKGROInID / n r enr, r egr s
At the July 16, 2015, Council- Work meeting, discussion occurred on
whether the roads j-n the Stone Creek Subdivision should be public
rather than private as 'h/as previously approved. Also, if the City
should adopt a narrower road standard for City roads with the Local
classificatíon. The following is a discussion of these two
interrelated issues.

Local roads are usually operated and maintained by the City unless
there is some unique aspect of the roads that justifies shifting some
of the cost burden to those it serves rather than the City at large;
i. e. road mainly benefits a select group, community is gated, road
does not meet adopted City standards, etc. In these cases the City
has allowed some roads to be prì-vate and maintained by an HOA,
primarily in the PC zone. Idealfy public and private roads would be
constructed to the same asphalt width standard, but this has not
always been politically desirable. The current City Local public road
standard is 60-feet of right of way, 36-feet of asphalt, with high
back curb as shown in Exhibit A.

fn the case of Stone Creek, which is in the City's PC zonet a
narroh/er Local road standard was approved by the Council in their
original subdivision master p1an, and subsequently in the Red Ledges
development. This standard consisted of SO-feet of right of way, 26-
feet of asphalt, low back curb, and a private storm drain system. The
decision to allow narroh/er road widths in the PC zone in certain
cases was the result of a compromise reached between the City and the
developers. It allowed them to construct a road that the City

Page 1 of 6



philosophically disagreed with in return for accepting the cost of
operating and maintaining those roads and drainage facilities.

MINIMITM LOCAI, ROAD TìIIDTHS
Before the question of public vs. private roads can be addressed. The
questíon of minimum Locaf road widths needs to be considered. Once
the minimum road width is decided a decision on whether those roads
are public or private can be made. The following information should
be considered before making a decision on these issues.

First, this discussion only applies to roads desígnated as Local
roads, or roads with the narrowest width generally allowed by the
City. These roads usually see minimal, 1ow speed residential traffic,
from properties adjacent t.o the road. These roads are not anticipated
to be corridors for moving traffic in, out, or through an area like
col-Iector or arteríal roads do. The primary purpose of Locaf roads is
traffic access and util-1ty corridors.

Second, there is no one standard Local road adopted by all Cities.
Minimum standard road widths can be found ranging from less than 26-
feet to more than 4O-feet. These standards are based as much on a
Cities philosophy and history as they are on empi-rical data. Planners
and developers tend to favor narroì^/ width's (20' to 28') . Law
Enforcement, Emergency Services, and Public Vüorks, tend to favor
wi-der widths (30'to 40'). The following are some of the tradeoffs to
consider:

Reasons typically cited as positives for narro\^rer road widths
include ímproved aesthetics to some, red.uced speeds, increased
safety, minimized road cuts on steep slopes, reduced asphalt
installation and maintenance costs, reduced drainage, room for
larger lots or increased density, etc.

Reasons typically cited as positives for wider road widths
center on accessibility and flexibility for emergency services
(ambulance, law enforcement, and fire), school buses, and garbage
collection; reduced underground utility maintenance and replacement
costs; fewer problems with snow removal; less interference from
trees overhanging streets/ etc.

Narrow roads tend to work better in rural environments where
homes are further apart, have plenty of off street parking, traffic
volumes are l-ow (l-ess than 300 - 500 ADT), and curbs are not
required which alfow vehicles to drive outsi-de of the roadway when
necessary. Narrow roads have also worked in urban areas where on-
street parking is restricted or prohibited, l-ow back curbs are
allowed, and all-ey ü/ays are provided behind homes.

The City eliminated its low back curb standard in 2005 and
required high back curb because of problems wi-th vehicl-es parking
on park strips, sidewalks, and yards which is aesthetically
unappealing. Low back curbs aÌso hindered snow plowing because the
plow bl-ades woufd overrun Lhe curb and damage property and
landscaping which had to be repaired by the City.

1

2

3

4
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Some fire districts have had to acquire special fire equipment
to operate in the narrower roads in their Cities; i.e. Pleasant
Grove and Park City.

Narrower road asphalt costs less to repair, replace, and seal;
and is the safer. Ho\n/ever, there are additional expenses that are
usually not taken into account associated with repairing or
replacing the underground util-ities in those roads because there is
less room to work in. Utilities often must be placed next to,
under, or behind the curb and gutter. As subdivisions age and
infrastructure needs change, or are replaced, additional costs are
incurred because the roads must be compJ-etely closed and the old
utilities removed to make room for the new utílities. Exhibi-t B

shows the space constraints in the narrow road standard approved
for Stone Creek and Red Ledges.

If utilities are moved to the park strip to accommodate narrower
roads then the conflj-cts with meter cans, se\^rer cleanouts, trees,
etc. must be addressed.

The County and Midway originally inad 26-foot and 2'7-foot mj-nimum
asphalt road widths. In recent years they concluded these r^/ere too
narroh/ and increased their standards to 30-foot and 34-foot
respectively. The Cobblestone development prompted the change in
the County due to struggles keeping vehicles off the streets,
difficulties with snow plowing, and the potential conflict with
overhanging trees. It should be noted that the County's 30-foot
standard al-lows for low back curb so that it can be driven across
in an emergency which is something the City has chosen to
discontinue. The City itsef f experimented with narro\^/er road widths
in some of its first subdivisions and later increased those widths
due to similar problems. Exhibit C shows some of those streets in
heavy snow years and limited access for public services.

The Fire District more recently has had issues with the narrow
roads at the Retreat by Jordanelle due to contractors and
homeowners parkì-ng on the road and blocking access. The District
had to suspend construction projects until alternative parking
arrangements could be made. The District has also had concerns with
projects like the City's Liberty Station which meets the minimum
fire code criteria but provides little flexibility in emergencies
when people behave the most irrationally.

CONCLUSION
Based on the above considerati-ons I bel-ieve that the current Heber
City asphalt road width, or something similar, has been a good
compromise that has worked well for the City and balanced the
competing J-nterests and resources that are avail-able. It allows two
10-foot traffic Ianes, which meets the Fíre District's requirement of
a 2O-foot unobstructed clear zone, and allows B-feet for parking on
ej-ther side of the road, assuming residential homes are constructed
on both sides of the street. This standard al-lows the City
flexibílity for future facilities maintenance, requires less
intensive code enforcement, and facilities emergency and utility

9

Page 3 of 6



services. Any Local roads that do not
considered candidates for designating

this standard should be
as private roads.

meet
them

Should the Council choose to pursue a narrower
citywide road standard, it is recommended that
considered:

asphalt width for a
the following be

1

2

3

4

fncrease lot setbacks 1O-feet to 15-feet to al-l-ow for more
driveway vehicle storage

Lower the highest zoning densities to decrease demand for
vehicle on street public parking.

Require development to provide alternate parking storaqe areas
maintained by HOA's in subdivísions for residents and visltors.

Allocate additional enforcement resources to address increased
parking violations on streets and sidewalks, and violations by
residents pushing and piling driveway sno\^/ into the streets.

Add alleys for vehj-cle parking and utilities behind l-ots.
Implement agreed upon changes before changing the Local road

standard.

FISCAI, IMPACÍ
Varies

LEGAI, IMPACT
None

06027SR Stonecr Rdvlidths 150806.doc
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According to the Utah Office of Property Rights, impacts fees

are

A one-time charge imposed by local governments to
mitigate the impact of local infrastructure caused by
new development. Growth in the form of new homes

and businesses requires expansion or enlargement of
public facilities to maintain the same level and
quality ofpublic services for all residents ofa
community. Impact fees help fund expansion of public
facilities necessary to accommodate new growth.

We must keep in mind that impact fees can only be used for
development purposes that will be the result or impact of
growth in the communþ. Furthermore, money collected
from impact fees can only be used for the category from
which it was collected (e.g., road impact fees can only be

used for construction ofroads). Impact fees cannot be used to
maintain or fix current infrastructure, or be used to increase

the level or quality of services.

To help us recognize costs associated with growth, here are

some important terms found in a Salt Lake City council
report that we need to be familiar with:

Growth: To determine if a project is solely related to growth,

we ask "Is this project designed to maintain the current level

of service as growth occurs?" and "Would the City still need

this capital project if it weren't growing at all?" Growth
projects are only necessary to maintain the City's current
level ofservice as growth occurs. It is thus appropriate to
include 100 percent of their cost in the impact fee

calculations. An example of a purely growth related project

would be additional park acreage to continue the current ratio
of acreage to population.

Repair & Replacement: We ask, "Is this project related only
to fixing existing
infrastructure?" and

"Would the city still need

it if it weren't growing at

all?" Repair and

replacement projects have

nothing to do with growth.

Therefore, it is not

appropriate to include any

of their cost in the impact

fee calculations. One

example of this type of
project would be a

playground replacement.

Upgrade: rWe ask, "Would
this project improve the

cit¡l's current level of service?" and "Would the city still do it
even if it weren't growing at all2" Upgrade projects have

nothing to do with growth. It is thus not appropriate to
include any of their cost in the impact fee calculations.

MITIGATING
LOSSES

Mixed: Some capital
projects are partially
necessitated by
growth, but also

include an element of
repair, replacement,

and/or upgrade. In
this instance, a cost

amount between 0

and 100 percent should be included in the fee

calculations. Although the project might be an

upgrade of or replacement to an existing facility, its
scope will create capacity necessary to serve

projected growth.

Notice
For this study we only took into account

impact fees charged by each city. Other fees

may apply that have not been included.

While the absolute value of impact fees from different cities
can be comparedo one should not make any judgements

about the appropriateness of the amount charged by City X
or City Y based solely on these figures.

COSTS ASSOCIATED WITH GRO\^/TH

Economic loss is

minimized when

the citizen's value

of the added

infrastructure is

close to the actual

amount paid in

impact fees.
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HOW ARE IMPACT FEES DETERMINED?

Impact fees are govemed by the Impact Fees Act, found in
Chapter 1l-36a of the Utah Code. As part of the act, the state

of Utah requires cities to conduct a thorough analysis and
prepare a long-term (10+ years) development plan.

After future capital investment expenses are estimated along
with the cost to maintain the existing level of public services,

cities calculate the portion of the cost that pertains to growth.
It is based on this figure that cities do their impact fee

calculations. (Office of Property Rights, 2015)

Purpose: Yes No
Increasing quality of service
Fix or replace current infrastructure
Upgrade curent capital
New infrastructure associated with growth ,/
needed to offer same level of service

While the absolute value of impact fees from different cities
can be compared, one should not make any judgements about

the appropriateness of the amount charged by City X or City
Y based solely on these values. This is

because cities differ greatly one from

another. This should not be surprising
since the costs of two identical houses

would not have the same cost in two
different cities; the cost ofland,
materials, labor, permits, etc., will most

definitely vary. Even within the same

city, some areas are more expensive

than others.

Something similar affects impact fees.

Think of cities as the providers of a
bundle of infrastructure and services.

Every city is unique in what they have

to offer to their residents. This is why
some people decide to live New York
while others flee from big cities and

choose to live in Montana.

So how can we know if we are doing it
right? We know that we cannot argue
on the grounds ofabsolute values, but
we can analyze our assumptions and
check our estimates. Since impact fees

calculations depend on the future total
cost of development associated with
growth, two things we could do are to
make sure that the values that we use to
estimate the cost are reasonable, and
that the cost of development is fairly
distributed among those who pay the
impact fees.

,
J.

J.

All th¡ngs cons¡dered...
Though cities have some discretion on how they allocate development costs and

calculate their impact fees, this process should not be arbitrary, but rather founded on
sound economic/financial analysis as well as population growth projections and public
service demand forecasts. A Council Staff Report done by Salt Lake Cily :rr'2014
contains the following important questions which can aid in starting or evaluating a
city's impact fees calculation process:

1. Who is currently served by the cþ police, fìre, parks, and sfeets/transportation
departments? This includes the number of residential units and non-residential square

feet.

2. What is the current level of service provided by the city? Since an important purpose

of impact fees is to fund the capital facility necessary to maintain the current service
level, it is necessary to know the levels of service it is currently providing to the

community.

3. What current assets allow the city to provide this level of service? This provides a
current inventory ofassets used by the city, such as facilities, land and equipment
(where eligible). In addition, each asset's replacement value was calculated and

summed to determine the total value of the departments' current assets.

4. What is the current investment per residential household and non-residential square

foot? In other words, how much have current residential and non-residential land uses

"paid into" the total value of current departmental assets?

5. What future growth is expected in the city? How many new residential households

and non-residential square feet will the city serve over the IFFP period? How many
more people will be demanding a continuation of the current level of service enjoyed by
city residents?

6. What new infrastructure is required to serve future growth? For example, how many
new parks or fre stations will be needed by the cþ within the next ten years to
maintain the current service level?

7. What impact fee is required to pay for the new infrastructure? We calculated an
apportionment of new infrastructure costs to future residential and nonresidential land-
uses for the City. Then, using this distribution, the impact fees were determined. (Bruno

&Sean,20l4)

APPLES VS ORANGES
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ECONOMIC IMPLICATIONS OF IMPACT FEES ¡MPACT FEE EQUILTBRTUM

Impact fees can be thought ofas a type ofexcise tax, except

in this case there is a benefit directly derived from the fee.

This is important to know because generally taxes lead to
substantial economic losses. In respect of impact fees,

economic losses can be mitigated by providing services and

infrastructure that homebuyers and businesses value. This
loss is minimized when the citizens' value of the added

infrastructure is close to the actual amount paid in impact
fees.

When considering impact fees we must also think about
propely taxes. This is because the property tax base is the

total cost of the property, and since impact fees tend to raise

the price of homes and buildings, the amount paid in property

taxes increases as well. To understand this process better, we
should recall the concept ofcapitalization.

Capitalization is the present value of future costs and

benefits. Explained in the vernacular, this means that the
promised new infrastructure and services that will be

financed by impact fees will increase the current value of the

homes, and consequently, the price of new homes and

buildings will increase as well. When doing cost benefit
analysis of this sort, we must think in terms of present value
because the money we use today to pay impact fees will not
have the same value in the future. Thus, if we use a discount
rate to calculate the present value ofthose benefits in the

future, we could compare the amount paid in impact fees

against the present value of the future development. If the fee

is equal to the present value, then we can say that our impact
fee calculations were right. We must not forget, though, that
each individual values things differently. For some the

benefits will be greater than the cost, for others the opposite

will be true.

If used properly, impact fees can be a great way to alleviate
the burden on local governments associated with building
new infrastructure. However, as we discussed earlie¡ if we
are not carefirl, impact fees can lead to big economic losses.

Regarding taxes, economist Arthur Laffer explains that there

is an optimal point of taxation beyond which, tax revenue

falls rather than increases. Think about it, ifthe personal

income tax rate suddenly increased to 90Yo, many individuals
would decrease the amount of hours they work, some would
even stop working altogether, and others would even leave

the country. Similarly, if cities overcharge businesses and
developers in their impact fees, they will choose to invest
somewhere else. In this case, the optimal point for impact
fees is where the total amount paid in impact fees equals the
present value of the promised infrastructure and services.

Get your money's worth
The OfFrce ofthe Properly Rights Ombudsman
(OPRO) is a mediator between governments and the
private sector to protect and preserve property
rights. OPRO responds to requests for advice. They
provide their expertise free of charge.

Furthermore, the OPRO can do a confidential
advisory opinion. For only $150, any party to a
dispute involving local land use regulations or
impact fees can request that the OPRO investigate

an issue and provide a written opinion outlining how
the law would be applied to the matter if it went to
court and why.

¡
;

WHAT ABOUT PROPERTY TAXES?

CAPITALIZATION OF COSTS AND BENEFITS
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Heber City does not anticipate a total build-out for a few
decades, but they are properly planning how the City's public
facilities will be taken care of now. The collection of impact
fees from new development is one way to offset the cost of
adding and/or expanding the existing infrastructure. Because
population growth, property values, inflation, zoning, and

other variables change from year to year, Heber City adjusts

their impact fees periodically. The city has adopted a policy
that indexes cost of improvements to inflation and

automatically adjusts impact fees. Heber City charges impact
fees for four main purposes. The process of calculating how
much is to be paid is based on a variety of details.

For example, the street impact fee is based on how many
trips per day a new development is going to create. The
Institute of Transportation Engineers has a book about trip
generation. From extensive studies, they predict how many
new trips per day certain types of developments will create. A
new industrial building will create 6.96 trips per 1000 square

feet. A new offrce building will create I l.0l trips per 1000

square feet. Hotels create 8.5 new trips per day for each

room. After determining how many trips a development will
create, that number is multiplied by $84 to determine how
much will be paid in sheet impact fees.

The culinary impact fee is a flat rate based on the meter
size. For example, a 1.0" meter has a culinary impact fee of
$4,571. A2.0" meter has a fee of $18,280.

The sewer impact fee is calculated using the number of
gallons used per day. This is calculated by determining how
many water fixtures a new development will have and how
much water each fixture will use. For example, an automatic
clothes washer has a unit value of 3, a shower has a unit value
of 2, a drinking fountain has a unit value of 0.5, and a

bathroom group (shower, tub, and sink) has a unit value of5.
The gallons per day by unit is I I for industrial and office
buildings and22 for hotels. After multiplying the unit value
by the gallons per day by unit then that number is divided by
211 which is the residential equivalent of gallons per day.

This number multiplied by $1,31 I gives the final amount due

for the Heber City sewer impact fee and by $3,290 which
gives the fural amount due to the Heber Valley Special

Service District, collected by Heber City. When you add

those two numbers together then you know what the final
sewer impact fee amount will be.

The irrigation impact fee is calculated by taking the square

feet of the new development (subtracting the building and
parking) and multiplying that number by $0.10.

There are other fees associated with building and

development; however, these are the four fees which Heber

City charges as part of their impact fees for commercial
development. These funds will allow the city to
accommodate for the growth of the city while maintaining the

same level of service they currently provide.

Heber City Total

Shop and Warehouse $ 25,798

Office $ 39,812

Hotel $ 293,226

Saving for a rainy day?

According to OPRO, money raised from
impact fees should be used within 6 years.

Though the burden ofprooffalls on the
plaintiffand proving that funds have not been

used is difücult, companies can and have sued

cities on this matter.
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This section contains the expected amount that a hotel, a
warehouse, and an office would have to pay in impact fees in
l0 different cities (For building specs refer to appendix l).

With the help of Utah city officials and staff, we prepared

two tables. One informs us of the different types of impact
fees that are collected by each city, and the other one shows

the total amount that should be paid for each building.

We must reiterate that these values are only estimates and are

not meant to represent rankings of any sort, rather they are

meant to indicate how vastly impact fees can differ from one

city to another. Four reasons why these values cannot be used

to rank cities are that:

l. As mentioned before, cities offer different public
services at different levels

2. Geographical location affects development costs

3. For some cities, Lindon for example, the road impact
fee only applies in certain areas of the city. Thus, the

total amount paid in impact fees will depend on the

location of the building.
4. Some cities require the payment of other impact fees

that are not collected by the city itself. Consequently,

Crty X may appear cheaper than City Y while in
reality City X's impact fees may more expensive

when the fees not collected by the city are added.

*For more details refer to appendix 1

D¡d you
know?

The number one

complaint that the Utah
Offïce ofProperty
Rights Ombudsman

receives regarding

impact fees is that
cities often inflate their
current level of
services and the

amount required to
maintain it.

North
Centerville Lindon Losan Santaouin

Cedar
Vernal C¡tv

West
Jordan Riverton

Park Heber
City Cifv

South
Jordan

Water ,/{,/ /./t/ ,/,//
Sewer ,/ ,/ ,/ ./ ,/ ,/ ,/
Storm Water /,/,/
Road ,/ ,/ ,/ ,/ ,/
Pressurized Irrigation

EMSÆire .//
Police tt ,/ ,/
Water Meter Fee

Water Acquisition

Parks/Trails
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lmpact Fee Amount Comparison

NORTH LOGAN

PARK CITY

SOUTH JORDAN

RIVERTON

WEST JORDAN

CEDAR CITY

VERNAL

SANTAQUIN

CENTERVILLLE

$14,444.00
,563.00

$4,789.00

$276,161.60

900.40

$4r,995.49
,422.55

1,297.56

$53,746.00
31

$40,446.41

79

$307,340.00

$2,750.00
$2,750.00

$16,160.29

$23,250.00

1,128.05

$95,757.93
1,150.85

$152,793.93

$175,694.81

,974.56
$50,662.00

$47,842.00

$40,542.78
LINDON $24,742.66

$3,860.00

$138,861 .00

HEBER CITY
$25,798.93

$- $50,000.00 $100,000.00 $150,000.00 $200,000.00 $250,000.00 $300,000.00 $350,000.00

nHotel nOffice rshop and warehouse

As we have seen, it is impossible to compare impact fees across different cities. The methods used to calculate impact fees vary
greatly from city to city and so do the amounts charged. If developers and investors feel that the cost of the fee is higher than the
value to them, cities may face a significant reduction in investment that would reduce their economic growth rate. To avoid this,
city officials should regularly evaluate their projections and impact fee calculation methods.

tffi
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All impact fees calculations were based on the following values:

Shop and Warehouse Office Hotel

Size (sq. feet) 24,000.00 30,000.00 59,669.00

Meter Size I inch 1 inch 2inch

Fixtures 20 20 400

Sewer Residential Unit Eq 1.3 1.3 46.9

Rooms 80

Total Land (acres) 66 2

Total Land (sq. feet) 261,360 261,360 87120

Hebet Road 'Watet Sewer Ittigation Total
Shop and
watehouse $ 14,031 $ 4,577 $ 5,997 $ 1,200$ 25,799

Office ff 27,745 $ 4.s71 $ 5,997 $ 1,500$ 39,873

Hotel $ 56.120 $ 18,280 $ 61,511 $ 2,950 $ 138,861

Nofth Log:an Road Water Sewet Total
Shop and
warehouse fi 423 $ 3,319 ff 7,047 $ 4,789

Office $ 1,1e7 $ ¡.¡rq $ 1,047 $ 5,563

Hotel ff +zt fi 10.621 fi 3,352 ff 74,444

'Watet

Centerville trire/EMS Watet Fee Develop.
Storm

Watet Total
Shop and

watehouse $ 600 $ 310 fi 23,466 # 23.466 fi 47.842

Office fi 3.420 $ 31,0fi 23,466fi 23,466fi 50,662

Hotel $ 14,081 $ 1,250 ff 7,822 ff 7,822 ff 30,975
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Vetnal Water Sewer Total
Shop and

watehouse $ 1.2s0 $ 1,500 $ 2,750

Office $ 1.250 $ 1,500 $ 2,750

Hotel $ 3.250 $ 20,000 $ 23,250

Lindon Sewer Water Storm Water Total
Shop and

warehouse $ 2.s81 $ 1,279 fi 70,441, $ 14,301

Office $ 2,581 $ 1.,279 $ 1.0,447 $ 14,301

Hotel $ 34,413 $ 2,649 $ 3,490$ 40,543

Park City Parks, Trails Police Road 'Water Total
Shop and

watehouse $ $ 10.680 $ 7,680 $ 34,540 $ 52,900

Office $ $ 16,650 $ 12,300 $ 34,540 fi 63,490

Hotel $ 80,000 $ 37,600 $ 20,400 $ 138,162 $ 276,162

South Jordan Public Safety \Vater Storm'Water Road Parks Total
Shop and

watehouse $ 1,356 $ 5,324 $ 956 $ 13,662 $ ff 27,298

Office $ 1,005 $ 5,324 $ 7,118 fi 26,976 fi fi 34,423

Hotel $ 322 # 5,324 ff 3,240 fi 33,022 fi 87 $ 41,995

Riverton Road Sewer Watet TotalStorm'Water Parks
Shop and

watehouse fi 27,456 fi 3,362 $ 2,675 $ 2,903 $ 4,050 fi40,446

Office $ 31,020 $ 3.e32 $ 2,675 $ 2,903 $ 4,050 $44,580

Hotel $ 32,720 $ 11,398$ 2,675fi 2,903 $ 4,050 fi 53,746
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West
Iordan Fire Police Road Storm Water Sewer Total

Shop and
watehouse fi 4.296 ff 1.248 $31.536 fi 7,128 fi 3,266 fi 2,265 ff 49,739

Office $ 6,090 fi 2,1,30 $53,520 ff 70,420 fi 3,266 ff 2,265 ff77,691.

Hotel $ 7.198 $ 10.738 $ 245.677 $ 38,256 fi 3,266 fi 2,26s $ 307,340

Cedar
Citv Drainaee EMS/Fire Police Sewer Road \ùlater

Water
Acquisition Total

Shop and
watehouse fi 3,762 $ 6 $1,061 $ 1,488 ff 5,977 fi 2,994 fi7,472 $ 16,160

Office $ 4,514 $ 7.089 fi 3.774 $ 1,488 $ 59,798 ff 2,994 ff1,472 $ 81,128

Hotel $ 8.816 $13.847 $ 7.372 $ 1,488 $ 116,804 fi 2.994 fi 1.472 ff 152.794

Santaquin Sewer 'Water
'Water

Meter EMS Police Road Irriqation With Irriqation
Shop and

watehouse $ 4.000 $ 2.790 $ 400 $ 108 fi 228 $ 643 ff 73,s82 $ 81.1s1

Office $16,000 $ 2,190 $400 fi 2,834 $ 1,666 fi g+e fi 71,,722 $ 95,758

Hotel $120,000 $ 6,988 $7ZO ff 5,479 fi 3,227 fi30,477 $8,820 $ 175,695

Bruno, J., & Sean, M. (2014). Impact Fee Council StaffReport. Salt Lake City.

Office of Property Rights, O. (2015). Impact Fees. Retrieved from Property Rights Utah.

Utah Legislature Chapter 47,2. G. (2011). Impact Fees Act. Retrieved from Utah State Legislature:
http://le.utah.govixcode/Titlel l/Chapter3 6NCll-36a_18000101 18000101.pdf
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Mark Anderson

From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:

Subject:

Brad Lyle < brad@millstreamgroup.com >

Ihursday, July 30, 20L5 3:26 PM

manderson@ci.heber.ut.us
Tony Kohler (tkohler@ci.heber.ut.us); Dave Nelson
RV Resort Zone Change Agreement

Mark,
ln an effort to avoid confusion with City Council at the 8/6 work meeting about the implementation of the staff request
to modify the road construction triggering event found on page 3, section 3.c.iii we would offer the following formula for
consideration to be included in the document. The actual road construction number is not as significant as the assumed
number of years to be discounted back to present value and the discount rate. Those are the key factors. lf the city
wants to get a best guess from Bart Mumford as to cost we're fine with that but we simply put in 5100,000 so they can
get the idea of how the discounting is done and the end result.
lf you assume;

L Shelton's wouldn't develop for at least 4 years, triggering mechanism 3.c.i , which is what our notes reflect was
the intent of that provision, and

2. We wouldn't have any need to develop the road untilwe break ground on phase 3 of the property,
conservatively 4 years also, which was the intent of 3.c.ii,

Then you would take the estimated cost for 40% of the 36 foot wide road, let's say our 40% equals $t00,000 and
input that as the future value, input 0 as payment, we suggest 6% is very fair for our opportunity cost of funds and
input 4 years of discount, then compute the future value back to today's dollars and we would contribute 579,2O9

'for road construction tomorrow.
Best,

Brad Lyle, CCIM, CPM, ALC

Millstream Group LLC

Summit Commercial Real Estate

380 East Main Street, Building B, 2nd Floor
Midway, Utah 84049
Office 435-657-1400 Ext. 318
Fax 888-229-0194
Cell 435-67I-2525
b rad @ m i I lstrea mgrou p.com

1



Heber City Council
Meeting date: August 13,2015
Report by: Anthony L. Kohler

Re: Millstream RV Park Agreement

Last year the city approved a zone change from R-3 Residential to C-2 Commercial subject to an
agreement with Millstream, the developer of the RV Park. Staff recently has met with Millstream to better
understand Millstream's comments on the proposed agreement and how to better draft the agreement to
be consistent with approvals and to have clear consistent language throughout the document.

F ormat of the agreement. The previous draft was cumbersome because it had a copy of a road proposal
as an exhibit, yet the agreement amended the exhibit with contrasting language. The agreement also
addressed property sales that had already closed between adjoining property owners, which is no longer
necessary to address. And the agreement had language that conflicted with one of the exhibits regarding
facilities along the western edge of the RV Park. The proposed agreement has been modified to address
these inconsistencies.

Planter strÍp maintenance. Since Millstream cannot use the road except for emergency purposes, they
would like to minimize their maintenance of the planter strip to xeriscape landscaping. They are willing to
fully landscape the area if the city takes on the maintenance; and they would be willing to maintain full
landscaping of the area if they were provided with the option of full access to the street. Millstream is not
proposing to utilize the street for primary access to the property, but would feel more comfortable about
maintaining the street landscaping if the option was there for the future. This access would likely occur
only if the use of the property changed from an RV park.



ZONE CHANGE AGREEMENT
Mountain Valley RV Resort

THfS AGREEMENT is entered into this da
20L4, by and between Heber Cíty (tfre *City")
RV Resort (the "Developer") .

MVùE Mountaln Valley

WHEREAS, the Developer has proposed a zone change for a portion of
the fol-lowing described property from R-3 Residential- to c-2
Commercial:

LEGAI DESCRIPTION:

yof
and

Parcel ID:
Parcel Serial:

00-0020-1133
oHE-1 68 9- 0 -0 0 8 -045-0 000

Excepting the western 20 feet of the following described property:

PARCEL 1:

BEGTNNING ATA pOrNT lOO RODS WESTOFTITE SOUTHEAST GORNER OF SECTTON I,IN
TOWNSHIP 4 SOUTH OF RANGE 5 EAST OF THE SALT LÂKE MERIDIAN; AND RUNNING
THENCE WEST 2O RODS; THENCE NORTH 80 RODS; THENCE EAST 6.10 RODsi THENCE
SOUTH 37o5O' EAST 22.66 RODS; THENCE SOUTH 62.11 RODS TO THE PLACE OF
BEGINNING.

EXCEPTING THEREFROM ANY PORTION OF THE ABOVE LEGAL THAT MAY LTE WITHIN THE
BOUNDARIES OF U.S. HIGHWAY 40.

PARCEL 2:

BEGINNING AT THE SOUTHWEST CORNER OF THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTTON 8, rN
TOWNSHIP 4 SOUTH OF RANGE 5 EAST OF THE SALT IAKE MERIDIAN; AND RUNNING
THENCE EAST 10 CHAINS; THENCE NORTH 20 CHAINS; THENCE WEST 1O CHAINS; THENCE
SOUTH 20 CHAINS TO THE PI.ACE OF BEGINNING.

LESS AND EXCEPTING THAT PORTION OF GROUND CONVEYED BY THAT CERTAIN
BOUNDARY LrNE AGREEMENT RECORDED SEPTEMBER 28, 2006 AS ENTRY NO. 308337 rN
BOOK 895 AT PAGE 47 OF OFFICIAL RECORDS.

ATSO LESS AND EXCEPTING THAT PORTION OF GROUND CONVEYED BY T}IAT CERTAIN
BOUNDARY LrNE AGREEMENT RECORDED SEPTEMBER 11, 2007 AS ENTRY NO. 325804 IN
BOOK 949 AT PAGE 1098 OF OFFICIAL RECORDS,

WHEREAS, Developer has submitted a proposed concept plan for the
expansion of an existing RV Resort, attached as Exhibit "I", which
has been reviewed by staff and approved by the Planning Commission
and City Council;

NOW, THEREFORE, the Parties hereby agree as follows:
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1. Compliance with Prior Ag'reement,s. Parties acknowledge the terms
and conditions of the previous Development Agreement dated
october Lr, 2012, attached as Exhibit 3 for reference, witl-
apply to Phase 2 and Phase 3 of the RV Resort.

2. compliance with Approved RV Resort Expansion plans. The RV
Resort Expansion Master Pfan dated February 26, 2075 and shown
in Exhibit 1 is the approved site plan for development of Phase
2 and Phase 3 of the RV Resort. The RV Resort shal_l_ be
developed in a manner consistent with that site plan.

a. Lighting. Lighting wirl- comply with city standards imposed
in the Phase 1 RV Resort which require hooded lights to
minimize their intrusiveness.

b. Noise.
within

RV owners will not
the RV Park.

be allowed to operate generators

c. Periphery Development, Standards. Option C of the Berg
Engineering letter dated October 20, 2014, specifies
approved deveÌopment standards for portions of phase 2 and,
3 of the RV Resort, restated below in items 2.c.i. through
2.c.iv., with the excepti-on of underl_ined verbiage, which
is added for cl-arification of intent of the approved
concept pJ-an.

Provide a 30 foot setback from the new westerly
property line to nearest RV pad or building.

l_

ii. fnstalf an B foot sofid vinyl fence
foot concrete retaining wal-1 at the
property line.

ontopofa2
new westerly

iii. Instal-l a berm with evergreen and
the RV Resort side of the fence,
manner consistent with the berms

aspen trees along
landscaped in a
along the RV

Resort/ s Highway 40 frontage as shown in Exhibit 2

iv. Locate the trash dumpster, pavilions, fire pits and
restroom buildings as shown on the approved finat
plan.

d. Open Space and Recreation Areas. Open space and amenities
shall be provided and maintained for the excl-usive use of
the RV Resort's customers and not the general public,
similar to that shown on the proposed development plan in
Exhibit I, and will incl-ude a cl-ubhouse and other

2



recreational- courts, a pool and spâ, a dog park, a
pavil-ion, a trail system and open landscaping areas.

3.2400 south Street. Heber city and Developer previously agreed
to terms for the construction and dedication of 2400 South in a
letter dated November 4, 2014 from Berg Engineering. The terms
from that letter are restated below in items 3.a. through 3.d.
below, with item 3.c.iii. added after the agreement was
originally accepted due to new circumstances.

a The Mountain Valley RV Resort will dedicate a 72 foot
right-of-way to Heber City for 2400 South Street along its
southern property f ine. The road right-of -r,vay wil_l be
dedicated to Heber City with construction of the roadway
as outlined in Item c.

b. The Mountain VaJ-Iey RV Resort wiIl participate in forty
percent (402) of the road construction costs for a l-ocal
36 foot wide road. Sewer, culinary water and pressurized
irrigation improvements are already installed in the
proposed road. Antj-cipated improvements incl-ude a 44 foot
wide asphalt col-lector road, curb, gutter, sidewalk, storm
drain, power for street lights and J-andscaping on the
north side of road. Heber City is responsible for the 6Oeo

of the costs for the local road and the cost to upgrade
the road to a colfector road standard.

c. The portion of 2400 South Street adjacent to the
Valley RV Resort will be constructed when one of
following occurs:

Mountain
the

The segment of road between the Mountain Va11ey RV
Resort and Highway 40 is under construction. Heber
City shal-l- notify the Mountain Valley RV Resort six
(6) months prior to the beginning of construction for
this segment of road.

l_ l_ As a condition of approval for Phase 3 of the
Mountain Va11ey RV Park expansion, construction of
2400 South wifl be completed with the construction of
the final phase of the RV Resort expansion.

iii. Addendum to original 2400 South Agreement. If
properties adjoining and to the south of the Mountain
Valley RV Park develop as a school-, the timing of the
road dedication and construction wil-l- occur
concurrent with construction of the school. Provided,
however, Developer's participation in the road
construction costs wilI be updated with the time

l_
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value
3.c.i

of money if construction occurs
and 3.c.ii. above.

prior to item

d. The Mountain Valley RV Resort shal-l construct 2400 South
Street. Heber City shall approve the bld amount for the
road construction from the Mountain Valley RV Resort. A
construction and cost sharing agreement between Heber city
and the Mountain Valley RV Resort will be completed prior
to the coûrmencement of work on the road.

e. Access onto 2400 South and 2110 South shal_l be
to any required secondary access for emergency
fire egress.

restricted
access or

f. The
the

fence along 2400 South shall be setback 3 feet from
sidewal- k.

q.24OO South Planter Strip.

I The Mountain Valley RV Resort wiff landscape and
maintain the Planter Strip along its frontage on the
north side of 2400 South with a low maintenance
xeriscape landscaping, with such plan to be agreed
upon between city staff and Developer at time of
deveJ-opment of 2400 South; or

rl-. Developer will- install 1awn, treesr âD irrigation
system and dedicate water rights for a Pl-anter Strip
to be landscaped in a manner consistent with the
Planter Strip along Vrlheeler Road to the west in the
Wheeler Park Subdivision. Heber City wil-l- take on
long term maintenance responsibil-ities for the
Planter Strip. fn the event the City el-ects to permit
Developer's property full access to 2400 South,
Developer will- take on long term maintenance
responsibil-ities for the Pl-anter Strip.

4. Once this agreement is signed by the respective parties with
the requisite authority to bind the city and the developer it
shall be recorded with Vrlasatch County Recorder. Thereafter the
Zone Change Ordinance wilf be executed by Heber City and these
obli-gations will become binding upon the parties.

5. This agreement and the attached Exhibits contain the entire
agreement between the parties and no statements, promises or
inducements made by either party shal-l- be binding unless
modified by a written document approved by both parties.

6. This agreement shall- be a
shall be binding upon the

covenant running with the
parties and their assigns

land and
and

4
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successors in interest

In the event there j-s a failure to perform any of the
obligations of this agreement and it becomes necessary for
either party to employ the services of an attorney, whet.her
such attorney is inside counsel- or private counsel, either with
or wlthout litigation, on appeal- or otherwise, the prevaiJ_ing
party in the controversy shall- be entitled to recover its
reasonabfe attorney's fees and any costs and expenses incurred
to enforce this agreement.

IN WfTNESS WHEREOF, the Parties
the day and year this agreement

hereto have hereunto set their hands
\^Ias first above written.

DATED this day of

HEBER CTTY:

By:
AIan McDonald, Mayor

ATTEST:

Heber City Recorder

Millstream Properties LLC, Developer:

By:
David M. Nelson, Manager

STATB OF UTAH
qa

COUNTY OF VüASATCH

On this

2075.

day of , 2075, personally appeared
before me the above named authorized representatlve of Developer,
who duly acknowl-edged to me that Developer is the owner in fee of
the land in the Mountain Valley RV Park and executed the same as
such.

Ã

NOTARY PUBLIC



EXHIBIT 1: RV RESORT MASTER PLAII
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EXHTBIT 3: DE\IELOPMENT AGREEMENT
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DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT
AND

COVENANT RUNNING I,üTTH THE LAND
Millstream RV Park

THIS AGREEMENT entered into this ll day of |üøbef
2012, by and between Heber City, hereinafter referred to as
"City" and the undersígned as "Deve1oper".

!{hereas:

Mil-lstream Properties LLC, ov\rns approximately 29.23 acres
along US Highway 40 in Heber City at approximaLely 212A
South Highway 40. Approximately 14.10 acres of the property
is located in the C-2 commercial zone.

Recreation vehícle courts are a permitted use in
Commercial- Zone under Section 18.28.030.P of the
Municipal Code.

the C-2
Heber City

The Heber City Planníng Commission reviewed the
for the proposed recreation vehicl-e development
2012.

concept plan
on March B,

The Heber City PJ-anning Commission granted final approval
for the recreat.ion vehicle development on April 24, 201-2,

NOW, THEREFORE, the parties hereby agree as follows.

Developer shall-:

1. Improve US Híghway 40 to all-ow safe movement of traffic on
the highway and for users of the RV Park. A general
description of the improvements that will be required by
UDOT include:

a. Installation of a deceleration lane from
approximately Airport Road to the project entrance.

b. Installatíon of an accelerati-on lane from the
project entrance to approximately 1r 030 feet to the
south.

c. Installation of a l-eft turn lane for traffic turning
into the RV Park

2. Design and consLruct approximately 1,t750 feet of a first
offsite ser^¡er line from East Airport. Road to the south
property líne of the RV Park alonq US Highway 40. AIso,
Design and construct approximately 3,100 feet of a second
offsite sehrer line from East Airport Road to the Flood

1



Channel- to the north, if UDOT approval is obtained. City
will be provided copies of bids received prior to beginning
construction for review and approval. Said sewer line is
part of the Heber Cíty master plan to serve commercial_
properties along US Highway 40 and funded through impact
fees. Upon final acceptance of sewer line, Heber Cj_ty wilJ_
reimburse Millstream Properties the cost of the seurer l-ínes
l-ess the amount due for sewer impact fees for the RV Park
development. In the future, Heber City wiJ_l complete any
remaining sections of the sewer line downstream from East
Airport Road to make the sewer operational if these
sections are not able to be completed with the project.

3. Desígn and construct approximate 1,750 feet of water l_ine
from East Airport Road to the south property line RV park
along US Highway 40. City wílI be provided copies of bids
received prior to beginning construction for revj_ew and
approval. Said water line is part of the Heber City master
pJ-an to serve commercÍal properties along US Highway 40 and
funded through impact fees. Upon final acceptance of water
line, Heber City will reimburse Millstream properties the
cost of the water line less the amount due for water impact
fees for the RV Park development.

4. Construct a temporary sehrer lift station on the property.
The sewer lift station will puprp collected sehrage from the
RV Park to the existing ser¡rer system in the I¡lheeler Park
Subdivision if the second offsite US Highway 40 sewer line
is not extended downstream by this project or others.
Millstream Properties is responsible for construction,
operatJ-on, and maintenance of the temporary lift station.
Once the second offsite US Highway 40 seh¡er is extended and
operational, Mil-lstream Properties wilt be responsib.l-e for
abandoning the temporary lift statíon and begin using the
gravity ser^¡er within 120 days.

5. Dedicate and record a utility and access easement to Heber
City for the public water mains, fire hydrants, and meters
with in the development.

6. Dedicate a traj-l- easement and install an eight foot (8')
asphalt trail aÌong the property frontage of US Highway 40.
Record a deed restriction on the property to construct an
asphalt traíl, per City standards, at such tj-me as the City
requires.

7. The intent of the RV Park is for short term and seasonal
recreational visitors. Stays longrer than 6 months wilf be
prohibited per the management and operations plans for the
RV Park, violatíon of which may inc1ude revocatÍon of the

2



park business license.

8. Millstream Properties will provide an onsite manager for the
RV Park. The manaqer will have a full time residence
living quarters in the upstairs of the office ,/ recreation
center building. In addition to the onsite manager,
Millstream Properties wil-l also have 24 hour on cafl
property management service avail-able for the RV park.

Heber City sha11:

L. Reimburse Millstream Properties for the first and second
offsite sewer l-ines installed by the project in US Highway
40 from East Airport Road to t.he Flood Channel to the north.
Saj-d reimbursement will- be due within 60 days after finaf
City acceptance of the project and facitities, and based on
the actual- cost paì-d for the work as shown in copies of the
construction invoices submitted to the City.

2. Reimburse Millstream Properties for the water rine instafl-ed
in US Highway 40 from East AirporL Road to the south
property l-ine of the RV Park. Said reimbursement will be due
within 60 days after final City acceptance of the project
and facil-ities, and based on the actual cost paid for the
work as shown in copies of the construction invoices
submitted to the City.

3. Extend and complete the gravity sewer l-ine downstream of
East AÍrport Road, where the sevüer line in US Híghway 40
constructed by this project ends, within five (5) years of
the date this agreement, if not completed by this project.

4. Allow building permits to be released for the construction
of the offíce / recreation center building and other RV park
buildings once:

a. water system, including all fire hydrants within the
deveJ-opment is complete, Lested, and approved by
Heber City.

b. water systems ability to provide fire protection to
the structures under construction is verified by the
I¡lasatch County Fire Department.

c. a minimum 30 foot access road to structures is
completed and open at all times.

Occupancy will not be granted until Lhe overall project
receives final acceptance by the City.

All water mains, fire hydrants, and meters designated as publíc
facilities withÍn the development will- be dedicated, controlled,
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and maintained by Heber City. Al-f water facj-titíes downstream of
Èhe water meter will be controlled and maintained by Millstream
Properties. Modifications to the public water facilities requireprior written approval from Heber City.

All sewer, storm water, and irrigation facilities wj-thin the
project are private and the responsibility of MilJ_stream
Properties. The private pool within the project witl not be
al-l-owed to drain or discharge into the sewer system without
written permission from Heber City.

rn the event there is a Failure to perform und.er this Agreement
and it becomes reasonably necessary for any party to employ the
services of an attorney in connection t,herewith (whether such
aLtorney be in-house or outside counsel), either with or wíthout
litigation, on appeal- or otherwise, the losing party to the
controversy shall pay to the successful party reasonable
atLorneyrs fees incurred by such party and, in addition, such
costs and expenses as are incurred in enforcing this Agreement;

This Agreement contains the entire agreement between the parties,
and no statement, promise or inducement made by either party
hereto, or agent of either party hereto which is not contained in
this written Agreement. shall be valid or binding; and this
Agreement may not be enlarged, modified or al_tered except in
writing approved by the parties.

Time is of the essence of this Agreement. fn case any party
shall fail- to perform the obligations on j_ts part at the time
fixed for the performance of such obligations by the terms of
this Agreement, the other party or parties may pursue any and all
remedies available in equity, at law, and/or pursuant to the
terms of this Agreement.

This Agreement shall be a covenant runnì_ng with the land, and
shall be binding upon the parties and their assigns and.
successors ín interest.. This Agreement shall be recorded with
the [üasatch County Recorder.
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rN v{rrNESs VIHEREOF, the parties hereto have hereunto set their
hands the day and year this agreement was first above written.
DATED this day of ^/-úrl¿L , 20L2

HEBER C TY:

t(
P , Mayor

Attest by:

M lIe Kell r

v
By
Da

c

OI,üNER,

By:
stream

STATE OF UTAH
ss.

COUNTY OF IüASATCH

On this (f day of 2012, personally
appeared before me the Ovrner, who duly acknowledged
to me that he is the orÁrner in fee and executed the same as such

NOTARY PUB U

)

)
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sidewalk
tipping hazard. existing

Curb partsüip

I believe tñat tñe reason forthe retalning wall was to maximize füe level
playing field for tñe ball diamond" since that is no longer used (and the ftnce
should be removed) the need for the level lawn is un-necessary.

A sloped lawn will be saÊrthan a series of steps wtrich wiil become a
üipping hazard (nota normalwalking path and hard tovisually distnguish
even in normal dayl¡ght ) sloped lawn on the other hand is notthe normal
walking path and the surface ie acknowledged as inegular and less taken for
granÞd as a careftee walking surface.

Bandstand end

EXISTlNG NEW

New eidewalkto
replace area wall

wall

Provide atleastone
foot ofgrass even
with sidewalk before
sloping up. This is to
provide an identifer
üatthewalkhas
ended.Wll reduce

concreb
handrails

handrailon one side
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new
sideu

Retaining wall consists of a
stone wall buried in the old
wall then reinforced with
new concrete wall 24"-30"
wide in places

Cut slope along this line and
slope down to the widened
sidewalk as shown on details
then re-sod slope.

existing lawn slopes to
sidewalk down from votley
ball court 6"-10"
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