Ordinance No. 07-35

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE CAPITAL FACILITIES PLAN, AN IMPACT FEE
ANALYSIS, AND AMENDING TITLE 11, CHAPTER 13 OF THE MUNICIPAL CODE OF
PARK CITY, UTAH SETTING FORTH THE ASSESSMENT AND CALCULATION OF
IMPACT FEES

WHEREAS, Park City Municipal Corporation is a political subdivision of the
state of Utah, authorized and organized under the provisions of Utah law; and

WHEREAS, the City has created a Capital Facilities Plan and requires the
payment of impact fees as a condition of development approval, so that development pays
an equitable portion of the costs of facilities relating to growth; and

WHEREAS, the City Council has caused an Impact Fee Study and Analysis
to be completed for the City and consistent with the Impact Fees Act Section 11, Chapter
36 Parts 101-401, Utah Code Ann.; and

WHEREAS, the Impact Fee Study contains an analysis and an executive
summary that clearly defines the methodology by which the impact fees have been
calculated and which identifies the impact upon parks, trails, open space, police facilities,
and roadway systems required by the development activity and demonstrates how those
impacts on system improvements are reasonably related to the development activity; and

WHEREAS, the Study and Plan establish that impact fees are necessary to
achieve an equitable allocation to the costs borne in the past and to be borne in the future,
in comparison to the benefits already received and yet to be received; and

WHEREAS, a public hearing{: was duly noticed and held at the regular
scheduled City Council meeting of June 14", 2007.;

NOW THEREFORE BE IT ORDAINED:

SECTION 1. PURPOSE. This Impact Fee Ordinance is promulgated
pursuant to the requirements of the Impact Fees Act, Utah Code Annotated §11-36-101-
401 (the “Act”). The purpose of this ordinance is to provide for the generation of sufficient
revenue to pay the costs of capital projects and debt service related to or required due to
demands of new development activity.

SECTION 2. CAPITAL FACILITIES PLAN ADOPTED. The Capital
Facilities Plan dated July 31, 2006 relating to capital projects to be funded through Parks,
Trails, Open Space; Police; and Roadway Facility impact fees is hereby adopted.
Additionally, the Park City Water Capital Facilities Plan dated June 2007 is hereby
adopted.




SECTION 3. IMPACT FEE ANALYSIS ADOPTED. The July 31, 2006
Impact Fee Study and Analysis generated by the City pursuant to the Act is hereby
adopted. Additionally, the June 2007 Water Impact Fee Study and Analysis generated by
the City pursuant to this act is hereby adopted.

SECTION 4. AMENDMENTS TO THE MUNICIPAL CODE OF PARK CITY,
UTAH ADOPTED -

(A) Amendment to 11-13-2, Assessment and Calculation of Impact Fees.

11-13- 2. ASSESSMENT AND CALCULATION OF IMPACT FEES.

(A) ASSESSMENT OF IMPACT FEES. The City shall collect the following Impact Fees
from any applicant seeking a Building Permit:

(1) Parks, Trails, Open Space, Public Safety Facilities, Streets and Storm Water
Facilities Impact Fees.

2005 PCMC IMPACT FEE ANALYSIS UPDATE
Proposed Impact Fee Schedule (Calendar Year 2005)
Parks, Trails, Police Roadway Total
Open Space Facilities
New Construction
Single Family
Average Unit $3,855.00 $605.00 £315.00 54,775.00
Unit Less Than 3,000 sq. fi. $1,925.00 $300.00 $155.00 $2,380.00
Unit More Than 5,000 sq. fi. $5,780.00 $910.00 $470.00 $7,160.00
Duplex & Mului-Family
Average Unit $3,150.00 $495.00 $290.00 $3,935.00
Unit Less Than 2,000 sq. fi. 51,575.00 $245.00 $145.00 $1,965.00
Unit More Than 4,000 sq. fi. $4,725.00 5740.00 $435.00 $5,900.00
Hotel Room
Average Unit %2,005.00 5315.00 £170.00 £2.490.00
Unit Less Than 750 sq. fi. %1,000.00 5155.00 $85.00 $1,240.00
Unit More Than 2,000 sq. ft. £3,005.00 $470.00 $255.00 £3,730.00
Commercial NA $555.00 5410.00 £965.00
Light Industrial MA 5445.00 $320.00 §£765.00
Additions
Single Family
0-500 Square Feet NA NA NA $0.00
501-1500 Square Feet S480.00 $75.00 §35.00 590.00
1501-3000 Square Feet S960.00 $150.00 §75.00 1,185.00
3001-5000 Square Feet $1,925.00 $300.00 $155.00 2,380.00
More than 5000 Square Feet $3,855.00 5605.00 $315.00 4,775.00
Duplex & Multi Family
0-500 Square Feet MA MNA NA 0.00
501-1000 Square Feet S390.00 $60.00 $35.00 485.00
1001-2000 Square Feet S785.00 $120.00 $70.00 975.00
2001-4000 Square Feet %1,575.00 5245.00 5145.00 1,965.00
More than 4000 Square Feet 53,150.00 5495.00 5290.00 3,935.00
Hotel Room
0-200 Square Feet NA NA NA 0.00
201-750 Square Feet $500.00 575.00 $40.00 615.00
751-2000 Square Feet $1,000.00 5155.00 $85.00 1,240.00
More than 2000 Square Feet $2,005.00 $315.00 $170.00 2,490.00
Commercial (per sq. i) NA $0.55 $0.41 S0.96
Light Industrial (per sq. f1.) NA S0.44 $0.32 50.76




(2) Water Impact Fee Schedule:

Non-Residential Wi_te_r Impact Fee_s
EDU Floor Fee
Per Area Per Per
Property Type Occupant Occupant Occupant
Assembly (without Fixed Seats)
Bar 0.0125 7 $288
Restaurant 0.0219 7 $505
Theater, Auditorium, Church 0.0031 7 $71
Assembly (with Fixed Seats)
Bar 0.0125 NA $288
Restaurant 0.0219 NA $505
Theater, Auditorium, Church 0.0031 NA $71
Office 0.0094 100 $217
Educational
Classroom 0.0156 20 $360
Shop\Vocational 0.0156 50 $360
Exercise Area 0.0156 50 $360
Hotel\Motel 0.0938 580 $2,162
Industrial Calculated Calculated
Institutional
Inpatient Treatment 0.1563 240 $3,603
QOutpatient Treatment 0.0031 Calculated
Sleeping Area 0.0031 Calculated
Other| Calculated Calculated
Retail 0.007 60 $161
Swimming Pool or Skating Rink
Rink or Pool Area 0.0063 50 $145
Decks | Calculated Calculated
Warehouse Calculated Calculated
Parking Garage Calculated Calculated
Government Calculated Calculated
Library
Reading Area| Calculated Calculated
Stack Area| Calculated Calculated
Residential Indoor Water Impact Fees
|Size (SF) <1000 1001-1500 1501-3000 3001-4500 4501-6000 >6000
Fee $3,573 $5,359 $7,145 $8,931 $10,718 $12,504
Residential Outdoor (Landscaping) Water Impact Fees
Irrigated
Area
(SF) 0-2000 2001-4000 4001-6000 6001-8000 8001-10000 >10000

$1441 per




SECTION 5. REPEALER. This ordinance amends and repeals Title 11,
Chapter 13, of the Municipal Code of Park City to the extent it is inconsistent with this
Ordinance.

SECTION 6. EFFECTIVE DATE. This Ordinance shall become effective
June 15", 2007. Al projects receiving a construction permit (defined as having received a
Building Permit Number) after this date are subject to the fees set forth above.

PASSED AND ADOPTED this 14" day of June, 2007.

P K CITY MUNICIPAL CQRPORATlON
\. -
/!/({7:._»’ /éﬂﬂs

Mayor Dana Williams

etM Scott, City Recorder

lﬁr/o:d as to form

Mark D. Harnng’(op( City Attorney
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report presents an update of the 2003 Park City Municipal (PCMC) capital facilities plan for water
impact fees. This report incorporates updated capital facilities cost and growth projections.

Impact Fee Schedule and Potential Total Revenue

Table 1 shows maximum potential impact fees per equivalent demand unit (EDU) for new construction
within the Park City Municipal Corporation water impact fee service area. The service area is defined by
the municipal boundaries of Park City, and is illustrated in Figure 1.

Td’fh‘l;" 1
MAXIMUM IMPACT FEE PER SERVICE UNIT (EDU)

Park City Water Impact Fee

Maximum Impact

Fiscal Year Unit of Measure

Fee
2007 $23,048 (per service unit, EDU)
2008 §23.815 (per service unit, EDU)
2008 524,517 (per service unit, EDU)
2010 $25,347 (per service unit, EDU)
2011 $26,084 (per service unit, EDU)

Source - Table 21

Impact fees by property type are based on the fee per service unit (EDU) and are shown beginning on
page 3 — residential fees in Table 2 and Table 3 and nonresidential fees in Table 4. The single-family
impact fee is assessed at a variable rate depending on unit square footage and square feet of irrigated
yard area. The multfamily fee is similatly assessed, however based only on unit square footage
(multifamily irrigation is separately metered, and therefore the impact fee is scparately assessed).
Nonresidential fees are assessed based on square feet of gross enclosed floor arca. The amount of the
impact fee by property type is updated annually, based on cost per EDU as shown in Table 1.

Page 1 Park City Capital Facilities Plan for Water Impact Fees — May 25, 2007



Warer impact fees are assessed in order to provide added source, treatment, and distribution capacity

needed 1o meer demand from new d"—“'ek}pmcﬂf Impact i‘*cs can be used only to fund capacity
expansion for new dev dopr“ ent, and maximum I,O\mtml revenue generated by fees in this analysis

represent on !\ a part of the cost of water syvstem tota slanned c:'t}it&‘;l :rac::d:fng. Orther capital cost
P ; £
: prm':sz-:_m of

1C
donatons, and

attributable for ex: ample to ongoing maintenance and projects not directly related to th
that capacity for new development, will be funded by non-impact fee revenue (user fees,
as may be identified in the future, other revenue sources,.

Water impact fees have been used by Park City since 1998 as a way to fund capacity for new
development and as a way to equitably apportion cost among beneficiaries. By means of impact fee
assessment new development is assigned the cost of capacity it requires and exisung deve }ormcnt s

assigned cost for projects related to existing service provision. The City Council has determined that
impact fees are necessary — 1) as a component of its strategy to preserve the level of service now
provided existing users; 2) in order to maintain an on-going “cost/ /benefit” rLliunmlup as to the
provision of capital facilities; and 3) as an aid to the effort to provide service ro new developmentina

timely manner.

This report documents nﬂv:*hocolntr" and um*muw_s: ssumptions by means of which capital cost is
allocated to new development, and in turn that cost is apportioned among new development units in an

equitable and ratona ] manner.,
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Table 2

SINGLE FAMILY VARIABLE RATE NET COST (2007)

Park City Waler impacl Fee

Bescrpion Net Cost per | Service Unit |, iSRS
Unil Size Yard Area Unit of Measure | Service Unit | Generalicn Ah LT
(sq. ) (irrigated sq. ft.) €ou) | Rate(EDU) ks
Less than 1,000 010 2,000 (dwelling unit) [ 0.2800 $5.454
Less than 1,000 2,001 10 4,000 {dwelling unit) 0.4050 $9,335
Less than 1,000 4,001 10 6,000 (dwelling unit) | 0.5300 $12.216
Less than 1,000 6,001 10 8,000 (dwelling unit) | 0.6550 $15,087
Less than 1,000 8,001 to 10,000 {dwelling unit) | 0.7800 317,978
Less than 1,000 mcre fhan 10,000  (dwelling unil) ] | calculated calculated
1,00 to 1,500 Oto 2,000 (dwelling unit) | ’ 0.3575 $8.240
1,00 to 1,500 2001104000  (dweliing unit) i _i 0.4825 $11,121
1,00 to 1,500 4,001 10 6,000 {dwelling unit) { 0.8075 $14,002
1,00 to 1,500 6,001 to 8,000 (Gwelling unit) | | 0.7325 $16,883
1.00 to 1.500 8,001 to 10,000 (dwelling unit) i 0.8575 519,765
1,00 to 1,500 more than 10,000 (dwelling unit) H | caleulated calculated
1,501 to 3,000 010 2,000 (dweiling unit) i 0.4350 $10,026
1,501 te 3,000 2,001 1o 4,000 (dwelling unit) .' ! 0.5600 312,907
1,501 o 3,000 4,001 1o 6,000 (dweliing unit) | | 0.6850 $15,789
1,501 to 3,000 6,001 to 8,000 (awelling unit) | | 0.8100 $18,670
1,501 to 3,000 8.001 t0 10,000 (cwelling unit} i 0.9350 $21,551
1,501 to 3,060 more than 10,000  {dwelling unit) I calculated caiculaled
| 823,048 |
3,001 to 4,500 0 to 2,000 {owelling unit) 1 05125 511,813
3.001 10 4,500 2,001 104,000 {dwelling unit) : 0.8375 $14,6%94
3,001 tc 4,500 4,001 tc 6,000 (dwelling unit) | i 0.7625 §17.575
3,001 10 4,500 6,001 lo 8,000 (dwelling unit) 0.8875 $20,456
3.001 tc 4,500 8,001 to 10,000 (dwelling unit) : 1.0125 823,337
3,001 10 4,500 mere than 10,000  (dwelling unil) : calculated calculaled
4.5001 t0 6,000 0te 2,000 (dwelling unit) } ' 0.5800 $13,599
4,5001 to 6,000 2,001 to 4,000 {dwelling unit) i 0.7150 $16,480
4,5001 to 6,000 4,001 10 6,000 (awelling unit) | 0.8400 $18,361
4,5001 to 6,000 6.001 to 8,000 (dwelling unit) | 0.8650 $22,242
4,5001 to 6,0CC 8,001 tc 10,000 (cwelling unit) ; 1.0e00 525,123
4.,5001 to 6,000 more than 10,000 (dwelling unit) calculated caiculated
|
Mare than 6,000 0t0 2,000 (dwelling unit) | | 0.6675 15,385
More than 6,0CC 2,001 10 4,000 {dwelling unit) | 0.7925 $18,266
Mare than 6,000 4,001 to 6,000 {dwelling unit) i | 0.2175 $21.148
More than 6,000 6,001 to 8,000 (dwslling unit) i H 1.0425 $24,029
More than 6,000 8.001 to 10,000 (awelling unit) ' i 1.1€75 $26,910
More than 8,000 morg than 10,000 (dwelling unit) | calculated calculated

Source - service unit generation rate from Tabie 8. Net cost per service unit (EDU) from Tabie 1. Calculated impact fees

are as defined by the impact Fee Administrator.

Page 3
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Tuole

MULTI FAMILY VARIABLE RATE NET COST (2007)

Park City Water Impact Fee

Unit Size . HieL C_:os: pes | Service Unk Net Impact Fee
(sq. ft) Unit of Measure Service Unit | Generation A
f (EDU) Rate (EDU)
Less than 1,000 (dwelling unit) ' ! 0.1550 §3,573
1,00 tc 1,500 (dwelling unit} | ! 0.2325 85,359
1,501 to 3,000 (dwelling unit) 823,049 | 0.3100 §7,145
3,001 to 4,500 (dwelling unit) | ' i 0.3875 $8,932
45001106000  (dwelling unit) ! ; 0.4850 $10,718
More than 8,000 (dwelling unit) | | 0.5425 $12.504

Source - service unit generation rate from Table 6. Net cost per service unit (EDU) from Table 1. Multifamily water

impact fees apply to any private residential unit which has separately metered irrigation water service.

Park City Capital Facilities Plan for Water Impact Fees — May 25, 2007
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Tubie 4

NONRESIDENTIAL NET COST SCHEDULE (2007)
Park City Water Impact Fee
Impact Fee Amount
; Net Cosiper | Service Unit
; 'nit of ) e =
Property Type Unit of Measure Sanvica Unit PR Nel::\n..actlFea
(EDU) Rate (EDU) .
Assembly (without fixed seat) S
Bar 1,000 square fest | 1.7857 $41,159
Restaurant 1.000 square fest { 31280 72.028
Theater, Audilorium, Church 1,000 square feet ! 0.4484 $10,290
Assembly (with fixed seats) :
Bar fixed seat | 0.0125 5298
Restaurant fixed seat b 0.0219 $504
Theater, Auditorium, Church fixed seat | 0.0031 §72
Office 1,000 square feet f 0.0938 $2,181
Educaticnal 1,000 square feet
Classroom 1,000 square fest | 0.7813 $18.007
Shep/Vocational 1,009 square feat i 0.3125 $7,203
Exercise Area 1,000 sgquare fes! 0.3125 §7.203
HotelMote! 1,000 square fes! 0.1616 $3,726
Industrial 1.000 square feet calculated calculated
$23,049
Institutional
Inpatient Treaiment 1,000 sguare feet i 0.6510 315,006
Outpatien! Treatment 1,060 square feet | 0.0312 5720
Sleeping Area 1.000 square feet ! 0.0260 3600
Other i calculated calculated
Retail 1,000 square feat 0.1167 $2,689
Swimming Paol or Skating Rink 1,000 square fest i
Rink or Pool Area 1,000 square fest 0.1250 £2.881
Decks 1,000 square fest calculated calculated
1
Warehouse 1,000 square feat | calculated calculated
Parking Garage 1,000 square feet calculated calculated
Gavernment 1,000 square feet : calculated calculated
Library 1,000 square feet
Reading Area 1,000 sguare feet calculated calculated
Stack Area 1.000 square fest calculated calculated

Source - service unit generation rates from Table 7. Net cost per service unit (EDU) from Table 1. Fees shown as
“calculated” are quantified by the Director of Public Works or Impact Fee Administrater. For Assembly, use fixed seat
impact fee amount for area with fixed seating and use impact fee per 1,000 square feet for areas without fixed seating.

For impact fees shown as “calculated” the Impact Fee Administrator will determine the most
appropriate measure of building occupants using building square feet, number of employees, plumbing
fixtures or other appropriate and available measures. To determine the peak water demand per occupant
the Impact Fee Administrator will utilize the appropriate peak demand unit established by the State of
Utah Division of Drinking Water where possible (see the procedure for case specific impact fee analysis
on page 34).

Page 5 Park City Capital Facilities Plan for Water Impact Fees — May 25, 2007



Impact Fee Schedule Application Notes

Note in Table 1 that the nominal amount of the impact fee is shown to increase every year. The rate
of increase is based on the estimated long-run inflation rate. Annual increase is proposed as a way
to maintain the impact fee at a constant or “real” amount over time —a matter of equity which helps
ensure that pavers in future years are assessed at the same rate as those today.! If fees are not
increased as scheduled revenue shortfall will result.

Also note as regards Table 1, that future fee rates should be considered valid for no more than the
next two ot three years, and that the impact fee analysis should be reviewed and updated no later
than 2010. This ensures that estimating assumptions, growth projections and capital cost remain
curreat, and that the impact fee continues to present a fair and defensible estimate of the cost to
meet demand from new development.

Table 2 through Table 4 show fees for typical categories of new development. Fees listed as
“calculated”, and those for atypical property types or sizes, or for contested applications, are
calculated on a case-specific basis by the Impact Fee Administrator. The procedure for case-specific
fee calculation is described on page 34.

Impact fees for each property type are assessed at the same rate throughout the service area. This s
because all areas have the same LOS, and because of a functional interdependence of the facilities
which links service provision and redundant capacity throughout the service area as a whole.

Impact fees are assessed against all development for which a building permit is certified as
complete after the effective date of the resolution adopting those fees. The current impact fee
schedule applies to any application certified as complete before the adoption date.

Impact fee deferment for affordable housing is possible. The City has indicated a willingness to
evaluate deferment of impact fees for qualified affordable housing projects on a case-by-case
basis. Qualified projects are those which meet governing standards for affordability, utilize deed
restrictions to cap rental rates or resale prices, and allow priority access to local employees.

Fee amounts in this analysis have no effect until enacted by the City Council. The Council may
adopt fees at lower rates, to the extent that it considers lower fees to be equitable and consistent
with City financial planning objectives.

Maximum impact fee revenue that could accrue over the next five years if fees arc assessed at the rates
shown in Table 1 through Table 4, and if growth occurs as projected, is shown on the following page.

! This is in keeping with the requirements of the Urah Impact Fee Actand the underlving Baneberry criteria, which require thac

payments made at different times be caleulared in recognition of the dme value of money.

Park City Capital Facilities Plan for Water Impact Fegs — May 25, 2007 Page 6



Table 5
POTENTIAL IMPACT FEE REVENUE
Maximum 5-Year Impact Fee Revenue for Water (2007 tc 2012)
Projeciec Total Service Units Met Cost per Potential Toial
Fiscal Year (EDU) Service Unil i
Cumulative | Annual (EDU) RRiE
2007 5.660
2008 5,728 63 23,815 §1,623,537
2002 5,796 68 524 517 51,671,438
2010 5,864 68 £25,347 $1,728,004
2011 5,933 €8 $26.094 $1,778.904
2012 6.001 68 $26.830 $1,829,100
Total 341 58,630,983

Page 7 Park City Capital Facilities Plan for Water Impact Fees — May 25, 2007



The Purpose of Impact Fees

Impact fees are assessed for the purpose of providing capital faciliies needed to meet demand from new
development. By means of this analysis the City intends to assess one of the seven possible impact fees
allowed under U. C. A. 11-36 (the Urah Fee Alcf) — a fee for water facilities.

The objective of an impact fee analysis is to identify capiral facility cost attributable to capacity
expansion for new development, to identify costs attributable to existing development, and for that part
attributable to demand from new development, to calculate propordonate share impact fees which
assign cost to a unit of new development in a way consistent with relauve service demand and level of
benefit conferred (proportionate share impact fees). This means that new development is charged only
for facilities that it requires, at a rate that corresponds to its demand on capacity, and that it is not
charged for improvements attributable to deficiency correction or service provision upgrade for the
benefit of existing development — the amount of an impact fee calculated in this way is a direct
consequence of the cost of capacity.

New demand for water service in Park City is significant. Staff anucipates a 24% increase in peak
demand between 2006 and potential buildout in 2026. Demand is expected to increase from 6,213 gpd
t0 7,728 gpd at buildout. Impacr fees are considered by water department planning staff and the City
Council to be a necessary component of the plan to fund that demand. They are also necessary as a
matter of equity. By means of impact fees new development is assessed a part of the cost of the capacity
it requires. This preserves an ongoing cost/benefit relationship whereby water system capital cost is
paid by new and existing development, in proportion to benefit conferred.

Impact fees are necessary also because they enable growth to occur. The Ciry has many capital spending
priorities aside from water system capacity expansion projects for the benefit of new development —
ongoing maintenance for example, necessary to preserve net asset value and optimize long-run cost for
existing users. In the absence of impact fees the relative priority of projects for new development may
erode and the provision of new capacity may slow. In turn this may mean slowed growth and restricted
patterns of development. Staff advise that it is the City’s intention to support the reasonable demands
of new development and that impact fees are a necessary component of the plan to meet that cbjective.

The Rate and Structure of Impact Fees

An impact fee for the Park City water system can be no greater than the amount shown in this impact
fee analysis. Impact fees can not be set at an amount necessary to cure existing deficiencies or to
improve service for existing users, and impact fees typically are not calculated based on an increased
LOS, because of the requirement to fund a deficiency correction plan.

Maximum impact fees can be charged only if the Capital Facilities Plan (the “CFP™) includes sufficient
projects to maintain the current LOS. If it includes fewer projects, the cost of those projects is the
highest amount that could be charged. This analysis is based on the current LOS and so quantifies the
maximum potential impact fee, given the quantity, cost, and timing of planned capital improvements.

The City Council may adopt fees at lower than maximum rates, which will result in a revenue shortfall

2The CFP, parr of this analysis, identifies costs specifically atributable o demand from new development.
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that will be made up from other revenue sources.

Summary of Impact Fee Calculation Methodology

Impact-fee-eligible capital costs are defined by the Fee Act. They include construction and financing
expense for water source, storage, treatment, and distribution capital facilides.

Fees in this analysis are calculated based on the cost of a specific list of eligible projects needed to meet
demand from a specific set of new development units — i.e., fees are calculated as the quotient of CFP
cost and number of new service units (EDU) projected for the 20 year period between 2006 and
potential buildout in 2026.

Cost per service unit defined in this manner is the basis for calculation of current and future impact fees
for each property type. However the actual impact fee is a reduced amount because it includes revenue
credits that account for payments by new development for existing facilites, and other costs not directly
related to added capacity.

CFP cost is from the water system Capital Improvements Plan (“CIP”), which defines total long run
capital spending. The CFP is a subset of this master capital spending plan. CIP cost, and the allocation
of projects and parts of projects to the CFP (allocation to new development) is as defined by water
department staff. Total new service units (EDU) is quantified based on current and estimated furure
peak daily water demand, as defined by the water master plan and recently updated demand projections
by water department staff.

Note that the CIP is a planning document and is implemented — specific projects selected for
construction at specific times — by means of ongoing near-term plans defined by staff and approved by
the City Council. These implementation plans may contain projects attributable to new development
other than those listed in this analysis and will be funded by impact fees and other revenue in 2 manner
consistent with City financial planning and guidelines and the Fee Ao,

The foregoing components of impact fee calculation are located in this analysis as follows:

e Total new development is calculated as shown beginning on page 17.

» Capital projects and cost are shown in Table 12 and Table 14.

o The gross impact fee (“cost per service unit”’) is calculated as shown in Table 11.

© Net cost per service unit (EDU) — cost including revenue credits, earned interest, and financing
expense — is calculated in Table 21 and Table 22.

e Impact fees for each property type are based on demand apportonment methodology calculated as
shown in Table 6 and Table 7.

Impact fee revenue credits present the most involved analysis in this report and are based on the most
technical rationale. Determination of the need for credit is guided by norms of impact fee practice and
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equity, and by principles of case law. That rationale can be summarized as follows:

One of the most fundamental principles of impact fees, based on both case law and norms of equity, is
that impact fees should not charge new development for a higher level of service than is provided to
existing development. While impact fees can be based on a higher level of service than the one existing
at the time of the adoption of the fees, two things are required if this is to be done. First, another
source of funding other than impact fees must be identified and committed to fund the capacity
deficiency created by the higher level-of-service. Second, the impact fees must generally be reduced to
ensure that new development does not pay twice for the same level of service, once through impact fees
and again through general taxes that are used to remedy capacity deficiency for existing development. In
order to avoid these complications, general practice is to base the fees on the existing level of service.

A corollary principle is that new development should not have to pay more than its proportionate share
when multiple sources of payment are considered. As noted, if impact fees are based on a higher-than-
existing level of service, the fees should be reduced by a credit that accounts for the contribution of new
development toward remedying the existing deficiencies. A similar situation arises when the existing
level of service has not been fully paid for. Outstanding debt on existing facilities that are counted in
the existing level of service will be retired, in part, by revenue generated from new development. Given
that new development will pay impact fees to provide the existing level of service for itself, the fact that
new development may also pay (by virtue of being part of the tax base at-large) for facilities that provide
service to existing development, could amount to paying for more than its proportionate share.
Consequently, impact fees should be reduced to account for future payments that will retire outstanding
debt on existing facilities.

The issue is less clear-cur when it comes to other types of revenue that may be used to make capacity-
expanding capital improvements of the type being funded by the impact fee. In most cases no creditis
warranted since, while new development may contribute towards such funding, so does existing
development, and both benefit from the improved leve! of service that the additonal funding makes
possible. In some cases, credit may be provided for future revenue that is earmarked and dedicated for
capacity-expanding improvements of the type funded by the impact fees.

Credit has also sometimes been provided for outstanding grants for capacity improvements that can
reasonably be anticipated in the future. In addition to the arguments presented above (i.c., grants raise
the level of service and benefit for new development as well as existing), two additional arguments can
be made against applying credit for grants. First, State and Federal grants are not directly attributable to
new development in a given community, in the same way that for example local gasoline or property
raxes are, because grants derive from a larger tax base and the local share is often set defined by 2
reapportionment objective — i.e. the local grant may be larger or smaller than the local conuribution.
Second, future grant funding is uncertain — far more so than a dedicated revenue stream. Itis often the
case therefore, thart credit is not provided for future Federal or State grants.

The impact fee calculation process can be illustrated by means of the following steps:

Step 1 Define the impact fee CFP (a subset of the existing long range water CIP). The CFP
specifies projects and parts of projects specifically needed to meet demand from new
development and is the basis for calculating the cost of capacity for new development. Based
on CFP cost, quantify cost per service unit. In this analysis cost per service unit is defined in
terms of cost per EDU, or cost per residential “equivalent demand unit”. This is the gross
impact fee amount. Both the CIP and CFP are defined by water department staff. The CIP
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Step 2

Step 3

Step 4

and CFP are specified so as to preserve the current level of service for existing development
and provide service at the same level for new development. The CFP includes sufficient
projects to meet demand from new development without eroding the LOS now enjoved by
existing development. CFP cost excludes projects and parts of projects not clearly
attributable to new development — deficiency correction and service provisicn enhancements
or upgrade for the benefit of existing development, for example.

Proporuonately assign CFP cost to each unit of new development. "Proportonality” is a
way to recognize different levels of capacity demand presented by different types and sizes
of new development. A proportionate impact fee is one that assigns cost in a way that
relates to capacity demand and thersfore differentiates the fee by category of new
development. As an example, a singie family home consumes less system capacity than does
a shopping mall or restaurant. Single family is therefore assigned a lower service unit
generation rate, and by means of that, a lower share of CFP cost and a lower impact fee.

For the Park City water system, proportionality is based on methodology defined by water
department staff that differentiates demand based on property type, size, and irrigated yard area.
Capacity demand is quantfied by property type in terms of number of EDUs (equivalent
residential demand units). An EDU is defined to be equal to peak day capacity demand of 1,600
gallons per day (Utah average peak day demand, as discussed on page I1-2 of the water master
plan?).

Note with respect to the calculation of relative service unit generation rates, that impact fee
calculation is held to a standard of average rather than case specific impact. This means that
proportionality is properly assessed based on demand attributable to a class or type of new
development.

Quantify cost per service unit (the gross impact fee or cost per EDU). This is calculated as
the quotient of CFP cost and number of new demand units (EDU).

Quantify net cost per service unit (net cost per EDU) and the actual impact fee amount by
property type. Net cost is derived from cost per service unit, and includes revenue credits,
earned interest, and financing expense. Net cost is the maximum potential impact fee
amount. The specific fee for each property type is calculated as the product of net cost per
service unit and number of service units (EDU) attributable to a unit of each property type.
Number of service units by property type varies depending on calculated facility capacity
demand. In this analysis, number of service units is indexed to peak day capacity demand
per EDU — 1,600 gallons per day, and a service unit generation rate of one EDU. Capacity
for other property types is expressed in terms of number of EDUs (1,600 gpd units)
presented by that property type. Service unit generation rates are calculated specifically for
each property tvpe based on a formula defined by water department staff shown in Table 6

and Table 7.

3 Park City Manicpal Corporation Waler System Master Plan, Hansen, Allen & Luce, Inc., March 2005,
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Key Estimating Assumptions

The amount of an impact fee is the direct result of esumating assumptions, decisions, criteria, and
conclusions. Key assumptons which underlie fees in this report are summarized as follows:

CIP cost is reduced by the value of anticipated future capital contributions. These contributions are
in addition to the impact fee assessment and do not offset impact fees payabie by any new
development units —all future new development is assumed to pay impact fees at the calculated rate.

The CIP (Table 12 through Table 15) is allocated by purpose, in terms of three categories — CFP
projects, deficiency correction projects, and projects for ongoing maintenance. CFP projects
provide added capacity to meet demand from new development and are the basis for calculation of
the impact fee. Deficiency projects are for the benefit of existing users, to correct current service
provision deficiencies, and are the subject of an impact fee revenue credit. Projects for ongoing
maintenance include maintenance, equipment, and other projects intended to maintain the facilities
and preserve net asset value (projects for example thatare part of the GASB 34 maintenance plan).
These projects benefit new and existing development alike and are therefore not subject to revenue
credit.

Table 14 and Table 15 show CIP cost in “real” terms (constant dollars) based on a public sector
construction project annual cost inflation rate equal to the rate used by the Snyderville Basin Water
Reclamation District for similar (wastewater) projects. That rate is defined for the District and
periodically updated by Corollo Engineers. Use of the rate has been reviewed and confirmed by
PCMC water department and public works staff.

This analysis includes bond debt service revenue credits — credits based on the 2002 water revenue
bond and the 2006 community impact board bond. In both cases the credit is calculated assuming
that the bonds were used to fund facilities for existing development — meaning that 100% of debt
service payments are subject to credit. This assumption is made because current capital facilities are
described by water department staff as having no excess capacity. (Past capacity for new
development funded by the 2002 bond is assumed to have been consumed.)

Because the system has no excess capacity, this analysis does not include a recoupment fee.

Note that the debt service credit includes interest and principal. This is a conservative approach
which defines an appropriate revenue credit — because the gross impact fee is based on CIP cost
expressed in constant value terms the revenue credit should also include the cost of money
(interest). (There is an alternative view which holds that a debt service credit should be based only
on bond principal because the present value of the interest payments is equal or nearly equal to S0,
given that the risk premium for a public entity is low or $0. Were this alternative approach to be
taken the amount of the credit would decrease, and the impact fee would increase.)

The CIB bond (54,450,000 total, of which $700,000 remains on-hand) is assumed to be dedicated
exclusively for projects for the benefit of existing development — the bond will fund no added
capacity for new devclopment).
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Administration of the Impact Fee System

Impact fee administratve policies have been established by the City to implement the requirements of
the Fee Ae, and City financial planning policy. These include the following:

e Impact fee payment is required at the ume of building permit issuance.

o Impact fees are accounted for separately and are spent or encumbered within the time prescribed
by the Fee Ast.

e The City will periodically review this analysis, the CIP, and the CFP, as part of its regular process
of financial planning. Fee calculation methodology will also be reviewed to ensure continued,
equitable and proportionate assessment. However, as conditions change (economic trends,
treatment mandates, new patterns and rates of growth, etc.) and the cost of capital projects
changes over time, and unless these changes occur as planned in this analysis, it is likely that the
cost to meet demand from new development will change, and the impact fee may increase.

o This analysis defines fees which will be assessed based on an impact fee schedule. The fee
system includes provision for case-specific impact fee calculation to allow the impact fee
administrator or applicant to call for analysis in the case of contested fee amounts, or atypical
property types and sizes. That procedure is described on page 34

o The City has defined an appeals procedure for contested impact fee applications, in the event the
procedure for case-specific impact fee calculation does not yield resolution.

Legal Framework — the Utah Impact Fee Act

Development impact fees have been allowed in Utah by case law for over 25 years. However, untl 1995
local jurisdictions did not have statutory authority to assess impact fees. The Utabh Impact Fee Act,
enacted on April 24, 1995, describes how impact fees are to be imposed and collected. This analysis has
been prepared to meet the requirements of the Fee Act.

The A« limits the type of facilities and expenses for which local governments may assess and spend
impact fees. The A« specifies that impact fees are to be used only for capiral projects needed to meet
demand from new development, and are not to be used to fund operations, maintenance, repair, or
service provision upgrade for existing development. The.4¢f aiso specifies certain requirements of fee
calculation methodology, requirements for this impact fee CFP, and administrative requirements that
guide collection, accounting and use of the funds.

Park City has adopted rules and regulations consistent with the requirements of the Fee Aa.
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Evaluation of Alternative Funding Sources — Determination that impact
Fees Are Necessary

The Fee Act requires that all potential revenue sources be evaluated, to identify funding in addition to
impacr fees that may be available to pay for capital facility capacity expansion for new du elopment. As
part of this analysis, other sources potentially available to fund water capital facilities were evaluated.

Certain of these — impact fees or-‘nr—rd are included as part of the plan to fund cqpncil\ for new
development. Also considered were other sources such as on-hand revenue from user fees, and revenue
from putenml rate increase. After evaluation, both were rejected by staff as presenung undue burden
on existing users and an untair subsidy to new development

On a practical level, and aside from the fact that the use of rate revenue (for example) would unduly
burden existing users who derive no benefit from the new capacity, impact fees are necessary i “demand
from new development is to be met in a timely and predictable manner.

The City Council has evaluated the need for impact fees, and has determined that fees are necessary, in
order to achieve an equubh. allocation of the costs borne in the past and to be borne in the future, in
comparison to the benefits already received and yet to be received. The District has made use of impact
fees since 1998 as a way to fund capacity expansion for new development, and as a way to ensure that
S — Mew dh\ Llopmmt has in the past paid its share, and

cost is fairly ﬁppmuu“cd among beneficiari
existing development has paid its share. Continuation of this strategy is viewed as a priority, and the
s analysis are necessary in order to maintain this

Council has determined that impact fees as defined in
ongoing cost/benefit relavonship.

Also in this regard, the Council has reviewed other sources of revenue which could potentiaily be used
to fund capacity for new development, and has determined that impact fees are necessary if the current
level of service is to be maintained and demand from new development met, at the same service
standard. This is based on a comparison of historic funding sources (both impact fee and other
revenue) and capital spending projected to be necessary to maintain current service prov ision and at the
same time meet demand from new development. Annually recurring revenue like user fees have bee
and are expected to continue to be devoted primatily to operations and maintenance expense, and are
therefore not planned to be available to fund capacity expansion.

Lastly, net impact fee revenue at the end of six years 1s projected to be -$7.1 million (net revenue as
shown in Table 22 for the year 2012). This includes | impact fees, the beginning impact fee account
balance, project construction cost, and all other revenue and eligible expenses — earned interest, grants,
debt service and debt origination fees. This shows that, in context of all other available revenue, and

given all projected costs and expenses, that impact fees are a necessary components of the funding used

to provide capacity for new development.
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DEMAND EQUIVELENCY

Capital facilities demand is quantified as follows, based on number of equivalent demand units (EDUs)
presented by each property type. In this analysis an EDU is expressed in terms defined by the water
master plan — peak day demand of 1,600 gpd. Residential demand is shown in Table 6. Nonresidential
demand is shown in Table 7.

Tabl: 6
RESIDENTIAL DEMAND EQUIVALENCY TABLE
Park City Water impacl Fee
Indoor Water Use Quldoor Waler Use Service Unit
; " Indoor Water | Indoor Service Yarg Area Irmg, Demand P Generation Rale
I"::: S;:z)e U::ﬁ;ze Demand Unit Generation ( wrigated per 1,000 sf Géf;;;i::{‘é;d?d (EDU per dwelling
S {ECU) (EDLY sg. fi.) (EDU) unit)
Less than 1,000 0.50 o 0.1550 0 to 2,000 0.0€250 0.43 0.2800
Less than 1,000 0.50 0.31 0.1530 2,001 104,000 0.06250 6.25 0.40350
Lass than 1,000 050 0.31 0.1550 4,001 t0 6,000 0.06250 0.38 0.5300
Less than 1,000 0.50 0.31 0.1550 6,001 to B,000 0.06250 0.50 0.6550
Less than 1,000 0.50 0.31 0.1550 8.001 to 10,000 0.06250 0.63 0.7800
Less than 1,000 0.50 0.31 0.1550 more than 10,000 0.06250 0.0625 per 1,000 sq. fl calcuiated
1,00 ta 1,500 0.75 03 0.2325 0 to 2,000 0.06250 0.13 0.3575
1,00 to 1,300 0.75 0.31 0.2325 2.001 0 4,000 0.06250 0.25 0.4825
1.00 te 1,500 0.75 0.31 0.2325 4,001 to 6,000 0.08250 038 0.6075
1,00 in 1,500 0.7 31 0.2325 £.001 to 8.000 0.08250 0.50 0.7325
1.00 to 1,500 0.75 0.31 0.2325 8,001 10 10.0C0 0.06250 0.63 0.8575
1,00 10 1,5G0 075 &3 0.2325  more than 10,000 0.06250 0.0625 per 1,000 sg 1. calculated]
0.00
1,501 1o 3,000 1.00 031 0.3100 0102.000 0.08250 0.13 0.4350
1.501 1o 3,000 1.00 0.31 0.3100 2,001 to 4,000 0.05250 0.2§ 0.5600
1,501 1o 3,000 1.00 o 0.3100 4,001 10 £.000 0.06250 0.38 0.6850
1,501 to 3,000 1.00 0N 03100 6,001 to B,000 0.06250 0.5 0.8100
1,501 10 3,000 1.00 0.31 0.3100 E.001 to 10,000 0.0625¢ 0.63 0.9350
1,501 te 3,000 1.00 o 0.3100  more than 10,000 0.06250 0.0625 per 1,000 sg. Al calzulated
0.00
3,001 to 4,500 1.25 0.31 0.3875 0to 2,000 0.06250 0.13 0.512%
3,001 to 4,500 1.25 0.31 0.33875 2.001 104,900 0.06250 0.25 0.6375
3,001 1o 4,500 1.25 0.31 £.3875 4,901 to 6,000 0.06250 0.38 0.7625
3,001 {o 4,500 1.25 0.3 0.3875 6,001 108,000 0.06250 0.50 0.8875
3,001 to 4,500 1.25 0.31 0.3875 8,001 1o 10,000 0.0e250 0.63 1.0125
3,001 104,500 1.25 0.31 03875  more than 10,000 0.06250 0.0825 per 1,000 sg fi. caiculated
0.02
4,5001 to £,000 1.20 0.3 0.4650 01p2,000 0.06250 0.13 0.5500
4.5001 to 6,000 1.50 o3 0.4650 2.001 10 4,000 0.06250 0.25 0.7150
4,5001 10 6,000 1.50 o 0.4650 4,001 106,000 0.06250 0.38 G.840C
45001 ta 6,000 1.50 3 0.4830 6,001 tp 8,000 0.08250 0.50 0.95850
4,5001 to 6,000 1.50 0.31 04630 8.001 tc 10.000 0.06250 0863 1.0800
4,5001 to 6,000 1.50 on 04650  more than 10.000 0.06250 0.0825 per 1,000 sq. A calzulated
C.00
More than £,000 175 03 0.5425 0 tc 2.000 0.06250 0.13 0.6E75
More than 8,000 1.75 0.31 0.3425 2.001 10 4,000 0.06250 0.25 0.792%
More than 8,200 1.75 0.31 0.5425 4,001 to 6,000 0.06250 038 0.9175
Mere than £.000 1.75 2.31 05425 6.001 ic 8,00 0.06250 0.50 1.0425
Mcre than 6,000 1.75 0.31 0.5425 8,001 1o 10,000 006250 0.63 1.1€75
More than 6.00C 1.75 0.31 0.5425  more than 10.000 0.06250 00625 ger 1.000 sa. fi. calculated|

Source — methodelogy and calculation assumptions are as defined by PCMC public works adminisirator. Indcor water use
is the product of the unit size index and indoor water demand. Calculation of the size index is proportionate to number of
bedrocoms, assuming an average unit to be four bedrooms and 3,000 square feet — a 4,500 square foct unit fer example, is
assumed io have five bedrooms, and a demand index of 1.25 (five divided by four) . Outdcor water u se is the product of
irrigated yard square footage and irrigation demand per 1000 square feet. Demand per 1000 square feetis 0.0625 EDU
(100 peak gpd), as estimated by staff, based on analysis of water demand for public landscaped areas. Outdoor service
unit generation is calculated based on the upper limit of categery. Total service unit generation is the surn of outdoor and
indoor generation rates.
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Table 7

Park City Waler impact Fee

MNONRESIDENTIAL DEMAND EQUIVALENCY TABLE

Service Unit Generation Rate

Water Demand Les
Proparty Type (per occupant, | (peak day gpd EDU per Floor Area par | EDU per 1.0C0 sq. fi. floor
peak day. ged) per EDU) Cecupant Occupant (sq. ft.) area

Assembly (without fixed seat)

Bar 20 1,600 00125 7 1.7857

Restaurant 35 1,600 0.0219 7 31250

Theater, Auditorium, Church 5 1,600 0.0031 7 0 ddgd
Assembly (with fixed seats)

Bar 20 1,800 0.0125 NA

Restaurant 35 1,800 0.0219 A

Theater, Auditerium, Church 5 1,600 0.0031 NA
Offica 1§ 1,600 0.0094 100 0.0836
Educational

Classraom 25 1,600 0.0158 20 0.7813

ShopVocational 25 1,600 0.0158 50 0.3125
Exercise Area 25 1,600 0.0158 50 0.3125
Hotel/Motel 150 1,600 0.0938 580 0.1618
Industnal calculated calculated
Institutional

inpatient Treatment 250 1,600 0.1582 240 0.6510

Qutpalien! Treatment 5 1,600 0.0031 100 0.0313

Sleeping Area 8 1,600 0.0031 120 0.0260

Other calculated
Retail 0.0070 60 0.1167
Swimming Pool or Skating Rink

Rink or Pool Area 10 1.600 0.0063 50 0.1250

Decks calcuiated calculated
Warehouse calculated calculated
Parking Garage calculated calculated
Government calculated calculated
Library

Reading Area calculated calculated

Stack Area calculated calculated

Source - floor area per occupant from International Building Code, 2006, Tabie 1004.1.1. Hotel/Motel floor area is
calculated assuming 1.25 persons per room and 725 gross square feet per room (room plus common area, as shown in
the May 16 2005 PCMC Impact Fee Analysis for parks). Water demand per occupant from Utah Adminisirative Code,
Rule R309-510, Facility Design and Operation: Minimum Sizing Reguirements. Hotel/Motel water demand from Utah
R308-510-7.

Administrative

Code,

Rule

LGS

from
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Table 9. EDU per occupant is the quotient of water demand per occupant and LOS. EDU per 1,000 square feet is the
product of occupants per 1,000 sguare feet (calculated as 1,000 + flcor area per occupant) and EDU per occupant.
Service unit generation rates for uses shown as “calculated” are quantified by the Director of Public Works or Impact Fee
Administrator. For Assembly, the impact! fee is calcuiated using the fixed seat service unit generation rate for area with
fixed sealing, and using the service unit generation rate per 1,000 square feet for area without fixed seating. EDU per
occupant for Coemmercial is as calculated by the Director of Public Werks or Impact Fee Administrator.

Single-family service unit generation (Table 6) is the sum of indoor and outdoor service unit generation
rates. Indoor service unit generation assumes 496 peak day gpd (0.31 EDU). Outdoor service unit
generation assumes 100 gpd per 1,000 square feet of irrigated area (0.0625 EDU).

Mulu-family service unit generation includes indoor consumption only, because irrigation for multi-
tamily is separately metered and capital facilities demand is therefore separately calculated.

For service unit generation rates shown as “calculated” the Impact Fee Administrator will determine the
most appropriate measure of building occupants using building square feet, number of employees,
plumbing fixtures or other appropriate and available measures. To determine the peak water demand per
occupant the Impact Fee Administrator will utilize the appropriate peak demand unit established by the
State of Urah Division of Drinking Water where possibie (see the procedure for case specific impact fee
analysis on page 34).

QUANTITY OF NEW DEVELOPMENT

The number of existing and new development service units is calculated in this section. Total new
development is the basis for calculation of the impact fee. Cumulative total service units (current units
and projected new development) is the basis for calculation of impact fee revenue credits.

The quantity of current and projected service units is calculated based on peak water demand expressed
in terms of EDUs (number of 1,600 gpd peak demand units). Water demand is defined by the water
master plan, and recent updates by water department staff.

Current and projected peak day water demand is as follows:
Table 8

PARK CITY WATER DEMAND

Summary of Master Plan Demand Projection (2007, updated)

Unit of Measure | Water Demang

2005 Peak Day Demand (gpm) 5,890
2006 Resicential Building Permits (gpm) 223
2006 Peak Day Demand (gem) 6,213
Build-Cut Peak Day Demand {gem) 7,728
Demand from New Development {apm) 1,515

Source —water department staff update of demand projections from the Park City Municipal Corp. Water System Master
Plan, Hansen, Allen & Luce Inc., March 2005.

Current and projected service units are derived based on water demand from Table 8, as follows:

Page 17 Park City Capital Facilities Plan for Water Impact Fees — May 25, 2007



Table 9

CURRENT AMD PROJECTED SERVICE UNITS (EDU)
Park City Water Impact Fee
Existing New
Unit of Measure| Development | Buildeut (EDU) | Development
(EDU. 200€) {EDU)
Peak Day Water Demand {gpm) 6,213 7.728 1.515
Conversicn Factor (minutes per day) 1,440 1,440 1.440
Feak Day Water Demand (gpd) B,946,720 11,128,284 Z2.181,564
LCS (peak day, per service unit) {gpd) 1,600 1,600 1,600
Total Service Units (EDU) 5,592 6,955 1,363

Source — peak day demand from Table 8. LOS is from the water master plan. Total service units is calculated as the
guotient of peak day demand (gpd) and LCS.

Table 10 shows a comparison of the demand projection in Table 9 and projectons from two other
impact fee analyses for local capital facilities (the Park City police buildings impact fee and the
Snyderville Basin Water Reclamation District wastewater impact fec).

Direct comparison is not possible because the PCMC water fee derives from water demand expressed in
terms of service units rather than number of units of each property type. However Table 10 does show
that each analysis projects nearly identical remaining growth potential —about 19% of existing demand.

Table 10
COMPARATIVE GROWTH PROJECTIONS
Comparison of Regional Impect Fee Growth Projections (2006)
PCMC Palice SEWRD impact PCMC Water
Impaci Fee Fes Impac! Fee
{sf and mi dwelling units) {EDU)
Existing €566 8,975 5,592
Projecied New Develcpment 2,231 2,025 1.363
Builcout 11,798 11,000 6.955
New Development % of Total 19% 18% 20%

Saource - SBWRD growth projection from the Snyderville Basin Water Reclamation District Impact Fes Analysis and New
Development Capital Facilities Plan, 2006. PCMC growth projection from the Park City Impact Fee Analysis and New
Development Capital Facilities Plan, 2005. Park City water impact fee growth projection from Table 8.
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CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT NEED

This secton quantfies CFP cost — the cost of capital faciliies needed to meet demand from new

development during a given period.

The cost of new capacity is derived from the long-run CIP which is prepared by warer department staff
to estimate total planned capirtal speading for a period of the next 20 years, for the water system as a
whole. CFP costis a subset of that toral cost, calculared based on the allocation of projects and parts of
projects determined by staff to be necessary to meet demand from new development.

CFP cost is the basis for calculaton of the impact fee because it includes cost specifically atiributable to
demand from new development

Planning period average CFP cost is summarized as follows:

Table 11
COST OF DEMAND FROM NEW DEVELOPMENT (average)
Cost of Water Capital Facilites for New Development (impac! fee eligible faciiites, 2007)
Cost per
Total Cost Service Unit
(EDU)
Ceficiency Corrastion 28,812,437
System Maintenanca/Upkeep 38,615,583
CFP (projects for new development) 48,560 655
Total 113,986,575
Capital Projects Attributable tc New Development 546,580,855
Cemand from New Development (EDU) 1,363
Average Cest per Service Unit (EDU) $34.148

Source — Total cost from Table 14, New development water demand from Table 8. Cost per gallon is the guotient of
projects for new development and new development water demand. LOS from Table 8. Cost per service unit is the
product of LOS and cost per gallon.

Table 11 shows average cost — 334,148 per EDU — over the life of the 20 year planning period. Average
cost is useful to illustrate the components and calculation of cost per service unit. Actual cost per
service unit, which is the basis for calculation of the impact fee, is quantified in Table 21. Table 21
quantifies cost per service unit on an annual basis, in order to maintain the assessment and 2 constant
“real’ rate over time. In rthis way fee payers in the future are assessed at the same effective rate as those
today.

Page 13 Park City Capital Facilities Plan for Water Impact Fees - May 25, 2007



0¢ 9bed 1007 'SZ Aey — saa4 joedw| Jajep Joj ueld sanioey [ende) Ajg yied

Jajem podyooy 1eal) 01 A|eoyvads pajuswsaidwi aq ||im )1 esnesaq aujadid Hody)a0y ay) se aIeys awes o)
uo paseq pajeoo||e siueld juauneal) podyooy ay| gl 9jqe | wouy sijoslosd podyooy 8y} Jo UoHEDO|Y “HElS Juswpedap Jajem wolj %AcUsIaa pUe %, 440 — a9inog

1

Lerear'as 95E' 0¥ 28 99 ESEZS  BLILDE'ZS  EPSLPEELS  LEGUEE'ZS EOVIEVZE  SHD'E9LME  ECPSLGOS ObviLe s __..__.P._
(0095 ) %0 %0 SIUN axsie yaipnr|

000 00LE unanssuan) %0 S0l aped) uones duing EwEm_cw,

000'0ss UDHINSUOTY %0 o o) aang Aojes pag

IrP'GEY'LS UoNINISUOT) %l RATS Hur | mpcog

LDIRNIISWOY %GE %59 LE| UDWIED | J31EAM POy |

LORDNISWO D) %0 %0 sonasey faje punoy

GO0'00ss peRLe] 0 LA s1yfiny J81EAL BSIND7) [JO5) SMOPEHN YEH

Qoouss 0e0'uss 480 %0 %0 aoueua ey Suppng osidg

00O'US9'LE umIns0ue %eE At U UEISSIUSUR | IRCOR

00058 U0 Y0 - W ahs J0 AoMS uoISoLnY

Oo'uss SO L)) %0 Butuue| g iajseyy iamo,) Asuabmiug

000'97FS uoInsue ) %0 %atd0L UOHIBILED) J3jEpA [euciDay wejunopy

CoU'ass 000'D5% 000°058 CUD'0ss 000'oss PARIEIUOD Wl %l alieiolg sy
FAWOLIES  QULDORE voRdnIsuL s 40 %0 luawpeal | Jagepy abpnp
069'2ELS 099'EELS qorlles JaHI0 Tl Tl pray Olpey Bep
LEREL6S avl'Zr63 0L6'5068 L90°119% ros'Lees 05SE'SOES Z65'pLLS 265 i vORGLLS LLp'889% HL BRIV g ] S0 %00 UALWISSAssY JoleMm SST
CODSLS 0000515 0000518 QOULEZS 4au0) %00L %0 5100101 JOIEM UMO | PIC
(D0'VILLLS = e HhE GE aliesolg pue ‘suadig IIEM LodNIOY
0662685 0L2'048% LA LLf SERS 9469185 L85°208% LiG'o8Ls EQL0LLS LEE'SSLS L07'0viS pRPeRuUo] YaGE % abojg pue aupd)d ajep Podyooy
£6%'994'1S uomINASUOT %26 %Ry uonersduing (oo
aow'sLzs 0OU'GL2S 000’6223 000 5428 000’428 0005 LES 0005423 [T RAY 000°G428 LIE'BO9ES uoRIN RSO %l Yl s100loud LONDRLIDT ADUMIB|AC) UR|4 JOISER
000'sE 000'ss 000'Ss 000’53 000'sE papEuon Bl %0 samaag] Guipioasy me
COD'SES op'ses Dou'ses 000 528 000'52S 000's2s 00o'ses DO0'SES 00U'sES 000's2s o il Toll o abueyd sojopy
onoses [{HIE-T2 3 0O0's5LE DOU'SLE u00'sis 000543 000'5L8 000 648 000'GLS 00U'ses pajaEuO D ) b TG IR = TS
oooezes ouo'n2gzs oou'nZes ouopzes oouuzEZs 000°COES 000’0623 DOC 0BES O0O'04ES 0O0'0SES e Wl Yol sanmdi) Buung

(ieak |easy) [ ] -

ooz | stoe [ wioz [ Emwoz ] e ] wwe ] owe ] sz | w00z [ 002 | adl 1sbid _iucw_e_uo %42 _ unydinsag

o yondug sagepp A0 Kieg

(z o L abed ‘200Z) 150D TYNIWON - (Hed) Ny Td INFWIAOUWI TV LIdVD HILVM ALID MiYd

A R/

-pouruaiuew duoduo pue uondauiod LHousnyap Guawudopasp mdu woly puewap 01 ajqeInguie 1803 — ssodind Aq
UONEDO[[E PUE “IS0D [U35 MOYS G| I[UE], PUE H] 2L, 1502 Lupoey fendes [euiuou moys ¢ [ 2[qe], PUe 21 2[qu], "SMO[jo] st pazuvwiwns ‘sisijeue
Jeis suswiaedop saiea Aq paurjap st Guawdopasp mau woay purwap 1aaw 01 papaau s1aalosd Jo 150 oy pue Buipuads [pndes pavued rio],



L00Z 'SZ AeW — 582 1oedw| Jeiep J0j ueld seniioed leyden A1 yied t¢ obed

Wl JO 21U ENUUE UE T 25EIDUL

01 POIELUTISD 2iE — EuCF::ru _E_&:u m:c:m..u..ru Jo uwn;up:& 34l Ul pue dduTUIUITW .uc_:m:c 10§ 50t — Euu_:.F_ AN, J0J 1807y osealdul
1500 [ERNULE 0/() JAEY 210J21211 puE uu_.a Qﬂzu«.:::uu paxyy e 1oj _uus_a,:cu 2] O] pawnsse 21e Eui:.i PA2ENUOT) .Ou_.:m_ﬁQ UONELIE2DY
ADIE AN LIsEg] uz_ﬁc.._.?,.:m a1 10} ..,..En.::mcw_ o[joae) _uuum&uha SOOIIDE] IDILMIISEA 10] JJBLUNSD UB UO pastq) 1eak 1ad 040579 18 DSEDIDUL O] pawunsse
ase spalosd vononusuoy) (p) e, ur unos) 1500 jvas, 1aalosd apenoes o1 pasn ‘K10da1es uoneyui Isod e jo aanduosop st adA [ 1malos ],
“J3jem podyooy 1ead o) Ajjeoiinads paluawsidwl aq |Im Il asnedaq pauadid podyooy] oy} se aseys awes ay)

uo paseq pajedojje sijued Jualujea.) Jodyooy 8y) "9l ajqe | WwoJ) s1300(0id Pod¥0y Bl JO UCEd0| N ‘Jjels jusipedap Jajem WOl 9%,A0UaI01I18(] PUB %, 440 — 32IN0g

LEROL L 'SHE EYOCRTLE IrA LVGBED LS SIS VO5'LGRLS BRVLIS LS DEOYOLES  SILOMES ZEPRISTS ISLUY S o) |
1¥IG 095 oo %0 %0 SaN 1¥sie by |
0oo'ones el ) oprabidf) uonES duingg saujos
D00 058 el Moy a4 Ko Joog)
el it %l NP | (pLtoog
DOO'eNE'as 000 DUE"SS UDHDTSUOD RGE TR LRI | I A8, LY 00N
0U0'LuL'ZLS UBHTUISLOD) %0 AvALISaR ABE, ounoy
BT T L] Sl SNE M DSINOD 00 SMODEDRY $Ikd
NG %0 asuesaueyy Buping onds
000'059° 4§ UHDNNSUDD A U] UCHS SIUSUR | [RO0%
non'ess BUID %0
voDUss WO Buiinelg 105 1w g Aol
000 9Evs =0 LOMEUL0TY J01E A peuothoy uieunopy |
000'052S %0 ABRICIS SYI0A Many
HISOLE VS (VTR VAT ) LAy} JuDLER | 1ejepn abpnp
SERBrOS JOUIG i PO OlpE Jujy
ARG LS SOTORILE  LIVTOVIS  9RL'ESO'LS  SZ06LOS CEIEB ] %0 aUESasSY JBEM OSET
oo’ LR9S YD OO loep s g e g iy
DonEaL LS paenun oo aBeG pus "ound g e Hodyaoy |
195°290°3ALS  ZvD JB0LS LESINS IPEERONS SYO'EZ0NLE 195°Z00°1S BEPIHES  91RZ96% CEVES EELRZAH 2EL 9068 paraRNoTy 58 AGROLG PUE DU D IR AN |00}
EGY90R .S %ZE uonesdung (oo
HIE'YES 68 DUU'SLES 0005428 uusezs 000'GL2S 0on'SLeS ou0'sLEs  ooUsLas LR 24 Co0'5LE8 0005428 %0t sianlosd vomanv Au (U ISEW
no'ses =l sivnang) Buprooogg o
000’005 000'52% DUYEES [EHRTA 0o0's2s DOO'GES oogrses 0o0'sEs (VIR oon's2s Doo'ses %l ingy abue
0000061 S oon'sLs 000648 RT3 ouu'sLs DOO'SLS onn'sLs unusLs 0o0'G28 Conses 000648 ol s
000066 v5 000'0eES 000'0EES 0ooozes 0000228 DUO'DELS 0000228 000'0CLS Qu'oces 0000228 000 Uees %0 %l Soansdul| jounn |
g Geaf eas) [ ah g 1alsg —.?G:a.u__o_u— Yed 40 _ uonthasi )
A T | 202 | gz L &me [ w0z | odoe | e Bz | 2i0d | ’ ’ ,
oo poidig sopep A gy
(z jo z obed '£00Z) 1SOD TYNIWON - (Ued) Nv1d LNIWIAQUIWI TVLIdYD HILYM ALID Muvd

£1 77



Zz abey 1007 'sz Aepy — saa4 j0edwj 1818 A 10} UB|A Sallloed [ended Ao wsied

‘0z abed uo PaSSNOSIP SB PaAUBP S| @jel UCHEJU] "81BJ UoNIB|UI ]SOD |BNUUE ay] PUB 'Z| 2B | WO} JSO2 [BUILOU U0 P3SEY PIJRWISS §) |SUd |E3) — 80IN0S

TS FEEATH DRS GARES 960 HES LG pLES B99' LI5S GEE'SHYS SEL 6093 YGLGBZ'GS  GUS LS daodiyy moueuiey |
GLE'BELS P20'FRLS 2900848 6161698 LWOFDES'YS  29'6808 CAG'0RLE GEE'OPE'LE  JrLLLLS Zre'ngr'Ly Gundogaaap bunsia) uonaanmngy Asuseijag
GOXTSS IS SSPEDSIS  DBE'GSELS  pRU0LPIS E25°06V68  LCO'EZELS  SIBLEZIS  OSEPISIS EOVEOZIS  ZES'RIG'ES (400 uelg soune 4
GOLBILES  ISEDRYTS  EZUGHS'ES  SERPEY IS GRPSSLMIS  LLCEIMES  LORLPSES  SCULYRS pO0G0EUS  orrlil'es
08 0s 05 0 s 0s s i} 05 000 098 Tl ¥ Yol l SN Joysye o
(1 o 0s 03 s 0s 03 s 0% ourooLs %l 9 %0 %001 oprafidn vonels durg Dmueps|
05 0s us (1} s [ (I} 11 us Ooss S 9 K %l MO DU A 103()
08 0% ns 08 s 08 05 s 0s rPELY IS Talds 9 Wl %00k wuE ] ooy
(13 os us 08 (13 0s 05 08 0s 05 05 9 ST A LR USR] AN potgaey]
us [ 0s 05 s [ us s 03 (1] Yl 9 %l %0 ORI ADjlEp Punoy
us us 1 08 us 0s 0% (1 DO0'005% 08 2000 il Yl S 0 DS IO 00 SMOPRDR 0,
08 03 0s 0% s (1 05 us 50258 Hgss Wil ¥ %0
us 0% ns us (111 08 0% VLS 0 03 05 9 "y A9
s i ns 08 s 1 08 [ 050258 0% Wt ¥ Wl %0 walshg jo Apn|g umsauogy
vs 03 08 [ s us 03 us [V Ao us %0L¥ %0 k] o Josepy Jomod Aouatiiau)
us 0% us us 159'ERSE [ 08 ug [ [} T8 9 %Wl) %001
1% 0% oS 0% as 000’058 LTS LO0'05S (VAR 000’058 00 0 %l %0
L1} ns 0s 0% [} 0% 08 us BFL'GHR'ES  0OU'0UAS %05 9 % %0
[ [T 0s (i s us us CLEBRLS 19LGELS U LIES WOL'E %l %0
ZEE BLGSE oyl Zr6s ULE'S0GS 1Y LGS ¥O5'LERS D5E'G0RS Z65'vL 1% 265w YG6'G14S LIF'aEuS Yl (b % .00l
0s 0% 0s i us 0% JATA T 255'¢91% 0519518 00D LEES WLt W00t %0 SII0Ic SR UMD L IO
os 05 08 'H VIR TR S 08 s us us Tll} 0 %S %G9 015 e ‘aunpdig e podyooy
066 (FES DLE 04RS 9RL2GHS LLL'GEES BI6RIES |85 2085 L15'9845 £94'04L8 VEL'G58 0T 00LS %alM) O SE %59
03 s 0s [ ns 03 s 08 £6T'99R'1S 0859 %IE % HY
FUTEE rZL'G5S aveLzrs PLLDIES BLLEGES 9BLEEES CLALLES GI6'Z6ES VIE'GIES Y05 G 004 %0
0g us 0s s 0e'ss 000°GS LSS Doo'ss 00O'sS %0 0 %0 % smnaag) Bunaa g e
68 GES BLY'VES HELEES £US0ES BSE'GES £02'828 LE0°LTS 5LI0E8 000628 %OL'E %0 %0 ey afuensy solow
000548 nou's48 000°G1% 000548 LIRS D058 GU0'5L5 DO0'Ges o0n'ss W0 1) %l %0 [HENT
GYHSIES GOV E0ES BLSP'LGEZS [EA €56 RIZS BOE'ZSES 510268 LEPEOCE 02GarS DD0'USES Bk b W) %0 iAo
|3k easy) L ) ) 7
sioe__ | stee | moe | e | zwe | woe | wioe | 6wz [ ewoe | Z00E | 1500 mmuuy _tu,az._ai Yedd) _ 0
i rdi) e A g
(z jo | abed */007) LSOD W3Y - (Wed) NY1d INFWIACHJIWI TVLIAYD HILYM ALID HuVd

bl AL

(uepd DouruauIEW K¢ SV D AP YA BONIUU0D Ut s1load) spdwess 1oj ‘wasks
Y} JO anjea-1asse o1 urutew o s1vlord 3uloduo pur asurusiurw eiauad so Juswdmba sop Fupuads — sjoym v se aseq 1asn oY SIaUdY
YErgay 1500 v juasaadas pue daaydn sanipey pendes Suoduo aoy axe saload ssurusiuey uswdoppasp Sunsixa 10y ‘sanusnyap voisiaoad
AD1A438 1921100 01 o 10 2k soford Huspdya(r Muswdopaap Mou wolj puvwap 1paw 01 pasnbai asoy axe safoad (1) duruAILW
aunnos 10j safod pue ‘uonnanod LHuapyap 10) saloid salosd [0 — asodind £q pazuewwns 1505 ended 1oy moys ¢ ajqe, pue ¢ ajqr,




L00Z ‘G2 Aepy — saa4 1oedw) Jajepa 10) ueld senioe epden Ao yiegd £z abeyd

BSOS BITETY
A putaap Huepunpai 22un0s smoys £ ajqe], (uepunpas pur uondwnsuon) asn pue Lepyauaq jo L10daie A puswap smoys 9] ST

vondwnsuod pur Huepunpss 2ounos
suawidopasp dunsxa pue mou o1 spqeinguire (wdd ((1°¢) Sioedes o woload Jo aieys 2 vo paseq 01— purwAP 1 1EM aeuonrodod
uo paseq “aded uimoyjoy ays vo parejoped st 10afoid BOdyP0Y A J0 1502 Y1 JO BONELIOJY SINUNLOD JuWAOPAIP ST dnsEAW FUISEIIOUI
ul papaau “Adurpunpar 25anos pappe apiaoad 01 pue wuawdopasp mou wody puewdp 1eaw o1 Leav v ose pavuepd stoolosd podspoy T,

[l

10}

'0¢ 8bed UL passnosip Se paauap S| alel UOHEYU| 2l s UOEeU! SO0 [BNUUR BU) PUB "] B|qE L WOJ} }S00 [BUILLOU UO PISE] PajeWSa SI 1S00 [2@) — 0IN0S

0690093 6 6455 1600858 166 0FSS BETZ255 BUOSOSS  Z20 BkS  LOS LZ¥§  GZh OGRS GA5 FGLEL daan § aeuana
WEZSKENS  BeRZRENS DOLTLVIS ISEOIYIS EIOPIESS OP@ZIONS  ZEE'S965 LSV OZES LBGALRS  SGEL6eS lruadopaap Busin) umian iog Ausgag
ZLCW0eS AL SLE'CLS 76H 6503 EORUBOILS  ZELEESS  LOEAOLNE  GHLOLLLS  HOZ'OGOES  GOSTOSNS T4} ueig songne.)
¥6S'L65'EE  ©65 G5 D CLTO0VZS  FPOZLLE'ES YSU'SEMELS  OBSTISL'ZS  LILOZZES  OZ0EOLES  E/EOGGES  D6HSHCCES N0y
03 03 0§ 08 [ ns 03 03 03 3 SN s | febpnr
0s s ns 03 13 0% [ [+ 0s us ppeabin) uoners g s £
us 0s os 41 0% 0% 08 [} (63 ng M0y ALy Raep, s )
us 03 os [ 03 us (133 i} 0 0g AU OO
o5 08 s U BES'Z0L9LS 05 s [} 0 (i} 3 LT QUL | IR LI g
s [ [t 0s 0s oS 0s [V 0% FUEELLES dnaingig KiEa punok
[ 08 0s (13 03 03 i3 i3 0% 0% S0 s Al BEINDD [I0C) SMOPEIR Wik
a3 08 L1 08 oS 0s [ 1 0% 0% TR aouvuauey Buipung s
s 0% 0§ 08 03 05 08 i (13 153 0S8 DU USRS | oo
ns 1 0s [ 05 0s i 03 0% 03 WOk b WAISAS Ju APIS uoASTLICT))
s 0% us uE 0% os ns s [ 0% il b g Asuatiin sy
03 (33 us 08 05 oS us s 05 03 %059
s 08 0% 03 05 (13 (i3 ns 0ng 05 BR00 0
03 us us 05 o5 o5 £ 05 s s %059
ns 0% 0% us os us i3 DS 0% n3 UL b
5249 265 218 ns 0s 03 05 oS [0 SOCGPLTLS LAUEDCIS BBLGLDILS  SRD'GLOCLS el [ umusEsEsy o
BLEHLLS us vs us 03 s us 0% £ 0% 0% wol e BI04 S0 A, MO | Di0Y
000 B9y 118 0% 0s 03 us LY s 05 0s us 13 Sl iy £ e g0k e pn pody oy
LOSTA0ELS LEl2A0LE LITEH0NS IoEEv0' LS SED'ECDIS LO5°Z00' LS iy ZR6S 9197965 BES'EYES 99 II6S ZE 179065 RO B
LGP 99818 0s us 0% ns us s s 0% 05 %059
e i ms DEE'YSHS aul2oes BECESLS 952 LS 0G0 »99% 655 €295 1055855 19/GY5S EILULES N8
00528 1113 13 05 s 08 0s 13 05 [+ w000
weLE5IS BEG16% CUS'EYS DE5'LPS L1a'sy§ RIB'ERE 051208 06FOFS SHR'BLS E9ETINS AN
(RN RV B [EE LS 58 DOO'G.S upn'sLs (LR 0006 S 000'GL S 00n'sS 0O0'sLS WD D
BGL LIPS LG% ESPS LGS SEYS 1PP'BLES L96'L0vE GZL'9RES ZZR0LES £1L95E8 BT VLS 66 REES Telil ¥
[ [N 1 sy vone;u; 1 . ‘
N R - A = N A S I T N T Tt...;_u_zc_ %din % tandjrsng
g edu) Joge Al g
(z jo z abed '£00Z) LS0D TVIY - (1ed) NV Td LNIWIAOUDWI IV LIAVD YILYM ALID Huvd

St gl



Table 16
ROCKPORT PROJECT - WATER DEMAND BY BENEFICIARY

Park City ‘Water Impact Fee

Biid-Ou {\:S:\r Bemand Water Demand by Use and Class of Beneficiary (gpm}
Dapelicary Source
Total % Total r Mew Demanc | Unallocated Total % Total
Redurdancy
Existing Development 5,502 0% 721 79 1,100 35%
MNew Development 1,383 20% 392 1515 a3 2.000 65%
Total 8,955 1,113 1.515 472 3.100

Source — buildout water demand and new demand is from Table 9. Source redundancy is from Table 17. New demand is
from Table 8. Unallocated is the remainder of total supply from the Rockport project (3,100 gpm), allocated to existing
and new development based on proportionate buildout water demand.

As presently planned, Rockport shows some unallocated capacity. This is viewed by water department
planners as necessary to meet unanticipated, additional demand which may be presented by new
development. Considering both consumption and source redundancy, unallocated Rockport capacity
may be adequate to serve roughly 270 additional service units (EDU).

The requirement for source redundancy increases as growth continues. Part of Rockport supply is
planned to meet this need for both existing and new development. Source redundancy demand
projected through buildout, is calculated as follows.

Table 17
ROCKPORT PROJECT- SOURCE REDUNDANCY ALLOCATION
Allccation of Added Source Reduncancy by Class of Beneficiary
Redundancy by Class of Beneficiary =
c:e;gj?;;:v Ewisting Develooment New ..egt;l;zfgew
I Acval |  Goai | Shorfal Develooment -
{gpm)
Total Demand 7.728 8.213 1515
Existing Supply 7,100
Redundant Scurce Capacity 2,000 887 1,608 721 392 1,113
Redundancy % 26% 14% 25% 26%

Source - total demand from Table 8. The buildout redundancy geal (2,000 gpm) is from the water master plan. Demand
from existing development is from Tabie 8. Existing supply is from Table 18. Redundant source capacity attributable to
existing development is the difference between current supply and demand. The redundancy goal for existing
development is 26% of demand (equal to the city-total redundancy goal at buildout, specified by the master pian). The
shorifall attributabie to existing development is the difference between actual and planned redundancy. For new
development, total demand is from Table 8. Redundant capacity is 26% of total demand.

The buildout redundancy goal of 2,000 gpm is defined by the water master plan and is 26% of buildout
demand. Current source redundancy is 14% of demand. This means that for exisung development, an
additional 721 gpm is needed to achieve the goal of 1,608 gpm. The cost for that share of Rockport
capacity is allocated to existing development as deficiency correction (part of the 35% allocation shown
in Table 16). For new development, 392 gpm is required for redundancy (26% of projected total
demand). Toral redundant capacity provided by Rockportis 1,113 gpm.
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Table 18 shows current source capacity. Design capacity is lower than average year capacity because

design capacity is adjusted ro account for reduced flows during dry years.

Note in that source capacity attributable to existing development in Table 17 is conservatively estimated
based on design capacity, which is consistent with water department long-range demand pianning.

Table 18

Park Cily Waler Impacl Fee

Thiriot Springs
Spira Tunnel

Judge Tunnel

Park Meadows Well
Divide Well

Middle School Well
488D Connecticn
Total

CURRENT SOURCE CAPACITY (2007)

OCesign Capacity e 3 _Year
- Capecily
{gom)

400 1,100

2.000 2,100

700 1,400

950 950

1,000 1,000
1,050 1,200
1,000 1,000
7.100 8.750

Scurce — water master plan, as updated by Water Department staff.
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The contracted cost of the Rockport project is paid over a period of 40 vears beginning in 2008. The
project is needed specifically to meet demand from new development, and cost is therefore attributable
entirely to new development. Because buildout is expected to occur earlier than expiraton of the
contract, the cost of the project must be amortized over a period shorter than the life of the contract (it
must be amortized over the current 20 year planning period). Table 19 shows how 20 year CFP cost is
matched against the longer term, 40 year, contract price.

CFP cost is calculated based on the total cost of the project, reduced by interest earnings during the 20
vear amortization period. Total cost for the project is $23.5 million. Net CFP cost is $18.1 million.
Earned interest reduces CFP cost by $5.4 million.

Table 19
ROCKPORT PROJECT - CFP COST

Park City Water Impact Fee

Capital Cost CFP.Cost
Figcal |Weter Basin| Weber Basin| Coanaa MR Pump . Tatal
: MR Buy-in Annual Net Earned Account
ot Brogc! , o ~5l o
Year Wistric) BOR : roject| Dwversion &. ,"mmn Cost 2008 Tota! EDU C_—sl vt | CFP Cost Revenug Interest Balanze
Water Water pump station|  Upgrade EQU
Annual Rawe 2.04%: 4.13%
2007 66 §$10.3s8 §740.207 $740.207 £31.884 §TT2om
2008 $221.42% §107.938 §71.458 $195,154 §682.994 E6BB.EER 68 §11.078 §755,231 500,462 §33.937 sE72.5M
2008 §221.425 107,838 §71.458 §195 454 §92,994 $528,858 58 511,308 £770.763 $21.805 538,517 §892.323
2010 8221425 3107838 571,458 5185154 §82.934 3o88.886 68 11537 S78ESN $97.643 343926 51134482

201 saar42% $107,639 §71.458 $145,154 §32.984 $688,888 88 311773 $802.581 sz 550235  §1.208.438
2012 $221,428 §107,838 S7T1438 §195.154 $92.384 $560,868 68 512013 $816.973 £130,10 §$57.493  §1486042
2013 5221425 $107.838 571,488 51985,154 §92,094 $E688.888 68 5122858 835711 5146 843 SE3757  §1.698.842
2014 §221.428 §107.838 $71.488 §195,154 52,594 $568,868 68 512509 3352748 £163.018 375081 51337841
2015 5221425 5107 838 571,458 5185154 §82.984 §GEs.868 68 12788 $870.210 $181,342 §85.326 $2.204,508
2016 S2n423 §107,838 571.458 $155,184 £32,994 S688,888 68 $13025 5887.880 182121 $97.154  §2.500.782
2017 5221425 §107.838 S71.458 S185.15 $92.984 Seee.gee 68 513291 $006.132 217,264 $110.022  §2.828.077
018 3221428 $107,838 §71,458 5195154 §52.994 $B688,888 68 513.583 924648 235,778 $124.220 531688073
2019 5221425 §107.838 71,458 $195,154 §92,9%4 568,868 58 513.840 $843.822 §254.870 §139,798 §3.582,542
2020 $221.425 £107.818 871,458 5185154 §82,984 SE6B8 868 6 514123 §962.816 $273.947 5156838  $4.013,328
2021 szlv42s $107.838 571,458 §195,154 $92,954 $688,2¢€8 g8 Su44n §582.488 $283,619 S1T5.417  §4.482,334
2022 5221425 §107.838 71458 $195.154 §92.954 s588.868 68 514706  §1.002.581 $313,593 $195618 54951673
2023 §d21425 £107,838 §71.458 $195,154 §52.984 Scse.zsa B8 5150068  §1,023.045 §334.977 $217.525  $3.543.377
2024 3221425 S107.838 371438 $195,154 $92,924 Scas.Bes 68 515313 51043947 $assora §241,229 36,138,685

025 5221425 $107.828 371,458 5185154 582,994 $688.668 68 515826  §1.065.277 $376.408 $266.823  S0.782.917
2026 $221428 507,838 571,458 $155,154 $92,994 $688,868 68 515348  S1.CBT.042 §358.173 3284405 ST 475485
2027 8221423 $107.838 §71.458 5185184 $52.994 3608.868 85,868)  S300690  $7.087.316
2028 sZr4zs §107,338 571,458 5195154 £92,954 Se88.868 BER: 5284322 S6.682.TT0
2029 3221425 §107,838 §71438 $185.154 $92.954 $c88.868 188,868  S2B7.264  $6.261,185

2030 5221423 $107.838 £71.458 £188 134 §982.984 §GEB, 863 (Shgd.gel)  $249486 85821782
2031 S221.425 $107.828 §Tr438 5195154 §82,9%4 $686.858 (5823 8RB} 5230953 §5.363.873
2032 $221428 $107.828 §71.458 $195,154 §82,594 §658,868 B.0E8) 5211551 54886656

2033 221425 $107.838 571,458 5195,154 $525.875 T3} 8183489  S4.484.270
2034 3221425 5107.838 §71.4358 $195.134 $595.87 875  £176522 84084917
2035 5221425 $107,828 £71,458 $195154 §585.875 (3595.875)  §158.839  S3.627.8%1
2036 S221.423 $107.838 $71.458 §195,154 $595,675 I$625,875)  §S140411 53172417
2037 5221425 $107,838 S71.458 §185.154 §585.875 {3535,875) 5121.206  §2,697.748
2038 5221423 $107.838 $329 263 $108.812 852475298
2038 5221425 §107.838 §329.263 $47432 82243487
2040 Sz21425 £107,338 §329.263 SE7.657  $2.001.862
2041 $22nazs 5107828 $329.263 S77462 51,750,088
2042 5221425 §107.838 $329.262 566,852  §1,487,657
2043 5221428 §107.838 §323.283 (§329.263) §E5.787  SL2y4082
2044 §2E1425 $107.838 §328.283 (5329.263) S44258 $523,178
2045 s22142% $107,828 §328.263 1$326.2631 $32.238 $632.150
2046 S2av4es $107.338 $329,263 (£324,263) $18.714 §322.601
2047 85221425 §107.838 §329.253 15329,263) $6.661 50
Tolal $3.357.000 84313800 S$2143740 SE834820 $2.324 840 S23 493702 1363 S18.082.561 (534311481 §5.531.148

Source — annual capital cost from water depariment staff. Number of EDUs frem Table 23. Cost per EDU is the guotient
of total capital cost less earned interest, and assumes a nominal annual increase cf 2.0% to maintain a constant reel value
(rate from Table 21). CFP cost is the product of number of EDUs and cost per EDU. Annuel net revenue is the difference
between CFP cost and total capital cost. Interastis calculated on the average annual balance, based on the Utah Public
Treasurers Investment Fund average interest rate for the last 10 years (1997 to February 2007).
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NET COST PER SERVICE UNIT (EDU)

The previous section quantifles the cost of capital facilities needed to meet demand from new
development — cost per service unit or the “gross” impact fee amount.

This section quantifies the ner payable impact fee, which is a lesser amount because the fee is reduced 1o

account for revenue credits — grants earmarked for capital facilides for new development, and furure
debt service pavments by new development for existing service provision.

This section also includes calculation of pro forma earned interest, debt service expense and debt
origination fees, which together with water fund general revenue contributed to offset impact fee
revenue credits and the beginning water impact fee account balance (2006), go to make up the net
payable impacr tee.

Impact Fee Calculation

Net cost per service unit is calculated as follows.

Table 20
NET COST PER SERVICE UNIT (average)
Fark City Water Impact Fee
Cost per
Total Cost Service Unit
(EDU)

Average Construction Cost per Servica Unit (ECU}) $34,148
Cther Eligible Costs of Sarvice

Grants (earmarked for new capacity) $0

Interast (pro forma debdt) $2,388.530

Debt Origingtion & Legal Fees {pro ferma debt) 136,606

Earned interest (5624.811)

Waler Fund General Revenue (offset ravenue credils) (S3,871,582)

Impact Fee Account Baginning Balance (S2.037,273)

Total (53,808,537}

Demand from New Development {EDU) 1,353

(52,793)

Net Cost per Service Unit {planning period average, EDU) £31,355

Source - cost to meet demand from new development from Table 11. Grants are from Table 24. Pro forma debt interest
is the difference between pro forma dett and debt P & | from Table 22. Debt origination and legal fees from Table 22.
Earned interest is from Table 22. Water fund general revenue is the amount of the impact fee revenue credits from Tabie
21. Impact fee account beginning balance is the year-end 200€ fee account baiance from Table 22. Cost per service unit
is the quotient of total cast and number of new development service units from Tabie 9.

Table 20 shows average cost per service unit for the entire planaing period. It is useful as a way to
illustrate the revenue and expense components which make up the impact fee.

Actual net cost per service unit — the amount of the impact fee — is quantified on an annual basis as
shown in Table 21 and Table 22 (below). The fee is calculated based on an inflation-adjusted, nominal
rate which increases every year in order to maintain the assessment at a constant amount over time so
the fee payers in the furure are assessed at the same “real” rate as payers today.
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Table 21 and Table 22 show calculaton of impact fee revenue credits (the present value of future
pavments), debt service expense and originauon fees, earned interest, and pro forma debt needed to
maintain the account balance at or slightly above S0 throughout the planning period.

Calculation methodology in Table 21 and Table 22 is iterative — each year’s fee amount depends on the
rior year ending balance, earned interest, amount of borrowing, and debt service — and 1s subject to the
2 ] ' of }
following constraints:

¢ The calculated impact fee is the minimum amount required to maintain the account balance at or
above $0, every year during the planning period. This means that the fee is set at a minimum
amount, such that total revenue equals total spending.

¢ Pro Forma debt and debt service is minimized, and occurs "just-in-ume". This minimizes the
amount of the impact fee. (Debt is “pro forma” because an actual debt schedule has not been
defined.)

o Earned interest, accrued during vears in which the fee account shows a positive balance, is
included as part of cash available to meet annual expenses. This also minimizes the amount of
the impact fee.

o Impact fee revenue credits are assumed to be funded by the City (from non-impacr fee revenue)
every year, rather than at the end of the planning period. This simulates actual funding and also
reduces the amount of the fee.

o The fee account shows a zero balance at the end of the planning period. This means that the fee
is set at the minimum amount needed in order to meet cash flow requirements — revenue is set
to match expenses, and the fee is minimized.

e  Prior impact fee receipts are included by means of the beginning account balance in 2006 (Table
22). This reduces the amount of the impact fee.

e The method of fee calculation in Table 21 and Table 22 shows that this analysis is calculated in
“real”’, constant value terms. Costs are expressed in terms of cost at the time of construcrion.
Nominal fee amounts are escalated annually at the estimated inflation rate, so that the amount of
the assessment in later vears is equal in “real” terms to the assessment in year one.
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Table 21

NET COST PER SERVICE UNIT (annual, page 1 of 2, EDU)
Fark City Water impact Fee
/vy 1 i 3 SEn | it i ()]

Fiscal Year PayEm?T:S For (future pay:;;tesn::’ g:::?::‘lg faCi”iies} TR Dej T EDU Total ]mpact

il Yo E i Per Service Unil {(EQU) Cost heven_ue Net Cost Fee Revenue

acilities - Total Credit
Annual | Total (PV)

Ann. Rate 4.533% 2.04%
2006
2007 $2,250,151 §397.56 $4,857  $331.107 $27.906  (S4.857)[__ $23,089]  $1,571,345
2008 $1,810,956 $317.73 34,661 $317,785 $28.476 (54,661) $23,815 $1,623,537
2008 $2,450,185 §422.72 54 541 $308,548 $28,058 (54,541 $24,517 $1,671,438
2010 $1,884,5¢68 $321.36 $4,305 §283 457 $28,652 {34.305) $25,347 $1,728.004
2011 $1.741,518 $293.55 $4,164 $283.859 §30,257 (54.184) $26,084 $1,778,904
2012 $5,734 494 $955.63 34,048 §275,807 $30,878 (54,048) 526,830 51,828,100
2013 $1,801 446 $296.83 $3,230 $220,208 331,506 (83,230) $28,276 $1,927,706
2014 $1,832,800 $298.64 $3,066 $209,037 $32.150 ($3,066) $29.084 $1,982,762
2015 51,867,710 £300.99 52,883 $1987 231 $32,807 {52,893) §20,914 $2,039,350
2016 $1.503.174 $303.37 §2,710 $184,722 $33,477 (52.710) $30,768 $2,097 555
2017 $1.941,310 $306.12 $2,515 S$i71,477 £34,161 (32 .515) 531,646 $2,157,431
2018 $1,191,166 $185.84 $2.309 $157,435 $34.859 ($2,3C2) 332,550 §2,218,056
2019 $1,233,836 $180 47 $2,220 $151.328 $35.571 ($2,220) $33.352 $2.273. 717
2020 $1,278,687 $185.33 52,121 $144,615 $36,298 ($2,121) $34,177 $2,329,978
2021 51,325,871 §200.46 $2,013 §137,251 $37,040 (52,013) $35,027 $2,387,902
2022 $7.128,028 $1,066.67 $1,895 $128,187 $37.797 (51,835 $35,802 $2,447 558
2023 $1.425,871 $211.81 5268 $59,028 $38,589 (5868) 537,703 $2,570,364
2024 $1,486,010 $217.93 $SE84 $46,609 $30,357 (5684) $38.673 $2,636,505
2025 $1,545,169 $224.36 5487 $33,192 840,181 (3487) $35,674 $2,704,742
2026 $1,608,556 §231.27 $§274 $18,708 $40,982 (8274) $40.707 $2,775.166
2027 $313,605 $45.08 845 S0 $41,818 (S45) S0 $0
2028 $0 30.00 50 S0 542673 50 50 50
2029 80 $0.00 S0 S0 $43,545 50 30 50
2030 S0 $0.00 $0 S0 $44.435 S0 30 50
2031 S0 $0.00 345,343 S0 S0 $0
Total 543,768,107 $3671,582 345,423 710 842,752,118

Source — payments by new development for existing facilities from Table 25. The annual value of the per-unit revenue
credit is the quotient of payments for existing facilities and total service units from Table 23. Discount rate is the three
month average of state and local bond indices from the Federal Reserve Board website (H15, selected interest rates, #15
state and local bond interest rates),as of September 27, 2006. The annual per-unil revenue credit is the sum of the
present value of future payments. Cost per service unit is construction cost plus interest and debt crigination fees, less
earned interest, and the beginning balance. Net cost is cost less revenue credits. Total impact fee revenue is the
preduct of net cost per service unit and total new service units from Table 23. The neminal fee inflation rale is the 10 year
annual change in the GDP deflator between 1995 and 2005 from Economic History Services (hito://www.eh ret/hmitiodp/
— 2005 is the most recent year for which data is available).

® The per-unit value of the revenue credit is the present value of future debt service payments for
exisung facilities, and future payments (by means of rate revenue) for deficiency correction items
shown in Table 14 and Table 24.

¢ Net cost per service unit (cost per EDU) is the maximum potental impact fee — calculated each
year as cost per service unit less impact fee revenue credits.

e Total impact fee revenue is the product each year, of net cost per service unit and toral new
service units (from Table 23).
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Table 22

NET COST PER SERVICE UNIT (annual, page 2 of 2, EDU)
Park City Water Impact Fee
Prc Forma Cosi. Net Fee Revenue & Fund Balance
Fiscal - eyt Impact Fee Pre Farma
Year Ccnélruc.mn Debt P &I Debd Ofg' & lnte;asl Net Ravenue A;?:cnun: Debt
ost Legal Fees Earnings
Balance
415% 1.25% 4.13%
2008 $2,037,273
2007 $3,974.532 $34,555  (52.037,525) $1,917 $2,168
2008 51,203,163 S167 S0 58,756 $746,747 $748,664
2009 $2,514,356 S187 $0 $13,509 (5520,028) $228,636
2010 $1,281.213 $167 $0 518,648 $758,029 $586,666
201 $1,323.037 8187 30 $50,154 $789.713 51,776,378
2012 $9,150,573 $167 $66,350 530410  (S7.081,773) $2,831 $5.308,028
2013 $1410,124 $507,661 S0 8314 $230.442 $233.074
2014 $1,455,980 $507,561 S0 $10,020 $238.177 $471,251
2015 $1.503,455 5307.661 $0 $20,044 $245,507 $716,758
2016 51,552,609 $507,861 $C $30,368 $252,375 $869,133
2617 $1.603,505 $507.651 $0 540,976 $258,717 $1,227,850
2018 $1,656.,208 $507.661 S0 551,644 5264 465 $1,492,315
2019 $1,710,785 §507.661 s 562,767 $289,368 $1,761,680
2020 $1,767,307 $507,661 S0 $73.885 $273.510 2,035,190
2021 $633,732 $507.661 $0 $10¢,782 $1,483,541 3,528,731
2022 $11,097,802 $507,681 $68,753 368,779  (53.028.683) 217 $5.500,23¢
2023 SE59,892 $2.028,283 $742 50 (558.525) 104 $59,352
2024 $673,375  $2.048,731 3505 S0 {840,487} $23 $40.417
2025 $687.13 $2,071,206 S258 80 {$23.6€3) S0 20,640
2025 $701,172 52,082,702 S0 30 {50) (50)
2027 S0 S0 0 S0 50 {SC)
2028 50 30 £0 $0 S0 {$0)
2029 $0 S0 50 $0 S0 (S0}
2030 S0 S0 50 S0 $0 (30)
2031 $0 50 S0 s $0 (S0)
Total $46,560 655 §13.319,373 $136,608 $624,811 $10.830.842

Source - construction cost is the net cost of facilities attributable tc demand from new development, as shown in Table 24.
The debt interest rate and originaticn and legal fees rate are estimales based on rates for current PCMC debt. The
interest earnings rate is the average nominal rate for the Utah Public Treasurers Investment Fund for the period of the last

10 years (1997 to 2007). FY 2008 account balance from 2008 PCMC CAFR, page 96.

¢ Construction cost is CFP cost (from Table 15).

o Pro Forma Debt is an estimate of debt required during years of high capirtal spending, needed in
order to maintain the account balance above $0. (Pro forma debt can be viewed as a series of
draws on a vet to be defined loan. It is “pro forma” because specific loan terms are not yet

defined.)

e P &I for pro forma debt is calculated assuming that debt originated during this planning period
will be extinguished by the end of this planning period — i.e. each “draw” has a different term
depending on the origination vear, such that each will be repaid within 20 years, or at the latest

by 2031,

e Debt origination and legal fees are calculated as 1.25% of principal.
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e The impact fee account balance is cumulative net revenue, derived as the sum of the beginning

account balance {prior vear's net impact fee revenue) total annual impact fee revenue, earned
interest, and water fund revenue contributions in the amount of the impact fee revenue credit,
less construction cost, debt priacipal and interest expense, and origination fees.

Table 23 shows calculation of the projected annual rate of new development, Total new developmentis
derived from master plan water demand projections shown in Table 9. The rate of new development,
used for calculation of interest expense for pro forma debt and for calculation of the present value of
impact fee revenue credits, assumes a constant annual rate of development, where 5.0% of development
potential is completed each vear, untl buildout.

Table 23

PROJECTED NEW DEVELOPMENT
Park City Water Impact Fee
New Service Units (EDU)

Fiegelygae % of Total Units per Year Tetal
2006 5,592
2007 5.0% 68 5,660
2008 5.0% 68 5.728
2008 5.0% 68 5,786
201 5.0% 68 5,884
2011 5.0% 68 5,833
2Nz 5.0% 68 6,001
2013 5.0% 68 6,069
2014 5.0% €8 6,137
2015 5.0% 68 6,205
2016 5.0% 68 6,273
2017 50% 68 6,342
2018 5.0% 83 6.410
2018 5.0% 68 6,478
2020 5.0% 68 6,546
2021 5.0% 63 6,614
2022 5.9% 68 6,682
2023 5.0% 68 6,751
2024 5.0% 68 €812
2025 5.C% 83 6,887
2026 5.0% 68 6,955
2027 0 6.955
2028 6,855
2029 6,955
203¢ 6.955
2031 6,955
Total 100% 1,363

Source — current total demand units and total new development from Table 8.
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Table 24 shows a summary of annual planned capital spending. Note that water department planning
staff anticipate no grant revenue that is cither earmarked or available, to fund capacity for new

development. (There have been EPA grants in the amount of $1.8 million, received between 2003 and
2006, which were used to fund capiral projects for existing service provision.)

Table 24
PRO FORMA ANNUAL CAPITAL SPENDING
Park City Water Impact Fee '
Cost Attributable to New Development Deficiency On-going
Fiscal Year AR Tot Gost Total Cost Grants Net Cost Correction Mamtir;aer;ce!Up
(real cost)

2006
2007 $7.277.440 $3,974 532 S $3.974,532 $1.460,342 $1,842,566
2008 $7,208,064 $1,203,183 $0 $1,203,163 S717,147 $£,285,754
2009 $4.471,025 $2,514,356 $0 52,514,356 §1,346,935 $609.735
2010 52,547 861 $1,281.913 50 $1,281,913 $780,593 $485,355
2011 $2473.377 $1.323.037 30 $1,323.037 $638,872 $511,668
2012 $14,155,489 $9,150,573 50 $9,150,573 $4,630.401 374,516
2013 $2.494 838 $1,410.124 S0 $1,410,124 $6387,819 $386,796
2014 $2,585,622 51,455,380 50 $1,455,980 §730,082 $399,580
2015 $2,680,367 $1,503,455 S0 $1,503,455 $764,024 $412.887
2016 $2,779,269 $1,552,609 S0 51,552,609 $799918 5426,741
2017 $25,585,596 $1.,603,505 S0 $1,603,505 $837.865 $23,154,525
2018 $2.890.373 $1,656,208 S0 $1,656.208 $877.921 §456,175
2018 $3,103.020 $1,710,785 S0 $1,710,785 $820.431 $471,802
2020 $3,220,711 $1,767.307 S0 $1,767,307 $9€5,332 $488,072
2021 $2.151,586 $633,732 §0 $633,732 51,012,848 $505,008
2022 $18,435,054 $11,097.802 S0 311,087,802 $6,814.613 $522,638
2023 $2,317,264 $659.892 30 $855,892 $1,116,381 5540991
2024 $2,406,232 $673,375 $0 $873.375 $1,172,760 $560,097
2025 $2,499,593 $687,133 $0 $687.133 $1,232474 $579,988
2028 $2,597.584 $701,172 $0 $701,172 $1,285731 $600.620
2027
2028
2029
2030
2031
Tolal $113.988.675 $46,560.655 $0 546,560,655 §28,812.437 $33.615.583

Source — CFP total cost, cost atiributable to new development, deficiency correction and ongoing maintenance frem Table
14 and Table 15. Grants are as projected by public works administrator.
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Table 25 shows future payments attributable to existing service provision — payments for deficiency
correction and debt service for existing facilities. This is the basis for calculaton of the impact fee

revenue credit in Table 21,

Table 25
PAYMENTS FOR EXISTING FACILITIES
Bark City Water Impact Fee

Fiscal Year | Deficiency Correction Debt Service Total
2006 30
2007 51,460,342 $785,809 $2.250.151
2008 $717,147 $1.102.809 $1,819,956
2009 $1,346,935 $1,103,251 $2,450,185
2010 $780.583 $1.103.974 51,884,566
2011 $638.672 $1.102,844 $1,741.516
2012 34,630,401 $1.104,084 $5,734,494
2013 $697,918 31,103,527 $1.801,445
2014 3730.062 $1.102.738 $1.832,800
2015 $764,024 $1.103,686 $1,867,710
2016 $769,918 §1,103.255 §1.902.174
2017 $837,865 $1,103,445 $1,941,310
2018 $E77.991 $313.175 $1,191,166
2018 $920,431 §313,405 $1,233,836
2020 $965,332 §313,358 $1.278.887
2021 $1.012.848 $313,025 $1,325,871
2022 $6.814,613 5313.415 §7,128.028
2023 $1,116,381 §313,480 $1,429,871
2024 $1.172,760 $313,250 31,486,010
2025 $1,232,474 $312,695 $1.545.169
2026 51,285,731 $312,825 $1.808,556
2027 $0 $313,605 $313,605
2028 30 30 30
2028 S0 S0 50
2030 50 50 50
2031 80 §0 $0
Total $28,812.437 $14.955,670 $43,768.107

-

Source - deficiency correction from Table 14. Debt service from Table 26. Debt service excludes the final 2006
Community Impact Board Revenue Bond payment, which occurs after the end of this planning period (2027).

Table 26 on the following page shows annual debt service payments for current water fund debt.
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Table 26

CURRENT DEBT SERVICE
Park City Water Impac! Fee
2002 Waler Revenue Band 2006 Comm Impact Board Revenue Bong
Fiscal Year = Total Debt
Interest Principal Tatal Intarest Prancigat Tatal Service

2006

2007 $270.809 $519,000 $789,808 $789,809
2008 $253.059 §537,000 $790,059 $155,750 $157.000 8312750 $1,102,809
2009 §233.938 $§556,000 $789,958 $150.255 $163,000 $313.255 §$1,103,251
2010 5211424 §577,000 $750.424 5144550 $169,000 $313.550 $1,103,974
2011 $191,209 $599,000 $790.209 $138.,835 174,000 $312835 §1,102,844
2012 5167,549 $623,000 5790.549 $132,545 $181.000 §313,545 §$1,104,024
2013 142,317 $648.000 $790.317 5128210 $187,000 $313.210 $1,103,527
2014 $118.073 $674,000 $720.,073 119,665 $193,000 $312,685 $1,102,738
2015 588,778 $702,000 790,778 112910 $200.000 §312.810 $1,103,686
2018 $60,345 $730,000 $780.245 §105,91C $207.000 $312.910 $1,103,255
2017 530,780 §760,000 $750,780 598,665 $214,000 $312.665 $1,103,445
2018 $91.975 $222,000 $313,175 £313.175
2019 $83.,405 $230.000 §313,405 $313,405
2620 §75.355 $238,000 §313,355 $313.355
2021 567,025 $248,000 $313.025 $313.025
2022 558,415 $255,000 8313415 $313415
2023 $49,480 $264,000 $313.480 $313,430
2024 $40,250 $273,000 $313.250 313,250
2025 $30,855 $282,000 §312,695 $312,695
2026 $20.825 $292.000 §312,825 $312,825
2027 $10.805 $303,000 $313,805 $313,605
Tatal $1.768,335 $5.925.000 £8.892.335 51812338 54.450.000 56.252.335  §14.955670

Source - debt Service from PCMC Budget Debt and Grants Department.

Cost for Atypical or Contested Impact Fee Applications

Impact fees in this analysis are calculated as the product of service unit generation rate (number of
EDUs) and net cost per service unit. Net cost is from Table 1. (As an example, net cost per service unit
in 2007 is $23,049.) Service unit generation rates for typical categories of new development are shown

in Table 6 and Table 7.

For atypical property types and sizes, and for contested fee applications, impact fees are calculated by
the Impact Fee Administrator, generally according to the following:

‘th Cost per EDU x Number of EDUs = Impact Fee Amount

The Impact Fee Administrator will determine number of EDUs (the service unit generation rate) based
on the most appropriate measure of building occupants using building square feer, number of
emplovees, plumbing fixtures or other appropriate and available measures. To determine the peak water
demand per occupant the Administrator will utilize the appropriate peak demand unit established by the
State of Utah Division of Drinking Water (where possible).

Service unit generation calculatdon may also use some or all of the following parameters:
e EDU= 1,600 gpd (peak day).
o Average residential indoor demand (1,301 to 3,000 sq. ft. unit) = 0.31 EDU (496 gpd).
¢ Typical irrigation demand = 0.0625 EDU (100 gpd per 1000 sq. fu. irrigated area).
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IMPACT FEE SPEND OR ENCUMBER DEADLINE

The City expects water impact fees to be spent within the six-year imeframe allowed by the Fee 4 if
growth and capital spending follow the plan outlined in this analysis.

Table 27 shows that for the next six years, projected CFP cost substanually exceeds projected impact tee
revenue — a deficit in the short-run of about -87.3. (Over the long run, Table 22 shows that impact fee
revenue exactly marches the net cost of facilities needed to meet demand from new development.)

In the event that growth in water demand does not occur as planned — for example, the rate of
development and capital spending slows sufficiently so that impact fee revenue exceeds requisite capital
spending — the Fee Aet allows for the retention of collected impact fees for a ime longer than six years.
According to the Fee Act, impact fees can be held for longer ime given “... an extraordinary and
compelling reason why the fees should be held longer” and “"... an absolute date by which the fees will
be expended.” In the event that the rate of development slows or construction cost for the CFP
exceeds funds available to support capacity expansion, the City will hold the impact fees until sufficient
funds are available to pay constructon cost. In any case, the fees accumulated in the first six vears of
collection will be spent no later than June 30, 2022 (the exact date being dependent on the rate of
growth, and total impact fees available).

Tabie 27
SIX YEAR IMPACT FEE ACCOUNT NET REVENUE
Park City Water Impac! Fee
Capital Project g .
Fiscal Year ImpactFae Construction Projetlas Net
Revenue * Revenue
Cost
Ending Bal FYZ006 $2,037.273
1 2007 $1,571,345 $3,974.532
2 2008 $1,823,537 $1,203,163
3 2009 $1,671,438 $2,514 356
4 2010 $1,728,004 51,281,812
5 2011 $1,778,904 $1,323,037
[} 2012 $1,829,100 $5,150,573
Tolal $12,230.601  §19.447,574 {57,207 873}

Source —imgpact fea revenue from Table 21. FY 200€ balance and capital cost from Table 22. If net revenue is defined to
include all other eligible revenue and expenses — earned interest, interest payable, debt service fees, elc. — the sherifellis
also substantially negative — -37.1 million.

* Urtak Code Ann. §11-36-302
* Urah Code Ann. §11-36-302
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PROPORTIONATE SHARE ANALYSIS

Impact fees in this analysis are roughly proportionate and reasonably related to the impacts caused by
the planned development activity. Consistent with Section 1 1-36-201 (5) (b) of the Fee Au, the
following factors have been considered in determining the amount of the impact fee:

» The cost of existing public facilities.
e The manner of financing those facilities.

e The relative extent to which the newly developed properties have already contributed to the cost
of facilities.

o The relative extent to which the newly developed properties and other properties will contribute
to the cost of existing public facilides in the future.

e The extent to which the newly developed properties are entitled to a credit to offset the costs of
system improvements that the development will install.

e Extraordinary costs in servicing the newly developed properties, and
¢ The time/price differental inherent in fair comparisons of amounts paid at different tmes.

Cost of existing public facilities.
Not applicable. Existing facilities are not included in calculaton of the impact fee, and are not part of
the assessment to new development.

Manner of financing existing facilities

Financing for existing facilities has been considered in calculating the amount of the impact fee. Water
department staff advise that two debt service issues are outstanding. The impact fee is reduced by a
revenue credit in the amount of the present value of future payments by new development applied to
that debt service.

This analysis includes a procedure for case-specific impact fee calculaton. Any individual property
owner who claims o have contributed to existing improvements in ways not acknowledged in this
analysis may apply for a fee reduction at the time of fee payment by means of the procedure for case-
specific impact fee calculation.

Relative extent to which newly developed propersies and existing properties have alveady contributed to the cost of excisting
public facilities.

Existing capacity has been funded by impact fees, and possibly by some small amount of user fe
revenue. New development has not contributed to the cost of existing facilides because neither impact
fees nor rate revenue has been paid by new development units (rate revenue is assessed only against
units which are connected to the water system, and impact fees are paid only by new units in process of
constructon}.
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Relative exient to which newly developed properties and existing properties will contribute to the cost of existing public
Jacilities.

New development will not contribute in the future to the cost of existing facilities because the impact
fee is reduced by revenue credits in the amount of the present value of future debt service payments
artributable to current facilities. Furure new capiral facility capacity for new development will be paid by
impact fees, which are atributable only to new development.

Credit for system improvements to be provided by new development.

The City has in the past obtained certain water svstem capital facilities by means of contribution from
new development. The cost of those improvements is not included in calculation of the impact fee. To
the extent that new development contributes in the future to facilites that are included in the CFP,
impact fees for that particular new development project will be reduced by the value of the contributed
facilities as shown in the CFP.

Extraordinary costs required (o service new development.

No extraordinary costs are anticipated in servicing new development.

Time- price differential.

Past and future payments, impact fee amounts, and CFP cost, are calculated in this analysis in present
value terms. The analysis will be periodically reviewed and as necessary updated, to maintain those
calculatons in “real” (constant value) terms.
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