
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 hearin~ was duly noticed and held at the regular 
scheduled City Council meeting of June 14 h, 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 §11-36-1 01-
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 Capita l 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 col lect 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 U PDATE 
Proposed f111pa c t Fee Schedule (Calendar Year 2005) 

I Parks, Trai ls, I Po lice I 
Road,vay 

I Totn l 
Open Space Fncil itics 

New Con struction 
Sing le Family 

Average U nit $3,855.00 S605.00 S3 I 5.00 $4,775.00 
Unit Less Than 3,000 sq. ft. s 1,925.00 $300.00 S I 55.00 $2,380.00 
Unit More Than 5,000 sq. ft. $5,780.00 S9 10.00 S470.00 $7, 160.00 

Duplex & Multi-Family 
Average U nit S3, 1 50.00 $495.00 $290.00 S3.935.00 
Unit Less Than 2,000 sq. ft. s 1,575.00 $245.00 $ 145.00 S l ,965 .00 
Unit More Than 4 ,000 sq. ft . $4,725.00 $740.00 $435.00 $5,900.00 

llo te l Room 
Average U nit $2,005.00 S3 I 5.00 S I 70.00 $2,490.00 
Unit Less Than 750 sq. ft . S I,OOO.OO S l 55.00 S85.00 Sl,240.00 
Unit More Than 2,000 sq . fl . S3,005.00 $470.00 $255.00 $3,730.00 

Con1•ncrcial NA S555.00 $4 10.00 $965.00 
LiHht Ind us tria l NA $445.00 $320.00 $765.00 

Additions 
S ing le Fami ly 

0-500 Square Feet NA NA NA so.oo 
50 I- I 500 Square Feet $480.00 $75.00 $35.00 590.00 
I 50 I -3000 Square Feet $960.00 $ 150.00 S75.00 1, 185.00 
300 I -5000 Square Feet SJ,925.00 S300.00 S I 55.00 2,380.00 
M ore than 5000 Square Feet $3,855.00 $605.00 S3 15.00 4,775 .00 

Duplex & Multi Family 
0-500 Square Feet NA NA NA 0.00 
50 I- I 000 Square Feet $390.00 S60.00 S35.00 485.00 
I 00 I -2000 Square Feet $785.00 $ 120.00 S70.00 975.00 
200 I -4 000 Square Feet S l ,575.00 $245.00 $ 145.00 I ,965.00 
More than 4000 Squa re Feet $3, 150.00 $495 .00 $290.00 3,935.00 

llo tel Room 
0-200 Square Feet A NA NA 0 .00 
20 1-750 Square Feet ssoo.oo $75.00 S40.00 6 15.00 
75 I -2000 Square Feet S I,OOO.OO Sl 55 .00 S85.00 1,240.00 
More than 2000 Square Feet $2,005.00 S3 15.00 $ 170.00 2,490.00 

Commercial (per sq. ft.) NA S0.55 S0.41 S0.96 
Li ght Indus trial (per sq. ft.) NA S0.44 S0.32 S0.76 



(2) Water Impact Fee Schedule: 

Non-Residential Water Impact Fees 
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 

Hotei\Motel 0.0938 580 $2,162 

Industrial Calculated Calculated 

Institutiona l 
Inpatient Treatment 0.1563 240 $3,603 

Outpatient Treatment 0.0031 Calculated 
Sleeping Area 0.0031 Calculated 

Other Calculated Calculated 

Retai l 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 

Residenti al 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 15th, 2007. All 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 14th day of June, 2007. 

~MUNICIPAL C!;JRPORATION 

w-0->0~ 
Mayoroana Williams 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

This report presents an update of the 2003 Park CitY i\furucipal (PCi\IC) capital facilities plan for water 
impact fees. This report incorpor:nes updated capital facilities cost and growth projections. 

Impact Fee Schedule and Potential Total Revenue 

Table 1 sho\\'S maximum potential impact fees per equi,·:-tlent demand urut (EDL) for ne\\' construction 
within the Park City ~ Iurucipal Corporation ,,·ater impact fee sen·ice area. The scn·ice are:1 is defined by 
the murucipal boundaries of Park Ciry, and is illustrated in Figure 1. 

Table 1 

MAXIMUM IMPACT FEE PER SERVICE UNIT (EDU) 
Park C1tyWater Impact Fee 

Fiscal Year I Maxlm~m Impact !unit of Measure 
ee 

2007 $23.049 (per service unit. EDU) 
2008 $23,815 (per serv1ce unit, EDU) 
2009 524,517 (per serv1ce unit, EDU) 
2010 525,34 7 (per serv1ce unit, EDU) 
2011 S26.094 (per serv1ce unit. EDU) 

Source- Table 21 

Impact fees b~· property type are based on the fee per ser.·ice unit (ED L) and are shO\m beginrung on 
page 3- residential fees in Table 2 and Table 3 and nonresidential fees in Table -f. The single-family 
impact fee is assessed at a variable rare depending on urut square footage and square feet of irrigated 
yard area. T he multifamily fee is similarly assessed, howeYer based only on urur square footage 
(multifamily irrigation is separate!~- metered, and therefore the impact fee is separately assessed). 
1\onresidential fees are assessed based on square feet of gross enclosed floor area. The amount of the 
impact fee by property type is updated annuaUy, based on cost per EDU as shown in Table 1. 
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\\.a ter impacr fees are assessed m o rder tO prO\·ide adJed source, treatment, and dJsrribution capacity 
needed tO meet demand from new de\·elopmenr. Impact fees can be used only to fund capacity 
expansio n fo r new de\·elopment, and max.imum potential re\·erme generated by fees in this anal~·sis 
re?resent only a part of the cost of \\·ate system taral pbnned c::tpit::tl spending. Other cap it::t l cost 
attributable for example to ongoing maintenance and projects not directly related ro the p ro\·ision of 
that capacir:; fo r new de\·elopmem, wiU be funded by no n-impact fee re\·em:e (use~ fees, conations, and 
as may be identified in the future, ot~er re\·enue sources). 

\'l;"ater impact fees ha\·e been used by Park City since 1998 as a way to fund capacity for new 
develo pment and as :1 \vay to equitably apportion cost among beneficiaries . By means of impact fee 
assessment ne\\. de\·elopment is assigned the cost of capacity it requires and existing dc\·elopmenr is 
assigned cost fo r projects related to existing sen·ice prO\·ision. The Ci ty Council has determined that 
impact fees are necessary - 1) as a component of its strategy to presetYe the level o f sen·ice nO\\' 
pro \·ided existing users; 2) in o rder to maintain an on-going "cos~/benefit" reb tio nship as to the 
prO\·ision of capital facilities; and 3) as an aid to the effort ro provide sen·ice to new de\·elopment in a 
cimeh- manner. 

T his repo rt documents methodology and estimating assumptions by means of which capital cost is 
allocated tOne\\. denlopmenr, and in turn that co't is apportioned among new de\·elopmem units in an 
equitable and rational manner. 

Park City Capital Facilities Plan for Water Impact Fees - May 25, 2007 Page 2 



Tab!~ 2 

SINGLE FAMILY VARIABLE RATE NET COST (2007) 
?ark C1ty Water Impact Fee 

Descnpt1on 
Net Cost per Serv1ce Unit 

Umt Size Yard Area Unit of /~.Ieasure Service Umt Generat1on 
Netlnoact Fee 

(sc;. ft. ) ( irnga~e::! sq ft.) (EDU) Rate (EDU) 
Amount 

Less than 1,000 0 to 2,000 (dwelling umt) I -·-----] 0.2800 $5,454 
Less than 1,000 2,001 to 4,000 (dwelling unit) 

I 
0.4050 59,335 I 

Less than 1,000 4 001 to 6,000 (dwelling umt) 

I 0.5300 512,216 
Less than 1,000 6,001 lo 8.000 (dwelling unit) 

I 
0 6550 515,0!?7 I 

Less than 1,000 8.001 to 10,000 (dwelling unit) I I 
0.7800 517,976 

Less than 1 ,000 more than 10,000 (dwelling ur.1t) 

i 
calculated calculatea 

1,00 to 1 ,500 0 to 2,000 (dwelling unit) 

l I 0.3575 58.240 
1,00 to 1 ,500 2.001 to 4,000 (dwelling unit) I 0.4825 511,121 
1.00 to 1 ,500 4,001 to 6,000 (dwelling umt) 

I I 
0.6075 S14.002 

1,00 to 1 ,500 6,001 to 8,000 (dwelling unit) I 0.7325 516,883 
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 umt) 

I 
calculated calculated I I 

I I 1,501 to 3,000 0 to 2,000 (dwelling uri!) 
I 

0.4350 510,026 
I ! 

1,501 to 3,000 2.001 to 4,000 (cwellin!; uri!) I I o.saoo $12,907 
1.501 to 3,000 4,001 to 6,000 (owelhng unit) I I 

0.6850 515,789 
1,501 to 3.000 6,001 to 8,000 (dwelling unit) I 0.8100 518.670 
1,501 to 3,000 8.001 to 10,000 {dwelling unit) i 0.9350 521 ,551 
1,501 to 3,0C.O more than 10,000 {dwelling unit) I calculated calculated 

I 
523,049 

I 3,00> to 4,500 0 to 2,000 towelling unit) 0.5i25 $'1,813 
3,001 to 4,500 2,00~ to 4,000 {dwelling unit) ' 0.6375 $14,694 

I 

3,001 to 4,500 4,001 to 6,000 {dwelling unit) I i 0.7625 517,575 

3,001 to 4,500 6,001 to 8,000 (dwelling umt) 
I I 0.8875 $20,456 

I I 
:l 001 to 4,500 8,001 to 10,000 (dwelling unit) ! 1.0125 $23,337 
3,001 to 4,500 more than 10,000 (dwelling unit) i calculated calculated 

I I I I 

4.5001 to 6.00C 0 to 2.000 (dwelling unit) I I 0.5900 s i 3,599 
4,5001 to 6.000 2.001 to 4,000 (owellin~:; unit) ! i 0. 7150 $16,480 

4,5001 to 6,000 4,001 to 6,000 (dwelling unit) 

I 
I 

0.8400 $19,361 
4,5001 to 6,000 6,001 to 8,000 (dwelling unit) I 0.9650 $22 ,242 
4,5001 to 6,000 8,001 to 10,000 (dwelling umt) i 1.0900 $25,123 

I 
4.5001 to 6,000 more than 10,0CO (dwelling unit) 

i I 
calculated calculated 

More than 6,000 0 to 2,000 (dwelling unit) I ! 0.6675 515,385 
More than 6.0CC 2,001 to 4.000 (dwe!ting unit) I I 0. 7925 $18,266 

More than 6,000 4.001 to 6,000 (dwelling unit) I i 0.9175 521 ,148 

I 
I 
I 

More than 6,000 6,001 to 8,000 (dwelling unit) I 1.0425 $24,029 
I 

More than 6,000 8,001 to 10,000 (owelling unit) I I 1.1675 526,910 
I 

More than 6.000 more than 10.000 (dwellina ur..l) I calculated calculated 

Source- service unit generation rate from Table 5. f\e! cost per service unit (EDU) trom Tab1e 1. Calculated impac: fees 
are as defined by the Impact Fee Administrator. 
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Tf/bfe J 

MULTI FAMILY VARIABLE RATE NET COST (2007) 
oark City Water lmoact Fee 

Uno! Soze 
Net Cost per Service Unit 

Net Impact Fee 
Umt of Measure Service Umt Generation 

(sq. ft. ) 
(EDU) Rate (EDU) 

Amount 

Less than 1 ,000 (dwelling unit) i----- , 0.1550 53,573 
1,00 to 1,500 (dwelling unit) I 0.2325 55,359 

1,501 to 3,000 (dwelling ur.it) 
523,049 

0.31 00 57,145 

3,001 to 4,500 (dwelling unit) 

I 
0.3875 58,932 

4,5001 to 6.000 (dwelling unit) 0.4650 510,718 

More than 6,000 (dwelling unit) 0 5425 512.504 

Source- service unit generation rate from Table 6. Net cost per service unit (EDU) from Table 1. Mt.:ltifamily water 
impact fees apply to any private residentia l unit which has separately metered irrigation water service. 
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NONRESIDENTIAL NET COST SCHEDULE (2007) 
Park City Water Impact Fee 

Impact Fee Amount 

Property Type Unit of Measure Net Cost per I Serv1ce Unit ~ N 1 F 
Service Unit Generation et mpact ee 

(EDU) Rate (EDU) Amount 

-··- --' Assembly (w1thout fixed seat) 
! I 

Bar 1,000 square feet i i 1.7857 $4 1,159 
Restaurant 1,000 square feet ! 

I 
3.1250 $72,028 

Theater, Auditorium, Church 1,000 square feel I 0.4464 $1 0,290 
: 

I ' Assembly (with fixed seats) 

I Bar fixed seat : 0.0125 $298 I 
Restaurant fixed seat 

I i 0.0219 $504 
Theater, Auditorium, Church fixed seat I 0.0031 $72 

I 

Office 1,000 square feet I i 0.0938 $2,161 

I I 
Educaticnal 1,000 square feet I i 

Classroom 1,000 square feet ' ' I 0.7813 $18 ,007 

ShopNocational 1,000 square feet I 0.3125 $7,203 
! 

Exercise Area 1,000 square feet 0.31 25 $7,203 
I 

HoteVMote! 1,000 square feet 
! i 0.1616 $3 ,726 

Industrial 1,000 square feet calculated calculated 

' $23,049 I 
lnst1tu1tonal ' I 

Inpatient Treatment 1,000 square feet i I 0.5510 5 15,006 
I 

Outpatient Treatment 1,000 square feet I I 0.0313 $720 

Sleeping Area 1,000 square feet I i 0.0260 $600 

Other I 

' 
calculated calculated 

I ! I 
Retail 1,000 square feet I 

I 
0.1 167 $2,689 

I 

Swimming Pool or Skallng Rink 1,000 square feet ! 
i 

Rink or Pool Area 1,000 square feet I I 0.1250 52,881 

Decks 1,000 square feet I calculated calculated 

i 
Warehouse 1,000 square feet ! j calculated calculated 

i I 
Park1ng Garage 1 ,000 square feet 

I 
! calculated calculated 

' 
Government 1,000 square feet i 

! calculated calculated 
' I 

Library 1,000 square feet I ' 

Reading Area 1,000 square feet i I calculated calculated 
! 

Stack Area 1.000 square feet I I 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 Administrator. 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. 

Fo r impact fees shO\m as "calculated" the Impact Fee Adr.1i:l..istrat0r \\'ill determine the most 
appropr:ate measure of build ing occupants using building square feet, number of employees, plumbing 
fixtu res o r other appropriate and a\·ailable measures. To determine the peak water demand per occupant 
the Impz,ct Fee Administrator \dl utilize the appropria te peak demand urut established by the State o f 
L tah D i\-ision of Dri nking w·atcr where possible (see the procedure for case specific impact fee analysis 

on page 34). 
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Impact Fee Schedule Application Notes 

• :\ore in Table 1 that t!1e nominal amount of the impact fee is shown to increase e\·ery year. T he rat:: 
of increase is based on the estimated long-r:m inflatio n rate .. \:mual inc-ease is proposed as a w,1y 

to maimain the impact fee at a co nstant or '·real" amo unt o,·er cime- a m:mer o f equity \t.:hJch helps 
ensure that pa~·ers in future years are assessed ar the same rate as those today. 1 If fee s are no t 
increased as scheduled re,·enue sho rtfall \\·ill result. 

• :\.!so note as regards Table 1, that future fee rates should be considered \·alid for no mo re than the 
next two o r three years, and that the impact fee anal~·si s should be re,·ie\\·ed and updated no later 
than 2010. This ensures th:tt escimacing assumptions, gt:O\nh projections and c::1pital cost remain 
currem, and that the impact fee co ntinues to present a fair and defensible escimate of the cost to 

meet demand from new de,·elopment. 

• Table 2 through T:1ble 4 show fees fo r typicai categories of new de\·elopment. Fees listed as 
"calculated", and those for atypical proper~· ~·pes or sizes, or for contested appl.icacions, are 
c:1lculated on a case-specific basis by the Impact Fee Administrator. The procedure for case-specific 
fee calculation is described on page 3-l. 

• Impact fees fo r each property type are assessed at the same rate throughout the sen·ice area. This JS 
because all areas have the same LOS, and because of a functional interdependence of the facilities 
which links sen·ice provision and redundant c::1pacity throughout the sen·ice area as a whole. 

• Impact fees are assessed against all de,·elopmenr for which a building permit is certified as 
co mplete after the effecti\·e date of the resolutio n adopting those fees. The current impact fee 
schedule applies to any application certified as complete before the adoption date. 

• Impact fee deferment for afrordable housing is possible. The City has indicated a .... dlingness ro 
enluate deferment of impact fees for qualified affordable housing projects on a case-b~'-case 

basis. Qualified projects are those which meet governing standards for affo rdability, utilize deed 
restrictions to cap rental rates or resale prices, and allO\v priority access to local employees. 

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

\.faximum in··mact fee re,·enue that co uld accr'..le o,·er the next fiH \·ears if fees are assessed at the rates . . 
shown in T able 1 through Table 4, and if grO\nh occurs as projected, is shown on the following page. 

· T im ism keepmg with the r::quire:ncms of the Ctah Impact Fcc :\ct and the underlying Banrbm; Clter:a, \\·bch require that 
p:!\·me:-ns made at d1Fe ~ent t:mes be C3lcu!atc:d In re::ogrurior. o r· the time v3lue of mone!·· 
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TaMt 5 

POTENTIAL IMPACT FEE REVENUE 
Maximum 5-Year lmpacl Fee Revenue for Wale· (2007 to 20.2) 

Pro)ec:ec Tolal Servtce Untts Net Cost per 
Porenltal Total 

Fisca Year (E')U) Ser11ce Untt 
Revenue 

Cumulative I Annual (EDUl 

2007 5.660 
2008 5,728 68 S23,8; 5 s 1.623.537 
2009 5,796 68 524.517 51 ,671 ,438 
2010 5.864 68 525,347 51,728.004 
2011 5,933 €8 526 094 51,778,904 
2012 6.001 68 526,830 51 ,829,100 
Total 341 58,630.983 

Source -total revenue from Table 21 . Projected service units from Table 23. 

Impact Fee Service Area 
T he boundaries of the impacr fee service area are the municipal boundar!es of Park Citr, generally 
illustrated as follows: 

Source - PCMC water department. 
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The Purpose of Impact Fees 

Impact fees are assessed for the purpose of prm·iding capital facilities needed to meet demand from new 
development. By means of this analvsis the City intends to assess one of the se,·en possible imp:1ct fees 
allowed under U. C. i\ .. 11-36 (the C tah Fee Ac~ - a fee fo r water facilities. 

The objective of an impact fee a!ulysis is to identify capital facility cost attributable to capacity 
expansion for new de\·elopment, to identify costs attributable to existing den~lopment, and fo r that part 
attributable to demand from new de,·elopmem, to calculate propo rtionate share impact fees which 
assign cost to a unit of new development in a way co nsistent with relative service demand and level of 
benefit conferred (proportionate sh:ue impact fees). This means that new development is charged only 
for facilities that it requires, at a rate that corresponds to its demand o n capacity, and that it is no t 
charged for imprm·ements attributable to deficiency co rrection or service prm·ision upgrade for the 
benefit of exis ting de,·elopmen t - 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. Sraff anticipates a 24% increase in peak 
demand between 2006 and potential buildout in 2026. Demand is expected to incre:~ se from 6,213 gpd 
to 7,728 gpd at buildout. Impact fees are considered by \\'a ter department planning staff and the Cit-y 
Council to be a necessary component of the plan to fund that demand. They are also necessary as a 
matter of equity. B~, means of impact fees new development is assessed a part of the cost of the capacity 
it requires. T his preserns an ongoing cost/ benefit relationship whereby water system capital cost is 
paid by new and existing de,·elopment, in proportion to benefit conferred. 

Impact fees are necessary also because they enable grmnh to occur. The City has many capital spending 
priorities aside from water system capacity expansio n projects for the benefit of new development
ongoing maintenance for example, necessary to preserve net asset value and optimize long-run cost fo r 
existing users. In the absence of impact fees the relative prio rity of projects for new development may 
erode and the provision of new capacity may slow. In turn this may mean slo,\·ed grmnh and restricted 
patterns of development. Staff advise that it is the City's intention to support the reasonable demands 
of new develo pment and that impact fees are a necessary component of the plan to meet that ob jecti, ·e. 

The Rate and Structure of Impact Fees 
An impact fee for the Park City water system can be no greate r than the amount shown in thjs impact 
fee analysis. Impact fees can not be set at an amount necessary to cure existing deficiencies o r to 

impro,·e sen·ice for existing users, and impact fees typically are not caiculated based on an increased 
LOS, because o f the requirement to fund a deficiency correction plan. 

~ laximum impact fees can be charged only if the Capital Facili ties Plan (the "CFP"2) includes sufficient 
projects to maintain the current LOS. If it includes fewer projects, the cost of those projec ts is t~.e 

highest amount that could be charged. This analysis is based on the current LOS and so quan ti ties the 
maximum potential impact fee, ginn the quantity, cost, and timing of planned capital imprm·emems. 

The City Council rna:' ado pt fees at lo\\·er than maximum rates, \vhich will result in a re\·enue shortfall 

2 The CFP, parr of this analnis, identifies costs spccitic:1Uy amiburaolc w demand from ne\\" de\·e!o!Jment. 
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that will be made up from other re,·enue sources. 

Summary of Impact Fee Calculation Methodology 
Impact-fee-eligible capital costs are defined by the Fee Act_ T hey include construction and financing 
expense for wa ter source, storage, treatme::t, and distribution capital facilities. 

Fees in this analysis are calculated based o n the cost of a specific list of eligible projects needed to meet 
demand from a specific set of ne,,- development units- i.e., fees are calculated as the quotient of CFP 
cost and number of new sen·ice units (ED l!) projected for the 20 year period between 2006 and 
po tential buildout in 2026. 

Cost p er service unit defined in rl-lis manner is the basis fo r calculation of current and future impact fees 
for each property type. H owe,·er the actual impact fee is a reduced amount because it ir.cludes re\·enue 
credits that account for payments by new development for existing facilities, and other costs not di rectly 
related to added capacity. 

CFP cos t is from the water system Capitallmpro,·ements Plan ("CIP"), which defines to tal long run 
capital spending. T he CFP is a subset of this master capital spending plan. CIP cost, and the allocation 
of projects and pans of projects to the CFP (allocation to new de,·elopment) is as defined by water 
department staff. T otal ne,,- service units (ED C) is quantified based on cu rrent and estimated futu re 
peak daily water demand, as defined by the ,,-ater master plan and recently updated demand projections 
br water department staff. 

::\ore that the CIP is a planning document and is implemented - specific p rojecrs selected for 
construction at specific times- by means of o ngoing near-term plans defined by staff and approved by 
the City Council. T hese implementation plans may contain projects attributable to new de,·elopment 
other than those listed in this analysis and will be fu nded by impact fees and other re,·e;1ue in a manner 
consistent with City financial planning and guidelines and the Fee Act. 

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

• Total ne\\" de,·elopment is calculated as shmvn beginning on page 17. 

• Capinl projects and cos t are shO\m in Table 12 and Table 1-l. 

8 The gross impact fee ("cost per sen·ice unit") is calculated as sho,,-n in Table 11 . 

v T"et cost per sen·ice unit (ED C) -cost including revenue credits, earned interest, and tinancing 
expense- is calculated in Table 21 and Table 22. 

• Impact fees for each propertY rype are based on demand appon:ionment methodology calculated as 
shO\\"il in Table 6 and Table 7. 

Impact fee reHnue credi t5 present the mo~t im·oh-ed anah·sis in this report and are based on the most 
techO:cal rationale. D etermination of t~e need for credit is guided by norms of impact fee practice and 
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equity, and b~- principles of case lm,·. That rationale can be summa rized as follows: 
One of the most fundamental principles of impact fees, based on both case Ia'.\' and norms of equiry, is 
that impact fees should not charge ne\\' de\·elopment for a higher b·el of sen·ice than is pro,·ided to 
ex.isting de\·elopmenr. \'('hile impact fees can be based on a higher level of sen·ice than the one ex.isting 
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 identitied and committed to fund the capacity 
deficiency created by rhe higher b·el-of-service. Second, the impact fees must generally be reduced ro 
ensure that new de\·elopment does not pay twice for the same level of service, once through impact fees 
and again through general taxes that are used ro remedy capacity deficiency for ex.ist.ing de\·elopmem. In 
order to a\·oid these complicatior.s, general practice is to base the fees on the ex.isting [e,·el of sen·ice. 

A corollary principle is that new development should not have to pay more than its proportionate share 
,,·hen multiple sources of payment are considered. As noted, if impact fees are based on a higher-than
ex.isting level of service, the fees should be reduced by a credit that accounts for the contribution o f new 
de\·elopment toward remedying the existing deficiencies. A similar situation arises when the existing 
le\·el of service has nor been fully paid for. Outstanding debt on ex.isting facilities that are counted in 
rhe ex.isting level of service will be retired, in part, by re,·enue generated from new development. G i,·en 
that new de\·elopment will pay impact fees to prO\·ide the existir.g level of senrice for itself, the fact that 
new development may also pay (by ,-irrue of being part of the tax base at-large) for facilities that prO\·ide 
sen·ice 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 ,,-ilJ retire outstanding 
debt on ex.isting facilities. 

The issue is less clear-em when it comes to other rypes of re\·enue th:J.t may be used to make capacity
expanding opital improYements of the type being funded b~· the impact fee. In most cases no credit is 
warranted since, while new development may contribute towards such funding, so does ex.isting 
de\·elopmem, and both benefit from the improved b·e! of sen·ice that the additional funding makes 
possible. I n some cases, credit may be prO\·ided for future revenue that is earmarked and dedicated for 
c::~paci ry-expanding improvements of the type funded by the impact fees. 

Credit has also sometimes been pro\·ided for outstanding grams for capacity imprO\·emenrs that can 
reasonably be anticipated in the future. In addition to the arguments presented above (i.e., grants raise 
the le,·el of sen·ice and benefit fo r new de,·elopment as ,,·ell as existing), rwo additional arguments can 
be made against applying credit fo r grants. First, State and Federal grams are not directly amibutable to 
ne,·.- development in a gi,·en communi~·. in the same wa~· that fo r example local gasoline or property 
taxes are, because grants deri,·e from a larger tax base and the local share is often set d efin ed by a 
reapportionment objecti,·e - i.e. the local grant may be larger or smaller than the local contribution. 
Second, future grant funding is uncerr::~in- far more so than a dedicated re\·enue stream. It is often ~he 
case therefore, that credit is not prO\·ided for future Federal or State grams. 

The impact fee calcu!ation process 0::1 be illustrated by me::1:1s of the follO\\·ing steps: 

Step 1 Define the impact fee CFP (a subset of the ex.isti:1g lo:1g Dnge water CIP). The CFP 
specifies projects and pans of projects specifically needed to meet de:-:1a:1d from new 
de,·elopmenr and is the basis for calculating the cost of capaci~· for ne,,· development. Based 
o n CFP cost, quantify cost per sen·ice unit. In this analysis cost pe r sen·ice unit is defined in 
terms of cost per EDU, or cost per residential "equivalent demand unit". T his is the gross 
impact fee amou:1t. Both the CIP a:1d CFP are detined b> \\·atcr department staff. The ClP 
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and CFP are specified so as to presern the current Je,-el of serYice for existing de,·elopme~ t 

and pro,·ide sen·ice at the same level for ne,,- development. The CFP includes sufficient 
projects to meet demand fro m new de,·elopmcnt ,,-itho ut erodi.-1g the LOS now enjoyed b~· 
existing de,·elopment. CFP cost excludes projects and pans of projects not clearly 
attributable to new de,·elopme:-~t- deficiency co rrection and sen·ice pr0\·isic,1 enhanceme:1ts 
or upgrade fo r the benefit of existing de,·elopment, for example. 

Step 2 Proportionately assign CFP cost to eac~ unit of new development. "Proportionajjry" is a 
,,·ay to recogpjze different Je,·els of capacity demand presented by different t:1Jes and sizes 
of new de\'elopment. J\ proportionate impact fee is one that assigns cost in a way that 
relates to capacity demand and therefore differentiates the fee by category of new 
development. :\s an example, a single family home consumes less system capacitY than does 
a shopping mall o r restaurant. Single family is therefore assigned a lower sen·ice unit 
generation ra te, and by means of that, a lower share of CFP cost and a lower ir:tpact fee. 

For the Park City water system, p roportionality• is based on methodology defined by water 
department staff that differentiates demand based on property type, size, and irrigated yard area. 
Capacity demand is quantified by property type in terms of number of EDCs (equi,·alent 
residential demand units). i\.n EDU is ddined to be equal to peak da~· capac:ty• demand of I ,600 
gallons per da~· (l' tah m·erage peak d::-ty demand, as discussed on page II-2 of the ,,·ater master 

plan3) . 

Note \Vith respect to the calculation of relatiYe sen·ice unit generatio:1 rates, that impac t fee 
calcular.ion is held w a standard of a,·erage rather than case specific impact. This means th~t 
proportionajjty is properiy- assessed based on demand attributable to a class or ty·pe of new 
denlopment. 

Step 3 Q uantify cost per sen·ice unit (the gross impact fee or cost per E D C). This is calculated as 
the quotient o f CFP cost a:1d number of new demand units (EDG'). 

Step 4 Quantify net cos t per sen·ice unit (net cost per EDl ') and the actual impact fee amount b~
properry ~-pe . ·et cost is deri,·ed from cost per sen·ice unit, and includes re,·enue credits, 
earned interest, and financing expense. l'\et cost is the maximum potential impact fee 
amount. The specific fee for each property r;-pe is calculated as the product of net cost per 
sen·ice unit and number of sen·ice units (ED C) attributable to a unit of each proper~· t:•pe. 
~umber of setYice units by property ~·pe nries depending on calculated facijjr:· capacity 
demand. In this anal~·sis, number of sen·ice units is indexed to peak day capacity· demand 
per E D L'- 1,600 gallons per day, and a sen·ice un.it generation rate of one EDC. Capacity 
for other property types is expressed in terms of number o f ED L's (1 ,600 gpd units) 
presented by that property ty·pe. Sen·ice unit generation rates are calcubted specifically fo r 
each pro pem· ~-pe based on a formula defined by \\"<Her department staff shO\m in Table 6 
and Table 7. 

3 Park Cii] .\INni,~o,J! Corporation lWat,·r Jjstem _\f,ut~r Plan, Hansen, :\lien & Luce, Inc., i\l:!rch ~005. 
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Key Estimating Assumptions 

The amount of an impact fee is the direct result of estimaung assu:nptior.s, dec:sions, cnteria, and 
conclusions. [(ey assumptions which underlie fees in this report are summarized as follo\\'s: 

• Cl P cost is reduced by the ,·alue of anticipated fu ture capital contributions. These conrri butio ns are 
in addition to the impact fee assessment and do no t offset impact fees payabie b~· any ne\\' 
de,·elopment units- aU future ne,,· de,·elopment is assumed to pay impact fees at the olculared rate. 

• The CI P (Table 12 through Table 1 5) is allocated by purpose, in terms o f three categories- CFP 
projects, deficiency correctio n projects, and projects fo r ongoing maintenance. CFP pro jects 
provide added capacity ro meet demand from new denlo pment and are the basis fo r calculation of 
the impact fee. D eficiency p rojects are fo r the benefit o f existing users , to co rrect current service 
prO\·isio n deficiencies, and are the subject of an impact fee re,·enue credit. Projects fo r ongoing 
maintenance include maintenance, equipment, and other projects intended to maintain the facilities 
and preserve net asset value (projects for example that are pan of the GASB 34 maintenance plan). 
T hese projects benefit new and existing de,·elopment alike and are therefore not subject to re,·enue 
credit. 

• Table 14 and Table 15 show CIP cost in "real" terms (constant dollars) based on a public sector 
construction project annual cost inflation rare equal to the rare used by the Snyderville Basin \'(later 
Reclamation D istrict fo r similar (wastewater) projects. T hat rare is defined fo r the D istrict and 
periodically updated b~· Carollo Engineers. L'se of the rate has been reviewed and confirmed by 
PC\IC water departmen t and public works staff. 

• Tb.is anah-sis includes bond debt service re,·enue credits- credits based on the 2002 water re\·enue 
bo nd and the 2006 comrr.uni~' impact board bo nd. In both cases the credit is calculated assuming 
that the bonds were used to fu nd facilities for existing development- meaning that 100% of debt 
sen·ice payments are subject to credit. This assumption is made because current capital facilities are 
described by water department staff as ha,·ing no excess capaci~'· (Past capaci ~· for ne\\· 
development funded by the 2002 bond is assumed to ha,·e been consumed.) 

• Because the system has no excess capaci ty, this analysis does not include a reco upment fee. 

• ~ore that the debt service credit includes interest and principal. This is a co nserYative approach 
which defines an appropriate revenue credit - because the gross impact fee is based on C IP cost 
expressed in consta:1t nlue terms the revenue credit should also include the cost o f money 
(interest). (There is an alternati,·e ,·iew which holds that a debt sen·ice credit should be based only 
on bond principal because the present ,·alue of the interest payments is equal o r nearly equal to SO, 
given that the risk premium fo r a public entity is low or SO. \\'ere this ali:ernati,·e approach to be 
taken the amo unt of the cred it wo uld decrease, and the impact fee would increase.) 

• T he ClB bond (S4,4SO,OOO rota!, of which s-:-00,000 remains on-hand) is assumed to be dedicated 
exclu si,·ely for project:; for the benefit o f existing de,·elopment - the bond will fund no added 
opaci~· fo r new de,·elopmenr). 
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Administration of the Impact Fee System 

Impact fee administracYe policies ha,·e been established by the Cir;: to implemem the requirements of 
the Fe:> A rt, and City financial planning polic~·. These include the following: 

" Impact fee pa~-me:1t is required at the time of builrung permi t issuance. 

• Impact fees are accounted for separately and are spenr o r encumbered ,,·i rhi n the tir:1e prescribed 
by the Fee Act. 

• T he City will periorucaUy re,·iew this analysis, the ClP, and the CFP, as part of irs regula r process 
of financial planning. Fee calculation methodology will also be re,·iewed to ensure continued, 
equitable and proportionate assessment. H owe,·er, as conditions change (economic trends, 
treatment mandates, new patterns and rates of growth, etc.) and the cost of capital p rojects 
changes over time, and unless these changes occur as planned in this analysis, it is likely that the 
cost to meet demand from new de,·elopmenr will change, and the impact fee may increase. 

• This analysis detines fees which will be assessed based on an impact fee schedule. The fee 
system includes pro,·ision 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 ::nypical 
property types and sizes. T hat procedure is described on page 34 

• The City has defined an appe:~ls procedure for contested impact fee applicatio ns, in the e\·em the 
procedure for case-specific impact fee calculation does not :·ield resolution. 

Legal Framework- the Utah Impact Fee Act 
D evelopment impact fees ha,·e been allowed in Ctah by case la\v for oyer 25 years. H owe\·er, until1995 
local jurisdictions rud not ha,·e Statutory aurhority to assess impact fees. The L'tab Impart Fee Act, 
enacted on .April 24, 1995, describes hO\v impac: fees are to be imposed and collected. This analysis has 
been prepa red to meet the requirements of the Fee ./let. 

The Arllimits the type of facilities and exper.ses for which local go,·ernments may assess and spend 
impact fees. The Ad specifies that impact fee:. are to be used only for c:1piral projects needed to meet 
demand from nc\\' de,·elopment, and are not to be used to fund operations, maintenance, repair, or 
sen·ice pro,·ision upgrade for existing de,·elopmenr. The Ad also specifies certain requirements of fee 
calculation methodolo~~· . requirements for this impact fee CFP, and administrati\'C requirements t!1~t 
guide coileccion, accounting and use of the funds . 

Park City has adopted rules and regulations consistent \\'ith t:;e requirements of the Fee Act. 
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Evaluation of Alternative Funding Sources- Determination that Impact 
Fees Are Necessary 

The Fre Act requires that all potential reYenue sources be e\·aluated, to identify f;.mding in add.itior. w 
impac t fees that may be anilab le ro pay fo r capital fac ilJt:y ctpacity expansion for new de,·elopment. ;\s 
part of this analysis, orhe:- sources potencally a,·ailable to t'.md water capital facilities were e\·aluated. 
Certain of these - impact fees on-hand - are included as part of the plan to fund capacity for ne,,· 
de,·elopment. Also considered were o ther sources such as on-hand re\·enue from user fees, and reHnue 
f:·om potentiJI rate increase. :\frer e\·almtion, both were rejected by staff as presenting undue burden 
on e;.j!>ting users and an unfair subsidy to new development. 

On a practical b·el, and aside from the fact that the use of rate re\·em:e (fo r example) wo uld undulv 
burden e;.jsting users who deri,·e no benefit from the new capacity, impact fees are necessary if demand 
from ne\\; de,·elopmenr is to be met in a timely and predictable manner. 

T he City Council has e,·aluated the need for impact fees, and has determined that fees are necessary, in 
o rder to achie,·e a:1 equitable allocation of the costs borne in the past and to be borne in t!'le future, in 
comparison to the benefits already recei,·ed and yet to be recei,·ed. T he District has made use of impact 
fees since 1998 as a wa~· to fund capacity expansion for new de,·elopment, and ~1s a way to ensure that 
cost is fairl y apportioned among beneficiaries- new de,·elopment has in the past paid its share, and 
e;.jscing development has paid irs share. Continuation o f this strategy is ,-iewed as a priom y, and the 
Council has determined that impact fees as defined in this analysis are necessary in order to mainrai:1 t~s 
ongoing cost/ bene:it rehtior.sh.ip. 

Also in this regard, the Council has re,·iewed other sources of re,·enue which co uld potentially be used 
to fund capacit:· fo r new de,·elopment, and has determined that impact fees are necessary if the current 
le,·el of sen·ice is tO be maintained and demand fro m new de,·elopment met, at the same sen·ice 
standard. T his is based on a co mparison of histo ric funding sources (bo th impact fee a:1d o ther 
re,·enue) and cnpiral spending p ro jected to be necessary to maimain curre:1t se:":ice proYision and at the 
same time meet demand from new de\'elopment. Annually recurrir.g revenue like user fees ha,·e been, 
and are expected to co ntinue to be de,·oted p rimarily to operations and maintenance expense, and are 
therefore not planned to be a\·aiiable to f:md capacity expansion. 

Lastl~·, net impact fee re,·enue at the end of six years is p rojected to be -S7.1 million (net re,·enue as 
shO\vn in Table 22 for the ~·ear 2012). T his includes impact fees, the begir.n.ing impact fee account 
balance, project construction cost, and all other reYenue and eligible expenses- e:1r:1ed interest, grants, 
debt sen·ice and debt o rigination fees. T his shows that, in context of all other a,·ailable rennue, and 
gi,·en all projected costs and expenses, that impact fees are a necessary components of the fund.i:1g usee 
to pro ,·ide capacity fo r new de,·elopment. 
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DEMAND EQUIVELENCY 

Capita! f:~cibties demand is qua:-:ufied as fo:lows, based on number of eguin1lent dema:1d units (CDCs) 
presented by each property type. In this ar.alysis an EDC is expressed 111 terms defined by r!'le water 
master plan- peak da~· demand of I ,600 gpd. Reside:-:tial demand ts shown in Table 6. :\o nresidemial 
demand is shown 1n Table 7. 

Tablt6 

RESIDENTIAL DEMAND EQUIVALENCY TABLE 
Park C•IY ';\ ater Impact Fee 

lococr Water Use Outcoor Water Use Se,....,ce Un.t 

UMS1ze IU S I Indoor Water I Indoor Serv·ce Yare Area llrns Dema1d I Outdoor Sdrl ce Un1t 
Generaton Rate 

n.t IZ9 

(SG. ft.) 1 
d De"!and Un1t Gene·at•on ( rr.gated per 1,0CO sf 

Generat1on (EDU) 
(EDU per dwellns 

n ex (EDUl (EDU) so. ft.) (EDU) umt) 

Less than 1,000 0 50 0.31 0.1550 0 to 2.000 0.0€250 0.13 0 2800 
Less than 1,000 0 50 0.31 0.1550 2,001 to 4,000 0.06250 0.25 0.4050 
Less than 1,000 0 50 0.31 0.1550 4,001 to 6.000 0.06250 0 38 0.5300 
Less than 1,000 050 0.31 0.1550 6,001 to 8.000 0.06250 0.50 0.6550 
Less than 1,000 0 50 0.31 0 1550 8.001 to 10,000 O.'J6250 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 sc ft calculatec 

1.00 to 1,500 0.75 0 31 0.2325 0 to 2,000 0.06250 0.13 0.3575 
1 ,00 to 1 ,500 0.75 0.31 0 2325 2.001 10 4,000 0.06250 0 25 0.482~ 

1.00 10 1 ,500 0.75 0.31 0 2325 4,001 to 6,000 0.06250 0 38 0 6075 
1,00 to 1 ,500 0 75 0.21 0.2325 6.001 to 8.000 0.06250 0.50 0.7325 
1 ,00 to 1,500 0 75 0.31 0.2325 8,001 10 10,000 0.06250 0.63 0.8575 
1.00 to 1 .:co 0.75 0.31 0 2325 more than 10,000 0.06250 0 0625 per 1.000 sq fl. calculated 

0.00 
1,501 to 3,000 1 00 0 31 0.3100 Oto2000 0.06250 0 13 0.4350 
1,501 to 3.000 1.00 0.31 0 3100 2,Q01 to 4 000 0.06250 0.25 0 56JO 
1,501 to 3,000 100 0 31 0 3100 4 .001 to 6.000 0 06250 0 38 06850 
1,501 to 3.000 1 00 0.31 0 3100 6,001 to 8,000 occ2so 0 50 0 8100 
1,5C1 to 3,000 100 0 31 0 3100 e.oo1 to 10.000 0 06250 0.63 0.9350 
• .501 to 3,000 1 00 0 31 0 3100 more than 1C.OOO 0.06250 0.0€25 per 1.000 sq h calculated 

0.00 
3.001 to' 500 1.25 0.31 0 3875 010 2,000 0.0€250 0.13 0.5125 
3,001 to ~.500 1.25 0.31 0.3875 2.001 to 4,000 0.06250 0 25 0 6375 
3.C01 to 4,500 1.25 0.31 0.3875 4,001 to 6,000 0.06250 0.38 0.7625 
3,001 iO 4,500 1.25 0.31 0 3875 6,001 to 8.000 0.06250 050 0.8875 
3,001 to ~.500 1.25 0.31 0.3875 8.001 to 10.000 0 06250 0.63 1.0125 
3.001 to ~.sco 1 25 0.31 0.3875 more than 10,000 0.06250 0.0625 ~er 1 ,OOC sq ft. calculated 

000 
4,5001 to 6,000 1 ::o 0.31 0.4650 0 to 2,CCO 0 06250 0.13 c 5900 
4.5001 to 6.000 1 50 0 31 0.4650 2.001 to 4,000 0.06250 0 25 0 7150 
~.5001 to 6,000 1 50 0 31 0.4650 4,001 10 6,000 0.06250 0 38 0.8400 
4.500i to 6.000 1.50 0.31 0.4650 6,001 to 8,000 0.06250 0 50 0.9650 
4,5001to 6.000 150 0 31 0.4650 8,001 to 10 000 0.06250 0 63 1.0900 
4.5001 to 6.000 1 50 0.~1 0.4650 more than 10.00~ 0.06250 0.0625 per 1.000 sq It calculated 

coo 
More than 6,000 1 75 0.31 0.5425 0 to 2.000 0.06250 0 13 0.6€i5 
~lore tnan 6,000 1.75 031 0 5425 2 001 to 4 oco 0 0€250 0.25 0792:: 
More than 6 000 1 75 0 31 0.5425 4,001 to o.JOO 0.06250 0 38 0.9 175 
Mc•e tra1 6,COO 1 75 0.31 0 5425 6,()01 10 8,000 0 06250 0.50 1.0425 
IAore !nan 6,000 1.75 0 31 0 5425 8.001 to 10,000 0 06250 0 63 1 1€75 
fAore than 6.COC 1 75 0.31 0 SJ25 mere than 10.000 0.06250 0 0625 oer l.COO sa 't ca•culated 

Source - methodology and calculation assumptions are as defined by PCMC public works administrator. Indoor water use 
is the product of the unit size index and indoor water demand. Calculation of the size index is proportionate to number of 
bedrooms, assuming an average unit to be four bedrooms and 3,000 squara feet - a 4,500 square root unit fer example, is 
assumed to have five bedrooms, and a demand index of 1.25 (five divided by four) . Outdoor water use is the product of 
irrigated yard square footage and ir;igation demand per 1000 square feet. Demand per 1000 square feet is 0.0625 EDU 
( 100 peak gpd), as estimated by staff. based on analysis of water demand fo r public landscaped areas. Outdoor service 
unit generation ts calc;;lated based en the upper limit of category. Total service unit generation is the sum of outdoor and 
indoor generat1on rates. 
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Table 7 

NONRESIDENTIAL DEMAND EQUIVALENCY TABLE 
Park City Water Impact Fee 

Water Demand LOS 
Serv>ee Unit Generat•on Rate 

Properly Type (per occupant, (peak day gpd EDU per I Floor Area p~r I EDU per 1 .OCO sq ~~ 'lear 
peat- day. gpd) per EDU) Cccupant Occupant (sq ~ 1 area 

Assembly (1•~thout 'oxed seat) 

Bar 20 1.600 0.0125 7 t 7857 
Restaurant 35 1.600 0.0219 7 3. 1250 
Theater. Auditoroum Church 5 1,600 00031 7 0 4464 

Assembly {l'llth fixed seats) 

Bar 20 1,600 00125 NA 

Restaurant 35 1 600 0.0219 NA 
Theater, Audotoroum. Church 5 1,600 0.0031 NA 

Office 15 1,600 0.0094 100 0.0938 

Educational 
Classroom 25 1,600 0.0156 20 0.7813 
ShopNocauonal 25 1.600 0.0156 50 0 3125 

Exercise Area 25 1,600 00156 50 0 3125 

HoteV~Io:el 150 1.600 00938 580 0.1616 

Jndustnal calculateo calculated 

lnsututional 
Inpatient Treatment 250 1,600 0.1563 240 0.6510 
Outpatient T realment 5 1,600 0.0031 100 0.0313 
s :eepong Area 5 1,600 0.0031 120 0.0260 

Other calculated 

Retaol 00070 60 0.1167 

s ... nmmong Pool or Skatong Ronk 

Ronk or Pool Area 10 1,600 0.0063 50 0.1250 

Decks calculated calculated 

Warehouse calculated calculated 

Parking Garage calculated calculated 

Government calculated calculated 

Library 
Read·ng Area calculated calculated 

Stack Area calculated calculated 

Source- noor area per occupant from International Building Code, 2006, Table 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 demanc per occupant from Utah Administrative Code, 
Rule R309-510, Facility Design and Operation: Minimum Sizing Requirements. Hotel/Motel water demand from Utah 
Administrative Code, Rule R309-510-7 . LOS 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 square feet (calculated as 1,000 +floor 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 ca lculated using the fixed seat service unit generation rate for area with 
fixed seating, and using the service unit generation rate per 1 ,000 square feet for area without fixed seating. EDU per 
occupant for Commercial is as calculated by the Director of Public Works or Impact Fee Administrator. 

Single-family sen·ice unit generation (Table 6) is the sum of indoor and outdoor sen·ice unit generation 
rates. Indoor sen·ice urur generation assumes 496 peak day gpd (0.31 EDL'). Outdoor sen·ice unit 
generation assumes I 00 gpd per 1,000 square feet of irrigated area (0.0625 ED U). 
(-.fulti-family sen·ice unir generation includes indoor consumption only, because irrigation for multi
family is separately metered and capital facilities demand is therefore separately calculated . 

For service unit generation rates shown as "calculated" rhe Impact Fee AdmiDjstraror will determine the 
most appropriate measure of building occupants using building square feet, number of emplo~·ees, 
plumbing fixtu res or other appropriate and available measures. T o 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 D rinking \'Cater ,,·here possible (see the procedure for ca<e specific impact fee 
analysis on page 34). 

QUANTITY OF NEW DEVELOPMENT 

The number of existing and ne\\' de,·elopmenr sen·ice units is calculated in trus section. Total ne,,· 
de,·elopment is the basis for calcL1lation of the impact fee . Cumulative total sen·ice units (current units 
and projected new de,·elopment) is the basis for calculation of impact fee re\·enue credits. 

The quantity of current and projected sen·ice units is calculated based on peak water demand expressed 
in terms of EDL's (number of 1,600 gpd peak demand units) . \'Cater demand is defined by the water 
master plan, and recent updates b~· \Vater dep:.lrtment 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) 

I Unit of Measure j Water De mana 

2005 Peak Day Demand ([;pm) 5,990 
2006 Resicentia! Building Permits (gpm) 223 
2006 Peak Day Demand (gpm) 6,213 

Build-Out Peak Day Demand (gpm) 7,728 

Demand from New Development (aDm) 1,5 15 

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 anc projecteJ scn·ice units are deri\-ed based on water demand from Table 8, as follows: 
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-· 
CURRENT AND PROJECTED SERVICE UNITS {EDU) 
Par~ C11'1 Water Impact Fee 

Ex.sung New 
Unn of Measure Development 8UIIOCU! (E)U) Development 

(EDU 20C6J (E!JU) 

Peak Day Water Demand (gpm) 6,213 7.728 1,515 
Conversion F dCtor (mmutes r;er day) 1,4JO 1,440 1.440 
Peak Day Water Demand (gpd) 8,946.720 11,128,284 2,181 ,564 

LOS (peak day, per serv1ce unu) (gpd) 1,600 1,600 1,600 
Total Service Units (EDU\ 5,592 6955 1.363 

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

Table 10 sho\\'S a compar:son of the demand projection in Table 9 and projections fro m 1:\\'0 other 
impact fc:e analyses fo r local capital faciliues (the Park City poEce buildings impact fee and the 
SnydetTille Basin \\'ater Reclamation D istrict \\':lstewater impact fee:) . 

Otrect comparison is not possible because the PCi\fC water fee deri\·es from water demand expressed in 
terms o f sen·ice units ratl~er than r.umbe o f t:nits of each property type. H o\\'eHr Table 10 does show 
t!lat each analysis projects nearly identiol remainjng g:-owrh pote:1rial- about 19% o f existing demand. 

Tab!< 10 

COM PARA JIVE GROWTH PROJECTIONS 
Corr.pansan of Regional Impact Fee Growth PiOjections (2006) 

PCMC Police l SBWRD Impact FC~tC 'vV5ter 
Impact Fee Fee Impact Fee 

(sf ar.d mi dwelling un1ts ) (EDU) 

Ex1sting 9,566 8,975 5,592 
ProJected New !Je\ elcr;ment 2,231 2.025 1,363 
8uilcout 11.798 11,000 6,955 

New Development% of Total 19% 18% 20% 

Source- SBWRO growth projection from the SnydeiVille Basin Water Reclamation District Impact Fee 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 9. 
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CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT NEED 

T his section qua:1r:fies CFP cost - the cost of capital facilities needed to mee~ demand fmm r:e,,· 
de,·elopmem during a gi,·en period. 

T he cost of new c:1paciry is deri,·ed from the long-run CIP which is prepar~d b~· \\·arer departmcnr smff 
to estimate total pianned capital spe:-~ding for a period of t!le next 20 years. fo r the W:J.ier system as a 
whole . CFP cost is a subset of that total cost, calculated based on the ailootion of projects and pans of 
projecrs determined by sta ff to be necessary to meet demand from ne,,· deYelopment. 

CFP cost is the basis for calculation of the imp:1.ct fee becacse it includes cost specifically ataibutable to 
demand from new development 

Planning period anrage CFP cost is summarized as foUo,,·s: 

Table 71 

COST OF DEMAND FROM NEW DEVELOPMENT (average) 
Cost of Wale: Capital Facilites for New Development (impac: fee eligible facilites. 2007) 

Cost per 
Tota' Cost Service Unit 

(EDU) 

Defic•enc:~ Correction 28.8~ 2,437 

System Maintanance'Up~ee;J 38,615,583 
CFP (proJec:s for new oeveiopme'll) 46,560 655 
Total 113,988,575 

Capital Projects Atlnbvtable to New Development $46,550,555 
Demand from New Development (EDU) 1.363 

Average Cost per Service Unit (EDU) $34,1d8 

Source - Total cost from Table 14. New development water demand from Table 9. Cost per gallon is the quotient of 
projects for new developmen' and new development water demand. LOS from Table 9. Cost per service unii is the 
product of LOS and cos t per gallon. 

Table 11 shO\VS a\·erage cost - S34, 148 per ED C- m·er rhe life of the 20 year plannir1g period. A \"Crage 
cost is useful to illustrate the components and calculation of cost per sen·ice unit. Actual cost per 
sen·ice ur..it, which is the basis for calculation o f the impact fee, is quantified in Table 21 . T able 21 
quantifies cost per sen·ice unit on a:1 a:1nual basis, in order to maintain the assessme:1t and a constant 
" real" rate o\·er time. In this way fee parers in the future are assessed at the same effec r.iYe rate as those 
rod a\·. 
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Total planned capi tal spending, and the cost of projects needed to meet dem and from new developm ent , is d efined hy water departmenr staff 
analysis, summarized as fo llows. T:1ble 12 ancl Table 1.\ show nomin:1l capita l facility cost. Tab le 14 and Table 15 show real cost, and alloca tion 
by purpose - cost attributable tn demand from new development, de fi ciency correctio tl and ongoing maintenance. 

Tf/Me 12 

PARK CITY WJI.TER CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PLAN (part) - NOMINAL COST (2007, page 1 of 2) 
Park Ctty Water Impact Foe 

Oescnpl ton 2011 2012 20 13 201 4 2015 20 16 
fisr.al year) 

Tllnnel lmproves 0% 0% O ther $350,000 $470,000 $280.000 $290,000 $300.000 $220,000 $220.000 $220,000 $220,000 $220.000 
Water Eqwpmcnt 0% 0% Conuncted $75,000 $75,000 $75.000 $75,000 $75.000 $75.000 $/5,000 $75.000 $75.000 S75.000 
Motor Chango Out 0% .. 0% Other $25,000 $25,000 $25.000 $25.000 $25.000 $25.000 $25.000 $25.000 $25.000 $25.000 
Water Rocord1n!) Oevtces 0% QCI/CI Contracted $5,000 $5,000 $5,000 $5 ,000 $5,000 
Master Plan Oefectency Corrcctron ProJects 0% 100% Construction $369,311 $275,000 $275,000 $275,000 $275,000 $275,000 $275.000 $275,000 $275,000 $275,000 
Ronlh1ll Pumpslalion 6U% 32% Constructton $1 ,866,493 
Rockport Wdter. PtpCI!ne. and Storage 65% 35% Contracted $740.~07 $755.331 $710,763 $786,511 $802.581 $8 18.978 $835.7 11 $852,786 $870.2 10 $887.990 
Rocknort Water, P1pel1nc, and Storage 65% 35% Contracterl $11 . 164 ,000 
Old Town Water Projects oo;Q 100% Other $231,000 $150.000 $150.000 $150,000 
J SSO W<tter Assessment 100% 0% Contracted $688.4 17 $71 5.95< $74·1.592 $774.592 $805.350 $637,564 $87 1,067 $905.910 $942,146 $979.632 
Moler Had10 Rood 0% 0% Other $377,466 $133.680 $137,690 
Judne Water 1"reatment oo;., Ql%1 Construction $800.100 $3.610.468 
Public Works Storage 0% 0% Contracted $50,000 $50,000 $50,000 $50.000 $50,000 
Mountain Reg1or\al W;~tor ConneC'IIOn 100% 0% Construction $426.000 
Emergency Power Mos ter Plann1ng 0% 0% Olhor $50,000 
CnrrOSIOfl Study or S~tmn o·y. 0% Other $50.000 
Booth1U Tmnsmiss1an Lmc 6fl% 32% ConstriJCtrnn $1,650,000 
Sp1ro Building Ma1ntcnance 0% 0% Other sso.ooo $50.000 
Park Meadows Golf Cour~o Water R1ghts 0% 0% ContractP.d $500,000 
R01md Valley Reservoir 0% 0% Conslrur.t10n 
Rockport Water Treatment Pla nt 65.,/o 35% Construction 
Boolhill Tank 100% 0% ConstructiOn $1,439.446 
Deer Valley Fire Flow 0% 0% Con:;;tructton $50,000 
Solamere Pump S ta11nn Upgmde IOU% 0% Construc tJ on $100.000 
JudgefTalisker NPDES 0% 0% Other $60,000 
Total $7.27 /,440 $6.915.433 $4,163.045 $2.431 ,103 $2.337.931 $13,841 .543 $2.301,"//8 $2,353,696 $2,407.356 $2,467,821 

Source - CFP% and Deficiency% from water department staff. Allocation of the Rockport project is from Table 16. The Rockport treatment plant is allocated based on 
the same share as the Rockport pipeline because it will be implemented specifically to treat Rockport water. 
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Tli!Jie 1 J 
PARK CITY WATER CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PLAN (part)- NOMINAL COST (20ll7, page 2 of 2) 
P~uk C•ly W;:ator lmp;-tr:l Fee 

f)f':>rr•ptlon J CFP% I Ool~c•on cy'% 1 Pro, oct Typo 
2017 2018 ?Oiq 2070 2071 70Z2 2023 2024 2025 2020 l oHtl 

((•seal year 

runnel Improves 0% O'Y. Other $7~0 000 sno.ooo $ 270.000 s no.ooo $220,000 $220 000 sno.ooo 5no.ooo s no.ooo $270.000 $4 990 000 
Walor r qwpm~.:nt 0% M~ Con!H~Iod $75.000 $75.000 S75.000 $75.000 $75.000 $75000 S75.000 $75 uoo $75.000 $75.000 $ 1.500.000 
MoiOf CharwJC Oul 0'4 0'4 Other $15.000 $1~.000 S25 000 $25000 $25.000 Sl5.000 525.000 S25 000 525.000 $25000 SSilO.OOO 
W:>IOt HuCOI'dii"Mj Ocvw.os 0% 0% Comtactoo S25 000 
Ma~lttr Plan llcloc•oncy Cou er.hon ProJects (1'4 100'4 Constmn10n $275.000 $275,000 $775 000 5275 000 $275,000 $2151)()() $275.000 $275.000 $275.000 S275 000 55.59-1.311 
Booth1!1 Pump~l :tllon bH"4 32.,.c ConstfiiCIIOn S 1 .6o6,4qJ 
Hoclo.rort Wator, Ptpchno, and Storage 6:>L/Q :J5•;. Contracted 5906,132 SY24.64G $943.538 S962.816 5982,488 $ 1,002,56 1 $1,073.045 5 1.043.947 S1 .065.277 s 1,08/ 047 S16,0h?.5b1 
Hockport Water, P•f)f)lum, ;1nn ~torago WI'. 35% Contracted 511 164UUO 
O td To.....n Water ProJects O'Y. 1()(1"4 O thor Sbb1 ,000 
JSSO Water Asscs~rnunl 100% 0% COtlttacloct S1 ,01q,075 $1.059 786 51.102.117 $1. 146.265 S17.5~7.bt6 

MOIOf HadiO Hoad 0% 0'4 QUI or S648 836 
Judge Water Treatment 0% 0'4 Coostnu:oon s• •10.~~~ 
PubliC WOikS Slorngc 0% 0% t.:on tractOd 5250.000 
Mountain RQjJIOnal W ator ConnnchOn 100'4 0% cnn~lrur.tiOn S476.0!X1 
Fmorgcncy Powor Mastor Pl.1nn1ng 0% 0% Othor S>o OOG 
Corro~•on Study ol Sr.. tern 0% 0% Otht•r S!>O.oOrJ 
lloothllt Tr:msm•sstOn Uno 6fl'4 32% Con~truct10n $ 1 650.000 
~p•m Bull<l•ng Mcunton::tnrc 0% 0% Other $100 000 
Par~ Meadows Coif Course Water R..ghts o~. 0% Contmct0<1 $5()(11100 
Round vanoy RosOfYOM 11'4 0% Constructoo $1 2. 100.000 S12 100000 
Hoclo.pon Wdtcr 1 rc • .tmcnt P1ant 6!"t% 35% Constructon $6.300000 $6.300.000 
Hootlllll Tank IOO'Y, 0'4 Construction >1 4l9 4·16 
n oflr Vnnoy F•rc Flow o•'tt O'k Construc110n S50 000 
Solnmure Pump Sta11on lJpgr.lctO 100% 0% Con SI(UCtiOO $100.0011 
JufkJo/Tahskor NPOES 0'1. 0% Olnor SbO,OOU 
f OIJI $14 610.157 S2 .!17q,432 $7,640.7 15 $2.704.0 80 $ 1.577.488 $7.897.561 S1.6 18.045 S1 .63B on $ 1.660 277 s 1.68?.042 $85, 110 ij'll 

Source- CFP% and Deficiency% from water department staff. Allocation of the Rockport project is from Table 16. The Rockport treatment plant is allocated based on 
the same share as the Rockport pipelined because it will be implemenled specifically to treat Rockport water. 

" Projec1 Type" is dcsrrip tive of a cost inOation category, used to calculate project "real" cost (sltown in Tabl e 14). Construction p roject s arc 
assumed to increase.: at 6.SCY/'11 per year 0)ased on an esl imatc for wastewater facilities prepared Carollo Engineers for tlte Snyderville lhsin Water 
Rcclam:ttion Dis trict). Co nt r:1ctcd projects arc assum ed to be completed for a fix ed (contracted) price and therefore have 0% annual cost 
inc rease. Cost for "Other' ' proj ec ts - tho se fo r ongoing maintcn:mce and in the purchast: o f operations capital ec1ui pmc nt - arc estimated to 
increase at an ann ual rate of t\.1 %. 
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T~1 hlc: 14 and T:1 hie 15 show to tal cnpiral cosr summari zed hy purpose- CrP projects, projects for deficiency correct ion, ancl projects fo r routine 
maintenance. Cr:P proj ects are those required to meet demand from new development. D eficiency projects arc for work to correct service 
provision deficienci es, for existing d evelopment. Mainrenancc proj ects arc for ongoing capital facili ties upkeep and represent a cost which 
henefi t·s th e user base as a whole- spending fnr equipment" o r gene ral main tcn:1 nce :111d ongoing pmjecrs to maimain the asset value of the 
sys tem, for example (prnjects in connection with the GASB 34 maintenance plan) . 

"/{,b/,: 14 

PARK CITY WATER CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PLAN (part) - REAL COST (2007, page 1 of 2) 
P:uk C1ty Water lmpnct Fee 

DcscrJpl•or\ T CFP% I OcflcicncyG/0) I Ar.m'wl Cost 2007 ?008 2009 2010 1 2011 T 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 
lnlla110n Rille (fiscal year) 

r unncl lmp,ovcs 0"/, 0% 4 10"'/o $350.000 $489.270 $303.431 $327.152 $352.309 $268.953 S779.980 S291 .459 $303.409 $315.849 
Water Eqtuprncnl 0% Ug/o 000% $75.000 $75.000 $75.000 $75.000 $75.000 $75.000 $75.000 $75.000 snooo $75.000 
Molor CMngr. 0111 0"'/u 0% 4. 100)/u $25.000 $26.075 $27 .092 S28.203 $29.359 S30.563 S31.816 $33.120 $34.478 S35.892 
W atw Record•ng Oev•ces 0% 0%. 000% ss.ooo $5.000 55.000 $5.000 $5.000 so $0 so so so 
Masttlr Plan Ocfm:lcncy r.orrcctrun Projects 0% 100% 650% S369.311 S292.875 $311.912 S332. 186 5353.778 S376.774 $40 1.264 S427.346 $4 55. 124 S484.707 
BoothJII Pt1n1pslatrnr1 6A% 32% 6 .~0% $1.~66.493 so so so so $0 so so $0 so 
Rockport Water. Prpclrnc. and Storage 65% 35"/~,~ 0.00% $/40.207 S755.331 $770.763 $786.5 11 S802.581 $8 18.978 S835.711 $852.786 $870.210 S887.990 
Rockport Water. P•I.Jt:lrrlc. ;md Storaao 6~% 351'. 000% so so so $0 so $ 11.164.000 so so so so 
Old Town Water Projects 0% 100°/e~ 4 10% $231 .000 $ 156.150 $162.552 S1fi9.217 so so $0 so so so 
JSSO Water Asscs~mcnt 1CIO% 0% 000% S688.417 $715.954 $744.592 S774.592 $805.350 S837.564 S871.067 $905.9 10 5947.146 S979.8:12 
Meter R.Jd1u Read 0% 0% 4.10% $377.466 $139.161 $149.2 12 so so $0 so so so $0 
Juclae Water Treatment 0% 0% 6 50% SB00.100 $3.845.148 so $0 so so so so so so 
PutJhc Works Storage 0% 0% 000% 550.000 $50.000 $50.000 sso.ooo S50.000 so so so so so 
MOtlllla •n Rc:g1onat W .:Jtcr Conii~JCIIOr l 100"'/o 0%, 6 50% so so so so so $563.657 so so so so 
[ mergcncy Power Masl~r Pia mung 0"'/o 0'/o 4.10% so $52.050 $0 $0 so so so so so so 
CmrOSIOrl Study of System 0% 0°/o 4 10% so $52.050 so so so so so so so so 
Ooollull Transmrssron Lmo 68% 37"/u 6.~0% so so $1.871 . .1/1 $0 $0 so so so so so 
Sp•ro Ourldrng Ma•ntcnancc Qll/11 rw~~ 4 10%. $50.000 $52.0~0 so so so so so so so so 
P~uk Me;:~daws Goll Cow sc Water Rruhts 0% o~; .. 0.00% so $500.000 so so $0 so $0 so so so 
Round Villlcy Rcsorvorr 0%, o•· " 6 50% so so so so $0 so $0 so so so 
Hock port Water 1 rcntmcnt Plant 65"'/o 35'1. 6 .50''/u so $0 so so so so so so so so 
8oothi11 T~nk 100% 0% 6.50% s 1.439.446 $0 so so so so so so $0 so 
Ocor Valley Frrc Flow 0% 0% 6.50% $50.000 $0 so so so so so $0 so so ' 
Solarnero Pump Statron Upc.Jradc 100"'/" 0"111 6 50% 5100.000 $0 so so so so so so so sn l 
Judgc/Tohskor NPDES 0"1 ... 0%. 4 10"'/o S60.000 so so so so so so so so so ' 

Tol:ol S7.277.440 $7.206.064 $4.47 1N5 S2.547.861 S2.473.377 S14 .155.489 S2.494.83S 52.585.622 S2.660.367 $2.779.269 
Caprlal Facrhlrcs Plan (CFP) $3.974.532 s 1.203.163 $2.514.356 S1.281.9 13 $1.323.037 S9.150.573 $1,410.124 S1.455.9~0 s 1.503.455 $1.552.609 i 
Ddrcicr1cy Corrccllon (cxistm!) devclopcnt) $1.460.342 $717.141 $1.346.935 $7ij0.593 $638.672 $4.630.401 S697.919 S730.062 S764.024 $799.9 19 . 
Marnlurwncc & Upkeep $1.842.566 $5.285.754 S609."135 $485.355 $51 1.666 $374.516 $386.796 $399.580 $412.8ij7 S426.741 1 

Source- real cnsl is estimated based on nominal cost from Table 12, and the annual cost inflation rate. lnflalion rate is derived as discussed on page 20. 
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'J ~d,/e 15 
PARK CITY WATER CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PLAN (part) - REAL COST (2007, page 2 of 2) 
t'tlrk C•ly W ;l!Ct lmi):1CI Foe 

no~cnp\1011 
Annual Co:..t 2017 201R 2019 ~020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 

To!f\1 
lnfla11nn Rmc r~cal )ar} 

Ttrnnflllmprnvcs 0% 01'. 4 10'1. 5328.799 5341279 5356.313 S370.922 S386.129 $401.961 ~ 418,441 $435 597 $453 457 $472 048 $1.247,759 
W.J\Cf fQUipfllUIII 0'1. O"k ooo•" S75.000 S75.000 $15.000 S75.000 $15.000 $75.000 $75.000 $15 000 $75.000 $7!) 000 S15WOOO 
MOIClf Ch;mgc Out 0% Cl"'/, 4 10"'4 $37.36:1 SJ8.8US $40,490 $42.150 S43.878 $45,677 $47,550 $49.500 S;1,529 S53 641 S/52.124 
W ot\Cf flue Ofdtntj 00VICCS WI. fl% 000% so ~0 so so so so so so so so $75.000 
Mastm Pb n OolucrttO(.--y COI'ru<:IIOn Prc1JCt 15 (1 ... 1 00~· 6 !iO •J. 55 16 213 5549.7&7 $585.501 $623.559 $664,090 $707.156 5753.n8 SR02.1R8 $854.3)0 $909 8b1 $ 10.11 1,27 1 
134.)('1tiui1Pirmrl:.Uitron ht!'¥. J2•t. 6 50% so so $0 so so su so so so so s 1,666,491 
nocll.por1 Watm, Plpclino. and StorOIJtl b~·.<. J!l'l. uoo~. $906. 132 S92•1.646 $943,538 $962,816 $982,486 S 1,002.56 I s 1,023,045 $1,04),94 7 Sl 065,277 51.087,042 SI A.Ob2.561 
ilol.kport W:ltt!r, ~ipullne, :1nd Stmago b!r% 35% 00()10'/. so so so so so so so so so so S11 164.000 
!)ltl 1 own WJIIlf PtOJCCis 1)111. \ 00~111 4 10'~ so so so so so so so so so ~o S71A.919 
JSSO Water A.o;so!.smcnt tl.IO•t. (!"/, 000% $1.019.025 $1 ,O!i9,786 $1, 102.117 S1. 146 265 so so so so su so S17,Sq7 676 
Mctor Racho no:-td 0'4 0'4 4 10% so so so so so so ~It so so so $£,05.839 
J.u~u W.ttcr l u:alnwnt ""· n,. 6 50",. so so so so so so so so so so S•1 &45.748 
Pulihc Works SIOfaqe U"'l. l\% 0()()% so so so so so so ~0 so so so S250.000 
Mountatn Rut.JIOn:tl Water Conn<:cuon 100". o•t. 650% so so so so so so so so Sll !O S583 657 
fmCrQUtlt.y PO\\vr M;JSICI P\anmr~l 0% O'Yo 4 101 

... !0 so so so so so so so so so S57.050 
I .orrnt;IOO Sturly of Sr,.tem o·"' 0~1 4 10% so so so so so so so so !0 so SS2.050 
Boolh•ll l r:\nsrwss.on l lflO 6ft% 37'4 b SOo/. so S<l so so so so so so so so S1 871.471 
S1Jiro llw4dmg M.jlft\cnancc 0% o·t. 4 IU'l'o so so su $0 so so so so so ! O $102 ,050 
P.uk Moadow-.. Golf Coursu W il tm Right"> 0"/, 0~1 000% so $Q so $0 Sri so sr1 so so so $500.000 
U(Jtmd Vrt11•tY HutHJNOH 0"1. Cl'l~ 6 !,CW. S17.713.3fi3 !II so so so so so $0 so so S~2.113 .3r.1 
ll.ockrKitl W atcr lrummont Pl.mt ss•t" JS% (j ~0% so fO so so so s 16,202,598 so so so so s 16,202.598 
~H)IfJI It r:1nk 100"/~o 0"/o 6 !"t0"4 so so so so so so so so so so S1 ,4311 ,411fi 

I )ctH Vall.-.y Fire Fk1w u•;. 0% 6511% so so so so so so so so so so S50,000 
::ioi,Hnt••o Pump Slallon Upgr:lde lfkl "lo o~l. 6!i0% so so ~0 so so so so so so so S 100 OtHl 
JurkjcfT3hS.._cr NPOFS 0% 0% 4 1W~ so so Sl so so so so so so so SGO.noo 

Tot.•l S75.595.896 $2.990.373 S3.103.020 S3.220.711 $2.151 .586 $18,435.054 S2.317 764 S2 406.232 S2.499.593 $7.597.594 S 113 98R.675 
C .lfMIJI raua.tiO::. Pt.1n (CFP) S I 603.505 S1.65b,208 $1.710.785 51.767.307 $633.737 S11.(197.802 S659.892 $6/3.375 S687.133 S701 172 $4b.!>W.655 
Oulletcncy C<HrOCtiOn (mc~t•l9 dcvc\opcnt) $837.865 S877 991 S920,431 5965.332 $1,012.846 $6.814,613 S1.116.381 S1 .177.760 S\.232,4/4 $1 .?95 731 S28812.437 
t.,~IIUICII~IM:e A Upku~~-- 523. 154.525 $456.175 S471 .80J $488 072 $505.008 S522.638 $540.991 SZ00097 S579 986 S600.690 $38.615.561 

Source- real cost is estimated based on nominal cost from Table 12, and the annunl cost inflation rate. Inflation rate is derived as discussed on page 20. 

ThL· l{ockpo n prujcct is ph n ned as :1 way to m eet d ema nd lrnm new development and to prov ide added source redund ancy, needed tn 

inc rc:tsing mc·asure as development co nt inues. Alloca tion of th e cost of the Rockport p roject is c:1lculatcd o n th e fo llo wing p:1gc, based on 

proport iona te w:lt c r d em and - i.e. based on the share of projcn 101al capaciry (3,100 gpm) attrihutaiJle to new and existing ckvclopmcnt, for 
Stll trcc rcduncbncy and consumpt ion. 

Tal lie I 6 shows d em and by ca1cgnry o f hendici::~ry and use (consump1io n and redundancy). Table 17 shows snu rcc red unthm cy dt:.:m:~ nd hy 
hc nc l1c ia ry. 
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Tablt 16 

ROCKPORT PROJECT- WATER DEMAND BY BENEFICIARY 
Pari< Ctty Water Impact Fee 

Butlo-Out Water Demand 
Water DeMand by Use and Class of Benefictal) (gpM) 

(EOU\ 
Beneficiary 

I Source I 1 I I I Total •, Total R d New Demand Unallocated Tolal 0~ Total 
eo~r. ancy 

Extsltng Development 5,592 80% 721 379 1,100 35% 
Ne :1 Development 1,363 20% 392 1,515 93 2.000 65% 
Total 6.955 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 buildoul water demand. 

t\s prese:1tly 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 ne\\' 
deYelopment. Considering both consumption and source redundancy, unallocated Rockport opacity 
may be adeguate to sen·e roughly 270 additional sen·ice units (EDC). 

The reguirement for source redundancy increases as growth contim:es. Parr of Rockport supply is 
planned to meet this need for both existing and new ce,·elopment. Source redundanc\· dema:1d 
projec~ed through buildour, is calculated as follows. 

Table I i 
ROCKPORT PROJECT- SOURCE REDUNDANCY ALLOCATiON 
Allocat10n of Added Source Redundancy by Class of Benefictary 

Redundancy I Reduncancy b_y Class of Be,eficta')'_ IRe Ulfed New 

Goal (bu,ldout)l 
Extsl.ng Develo:>menl I Ne.v I ~apactl 

Actual I Goal I Snanfall I Develoomenl y 
(gpm) 

Total Oemano 7.728 6 ,213 1515 

Extshng Supply 7,100 
Redundant Source Caoac.ty 2,000 887 1,6()8 721 392 1,113 

Redundancy % 26°~ 14°'ct 25% 26% 

Source- Iota! demand from Table 8. The buildout redundancy goal (2,000 gpm) is from the water master plan. Demand 
from existing development is from Table 8. Existing supply is from Table 18. Redundant source capacity attributable to 
existing development is the difference between current supply ana demand. The redundancy goal for existing 
development is 25% of demand (equal to the city-total redundancy goal at buildout, specified by the master plan). The 
shortfall attributable to existing development is the difference between actual and planned redundancy. For new 
development, total demand is from Table 8. Redundant capac1ty is 26% of total demand. 

T he buildout redundancy goal of 2,000 gpm is defined by rhe water master plan a::1d is 26% of bl!ildout 
demand. Ct.:rrent source redundancy is 14% o f demand. T his means t!lat for existing de\·elopment, a:-1 
additional 721 gpm IS needed to achie\·e the goal of I ,608 gpm. The cost for that share of Rock?ort 
capacity is allocated to ex.isting de\·elopment 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). Total redundant capaciry prO\·ided by Rockport is 1,113 gpm. 
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T :tble 18 sho\\·s cu rrent source capacity. D esign capacity is lo,,·er than a,·er:tge year capacity because 
desig:1 capaciry is adjusted ro account fl1 r redL!ced flows during d ry years. 

~ore in that source capacity attributable to eXJsting dc,·elopmem in Table 1- IS consetYati,·e!y estimated 
based on des1gn capac:r:·, \\·hich IS consistent with water department long-ra:1ge dema:-~d pia:ming. 

Table 18 

CURRENT SOURCE CAPACITY (2007) 
Park C1tyWater Impact Fee 

. 
1
1 Averat;e Year 

Des1gn Caoacity C .
1 apac1y 

(cpm) 

Thiriot Springs 400 1,100 
Spiro Tunnel 2.000 2,100 
Judge Tunnel 700 1.400 
Park Meadows Well 950 950 
Divide Well 1,000 1,000 
Midcle School Well 1.050 1,200 
JSSD Connection 1,000 1,000 
io:al 7 100 8.750 

Source -water master plan, as updated by Water Department staff. 
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The contr:tctec! cost of the Rockpor; project IS paid o,·er a period of 40 years beginnmg in 2008. The 
project is needed specirlca!ly to meet demand from ne._,. de,·elopmem, and cost is therefo re at~ribut::~ble 
e:uirelr ro ne\\' denlopmenr. Because buildout is expected ro occur earlier than expiration of the 
contr:Ict, the cost o r the project must be amortizt d on:r a penod shone~ than the life o f t!le contr::~ct (it 
must be amortized m·er the current 20 year pla:1n.ing perioc> TaSie 19 shO\\'S how 20 ye:-tr CFP cost is 
matched against the longer term, 40 year, contmct price. 

CFP cost is calculated based on the tOtal cmt of the project, reduced by interes;. e:-trnings during the 20 
year amortization period. T otal cost for the project is S23.5 million. ~ct CfP co st is S18.1 million. 
Earned interest reduces CFP cost by SS.-+ million. 

Table 19 
ROCKPORTPROJECT-CFPCOST 
Pall< C>tyWater lmpac; Fee 

Cacital Cost Cr? Cost 
Ftscal Weoer Basml Neoer Eas.~~ Ccanoa .1 MR ?ump 1 '.IR Bu .,, I Tcto 

_j Anr~a l 'let 1 Elfned I Ac.::o~..: "lt 
Year 0 1Sinct BOR 0 rojec: 0Ne!'"SIOO & Stat;cn Cos: z6oe Total =Jt. I c~st cer I Cr:J Cost j_ Revc:'lue lr terest Ba:ar.:e 

't.'ate~ \-\1ater ;Jumc stat.o:- Vo~;·aae - EDU 

An1ual Ra:e 2 C4•o 4 13% 

2007 66 5 1C.858 $740 207 S7<C 207 S3t . S8~ 5772.091 

2008 522\ .425 SIC7.838 SiL458 5195 150 SS2.9S·1 $688.868 68 5n 079 5755.~31 566 J62 S.i3 .957 5872.51 1 

2009 5221.425 5107.838 5~ 1 .458 s 125. 154 592,99~ 5688,868 68 511.306 5770,763 SS1,895 538 517 5992.923 

2010 5221 .425 s 107.838 S/1.458 S ISS 15-l 592 99~ 5688.868 68 s 11.537 S78a.s; 1 597.643 $43.926 s 1.134,492 
20t1 5221,425 5107.638 $71.458 s 155.154 592.994 5688 866 68 ; 11.773 5802.581 s 113.712 550 235 s 1.298.438 
2012 5221.425 s 107.838 $71.458 5195 15J 592.394 5668.868 68 5 12.C13 sa ;8.973 $130, 110 557,493 51.466 042 

2013 5221,425 5107.838 $71.458 S ISS, I 54 $92.394 5688.868 68 512.259 5835.711 $146843 565 757 51 .698,642 

2014 5221.425 5107,838 S71 ,458 s 195,154 592.994 5688,868 68 5 12.5C9 $852.786 s 163.918 $75.081 51 937.641 

20 15 5221 .425 5107.838 $7 1.458 5195,154 ~92.994 5663.868 68 5;2.765 5870.210 $181.342 585 526 S2 204,508 

2016 $221.425 5107,838 $7 1.458 5195.154 592.994 5688.868 6e s 13 025 se8-.99~ 5199 121 S~ l.l~A 5~. :>00.783 

2017 5221.425 5\07 838 57!,458 5195,154 592.994 $688.868 68 513.291 5906.132 52'7 264 5110 029 52.828.077 

2018 5221 .425 5107,838 $71,453 s 195,154 592.994 5688,668 ii8 s 13.563 S924.64ii 5235.778 5124220 53.188.075 

2019 5221 ,425 S107.838 $71,458 s 195.154 $92.994 5688,868 68 s 13.840 $943.538 5254.670 5139.798 53.582.542 

2020 S221.425 5;o7.838 571,458 $195.1 54 592.994 SSB8.868 68 $14.123 $962.816 5273,947 5156 338 54,0;3,328 

2021 5221.425 S;Q7.838 571.455 5195 15-l 592.994 s6a8.eE8 68 514,411 S982.J88 5293.619 5175417 54.482.304 

2022 $221.425 s 107.838 s - 1.458 s 195 154 592.994 5588 868 6e S1'.7G6 $ 1,002.561 5313.593 $195618 54.991.675 

2023 S221.425 5 107.838 $71.458 s 195,154 592.994 5658.868 6l! S15,C06 51 ,023.0~5 5334.177 5217.525 55.543,377 

2024 $221.425 51()7,828 Sii,458 St95,154 592.994 5oil8.8ee ee ; ;5 313 s· .043 947 5355.079 5241,229 56.139.68:: 
2C25 5221 .425 $107.538 sn.-~:a s 195 15J S92.994 S68e.ssa 68 515.626 S1.C65.277 53'6.408 5266.823 S6 782.917 

2026 5221 .•25 5107.838 $71.456 5 195.154 592.994 S688.Se8 68 $15.:?45 S 1 .C87.0~2 5398,173 529J 405 57.475,495 

2027 S221 ,425 5107.838 571 .458 s 195. 1~4 SS2.93J 5688.868 iS6E6 8€8) 53CQ 690 57.087.316 

2028 5:<21 425 5107.838 S71A58 s 195,154 592.994 5€88.868 i':oza.seR, 5284,322 56.682.770 

2029 5221.425 5107,838 s- t .45B s 195.154 592.954 SS88.868 iS•iO<! 8~81 5267 264 56,261,165 

2030 5221,425 s 107,838 571.458 s 195.154 592.99~ 5688.863 iSfiae.aes, $249.486 55.821,783 
2031 S221,425 5107.838 $71.458 $195.154 592.9E4 5688.868 1S ii~8.eF.ill 5230.959 55.363.873 

2032 5221.425 S !Oi 838 Si 1 458 5195.154 592.994 5688.€66 ISE86.8e8l 5211 5!;1 $4.886.656 

2033 5221,425 5107.838 s~ t. 45B s 195. 154 55~5.875 IS595.87Sl s 193 489 54 ,484.270 

2034 5221 425 s 107.838 Si 1.458 5195.154 5595 875 fS595 8751 5176.522 54 .C64.917 

2035 S221,425 5107.838 571,458 s 195 t54 5595.875 ($595 875) 5158.839 53.627,881 
2036 5221.425 5107.838 $71 ,458 5195.154 $595.875 15595.875) 5140.411 $3.172.<17 

2037 5221.<25 5107.838 571 .458 $195,154 5595.875 15595 875) S1 2 1 206 52.697,?48 

2038 522 1.425 5 107.838 5329 263 (5329 2" 3) 5106.812 52.475.298 

2039 5221,425 5;o7.838 5329.263 (5329 <63) 597.432 S2.243.467 
20~0 S221,J25 S107.838 5329. 263 (53:19 <63) S87 S57 52.001.862 
2041 S221.425 $107.838 53:19 263 tS32'.J 2C3) 577.463 51.750.068 
2042 S221 425 s 107.838 5~29.263 tSJ29 : r.3) $66.852 s 1 467,657 
204~ S221.425 5107.838 5329.263 S329 2?3 $55.787 $ 1.214 182 
2().!4 5221.425 S107.8JB 5329 2ii3 {SJ~; 263J 544 25S 5929.175 
2045 $221,425 $107.838 S329 263 t $)2~ ~63 532 238 5632.150 
2046 5221 425 5107.838 S329.:<63 (~3~ 1631 S19 _7 i4 S322.601 
2047 S221 .425 5107.838 S329,253 (5329 263 S6 661 so 
To1a1 sa 85' ooo SJ 313.5CO 52 i 43 7.:C s: 8:4 629 52 32< 8J0 S23 493.709 1.363 s · a c 525f i ·s:; " 1 ' t Jq s: .!:!1 !49 

Source- annual capital cost from water depar.ment staff. Number of ED Us from Table 23. Cost per EDU is the quotier.t 
of total capital cost less earned interest. and assumes a nominal annual1ncrease of 2.0% to ma1ntain a constant real value 
(rate from Table 21 ). CF? cost is the product of number of EDUs and cost per EDU. Annual net revenue is the difference 
between CFP cost and total capital cost. Interest is calculated on the average annual balance, based on the Utah Public 
T;easurers Investment Fund avera~e interest rate for the last 10 years (1997 to February 2007). 
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NET COST PER SERVICE UNiT (EDU) 

The p revious section quanti :ies t!1e co~r of capn;tl facilices needed to m~et C.emand from new 
de,·elopmcm- cost per sen·icc unit or r:1e "g:oss" impact fee amm:r.t. 

Thi~ section qt.:antities rhe net p:~yable impact fee, ,,·hich is ~1lesse r amount because the fee is reduced to 
account for re,·enue credjts -grams eannnrked for capital facilicies for new de,·elopment, and future 
debt sen·ice pa~·mems by new de,·elopment fo r existing scf\·ice pro ,·ision. 

T his section also includes calcubtion of pro fo rma earned interest, debt sen·ice expense and debt 
origination fees, which together with warer ft:nd ge:1eral re,·e:me contributed to ofiset imp2ct fee 
re,·enue credits a:-~d the beginrjng water impact fee accm:nr balance (2006) , go to make up the net 
pa~·able impact fee. 

Impact Fee Calculation 

):et cost per Sef\·ice urut is calculated as foUows. 

Tllble 70 -
NET COST PER SERVICE UNIT (average) 
Park City Water Impact Fee 

Ccst per 
Total Cos! Service Unit 

(EDU) 

Average Cons:ruc:1on Cost per Service Unit (:::JU) 534,148 
Other Elig1ble Costs of SerJice 

Grants (earmarked for new capacity) so 
Interest (pro forma debt) 52 388.530 
Debt Origmation & Legal Fees (pro forma debt) s 136,606 
Earned Interest (S62J.8· i l 
Water Fund General Revenue (offset reve'lt.e credits) ($3.571 5?2' 
Impact Fee Account Beginning Balance ($~.037 273) 
Total (53 aoo.537) 
Demand from :--lew Development (EJlJ) 1,363 

(S2 793) 

Net Cost oer Service Umt (plannmg oenod average. EDUl 531 ,355 

Source- cos: to meet demand from new development from Table 11. Grants are from Table 24. Pro forma debt interest 
is the difference between pro forma debt and debt P & I from Table 22. D&bt origination and legal fees from Table 22. 
Earned interest is from Table 22. Water fund general revenue is the arnoun! of the impact fee revenue credits from Table 
21 . Impact fee account beginning balance is the year-er,d 2006 iee account balance from Table 22. Cost per service unit 
is the quotient of total cost and number of new development service units from Table 9. 

Table 20 shO\\"S a\·erage cost per sen·ice urut for the entire pbn:1i~g period. It is use~:..tl as a way to 

illustrate the re,·enue a:1d ex?ense compone:-~ts which make t:p d:e ir.1pact fee. 

:\ctual net cost per sen·ice u:Ut - the a:nm::; t of rhe i:npact ree -is quantified on ar: a:1nual basis as 
show:1 in Table 21 a:1d Table 22 (oelm,·) . T he fee is calculated based o n an inflation-adju~ted, nominal 
rate which incre:1ses e\·erY vear in order to mair.tain the asse~sment at a constant amount o ,·er time so 
the fee paye rs in rhe future are assessed at the same '·real'· rate as parers rocay. 
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Table 21 and Table 22 show calculauon of impact fee re,·enue credits (the prese:1t value of ft.:rure 
payments), debt sen·ice expense and or:gination fees, earned interest, and pro forma debt needed ro 
maintain the account balance at or slightly abO\·e SO throughout the pla~ning period. 

Calculation methodology in Table 21 and Table 22 is iter::Jti,·e- each year's fee amount depends on the 
prior year ending balance, earned interest, amount of borrowing, and debt sen·ice- and is subject tO the 
foUowing constraints: 

• The calculated impact fee is the minimum amount required to maintain the account balance at or 
above SO, e\·ery year during the planning period. This means that the fee is set at a minimum 
amount, such that to tal revenue equals roral spending. 

• Pro Forma debt and debt sen·ice is minimized, and occurs "just-in-time". This minimizes the 
ar<ounr of the impact fee. (Debt is "pro forma" because an actual debt schedule has not been 
detined.) 

• Earned interest, accrued during years in which the fee account shows a positi\·e balance, is 
included as parr of cash a\·aibble to mee~ annual expenses. Thi s also minimizes the amot.:nt of 
the impact fee. 

• Impact fee re\·enue credits are assumed to be funded b~· the City (from non-impact fee re\·enue) 
every year, rather than at the e:1d of the planning period. This simt.:iates actual funding and also 
reduces the amount of the fee. 

• The fee account shows a zero balance at the end of the planning period. This means t~at the fee 
is set a t the minimum amount needed in order to meet cash flow requirements- re\·enue is set 
ro match expenses, and the fee is minimized . 

• 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. 

• The method of fee calculation in Table 21 and Table 22 sho\\'S that this analysis is calculated in 
"real", constant Yalue terms. Costs are expressed in terms of cost at the time of construction. 
:--.; aminal fee amounts are escalated an:1ually at the estimated inflation rate, so that the amount o f 
the assessment in later years is equal in "real" terms to the assessment in year one. 
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TaM 21 

NET COST FER SERVICE UNIT {annual, page 1 of 2, EDU) 
Pa·k C ly \1/aler Impact Fee 

Payments For 
Revenue Creait lrroact Fee per Service Umt iEDU) 

(fulure payments for exishng facilities) Total Impact F1scal Year Ex1shng 
Per Serv1ce Umt (EDU) I Cost 

Revenue 
Net Cost Fee Revenue Facilities 

Annual I Total (PV) I Total Credit 

Ann. Rate 4.53% 2.04% 
2006 
2007 $2,250,151 5397.56 54,357 5331,107 $27,906 (5-l 857)j s23,o49 1 s 1,571,345 
2008 $1,819,956 531 7.73 S-1 ,661 S31 7,785 $28.476 (54,661 ) $23,815 S1 ,623,537 
2009 52,450,185 5422.72 S4,541 $309,549 $29,058 ($4,541) $24,517 $1 ,671 ,438 
2010 S1,884,566 S321 .36 S4,305 $293,457 $29,652 (54.305) $25.347 $1,728.004 
2011 $1.741 ,516 $293.55 $4,164 $283,859 $30. 257 IS-1. 16<1) $26,094 $1 ,778,904 
2012 $5,734,494 5955.63 $4,046 5275,807 $30,876 (54 046) $26,830 s 1,829,100 
20'3 $1 ,801 ,446 5296.83 $3.230 5220,208 S31,5C6 (S3,230) $28,276 $1 ,927.706 
201 4 $1 ,832,800 5298.64 $3,066 5209,037 532.150 tS3 066} 529,084 51 ,982,762 
2015 $1 ,867,710 5300.99 $2,893 $197,231 532,807 ($2.893) $29,91 4 $2,039,350 
201 6 51 ,903,17<1 S303.37 52.710 S184,722 S33,477 (52 71C) 530.768 $2,097,555 
2017 51 ,941,310 S3C6.12 52,515 51 71,477 $34,161 (52 515) 531,646 52,157,431 
2018 51 ,1 91 ,165 5185.84 52.309 5157,435 $34,859 (52 309) 532,550 52,219,056 
2019 51.233,836 S190.47 $2,220 5151,328 $35,571 (S2,220) $33.352 52.273,717 
2020 $1 ,278,687 $195.33 S2.121 S1<:4,615 $36,298 ($2,121 ) $34,177 $2,329,978 
2021 $1,325,871 5200.46 $2,013 5137,251 $37,040 ($2,013) $35,027 S2,387,902 
2022 $7,128,028 S1.066.67 $1,895 $129,187 $37.797 (S1.895) $35,902 $2,447,558 
2023 S1 ,429,871 S211.81 S866 S59,028 $38,569 ($866) $37,703 $2,570,364 
2024 $1 ,486,010 5217.93 S684 S46,609 $39,357 (5684) $38,673 $2,636,505 
2025 $1 ,545,169 5224.36 5487 533,192 $40,161 ($487) $39,674 $2,704,742 
/ 0/6 $1 ,608.555 $231 27 $/74 $18,708 $40,982 ($274) $40,707 $2,775,166 
2027 5313,605 545.09 545 so S41 ,819 (S45) so so 
2028 so so.oo so so S42,673 so so so 
2029 so $0.00 so so 543,545 so so so 
2030 so 50.00 so so S44,435 so so so 
2031 so SO.OO S45,343 so so so 

Total $<13,758 107 $3.671 ,592 S46,423.71 0 $42,752.118 

Source - payments by new development for existing facilities from Table 25. The ar.nual value of the per-unit revenue 
credit is the quotient of payments for existing facil ities 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 (H 15, selected mterest rates, #15 
state and local bond interest rates ),as of September 27, 2006. The annual per-unit revenue credit is the sum of the 
present value of future payments. Cost per service unit is construction cost plus interest and debt origination fees, less 
earned interest, and the beginning balance. Net cost is cost less revenue credits. Total impact fee revenue is the 
prcduct of net cost per service unit and total new service units from Table 23. The nominal fee inflation rate is the 10 year 
annual change in the GOP deflator between 1995 and 2005 from Economic History Services (hrtp://www.eh .ret/hmit/qdo/ 
- 2005 is the most recent year for which data is available). 

• The per-unit ,·alue of the re\'enue credit i · the present nlue of future debt service payments for 
exis ting facilities, and future payments (by means o f rare re\·enue) fo r deficie:1cy correction items 
shown in Table 1--1- and T able 24. 

• :\et cost per sen·ice enit (cost per EDL') is the m?.x.imum potential impact fee- calculated each 
year as cost per sen·ice u:-lit less impact fee re,·enue cred:ts. 

• T ara! impact fee re\·enue is t!le product each ye:1r, o f net cost per sen·ice unit a!lo to t:ll ne\\. 
ser>ice unirs (from Table 23). 
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Tt~ble ?2 -
NET COST PER SERVICE UNIT (annual, page 2 of 2, EDU) 
Park City 'Nater Impact Fee 

Pro Forma Cos;. Net "ee Reven;..e & Func Ba,ance 
Fiscal 

Construc!1on Debt Ong. & 
Net Revenue I Impact Ft:e Pre Fcr;na 

Year Deot P & I 
Interest 

Account Debt 
Cost Legal Fees Earnings 

Balance 

4 15% 1.25% 413% 
2006 52.037,273 
2007 53,974.532 534,555 (S2.03/,525) 51,917 52,169 
2008 51,203,163 5: 67 so $8,756 5746,747 5748,664 
2009 52,514,356 5167 so 5 13,509 (5520.028) 5228,636 
2')10 $ 1,281,913 $' 67 so 518,649 5758,029 5986,666 
2011 $1 ,323.037 $ ;67 sc 550,154 5789,713 $ 1,776,378 

2012 $9,150,573 S167 566,350 530,410 (S7.081 ,773) S2,631 $5,308 026 
2013 51,410,124 5507,661 so 5314 5230,442 5233,074 
2014 S1 ,455,980 S507,661 so 510,020 $238,177 S471,251 
2015 $1 503,455 S507,661 so $20,044 $245,507 S716,758 
2016 $1,552,609 S507,661 so $30,369 S252,375 S969,133 
2017 $1 ,603,505 S507,661 so S40,976 S258,717 S1,227,850 
2018 S1 ,656,208 S507,661 so S51 ,844 S264,465 S1 492.315 

2019 S1,710,785 $507,661 so S62,767 S~59.366 S1 ,761 ,680 
2020 S1,767,307 550/,661 so S73,835 S273,510 S2,035.190 

2021 S633.732 S507,661 so S109,782 $1,493,54 1 S3 ,523, 731 

2022 S11,097,802 S507 ,661 S68,753 S68,779 (S9.028.693) S277 S5.500,239 

2023 S€59,892 52.028,283 S742 so (S59.525i $ 104 559,352 

2024 S673,375 52,049,731 S505 so {540.497) 523 540.4' 7 

2025 S687,133 52,071,206 5258 so 1s:o 663> so S2C,640 

2025 5701 '172 52.092.702 so so (S.Jl {50) 
2027 so so so so so ( C:: ~· 

~vi 

2028 so so so so so (SO) 

2029 so so so so so (50) 

2030 so so so so so (SO) 

2031 so so so so so (SO) 

Total $46.560.655 S13.31 9,373 S136 608 S624.811 S1 0.930.842 

Source - const~uction cost is the net cost of facilities attnbutable to demand from new development, as shown in Table 24. 
The debt interest rate and origination and legal fees rate are estimates 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 las: 
10 years (1997 to 2007). FY 2006 accot;nt balance from 2006 PCMC CAFR, page 96. 

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

• Pro Forma D ebt is an estimate of debt required during years of high capital spending, needed in 
o rder to maintain the account balance abo,·e SO. (Pro forma debt can be ,-ie,,·ed as a series of 
draws o n a yet to be defined loan. It is ·'pro forma" because specific loan terms are r.ot ~·er 
def:ned .) 

• P & I fo r pro fo r:na debt is calculated assuming that debt originated during this pla nning pe rio d 
,,·iii be extinguished by the end of this planning period- i.e. each "dra'.\'" has a c.lifferenr term 
depending on the origination ye~1.r, such that each ,,·ill be repaid within 20 years, or at t!-:e lates t 
by 2031. 

• Debt o r:g:::ta tio:l and leg:1l fee s are calculated as 1.25% o f p~:ncipa l. 
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• The impact fee accoum balance is cumulati,·e net re,·e::ue, deri,·ed as the sum of the begin:--..ing 
:~ccoent balance (orior year's net impact fee re':enue) toni annual impact fee re\·e:1ue, earneci 
interest, a:1d water fund re,·e:1ue contributions in the amount o f the impact fee rennue credit, 
less co nstruction cost, debt p ri:1cipal and interest expense, and o rigination fees. 

T ab!e 23 shows c:1lculation of the projected annual rate of ne\\' de,·elopme:!t. Total new dc,·elopment is 
deri,·ed from master plan water demand projections shown i:1 T:1bk 9. Tb.e rate of new deHlopment, 
used for calculation of interest expense for p ro forma debt and fo r calculation of t~1e p~esent ,-alue of 
imp2ct fee re·enuc credits, assumes a constant annual r:J.te of de,·elopme:lr, where 5.0% of de,·elopment 
pote:1tial is completed each yea r, until buildout. 

Table / j -
PROJECTED NEW DEVELOPM ENT 
Park City Water lrr.pact Fee 

New Service Units (EDU) 
Fiscal Year 

% oflotal I Units per Year I Total 

2006 5.592 

2007 5.0% 68 5,660 

2008 5.0% 68 5,728 
2009 5.0% 68 5.796 

2010 5.0% 68 5.864 
2011 5.0% 68 5,933 
2012 5.0% 68 6,001 

2013 5.0% 68 6,069 

2014 5.0% 68 6,137 

2015 5.0% 68 6,205 

2015 5.0% 68 6,273 

2017 5.0% 68 6,342 

2018 5.0% 68 6.410 

2019 5.0% 68 6,478 

2020 5.0% 68 6,546 

2021 5.0% 68 6,61 4 

2022 5.0% 68 6,682 

2023 5.0% 68 6,751 

2024 5.0% 68 6,819 

2025 5.0% 68 6,887 
2026 5.0% 68 6,955 

2027 0 6,955 

2023 6,955 

2029 6,955 
2030 6.955 

203 '• 6,955 

-otal 100% 1,363 

Source- current iotal demand units and total new development from Table 9. 
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Table 2-l sho,,·s a summary of annual planned capital spending. !\ore that water ciep:nmenr planrjng 
staff anticipate no gr:mr re,·enue that is either earmarked or anilable. to fund capaciry for new 
de,·elopmenr. (There ha,·e been EP:\ grants in the amou:1r of~ 1.8 million, recei,·ed bcrween 2003 and 
2006, which \\·ere used to fund capital projects for existing ser.·ice pn)\·ision.) 

Table 24 

PRO FORMA ANNUAL CAPITAL SPENDING 
Park City Water Impact Fee 

Cost Al!nbulaole to New Develoome<:t 
Oefic1ency 

On-going 
CIP Total Cost I I Ma1ntenance'Up 

F1scat Year Total Cost Grants Net Cost Correction 
keep 

(real cost) 

2006 
2007 S7,277,440 S3,974,532 so S3,974,532 S1.460,342 S1 .842,566 
2008 S7,206.064 S1 ,203, 163 so s 1,203,163 S717, 147 S5 285,754 
2009 S4,471,025 $2,514 ,356 so S2,514,356 S1,3<16,935 S609, 735 
2010 S2,547,861 S1,281 ,913 so S1.281,913 5780,593 5485,355 
2011 S2,473,377 51,323.037 so s 1,323,037 S638,672 5511 ,668 
2012 S14,155A89 S9,150,573 so 59,150,573 S-1,630,401 5::74,516 
2013 S2.494,838 S1,410.124 so S1,410,124 S697,919 $386,796 
201-1 S2,585.o22 $1,455,980 so S1 ,455,980 $730,062 S399,580 
2015 S2,680,367 S1,503,<155 so S1,503,455 S764,024 $<112.887 
2016 S2.779,269 51,552,609 so S1 ,552,609 S799,919 S426,741 
2017 525,595,896 S1 ,603,505 so S1 ,603,505 S837,865 S23, 154,525 
2018 $2.990.373 $1 ,656.208 so 51,656,208 S877,991 5456,175 
2019 S3,103,020 $1,710,785 so s 1,710,785 $920,431 $471,803 
2020 $3,220,71 1 51,767,307 50 s: .767,307 S9e5.332 $488,072 
2021 $2,151 ,586 5633,732 so S633,732 S1 ,012,846 5505,008 
2022 s 18,435,054 S11,097,802 so s 11 ,097,802 56,814,613 $522,638 
2023 $2,317,264 S659,892 so S659,892 $1,116.381 S540,991 
2024 $2,406,232 S673,375 so 5o73.375 51 ,172,760 $560,097 
2025 52,499,593 $687,133 SJ $687.133 $1,232,474 $579,986 
2026 $2,597,594 $701,172 so S701,172 51,295,731 $600,690 
2027 
2C28 
2G29 
2030 
2031 

Total s 113.988,675 546 560.655 so 546 560.655 528.812.437 538.615,583 

Source- CFP tota l cost, cost atiributable to new development, deficiency correction and ongoing maintenance from Table 
14 and Table 15. Grants are as projected by public works administrator. 
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T:~ble 25 shows future payments attributable to eXJ sting sen·ice pr0\·isio:1 - payme:us for deficiency 
co rrection and debt sen·ice fo r existing facilities. T his is the basis for olcu!ation of the impact fee 
re\·enue credit in Table 21 . 

T!iblt 25 

PAYMENTS FOR EXISTING FACILITIES 
Park C1ty Water Impact Fee 

F1scal Year Deficiency Correction Deot Service Total 

2006 so 
2007 S1 ,d60,342 S789,809 $2,250.151 
2008 $717,147 $1 .102,809 $1,819,956 
2009 $1,346,935 51 ' 103,251 $2,450,185 
2010 $780.593 $1 ,103,974 $1,884,566 
2011 S638,672 $1 ,102,644 $1,741 ,516 

2012 S4,630,401 S1.104,094 S5,734,494 
2013 $697,919 51 ,103,527 S1.801,446 
2014 $730.062 51' 102,738 51,832,800 

201 5 5764,024 S1 ,103,686 $1 ,867,710 
2016 $799,919 S1 , 103.255 $1 .903,174 

2017 $837,865 S1. 103,445 S1,941,310 

2018 5877.991 $313,175 $1 ,191 ,166 
2019 5920,<131 $313,405 51,233,836 

2020 $965,332 $313,355 51,278,687 

2021 $1.012,846 $313,025 S1,325,871 
2022 56.814,61 3 S313.<~ 15 57,128.028 

2023 $1,116,381 $313.490 $1,429,871 

2024 S1.172,760 5313,250 $1,486,010 

2025 S1 ,232,474 $3 1 2.695 $1.545,169 

2026 S1,295.731 $312,825 Si.608,556 
2027 so S313.605 S313,605 

2028 so so so 
2029 so so so 
2030 so so so 
2031 so so so 

Total $28,812.637 $14.955,670 543.768.107 r c 
Source- deficiency correction from Table 14. Debt service from Table 26. Debt service excludes the final 2006 
Community Impact Board Reven•Je Bond payment, which occurs after the end of this planning period (2027). 

T able 26 on the foUowing page shows annu:~! debt sen·ice pa~·ments for current \\·arer fund debt. 
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Tablr 26 

CURReNT DEBT SERVICE 
Park C1ty Water Impact Fee 

I 2002 V later Revenue Bone I 2006 Ccmm tmpac: Board Re•1enue Bo~a I 
F1scal Year I I I I I I I 

Total Debt 
Interest Pnncipal Total Interest Pnnc1pal Total Serv•ce 

2006 
2007 $270.809 5519,000 $789.809 $789,809 

2008 $253,059 $537,000 $790.059 $155,750 $157,000 $312,750 $1,102,809 

2009 $233,996 $556.000 $789.996 $150.255 $163,000 $313.255 $1.103,251 
2010 $213.424 $577,000 $790 424 5144,550 s 169.000 $313,550 $1 ,103,974 
2011 $191,209 $599,000 $790,209 $138,635 $174,000 $312,635 s 1.102,844 
2012 $167,549 $623.000 5790.549 $132,545 s 181,000 $313,545 $1,104,094 

2013 s 142.317 $648,000 S790 ,3i7 5126,210 $187,000 $313,210 $1,103,527 
2014 $116.073 $674,000 $790,073 $119,665 $193,000 $312,665 s 1,102.738 

2015 $88,776 $702.000 $790,776 $112.910 $200,000 $312.910 $1 ,103,686 

2016 $60,345 $730,000 $790 345 $105,910 $207,000 $312,910 $1,103,255 

2017 $30.780 $760,000 5790,780 $98,665 $214,000 $312,665 s 1,103.445 

2018 $91 ,175 $222,000 $313,175 $313,175 

2019 $83,405 $230,000 $313,405 $313.405 

2020 $75,355 $238,000 $313,355 S3i3,355 

2021 $67,025 $246,000 $313,025 $313,025 

2022 $58,415 $255,000 $313,415 $313,415 

2023 $49,490 $264.000 $313.490 $313,490 

2024 $40.250 $273.000 $313,250 5313,250 

2025 S30 695 $282.000 $312,695 $312.695 

2026 $20.825 $292.000 $312,825 5312,825 

2C27 $10.605 $303,000 $313,605 $313,€05 

Total S1 768,335 $6 925.000 $8 ,69~ 335 $1 812.335 $J,450.000 $6.262.335 $ 1 4.955.670 

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

Cost for Atypical or Contested Impact Fee Applications 

l mpact fees in chis analysis are calculated as the product of sen·ice unit generation rare (number of 
EDLs) and net cos t per sen·ice unit. Net cost is from T able 1. (As an example, net cost per ser•:ice unit 
in 2007 is $23,049 .) Service unit generation rates for typical categories of new development are shown 
in T able 6 and Table 7. 

For atypical property types a:1d sizes, and for contested fee applications, impact fees are calculated by 
the Impact Fee Administrator, generally acco rding to the foUowing: 

·et Cost per EDLi x !\umber of EDUs =Impact Fee Amount 

The Impact Fee Administrator will determine number ofEDl's (the sen·ice unit generation rate) based 
on the most appropriate measure of building occupants using building square feet, number of 
employees, plumbing fixtures or other appropriate and a\·aibble measures. T o determine the pe2k water 
demand per occupant the Administrator \\·iU utilize the appropriate peak demand unit established b;· the 
Sure of Crab D i,·ision of D rinking \X:'ater (\vhe re possible). 

Sen·ice unit generation calculation m:ty also use some or aU of the foUo,,·ing parameters: 

e EDL'= 1,600 gpd (peak day). 

• Aver:tge residential indoor dem:tnd (1 ,SO~ to 3,000 sq. fr. u:tir) = 0.31 EDC (496 gpd). 

• Typical irrigation demand= 0.0625 EDL (100 gpd per 1000 sq . f·~. irrigatec area) . 
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IMPACT FEE SPEND OR ENCUMBER DEADLINE 

The Ciry expects ,,·ater impact fees to be spent within the six-year timeframe allowed by rhe F fP A;t' if 
growth and capital spending follow t~e plar. outlined in this analysis. 

Table 27 shows that for the next six years, projected CFP cost substantial! ~· exceeds projected impact fee 
re,·enue- a deficit in the short-run o f about -S-.3. (O,·er the long run, T able 22 shm,·s that impact fee 
re,·enue exactly matches the net cost o f facilities needed tO meet demanci from new de,·e!opme:1t.) 

I n the e\·ent that growth in water demand d oes not occur as planned - fo r example, the rate of 
development and capital spending slmvs sufficiently so that impact fee revenue exceeds requisite c::~pital 
spending- the Fee A ct allows fo r the retention of collected impact fees for a time longer than six yea rs. 
Accordjng to the Fee Art, impact fees can be held for longer time given " ... an extrao rdinary and 
compelling reason why the fees should be held longer" and'"' . .. an absolute date by which the fees will 
be expended."s I n the event that the rate of de,·elopment slows or construction cost fo r the CFP 
exceeds funds available to support capacity expansion, the City will hold the impact fees until sufficient 
funds are a\·rulable to pay constructi on cost. In any case, the fees accumulated in the first six :·ears of 
collection will be spent no later than J une 30, 2022 (the exact date being dependent or. the rate of 
gro\vth, and total impact fees available) . 

Tabit 27 

SIX YEAR IMPACT FEE ACCOUNT NET REVENUE 
Park City Water Impact Fee 

Impact Fee 
Capital Project 

Projected Ne~ 
Fiscal Year Construction 

Revenue 
Cost 

Revenue 

Ending Bat FY2006 52,037,273 
1 2007 51 ,571 ,345 53,974,532 

2 2008 S1 ,623,537 51 ,203, 163 

3 2009 $1,671 ,438 52,514,356 

4 20;0 51,728,004 5 1,281,9~3 

5 2011 51 ,776,904 51,323,037 

6 2012 51 ,829,100 S9, 150,573 

-:-otat s 12,239,601 $ 19.44 7, 574 ('37 2'l7 973 ) 

So~.;rce - impact fee revenue from Table 21 . FY 2006 balance and capital cost from Table 22. It net revenue is defined to 
include all other el igible revenue and expenses- earned interest, in terest payable, debt service fees, etc.- the shortfall is 
also substantia lly negative- -$7.1 million. 

"Lr:~r. Code :\ nn. § 11 -36-302 
o L'rah Code t\ nr.. § 11-36-302 
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PROPORTIONATE SHARE ANALYSIS 

Impact fees in this anal~·sis are roughly p roportionate and reasonably related w the imp:~cts caused by 
the planneJ dc\·elopmenr acti\·iry. ConSIStent with Section 11-36-201 (5) (b) of the Fee .r-1.-t, the 
following factors ha\·e been considered in dt.:termining the amount of the impact fee: 

• The cost of existing public facilities. 

• The manner of financing those facilities. 

• T he re!ati\·e extent to wl"Uch the new!~· de\·eloped properties ha,·e already contributed to the cost 
of f:~cil.ities. 

• The relati\·e extent to which the ne\\·ly de,·eloped properties and o ther properties will contribute 
to the cost of existing public hcilities in the future. 

• The extent to \\'hich the ne\\·ly de\·eloped properties are entitled to a credit to offset the costs of 
system imprO\·ements that the de•:elopment will install. 

• Exaaordina~· costs in sen·icing the ne\\·ly de\·eloped properties, and 

• The time/price difr.erential inherent in fair comparisons of amounts paid at different times. 

Cost of exisring public facilities. 
:\:or applicable. Existing facilities a:·e not included in calct.:lation of t!le impact fee, and are not part of 
the assessment to new de,·elopmenr. 

Manner of financing existing facilities 

Financing for existing facilities has been considered in calcubting the amount of the impact fee. \v.ater 
department staff advise that two debt sen·ice issues are outstanding. The impact fee is reduced by a 
re\'enue credit in the amount of the present ,·alue of future paymer;.rs by new de,·elopment applied to 
that debt service. 

This analysis includes a procedure for case-specific impact fee calculation. Any indi,·idual property 
O\\·ner who claims ro have co ntributed to existing imprm·ements in ways not acknO\dedged in this 
analysis may apply for a fee reduction ar the erne of fee payment by means of the procedure for case
speci fie impact fee calculation. 

Rtlatiz:e extent to wbicb neu b dereloped propenie; and e ..... :istingpropetties ha~·e a/read_: conltibuted to the roJ! of exiJting 
public facilities. 

Existing capacity ha~ been funded by impact fees, and possibly by some small amount of user fee 
re\·enue. ~ew de\·elopment has not contributed to the cost of existing facilities because neither impact 
fees nor r:~te re\·enue has been paid b)· new de,·elopmcnt units (rate re\·enue is assessed only against 
unm which are connected to the \\·ater s~·stcm, and impact fees are paid only by new units in process of 
construction). 
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Rrlati!•e extmt to wbi(/; neJ/Ib' derelopa! propetties and e.;,:isting prope1ties 111ill conllibute to the ~·ost if e.Ytsling public 
f a ali ties. 

1\ew de,·e!o pment will nor contribute: in the future to the cost of existing facilities because the impact 
fee is reduced by re,·enue credits in the amount of the present ,·alue of future debt sen·ice pa~;menrs 

attributable to current f3ciuti es. Future ne,,· capital facility capacity for ne,,· deYelopmem will be paid by 
impact fees, \\·hich are attributable only ro new de,·elopment. 

Credit for system improvements to be provided by new development. 

The City has in the past obtained certain water ~:·stem capital facilities by means o f contribution fro m 
new d evelopment. The cost o f those improYements is not included in calculation of the impact fee. To 
the extent that new de,·elopment contributes in the future to facilities that are included in the CFP, 
impact fees for that particular new development project will be reduced by the ,·alue of the contributed 
facilities as shown in the CFP. 

Extraordinmy costs required to sen ;ice new development. 

No extraordinary costs are anticipated in sen·icing new de,·elopment. 

Time- price di./Jerential. 

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