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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
STORM WATER IMPACT FEE FACILITIES PLAN

The City of Saratoga Springs has retained Bowen Collins & Associates (BC&A) to prepare an
impact fee facility plan (IFFP) for the storm water utility. The purpose of an IFFP is to identify
demands placed upon City facilities by future development and evaluate how these demands will
be met by the City. The IFFP is also intended to outline the improvements which may be funded
through impact fees.

WHY IS AN IFFP NEEDED?

The IFFP provides a technical basis for assessing updated impact fees throughout the City. This
document will address the future infrastructure needed to serve the City with regard to current
land use planning. The existing and future capital projects documented in this IFFP will ensure
that level of service standards are maintained for all existing and future residents who reside
within the City. Local governments must pay strict attention to the required elements of the
Impact Fee Facilities Plan which are enumerated in the Impact Fees Act (Title 22 Chapter 36a of
the Utah Code Annotated).

PROJECTED FUTURE GROWTH

To evaluate the use of existing capacity and the need for future capacity, it is first necessary to
calculate the demand associated with existing development and projected growth. Using
available information for existing development and expected growth, projected growth in
developed acreage for the City’s 10-year growth projections are summarized in Table ES-1.

Table ES-1
Projected 10-Year Developed Acreage
Increase in Total
Developed | Developed Annual
Year Acres Acres Increase
2017
(Existing) 3,595
2018 236 3,831 6.6%
2019 180 4,011 4.7%
2020 202 4,213 5.0%
2021 255 4,468 6.1%
2022 197 4,665 4.4%
2023 198 4,863 4.2%
2024 218 5,081 4.5%
2025 233 5,314 4.6%
2026 245 5,559 4.6%
2027 261 5,820 4.7%
Total 2,225 - -
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EXISTING CAPACITY AVAILABLE TO SERVE FUTURE GROWTH

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

Table ES-2
Existing Facility Capacity Used by Future Growth
Percent Percent
Total Percent Attributable Attributable
Project ID Project Name Construction | Attributable | to Growth
. to Growth
Cost to Existing (2018- (2028 +)
2027)
EP.1 Sierra Estates - 400 North $222,280.50 20.2% 66.4% 13.4%
EP.2 Isreal Canyon Debris Basin and
' Flood Mitigation $678,970.35 41.3% 15.2% 43.5%
EP.3 Talus Ridge Outfall to Plat A $326,351.00 16.6% 46.5% 36.9%
EP.4 400 N Storm Drain Outfall $446,597.50 24.0% 71.7% 4.3%
EP.5 Talus Ridge Plat B& D $52,248.00 2.7% 64.9% 32.4%
EP.6 800 W (Sunrise Meadows to 400
' N) $130,461.50 100.0% 0.0% 0.0%

PN1 Connect Ponds to UDOT $15,484.00 100.0% 0.0% 0.0%
PN13 Harvest Moon Dr. 1 $154,820.00 98.6% 1.4% 0.0%
PN18a SR-731 $144,380.00 44.6% 18.3% 37.1%
PN20 Riverside Drive (to 400 North) $665,465.75 4.1% 32.9% 63.0%
PN21b New pipe in old canal alignment

for new outfall to Utah Lake $173,793.86 2.9% 22.0% 75.1%

New pipe in old canal alignment
PN21c for new outfall to Utah Lake

(w/transition structure). $173,793.85 2.9% 22.0% 75.1%
PN4 Talus Ridge Plat B& D $11,372.00 2.7% 53.3% 44.0%
PN6a Pioneer Crossing to Market St. $0.00 2.7% 35.0% 62.3%
PN6b Market Street Outfall $331,909.00 2.7% 26.0% 71.3%
PNé6c Market Street $426,355.45 9.3% 31.0% 59.7%
PN7 Tickville Gulch $2,723,253.00 13.0% 12.8% 74.2%
PN24 Tanner Lane Betterment $45,608.00 2.7% 34.3% 63.0%
SAR.148 Redwood Road Crossing at 400 S $250,500.00 100.0% 0.0% 0.0%
SAR.177 SR 73 Near Redwood Road $147,082.80 84.6% 3.8% 11.6%
SAR.187 Hillside Dr to Grandview Blvd $578,243.25 100.0% 0.0% 0.0%
SAR.219A&B | 48" Storm Drain Qutfall $946,434.81 32.8% 37.3% 29.9%
OCNZ2 Tickville Gulch $107,331.00 12.8% 12.0% 75.2%
OCN3 400 North East of Redwood $66,626.00 17.1% 47.7% 35.2%
DBN5 Orchard Way $94,241.00 100.0% 0.0% 0.0%
CN10 Tickville Gulch Redwood Rd $327,566.00 13.0% 12.8% 74.2%
CN11 400 North and Riverside Drive $105,616.00 17.1% 47.7% 35.2%
CN9 1200 N SD Under Pioneer Xing $49,000.00 5.2% 13.7% 81.1%
Total or Average $9,395,784.62 29.1% 23.12% 47.8%
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REQUIRED SYSTEM IMPROVEMENTS

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

To satisfy the requirements of state law, Table ES-3 provides a breakdown of the percentage of
the project costs attributed to existing and future users. For future use, capacity has been divided
between capacity to be used by growth within the 10-year planning window of this IFFP and
capacity that will be available for growth beyond the 10-year window.
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Table ES-3
Impact Fee Facilities Plan - Cost Share Attributable to Future Growth
Total . Pe_rcent Percent
Project . Construction Pgrcent Attributable Attributable
D Project Name Cost Attrlb_uta_lble to Growth to Growth
(2017 to Existing (2018- (2028 +)
Dollars) 2027)

CN1 Mountain View Corridor 5 $78,700 13.1% 14.8% 72.1%
CN8 Mountain View Corridor 3 $78,700 2.7% 34.3% 63.0%
CS12 Planned Collector 2 $78,700 13.5% 18.3% 68.2%
CS3 Redwood Road 1 $157,400 2.7% 9.4% 87.9%
DN3 Mountain View Corridor 1 (New) $2,083,700 0.0% 13.9% 86.1%
DS1 Harbor Parkway $734,800 40.7% 2.1% 57.2%
M1 Pollution Control Outfall

Treatment $250,000 13.0% 29.7% 57.3%
0CS1 Village Parkway & Redwood Road $452,700 22.0% 31.3% 46.7%
0CS2 Clark Canyon $287,100 14.5% 15.6% 69.9%
0CS3 Limekiln Canyon $540,200 2.7% 0.0% 97.3%
0CS5 Harbor Parkway Reroute $234,400 0.0% 4.3% 95.7%
PE4A Saratoga Road 1 $75,800 2.7% 34.3% 63.0%
PE4C Saratoga Road 3 $311,800 2.7% 34.3% 63.0%
PE5SA Saratoga Road 4 $136,100 14.7% 29.1% 56.2%
PESB Saratoga Road 5 $58,400 14.7% 29.1% 56.2%
PE6 2300 West (Lehi) 3 $291,300 2.7% 34.3% 63.0%
PE7 2300 West (Lehi) 1 $687,800 2.7% 34.3% 63.0%
PN10 Pioneer Crossing (DN3 to 1200 N) $355,800 2.7% 15.6% 81.7%
PN11 1200 North 3 $132,200 82.3% 4.8% 12.9%
PN12 Harvest Hills to Jordan River $893,400 19.8% 80.2% 0.0%
PN16 1900 North/Redwood Rd $4,000 25.6% 19.8% 54.6%
PN18b | SR-732 $72,900 17.5% 20.2% 62.3%
PN19 Extension of line near storage units $148,300 2.7% 7.1% 90.2%
PN22 Clay Pit Outfall $160,300 0.0% 1.1% 98.9%
PN23 1400 N Line Extension $194,800 0.0% 15.0% 85.0%
PN2a Redwood Rd. Near Grandview Blvd $0 78.9% 6.0% 15.1%
PN2b Redwood Rd. Near Grandview Blvd $580,700 78.9% 6.0% 15.1%
PN3b 800 West (Fairfield to 400 N) $224,100 10.6% 30.5% 58.9%
PN6e Pioneer Crossing to Market Street $423,600 2.7% 34.3% 63.0%
PN8a 1200N 1 $359,600 5.6% 14.8% 79.6%
PN8b 1200 N 2 $1,038,800 5.5% 12.9% 81.6%
PN8c Redwood Rd. (1200 N to Market) $561,100 5.0% 12.4% 82.6%
PS1 Harbor Parkway $86,300 24.5% 2.7% 72.8%
Total or Average $11,773,500 12.8% 21.34% 65.9%
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IMPACT FEE FACILITIES PLAN

INTRODUCTION

The City of Saratoga Springs has retained Bowen Collins & Associates (BC&A) to prepare an
impact fee facility plan (IFFP) for storm water services provided by the City. The purpose of an
IFFP is to determine the public facilities required to serve development resulting from new
development activity. The IFFP is also intended to outline the improvements which may be
funded through impact fees.

Much of the analysis forming the basis of this IFFP has been taken from the City’s Storm Drain
Capital Facilities Plan (CFP), which was also prepared by BC&A. The reader should refer to the
CFP for additional discussion of planning and evaluation methodology beyond what is contained
in this IFFP.

SERVICE AREA

The City’s storm drain infrastructure (both existing and planned) is similar throughout the City.
Thus, there is no distinction that requires the consideration of separate service areas and the
entire City is considered a single service area.

IMPACT FEE FACILITY PLAN COMPONENTS

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

Identify the existing level of service

Establish a proposed level of service

Identify excess capacity to accommodate future growth at the proposed level of service
Identify demands placed upon existing public facilities by new development

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

Consider the following additional issues

a. revenue sources to finance required system improvements

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

c. need for facilities relative to planned locations of schools

ogakrwdE

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

EXISTING LEVEL OF SERVICE - UTAH CODE ANNOTATED 11-36a-302(1)(a)(i)

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

Performance Standard

The performance standard defines the level of service the City has established to satisfy City
and/or State performance requirements. There are no minimum State standards for storm water
conveyance as there are with some other utilities. Every city desires to protect its residents and
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infrastructure from flooding and to balance the cost of storm water improvements with the
amount of flow in the streets. Thus, the performance standard was provided by The City of
Saratoga Springs personnel as documented in the City’s Storm CFP. The level of service adopted
by The City of Saratoga Springs is similar to the level of service provided by neighboring cities.

Allowable Runoff

Current City policy requires that runoff from developed properties be limited in accordance with
available capacity in downstream infrastructure. Runoff conveyed in City systems may not
exceed 0.2 cfs/acre and may be limited as low as the historic runoff for the pre-developed
condition (almost always less than 0.2 cfs/acre) if limiting runoff is needed due to capacity
restrictions in downstream infrastructure. Each subbasin has been assigned the highest possible
release rate (not to exceed 0.2 cfs/acre) that preserves the integrity of downstream infrastructure.

It should be noted that some areas of the City are located adjacent to Utah Lake or the Jordan
River. In these areas, runoff is not limited to a specific release rate since independent local
drainage facilities (instead of system-wide planned facilities) are to be used to convey runoff. It
should also be noted that the storm facilities within these areas are still required to meet all
Saratoga Springs standards, including the requirement to provide safe flood routing and
protection for the 100-year design storm, which may still require detention depending on
development layout, location, and whether there is a clear overland flow route directly to the lake
or the river.

Storm Drain Pipelines

Storm drain pipelines are generally designed to convey the 10-year storm event at full pipe
capacity. Storm drain pipes are also not to be smaller than 15 inches in diameter. In the event
that storm water discharge is greater than the 10-year event, the pipes will pressurize and
eventually flood in the streets. It is important to note that roadways become the major storm
water conveyance facility during storms that are larger than the 10-year design event, and should
be designed to convey flows up to the 100-year event.

The exception to this is for pipelines that have replaced natural drainages and convey drainage
from Lake Mountain or any other upland areas. In these cases, the pipelines are designed to
convey the 100-year storm event.

Open Channels

All open channels should be designed to convey the 100-year event with at least 2 feet of
freeboard. This includes all manmade channels and enhancements to natural channels. Open
channels should also have adequate erosion protection for 100-year peak velocities. If velocities
are less than or equal to 4 feet per second (ft/s), the channel may be stabilized with vegetation if
acceptable to the design engineer. However, if the 100-year peak velocity in a channel is greater
than 4 ft/s, then armoring will be required. The type of armoring will be determined by the
design engineer at detailed design; this plan assumes armored channels to require rip-rap
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armoring, but concrete lining or other armoring may be required. Open channel design should
consider maintenance and safety issues.

Culverts

All culverts on reaches of open channel should be designed to convey the 100-year event with at
least 18-inches of freeboard at the road crossing.

Detention Basins

Detention facilities are routinely used in the City to reduce maximum flow rates. In The City of
Saratoga Springs, both regional and local detention facilities are used. Regional basins are used
to detain flows from all types of developments. Local detention basins have been designated as
project level improvements to be constructed by a single developer or consortium of neighboring
developers.

Detention facilities need to have capacity for the design storm (see Design Storm Parameters in
Chapter 3 of the CFP) with at least one foot of freeboard, and be designed to safely direct
potential overflow toward secondary conveyance facilities, such as a right-of-way or open
channel, and away from private property and areas of potential property damage. Release rates
for local detention basins need to be limited as described above in Allowable Runoff. Release
rates for regional detention basins have been optimized to minimize cost between improvements
at the detention basins and downstream conveyance facilities.

Design Storm Parameters

The design storm defines how much precipitation falls and at what rate for a projected
precipitation event. Rainfall data for system evaluation is based on the National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) Atlas 14. This data is commonly used by professionals in
the industry, and has been shown to produce accurate results in studies conducted in neighboring
communities. The Farmer Fletcher Storm distribution was used for storm water conveyance and
detention facilities, to simulate a cloudburst event which is typical to the Wasatch Front area in
Northern Utah.

Unit of Demand

The City of Saratoga Springs policy requires all development to be detained to release rates
representative of historic pre-development conditions. As a result, all development within a
given drainage basin, regardless of type, produces a similar demand on the storm water system
on a per acre basis. This means that demand for the calculation of impact fees can be on the basis
of total gross acres developed.

Level of Service Summary

The existing level of service for The City of Saratoga Springs storm drain facilities can be
summarized as follows:
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Table 1
Storm Drain Level of Service
Type Evaluation Criteria
Allowable Runoff Between historic runoff and 0.2 cfs per acre based on the

capacity of downstream infrastructure
Minor: 10-year design storm
Major: 100-year design storm
100-year design storm with at least 2 feet freeboard and
armoring
100-year design storm with at least 1 foot freeboard; release
rate per Allowable Runoff

Note: See the detailed descriptions above and related City publications for more detailed discussion of City
storm drain standards.

Pipelines

Open Channels

Detention Basins

PROPOSED LEVEL OF SERVICE - UTAH CODE ANNOTATED 11-36a-302(1)(a)(ii)

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

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

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

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

EXCESS CAPACITY TO ACCOMMODATE FUTURE GROWTH - UTAH CODE
ANNOTATED 11-36a-302(1)(a)(iii)

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

Existing Storm Water Infrastructure

Existing storm water infrastructure in The City of Saratoga Springs includes conveyance
pipelines, open channels, and detention basins. As noted previously, no open channel costs have
been considered as part of this plan and will not be included in the calculation of impact fees. In
areas where existing facilities exist, future growth will utilize a portion of excess capacity in
existing facilities.

Existing Demand and Determination of Excess capacity

To calculate the percentage of existing capacity to be used by future growth in existing facilities,
existing and future development patterns were examined. The method used to calculate excess
capacity available for use by future development is as follows:
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e Calculate Potential Drainage Area of the Facilities — The drainage area contributing
to each storm drain facility or group of facilities was calculated for both existing and
future development scenarios.

e Identify Existing Development — Based on city records and available aerial
photography, the flow rate associated with existing developed areas within each
drainage area has been identified.

e Identify Growth — Consistent with system growth projections, the flow rate associated
with areas of projected growth in each drainage area has been calculated.

e Calculate Percent of Capacity Used by Growth — The percent of excess capacity
available for use in each facility was calculated by dividing the growth in use in the
facility (flow rate for projected developed area) by the maximum use of capacity at
buildout (total flow rate for the facilities). This was then divided between growth
within the 10-year planning window and growth beyond following the same approach.

In considering available capacity in existing storm water facilities, it should be remembered that
available capacity can only serve growth in the areas for which it was constructed. In other
words, an existing pipeline that has available capacity for future growth in one area of the City
can provide no benefit for projected growth in another area of the City. Thus, it is very common
for projects to be needed in one area, even though available capacity may exist in another area.
By following the procedure to calculate use of capacity as described above, only the existing
capacity that will actually be used by 10-year growth has been identified as reimbursable through
impact fees.

It should also be remembered that some facilities are paid for by the property owner and
oversized for City needs. In these cases, the method to divide capacity between existing and
future growth as described above refers to the City’s portion of costs only.

Based on the method described above, Table 2 summarizes the excess capacity used by future
growth in those storm drain facilities in which the City has available excess capacity and has also
expended funds that are eligible for impact fee reimbursement. The location of these projects can
be seen in Figure 1. The City has significantly more existing storm drain facilities with excess
capacity than those shown in the table. However, in most cases, these existing facilities were
built through developer contributions that are not eligible for reimbursement through impact
fees. While these developer constructed facilities are not eligible for impact fee reimbursement
and are not included in the table, excess capacity in these facilities can be used for growth and
has been accounted for in this evaluation.
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Table 2
Existing Facility Capacity Used by Future Growth
Percent Percent
Total Percent Attributable Attributable
Project ID Project Name Construction | Attributable | to Growth
. to Growth
Cost to Existing (2018- (2028 +)
2027)
EP.1 Sierra Estates - 400 North $222,280.50 20.2% 66.4% 13.4%
EP.2 Isreal Canyon Debris Basin and
' Flood Mitigation $678,970.35 41.3% 15.2% 43.5%

EP.3 Talus Ridge Outfall to Plat A $326,351.00 16.6% 46.5% 36.9%
EP.4 400 N Storm Drain Outfall $446,597.50 24.0% 71.7% 4.3%
EP.5 Talus Ridge Plat B& D $52,248.00 2.7% 64.9% 32.4%
EP.6 800 W (Sunrise Meadows to 400

N) $130,461.50 100.0% 0.0% 0.0%
PN1 Connect Ponds to UDOT $15,484.00 100.0% 0.0% 0.0%
PN13 Harvest Moon Dr. 1 $154,820.00 98.6% 1.4% 0.0%
PN18a SR-731 $144,380.00 44.6% 18.3% 37.1%
PN20 Riverside Drive (to 400 North) $665,465.75 4.1% 32.9% 63.0%
PN21b New pipe in old canal alignment

for new outfall to Utah Lake $173,793.86 2.9% 22.0% 75.1%

New pipe in old canal alignment
PN21c for new outfall to Utah Lake

(w/transition structure). $173,793.85 2.9% 22.0% 75.1%
PN4 Talus Ridge Plat B & D $11,372.00 2.7% 53.3% 44.0%
PN6a Pioneer Crossing to Market St. $0.00 2.7% 35.0% 62.3%
PN6b Market Street Outfall $331,909.00 2.7% 26.0% 71.3%
PN6c Market Street $426,355.45 9.3% 31.0% 59.7%
PN7 Tickville Gulch $2,723,253.00 13.0% 12.8% 74.2%
PN24 Tanner Lane Betterment $45,608.00 2.7% 34.3% 63.0%
SAR.148 Redwood Road Crossing at 400 S $250,500.00 100.0% 0.0% 0.0%
SAR.177 SR 73 Near Redwood Road $147,082.80 84.6% 3.8% 11.6%
SAR.187 Hillside Dr to Grandview Blvd $578,243.25 100.0% 0.0% 0.0%
SAR.219A&B | 48" Storm Drain Qutfall $946,434.81 32.8% 37.3% 29.9%
OCN2 Tickville Gulch $107,331.00 12.8% 12.0% 75.2%
OCN3 400 North East of Redwood $66,626.00 17.1% 47.7% 35.2%
DBN5 Orchard Way $94,241.00 100.0% 0.0% 0.0%
CN10 Tickville Gulch Redwood Rd $327,566.00 13.0% 12.8% 74.2%
CN11 400 North and Riverside Drive $105,616.00 17.1% 47.7% 35.2%
CN9 1200 N SD Under Pioneer Xing $49,000.00 5.2% 13.7% 81.1%
Total or Average $9,395,784.62 29.1% 23.12% 47.8%
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STORM WATER IMPACT FEE FACILITIES PLAN

DEMANDS PLACED ON FACILITIES BY NEW DEVELOPMENT - UTAH CODE
ANNOTATED 11-36a-302(1)(a)(iv)

The planning period to be used for this IFFP is 10 years. Table 3 lists the growth projections for
the 10-year planning window.

Table 3
Projected 10-Year Developed Acreage
Increase in Total
Developed | Developed Annual
Year Acres Acres Increase
2017
(Existing) 3,595
2018 236 3,831 6.6%
2019 180 4,011 4.7%
2020 202 4,213 5.0%
2021 255 4,468 6.1%
2022 197 4,665 4.4%
2023 198 4,863 4.2%
2024 218 5,081 4.5%
2025 233 5,314 4.6%
2026 245 5,559 4.6%
2027 261 5,820 4.7%
Total 2,225 - =

It should be emphasized that this is gross developed acres and includes all components of
development including lots, open space and roads, both public and private.

INFRASTRUCTURE REQUIRED TO MEET DEMANDS OF NEW DEVELOPMENT -
UTAH CODE ANNOTATED 11-36a-302(1)(a)(v)

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

1.

Existing Capacity — The capacities of the existing facilities were evaluated for The City
of Saratoga Springs area using a hydraulic storm water model as part of the CFP.

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

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

Future Deficiencies - Future deficiencies in the storm water infrastructure were
identified based on the defined level of service.

Recommended Improvements — Needed storm water improvements were identified to
resolve the projected deficiencies.
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STORM WATER IMPACT FEE FACILITIES PLAN

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

10-Year Improvement Plan

Planned improvements to satisfy level of service requirements for projected demands within the
next 10 years have been identified for the City area in the City’s CFP and are summarized in
Table 4. These improvements will be constructed in phases as funding becomes available. Only
infrastructure to be constructed within a ten-year window will be considered in the calculation of
these impact fees to avoid uncertainty surrounding improvements further into the future.

The location of projects to be completed in the next 10 years for the City area is shown in Figure
2. 1t should be noted that Figure 2 only includes those projects with components of cost that are
eligible to be included in the impact fee calculation.

Project Cost Attributable to Future Growth

To satisfy the requirements of state law, Table 4 provides a breakdown of the impact fee facility
projects and the percentage of the project costs attributed to existing and future users. As defined
in Section 11-36-304, the impact fee facilities plan should only include “the proportionate share
of the costs of public facilities [that] are reasonably related to the new development activity.”
While some projects from the capital facilities plan are required to meet future growth, some
projects also provide benefit to existing users. Projects that benefit existing users include those
projects addressing existing capacity deficiencies, maintenance related projects, or projects
increasing the level of service for existing users.

For some projects, the division of costs between existing and future users is easy because 100
percent of the project costs can be attributed to one category or the other (e.g. infrastructure
needed solely to serve new development can be 100 percent attributed to new growth). For
projects needed to address both existing deficiencies and new growth, the costs were divided
based on the same method as described for existing facilities in Excess Capacity to
Accommodate Future Growth above.

It should be noted that Table 4 does not include bond costs related to paying for impact fee
eligible improvements. These costs, if any, should be added as part of the impact fee analysis.
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STORM WATER IMPACT FEE FACILITIES PLAN

Table 4
Impact Fee Facilities Plan — Cost Share Attributable to Future Growth
Total Percent Percent
. Construction Percent Attributable .
Project . . Attributable
D Project Name Cost Attrlb_uta_lble to Growth to Growth
(2017 to Existing (2018- (2028 +)
Dollars) 2027)

CN1 Mountain View Corridor 5 $78,700 13.1% 14.8% 72.1%
CN8 Mountain View Corridor 3 $78,700 2.7% 34.3% 63.0%
CS12 Planned Collector 2 $78,700 13.5% 18.3% 68.2%
CS3 Redwood Road 1 $157,400 2.7% 9.4% 87.9%
DN3 Mountain View Corridor 1 (New) $2,083,700 0.0% 13.9% 86.1%
DS1 Harbor Parkway $734,800 40.7% 2.1% 57.2%
M1 Pollution Control Outfall

Treatment $250,000 13.0% 29.7% 57.3%
0CS1 Village Parkway & Redwood Road $452,700 22.0% 31.3% 46.7%
0CS2 Clark Canyon $287,100 14.5% 15.6% 69.9%
0CS3 Limekiln Canyon $540,200 2.7% 0.0% 97.3%
0CS5 Harbor Parkway Reroute $234,400 0.0% 4.3% 95.7%
PE4A Saratoga Road 1 $75,800 2.7% 34.3% 63.0%
PE4C Saratoga Road 3 $311,800 2.7% 34.3% 63.0%
PE5SA Saratoga Road 4 $136,100 14.7% 29.1% 56.2%
PESB Saratoga Road 5 $58,400 14.7% 29.1% 56.2%
PE6 2300 West (Lehi) 3 $291,300 2.7% 34.3% 63.0%
PE7 2300 West (Lehi) 1 $687,800 2.7% 34.3% 63.0%
PN10 Pioneer Crossing (DN3 to 1200 N) $355,800 2.7% 15.6% 81.7%
PN11 1200 North 3 $132,200 82.3% 4.8% 12.9%
PN12 Harvest Hills to Jordan River $893,400 19.8% 80.2% 0.0%
PN16 1900 North/Redwood Rd $4,000 25.6% 19.8% 54.6%
PN18b | SR-732 $72,900 17.5% 20.2% 62.3%
PN19 Extension of line near storage units $148,300 2.7% 7.1% 90.2%
PN22 Clay Pit Outfall $160,300 0.0% 1.1% 98.9%
PN23 1400 N Line Extension $194,800 0.0% 15.0% 85.0%
PN2a Redwood Rd. Near Grandview Blvd $0 78.9% 6.0% 15.1%
PN2b Redwood Rd. Near Grandview Blvd $580,700 78.9% 6.0% 15.1%
PN3b 800 West (Fairfield to 400 N) $224,100 10.6% 30.5% 58.9%
PNé6e Pioneer Crossing to Market Street $423,600 2.7% 34.3% 63.0%
PN8a 1200N 1 $359,600 5.6% 14.8% 79.6%
PN8b 1200 N 2 $1,038,800 5.5% 12.9% 81.6%
PN8c Redwood Rd. (1200 N to Market) $561,100 5.0% 12.4% 82.6%
PS1 Harbor Parkway $86,300 24.5% 2.7% 72.8%
Total or Average $11,773,500 12.8% 21.34% 65.9%
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STORM WATER IMPACT FEE FACILITIES PLAN

Project Cost Attributable to 10 Year Growth

Included in Table 4 is a breakdown of capacity associated with growth through the next 10 years
and for growth beyond 10 years. A challenge with storm drain infrastructure is that it is not cost
effective to add capacity in small increments. Once a pipeline is being built, it needs to be built
to satisfy long-term capacity needs. As a result, the improvements proposed in the impact fee
facility plan will include capacity for growth beyond the 10-year planning window. To most
accurately evaluate the cost of providing service for growth during the next ten years, added
consideration has been given to evaluating how much of each improvement will be used in the
next 10 years. This has been done following the same methodology as described above.

Basis of Construction Cost Estimates

The costs of construction for projects to be completed within ten years have been estimated
based on past BC&A experience with projects of a similar nature. Pipeline project costs are
based on average per foot costs for pipes of a similar nature. Costs include consideration of other
components of the storm water system including manholes, catch basins, and surface restoration
as appropriate for each project. Details of the cost estimates can be found in the City’s CFP.

ADDITIONAL CONSIDERATIONS

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

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

Federal and State Grants and Donations

Impact fees cannot reimburse costs funded or expected to be funded through federal grants and
other funds that the City has received for capital improvements without an obligation to repay.
Grants and donations are not currently contemplated in this analysis. If grants become available
for constructing facilities, impact fees will need to be recalculated and an appropriate credit
given. Any existing infrastructure funded through past grants will be removed from the system
value during the impact fee analysis.

Bonds

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

Interfund Loans

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

Impact Fees

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

Developer Dedications and Exactions

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

The Impact Fees Act requires that entities must publish a notice of intent to prepare or modify
any IFFP. If an entity prepares an independent IFFP rather than include a capital facilities
element in the general plan, the actual IFFP must be adopted by enactment. Before the IFFP can
be adopted, a reasonable notice of the public hearing must be published in a local newspaper at
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STORM WATER IMPACT FEE FACILITIES PLAN

least 10 days before the actual hearing. A copy of the proposed IFFP must be made available in
each public library within the City during the 10-day noticing period for public review and
inspection. Utah Code requires that the City must post a copy of the ordinance in at least three
places. These places may include the City offices and the public libraries within the City’s
jurisdiction. Following the 10-day noticing period, a public hearing will be held, after which the
City may adopt, amend and adopt, or reject the proposed IFFP.

IMPACT FEE CERTIFICATION - UTAH CODE ANNOTATED 11-36a-306(1)

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

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

| certify that this impact fee facility plan:

1. Includes only the costs of public facilities that are:

a. allowed under the Impact Fees Act; and

b. actually incurred; or

c. projected to be incurred or encumbered within six years after the day on which
each impact fee is paid;

2. Does not include:

a. costs of operation and maintenance of public facilities;

b. costs for qualifying public facilities that will raise the level of service for the
facilities, through impact fees, above the level of service that is supported by
existing residents; or

c. an expense for overhead, unless the expense is calculated pursuant to a
methodology that is consistent with generally accepted cost accounting practices
and the methodological standards set forth by the federal Office of Management
and Budget for federal grant reimbursement; and

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

?%%M

Keith Larson, P.E.
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Salt Lake Area Office:
154 East 14075 South
Draper, Utah 84020
Phone: (801) 495-2224
Fax: (801) 495-2225

Boise Area Office:

776 East Riverside Drive
Suite 250

Eagle, Idaho 83616
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