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CERTIFICATION

In accordance with Utah Code 11-36a-306 the following is a certification from Wikstrom Economic
& Planning Consultants, Inc., (“Wikstrom”) the entity that prepared the written impact fee analysis.

| certify that the attached impact fee facilities plan:
1. Includes only the costs of public facilities that are:
a. Allowed under the Impact Fees Act; and
b. Actually incurred; or

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

2. Does not include;
a. Costs of operation and maintenance of public facilities;
b. 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;

c. Anexpense 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;

3. Offsets costs with grants or other alternate sources of payment;

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

WAIVER AND LIMITS ON LIABILITY

As required by Utah law, the impact fees calculated in this analysis are based on the Impact Fee
Facilities Plan, as well as other related information provided by Cedar City (“City”) regarding land
use plans, future growth projections, public facility needs and the proportional costs associated
with supplying the public facilities necessitated by new development.
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In addition, Wikstrom has relied on the City and its annual financial reports and accounting systems
to assess qualifying offsetting costs. In the preparation of this impact fee financial analysis,
Wikstrom has assumed that the City and IFFP have set forth reliable, valid and accurate
information.

Wikstrom makes this certification with the following caveats:

1. All of the recommendations for implementation of the IFFP made in the IFFP documents or
in the Impact Fee Analysis documents are followed in their entirety by City staff, the Mayor
and City Council.

2. Ifall or a portion of the IFFP or Impact Fee Analysis are modified or amended this
certification is no longer valid.

3. Allinformation provided to Wikstrom is assumed to be correct, complete and accurate.
This includes information provided by the City and outside sources.

Certified by:

Wikstrom Economic & Planning Consultants, Inc.
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INTRODUCTION

As part of the analysis of proposed impact fees for Cedar City, the Consultant prepared
projections for land use, population and development. These projections are used to plan
system improvements as part of the IFFP and to calculate proposed impact fees. The number of
persons, households, and building square footage were projected. The projections are for the
years 2011, 2017, 2030 and build out.

The projections also detail growth projected to occur in the next six years. This six year
projection is provided to ensure that Cedar City is able to comply with the statutory requirement
to expend or encumber impact fees within six years of collection.

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

Table 3-1 shows the projected number of households, population, non-residential floor area,
and institutional floor area for 2011, 2017, 2030 and Build-out. These estimates were calculated
by first using the Office of Planning and Budget’s (“OPB”) population projections as described in
the methodology section. Using the zoning data from Cedar City, we are able to estimate a
supportable population at build-out. This provides a time-line of construction based on
population growth. Households are calculated by using the population growth rates combined
with the anticipated number of households at build-out. Average household size was 3.03, as
given by the American Community Survey, census. In the Methodology section, there will be
further discussion on the floor-to-area ratio for non-residential and institutional buildings, which
was used to predict the approximate number of square feet of non-residential and acreage of
institutional at build-out.

TABLE 3-1: PROJECTIONS FOR CEDAR CITY

Build out
(approx.
2011 2017 2030 2068)
Households 10,928 12,427 16,855 48,719
Population 30,818 36,899 51,799 117,200
Non-Residential Building Floor Area (SF) 15,099,041 16,921,634 21,841,313 49,478,994
Institutional 1,015,736 1,195,839 1,660,472 4,084,159
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Table 3-2 provides the average annual growth rates (AAGR) for the decades from now till build-
out. These projected growth rates are a calculation based on the predicted final outcome at
build-out and the proportion to population.

TABLE 3-2: PROJECTED BASELINE AVERAGE ANNUAL RATES OF GROWTH, BY DECADE

2011 -

Build out

(approx.
2011-2020 2020-2030 2030-2040 2040-2050 2050 - 2060 2068)
Households 2.20% 2.40% 2.61% 2.78% 2.94% 2.66%
Population 3.05% 2.52% 2.32% 2.21% 2.07% 2.37%

Non-Residential Building

Floor Area (SF) 1.93% 1.99% 2.07% 2.14% 2.22% 2.10%
Institutional 2.77% 2.49% 2.41% 2.40% 2.36% 2.47%

Table 3-3 provides the projected land use in acres for various land use types. Notice that we
expect a steady decline in agricultural acreage until build-out. Due to discrepancies in the
naming of land use categories between current land-use and zoning data for build-out, the
mixed-use land use category is incorporated into commercial space.

TABLE 3-3: PROJECTED LAND USE FOR CEDAR CITY (ACRES)

2011 2017 2030 Buildout

Agricultural 5,761 2,315 321 0
Commercial Retail 991 1,071 1,269 2,078
Commercial Office 367 401 488 863
Industrial 691 838 1,274 4,330
Mixed Use 1 1 1 0
Multi family 775 797 848 1,017
Open Space 4 8 40 5,128
Other 301 341 449 1,000
Single Family 3,144 3,868 6,063 22,546
Vacant or ROW 31,521 36,121 35,010 8,801
Total Acres 43,554 45,763 45,763 45,763

Table 3-4 provides the projected number of actual buildings in Cedar City in units specific to the
land-use type. Notably, we expect 42,079 single family homes, which represents a large portion
of the land-use at build-out. This is understandable since normally as cities expand, the
expansion takes place in their residential communities with less accelerated growth in
commercial land to support the new residential land.
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TABLE 3-4: PROJECTED DEVELOPMENT IN CEDAR CITY

2011 2017 2030 Buildout
SF DUs 5,868 7,220 11,315 42,079
MF DUs 5,060 5,207 5,540 6,640
Commercial Retail Building Floor Area (SF) 4,796,827 5,185,888 6,140,534 10,056,978
Commercial Office Building Floor Area (SF) 6,428,202 7,035,633 8,555,908 15,136,531
Industrial Building Floor Area (SF) 3,874,012 4,700,113 7,144,871 24,285,485
Total Non-Residential Building Floor Area (SF) 15,099,041 16,921,634 21,841,313 49,478,994

Table 3-5 provides the growth from now to 2017 and from now to build-out. Again, we notice a
proportionally larger growth in dwelling units than in commercial retail and commercial office
space.

TABLE 3-5: PROJECTED GROWTH 2011 - 2017, 2011 - BUILD OUT

2011-2017 2011 - Build Out
SF DUs 1,352 36,211
MF DUs 147 1,580
Commercial Retail Building Floor Area (SF) 389,061 5,260,151
Commercial Office Building Floor Area (SF) 607,431 8,708,329
Industrial Building Floor Area (SF) 826,101 20,411,473
Total Non-Residential Building Floor Area (SF) 1,822,593 34,379,953

METHODOLOGY AND APPROACH

POPULATION PROJECTIONS

ASSUMPTIONS:

Office of Planning and Budget population projections are accurate; and
Population growth is continuous.

The Utah Office of Planning and Budget (“OPB”) provides decennial population projections from
now until 2060 for cities in Utah. We used the projections to predict the population growth
within Cedar City. We have assumed these projections are accurate. Table 3-6 provides the
population projections up to 2060 and the growth rates.
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TABLE 3-6: POPULATION PROJECTIONS FROM OPB

2010 2020 2030 2040 2050 2060
Population of Cedar City 29,907 40,376 51,799 65,165 81,113 99,515
Growth Rates 3.05% 2.52% 2.32% 2.21% 2.07%

Because build-out goes beyond the expected 99,515 people the OPB projects, we extrapolated
further using the same growth rate as that from 2050 to 2060.

BUILD-OUT PROJECTIONS

ASSUMPTIONS:

This methodology and the projections it produces are based on the following assumptions:

Future land use plans reflect how future development will actually occur; and

Future building patterns will be similar to current building patterns.

Wikstrom used Geographic Information Systems (“GIS”) in conjunction with additional
calculations and projections.

Current zoning, updated zoning, buildings and future land use shapefile data were obtained
from the Cedar City Engineering Department and parcel data were obtained from the Iron
County Tax Assessor’s Office (“Assessor’s Office™). For accurate calculation several factors
needed to be identified. These include current land use type, dwelling unit type and current
number of dwelling units.

The zoning data received were attributed in categories such as single family residence, multi-
family residence, commercial, etc. This information alone does not indicate what is currently
developed versus undeveloped, as all acreage in Cedar City is zoned. Parcel data information
was also necessary to determine current dwelling unit numbers.

The parcel data received were attributed by an access code indicating categories such as
residential building, commercial building, etc. This data alone was also not sufficient to
determine dwelling unit types, for example single family units versus multi-family units.
Therefore both datasets needed to be combined for analysis.

For purposes in this analysis right of way (“ROW”) and Bureau of Land Management parcels
were excluded. Parcels that did not have an account number assigned were classified as

CH 3-4



undeveloped, with this assumption verified by the Assessor’ Office. Parcels with an account
number but no access code were also classified as undeveloped. Current unit type and
development status were then identified by number of parcels.

The Assessor’s Office was unable to provide any data on the number of units per dwelling or
square footage data for commercial and industrial properties. These data are critical for
accurate calculation; therefore Wikstrom calculated a methodological approach to create proxy
housing density data. Using the number of developed single family residences in conjunction
with population and average persons per household (“pph”) data, the numbers of people in
single family residences were calculated. The remainder of the population was allocated over
multi-family parcels to calculate an estimated number of multi-family units per attributed
parcel. Housing unit densities per acre were then able to be calculated.

Geographic Information Systems (“GIS”) was used to calculate the floor to area ratio (“FAR”).
Commercial and industrial attributed parcels were extracted from total parcels and intersected
with the buildings shapefile. Square footage was then calculated on both datasets to then
calculate the ratio. The FAR is based on the assumption of single floor buildings. Table 3-7
shows the average FAR for buildings in Cedar City.

TABLE 3-7. AVERAGE FLOOR AREA RATI0S (FARS) BY LAND USE TYPE

Land Use Avg FAR

Commercial Retail 0.11
Commercial Office 0.40
Industrial 0.13

Source: Wikstrom; Salt Lake County Assessor

Estimating the future Institutional lands requires the use of averages obtained from prior
studies. To calculate the number of schools in new development, we use the average square
footage of school per resident for elementary, junior high, and senior high school. Table 3-8
shows these averages. We assume these averages hold throughout Utah State.

TABLE 3-8. SCHOOL CONVERSION FACTORS

% of SQFT/ Avg SQ FT/ Avg Acres/
Population Student School School
Elementary (K-6) 0.105 89 56,936 11
Junior high (7-9) 0.041 151 146,353 21
Senior high (10-12) 0.038 170 293,900 37

Source: Granite School District, Salt Lake County, Wikstrom
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To estimate the future acres of church buildings, we used prior studies to see how many church
buildings are constructed for new houses. Table 3-9 shows the average number of households
per church building, along with the average acres and FAR of church buildings.

TABLE 3-9. CHURCH CONVERSION FACTORS

Households per church 1,000
Avg Acres per Church 4
Avg FAR 0.167

Source: Sampling and previous planning work perform by Wikstrom
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IMPACT FEE FACILITIES PLANS

INTRODUCTION

This Impact Fee Facilities Plan (“IFFP”) is used to quantify costs subject to impact fee assessment
because it is limited specifically to costs attributable to demand from new development. This
differs from a typical Capital Improvement Plan (“CIP”") which is comprehensive and describes all
capital improvement projects estimated to be needed over the planning period.

PARKS AND RECREATION

DATA SOURCE

The public facilities project information was provided by the Cedar City Parks and Recreation
Department (“Parks department”).

PURPOSE AND METHODOLOGY

The IFFP provides the cost of park facilities required to service the future population in Cedar
City. The projections for parks and recreation services are calculated for three different points in
time; the years 2017, 2030 and at projected build-out. According to the findings of this study
however, build-out will not have occurred within the next 50 years.

In Cedar City there are three main components for recreational facilities: parks and recreation
facilities (“parks”); open space; and a trail system. Each of these components has its own
established level of service (“LOS”) which was previously determined by and verified with the
Parks and Outdoor Facilities department. The adopted LOS for parks and recreational is 3.5
acres per thousand residents; open space is 0.89 acres per thousand residents and the LOS for
trails is 0.18 linear miles per thousand residents.

12007 Impact Fee Study.
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The parks and recreation services currently provided to Cedar City residents is compared to the
established or target LOS to identify if any excess capacity and/or deficiencies exist. The method
to determine the LOS for parks and recreation facilities is accomplished through the review of
existing park inventories, acreage calculations and current and projected population. Cemetery
facilities are excluded from this analysis.?

CURRENT LEVEL OF SERVICE

The current LOS for parks within Cedar City is based on a calculation of total acreage of existing
parks, divided by the existing population of Cedar City to determine how many acres of parks
per 1,000 residents are currently provided. The same calculation is used to determine the
current level of service for open space and trails. The trail system however is measured in linear
miles as opposed to acreage.

The acres for parks and recreation facilities do not include the 51.5 acres for the Aquatic
Center/Hill Recreation Facility. The existing population of Cedar City at 2011 is approximately
30,818. Cedar City currently has 124.1 acres of parks. This results in a LOS of 4.03 acres per
1,000 people.

The current level of service is above the established level of service of 3.5 acres per 1,000
residents.® Cedar City currently has 69.06 acres of open space, serving an existing population of
30,818. This results in a LOS of 2.24 acres per 1,000 people, a level of service in excess of the
LOS. The trail system in Cedar City is currently comprised of 11.25 linear miles, or 0.37 linear
miles per 1,000 people, again, indicating excess capacity in comparison to the established LOS of
0.18 acres per 1,000 residents.

2 Existing Cedar City parks, open space and trails were identified through a combination of data sources
including geographic information system (“GIS”) files obtained through the Cedar City Engineering
Department and subsequent area expansion updates obtained through the Cedar City Parks and
Recreation Department. Area calculations were derived from GIS. Population data were obtained
through the U.S. Census Bureau and the Governor’s Office of Planning and Budget, 2008 Baseline City
Population Projections.

® This can be attributed to several possible factors. The review of the 2007 City-Wide Impact Fee Facilities
Plan, identified variances between datasets and methodologies; the original population projections
accelerated faster than calculated by Wikstrom. The previous study states large urban parks were
excluded from the prior level of service calculations however there was no indication by Cedar City Parks
Department to exclude any park facilities.
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TABLE 4-1 PARKS AND RECREATION EXCESs CAPACITY

Current

Facilities Current
Excess Capacity / Projected Needs
Parks & Recreation (in acres) 124.07 (16.21)
Open Space (in acres) 69.06 (41.63)
Trails (in linear miles) 11.25 (5.70)

FUNDING

According to the 2007 IFFP, and verified with the Cedar City Parks and Outdoor Facilities
Department, it was concluded that funding for future development must be obtained through
impact fees.

VALUATION OF EXISTING FACILITIES

Due to the existence of excess capacity, the equity fee method was used for calculating the
value of the existing facilities. The equity fee method, in accordance with the Impact Fee Act, is
based on a full recoupment of costs previously invested into the facilities. Recoupment costs can
be defined as a reimbursement into excess capacity of the existing system. This method takes
the original cost adjusted for time-value of money to represent current dollars. The age of the
asset was examined and adjusted according to the Consumer Price Index inflation rates.

TABLE 4-2 BUY-IN COSTS OF EXISTING FACILITIES

Cost per Unit Excess
Buy-In Costs of Existing Facilities Cost in 2010 (acres/miles) Capacity Buy-In Costs
Park Facilities (acres) $6,324,136.24 $50,972.32 16.21 $826,064.86
Open Space (acres) $417,528.58 $5,976.65 41.63 $248,818.36
Trails (linear miles) $1,792,309.82 $159,316.43 5.70 $908,536.35
$8,533,974.64 $1,983,419.56

Time-value adjusted rates are based on the age of the asset and vary for each asset.
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FUTURE FAcILITY DEMANDS AND COSTS

The demand for new parks and recreation facilities is driven by population growth. With the
excess capacity in all components of the parks and recreation system, analysis was performed to
identify when the demand for new facilities would exist.

TABLE 4-3 PARKS AND RECREATION EXCESS CAPACITY AND PROJECTED NEEDS

Current

Facilities Current 2017 2030 Build-out
Excess Capacity / Projected Needs
Parks & Recreation (in acres) 124.07 (16.21) 5.08 57.23 288.51
Open Space (in acres) 69.06 (41.63) (36.22) (22.96) 35.85
Trails (in linear miles) 11.25 (5.70) (4.61) (1.93) 9.97

An estimated project cost analysis was calculated for the projected facilities needed at build-
out. The cost estimate is based on current acquisition costs for parks and recreation facilities.

TABLE 4-4 ESTIMATED PROJECT COSTS OF FUTURE FACILITY NEEDS

Current Costs Facility Needs Estimated
Estimated Project Costs of Future Facility Needs per Unit (acres / miles) Project Costs
Build-out
Parks & Recreation (in acres) $140,000 288 $40,320,000
Open Space (in acres) $50,000 36 $1,800,000
Trails (in linear miles) $200,000 10 $2,000,000
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PUBLIC SAFETY

INTRODUCTION

The public facility project information was provided by the Cedar City Police Department and
the Cedar City Fire Department.

In accordance with the Impact Fees Act, public safety facilities are defined as: “a building
constructed or leased to house police, fire, or other public safety entities; or a fire suppression
vehicle costing in excess of $500,000.” Public safety facilities specifically exclude any places of
involuntary incarceration.

In Cedar City there are two main components for public safety; police services and fire services.
While both departments are encompassed under public safety, each department has its own
public facilities and designated levels of service. Therefore they are analyzed and discussed
separately.

POLICE SERVICES COMPONENT

PURPOSE AND METHODOLOGY

The Impact Fee Facilities Plan provides the cost of police services needed to serve the future
population in Cedar City. The projections for calls for service are calculated annually to
determine the LOS. The existence of excess capacity or projected need was examined for three
different points in time; the years 2017, 2030 and at projected build-out.

The adopted LOS for police services is based on the number of calls per square feet of facility
space. This was previously established at 0.49 square feet per call. However, analysis of current
space requirements/use indicates that this LOS needs to be adjusted upward to 0.62 square feet
per calls for service.*

The current LOS is reviewed and compared to the adopted LOS to identify if any excess capacity
and/or deficiencies exist. In addition, the future LOS is calculated through build-out to identify
any projected needs to support an increased population base. The method to determine the LOS

* The 2007 Impact Fee Facilities Plan stated that at that time the Cedar City Police Department was only
utilizing 65 percent of the facility; however 100 percent of the space is now being utilized. The new LOS
reflects this change.
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for police services is accomplished through comparing calls for service data and projections to
facility space.

APPROACH

The current LOS for police services within Cedar City is based on the square footage of police
facilities divided by an average of the past three years of calls for service data. The calls for
service were projected annually through the year 2060 and were projected proportionately with
population growth. This is based on the assumption that as population increases; the calls for
service will also increase proportionately. However the level or amount of crime as viewed on a
percentage basis will remain constant.

The existing police station is currently housed in the City Hall building, occupying approximately
45 percent of the building, comprising of 14,830 square feet. The Cedar City Police Department
has stated at the present time there are no specific projects for a police station expansion.
Future expansion needs were formulated off of projected estimates if and/or when the level of
service deems necessary.

The calls for service data was obtained from the Cedar City Police Department. Square footage
data was provided by Cedar City. The capital assets used to calculate current equity buy-in
amounts were obtained by the Cedar City Finance Department.

CURRENT LEVEL OF SERVICE

Cedar City currently has 34 officers serving an existing population of approximately 30,818. The
police station occupies 14,830 square feet and has an average of 23,842 annual calls for service.
Average calls for service were based on the past three years. This results in a LOS of 0.62 sq. ft.
per call.

TABLE 4-5 POLICE LEVEL OF SERVICE

Excess
Avg Facility Adopted  Current Excess Capacity
Police Level of Service Calls SQFT LOS LOS Capacity  in SQFT
Level of Service
Police Station SQFT / Call for Service 23,842 14,830 0.62 0.62 0.00 0
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FUNDING

Cedar City has concluded that no additional funding through Municipal Building Authority bonds
and/or general funds will be available for future police public facility projects. All funding for
future development must be obtained through impact fees.’

VALUATION OF EXISTING FACILITIES

Because there is no excess capacity, no value has been established for the existing facilities.

FUTURE FAcCILITY DEMANDS

The demand for police station facilities is driven by calls for service volume. The previous 2007
Impact Fee Facilities Plan states there will be a need for an additional 37,019 of square feet
around the year 2015. According to the Cedar City Police Department, however, there is no
planned expansion at this time. A comparative analysis was conducted to examine the LOS
needs should the expansion shown on the 2007 Impact Fee Facilities Plan occur. With an
additional 37,019 square feet of facility space, the police station would exceed the adopted LOS
at the time of build-out.

The projections for future facility needs were calculated for the years 2017, 2030, and at build-
out. At 2017, there will be a need for an additional 5,000 square feet. There is a projected need
at 2030 of 10,000 square feet and a projected need of 40,000 square feet at build-out.

TABLE 4-6 ESTIMATED FUTURE FACILITY NEEDS

Police Level of Service Current 2017 2030 Build-out

Excess Capacity / Deficiency

Police Station SQFT - 5,000 10,000 40,000

The cost of the needed facilities is estimated in table 4-7. The estimated cost of future police
facilities is $7.2 million.

® A 2011 Series Municipal Building Authority Bound was issued for the City Hall, Police Station, and the
Heritage Center. The portion of the total bond that has been attributed to the police department is 9.75
percent. Only a portion of this has been covered through impact fees.
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TABLE 4-7 ESTIMATED COSTS OF FUTURE FACILITY NEEDS

Estimated Project Costs of Current Cost Facility Estimated
Future Facility Needs per Unit Needs (SQFT)  Project Costs
Build-out

Police Station 179.63 40,000 $7,185,150

FIRE SERVICES COMPONENT

PURPOSE AND METHODOLOGY

The Impact Fee Facilities Plan provides the cost of fire services needed to serve the future
population in Cedar City. The projections for calls for service are calculated annually and factor
into the determination of the LOS. The existence of excess capacity and or projected need was
examined for three different points in time; the years 2017, 2030 and at projected build-out.
According to the findings of this study however, the build-out will not have occurred within the
next 50 years.

The adopted LOS for fire services is a five minute response time based on an adopted 1.5 mile
radius around existing fire station facilities. This was verified as sufficient with the Cedar City
Fire Department and conforms to the current ISO guidelines.

The current LOS is reviewed and compared to the adopted LOS to identify if any excess capacity
and/or deficiencies exist. In addition, the future LOS is calculated through build-out to identify
any projected needs to support an increased population base. The method to determine current
and future LOS is based on comparing the number of developed acres with the number of acres
within the 1.5 mile radius. This ratio determines the number of facilities needed.

APPROACH

The current LOS for fire services within Cedar City is based on the number of developed acres
divided by the number of acres within the 1.5 mile radius.

The developed acres were projected annually through build-out, proportionately with
population growth. This is based on the assumption that as population increases, the
development will increase, and thus the need for fire service will also increase. With fire services
however, the geographic locations of projected stations are also critical to cover the future land
use area.
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There are currently three fire stations, the Main Station, the North Station, the West Station and
a fire training facility. The West Station is currently undergoing construction that is scheduled to
be completed in June, 2011. For purposes of this analysis the West Station, including the
expansion, is included. Due to the timing, the West Station expansion was not included in the
capital assets provided by Cedar City, therefore the budgeted amount was used for the buy-in
calculation.

The fire station data was obtained from the Cedar City Fire Department and the capital asset
data was obtained from the Cedar City Finance Department. A fire station map with the
locations of the current and future stations was digitized into GIS. The LOS areas and all area
calculations were performed using GIS.

ADOPTED AND CURRENT LEVEL OF SERVICE

The adopted LOS of 1.5 mile radius surrounding an individual fire station was calculated at
4,523.65 acres. For the purposes of analyzing fire station service, developed acres exclude
undeveloped lands as determined by the Iron County Assessors data and ROW’s. The current
number of developed acres is 12,033. This converts to a LOS of 2.66 fire stations to support the
present development. Cedar City currently has three fire stations, which would provide service
for 13,571 developed acres based on the LOS. Therefore, at present there is a current excess
capacity of 0.34, or 1,539 acres. These ratios are established for analytical purposes even though
the Cedar City Fire Department needs to service the entire acreage of Cedar City. The use of
developed acreage however more accurately reflects the geographic concentration of the
population.

TABLE 4-8 FIRE LEVEL OF SERVICE

Excess
Adopted Developed LOS for 3 Capacity (In
LOS (acres) Acres Stations acres)
Level of Service
Fire Services shown in acres 4,524 12,033 13,572 1,539

FUNDING

According to the previous 2007 IFFP, the Main fire Station was funded through bonds issued by
the Municipal Building Authority. The North Fire Station was funded with a loan provided by the
State through the Permanent Community Impact Board. The Cedar City portion of this bond is
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51.5 percent of the total, as this financing is shared between Enoch, Iron County and Cedar City.
It was also concluded that Cedar City anticipates no additional funding through Municipal
Building Authority bonds and/or general funds being available for future fire facility projects. All
funding for future development must be obtained through impact fees.

VALUATION OF EXISTING FACILITIES

Due to the existence of current excess capacity, the equity fee method was used for calculating
the value of the existing facilities. The equity fee method, in accordance with the Impact Fee
Act, is based on a full recoupment of costs previously invested into the facilities. Recoupment
costs can be defined as a reimbursement into the excess capacity of the existing system. This
method takes the original cost, adjusted-for-time value of money, to represent current dollars.
The age of the asset was examined and adjusted according to the Consumer Price Index inflation
rates.

TABLE 4-9 ADJUSTED TIME-VALUE OF MONEY EQUITY BUY-IN COSTS OF EXISTING FACILITIES

Excess
Time-Value Cost per Unit Capacity
Cost in 2010 (Sq. Ft) (In Sq. Ft) Buy-In Costs
Fire Services shown in SQFT $4,428,622.58 $238.02 2,109.83 $502,184.66

Fire buildings and future projects are shown in square feet.

FUTURE FAcILITY DEMANDS

The demand for fire station facilities is driven by developed acres as well as key geographical
placement. At present an excess capacity exists in the level of service for fire services. An
analysis was performed to identify when the demand for new facilities would exist. The
projections indicate that the adopted LOS will not be reached until approximately 2045.
However, there is a projected need of an additional 31,010 square feet at build-out.

The estimated future capital project cost excluding costs for additional furniture and fixtures,
staff or any other additional future needs, is $7.4 million.

TABLE 4-10 ESTIMATED PROJECT COSTS OF FUTURE FACILITY NEEDS

Estimated Project

Current Costs Facility Needs Costs at 3%
per Unit (Sq. Ft) Inflation rate
Build-out
Fire Station Facilities $238.02 31,010 $7,381,037
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STORM RUNOFF DRAINAGE

IMPACT FEE FACILITIES PLAN

BACKGROUND

The Impact Fees Act allows cities and towns to charge fees to mitigate the impacts of new
development on “storm water, drainage, and flood control facilities” [Utah Code 11-36a-
102(15)(c)] based on the public facilities that will be required to meet the needs of new
development as set forth in the City’s Impact Fee Facilities Plan (“IFFP”) for storm drains.
Uniform fees have been established citywide based on average residential and nonresidential
use of the storm drain system. Demands placed on the system are felt to be fairly uniform
citywide; no significant geographic features exist which place excessive demands on the system
in some locations in comparison with others.

PURPOSE AND METHODOLOGY

Municipal storm drain systems and infrastructure are considered drainage conveyance systems -
detention and water quality structures built to serve developed areas of the city. Areas of the
city that cannot be developed (due to steep slopes, government land ownership, etc.) are
referred to as undevelopable and will not have any municipal drainage features associated with
them.

The IFFP provides the cost of drainage facilities required to serve future development in Cedar
City. The basis of the IFFP is to provide drainage facilities for new development equal to the
existing LOS for current development. The existing LOS for drainage facilities was determined by
the city engineer.

LEVEL OF SERVICE

The current storm drainage capacity is meant to support runoff from a 25-year storm. A 25-year
storm is one that has about a 4 percent chance of occurring each year. For Cedar City, thisis a
storm that has an average precipitation of 1.75 inches/hour measured over 24 hours. Current
storm drainage facilities can support 2,253 cubic feet per second (cfs) of runoff. The city
engineer has confirmed that this can support the runoff of a 25-year storm.
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The city engineer has determined that undeveloped land has a runoff of 0.2 cfs per acre. Thus,
any calculations about the future impacts and expected increases in runoffs will be any runoff in
addition to 0.2 cfs.

FUTURE DEMAND

Cedar City has a current population of 30,818. At build-out, it is expected that Cedar City will
have a population of 117,881. Estimating the future need for storm drainage is a function of the
runoff produced by each land type and how many acres are expected to be put to that use. We
estimate an increase of 5,616 cfs in storm water runoff, which will require the city to increase its
current capacity to 7,869 cfs.

FUTURE DEVELOPMENT NEEDS

The city engineer has identified specific drainage system improvements needed to serve future
development throughout the service area and maintain the current LOS. Table 4-13 outlines the
future projects, their projected time of construction, and the cost of construction. There is a
total estimated cost of $30,428,009. These were estimated by the city engineer using average
construction costs in 2006 and then adjusted for inflation to 2010 dollars. These projects are
expected to provide enough service to meet Cedar City’s needs through build-out.

Because there is no current excess capacity, there is no expected buy-in of current facilities.
Table 4-11 below provides the expected runoff for 2011 and at build-out.

TABLE 4-11 YEARLY RUNOFF FOR BENCHMARK YEARS IN CFS

Units New Additional System Proportionate

2011 Build out Development CFS/Unit Impact Share
Commercial (1 KSF) 11,225 25,194 13,968 0.03 458 8%
Industrial (1 KSF) 499 3,127 2,628 0.03 75 1%
Multi Family (DU) 5,060 6,640 1,580 0.09 136 2%
Single Family (DU) 5,868 42,079 36,211 0.15 5,471 97%
Agricultural (Acre) 5,761 - -5,761 0.09 (542) -10%
Institutional (1 KSF) 170 682 512 0.03 17 0%
Total 5,616 100%
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Table 4-12 provides a detailed breakdown of the growth in drainage needs over the next six

years.

TABLE 4-12 YEARLY RUNOFF OVER NEXT SIX YEARS (CFS)

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
Commercial 368 373 378 384 389 395 400
Industrial 14 15 15 16 16 17 17
Multi Family 437 439 441 443 445 448 450
Single
Family 887 918 950 983 1,018 1,054 1,091
Agricultural 542 465 400 343 295 253 218
Institutional 6 6 6 6 6 6 7
Total 2,253 2,216 2,190 2,176 2,170 2,173 2,183

FUNDING FOR DRAINAGE SYSTEM IMPROVEMENTS

In the past, virtually all funding for drainage improvements in Cedar City has come from

developer contributions through fees and exactions. Aside from assessment bonds, which

provide financing for developer contributions, the city has not issued bonds for drainage
improvements, and local taxes have not been used to fund those improvements to any

significant extent. The city expects that the current funding practices for drainage system
improvements in Cedar City will continue into the future, and has concluded that the most
equitable method of funding system improvement costs related to new development is through

impact fees.
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TABLE 4-13: FUTURE DRAINAGE PROJECTS FOR 20 YEARS

Footage Cost Estimates-

Right Of
Way Prairie Dog | L.F.Total L.F.
L.F.Excavation L.F. Inlet or | Easement Clearance Out-of- Asphalt |L.F. Total
Lined & Backfill L.F. Pipe Costs | L.F. Concrete Manholes Costs Costs Asphalt Costs [In Asphalt
Pipe Size (in. Dia.) Channel Size| Costs (C. Y.) (L.F.) Costs (C.Y.) [ Costs (Each) (Acre) 25% Eng./ Contig (0.20%) Costs (S.F.) Costs
Cublic Yard Costs (Wit. x Dft.) $8.25 $270.00 $5,500.00 $500.00 $7.00
24 $8| $45 $22.00) $0.04 $18.67| $0.19 $93.54|  $35.00[ $128.35]
30 $11 $65 $26.40| $0.04 $25.61] $0.26 $128.31 $42.00| $170.05
36 $13 $85 $31.68| $0.04 $32.39 $0.32| $162.27| $45.50| $207.44
42 $13 $110 $38.02 $0.04 $40.24] $0.40 $201.61 $45.50] $246.71
48| $15 $130 $45.62 $0.04 $47.66 $0.48| $238.77| $49.00 $287.29
54 $17 $165 $54.74] $0.04 $59.24] $0.59 $296.81 $52.50] $348.71
60 $20 $195 $65.69)] $0.04 $70.07| $0.70[ $351.06| $56.00] $406.36
72 $25 $192 $78.83] $0.04 $73.90| $0.74 $370.26 $63.00] $432.52
Using Concrete 10 x 6 $40 $270 $0.11 $77.61] $0.78 $388.83
Using Gabion Mattress/ Baskef12 x 8 $81] $97 $0.13 $44.50, $0.45[  $222.97
Using Gabion Mattress/ Baskef20 x 10 $122 $136 $0.16 $64.62| $0.65 $323.76
Project Costs-
Developer Projected
Improvement 24 Inch Construction
Project Description Type Length Cost per Foot Total Costs Exist Def. Amount Impact Fee Cost Year
0-5 Year Costs
300 West
Coal Creek to 400 North|72" RCP 1400 $432.52 $605,535 $445,855 $179,688 -$20,008 2013
400 North to 200 North|60" RCP 1200 $406.36 $837,631 $616,748[  $154,018 $66,865 2013
200 North to 200 South|54"RCP 2300 $348.71 $802,040 $590,542 $295,202 -$83,704 2013
200 South to 400 South|48"RCP 1300 $287.29 $373,476 $274,990(  $166,853 -$68,368| 2013
400 South to Main|42"RCP 2200 $246.71 $542,756 $399,631 $282,367 -$139,242 2013
Main St. 55 W. to 300 W.|30"RCP 1500 $170.05 $255,075 $187,812 $192,523 -$125,260)| 2013
1150 West 36" RCP 1375 $207 $285,232 $210,017 $176,479 -$101,264 2015
800 West 24" RCP 1375 $128.35 $176,479 $129,942 $176,479 -$129,942 2015
Piaute Resernvation 42" RCP 1100 $246.71 $271,378 $141,183 $130,194 2012
Cross Hollows 42" RCP 7500 $201.61 $1,512,072 $701,515 $810,557 2012
North Field Road 30" RCP 1850 $170.05 $314,593 $237,445 $77,148 2013
North Field Road 36" RCP 1600 $207.44 $331,907 $205,358 $126,549 2013
Scenic View 36" RCP 2500 $162.27 $405,664 $233,838 $171,826 2016
Cross Hollows Wash 30" RCP 1500 $128.31 $192,459 $140,303 $52,156 2014
200 North 10x6 Channel 8000 $389 $3,110,622 $748,282 $2,362,340 2016
Airport 10x6 Channel 12000 $0 $0 $0 2015
3000 North 10x6 Channel 8450 $389 $3,285,595 $790,373 $2,495,221 2014
Dry/Stephens Canyon Flood Control $0 $0 $0|
1-15, 400 South to Center St.  [48" RCP 2000 $238.77 $477,532 $187,071 $290,461] 2013
Total 0-5 Costs $5,625,068
5-10 Year Costs
Sec.29 T36S, R11W 36" RCP 4000 $162.27 $649,062 $374,141 $274,921 2020
Sec.30 T36S, R11W 30" RCP 1400 $128.31 $179,629 $130,949 $48,679 2021
Sec.17 T36S, R11W 36" RCP 3500 $162.27 $567,929 $327,374 $240,556 2017
Quichapa 20x10 Channg 12500 $324 $4,047,036 $1,169,191 $2,877,845 2017
1200 North 42 " RCP 20000 $201.61 $4,032,191 $1,870,706 $2,161,485 2018
2000 North 42" RCP 26000 $201.61 $5,241,849 $2,431,918 $2,809,931 2019
2800 North 42" RCP 23760 $201.61 $4,790,243 $2,222,399 $2,567,844 2020
Total 5-10 Year Costs $10,981,261
10-20 Year Costs
Hamilton Fort 48" RCP 15000 $238.77 $3,581,488 $1,403,030 $2,178,458 2022
Shurtz Canyon 10x6 Channel 17000 $389 $6,610,072 $1,590,100 $5,019,972 2023
Shurtz Extension 12x8 Channel 12000 $0 $0 $0) 2024
Quichapa 20x10 Channg 5000 $324 $1,618,815 $467,677 $1,151,138 2030
Iron Springs 10x6 Channel 7000 $388.83 $2,721,794 $654,747 $2,067,047 2025
Iron Springs 20x10 Channg 5000 $323.76 $1,618,815 $467,677 $1,151,138 2028
Total 10-20 Year Costs $11,567,753
Total Impact Fee Cost $28,174,083
Total Impact Fee Cost ($2010) $30,428,009
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TRANSPORTATION

IMPACT FEE FACILITIES PLAN

BACKGROUND

Future development not only creates transportation needs in new neighborhoods, but also
increases the burden on current transportation systems. In order to maintain the current LOS, it
is necessary to plan future improvements to the road system. As stated in the Utah Code,
“Roadway Facilities means a street or road that has been designated on an officially adopted
subdivision plat, roadway plan, or general plan of a political subdivision, together with all
necessary appurtenances” [Utah Code 11-36a-102(17)(a)]. Also, as stated in Utah Code 11-36a-
101(17)(b), under specific cases, “Roadway Facilities” may include associated improvements to
federal or state roadways.

The future impact of development is best measured by the number of peak hour trips produced
by various land uses. For example, on average a single family residence will have one peak hour
trip each day. With this method, we can estimate approximately how many peak hour trips
Cedar City will need to support in the future.

LEVEL OF SERVICE

LOS was established by the city engineer to meet the state requirements for Level C service. This
implies relatively stable traffic operations but more restricted maneuvering at mid-block
locations than Level B. Below is given an exact description of all transportation levels of service:
Level-of- Service A describes free-flow operations. Traffic flows at or above the posted speed
limit and all motorists have complete mobility between lanes. The average spacing between
vehicles is about 550 ft. or 27 car lengths. Motorists have a high level of physical and
psychological comfort. The effects of incidents or point breakdowns are easily absorbed. An
example of LOS A occurs late at night in urban areas, frequently in rural areas, and generally in
car advertisements.

Level-of-Service B describes reasonable free-flow operations. Free-flow (LOS A) speeds are
maintained, maneuverability within the traffic stream is slightly restricted. The lowest average
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vehicle spacing is about 330 ft. or 16 car lengths. Motorist still have a high level of physical and
psychological comfort.

Level-of- Service C describes at or near free-flow operations. Ability to maneuver through lanes
is noticeably restricted and lane changes require more driver awareness. Minimum vehicle
spacing is about 220 ft. or 11 car lengths. At LOS C most experienced drivers are comfortable,
roads remain safely below but efficiently close to capacity, and posted speed is maintained.
Minor incidents may still have no affect but localized service will have noticeable affects and
traffic delays will form behind the incident. This is the targeted LOS for some urban and most
rural highways.

Level-of- Service D describes decreasing free-flow levels. Speeds slightly decrease as the traffic
volumes slightly increase. Freedom to maneuver within the traffic stream is much more limited
and driver comfort levels decrease. Vehicles are spaced about 160 ft. or 8 car lengths. Minor
incidents are expected to create delays. Example of LOS D is perhaps the level of service of a
busy shopping corridor in the middle of a weekday, or a functional urban highway during
commuting hours. It is a common goal for urban streets during peak hours, as attaining LOS C
would require a prohibitive cost and societal impact in bypass roads and lane additions.

Level-of- Service E describes operations at capacity. Flow becomes irregular and speed varies
rapidly because there are virtually not usable gaps to maneuver in the traffic stream and speeds
rarely reach the posted limit. Vehicle spacing is about 6 car lengths however speeds are still at
or above 50 miles per hour. Any disruption to traffic flow, such as merging ramp traffic or lane
changes, will create a shock wave affecting traffic upstream. Any incident will create serious
delays. Driver's level of comfort becomes poor. LOS E is a common standard in larger urban
areas, where some roadway congestion is inevitable.

Level-of- Service F describes a breakdown in vehicular flow. Flow is forced; every vehicle moves
in lockstep with the vehicle in front of it, with frequent slowing required. Technically, a road in a
constant traffic jam would be at LOS F. This is because LOS does not describe an instant state,
but rather an average or typical service. For example, a highway might operate at LOS D for the
AM peak hour, but have traffic consistent with LOS C some days, LOS E or F others, and come to
a halt once every few weeks. However, LOS F describes a road for which the travel time cannot
be predicted. Facilities operating at LOS F generally have more demand than capacity.

As related to Cedar City, drivers may be required to sit through more than one cycle at traffic

signals. Based on data provided by the city engineer, Cedar City currently maintains Level C
service with approximately 29,000 peak hour trips.
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FUTURE DEMAND

It is projected that at full build-out, Cedar City will have approximately 127,929 peak hour trips,
an increase of 86,228 peak hour trips. Table 4-14 Shows the expected peak hour trips for 2011,
2017, 2030, and Build-out. As expected, the majority of future peak hour trips will come from
residential development.

TABLE 4-14 PEAK HOUR TRIPS THROUGH BUILD-OUT

2011 2017 2030 Build out New Proportion

Single Family

Residential 5,868 7,220 11,315 42,079 36,211 42%
Multi-Family Residential 3,542 3,645 3,878 4,648 1,106 1%
Commercial Retail 19,187 20,744 24,562 40,228 21,041 24%
Commercial Office 9,642 10,553 12,834 22,705 13,062 15%
Industrial Manufacturing 1,937 2,350 3,572 12,143 10,206 12%
Institutional 1,524 1,794 2,491 6,126 4,603 5%
Total 41,700 46,306 58,652 127,929 86,228 100%

FUTURE PROJECTS

The city engineer has identified future projects that are required to support development and
maintain the current LOS through build-out. These projects are outlined in Table 4-15.
Construction costs were based on average 2006 construction costs and adjusted for inflation to
2010 dollars. The total amount that will be required for the projects is $50,555,392. Future cost
estimates are provided in Table 4-16. Note that these costs are only initial construction costs
and do not include maintenance, repair or replacement costs, project improvements, or roads
that are needed for a specific area or development in the City. The list does include system
improvements, which are roads that will provide service to the service area, or the community
at large.

FUNDING FOR TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM IMPROVEMENTS

In the past, virtually all funding for new transportation improvements in Cedar City has come
from developer contributions through fees and exactions. Since 1991, state gas tax distributions
have been used entirely for maintenance and reconstruction of existing streets. Currently, gas
tax makes up about 40 percent of the street maintenance budget with 60 percent coming from
the General Fund. Prior to 1991, the state required that one-third of gas tax funds be used for
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new construction. However, even then, gas tax money was used to reconstruct existing
improvements rather than to construct entirely new facilities. Aside from assessment bonds,
which merely provide a financing mechanism for developer contributions, the City has not
issued bonds for new transportation improvements.

In general, the City expects current funding practices for development-related transportation
system improvements to continue. To the extent that Intermodal Surface Transportation
Efficiency Act, “ISTEA”, funds or other grants become available, they will be used for facilities
that benefit both existing and future development. The City has concluded that other funds are
not available on a reliable basis, so system improvement costs related to new development will
be covered by impact fees.

CH 4-18



TABLE 4-15: FUTURE TRANSPORTATION PROJECTS FOR THE NEXT 20 YEARS

Street Segment Information

Owner Information

Segment Signals

Segment Bridges

Segment Railroad Crossings

Projected Owner Owner Owner
Year of Segment Segment Segment Street Segment L.F. Segment Owner | Street L.F. Signal Bridge Owner RR Owner Owner Total Total Capital
Construction Street Name Segment Description Length (Feet)| Land Use [Segment Width| L.F. Costs Number Costs Number Costs Number Costs Costs Total Cost Width Costs Cost Costs | Signal Costs |L.F. Costs Cost Facilities Cost

2012(5300 West Railroad to 3200 N 13000|ind/com 75 $354.23 1 $165,000 $0 1 $450,000 $401.54|  $5,220,033 66 $285.89| $145,200 $0 $396,000 $328|  $4,257,774 $962,259
2016(4500 West SR-56 to 800 N 2640(ind/com 75 $354.23 1 $165,000 $0 1 $450,000 $587.19| $1,550,176 66 $285.89] $145,200 $0 $396,000 $491|  $1,295,950 $254,225
2013|Lund Hwy/West View Dr.|200 S to 1600 N 13000|ind/com 100 $456.70 3 $495,000 $0 $0 $494.78|  $6,432,136 66 $285.89] $326,700 $0 $0 $311| $4,043,274 $2,388,862
2016(West View Dr. 200 S to I-15 21050|res 100 $456.70 $0 $0 $0 $456.70|  $9,613,594 55 $246.10 $0 $0 $0 $246  $5,180,319 $4,433,274
2015(Lund Hwy 1600 N to 4000 N 15840(res 100 $456.70 2 $330,000 $0 $0 $477.54|  $7,564,172 55 $246.10| $181,500 $0 $0 $258|  $4,079,659 $3,484,513
2016(3900 W & 4100 W Center St. to 2400 N 15840|res 75 $354.23 $0 $0 1 $450,000 $382.64|  $6,061,055 55 $246.10 $0 $0 $330,000 $267| $4,228,159 $1,832,896
2018(2300 W and 1600N Lund Hwy to Airport Road 8200|ind/com 75 $354.23 $0 $0 $0 $354.23|  $2,904,713 66 $285.89 $0 $0 $0 $286  $2,344,300 $560,412
2015(North Field Rd. 1-15 to 3000 N 7920|res 66 $285.89 1 $165,000 $0 $0 $306.72|  $2,429,251 55 $246.10| $137,500 $0 $0 $263|  $2,086,580 $342,672
2014(400 East 450 S to 600 S 800[res 66 $285.89 $0 $0 $0 $285.89 $228,712 55 $246.10 $0 $0 $0 $246 $196,877 $31,836
2014(820 South 75 East to Main St. 750|res 66 $285.89 1 $165,000 $0 $0 $505.89 $379,418 55 $246.10| $137,500 $0 $0 $429 $322,072 $57,346
2012|Cross Hollow Rd Providence Ctr to 800 S 5000|res 100 $456.70 1 $165,000 1 $350,000 $0 $559.70|  $2,798,514 55 $246.10] $90,750| $192,500 $0 $303| $1,513,730 $1,284,784
2016(|Center Street 5300 W to West View Dr. 10560(res 66 $285.89 $0 1 $231,000 $0 $307.77|  $3,250,002 55 $246.10 $0[ $192,500 $0 $264|  $2,791,273 $458,729
2015(1600 North 5300 W to 4700 W. 3960|ind/com 75 $354.23 $0 $0 $0 $354.23| $1,402,764 66 $285.89 $0 $0 $0 $286| $1,132,126 $270,638
2017(1600 North 4700 W to 3900 W 5280|res 75 $354.23 $0 $0 $0 $354.23| $1,870,352 55 $246.10 $0 $0 $0 $246|  $1,299,386 $570,965
2015(2400 North Lund Hwy to 2100 W 6600(res 100 $456.70 1 $165,000 $0 $0 $481.70|  $3,179,238 55 $246.10]  $90,750 $0 $0 $260( $1,714,983 $1,464,255
2017(2400 North 2100 W to 2400 N Parkway 6600(ind/com 100 $456.70 $0 1 $350,000 $0 $509.73|  $3,364,238 66 $285.89 $0[ $231,000 $0 $321| $2,117,876 $1,246,362
2016(3000 North 2200 W to Lund Hwy 5280|res 75 $354.23 $0 $0 $0 $354.23| $1,870,352 55 $246.10 $0 $0 $0 $246  $1,299,386 $570,965
2014(3000 North North Field Rd to 2200 W 5280|ind/com 75 $354.23 $0 $0 $0 $354.23| $1,870,352 66 $285.89 $0 $0 $0 $286|  $1,509,501 $360,851
2013(3000 North Sr-130 to North Field Rd 5280|res 75 $354.23 1 $165,000 $0 $0 $385.48|  $2,035,352 55 $246.10| $121,000 $0 $0 $269|  $1,420,386 $614,965
2012(North Field Rd. 1325 North to 1500 North 1200(res 66 $285.89 $0 $0 $0 $285.89 $343,068 55 $246.10 $0 $0 $0 $246 $295,315 $47,753
2016(Cowve Drive 30 South to 400 South 2900|res 66 $285.89 $0 $0 $0 $285.89 $829,082 55 $246.10 $0 $0 $0 $246 $713,678 $115,404

Total 0 to 5 Year Capital Facilities Cost| $64,367,491 Total 0to 5 Year Cost| $43,128,927
Total 0 to 5 Year Capital Facilities Cost $21,353,967
2018(5300 West SR 56 to 3200 South 23760|res 75 $354.23 $0 2 $525,000 $0 $376.33|  $8,941,583 55 $246.10 $0[ $385,000 $0 $262|  $6,232,239 $2,709,344
2020(4500 West 1-15 to Sr-56, 800 N to 4000N 40920|res 75 $354.23 $0 2 $525,000 $0 $367.06| $15,020,226 55 $246.10 $0| $385,000 $0 $256( $10,455,245 $4,564,981
2019(3900 W & 4100 W 2400 N to 4000 N 10560(res 75 $354.23 $0 $0 $0 $354.23|  $3,740,703 55 $246.10 $0 $0 $0 $246| $2,598,773 $1,141,930
2021(North Field Rd. 3000 N to 4000 N 6600|res 66 $285.89 $0 $0 $0 $285.89| $1,886,876 55 $246.10 $0 $0 $0 $246|  $1,624,233 $262,643
2017|Canyon ranch Rd. Sr-130 to 3200 N 4800|ind/com 75 $354.23 $0 1 $262,500 $0 $408.92|  $1,962,820 66 $285.89 $0[ $231,000 $0 $334  $1,603,273 $359,546
2018(1600 S Providence Ctr to 3700 W 13700(res 66 $285.89 $0 $0 $0 $285.89|  $3,916,697 55 $246.10 $0 $0 $0 $246|  $3,371,514 $545,183
2019|3700 W 1-15 to West View Dr. 10560(res 66 $285.89 $0 $0 $0 $285.89|  $3,019,002 55 $246.10 $0 $0 $0 $246| $2,598,773 $420,229
2018|Coal Creek Rd Main to Bulldog 6150(ind/com 75 $354.23 $0 $0 $0 $354.23| $2,178,535 66 $285.89 $0 $0 $0 $286 $1,758,225 $420,309
2019(1600 South 5300 W to West View Dr. 7920(res 66 $285.89 $0 1 $231,000 $0 $315.06| $2,495,251 55 $246.10 $0[ $192,500 $0 $270(  $2,141,580 $353,672
2021(800 South 5300 W to West View Dr. 7920(res 75 $354.23 $0 $0 $0 $354.23|  $2,805,528 55 $246.10 $0 $0 $0 $246  $1,949,080 $856,448
2022(800 North 4500 W to Lund Highway 9240|res 66 $285.89 $0 $0 $0 $285.89| $2,641,626 55 $246.10 $0 $0 $0 $246|  $2,273,926 $367,700
2020(2400 North 4500 W to Lund Highway 9240|res 100 $456.70 $0 $0 $0 $456.70|  $4,219,934 55 $246.10 $0 $0 $0 $246|  $2,273,926 $1,946,007
2018(3000 North Lund Hwy to 4100 W 6600(res 75 $354.23 $0 $0 $0 $354.23|  $2,337,940 55 $246.10 $0 $0 $0 $246|  $1,624,233 $713,707
2020[South Mountain Drive Eagle Ridge Loop to West View Dr. 7700(res 66 $285.89 $0 $0 $0 $285.89|  $2,201,355 55 $246.10 $0 $0 $0 $246|  $1,894,939 $306,417
2025[Hidden Hills Drive Corss Hollows Rd to West View Dr. 6500(res 66 $285.89 $0 $0 $0 $285.89| $1,858,287 55 $246.10 $0 $0 $0 $246|  $1,599,623 $258,664

Total 0 to 5 Year Capital Facilities Cost| $57,368,075 Total 5 to 10 Year Cost| $42,399,959
Total 5 to 10 Year Capital Facilities Cost $15,226,779
2023[Canyon Ranch Dr. 3200 N to 4800 N 13200[ind/com 75 $354.23 $0 $0 $0 $354.23|  $4,675,879 66 $285.89 $0 $0 $0 $286| $3,773,752 $902,127
2031(2900 West 3200 S to I-15 4200|res 66 $285.89 $0 $0 $0 $285.89|  $1,200,739 55 $246.10 $0 $0 $0 $246|  $1,033,603 $167,136
2029(Kolob Rd 3200 S to I-15 4050|res 66 $285.89 1 $165,000 $0 $0 $326.63|  $1,322,856 55 $246.10| $137,500 $0 $0 $280[ $1,134,188 $188,667
2028(2400 South 5300 W to West View Dr. 7920(res 66 $285.89 $0 $0 $0 $285.89| $2,264,251 55 $246.10 $0 $0 $0 $246  $1,949,080 $315,172
2024(2400 North 5700 West to 4500 W 7920(ind/com 100 $456.70 $0 $0 $0 $456.70|  $3,617,086 66 $285.89 $0 $0 $0 $286| $2,264,251 $1,352,835
2025(3200 North 4100 W to 5300 W 7920(res 75 $354.23 $0 $0 $0 $354.23|  $2,805,528 55 $246.10 $0 $0 $0 $246|  $1,949,080 $856,448
2023(4000 North Bulldog Road to 4500 W 19800(res 75 $354.23 $0 1 $262,500 $0 $367.49| $7,276,319 55 $246.10 $0[ $192,500 $0 $256  $5,065,199 $2,211,120
2027(5700 West SR-56 to 2400 North 14520|ind/com 100 $456.70 1 $165,000 0 $0 1 $5,000,000 $812.42| $11,796,324 66 $285.89| $108,900 $0[ $3,300,000 $521|  $7,560,027 $4,236,297

Total 0 to 5 Year Capital Facilities Cost  $23,162,658 Total 10 to 20 Year Cost ~ $24,729,180
Total 10 to 20 Year Capital Facilities Cost $10,229,802

Total Costs $110,258,067
Total Capital Facilities Cost  $46,810,548
Cost (In2010$) $50,555,392

CH 4-19




TABLE 4-16: TRANSPORTATION PROJECT COST ESTIMATES

55 Foot Road

66 Foot Road

75 Foot Road

100 Foot Road

UNIT TOTAL TOTAL TOTAL TOTAL TOTAL TOTAL TOTAL TOTAL
ITEM DESCRIPTION UNIT COST QUANTITY AMOUNT  QUANTITY AMOUNT  QUANTITY AMOUNT  QUANTITY AMOUNT

1 |[8" Sewer Main LF $15.00 0.0000 $0.00 0.0000 $0.00 0.0000 $0.00 0.0000 $0.00
2 |Manholes EA $2,000.00 0.0000 $0.00 0.0000 $0.00 0.0000 $0.00 0.0000 $0.00
3 |4" Sewer Lateral EA $800.00 0.0000 $0.00 0.0000 $0.00 0.0000 $0.00 0.0000 $0.00
4 |6" Sewer Lateral EA $1,050.00 0.0000 $0.00 0.0000 $0.00 0.0000 $0.00 0.0000 $0.00
5 |M.H. Grades EA $350.00 0.0025 $0.88 0.0025 $0.88 0.0025 $0.88 0.0025 $0.88
6 |Other Sewer ltems 0.0000 $0.00 0.0000 $0.00 0.0000 $0.00 0.0000 $0.00
7 |8" Water Main LF $21.00 0.0000 $0.00 0.0000 $0.00 0.0000 $0.00 0.0000 $0.00
8 |1" Water Lateral EA $800.00 0.0000 $0.00 0.0000 $0.00 0.0000 $0.00 0.0000 $0.00
9 |Valve Grades EA $300.00 0.0033 $1.00 0.0033 $1.00 0.0033 $1.00 0.0033 $1.00
10 [Fire Hydrants EA $2,100.00 0.0000 $0.00 0.0000 $0.00 0.0000 $0.00 0.0000 $0.00
11 [Other Water ltems 0.0000 $0.00 0.0000 $0.00 0.0000 $0.00 0.0000 $0.00
12 |30" Curb and Gutter LF $11.00 2.0000 $22.00 2.0000 $22.00 2.0000 $22.00 2.0000 $22.00
13 (36" Curb and Gutter LF $15.00 0.0000 $0.00 0.0000 $0.00 0.0000 $0.00 0.0000 $0.00
14 |5' Sidewalk LF $16.00 0.0000 $0.00 0.0000 $0.00 2.0000 $32.00 2.0000 $37.00
15 |[4' Sidewalk LF $13.50 2.0000 $27.00 2.0000 $27.00 0.0000 $0.00 0.0000 $0.00
16 |[Driveways SF $5.00 0.0000 $0.00 0.0000 $0.00 0.0000 $0.00 0.0000 $0.00
17 |[6" Cross Gutter SF $7.00 0.2750 $1.93 0.3300 $2.31 0.3750 $2.63 0.5000 $3.50
18 |[36" RCP Storm Drain LF $110.00 0.0458 $5.04 0.0550 $6.05 0.0625 $6.88 0.0833 $9.17
19 (15" RCP Storm Drain LF $45.00 0.0000 $0.00 0.0000 $0.00 0.0000 $0.00 0.0000 $0.00
20 |Single Drop Box EA $2,500.00 0.0008 $2.08 0.0008 $2.08 0.0008 $2.08 0.0008 $2.08
21 |Double Drop Box EA $4,300.00 0.0008 $3.58 0.0008 $3.58 0.0008 $3.58 0.0008 $3.58
22 |Other Storm Drain ltems 0.0000 $0.00 0.0000 $0.00 0.0000 $0.00 0.0000 $0.00
23 |Excavation SF $0.22 55.0000 $12.22 66.0000 $14.67 75.0000 $16.67 100.0000 $22.22
24 |8" Road Base SF $0.50 55.0000 $27.30 66.0000 $32.76 75.0000 $37.22 100.0000 $49.63
25 |2" Asphalt Mat SF $0.70 0.0000 $0.00 0.0000 $0.00 116.0000 $81.20 162.0000| $113.40
26 |2 1/2" Asphalt Mat SF $0.80 0.0000 $0.00 0.0000 $0.00 0.0000 $0.00 0.0000 $0.00
27 |3" Asphalt Mat SF $0.90 40.0000 $36.00 51.0000 $45.90 0.0000 $0.00 0.0000 $0.00
28 |1" Asphalt Overlay SF $0.45 0.0000 $0.00 0.0000 $0.00 0.0000 $0.00 0.0000 $0.00
29 |SS-1 Asphalt Seal SF $0.05 40.0000 $2.00 51.0000 $2.55 58.0000 $2.90 81.0000 $4.05
30 |Signs EA $400.00 0.0033 $1.33 0.0033 $1.33 0.0033 $1.33 0.0033 $1.33
31 |Center Line Monuments EA $350.00 0.0017 $0.58 0.0017 $0.58 0.0017 $0.58 0.0017 $0.58
32 |Right of Way Ac. $50,000.00 0.0013 $63.13 0.0015 $75.76 0.0017 $86.09 0.0023| $114.78
33 |Asphalt Cutting L.F. $2.00 0.0033 $0.01 0.0043 $0.01 0.0048 $0.01 0.0068 $0.01
34 |Striping L.F. $0.30 0.0000 $0.00 2.0000 $0.60 4.0000 $1.20 0.0000 $0.00
35 |Conduits L.F. $11.00 1.1183 $12.30 1.3200 $14.52 1.4850 $16.34 1.8333 $20.17
36 |Other Street tems 0.0000 $0.00 0.0000 $0.00 0.0000 $0.00 0.0000 $0.00
37 |Utility Relocations L.S. 1.00% $2.18 $2.54 $3.15 $4.05
38 |Prairie Dog Mitigation Ac. $2,500.00 0.0013 $3.16 0.0015 $3.79 0.0017 $4.30 0.0023 $5.74

Subtotal $223.72 Subtotal $259.90 Subtotal $322.03 Subtotal $415.18

5% Admin. $11.19 5% Admin. $13.00 5% Admin. $16.10 5% Admin. $20.76

5% Contig. $11.19 5% Contig. $13.00 5% Contig. $16.10 5% Contig. $20.76

Total $246.10 Total $285.89 Total $354.23 Total $456.70
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WASTEWATER

IMPACT FEE FACILITIES PLAN

BACKGROUND

The Impact Fees Act allows fees to be charged to mitigate the impacts of new development on
"wastewater collection and treatment facilities” [Utah Code 11-36a-102 (15)(b)]. Cedar City’s
impact fee will be directly related to the cost of providing new sanitary sewer infrastructure for
new development. The new sanitary infrastructure demands and plans are outlined in this IFFP.

Because the IFFP will be used to calculate the Impact Fee, it is necessary to briefly discuss how
the Impact Fee will be derived. The guiding principle is that a reasonable relationship exists
between fees imposed on development and the needs generated by the new development. The
statute provides that impact fees be used for construction of new or expanded capital and are
not allowed to make up deficiencies in current service or pay for operations and maintenance.

LEVEL OF SERVICE

State regulations require that the city maintain capacity to transport and treat 100 gallons per
day (gpd) per person. The average single family residence in Cedar City has 3.03 people, and so
the city is required to provide service for 303 gpd per household. A 2005 water usage study
confirms this is an accurate reflection of average household use®.

Currently the City’s Regional Wastewater Treatment Facility (“RWWTF”) has a peak wastewater
capacity of 4.4 million gpd. Furthermore, the neighboring city Enoch has contracted to use 16.7
percent of the plant’s capacity, leaving Cedar City with a capacity of 3.67 million gpd. The City
currently runs 2.9 million gpd through its facilities, leaving an excess capacity of only .77 million
gpd. Note that the RWWTF was designed to support an expansion to 6.6 million gpd in the
future.

Collection systems are currently at capacity, which supports the 2.9 million gpd required by
state regulations.

® The 2005 study showed an average household use of 310 gpd.
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FUTURE DEMAND

It is expected that at full build-out, Cedar City will have a population of 117,881 residents
compared to its current 30,818 residents. This will result in an estimated total demand of 14.2
million gpd, which is an increase of 11.2 million gpd. Table 4-15 shows the needed wastewater
facilities for 2011, 2017, 2030, and at build-out.

TABLE 4-17 CURRENT AND PROJECTED USE IN ERUS

Single Multi- Non-

Family Family Residential Total
2011 4,976 2,428 2,409 9,813
2017 6,122 2,499 2,711 11,332
2030 9,595 2,658 3,515 15,768
Build out 35,683 3,186 8,007 46,876

Table 4-18 provides the expected demand in gpd for the next six years. Notice that the current
treatment facility capacity of 3,665,200 will not be reached in that time, though it will come
close.

TABLE 4-18: EXPECTED DEMAND OVER NEXT SIX YEARS (ERUS)

Single Multi- Non- Demand

Family Family Residential Total (gpd)
2011 4,976 2,428 2,409 9,813 2,973,339
2012 5,151 2,440 2,458 10,049 3,044,847
2013 5,332 2,452 2,503 10,287 3,116,961
2014 5,520 2,463 2,556 10,539 3,193,317
2015 5,714 2,475 2,605 10,794 3,270,582
2016 5,915 2,486 2,658 11,059 3,350,877
2017 6,122 2,499 2,711 11,332 3,433,596

FUTURE CAPITAL PROJECTS

The collection and treatment facilities will be handled separately both here and in the Impact
Fee Analysis. Treatment facility expansions will begin with an expansion of the current RWWTF
to a full capacity of 6.6 million gpd. This is an increase of 2.93 million gpd, and is anticipated to
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serve the City for the next decade. Once that capacity is met, plans will be drawn for a new
facility, at which point this IFFP will require further updates.

Table 4-20 outlines future projects for improving the collection facilities to meet development
through build-out. Note that all costs have been adjusted to 2010 dollars. It is expected that
Cedar City will need $18,654,702 to fund these projects.

Because the current wastewater treatment system can provide for expected use for the next six
years, there is a buy-in fee to be applied. The cost of the current facility was assessed by Bowen
and Collen prior to 2006 to be $4.00 per gallon per day. By looking at the total value of the
current treatment facility and its excess use, we can calculate the buy-in. Table 4-19 provides
the buy-in calculation.

TABLE 4-19 BUY-IN COST OF CURRENT TREATMENT FACILITIES

Time-value cost in Excess Capacity
$2010 (ERUSs) Total Buy-in Cost per ERU

Treatment Facilities $ 17,600,000 2283.37 $ 3,322,262 $ 1,454.98

FUNDING FOR WASTEWATER SYSTEM IMPROVEMENTS

The City currently collects an impact fee to fund growth related wastewater improvements. In
the past, much of the system expansion has been funded by developer fees and other exactions.
However, debt service on $12 million of revenue bonds used to fund the RWWTF is being
funded by wastewater user fees. Because the availability of wastewater collection and
treatment is a prerequisite for development activity, and because additional revenue generated
by new development lags behind the demand for added capacity, bond financing has been used
to fund the construction of the wastewater facility. Although the RWWTF bonds are being
funded by customer service charges, the only available funding for buying into and expanding
the treatment facility and improving the collection system will come from developer fees and
more specifically, impact fees.
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TABLE 4-20: PLANNED WASTEWATER COLLECTION PROJECTS

Line Description Line Size (inches) [Line Length (miles)| Impact Costs (in 2010 $) Year
Cross Hollows 18 2 $ 314,772.48 2012
West Plant Outfall To be constructed using a federal grant $ = 2012
4500 West Line - Sec. 24 30 1 $ 566,590.46 2013
4500 West Line - Sec. 18 30 1 $ 566,590.46 2013
Northfield Road Upsizing (12" to 15") 15 0.15 $ 143,320.65 2013
1925 North Upsizing (8" to 10") 10 0.07 $ 55,986.99 2013
Northfield Underpass Upsizing (12" to 18") 18 0.07 $ 118,341.22 2013
Lund Highway 24 4.25 $ 1,806,007.10 2014
4500 West Line - Sec. 17 27 15 $ 743,649.98 2014
U-56Line - Sec. 7& 8 18 1 $ 157,386.24 2014
1600 North Line 18 1.5 $ 236,079.36 2014
South Cedar 18 2.5 $ 393,465.60 2015
4500 West Line - Sec. 1 & 36 24 2 $ 849,885.70 2015
4500 West Line - Sec. 25 27 1 $ 495,766.66 2015
Westview Drive 21 0.5 3 145,582.27 2016
4500 West Line - Sec. 7 21 1.25 $ 363,955.68 2016
2400 North Line 18 1.5 $ 236,079.36 2016
3200 North Line 18 1.5 $ 236,079.36 2017
4000 North Line 18 0.5 $ 78,693.12 2018
Iron Springs Outflow 30 2.75 $ 1,558,123.78 2018
Iron Springs Lift Station N/A N/A $ 1,404,000.00 2019
Iron Springs Inflow 30 15 $ 849,885.70 2019
Iron Springs Pressure Line 15 1 $ 477,136.66 2019
Quichapa Lift Station N/A N/A $ 864,000.00 2020
Quichapa Pressure Line 10 1.75 $ 683,504.89 2020
Quichapa Inflow 18 2.75 $ 432,812.16 2020
Quichapa Outflow 24 45 $ 1,912,242.82 2020
U-56 Line 18 4.5 $ 708,238.08 2021
Kanarraville Outfall 21 7.75 $ 2,256,525.22 2026

Total =| $ 18,654,702.00
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WATER

IMPACT FEE FACILITIES PLAN

BACKGROUND

The Impact Fees Act allows cities to charge impact fees for “water rights and water supply,
treatment and distribution facilities [Utah Code 11-36a-102(15)(a)].” Thus the IFFP should
consider all capital costs associated with water rights, supply, treatment and distribution.

Also, the Impact Fees Act allows fees to be charged for public facility costs previously incurred
by a local political subdivision to the extent that new growth and development will be served by
the previously constructed improvement. Because the current water facilities have excess
capacity, it will be necessary for future development to buy into the system.

LEVEL OF SERVICE

Currently, Cedar City’s water system is sized to handle a peak demand of approximately 22.9
million gallons per day from water sources and has 18 million gallons of storage capacity. The
source water is supplied by three springs and nine wells. Assuming that all wells are operating
correctly, the system is sufficient to meet the City’s established level of service. Current water
sources and water storage facilities are listed in Tables 4-21 and 4-22. A study based on survey
research conducted by the Utah Department of Natural Resources in 2002 found that the
average home uses 554 gallons per day (gpd). A 2005 water usage report conducted by Cedar
City confirmed this approximate average residential use and found that the average household
uses 599 gpd. This 599 gpd establishes our ERU. LOS varies based on whether we are
considering water source or water storage. In either case, the LOS is set by state guidelines.
Cedar City provides 866 gpd in water storage and 1,669 gallons of source capacity (including

treatment, transmission, and distribution) per single family household. Cedar City has a peak
demand of approximately 20.7 million gpd, meaning there is currently excess capacity of about
2.1 million gpd.

Current facilities exceed the current needs. Thus a buy-in for facilities will be necessary. The
buy-in for each water facility is shown in Table 4-23.

TABLE 4-21 EXISTING WATER SOURCES

Existing Water Sources (gal/min)
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Cedar Canyon Springs 400

Shurtz Canyon Springs 350
Spillsbury Spring 200
Quichapa Well #1 850
Quichapa Well #3 1,100
Quichapa Well #5 1,300
Quichapa Well #6 1,450
Quichapa Well #7 1,500
Enoch Well #1 1,300
Enoch Well #3 1,850
Northfield 900
Cemetery Well 1,400
200 North Pump Station 1,800
Quichapa Well #8 1,500
Total 15,900

TABLE 4-22 EXISTING WATER STORAGE CAPACITY

Existing Water Storage Capacity (gallons)

Tank #1 - Cross Hollow Tank 2,155,000
Tank #2 - North Tank 2,000,000
Tank #3 - South Concrete Tank 500,000
Tank #4 - Fiddlers Tank 2,155,000
Tank #5 - Square Mountain Tank 2,155,000
Tank #6 - Squaw Cave Tank 1,000,000
Tank #7 - Cedar Canyon Tank 1,500,000
Tank #8 - South Steel Tank 2,000,000
Tank #9 - Redmen Tank 2,000,000
Tank #10 - Spilsbury Tank 105,000
3200 North Tank 2,500,000
Total 18,070,000

TABLE 4-23 CAPACITY, USE, AND EXCESS CAPACITY FOR WATER SYSTEM

Excess Buy-in
Capacity Use Capacity Excess ERUs  Remaining Cost Cost

Storage (gallons) 18,070,000 10,767,844 7,302,156 12,189 $ 876,762 $ 71.93
Source (gpd) 22,896,000 20,752,346 2,143,654 3,578 $ 1,399,884 $ 391.23
Treatment (gpd) 22,896,000 20,752,346 2,143,654 3,578 $ 68,357 $ 19.10
Transmission (gpd) 22,896,000 20,752,346 2,143,654 3,578 $ 3,346,942 $ 935.38
Distribution (gpd) 22,896,000 20,752,346 2,143,654 3,578 $ 308,686 $ 6.37

Total $ 6,000,632 $ 424.02
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FUTURE DEMAND

Itis expected that at full build-out, Cedar City will have a population of 117,881 residents
compared to its current 30,818 residents. This will result in an estimated total demand of 101.6
million gpd, which is an increase of 80.9 million gpd.

Table 4-24 shows the estimated ERUs and estimated gallons per day for benchmark years.

TABLE 4-24 CURRENT AND PROJECTED USE IN ERUS

Expected Demand

Single Family Multi-Family Non-Residential Total (gpd)
2011 6,222 2,173 4,039 12,434 20,752,346
2012 6,441 2,183 4,116 12,740 21,263,060
2013 6,668 2,194 4,197 13,059 21,795,471
2014 6,902 2,204 4,278 13,384 22,337,896
2015 7,145 2,215 4,363 13,723 22,903,687
2016 7,396 2,225 4,451 14,072 23,486,168
2017 7,656 2,236 4,539 14,431 24,085,339

FUNDING FOR WATER SYSTEM IMPROVEMENTS

It has been the City’s policy to fund water system improvements from developer contributions
through fees and exactions. Impact fees and user rates have historically funded a major portion
of system improvements. Customer service charges have been used for debt service on
outstanding water bonds. Tax revenue has not been used to fund capital improvements for the
water system in the past. No tax revenue or other sources of funding are available for future
water system improvements.

Because the availability of water is a prerequisite for any development activity, and because
additional revenue generated by new development lags behind the demand for added capacity,
bond financing may be necessary to allow the City to provide adequate water service to future
development. There is not currently any debt outstanding related to the water system to
include in the calculation of the impact fee. Under the current plan, it does not appear that
financing will be necessary for the water facilities.
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INTRODUCTION

Impact fees allow cities and counties to require that new development “pays its own way.”

They are one-time payments that tie costs of public facilities to responsible parties by
establishing a relationship between the demands placed on services by new development and
the cost of infrastructure to serve that development. In other words, they reflect new
development’s proportionate share of the capital costs for public facilities. The guiding principle
is that a reasonable relationship exists between fees imposed on development and the needs
generated by the new development. The statute provides that impact fees be used for
construction of new or expanded public facilities and are not allowed to make up deficiencies or
pay for operations and maintenance.

The proportional impact new development will have on public facilities and the cost of that
impact, is measured in a standardized unit called an Equivalent Residential Unit (“ERU”). For
example, if a single family residential home requires a % water connection which provides
approximately 200 gallons per day to the residence, the relationship between the meter size
and water usage anticipated for a multi-family or commercial use can be expressed based on the
single-family residential use. In our example, if a % inch meter using an average of 200 gallons
per day is an ERU of 1.0, then a 2” meter using 667 gallons per day represents an ERU of 3.33.
Calculation of the ERU is based on Cedar City specific data.

The Impact Fees Act states that impact fees may be charged for eight types of public facilities
[Utah Code 11-36a-102 (15)]. As provided in the IFFPs, the same LOS is established for both
existing and new development citywide.

Summary of Methodology — Calculation of Impact Fee per
Residential Equivalent

Impact fees are calculated as the quotient of IFFP cost and total new development demand
units. Fees are calculated using the following basic formulas:

(IFFP Cost + Financing Expense (net of earned interest))/Total New Demand (ERUs) =
Gross Maximum Fee per demand unit
Gross Maximum Fee — Impact Fee Reductions =
Net Maximum Fee per demand unit

IFFP Cost includes the cost of construction and allocated IFFP cost.
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Financing Expense includes interest and debt origination fees, reduced by interest
earned on the impact fee account.

Impact Fee Reductions lower the amount of the impact fee to account for payments by
new development for which no benefit will be received. By means of the General Fund,
new development would pay a part of the cost of planned future facilities to the extent
that the property tax levy is used to fund public facilities. Fees in this analysis are
calculated in 2011 dollars which identifies the current cost of the facilities. Estimating
assumptions are addressed in Chapter 1 of this report. The impact of the assumptions
can be seen in the analysis. The City will periodically review estimating assumptions,
when appropriate, through the statutory impact fee amendment process.

Fees are calculated in terms of a single service area encompassing all of Cedar City. The LOS and
the average cost of construction are relatively uniform for all areas of Cedar City and therefore a
single service area is appropriate. For example, roads are intended to function as an
interconnected network with impacts generated both in the immediate vicinity and from other
areas of the City. The LOS is uniform and the average cost of construction is relatively uniform
for all areas of Cedar City; therefore a single service area is appropriate.

If population growth does not meet, or if it exceeds the assumed growth rates, impact fees will
not be affected. Rather, the demand for the facilities will either occur more slowly or more
rapidly, but the cost per unit of development will remain constant.

IMPACT FEE CALCULATION — ATYPICAL OR CONTESTED FEE AMOUNTS

This analysis defines impact fees by means of a fee schedule for typical categories of new
development. In the case of atypical or contested fee amounts, and in accordance with the
City’s impact fee administrative appeals procedure, fees can be calculated specifically for a given
application as follows:

Net Impact Fee per demand unit x Number of Demand Units =
Impact Fee Amount

Net Impact Fee per demand unit is defined for each public facility category later in this
chapter.

Number of Demand Units is the product of Number of Units of New Development and
the Demand Index. Demand Indices are defined in this chapter for each of the three
impact fees and seven land use designations. Calculation methodology is illustrated in
charts labeled or including the term Demand Index.
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For atypical or contested assessment the Demand Index is quantified by the Cedar City
Impact Fee Administrator derived, as may be appropriate, from indices or methodology
shown in this analysis for standard property use types.

SPECIAL PROVISIONS

The impact fees calculated in this chapter represent the maximum supportable impact fees for
parks, roads and storm drains that are allowed by law. Cedar City may choose to adopt any
impact fee that is less than those described above. However, the funding source for both the
cost of improvements for currently developed areas and the portion of new development costs
not funded by impact fees must be identified. When an impact fee is collected, the City is
responsible to spend or encumber the funds within 6 years or identify an extraordinary and
compelling reason to keep them longer and identify a date by which they will be spent.

Cedar City may also choose to enact a provision that exempts low income housing and other
public facilities with broad public purposes from impact fees and establish a source or sources of
funds (other than impact fees) to pay for that public facility.

ACCOUNTING

The statute requires that revenues received from impact fees be placed in separate accounts
and used only for those purposes for which they were collected. Impact fees may not be placed
in the general fund account. The City is responsible to provide an annual accounting of the
value of impact fees collected, from whom they were collected and how impact fees were
expended.

CH5-3



PARKS AND RECREATION

IMPACT FEE

GENERAL BACKGROUND

The Cedar City Parks and Recreation IFFP outlines requirements for three components: parks
and recreation services, open spaces and trails. Each of these components has its own LOS and
varying years for projected future project needs. The impact fees were calculated individually
for each component and then aggregated to formulate the total parks and recreation impact
fee.

Impact fees for parks and recreation services are implemented on residential units only, as this
is the sector that generally uses these facilities. Residential units are divided into single-family
dwellings and multi-family dwellings. Multi-family dwelling units also include residential units
classified as mixed-use for the purposes of this analysis.

While schools provide some recreational opportunities for children, they are generally very
limited in their accessibility to the general public. Therefore schools have not been included in
this analysis.

ESTIMATE OF DEMAND (NEED FOR FACILITIES)

The acres for parks and recreation facilities do not include the 51.5 acres for the Aquatic
Center/Hill Recreation Facility. The current LOS, based on existing parks and current population,
is 5.6 acres of parks, 2.24 acres of open space, and 0.37 linear miles of trails per 1,000 residents.
At present all aspects of parks and recreation are at excess capacity. The Impact fee facilities
plan section provides detailed information used in calculating the parks and recreation impact
fees. For calculation methodology, please refer to the Approach section. The current LOS, the
future LOS, and excess capacities can be found in the Current Level of Service section and the
Future Facility Demands sections respectively.

This impact fee analysis is based on an estimate of new park acreage when the LOS drops below
the adopted LOS and a time-value adjusted equity fee buy-in to the existing facilities. The impact
fee needed to accommodate the anticipated growth is calculated through build-out.

Once the excess capacity is absorbed by new development, as the population continues to
increase there will be a need for additional facilities. The projected population for Cedar City at
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build-out is 117,881 of which 87,974 is new growth requiring an additional 289 acres of parks,
36 acres of open space and an additional 10 linear miles of trails to maintain the adopted level
of service.

TABLE 5-1: PARKS AND RECREATION LEVEL OF SERVICE

Current

Facilities Current 2017 2030 Build-out
Excess Capacity / Projected Needs
Parks & Recreation (in acres) 124.07 (16.21) 5.08 57.23 288.51
Open Space (in acres) 69.06 (41.63) (36.22) (22.96) 35.85
Trails (in linear miles) 11.25 (5.70) (4.61) (1.93) 9.97

Park development costs can vary considerably according to the specific type of facility and the
projected uses. For example, costs for a neighborhood park with playground equipment may
vary considerably from a baseball or soccer field. Therefore for the purposes of this analysis, an
average costs per acre was calculated and then multiplied by future acreage needs. The same
methodology was used to calculate costs on open space and trail. The trails units, however, are
in linear miles.

Future development needs are projected when the excess capacity is diminished. Minimum
facility increments were established for future development estimation and calculation
purposes. These increments are based on an estimate of a minimum of development feasibility
and are not specific recommendations of individual future project size. The minimum
increments established are two acres for parks, four acres for open space, and one linear mile of
trails.

The average costs are then used as the basis for apportioning the share of development impact
fees. The estimated cost to develop new park facilities is $140,000 per acre. Open space is
estimated at $50,000 per acre and the estimated costs per linear mile of trails is $200,000. The
costs for future development needs are based on calculating the projected area needs by the
estimated costs per acre or linear mile. These cost estimates include land and improvements.

TABLE 5-2: ESTIMATED PROJECT COSTS OF FUTURE FACILITY NEEDS

Current Costs Facility Needs Estimated

Estimated Project Costs of Future Facility Needs per Unit (acres / miles) Project Costs
Build-out

Parks & Recreation (in acres) $140,000 288 $40,320,000
Open Space (in acres) $50,000 36 $1,800,000
Trails (in linear miles) $200,000 10 $2,000,000
Parks & Recreation (in acres) $140,000 288 $40,320,000
Open Space (in acres) $50,000 36 $1,800,000
Trails (in linear miles) $200,000 10 $2,000,000
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APPORTION COSTS

With population growth of 87,974 individuals living in an estimated 37,791 dwelling units, the
total cost of new park development must be apportioned to this growth in accordance with the
impact from each type of unit.

Because commercial development is assumed to create no new demand for neighborhood
parks, only residential development will be charged the Neighborhood Park Impact Fee.
Residential units are classified as single-family units or multi-family units. Single-family units
comprise of 96 percent of new growth and multi-family units comprise of 4 percent. The new
development project costs and the equity buy-in costs are apportioned accordingly.

RESULTS

The parks and recreation impact fees were calculated separately for each of the components,
with a total impact fee $1,222.26 per unit for single-family units and $1,167.18 per unit for
multi-family units. The total impact fee includes the apportioned costs for new projects as well
as the excess capacity buy-in.

TABLE 5-3: PARKS AND RECREATION IMPACT FEES

Parks and Recreation Impact Fees Parks Open Space Trails Total Impact Fee
Population growth at Build-out $87,974 $87,974 $87,974
Single-Family Dwelling Unit Increase $36,211 $36,211 $36,211
Multi-Family Dwelling Unit Increase $1,580 $1,580 $1,580
Apportioned Costs for New Projects $40,320,000 $1,800,000 $2,000,000
Apportioned Excess Capacity Buy-In $826,065 $248,818 $908,536
Single-Family Fee for New Projects $1,068.93 $47.72 $53.02
Single-Family Fee for Buy-In $21.90 $6.60 $24.09
Multi-Family Fee for New Projects $1,020.76 $45.57 $50.63
Multi-Family Fee for Buy-In $20.91 $6.30 $23.00

Single-Family Impact Fee $1,090.83 $54.32 $77.11 $1,222.26

Multi-Family Impact Fee $1,041.67 $51.87 $73.63 $1,167.18
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FUNDING

The Parks and Recreation Impact fee facilities plan indicates that all future funding for projects
must be obtained through impact fees. The Impact Fees Act specifies that impact fees must be
kept in a separate account and be allocated to system improvements identified in the impact fee
facility plan and of the specific type for which they were collected. The balance in this fund will
be used in accordance with the ordinances and statutes governing collection and expenditure of
the funds.

A cash flow analysis identifies the fees collected by unit type and the estimated new facilities
costs projected on an annual basis. This analysis was conducted on each component of facilities
and then aggregated for a total Parks and Recreation Department analysis. The results indicate
that all components of the Parks and Recreation Department projects are sustainable on the
collected impact fees and interim funding will not be needed.

ADJUST GROSS FEE FOR OTHER CONTRIBUTING REVENUES

In order to ensure new development is not double charged for park public facilities, credits must
be applied against the impact fee for any significant past payments by new development in the
form of taxes or other fees for park public facilities.

ADJUST GROSS FEE FOR DEVELOPER CONTRIBUTIONS

Private park facilities are not eligible for deduction in the gross impact fee because they are not
universally accessed but may be required as part of the development approval process. The
Impact Fees Act states that facilities funded through impact fees must be owned or operated by
or on behalf of local government.

The developer may contribute land in place of the entire impact fee, or as a portion thereof, as
long as the land is included in the IFFP. The land will be appraised at its predevelopment value
and the appraisal amount will be the average of two separate appraisals. The developer will be
required to fund all appraisals. The developer’s net contribution will be the average appraised
value of the land less any costs incurred by the City for the transaction.

The value of donated facilities will be established by the cost of the facilities. Again, the
developer’s net contribution will be adjusted for any costs incurred by the City for the
transaction.
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PUBLIC SAFETY

IMPACT FEE

GENERAL BACKGROUND

The IFFP for public safety encompasses both police services and fire services. Both the police
services and fire services have an individual LOS and varying timeframes for projected future
project needs. The impact fees and LOS were calculated individually and are analyzed
individually for both services.

Impact fees for both police and fire services are implemented on all types of future
development units, both residential and non-residential. Residential units are classified into
single-family dwellings and multi-family dwellings, and non-residential units are classified into
commercial, industrial and institutional. Multi-family dwelling units also include units classified
as mixed-use for the purposes of this analysis. Institutional units include schools and churches.

POLICE SERVICES

ESTIMATE OF DEMAND (NEED FOR FACILITIES)

The LOS is based on a ratio of square feet (“sq. ft.”) of police station facility per call for service.
The current LOS for the police facility is 0.62 sq. ft. which has been established as the level of
service that must be maintained in the future. This impact fee analysis is based on calls for
service data projected proportionately with population growth. Estimates of projected new
facilities have been generated and the impact fee needed to accommodate the anticipated
growth is calculated through build-out.

The Cedar City Police Department has excess capacity. After that time as the population
continues to increase there will be a need for additional facilities. The projected population for
Cedar City at build-out is 117,881, including 87,974 of growth. The new growth will require an
additional 40,000 square feet of facilities to maintain the adopted level of service.

TABLE 5-4: POLICE FACILITY NEEDS

Police Level of Service Current 2017 2030 Build-out

Excess Capacity / Deficiency
Police Station SQFT - - 10,000 40,000
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ESTIMATED COST OF FACILITIES AND FUTURE DEVELOPMENT

Police facilities construction costs can vary considerably. However, for the purposes of this
analysis, the average costs per square feet of existing facilities were used.

It is assumed that expansion will occur in increments of 5,000 square feet. New space is
projected to be built when space needs exceed space available by about 30 percent.

The average costs are then used as the basis for apportioning the share of development impact
fees. The estimated cost to develop new police facilities is $179.63 per sq. ft.

TABLE 5-5: ESTIMATED PROJECT COSTS OF FUTURE FACILITY NEEDS

Current Facility Estimated
Estimated Project Costs of Future  Costs per Needs (Sq. Project
Facility Needs Unit Ft) Costs
Build-out
Police Station $179.63 40,000 $7,185,150

APPORTION COSTS

The calls for service data received were categorized into unit types and comprised of 64.28% of
the total calls. The remaining calls were blended proportionately to total 100%. Single family
residences contributed to 37.7%, multi-family residences contributed to 20.5%; commercial
comprises of 32.1%, industrial comprises of 2.8% and institutional is 6.9%. The new
development project costs and the equity buy-in costs are apportioned accordingly to
determine the impact fee per unit type.

RESULTS

The police impact fees were calculated separately for new projects and the excess capacity buy-
in for each unit types and then combined for the total impact fee per unit type. The total impact
fee for a single-family residential unit is $77, $954 for multi-family residential, $170 for
commercial, $10 for industrial, and $165 for institutional. Agricultural units were added into the
single family category. The costs for new projects were adjusted for inflation at a rate of 3%
annually.
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TABLE 5-6: PUBLIC SAFETY - POLICE IMPACT FEES

Single-
Family Multi- Commerci
Public Safety - Police Impact Fees Unit Family Unit al Industrial Institutional
Proportionate Share of Calls for Service 38% 20% 32% 3% 7%
Dwelling Unit Increase 36,211 1,580 13,968 20,411 3,068
Proportionate Share of Costs for New Projects $2,711,757 $1,469,893  $2,309,353 $200,084 $494,063
Proportionate Share of Costs for Buy-In
Impact Fee for New Projects $77 $954 $170 $10 $165
Impact Fee for Buy-In
Total Impact Fee $77 $954 $170 $10 $165

FUNDING

The 2007 Impact fee facilities plan stated that there are no additional revenue sources for the
Police Department and therefore all future funding for projects must be obtained through
impact fees. The Impact Fees Act specifies that impact fees must be kept in a separate account
and be allocated to system improvements identified in the impact fee facility plan and of the
specific type for which they were collected. The balance in this fund will be used in accordance
with the ordinances and statutes governing collection and expenditure of the funds.

In 2011 a sales tax revenue bond was issued by the City which retired and refinanced earlier
bonds issued by the Municipal Building Authority for City Hall, Police Station, and the Heritage
Center. The portion of the bond attributed to the police department is 9.75 percent. Impact fee
funds are insufficient to service this portion of the city hall debt. Therefore, impact fee payers
are entitled to a credit against their impact fee equal to the present value of the amounts they
would contribute toward future bond payments. It is assumed that the balance of the debt is
covered through the general fund. The payer of the impact fee will be paying property taxes
that are a portion of the revenue sources for the general fund. Therefore, the credit amount is
based on the following formula:

Credit=PV'""[AxBxCxD]

A = property tax rate
B = taxable value of unit on which impact fee is being charged
C = property tax proportion of general fund revenues

D = proportion of 9.75 percent of city hall bond assigned to police department that is NOT paid
from impact fees

n = number of years remaining on city hall bond.
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FIRE SERVICES

ESTIMATE OF DEMAND (NEED FOR FACILITIES)

The LOS is based on a five minute response time and a one and a half mile radius surrounding
each fire station. This also equates to 4,523.65 acres per fire station. At present, Cedar City has
three fire stations. Although these stations service all of Cedar City, for calculation and analysis
purpose only, the developed acres are included. This more accurately reflects the geographic
concentration of population.

The current LOS for fire facilities is 2.66. The LOS is derived from calculating the current
developed acres 12,033 served by three stations. The total acreage capacity for three fire
stations at the adopted LOS is 13,570.95; therefore the Cedar City Fire Department is operating
at excess capacity.

The Impact fee facilities plan section provides the methodology used in calculating the fire
impact fees. For calculation methodology, please refer to the Approach section. The current
LOS, the future LOS, and excess capacities can be found in the Current Level of Service section
and the Future Facility Demands sections respectively.

This impact fee analysis is based on developed acreage projected proportionately with
population growth. Estimates of projected new facilities are triggered when the LOS drops
below the adopted LOS. A time-value adjusted equity fee buy-in is also calculated into the
impact fee. The impact fee needed to accommodate the anticipated growth is calculated
through build-out.

The Cedar City Fire Department has excess capacity until approximately 2040. As the population
continues to increase there will be a need for additional facilities. The projected population for
Cedar City at build-out is 117,881, including 87,974 of growth. The projected increase in
developed acreage is 24,936 which exclude ROW acres. The new growth will require an
additional 31,101 square feet of facilities equating to approximately 5.17 new fire stations to
maintain the adopted level of service.

As previously stated, the geographic placement is also a critical consideration for future
development to ensure the entire service area is covered. The following map denotes the spatial
distribution of the current and projected Cedar City fire stations through build-out. This map is
illustrative of the areas or general locations for the future stations, rather than the
recommended number of stations.
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ESTIMATED COST OF FACILITIES AND FUTURE DEVELOPMENT

Fire facilities construction costs can vary considerably, however for the purposes of this analysis,
the average costs per square feet of existing facilities was calculated based on current time-
value adjusted asset acquisition costs.

Future development needs are projected when the excess capacity is diminished. Minimum
facility increments were established for future development estimation and calculation
purposes. The increments for new fire facilities are based on a capacity trigger of 0.5 to
accommodate the future needs.

The average costs are then used as the basis for apportioning the share of development impact
fees. The estimated cost is $238.02 per sq. ft. to develop new fire station facilities. The costs for
future development needs are based on calculating the projected area needs by the estimated
costs. Future project costs are adjusted for inflation at an annual rate of three percent.
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TABLE 5-7: ESTIMATED PROJECT COSTS OF FUTURE FACILITY NEEDS

Estimated Project

Current Costs Facility Needs Costs at 3%
per Unit (Sq. Ft) Inflation rate
Build-out
Fire Station Facilities $238.02 31,101 $7,381,037

APPORTION COSTS

The calls for service data received were categorized into unit types and comprised of 70.3% of
the total calls. The remaining calls were blended proportionately to total 100%. Single family
residences contributed to 39.9%, multi-family residences contributed to 4.9%; commercial
comprises of 49.2%, industrial comprises of 0.1% and institutional is 5.9%. The new
development project costs and the equity buy-in costs are apportioned accordingly to
determine the impact fee per unit type.

RESULTS

The fire impact fees were calculated separately for new projects and the excess capacity buy-in
for each unit types and then combined for the total impact fee per unit type. The total impact
fee for a single-family residential unit is $334, $932 for multi-family residential, $1,069 for
commercial, $1 for industrial, and $587 for institutional. Agricultural units were added into the
single family category. The costs for new projects were adjusted for inflation at a rate of 3%
annually.

TABLE 5-8: PUBLIC SAFETY — FIRE IMPACT FEES

Single-Family Multi-Family

Public Safety - Fire Impact Fees Unit Unit Commercial Industrial Institutional
Proportionate Share of Calls for Service 40% 5% 49% 0.08% 6%
Dwelling Unit Increase 36,211 1,580 13,968 20,411 3,068
Proportionate Share of Costs for New Projects $2,946,046 $358,303 $3,632,793 $5,972 $437,926
Proportionate Share of Costs for Buy-In $200,915 $24,436 $247,751 $407 $29,866
Impact Fee for New Projects $81 $227 $260 - $143
Impact Fee for Buy-In $6 $15 $18 - $10
Total Impact Fee $87 $242 $278 - $152
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FUNDING

As outlined in the 2007 Impact fee facilities plan there are no additional revenue sources for the
Police Department and therefore all future funding for projects must be obtained through
impact fees. The Impact Fees Act specifies that impact fees must be kept in a separate account
and be allocated to system improvements identified in the impact fee facility plan and of the
specific type for which they were collected. The balance in this fund will be used in accordance
with the ordinances and statutes governing collection and expenditure of the funds.

The North Fire Station was funded with a $150,000 loan provided by the State through the
Permanent Community Impact Board. The North Fire Station services Cedar City, Enoch and
portions of Iron County. The Cedar City portion of the fire station and this loan is 51.5 percent.
The entire portion of attributed to Cedar City is being repaid entirely through impact fee funds.
Therefore a credit against the impact fee calculation is not applicable.
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TRANSPORTATION

IMPACT FEE

BACKGROUND

Currently, the impact fee fund for transportation has a balance of $1,214,187. All these funds
are to be used for system improvements to maintain the current level of service. There is no
debt to be financed, and it is not expected that the transportation impact fee fund will need
financing in the future.

ESTIMATE OF DEMAND

As discussed in Chapter 3, Cedar City will support approximately 117,881 people at build-out.
Some types of development generate more trips than others and thus place greater demand on
roadway systems. These differences in trip generation need to be taken into account so that the
benefits received by new development are proportional to the fees paid. To estimate demand,
we use the Institute of Transportation Engineers Trip Generation Manual, 5th Edition. This
provides the average trips per unit for various land use types. Table 5-9 provides a summary of
the peak hour trips generated by each land use type.

TABLE 5-9: PEAK HOUR TRIPS BY LAND USE

Peak Hour Trips per

Units Unit
Commercial 1K SF 4.0
Industrial 1K SF 0.5
Multi Family DU 0.7
Single Family DU 1.0
Institutional 1K SF 1.5

As we would expect, commercial property has significantly more peak hour trips than a single
family home. Table 5-9 provides a breakdown of the additional peak hour trips Cedar City
expects at each benchmark year through build-out. Currently, to maintain a C level of service,
Cedar City transportation supports approximately 41,700 peak hour trips. At build-out, it is
expected that Cedar City will have 127,929 peak hour trips.
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TABLE 5-10: PEAK HOUR TRIPS THROUGH BUILD-OUT

2011 2017 2030 Buildout New Proportion

Single Family Residential 5,868 7,220 11,315 42,079 36,211 42%
Multi-Family Residential 3,542 3,645 3,878 4,648 1,106 1%

Commercial Retail 19,187 20,744 24,562 40,228 21,041 24%
Commercial Office 9,642 10,553 12,834 22,705 13,062 15%
Industrial Manufacturing 1,937 2,350 3,572 12,143 10,206 12%
Institutional 1,524 1,794 2,491 6,126 4,603 5%

Total 41,700 46,306 58,652 127,929 86,228 100%

Impact fees are intended to fund the cost of expansion of the collector and arterial road
network necessitated by the growth in residential dwelling units and non-residential square
footage.

ESTIMATED COST OF FACILITIES AND FUTURE DEVELOPMENT

As stated in the IFFP, there is no current excess capacity for Cedar City’s transportation system.
That is to say, any measurable development will burden the system enough to lower the level of
service. Thus Cedar City will maintain the current LOS through: extension of existing roadways,
widening of existing roadways, and lane reconfiguration (addition of turn lanes). Lane
reconfiguration is often incidental to roadway widening, and it is anticipated that widening of
existing roadways will be a key method for improving traffic flow.

The IFFP shows the projects expected within the next six years. These projects add up to
approximately $27.3 million. These developments will support the expected 46,306 peak hour
trips in 2017. Table 5-11 provides the expected peak hour trips for each year through 2017.

TABLE 5-11: EXPECTED PEAK HOUR TRIPS

Single Multi-
Family Family Commercial Commercial Industrial Institution
Residential  Residential Retail Office Manufacturing al Total
2011 5,868 3,542 19,187 9,642 1,937 1,524 41,700
2012 6,074 3,559 19,438 9,789 2,000 1,565 42,425
2013 6,288 3,576 19,693 9,937 2,066 1,608 43,168
2014 6,509 3,593 19,950 10,088 2,134 1,653 43,926
2015 6,738 3,611 20,211 10,241 2,203 1,698 44,702
2016 6,975 3,627 20,476 10,396 2,276 1,745 45,495
2017 7,220 3,645 20,744 10,553 2,350 1,794 46,306
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APPORTION COSTS

The fees are determined through an estimate of the proportionate share of the cost of impacts
on system improvements that are reasonably related to the new development activity. For this
reason, the impact fee for different land use types depends on how many peak hour trips they’ll
develop. In order to properly proportion the costs, the impact fee will be determined on per-
peak-hour-trip basis. Thus, for example, because a single family residential unit produces 1 peak
hour trip each day and every 1,000 square feet of commercial development creates 4 peak hour
trips, it is expected that the impact fee for 1,000 square feet of commercial development should
be 4 times greater than that of the single family residence.

RESULTS

It is estimated that to provide level C service at build-out the city will need to spend
$50,555,391. These projects are included in the IFFP and are expected to serve Cedar City
through build-out. To calculate the cost per peak hour trip, we take the total estimated cost and
divide by the total new peak hour trips at build-out (86,228).

$50,555,391

86,228 = $586.30

This is the cost to the city for every peak hour trip averaged over the next 67 years.

Table 5-12 provides a break-down of the estimated fee per unit for various land use types.

TABLE 5-12: ESTIMATED FEE BY LAND USE TYPE

Impact Fee per

Unit Unit Proportion Total Fees by LU
Single Family Residential DU $ 586.30 42% $ 21,230,358.36
Multi-Family Residential DU $ 410.41 1% $ 648,443.19
Commercial Retail 1K SF $ 2,345.18 24% $ 12,336,018.42
Commercial Office 1KSF $ 879.44 15% $ 7,658,485.49
Industrial Manufacturing 1K SF $ 293.15 12% $ 5,983,580.77
Institutional 1KSF $ 879.44 5% $ 2,698,505.36
Total 100% $ 50,555,391.59
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STORM DRAINAGE FACILITIES

IMPACT FEE ANALYSIS

BACKGROUND

As discussed in the IFFP, current systems can handle 2,253 cfs. This is enough drainage to
support a 25-year storm. Current capacity, however, does not support future development
without expansion of the drainage system

New development will not be required to buy into the system since there is no capacity to
support future development.

The current drainage impact fee fund balance is $718,901. There is no financing currently, and it
is not expected that financing will be necessary for the drainage system.

DEMAND CALCULATION

To estimate the demand both currently and in the future, we use runoff coefficients from the
Civil Engineer Reference Manual, 9" Edition. Table 5-13 outlines the runoff coefficients and the
expected runoff per unit of different land use types. Notice that there is an additional column
for runoff less 0.2 cfs, which is the amount of runoff produced by undeveloped land.

TABLE 5-13: STORM WATER RUNOFF BY LAND USE TYPE

Estimated
Runoff for Estimated
storm event Runoff per unit

(cfs/Acre) Runoff less 0.2 FAR Units/Acre (cfs)
Commercial 0.952 0.75 0.403 9.2 0.033
Industrial 0.858 0.66 0.129 3.0 0.029
Multi Family 0.764 0.56 NA 6.5 0.086
Single Family 0.482 0.28 NA 1.9 0.151
Agricultural 0.294 0.09 NA 1.0 0.094
Institutional 0.963 0.76 0.167 3.8 0.033
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As we saw in chapter 3, there is currently a significant amount of agricultural land, which is
expected. Notice that from current land use to build-out, there is a decrease in agricultural
land. This is why there is a negative impact for agricultural land from current use to build-out.

Table 5-14 summarizes the proportionate share of runoff produced by different land use types.

TABLE 5-14: RUNOFF PROPORTIONATE SHARE

2011
Commercial (1 KSF) 11,225
Industrial (1 KSF) 499
Multi Family (DU) 5,060
Single Family (DU) 5,868
Agricultural (Acre) 5,761
Institutional (1 KSF) 170
Total

2011 -2017

Buildout

25,194
3,127
6,640

42,079

682

Units New
Development

13,968
2,628
1,580

36,211
-5,761

512

Additional
cfs/Unit

0.03
0.03
0.09
0.15
0.09
0.03

System
Impact

458
75
136
5,471
(542)
17
5,616

Proportionate
Share

8%
1%
2%
97%
-10%
0%
100%

The Impact Fee Act requires that the impact fees be spent or encumbered within a six year
period; therefore, we have evaluated anticipated growth and infrastructure needs for the next
six years to provide a general overview of the projects that will be funded in the near term.

Table 5-15 shows a yearly projection of growth by land use type.

TABLE 5-15: YEARLY RUNOFF OVER NEXT SIX YEARS

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017
Commercial 368 373 378 384 389 395 400
Industrial 14 15 15 16 16 17 17
Multi Family 437 439 441 443 445 448 450
Single Family 887 918 950 983 1,018 1,054 1,091
Agricultural 542 465 400 343 295 253 218
Institutional 6 6 6 6 6 6 7
Total 2,253 2,216 2,190 2,176 2,170 2,173 2,183

The IFFP outlines the drainage projects necessary to support Cedar City through build-out. From
that estimation, it is expected that Cedar City will need $30,428,009 to support runoff expenses
through build-out. As we see from Table 5-14, there will be an additional 5,616 cfs at build-out.

Thus to get a per cfs cost, we simply divide:
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$30,428,009.40
5,616

= $5,417.91

This provides the cost of accommodating an additional cubic foot per second. Notice that — as
we see in Table 2 — a single family unit has only 0.282 cfs of additional runoff, and thus the
impact fee for a single family home would be $818.62. Table 5-16 outlines the impact fee
calculation for different land use types. Cedar City does not charge drainage impact fees for
development that retains water on site and injects it into the system at less than 0.2 cfs.

TABLE 5-16: IMPACT FEE BY LAND USE TYPE

Percent Projected Total Cost for LU
Impact Impact Fee Type

Commercial (1 KSF) 8% $ 177.48 $ 2,479,058
Industrial (1 KSF) 1% $ 155.29 $ 408,123
Multi Family (DU) 2% $ 467.95 $ 739,358
Single Family (DU) 97% $ 818.62 $ 29,643,082
Agricultural (Acre) -10% $ 509.28 $ (2,933,825)
Institutional (1 KSF) 0% $ 179.95 $ 92,213
Total $ 30,428,009
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WASTEWATER

IMPACT FEE ANALYSIS

BACKGROUND

Because current wastewater treatment facilities have excess capacity, initial impact fees will be
calculated as buy-in fees into the current system. Once the current system meets capacity,
future public facilities will be funded with impact fees. The current system is not expected to
reach capacity within the next six years, thus the impact fees charged at that point will be re-
evaluated.

The collection system, however, does not currently have excess capacity. Impact fees for the
collection system will be determined by the expected costs of projects over the next six years
and beyond. Prior to this study, additional impact fees were assessed for the Northfield area due
to unique costs associated with development in that area. It is now the case, however, that no
such geographic-specific impact fee will need to be assessed.

Currently, the impact fee fund has $789,558 available. These funds will continue to be used for
future public facilities.

The previous study used a per-usage calculation based on the cost per gallon per day of current
facilities. Though this approach is appealing in its simplicity, it fails to assess the future costs of
facilities.

The current wastewater treatment facility was funded with a bond. Payments on the bond are
made with user fees collected. Because future users of the system will pay these user fees, a
portion of their buy-in needs to be refunded.

DEMAND CALCULATION

We used information from the Cedar City 2005 and 2009 water usage report to estimate future
demand. Table 5-17 summarizes the critical usage statistics. Note that we calculate an average
daily residential usage of 310 gpd, which serves as our ERU. It also summarizes the current land
use by multi-family, single-family and non-residential for each benchmark year. Clearly
additional development will increase the overall demand on the system.
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TABLE 5-17: CRITICAL WASTEWATER USAGE STATISTICS

Average
usage
Current Connectio (gallons Average
Current Dus or ns per DU per Usage ERU Current
Unit Connections 1kSF or 1kSF month) (gpd) Factor ERUs
Single Family DU 4976 5868 0.848 9426 310 1.00 4976
Multi-Family DU 4212 5060 0.832 5434 179 0.58 2428
Non-Residential 1K SF 598 15099 0.040 35584 1170 3.78 2258
Total 9786 9662
Table 5-18 shows the expected ERUs at benchmark years.
TABLE 5-18: CURRENT AND PROJECTED USE IN ERUS
Non-
Single Family Multi-Family Residential Total

2011 4,976 2,428 2,409 9,813

2017 6,122 2,499 2,711 11,332

2030 9,595 2,658 3,515 15,768

Buildout 35,683 3,186 8,007 46,876

2011 -2017

Table 5-19 shows the expected use over the next seven years. Note that the expected demand
does not exceed the capacity of the RWWTF in that timeframe.

TABLE 5-19: EXPECTED DEMAND OVER NEXT SIX YEARS (ERUS)

Single Family Multi-Family Non-Residential Total Demand (gpd)
2011 4,976 2,428 2,409 9,813 2,973,339
2012 5,151 2,440 2,458 10,049 3,044,847
2013 5,332 2,452 2,503 10,287 3,116,961
2014 5,520 2,463 2,556 10,539 3,193,317
2015 5,714 2,475 2,605 10,794 3,270,582
2016 5,915 2,486 2,658 11,059 3,350,877
2017 6,122 2,499 2,711 11,332 3,433,596

TREATMENT

A buy-in of existing facilities should be calculated on the proportional share of the original
capital cost of the facilities. The total capital cost of current water facilities was $17,600,000.
Current use utilizes 82 percent of the total capacity, which means 18 percent of the cost is to be
paid by future impact fees. The future users will be required to buy into the capital. The value of
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the remaining facilities is $3,322,261.70. The current facilities are expected to reach capacity
near 2020, at which point impact new impact fees will be calculated based on the cost of future
public facilities.

The remaining 691,861 gpd that the current facilities can provide will serve 2,283 ERUs. Thus the
proportional capital cost per ERU of the remaining facilities is $1,454.98.

The impact fee will include this buy-in, but it must also anticipate the future development
through build-out. Based on costs similar to the current facility, it is expected that there will be a
total of $44,000,000 needed to fund future projects. Thus to serve the additional 37,063 ERUs at
build-out, we divide to get

$44,000,000

37.063 = $1,187.17

Thus every additional ERU costs the City $1,187.17 to build the appropriate treatment facilities.

As previously stated, because future users will pay a user fee on the wastewater facilities, they
should be credited those future payments. The principal amount of the bond was $12,010,000.
The user fee for the treatment facilities is $18.17 per month. Of all future users through build-
out, it is estimated that $0.12 of that user fee goes towards repayment of the bond. It is
expected that future users will pay $1,066,696 towards the bond. Thus for the future additional
36,606 ERUs that will be added to the system by 2068, the average future user will pay $28.78
per ERU towards the bond. Thus a credit of $28.78 will be applied for each ERU.

COLLECTION

As shown in the IFFP, Cedar City has outlined future projects that will be necessary to support
development throughout the City. It is expected that the city will need $18,654,702 to fund
enough wastewater collection facilities to support the City through build-out. This value was
estimated by taking from the cost of current plans as outlined in the IFFP. To calculate the
overall per-ERU cost to support the City through build-out, we can divide as follows:

$18,654,702

37.063 = $503.32

This is the per-ERU cost for the collection system.
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IMPACT FEE

Estimating the wastewater use of future development varies wildly based on the intended use
of that future development. Offices will obviously put much more wastewater into the system
than an equally sized retail store. Thus the impact fee is applied based on the size of the
connection. Because a standard single family household has a 1” pipe, we assume that a 1” pipe
handles approximately 303 gpd of wastewater. Costs are then inflated based on the increased
flow allowed by larger pipes. This is the simplest method for commercial land, unless the
commercial land is a hotel, RV park, or mobile home park. In these cases, the state has
regulations on the wastewater flow that should be provided for each hotel room, RV
connection, or mobile home connection. Thus these fees are determined based on the number
of hotel rooms, RV connections, or mobile home connections. Table 5-20 provides the impact
fee based on pipe size, while Table 5-21 provides the impact fee per room or connection for
hotels, RV parks and mobile home parks.

TABLE 5-20: IMPACT FEE BY PIPE SIZE

l-inch 1.5-inch 2-inch 3-inch 4-inch 6-inch
Flow Rating 30 75 120 175 260 440
Flow Factor 1 25 4 5.83 8.67 14.67
Buy-in: $ 89 $ 224 $ 358 $ 522 $ 775 $ 1,312
User Fee Credit $ (28.78) $ (71.95) $ (115.12) $ (167.88) $ (249.42) % (422.09)
Treatment $ 1,187.17 $ 2967.92 $ 4,748.67 $ 6,925.15 $ 10,288.79 $ 17,411.79
Collection $ 503.32 $ 1,258.31 $ 2,013.30 $ 2,936.06 $ 4,362.14 $ 7,382.09
Debt Financing $ 1889 % 4722 $ 7555 $ 11017 % 16369 $ 277.01
Total Impact Fee $ 1,751 $ 4,378 $ 7,005 $ 10,215 % 15,177 % 25,683
TABLE 5-21: IMPACT FEE BY UNIT TYPE

Single Family Multi-Family Hotel/Dorm Mobile Home RV Park

Unit DU DU Room DU RV Connection
Required (gpd) 303 258 150 400 125
ERU 1.00 0.85 0.50 1.32 0.41
Buy-in $ 89 $ 76 $ 44 $ 118 $ 37
User Fee Credit $ (28.78) % (24.50) $  (14.25) $ (37990 $ (11.87)
Treatment $ 1,187.17 $ 1,010.86 $ 587.71 $ 1,567.22 $ 489.76
Collection $ 503.32 $ 428.57 $ 249.17 $ 664.45 $ 207.64
Debt Financing $ 18.89 $ 16.08 $ 9.35 $ 24.93 $ 7.79
Total Impact Fee $ 1,751 $ 1,491 $ 867 $ 2,312 $ 722
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WATER

IMPACT FEE ANALYSIS

BACKGROUND

Because current water facilities have excess capacity both in source and storage, initial impact
fees will be calculated as buy-in fees into the current system. Once the current system meets
capacity, future facilities will be funded with impact fees. The current system is not expected to
reach capacity within the next six years, thus the impact fees charged at that point will be re-
evaluated.

Currently, the impact fee fund has $2,861,315 available. These funds will continue to be used for
future public facilities.

In the previous Impact Fee Analysis performed in 2006, a per-use impact fee was calculated, and
it was stated that this calculation negated the need for a buy-in fee. This is not precisely true
since the impact fee should incorporate a buy-in of current excess capacity in addition to future
capital needs.

DEMAND CALCULATION

We used information from the Cedar City 2005 and 2009 water usage report to estimate future
demand. Table 5-22 summarizes the critical usage statistics. Note that we calculate an average
daily residential usage of 599 gpd, which serves as our ERU. Clearly additional development will
increase the overall demand on the system.

TABLE 5-22: CRITICAL USAGE STATISTICS

Avg.
monthly Current
Connectio use per average
Current Current ns per DU  connection ERU Current Usage
Unit Connections # Units or 1kSF (gpm) Factor ERUs (gpd)
Single
Family DU 6,222 5,868 1 18,235 1 6,222 600
Multi-Family DU 5,272 5,060 1 7,516 0 2,173 247
Non-
Residential 1K SF 1,029 15,099 0 67,067 4 3,783 2,205
Total 12,179
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2011 -2017

BUY-IN

Table 5-23 provides the current capacity, use, excess capacity, remaining cost, and the buy-in
cost for all four areas of the water system. As Table 5-23 shows, all areas have some excess
capacity. A buy-in of existing facilities should be calculated on the proportional share of the
original capital cost of the facilities. The total capital cost of current water facilities was $49.2
million. Because water costs and facilities include source, storage, treatment, transmission and
distribution, we will express excess capacity as an average of the excess capacity in these areas.
Current use utilizes an average of 53 percent of the total capacity, which means 47 percent of
the cost is to be paid by future development through impact fees, which is $6,000,632.

TABLE 5-23: CAPACITY, USE AND EXCESS CAPACITY FOR WATER SYSTEM

Excess

Capacity Use Capacity Excess ERUs Remaining Cost Buy-in Cost

Storage (gallons) 18,070,000 10,767,844 7,302,156 12,189 $ 876,762  $ 71.93
Source (gpd) 22,896,000 20,752,346 2,143,654 3,578 $ 1,399,884 $ 391.23
Treatment (gpd) 22,896,000 20,752,346 2,143,654 3,578 $ 68,357 $ 19.10
Transmission (gpd) 22,896,000 20,752,346 2,143,654 3,578 $ 3,346,942 $ 935.38
Distribution (gpd) 22,896,000 20,752,346 2,143,654 3,578 $ 308,686 $ 6.37
Total $ 6,000,632 $  1,424.02

The buy-in would be $1,424.02 per ERU.

The impact fee considers the costs of construction all the way through build-out. The current
facilities are expected to reach capacity around 2032. Table 5-24 outlines the expected demand
for the next six years. As is visible, even in six years the current facilities will not be at capacity.

TABLE 5-24: EXPECTED DEMAND (ERUS)

Single Family Multi-Family Non-Residential Total Expected Demand (gpd)
2011 6,222 2,173 4,039 12,434 20,752,346
2012 6,441 2,183 4,116 12,740 21,263,060
2013 6,668 2,194 4,197 13,059 21,795,471
2014 6,902 2,204 4,278 13,384 22,337,896
2015 7,145 2,215 4,363 13,723 22,903,687
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TABLE 5-24: EXPECTED DEMAND (ERUS)

Single Family Multi-Family Non-Residential Total Expected Demand (gpd)
2016 7,396 2,225 4,451 14,072 23,486,168
2017 7,656 2,236 4,539 14,431 24,085,339
IMPACT FEE

The impact fee is calculated by estimating the future costs through build-out. Table 5-25 shows
the estimated total cost of public facilities through build-out. This cost is calculated by using the
value of current facilities and the total ERUs they currently serve to estimate a per-ERU cost. We
then simulate a construction plan that will serve the City’s needs and provide the necessary
ERUs.

TABLE 5-25: ESTIMATED TOTAL PROJECT COSTS THROUGH BUILD-OUT

New ERUs at Project Cost

Total Cost at Buildout Build out per ERU
Storage (gallons) $ 26,640,000.00 48,460 $ 549.73
Source (gpd) $ 79,833,600.00 48,460 $ 1,647.41
Treatment (gpd) $ 2,571,467.32 48,460 $ 53.06
Transmission (gpd) $ 43,970,400.00 48,460 $ 907.35
Distribution (gpd) $ 11,646,682.56 48,460 $ 240.34
Total $ 153,015,467.32 $ 3,397.90

Estimating the water use of future development varies wildly based on the intended use of that
future development. Offices will likely use more water an equally sized retail store. Thus the
impact fee is applied based on the size of the connection. Because a standard single family
household has a 1” pipe, we assume that a 1” pipe handles approximately 800 gpd of water.
Costs are then inflated based on the increased flow allowed by larger pipes. This is the simplest
method for commercial land, unless the commercial land is a hotel, RV park, or mobile home
park. In these cases, the state has regulations on the water source and storage that should be
provided for each hotel room, RV connection, or mobile home connection. Thus these fees are
determined based on the number of hotel rooms, RV connections, or mobile home connections.
Table 5-26 provides the impact fee based on pipe size, while Table 5-27 provides the impact fee
per room or connection for hotels, RV parks and mobile home parks. Both tables also provide
the impact fee additions due to financing.
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TABLE 5-26:

IMPACT FEES BY PIPE SIZE

l-inch 1.5-inch 2-inch 3-inch 4-inch 6-inch
Flow Rating 30 75 120 175 260 440
Capacity Factor 1 2.5 4 5.83 8.67 14.67
Buy-in Fees:
Storage $ 18.09 $ 45.23 $ 7237 $ 10554 $ 156.80 $ 265.36
Source $ 28.89 $ 72.22 $ 11555  $ 16851 $ 250.36 $ 423.68
Treatment $ 141 $ 3.53 $ 564 $ 823 $ 12.23 $ 20.69
Transmission $ 69.07 $ 172.67 $ 276.26 % 402.89 $ 598.57 $ 1,012.97
Distribution $ 6.37 $ 15.92 $ 2548 % 3716 $ 55.21 $ 93.43
Subtotal: $ 123.83 $ 309.57 $ 49531 % 72232 $ 1,073.16 $ 1816.12
Project Fees:
Storage $  549.73 $ 1,374.33 $ 2,19893 $ 3,206.77 $ 4,764.34 $ 8,062.73
Source $ 1,647.41 $ 4,11853 $ 6,589.65 $ 9,609.91 $ 14,277.57 $ 24,162.05
Treatment $ 53.06 $ 132.66 $ 21225  $ 309.54 $ 459.89 $ 778.27
Transmission $ 907.35 $ 2,268.39 $ 3,629.42  $ 529290 $ 7,863.74 $ 13,307.87
Distribution $ 24034 $ 600.84 $ 96134 % 1,401.96 $ 2,082.91 $  3,524.93
Subtotal: $ 3,397.90 $  8,494.75 $ 13,591.59 $ 19,821.07 $ 29,448.45 $ 49,835.84
Total $ 3,521.72 $ 8,804.31 $ 1408690 $ 2054339 $ 30,521.61 $ 51,651.96
TABLE 5-27: IMPACT FEES BY VARIOUS UNIT TYPES

Single Family Multi-family Hotel/Dorm Mobile Home RV Park

Unit Dwelling Unit Dwelling Unit Room Dwelling Unit RV Connection
Required Flow (gpd) 800 150 150 800 100
Required Storage (gal) 400 400 75 400 50
Flow ERU 1 0.1875 0.1875 1 0.125
Storage ERU 1 1 0.1875 1 0.125
Buy-in Fees:
Storage $ 18.09 $ 18.09 $ 3.39 $ 18.09 $ 2.26
Source $ 28.89 $ 5.42 $ 5.42 $ 28.89 $ 3.61
Treatment $ 1.41 $ 0.26 $ 0.26 $ 1.41 $ 0.18
Transmission $ 69.07 $ 12.95 $ 12.95 $ 69.07 $ 8.63
Distribution $ 6.37 $ 1.19 $ 1.19 $ 6.37 $ 0.80
Subtotal: $ 123.83 $ 37.92 $ 23.22 $ 123.83 $ 15.48
Project Fees:
Storage $ 549.73 $ 549.73 $ 103.07 $ 549.73 $ 68.72
Source $ 1,647.41 $ 308.89 $ 308.89 $ 1,647.41 $ 205.93
Treatment $ 53.06 $ 9.95 $ 9.95 $ 53.06 $ 6.63
Transmission $ 907.35 $ 170.13 $ 170.13 $ 907.35 $ 113.42
Distribution $ 240.34 $ 45.06 $ 45.06 $ 240.34 $ 30.04
Subtotal: $ 3,397.90 $ 1,083.76 $ 637.11 $ 3,397.90 $ 424.74
Total $ 3,521.72 $ 1,121.68 $ 660.32 $ 3,5621.72 $ 440.22
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LEGAL FRAMEWORK

Impact fees in this analysis are roughly proportionate and reasonably related to the impacts

caused by planned development. Consistent with the Impact Fees Act, the following factors

have been considered in determining proportionate share, calculation of the impact fee, and
preparation of the Fee Analysis: The cost of existing public facilities.

The manner of financing those facilities.

The relative extent to which the newly developed properties have already contributed to

the cost of facilities.

The relative extent to which the newly developed properties and other properties will

contribute to the cost of existing public facilities in the future.

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

Extraordinary costs in servicing the newly developed properties, and

The time/price differential inherent in fair comparisons of amounts paid at different

times.

COST OF EXISTING PUBLIC FACILITIES

The costs of existing facilities are based on the acquisition cost, adjusted to 2011 dollars using
the CPI.

MANNER OF FINANCING FACILITIES

Financing for existing facilities has been considered in calculating the amount of the impact fee.
A review of City accounting records and consultation with City staff indicates that there is
outstanding debt for current wastewater and police facilities." For each of these, a methodology
has been proposed for establishing a credit against the impact fee.

! There is debt outstanding for the Aquatic Center. This facility was expressly excluded from the impact
fee analysis upon direction from the City.
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RELATIVE EXTENT TO WHICH THE NEWLY DEVELOPED PROPERTIES HAVE
ALREADY CONTRIBUTED TO THE COST OF FACILITIES

To the extent that new development has paid property taxes that were used to retire any
portion of the police debt related to the police portion of city hall, it has contributed to the cost
of existing facilities. A review of the amount of this contribution suggests that it is of such a
small amount as to be de minimus. Other existing debt is funded through user fees and it is
assumed that new development has not contributed in this manner to the cost of existing
facilities.

RELATIVE EXTENT TO WHICH NEWLY DEVELOPED PROPERTIES AND EXISTING
PROPERTIES WILL CONTRIBUTE TO THE COST OF EXISTING PUBLIC FACILITIES.

Expansion of existing facilities or future facilities to serve existing development will be funded
through non-impact fee sources. Future capacity expansion projects for the benefit of new
development will be paid by new development by means of impact fees.

CREDIT FOR SYSTEM IMPROVEMENTS TO BE PROVIDED BY NEW DEVELOPMENT

City policy has been to obtain certain improvements by means of contribution from new
development. The value of those improvements is not included in calculation of the impact fee.
To the extent that new development contributes public facilities included in the IFFP, impact
fees may be reduced by the value of that contribution calculated in accordance with the Impact
Fee Ordinance.

EXTRAORDINARY COSTS REQUIRED TO SERVICE NEW DEVELOPMENT.

No extraordinary costs are anticipated in servicing new development.

TIME-PRICE DIFFERENTIAL

Impact fee amounts and IFFP cost are calculated in 2011 dollars. The City plans to periodically
review and update this analysis to maintain calculations in “real” (constant value) terms. Any
adjustments to the Impact Fee as a result of this review and update will be accomplished in
accordance with the Impact Fees Act.
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INTRODUCTION

Section 11-36a-601 of the Impact Fees Act requires that, for each impact fee type collected by
Cedar City, a separate ledger account must be established to account for fees collected and
expended and retain the interest earned on the account.

In addition to the requirements relating to ledger accounting, in accordance with Section 11-
36a-601(4) and (5) Cedar City must produce a report at the end of each fiscal year for each
impact fee type collected that:

shows the source and amount of all monies collected, earned, and received by the
fund or account; and

identifies each expenditure from the fund or account;

identifies impact fee funds by the year in which they were received, the project from
which the funds were collected, the capital projects for which the funds were
budgeted, and the projected schedule for expenditure;

is in a format developed by the state auditor;
is certified by the local political subdivision's chief financial officer; and

is transmitted annually to the state auditor.

SAMPLE FORMS

The State Auditor has produced a sample report and a sample certification for local jurisdiction
to ensure compliance with Section 11-36a-601(4) and (5).Table 7-1 is the Auditor’s sample
report for revenues.
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TABLE 7-1:AUDITOR'S SAMPLE IMPACT FEE REPORT - REVENUES

Sample Government Entity
Impact Fee Schedule
Revenues on Hand
FY Ended June 30, 2008

Projects From Which
Funds Were Collected

Copper Hills PUD

Wheatfiield Estates

Albertson's

8975 Highland Blvd.

Wal-Mart Stores

Interest Earned

Total Collected for FY 2006

Subway Restaurant

75400 S1300 E

Legend Falls Condominiums

7005 Iron Blossom Way

Michael's

Iggy's Sports Grill

Interest Earned

Total Collected for FY 2007

4595 Peachtree Circle

Swan Meadows

Heatherwood

Chili's Restaurant

Date Storm
Received Roads Drain Parks Total

FY06 $ 40,000.00 $ 35,000.00 $ 10,000.00 85,000.00
FY06 $ 9,900.00 $ 8,000.00 $ 6,000.00 23,900.00
FY06 $ 58,000.00 $ 45,000.00 $ 15,000.00 118,000.00
FY06 $ 2,000.00 $ 1,800.00 $ 800.00 4,600.00
FY06 $ 100,000.00 $ 50,000.00 $ 15,000.00 165,000.00

$ 12,350.00 $ 8,200.00 $ 2,000.00 22,550.00

$ 222,250.00 $ 148,000.00 $ 48,800.00 419,050.00
FYo7 $ 10,000.00 $ 8,5600.00 $ 8,000.00 26,500.00
FY07 $ 3,000.00 $ 2,000.00 $ 5,000.00 10,000.00
FYO07 $ 26,000.00 $ 21,000.00 $ 18,000.00 65,000.00
FY07 $ 4,500.00 $ 4,000.00 $ 3,000.00 11,500.00
FYO07 $ 15,000.00 $ 12,000.00 $ 10,000.00 37,000.00
FYo07 $ 18,000.00 $ 15,000.00 $ 11,000.00 44,000.00

$ 3,000.00 $ 2,900.00 $ 2,000.00 7,900.00

$ 79,500.00 $ 65,400.00 $ 57,000.00 201,900.00
FYO08 $ 5,000.00 $ 4,000.00 $ 3,000.00 12,000.00
FY08 $ 15,000.00 $ 10,000.00 $ 76,000.00 101,000.00
FY08 $ 28,000.00 $ 21,000.00 $ 17,500.00 66,500.00
FY08 $ 30,000.00 $ 24,000.00 $ 20,000.00 74,000.00
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TABLE 7-1:AUDITOR'S SAMPLE IMPACT FEE REPORT - REVENUES

Sample Government Entity

Impact Fee Schedule
Revenues on Hand
FY Ended June 30, 2008

Projects From Which Date Storm

Funds Were Collected Received Roads Drain Parks Total
Menlove Investments Inc. FY08 $ 3,900.00 $ 3,000.00 2,000.00 8,900.00
Daybreak Properties FYO08 $ 120,000.00 $ 108,000.00 68,500.00 296,500.00
Bangeter Malll FY08 $ 200,000.00 $ 300,000.00 10,000.00 510,000.00
Interest Earned $ 4,500.00 $ 5,000.00 2,300.00 11,800.00
Total Collected for FY 2008 $ 406,400.00 $ 475,000.00 199,300.00 1,080,700.00
Total Impact Fees on Hand 1,701,650.00

Source:Utah State Auditor's Website:http://www.sao.state.ut.us/IgForms.html
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Table 7-2 is the Auditor’s sample report for expenditures.

TABLE 7-2:AUDITOR'S SAMPLE IMPACT FEE REPORT - EXPENDITURES

Roads

7th East Preliminary
Engineering

7thEast Road Widening
Harris Point Road
Legacy Drive Engineering
3rd West

Storm Drain

Jordon Park Drain
River Front Parkway
Brigham Trail

Midas Creek Drain

Parks

Founder's Park
Harris Park Bowery
Brigham Trail

Totals by Fiscal Year

Impact Fees Projected for

Expenditure

Projected Expenditures of Impact Fees on Hand

Sample Government Entity

Impact Fee Schedule

FY Ended June 30, 2008

Impact
Fees by

FY FY FY FY FY FY
2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 Project
$ 15,000 $ 3,000 $ 18,000
$ 15,000 $ 52,000 $ 67,000
$ 108,000 $ 100,000 $ 208,000
$ 100,000 95,300 $ 195,300
$ 19,850 25,000 175,000 $ 219,850
$ 35,000 $ 35,000
$ 128,000 $ 18,000 $ 146,000
$ 3,500 $ 16,100 $ 19,600
187,800 300,000 $ 487,800
$ 50,000 $ 17,000 $ 6,300 $ 65,000 11,800 $ 150,100
$ 34,000 $ 12,000 $ 46,000
$ 65,000 34,000 10,000 $ 109,000

$ 228000 $ 161,000 $ 195800 $ 277,950 353,900 485,000
$ 1,701,650

Source:Utah State Auditor's Website:http://www.sao.state.ut.us/IgForms.html
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Figure 7-1 is the Certification form to be submitted electronically with the impact fee report.

FIGURE 7-1:IMPACT FEE CERTIFICATION — UTAH STATE AUDITOR

Certification of Impact Name select Name
Fee Report Fiscal Year Ended

Form: CIF-CERT-1-2010

Basic Form Instructions

mpact Fee Reporting
In compliance with section 11-36a-601(5) of the Utah Code, local political subdivisions collecting impact fees are
required to submit a report to the State Auditor that identifies:
* Impact fee funds by the year in which they are received
* The project from which the funds are collected
* The capital projects for which the funds were budgeted
* The projected schedule for expenditure
The State Auditor's Office has prepared an example of this report and a certification form for local
governments to include with the report when it is submitted. The example report and form are available on
the Local Government Forms webpage (http://www.sao.utah.gov/IgForms.html).

21381 Cenrtification

In compliance with section 11-36a-601(5), Utah Code, as amended, which states in effect:

“Each local political subdivision collecting impact fees shall: . . . produce a report that: (a) identifies
impact fee funds by the year in which they were received, the project from which the funds were
collected, the impact fee projects for which the funds were budgeted, and the projected schedule for
expenditure; (b) is in a format developed by the state auditor; (c) is certified by the local political
subdivision’s chief financial officer; and {d) is transmitted annually to the state auditor.”

I, the undersigned, certify that the attached impact fees report is a true, correct and complete copy of the
report of impact fees on hand at fiscal/calendar year ending and their scheduled
intended use.

Chief Financial Officer Date

Phone Number Email Address
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