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CERTIFICATION OF IMPACT FEE ANALYSIS BY CONSULTANT
In accordance with Utah Code Annotated, § 11-36a-306, Robert Worley, P.E., on behalf of Sunrise Engineering,
Inc., makes the following certification:
I certify that the attached impact fee analysis:
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. Cost for operation and maintenance of public facilities;
b. Costs for qualifying public facilities that will raise the level of service for the facilities, through
impact fees, above the level of service that is supported by existing residents; or
c. An expense for overhead, unless the expense is calculated pursuant to a methodology that is
consistent with generally accepted cost accounting practices and the methodological standards
set forth by the federal Office of Management and Budget for federal grant reimbursement;
3. Offsets costs with grants or other alternate sources of payment; and
4. Complies in each and every relevant respect with the Impact Fees Act.

12/27/2019
Dated: __________________________

Sunrise Engineering, Inc.
By:_____________________________
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WASTEWATER IMPACT FEE ANALYSIS
1.0

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Ephraim City commissioned this Impact Fee Analysis (IFA) to properly allocate the cost of sanitary sewer system
improvements to new development. An impact fee is a fee imposed on new development to allocate the cost of
expanding public infrastructure to accommodate the new development. This report has been completed in
conjunction with the Wastewater Impact Fee Capital Facility Plan (IFCFP), wherewith future wastewater capital
improvements have been identified and discussed in detail.
Not all costs of system improvements are allocable to future growth. Some system improvements increase the
level of service to existing customers. Only that portion of system improvements which is allocable to future
growth may be considered in calculating a reasonable impact fee. Impact fees are assessed per Equivalent
Residential Connection or ERC.
After analyzing the capital improvement projects and estimated population growth, and determining an
equivalent residential connection, this analysis proposes an impact fee of $1,490 per ERC for new sewer
connections. Ephraim City may choose to assess a lower impact fee, but may not assess an impact fee higher than
that justified by this analysis.
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2.0

INTRODUCTION

An impact fee is a fee imposed on new development to "mitigate the impact of the new development on public
infrastructure." Utah Code § 11-36a-102-8(a). Impact fees are subject to the restrictions within the Fifth
Amendment of the U.S. Constitution prohibiting the taking of private property for public use without just
compensation. To comply with the U.S. Constitution requires that there be an "essential nexus" between the fee
imposed and the protected interest and that the fee imposed be "roughly proportional" to the burden created by
the new development. See Nollan v. California Coastal Commission, 483 U.S. 825 (1987); and see Dolan v. City of
Tigard, 512 U.S. 374 (1994).
The levy of impact fees in Utah is governed by the Utah Impact Fees Act codified as Utah Code § 11-36a and
requires more specific analysis than that required by the U.S. Constitution. Before imposing an impact fee, a
municipality or public service provider such as Ephraim City must prepare a written analysis of each impact fee.
An impact fee analysis is designed to proportionally allocate to new development that portion of the cost of new
facilities that may be required or excess capacity of existing facilities. The impact fee analysis must:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Identify the anticipated impact on existing facilities by new development,
Identify the anticipated impact on system improvements by anticipated development,
Demonstrate how those impacts are reasonably related to the anticipated development,
Estimate the proportionate share of costs to be recouped by the impact fee, and
Identify how the impact fee was calculated. Id. at § 304.

Entities imposing impact fees must also prepare an Impact Fee Facilities Plan unless excepted by statute. An
impact fee facilities plan is not required if the municipalities general plan under Utah Code 10-9a-401 contains the
elements required by the Impact Fees Act. Id. at § 301. Municipalities serving less than 5,000 people and charging
total impact fees of less than $250,000 annually are not required to prepare an impact fee facilities plan. However,
they must ensure that the impact fees “are based upon a reasonable plan that otherwise complies with the
common law and [the other sections of the Impact Fees Act].” Id. at § 301. Ephraim City services more than 5,000
people; therefore, an Impact Fee Facilities Plan was prepared in conjunction with the Impact Fee Analysis.
The Utah Supreme Court outlined a set of seven factors which may be considered in determining the
reasonableness of an impact fee; these factors are now known as the “Banberry factors.” Banberry Dev. Corp. v.
S. Jordan City, 631 P.2d 899, 904 (Utah 1981). However, the Court has subsequently noted that these factors
“were merely ‘means to [an] end.’ And the ultimate legal test is whether the impact fees relate to the cost of the
benefits conferred on those paying the fees.” Tooele Assoc. LTD. V. Tooele City Corp., 247 P.3d 371 (Utah 2011)
(quoting Home Builders Ass’n of Utah v. City of American Fork, 973 P.2d 425, at ¶ 20 (Utah 1999). Nonetheless,
this impact fee study will review each of the Banberry factors for the system impact fee. A brief analysis of the
Banberry factors for the system is attached to this analysis as Appendix B.
Although the municipality may enact a lower impact fee than that justified by the Impact Fee Analysis, the
municipality may not impose a fee higher than that justified in the analysis.

3.0

PURPOSE OF THIS IMPACT ANALYSIS

The purpose of this Impact Fee Analysis is to proportionally allocate the cost of public facilities required to provide
sanitary sewer service within Ephraim City to new development within the service area. System improvements
include the construction of new sewer lines in addition to the upgrading of interceptor and collection pipelines to
handle future growth. An outline of the proposed improvements and the associated estimated costs can be found
in Section 6.1 of this analysis.
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This impact fee analysis calculates the highest proportionate share of the cost of these public facilities which may
be reasonably allocated to new development. In conjunction with calculating the reasonable impact fee for future
projects, this analysis will review and update the current impact fees and determine a total maximum reasonable
impact fee for Ephraim City's sanitary sewer system.

4.0

METHODOLOGY

The impact fee for sanitary sewer facilities is derived primarily from a plan-based method for future planned
development. However, this analysis also considers cost recovery for excess capacity of the current system. The
portion of the Impact Fee Analysis which focuses on planned development accounts for estimates of how the
system projects will be financed. Should the actual financing of the project change from the estimated portion of
grant versus debt, this analysis may require updating to ensure the impact fee assessed does not exceed the
proportionate share of development’s impact on the new facilities.
Impact fees may not be used for maintenance or repair of the existing system, or for system improvements that
increase the level of service to existing system users unless the improvement provides additional system
capacity that directly supports new development. Impact fees may not be used to recoup more than the actual
public facility costs incurred or those projected to be incurred "within six years after the day on which each
impact fee is paid." Id. at § 306. Also, impact fees must include an offset for grants or other alternative sources
of payment and may not include expenses for operation and maintenance or for overhead unless such overhead
expenses are calculated using a methodology consistent with generally accepted cost accounting practices and
the standards accepted by the federal Office of Management and Budget for federal grant reimbursement. Id.
Accordingly, this analysis
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Determines the actual cost incurred or to be incurred within six years of the date of this report,
Sets forth existing levels of service,
Does not include any general overhead expenditures or costs for operation of the facilities,
Offsets for a potential grant for proposed projects,
And includes an analysis of the prior completed projects which remain impact fee eligible.

To determine the proportionate share of the cost to new development, this analysis reviews current and past
demographic trends and provides a projection for future growth within Ephraim City’s service area for the next
twenty years. The capacity of the current system and excess capacity of each new system component that will
be used in this analysis are based upon data provided by Ephraim City, a model analysis of the existing and
proposed sewer collection system, and estimates calculated by Sunrise Engineering, Inc. Costs of the proposed
public facilities are calculated based upon an engineer’s opinion of probable cost.
Because sanitary sewer loads of multi-family, industrial, and commercial connections vary widely, excess
capacity of system components is expressed in terms of equivalent residential connections (ERCs). An ERC is
equivalent to what would be collected from a typical single-family residence. ERCs are different for each type of
public facility and are more particularly described Section 5.3 of this analysis.
The determination of the existing Level of Service (LOS) of the current systems is based upon previous project
design capacity as well as model analysis results.
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5.0

PROJECT PLANNING AREA

5.1
EXISTING SERVICE AREA
The Ephraim City wastewater collection system supports household and commercial connections within Ephraim
City, as well as several connections within the unincorporated areas of Sanpete County, just outside the borders
of Ephraim City (see Exhibit 1, Appendix A). The service area has recently expanded with the annexation of two
portions of land to the north and south. Exhibit 2 in Appendix A identifies the newly annexed land in which the
City expects to provide services to as the population increases.
5.2
POPULATION ANALYSIS & PROJECTED GROWTH
Ephraim City has experienced moderate to rapid growth over the past several years, and currently serves an
estimated population of 7,482 residents and students. The presence of the Ephraim Snow College Campus has a
significant influence on the City’s overall growth, and also represents a significant demand on the City’s resources.
Ephraim City census estimates from 2000 to 2016 are shown below in Table 5.2.1: Ephraim City Census Estimates
and indicate an average annual population increase of 2.86% during this period.
Table 5.2.1: Ephraim City Census Estimates
Year

2000
2005
2010
2013
2016

Projected Annual Growth
Population
Rate

4,505
4,977
6,135
6,431
7,072

Average Annual Growth

2.01%
4.27%
1.58%
3.22%
2.86%

The current population is estimated to be 7,482 based on a continued annual growth rate of 2.86% from 2016 to
present.
The total Snow College enrollment for the 2017 school year was 5,894 students, of which 3,446 or 58% attended
the Ephraim Campus. The total Snow College enrollment projection through 2028 is 10,266. If the current
breakdown of students remains consistent, with 58% attending the Ephraim campus, the 2028 Ephraim
enrollment can be estimated to be 6,002 students. This represents a 5.71% average annual growth in the student
population. If this enrollment growth rate continues for the 20-year planning period, the 20-year projected
student population at the Ephraim Campus is 10,454.
The Snow College student population currently represents approximately one half of the total Ephraim City
population. A combined growth rate will be estimated as the average of the historic Ephraim City growth rate of
2.86% and the projected Snow College growth rate of 5.71%, which is 4.28%. For the purposes of this analysis, the
projected average annual growth rate will be rounded to 4.30%. The projected 20-year population growth is
provided in Table 5.2.2: Ephraim City Projected 20 Year Population.
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Table 5.2.2: Ephraim City Projected 20 Year Population
Year

Projected
Population

2018
2028
2038

7,482
11,399
17,366

5.3
CURRENT WASTEWATER CONNECTIONS AND ERCS
As previously mentioned, one ERC is defined as the amount of wastewater discharged to the system by an average
single-family residential connection. ERCs can be used to compare the wastewater produced by commercial,
industrial, and institutional entities to a single residential connection. In this report, the ERCs will be used in the
determination of the system’s demand as well as fair and equitable impact fees.
Wastewater and culinary water ERCs are closely related due to the relationship the two systems share. Because
the scope of this report does not include analyzing the flow from individual users, the winter culinary water usage
was used to determine the comparative discharge to a residential unit. According to Ephraim City, there are
approximately 2,420 current connections on the Ephraim City culinary system. This includes 2,022 residential
connections, 80 institutional connections, 260 commercial connections, 3 industrial connections, and 55
agricultural connections. It is assumed that culinary water used for agricultural purposes does not contribute to
the wastewater loads; therefore, the agricultural connections will not be considered as part of this study.
Based on these records and the water usage, the respective ERC values will be assigned as shown in Table 5.3.1:
ERC Equivalents per Connection Category.
Table 5.3.1: ERC Equivalents per Connection Category

ERCs By Connection Type
Category
Residential
Institutional
Commercial
Industrial
Total

Connection ERC/Conn.
2,022
80
260
3
2,365

1.00
1.25
1.00
2.00

Current
ERCs
2,022
100
260
6
2,388

Comparing the existing population to the number of ERCs, there are approximately 3 people per ERC.
5.4
PROJECTED WASTEWATER CONNECTIONS AND ERCS
The number of wastewater ERCs expected at the end of the 20-year planning period can be calculated using the
compound interest formula and inserting the projected growth rate of 4.3% and the existing number of
wastewater ERCs.
The projected number of residential ERCs for the planning period is calculated with the compound interest
formula as follows:
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𝐹 = 𝐸𝑅𝐶 × (1 + 𝑟)
𝐹 = 2,022 𝐸𝑅𝐶𝑠 × (1 + 0.043)

= 4,693 𝐸𝑅𝐶𝑠

Using the compound interest formula shown above, the projected ERCs for institutional, commercial, and
industrial connections were calculated and are found in Table 5.4.1: 20-Year Projected ERCs.
Table 5.4.1: 20-Year Projected ERCs

20 Yr.
ERCs
Residential
4,693
Institutional
232
Commercial
603
Industrial
14
Total
5,543
Category

By the end of the 20-Year planning, Ephraim City will see a projected increase in new connection equivalent to
3,155 ERCs.

6.0

SANITARY SEWER IMPACT FEE ANALYSIS

As mentioned in Section 4.0, the impact fee for the wastewater facilities is derived primarily from a plan-based
method for future planned development; however, this analysis also considers cost recovery for excess capacity
of the existing system. For purposes of simplicity, this analysis will first address costs associated with expansion
due to future growth, then review excess capacity related to previous sanitary sewer projects.
It is recommended that this Impact Fee Analysis be reviewed and updated at a minimum of every five years.
6.1
6-YEAR IMPROVEMENT PLAN
In conjunction with this Impact Fee Analysis, a Wastewater Impact Fee Capital Facilities Plan was completed, which
studied Ephraim City's current and future system. Recommendations were made in the plan as mentioned above
and are summarized as follows:
Short-Term Recommendations:









Replacement of identified faulty clay pipelines.
Examine the remaining clay pipe collection system for signs of cracking. Replace prior to failure.
Survey inverts of pipelines flagged to have negative slopes as indicated in Section 6.1—Existing System. If
it is determined that the pipelines are sloped correctly, no further action is required. If the pipelines are
sloped incorrectly, it is recommended that the problem be resolved through redesign and reconstruction.
Connect newly annexed lands to the existing system.
Connect existing southern subdivision and surrounding land into the existing system.
Complete requested connections along 200 South between Main Street and 200 West.
Upgrade interceptor and collector pipelines to handle future growth as indicated in Section 7.3—20-Year
Anticipate Collection System Analysis

Long-Term Recommendations:


Examine the remaining clay pipe collection system for signs of cracking. Replace prior to failure.
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During the 20-year planning period, the clay pipe collection system should be replaced prior to pipe
failure.

Table 6.2.1—Summary of Wastewater System Recommended Improvements outlines the improvements and
their estimated construction costs.
Table 6.2.1—Summary of Wastewater System Recommended Improvements

Wastewater System Recommended Improvements
Improvement

Estimated Cost

Replace Identified Faulty Clay Pipes
Proposed Collector Pipe on 200 S
Connect to Southwest Annexed Land
Connect to North Annexed Land
Connect Southern Subdivison and Surrounding Land

$
$
$
$
$

294,000.00
162,000.00
712,000.00
581,000.00
466,000.00

Eligible for
Impact Fees
No
Yes
Yes
Yes
Yes

Upgrade Piplines for 20-Year Growth

$
677,000.00
Project Total $ 2,892,000.00
Impact Fee Eligible $ 2,598,000.00

Yes

Funding for these capital improvement projects can come in different forms, but for this study, it is assumed that
20% of the construction costs will be covered by a grant and the other portion will require a loan. It is assumed
that the loan package would consist of an interest rate of 2.5% and have a 20-year duration. The total amount
paid by the City towards the impact fee eligible improvement project is $2,587,438, as shown below:
𝐴𝑠𝑠𝑢𝑚𝑒𝑑 𝐺𝑟𝑎𝑛𝑡 =$578,400 (not applicable)
𝐴𝑠𝑠𝑢𝑚𝑒𝑑 𝐿𝑜𝑎𝑛 = $2,078,400 at 2.5% with a 20-year duration
𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝑃𝑟𝑖𝑛𝑐𝑖𝑝𝑎𝑙 = $2,078,400
𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝐼𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑒𝑠𝑡 = $588,067.85
𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝐴𝑚𝑜𝑢𝑛𝑡 𝑃𝑎𝑖𝑑 = $2,666,467.85
The impact fee that may be charged for the proposed wastewater collection system improvements, as outlined in
the Impact Fee Capital Facilities Plan, is found by dividing the projected total cost of the planned improvements
by the increase in new connections at the end of the 20-year period, as follows:
𝐶𝑎𝑙𝑐𝑢𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒𝑑 𝐼𝑚𝑝𝑎𝑐𝑡 𝐹𝑒𝑒 =

$2,666,468
= $845.16 𝑝𝑒𝑟 𝐸𝑅𝐶
3,155 𝐸𝑅𝐶

6.2
EXISTING CAPACITY AVAILABLE TO SERVE NEW GROWTH
The recommended improvements presented in this report and the Wastewater Impact Fee Capital Facilities Plan
allow the opportunity to obtain additional capacity for future growth. In addition to these improvements, future
growth will also utilize a portion of excess capacity available in existing facilities. By estimating the available
capacity in the existing wastewater system and treatment facilities, the City can be reimbursed for the past
improvements through impact fees.
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6.2.1 1999 Collection System and Treatment Improvements
In 1999, following the 1999 Wastewater Study complete by Jones and Demille, the sanitary collection system and
treatment lagoon underwent improvements to increase the capacity of the system.
Based on the hydraulic model, it’s evident that the improvements to the sanitary collection system were for future
growth. Therefore, 100% of the remaining debt service associated with the collection system improvements may
be included in calculating the impact fee. After analyzing the treatment system capacity, it was determined that
the lagoons were at maximum capacity in 2015 when the treatment expansion was completed; therefore, none
of the debt service associated with the 1999 treatment expansion are eligible to be included in the impact fee
calculation.
A bond to construct these improvements was issued for $2,100,000, with the collection system improvements
being estimated at $910,000 and the treatment expansion estimated at $1,190,000. The remaining portion of the
bond is $1,288,388.14, and it is anticipated that the same ratio of subsystem cost would ally to the remaining
debt. Therefore, the remaining debt attributable to the collection system is $558,301.53, determined as follows:
𝐷=

$1,288,388.14 × $910,000
= $558,301.53
$2,100,000

Based on the 2000 census, the population in 2000, about the time the improvements were complete, was
approximately 4,505. Assuming the same ratio of population per ERC existed in 2000, that lends to approximately
1,501 ERC’s at the time this project was constructed. As previously mentioned, the existing system is adequate
for the current demands on the system, which consists of 2,388 ERC’s. Therefore, the impact fee that may be
charged for the 1999 Collection System Improvements is found by dividing the remaining debt service by the
difference in Equivalent Residential Connections:
𝐶𝑎𝑙𝑐𝑢𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒𝑑 𝐼𝑚𝑝𝑎𝑐𝑡 𝐹𝑒𝑒 =

$558,301.53
= $629.43 𝑝𝑒𝑟 𝐸𝑅𝐶
887 𝐸𝑅𝐶

6.2.2 2015 Treatment Expansion
In 2015, an additional cell was added to the existing treatment lagoon, increasing the treatment capacity and
resulting in a significant surplus in capacity. For this purpose, the 2015 lagoon expansion project is eligible for
reimbursement through impact fees.
According to the 2011 Facility Plan Report, the estimated population in Ephraim City in the year 2015 was 6,116
people. As determined above, there are approximately 3 people per every ERC. Using this relationship, in the year
2015, there were approximately 2,039 ERC’s. Using assumed flow rate of 313 gallons per ERC per day, as
determined in Section 4.1—Design Flow Rate of the Wastewater Impact Fee Capital Facilities Plan, the total system
flow rate was estimated to be 0.638 MGD. The capacity of the treatment lagoon was designed at 1.94 MGD,
meaning at the time of construction, there was an excess of 1.302 MGD. In terms of ERC’s, the treatment lagoon
was designed to treat approximately 6,198 ERC’s; therefore, at the time of construction, there was an excess of
approximately 4,159 ERC’s.
The total cost of land acquisition and construction of the treatment expansion project are shown in Table 6.2.2.1—
2015 Treatment Expansion Funding.
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Table 6.2.2.1—2015 Treatment Expansion Funding

2015 Treatment Expansion
Source of Funding

Amount

CDBG Grant
CDBG Grant
Local Cash
Local Impact Fees
Local Contribution*
Bond
Bond
Project Total
Impact Fee Eligible

$
126,049.80
$
4,895.00
$
34,452.75
$
74,067.73
$
20,078.47
$
200,000.00
$ 2,353,000.00
$ 2,812,543.75
$ 2,587,452.75

Eligible for
Impact Fees
No
No
Yes
No
No
Yes
Yes

*Contributions made in the form of material donations

As shown on the table above, the total cost of the 2015 lagoon expansion was $2,812,543.75. Funding provided
through grants and local impact fees are not eligible for impact fees, along with contributions that were made in
the form of material donations. With that in consideration, the total contribution eligible for impact fees was
$2,587,452.75. Adjusting for interested paid, the total contribution eligible for impact fees is $3,289,501.59.
𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝐼𝑚𝑝𝑎𝑐𝑡 𝐹𝑒𝑒 𝐸𝑙𝑖𝑔𝑖𝑏𝑙𝑒 = $2,587,452.75
𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝐼𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑒𝑠𝑡 = $702,048.84
𝑇𝑜𝑡𝑎𝑙 𝐴𝑚𝑜𝑢𝑛𝑡 𝑃𝑎𝑖𝑑 = $3,289,501.59
The impact fee that may be charged for the wastewater treatment expansion is found by dividing the impact fee
eligible costs by the number of excess equivalent residential connections:
𝐶𝑎𝑙𝑐𝑢𝑙𝑎𝑡𝑒𝑑 𝐼𝑚𝑝𝑎𝑐𝑡 𝐹𝑒𝑒 =

$3,289,501.59
= $790.94 𝑝𝑒𝑟 𝐸𝑅𝐶
4,159 𝐸𝑅𝐶

6.3
CREDITS
Because a portion of future monthly usage rates may be used to service debt payments for proposed
infrastructure, a reasonable impact fee should account for the portion paid by new users to debt service payments.
To calculate the per-ERC credit requires a calculation of average contribution per ERC to the debt service payments
over the course of the planning period.
6.3.1 Credit Calculation for Recommended Improvements
Ephraim City will need to acquire funding for the planned capital improvements. For the purposes of this study,
the assumption was made that 20% of the construction costs will be covered by a grant and the remainder will be
financed through a new loan with projected impact fee eligible annual debt service payments of $129,372 (not
including debt reserve) over 20 years. As new ERCs are added to the system, the portion of user fees allocated to
debt-service payments will decrease. On average, new ERCs will contribute to debt-service payments for 8.12
years.
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To calculate a reasonable credit, the impact fee eligible annual debt service of $133,323 was divided by the
number of ERCs served for each year through the 20 year finance period. The average portion of user fees used
for debt service on impact fee eligible projects over the life of the loan is $37.85 annually. The credit is then
calculated by multiplying the average portion of annual user fees by the average years an ERC will pay user fees.
Thus, the calculated credit (detailed further in Appendix C) is as follows:
𝐴𝑛𝑛𝑢𝑎𝑙 𝑆𝑒𝑟𝑣𝑖𝑐𝑒 𝑃𝑎𝑦𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡 𝐶𝑟𝑒𝑑𝑖𝑡 𝐹𝑜𝑟 𝑅𝑒𝑐𝑜𝑚𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑑𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛𝑠 = $37.85 × 8.12 𝑦𝑒𝑎𝑟𝑠 = $307.32 𝑝𝑒𝑟 𝐸𝑅𝐶
6.3.2 Credit Calculation for Past Improvements
To calculate a reasonable credit for past improvements, the eligible annual debt service was divided by the
number of ERCs served through the remainder of each loan, matching the method explained above. Detailed
calculations are found in Appendix C, but results in the following:
𝐴𝑛𝑛𝑢𝑎𝑙 𝑆𝑒𝑟𝑣𝑖𝑐𝑒 𝑃𝑎𝑦𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡 𝐶𝑟𝑒𝑑𝑖𝑡 𝑓𝑜𝑟 1999 𝐶𝑜𝑙𝑙𝑒𝑐𝑡𝑖𝑜𝑛 = $25.95 × 1 𝑦𝑒𝑎𝑟 = $25.95
𝐴𝑛𝑛𝑢𝑎𝑙 𝑆𝑒𝑟𝑣𝑖𝑐𝑒 𝑃𝑎𝑦𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡 𝐶𝑟𝑒𝑑𝑖𝑡 𝑓𝑜𝑟 2015 𝑇𝑟𝑒𝑎𝑡𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡 𝐸𝑥𝑝𝑎𝑛𝑠𝑖𝑜𝑛 = $63.22 × 7 𝑦𝑒𝑎𝑟𝑠 = $442.57
6.3.3 Total Credit
Table 6.3.3.1—Credit Summary, shown below, combines the calculated credits for each debt-service.
Table 6.3.3.1—Credit Summary

SUMMARY OF THE AVERAGE ANNUAL PORTION OF THE USER FREE
PAID TO PLANNED PROJECTS
Reccomended Improvements
Estimated User Credit
1999 Collection System and Treatment
$
25.95
2015 Treatment Expansion
$
442.57
Recommended Improvements
$
307.32
Total User Credit $
775.84
*User credit was calculated only using Impact Fee eligible improvements

6.4
RECOMMENDED WASTEWATER IMPACT FEE
The total impact fee allowable for sanitary sewer is the sum of the allocable costs for excess system capacity and
new projects, less the credit discussed in Section 6.3—Credits. The recommended wastewater impact fee is
outlined in Table 6.4.1—Recommended Wastewater Impact Fee.
Table 6.4.1—Recommended Wastewater Impact Fee

Wastewater Impact Fee Calculation
Planned Improvements Impact Fee
$
1999 Collection System and Treatment
$
Improvements Impact Fee
2015 Treatment Expansion Impact Fee $
Annual Service Payment Credit
$
Total Wastewater Impact Fee $

WASTEWATER
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845.16
629.43
790.94
(775.84)
1,489.69

6.5
IMPACT FEES AND ERCs
The total impact fee that should be charged to a particular new connection is based upon the number of ERCs
represented by that connection. A residential connection always represents one ERC, and no connection,
residential or commercial, should pay less than the amount of impact fee charged for a residential connection.
However, some commercial connections require much more water and therefore produce much more
wastewater. The impact fee for these commercial connections can be determined by a multiplier, which
represents the amount of wastewater in ERCs produced for their connection. The numeric multiplier is then
multiplied by the impact fee amount that is charged for a residential connection to yield the actual impact fee
due. In most instances, one culinary ERC will equate to one wastewater collection system ERC; therefore, the same
analysis used to calculate ERC multipliers for a culinary water system can be applied to the wastewater collection
system. Some commercial businesses, such as a nursery, will consume more water than the wastewater they
produce. These types of connection will have to be analyzed on a case-by-case basis. The information below is
intended for culinary water use but in general, can also be applied to wastewater systems.
Table 6.5.1—Commercial Connection Impact Fee Multiplier (found below) has been compiled from water usage
information contained in the State of Utah Rules for Public Drinking Water Systems and from water usage data
from other communities in Utah. The multiplier representing the number of ERCs required for typical commercial
connections is provided in the table. For example, 8 rooms in a hotel represent 1 ERC. Therefore, for a hotel
connection supplying 52 rooms the multiplier would be 6.5 (52 ÷ 8 = 6.5) because this connection would represent
6.5 ERCs.
The table does not list all possible types of commercial connections. However, an attempt has been made to list
representative types of commercial enterprises with their representative water consumption levels. In the event
that a particular type of business is excluded from the table, City staff should consult other communities and
developers for water usage information to establish a multiplier based on peak demand for that type of business.
Examples of typical impact fee calculations using the multiplier are provided following Table 6.4.1.

WASTEWATER
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Table 6.5.1—Commercial Connection Impact Fee Multiplier

Impact Fee Multiplier for Each
Commercial Connection

Type of Connection
Auto Dealership
Bed and Breakfast
Boarding House
Bowling Alley
Campground
Car Wash
Church
Dentist’s Office
Doctor’s Office
Dry Goods Store
Fast Food Restaurant
Filling Station
Filling Station/Food Mart
Golf Course (Not Culinary Irrigation)
Grocery Store
Health Club/Spa
Hair Salon
Horse Stable
Hospital
Hotel
Industrial (with showers)
Industrial (without showers)
Launderette
Mechanic Shop
Motel
Movie Theater
Nursing Home
Office Buildings
Restaurants
Rooming House
RV Park
School (Elementary)
School (Middle)
School (High School / Community
College)
Tavern
Veterinary Clinic

WASTEWATER

1 (per public toilet facility)
1 (per every 6 rooms)
1 (per every 6 rooms)
1 (per every 8 alleys)
1 (per every 15 hookups)
1 (per stall)
1 (per every 80 members)
1 (per every 4 chairs)
1 (per every 3 doctors or physicians assistants)
1 (per public toilet facility)
1 (per every 6 employees)
1 (per every 2 islands, one island = 2 pumps)
1 (per island one island = 2 pumps)
1 (per public toilet facility)
1 (per every 15 employees)
1 (per every 30 members)
1 (per every 10 chairs)
1 (per every 8 Horses)
1 (per every 4 beds)
1 (per every 8 rooms)
1 (per every 20 employees)
1 (per every 40 employees)
1 (per every 2 washers)
See Industrial
1 (per every 8 rooms)
1 (per every 150 seats)
1 (per every 4 beds)
1 (per every 40 employees)
1 (per every 18 seats)
1 (per every 20 persons)
1 (per every 8 Sites)
1 (per every 40 students)
1 (per every 36 students)
1 (per every 32 students)
1 (per every 30 seats)
1 (per every 3 veterinarians or vet assistants)
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Example 1:
A 10-screen movie complex with seating for 100 people per screen wishes to locate in Ephraim. Find Movie
Theater in the table and note that one impact fee is due per every 150 seats. With 10 screens at 100 seats per
screen, this theater complex will have 1,000 seats. Dividing the 1,000 seats by 150 seats per standard impact fee
yields 6.67 times the standard residential impact fee.
Example 2:
An industrial facility manufacturing billiard balls wishes to locate in Ephraim. This facility is planned to operate
two shifts and employ 25 people per shift. This work is relatively clean, and no employee showers will be
provided. Find Industrial (without showers) in the table and note that one impact fee is due per every 40
employees. Dividing the 50 employees planned for employment at this facility by 40 employees per standard
impact fee yields 1.25 times the standard residential impact fee.
Example 3:
An industrial facility manufacturing cardboard boxes wishes to locate in Ephraim. This facility is planned to
operate two shifts and employ 15 people per shift. This work is relatively clean, and no employee showers will
be provided. Find Industrial (without showers) in the table and note that one impact fee is due per every 40
employees. Dividing the 30 employees planned for employment at this facility by the 40 employees per standard
impact fee yields 0.75 times the standard residential impact fee. Because this facility is expected to operate
below the minimum number of 40 employees, this facility would be charged only the standard residential
impact fee for its water connection.
Example 4:
A group of physicians wishes to build a clinic in Ephraim. There will be 3 full-time physicians. In addition, there
will be 2 physicians' assistants to reduce the patient load per physician. This equates to 5 total physicians or
physicians assistants. Find Doctors Office in the table and note that one impact fee is due per every 2 doctors or
physicians assistants. 5 total physicians or physicians' assistants divided by 3 doctors or physicians assistants per
standard impact fee yields 1.67 times the standard residential impact fee.
Example 5:
A national hotel chain has decided to build a fancy new 64-room hotel with a 100-seat restaurant included in the
building in Ephraim. The amount of impact fee that would be charged is the total that would be charged for a
separate hotel and restaurant. In this case, find Motel in the table and note that one impact fee is due for every
8 rooms. With 64 rooms, this motel should be charged 8 times the standard residential impact fee. Then find
Restaurant in the table and note that one impact fee is due for every 18 seats. Dividing the 100 seats planned for
the new restaurant on the property by 18 yields 5.6. This means that the restaurant should be charged 5.6 times
the standard residential impact fee. The total impact fee that should be charged for this new commercial
customer would be the total of 8+5.6 or 13.6 times the standard residential impact fee.

WASTEWATER
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6.6
CONNECTION FEES
When an impact fee is set for a community, the community is required to charge the actual cost for the
connection fee. Ephraim City currently complies with this requirement, and it is recommended that they
continue to charge the actual cost of the connection.

7.0

RECOMMENDATIONS AND CONCLUSION

Sunrise Engineering recommends the maximum reasonable impact fee for Ephraim City’s wastewater system to
be no more than $1,490 per ERC. The impact fee is to be in addition to, and separate from, connections fees.
Before enacting the actual impact fee, Ephraim City should take into consideration the relationship between
impact fees and future growth because an impact fee can influence the growth in a community. Higher impact
fees discourage growth; however, provide greater funds per ERC while lower impact fees encourage growth but
provide reduced funds per ERC and require that growth be subsidized by user rates. The actual impact fee should
be set around the calculated impact fee to comply with State Law and still meet the funding requirements. It is
therefore recommended that the total impact fee be set at $1,490 per ERC for new sewer connections.
A residential connection always represents 1 ERC, and no connection, residential or commercial, should pay less
than the amount of impact fee charged for a residential connection. Some commercial connections require much
more water. It is recommended that the impact fee charged for commercial connections should be the amount
of the impact fee set for a residential customer times the multiplier provided in Table 6.5.1 for the particular type
of commercial connection.
The impact fee that is adapted based on this impact fee analysis should be charged to new connections until any
of the following events occur:
1. New system improvements (other than those included in the Wastewater Impact Fee Capital Facilities
Plan) are anticipated within six years, therefore becoming eligible for inclusion in the impact fee
calculation;
2. The calculated excess capacity of the existing system facilities included in the Wastewater Impact Fee
Capital Facilities Plan is expended, at which time they will no longer be eligible for inclusion in the
impact fee calculation; or
3. The impact fee analysis is otherwise reviewed and updated. It is recommended that it be updated every
five years at a minimum.
Ephraim City has experienced steady growth over the past two decades, and continual growth is expected. In
addition to residential growth, the City should also anticipate commercial, institutional, and industrial growth
which may place additional demands on the sanitary sewer system. This impact fee analysis will help the City
apportion the costs of system improvements and expansion to the new growth that the improvements will serve.

WASTEWATER
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APPENDIX B

Banberry Factors Analysis
Utah Code Ann. 11-36a-304(2) requires that the following factors, also known as the Banberry Factors be
considered as applicable in order to verify that the proportionate share of the costs of public facilities are
reasonably related to the new development activity.
a) The cost of each existing public facility that has excess capacity to serve the anticipated
development resulting from the new development activity:
The cost of each existing public facility that has excess capacity to serve the anticipated
development resulting from new development activity is discussed in Section 6.2 for Ephraim
City’s wastewater system.
b) The cost of system improvements for each public facility:
The costs of projected system improvements for Ephraim City’s sanitary sewer system are
discussed in Section 6.1 of this analysis.
c) Other than impact fees, the manner of financing for each public facility, such as user charges,
special assessments, bonded indebtedness, general taxes, or federal grants:
Each public facility with excess capacity has been funded in part by loans, part by self-funding,
and another portion by grant. This analysis only included debt for past projects and debt and selffunding for proposed projects in calculating the impact fees.
d) The relative extent to which development activity will contribute to financing the excess capacity
of and system improvements for each existing public facility, by such means as user charges,
special assessments, or payment from the proceeds of general taxes:
Currently, only assessed impact fees are used to finance the excess capacity of system
improvements. A credit is calculated for future projects based on an estimated funding plan. The
credit analysis may be found in Section 6.3 of this analysis and the funding plan assumes 20%
grant and a 20-year loan at 2.5 percent interest. It is again noted that this impact fee analysis
should be reviewed and updated regularly to ensure that the fees remain applicable and fair.
e) The relative extent to which development activity will contribute to the cost of existing public
facilities and system improvements in the future:
It is not currently anticipated that development activity will contribute to the cost of existing
public facilities and future system improvements outside of the allocable costs of current excess
capacity and future projects as discussed within this analysis.

f)

The extent to which the development activity is entitled to a credit against impact fees because
the development activity will dedicate system improvements or public facilities that will offset the
demand for system improvements, inside or outside the proposed development:
New development activity should be allowed a credit against impact fees to the extent that the
development activity dedicates system improvements or public facilities that offset the demand
for system improvements. However, no such dedications have been proposed and none are
currently planned. Ephraim City must address this issue if and when a developer proposes to
dedicate new system improvements to offset the demand for the agency to provide those
improvements.

g) Extraordinary costs, if any, in servicing the newly developed properties:
This factor is not currently applicable to this impact fee analysis.
h) The time-price differential inherent in fair comparisons of amounts paid at different times:
The time-price differential of amounts paid at different times related to the impact fee is
influenced not only by inflation, but also by the amount that is paid towards the system costs
through user fees over time. Assuming a portion of user fees is used toward service debt/bond
payments, a user fee credit is recommended in Section 6.3. It is not considered feasible to update
the impact fee on an annual basis to account for the time price differential of amounts paid at
different times. In order to ensure that the time-price differential associated with impact fees paid
at different times is limited, Ephraim City should review and update this impact fee analysis at
least once every five years.

APPENDIX C

CALCULATION OF THE AVERAGE ANNUAL PORTION OF THE USER FEE PAID TO
PLANNED PROJECTS AND THE USER FEE CREDIT - SAN JUAN COUNTY ZONE
RECOMMENDED IMPROVEMENTS
Annual Eligible
Portion of User
Year
ERC's
Project Debt
Fee to Planned
Service
Projects
2018
2,388
$133,323.39
$
55.83
2019
2,491
$133,323.39
$
53.52
2020
2,598
$133,323.39
$
51.32
2021
2,709
$133,323.39
$
49.21
2022
2,826
$133,323.39
$
47.18
2023
2,948
$133,323.39
$
45.23
2024
3,074
$133,323.39
$
43.37
2025
3,206
$133,323.39
$
41.59
2026
3,345
$133,323.39
$
39.86
2027
3,489
$133,323.39
$
38.21
2028
3,639
$133,323.39
$
36.64
2029
3,795
$133,323.39
$
35.13
2030
3,958
$133,323.39
$
33.68
2031
4,128
$133,323.39
$
32.30
2032
4,306
$133,323.39
$
30.96
2033
4,490
$133,323.39
$
29.69
2034
4,684
$133,323.39
$
28.46
2035
4,885
$133,323.39
$
27.29
2036
5,095
$133,323.39
$
26.17
2037
5,314
$133,323.39
$
25.09
2038
5,543
$133,323.39
$
24.05
(A) Average Portion of Annual User Fee to Planned Projects
(B) Average Years of Payment
User Fee Credit

$37.85
8.12
$307.32

CALCULATION OF THE AVERAGE YEARS THAT NEW CONNECTIONS WILL PAY
USER FEES WITHIN THE 20 YEAR PLANNIND PERIOD
RECOMMENDED IMPROVEMENTS
Year

ERC's

2018
2019
2020
2021
2022
2023
2024
2025
2026
2027
2028
2029
2030
2031
2032
2033
2034
2035
2036
2037
2038

2,388
2,491
2,598
2,709
2,826
2,948
3,074
3,206
3,345
3,489
3,639
3,795
3,958
4,128
4,306
4,490
4,684
4,885
5,095
5,314
5,543

New
ERC's

Years Remaining in
Planning Period

Total Years
(Years Remaining
x New ERC's)

0
103
107
111
117
122
126
132
139
144
150
156
163
170
178
184
194
201
210
219
229
3155

20
19
18
17
16
15
14
13
12
11
10
9
8
7
6
5
4
3
2
1
0
Total Years

0
1957
1926
1887
1872
1830
1764
1716
1668
1584
1500
1404
1304
1190
1068
920
776
603
420
219
0
25608

Average Years (Total Years/New ERC's)

8.12

CALCULATION OF THE AVERAGE ANNUAL PORTION OF THE USER FEE PAID TO
PLANNED PROJECTS AND THE USER FEE CREDIT - SAN JUAN COUNTY ZONE
2015 TREATMENT EXPANSION
Annual Eligible
Portion of User
Year
ERC's
Project Debt
Fee to Planned
Service
Projects
2018
2,388
$210,882.80
$
88.31
2019
2,491
$210,882.80
$
84.66
2020
2,598
$210,882.80
$
81.17
2021
2,709
$210,882.80
$
77.85
2022
2,826
$210,882.80
$
74.62
2023
2,948
$210,882.80
$
71.53
2024
3,074
$210,882.80
$
68.60
2025
3,206
$210,882.80
$
65.78
2026
3,345
$210,882.80
$
63.04
2027
3,489
$210,882.80
$
60.44
2028
3,639
$210,882.80
$
57.95
2029
3,795
$210,882.80
$
55.57
2030
3,958
$210,882.80
$
53.28
2031
4,128
$210,882.80
$
51.09
2032
4,306
$210,882.80
$
48.97
2033
4,490
$210,882.80
$
46.97
2034
4,684
$210,882.80
$
45.02
2035
4,885
$210,882.80
$
43.17
(A) Average Portion of Annual User Fee to Planned Projects
(B) Average Years of Payment
User Fee Credit

$63.22
7.00
$442.57

CALCULATION OF THE AVERAGE YEARS THAT NEW CONNECTIONS WILL PAY
USER FEES WITHIN THE 20 YEAR PLANNIND PERIOD
2015 TREATMENT EXPANSION
Year

ERC's

2018
2019
2020
2021
2022
2023
2024
2025
2026
2027
2028
2029
2030
2031
2032
2033
2034
2035

2,388
2,491
2,598
2,709
2,826
2,948
3,074
3,206
3,345
3,489
3,639
3,795
3,958
4,128
4,306
4,490
4,684
4,885

New
ERC's

Years Remaining in
Planning Period

Total Years
(Years Remaining
x New ERC's)

0
103
107
111
117
122
126
132
139
144
150
156
163
170
178
184
194
201
2497

17
16
15
14
13
12
11
10
9
8
7
6
5
4
3
2
1
0
Total Years

0
1648
1605
1554
1521
1464
1386
1320
1251
1152
1050
936
815
680
534
368
194
0
17478

Average Years (Total Years/New ERC's)

7.00

CALCULATION OF THE AVERAGE YEARS THAT NEW CONNECTIONS WILL PAY
USER FEES WITHIN THE 20 YEAR PLANNIND PERIOD
Year

ERC's

2018
2019
2020

2,388
2,491
2,598

New
ERC's

Years Remaining in
Planning Period

Total Years
(Years Remaining
x New ERC's)

0
103
107
103

2
1
0
Total Years

0
103
0
103

Average Years (Total Years/New ERC's)

1.00

*These calculations were made using an estimated 2.6% growth rate based on the 2000 census and the current population

CALCULATION OF THE AVERAGE ANNUAL PORTION OF THE USER FEE PAID TO
PLANNED PROJECTS AND THE USER FEE CREDIT - SAN JUAN COUNTY ZONE
1999 COLLECTION SYSTEM AND TREATMENT IMPROVEMENTS
Annual Eligible
Portion of User
Year
ERC's
Project Debt
Fee to Planned
Service
Projects
2018
2,388
$64,609.31
$
27.06
2019
2,491
$64,609.31
$
25.94
2020
2,598
$64,609.31
$
24.87
(A) Average Portion of Annual User Fee to Planned Projects
(B) Average Years of Payment
User Fee Credit

$25.95
1.00
$25.95

*Only the eligible portion of the 1999 Collection System and Treatment Improvements were used in this calculation.

SUMMARY OF THE AVERAGE ANNUAL PORTION OF THE USER FREE
PAID TO PLANNED PROJECTS
Reccomended Improvements
Estimated User Credit
1999 Collection System and Treatment
$
25.95
2015 Treatment Expansion
$
442.57
Recommended Improvements
$
307.32
Total User Credit $
775.84
*User credit was calculated only using Impact Fee eligible improvements

