
































.JEFFRY T. NIERMEYER 

DIRECTOR DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC UTILITIES 

WATER SUPPLY AND WATERWORKS 

WATER RECLAMATION AND STORMWATER 

COUNCIL TRANSMITTAL 

Date received: D2Mw l D 
Date Sent to Council: ,[l!J![iii..piJ l 0 

TO: J T M31iin DATE: March 30, 2010 
City Council Chair 

i. 

FROM: Jeffry T. Nienneyer, Director of Public Utilities%, ?-6P~"\ 
SUBJECT: Request for a briefing on proposed Public Utilities budget for 2010-2011 

STAFF CONTACT: Jim Lewis, Fin311Ce Administrator (483-6773) 

DOCUMENT TYPE: Budget Request 

RECOMMENDATION: Approval of Public Utilities 2010-2011 budget 

BUDGET IMPACT: 

Proposed Budget for 2010-2011 

Operating 
Cost Debt Service Capital Total 

Water Utility $44,882,576 $2,750,000 $18,885,250 $66,517,826 
Sewer Utility 11,835,189 2,935,000 26,735,000 41,505,189 
Stormwater Utility 3,868,117 600,000 5,761,000 10,229,117 
Total $60,585,882 $6,285,000 $51,381,250 $118,252,132 

Major Budgetary Topics 
>- 5% Water rate increase will generate $2.5 million additional revenue raising the 

average residential bill by $1.07 more per month from $26.53 to $27.60. 
>- 4.5% Sewer rate increase will generate $742,500 additional revenue raising the 

average residential bill by $0.48 per month from $10.56 to $11.04. 
>- 6% Stormwater rate increase will generate $460,000 additional revenue raising the 

average residential bill by $0.24 more per month from $4.00 to $4.24. 

BACKGROUND/DISSCUSSION: 

The Public Utilities Advisory Committee on February 25, 2010, reconunended to the Mayor the 
adoption of the proposed budget for 2010-2011. The budget document is attached, providing a 
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summary of major budget changes and capital improvement projects proposed for the next fi ve
year period for all three Utility Funds. 

Other budgets recommendations are: 

New Revenue Bond 
This budget recommends issuing $10 million in sewer revenue bonds to fi nance the 
rehabilitation of over 3 miles of large sewer trunk mains that are severel y corroded and stal1ed to 
fail along North Temple, Redwood Road and Orange Street. 

Replacement of Sewer Digester Covers at the Waste Water T reatment Plant 
Tllis budget recommends the replacement of the sewer digester covers and wall repair at the 
Waste Waler Treatment Plant over the next three years at an estimated cost of$8 Million, of 
which $6.3 Million wi ll be financed by the zero interest bond sold to the State of Utah under the 
2009 US American Relief & Recovery Act CARRA). 

Expand Valve Replacement Program 
This budget recommends expanding our ex isting valve replacement program by $1 million more 
per year to reduce the number of customers out of water during service breaks and during 
maintenance interruptions. 

Folsom Flood Control Project 
This budget includes funding to design Folsom Flood Control Project from 250 West to the 
Jordan River. This project will increase the capacity of the city creek drainage system and help 
alleviate flooding along the North Temple corridor. This project is expected to be constructed 
during the following budget year 2011-201 2. 

Metropolitan Water District 
Based upon a previously approved rate structure, the wholesale price of water from Metropolitan 
will increase 3% next year. Public Utili ties will pay for treated water at a rate of $2 19 per Acre 
Foot, i.e. up from $2 13 this year. Metropolitan water is expected to cost $945,000 in 20 10-11. 
The Metro approved rate structure for the next fi ve years is: 
2010-11 $2 19 af 3% 2012-13 $233 af 3% 
20 11-12 $226 af 3% 201 3- 14 $240 af 3% 
20 14-1 5 $247 af 3% 

Stormwatcr Riparian Corridor Study 
This study is currently into its second year which started in the 2008-09 budget year and is 
expected to conclude during the 20 I 0-11 budget year. The expected budget this year will be 
$100,000 for FY 10/1 1. Some of the recommended improvements and the financial impact are 
included in this year' s capital improvement budget for $450,000 with others improvements to be 
prioritized and recommended the following years. 

Mainta in Sh"ong Ca pital Improvement Program in all Funds 
The goal of the Department is to replace the following lengths of deteriorated pipe: 

Water- 34,020 linear feet of pipe 
Sewer- 30, I 00 linear feet of pipe 
Storlll- 28, I 00 lincar feet of pipe 





2010/2011 RECOMMENDED BUDGET 

SALT LAKE CITY PUBLIC UTILITIES 
BUDGET FOR FISCAL YEAR 2010 - 2011 

Public Utilities 
Review & Approval 

2010-2011 Executive Summary 

<> Department Budget Issues, Objectives and Goals 
Highlights of the current budget proposal include: 

• Implement the following rate increases: 
5% Water rate increase will generate $2.5 million additional funding 
4.5% Sewer rate increase will generate $742,500 additional funding 
6% Storm water rate increase will generate $460,000 additional 
funding 

• Proposed $10 million Sewer Revenue Bond to finance replacement of a 
main sewer trunk line on Orange Street that has started to fail. 

• Replace the Sewer Digester Covers and wall repair at the Waste Water 
Treatment Plant for $8 million over the next three years of which $6.3 
will be financed by the zero interest bond sold this last year to the State 
of Utah. 

• Expand the water valve replacement program to reduce the number of 
customers out of water during service breaks and during maintenance 
issues in the amount of $1 million more per year. 

• Design the Folsom Storm water project from 250 West to the Jordan 
River. This project will increase the capacity of the city creek drainage 
system and help alleviate flooding along the North Temple corridor. 
This project is expected to be constructed during the following budget 
year of 2011-2012. 
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2010/2011 RECOMMENDED BUDGET 

Future Planned Rate Increases for all three funds: 

Future Planned Rate Increases 
Fiscal Year Water Sewer Stormwater 

2010/ 11 5% 4·5% 6% 

2011/12 5% 4% 0% 

2012/13 5% 4% 0% 

2013/14 5% 4% 0% 

No change in number of Full-time Employee Positions. 

Metropolitan Water District. 
Based upon a previously approved rate structure, the wholesale price of water 
from Metropolitan will increase 3% next year. Public Utilities will pay for treated 
water at a rate of $219 per Acre Foot (AF) up from $213 this year. Metropolitan 
water is expected to cost an additional $945,000 in 2010-2011. 

The Metro approved rate structure for the next six years is: 
2010-11 $219 af 3% 2013-14 $240 af 3% 
2011-12 $226 af 3% 2014-15 $247 af 3% 
2012-13 $233 af 3% 2015-16 $254 af 3% 

Sewer Master Plan Study Continues. 
The Sewer Collection System Master Plan is currently being completed which has 
provided a condition assessment strategy and asset management plan to repair or 
replace damaged mains and improve existing capacity of the pipes to handle the 
expected growth in Salt Lake City. 

Stormwater Riparian Corridor study. 

This Shldy is currently into its second year which started in the 2008-09 budget 
but is expected to conclude in the 2010-2011 budget. The expected budget this 
year will be about $100,000 for FY 10/11. Some recommended improvements 
and the financial impact are included in this year's budget with others to follow 
next year. 

Fire Protection Improvements. 
Public Utilities and Green Ditch Irrigation are negotiating an agreement that will 
be similar to the Big Cottonwood Tanner Ditch Irrigation Company. This would 
resolve water right disputes and fire protection issues to improve public safety 
and water service for this part of the City's water service area. The Water Utility 
has budgeted $1 million for replacement oflines in the Green Ditch area which 
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2010/2011 RECOMMENDED BUDGET 
will increase water volume and pressure by replacing small size waterlines in the 
affected service area. 

Maintain Strong Capital Improvement Program in all Fund. 
The goal of the Department is to replace the following lengths of deteriorated 
pipe next year: 

Water- 34,020 linear feet of pipe 
Sewer- 30,100 linear feet of pipe 
Storm- 28,100 linear feet of pipe 

The Salt Lake City water distribution system (WDS) is very large (1,190 miles of 
12" or smaller distlibution lines plus 201 miles of large transmission mains for a 
total footage of 1,391 miles of pipe in 2008) and complicated (over fifty pressure 
zones) . The service area covers the Salt Lake City corporate boundaries as well as 
the east side of the Salt Lake valley all the way to the mouth of Little Cottonwood 
Creek. Figure 1 shows an aging system with corrosion and other factors that 
affect the competency of the water pipes. There is a continual need to repair and 
replace bad pipe segments to maintain service and reduce emergency break 
repair costs and impacts to the public. Figure 2 shows 90 miles of water main 
were replaced in the last ten years. 

CUlnulo.flve Woterline Footage 
100 Ytors • P'~ Uft 

: I 

Yurs 

Figure I. Pipeline Age fo r the Salt Lake City 
Waler Distributioll System 

WATER UNE REPLACEMENT HISTORY 

f iscol Year 

Figure 2. Water System Repair and Replacement 
Program 

The sewer collection system is a vely corrosive environment with hydrogen 
sulfide gases, sediment, roots and other factors that affect the competency of the 
pipes. With this type of environment there is a continual need to repair and 
replace bad pipe segments. More than 50% of the sewer collection system is 
more than 75 years old (Figure 3). The goal for Sewer is to rehab at least 0.6% of 
our old pipe system every year (Figure 4). 
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Time Periad (5-yeor inaements) 

Figure 3. Pipeline Age for the Sah Lake City 
Sewer Collection System 

SEWER UNE REHABIUTATION HISTORY (CIPP) 

Fiscal Yeor 

Figure 4. Sewer System Rescorafion Program 

The last Drainage Master Plan was completed in 1993. The projects identified in 
the Master Plan will take at least another 15 years to complete. In the last ten 
years almost 40 miles of storm drain pipe has been installed (Figure 5). Some of 
the major projects are listed in Figure 6. 

STOIWWATER PIPE INSTAlLH'ION 
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Figure 5. Drainage Pipe insta ll ation History 
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1997 
2000 
200 1 
2002 
2006 
2007 
200S 
2009 

Imperial & 2700 So Stol1n Drain. 
200 So Pump Station Jordan River . . 
Goggin Drain Improvements ... . 
WilmingLon Stonn Drain ... .... . . 
900 South Stoml Drain ................ . 
CWA #2 Pump Station ....... . 
City Creek Di version 
Upgrade Oil Drain Station 
Westside Drainage Channels ..... 
Replace .Cross Drains in Av 
Detention Basin Telemetry .. 

Figure 6. Partial Lisr of Master Plan Projects 

$Jm 
$S50k 
$200k 
$500k 
SJ6m 
$J.2m 
$l.3m 
$700k 
(ongoing) 
(ongoing) 
(ongoing) 



2010/2011 RECOMMENDED BUDGET 

WATER UTILITY ENTERPRISE FUND-

SUMMARY OF MAJOR BUDGET ISSUES 
The recommended budget for the Water Fund for fiscal year 2010-2011 

Illustrates a decrease in all expenditures by $2.6 million or (3.79%). 

• Rate Increase of 5% 
Water rates were not increased last year as the department went thru an 
extensive water rate study this last year. The study recommended a seven 
percent rate increase and the addition of a fourth tier to be added to the 
rate structure. This would encourage customers to limit the amount of 
lawn area being watered and encourage water conservation. This budget 
proposes only a 5% increase in rates generating an additional $2.5 million. 
This will strengthen our capital improvement program and maintain our 
infrastructure replacement program. The Department ,,,,ill need further 
rate increases over the next five years to continue the capital replacement 
program. 

• Cost of purchases from the Metropolitan Water District increases 
This budget includes an anticipated increase in the cost oftreated water 
from the Metropolitan Water District with water rates going from $213 per 
AF to $219 per AF with an additional cost of $945,000. 

Metro water rate increases are expected for each of the next six years: 
2010-11 $219 af 3% 2013-14 $240 af 3% 
2011-12 $226 af 3% 2014-15 $247 af 3% 
2012-13 $233 af 3% 2015-16 $254 af 3% 

Analysis of Estimated Revenue 

An analysis of the estimated revenue contained in the Department's 
recommended Budget for the Water Fund is as follows. 

Amended Proposed 
Budget Budget 

Revenue 2009-2010 2010-2011 Difference Percent 

Charges for services $50,057,000 $52,559,850 $2,502,850 5.00% 
Interest 370,000 300,000 (70,000) -18.92% 
Interfund charges 2,389,450 2,591,000 201,550 8.43% 
Sale of used equipment SO 000 50,000 0 0.00% 
Impact fees 500,000 500,000 0 0.00% 
Conllibutions by Developers 905,000 905,000 0 0.00% 
Use of Reserve Funds 15,078,189 9,611,976 (5,466,213) -36.25% 
TOTAL $69,349,639 $66,517,826 ($2,831,813) -4.08% 
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Revenue from Charges for Services: The proposed budget reflects a 5% increase 
in water rates effective July 1, 2010. This rate increase will generate an additional 
$2.5 million and increase the average residential customer's bill by $1.50 per 
month. However, due to the implementation ofthe fourth tier, customers with 
higher summer water usage will see an increase slightly higher than 5% and 
customer vvith lower usage will see a smaller increase than 5% starting July 1st• 

The rate increase will increase funding for our capital improvement program and 
cover the cost of the Metropolitan Water rate increases. 

Interest Income: Interest income will continue to decrease as the Utility reduces 
the current cash balance to construct capital improvements over the next five 
year period. 

Interfund Charges and Other Reimbursements: The Water Utility is increasing 
the charge to outside funds for bill processing and handling customer service 
complaints for the Sewer, Stormwater and the Refuse Fund. 

Contributions by Developers: Accounting standards require contributions by 
developers to be classified as non-operating revenue. Although a conservative 
figure about half of this amount is expected to be non-cash contributions. The 
amount depends on the economy and growth. 

Impact Fees: Impact fees are a conservative estimate and are fully dependent on 
new growth or expansion. Funds obtained are used for projects directly related 
to the new growth or expansion. No change estimated this year. 

Reserve Funds: The Department expects to draw on over $9.6 million of its 
reserves to pay for continued projects and new projects needed for the water 
system. 

Analysis of Proposed Expenditures 

The expenditure budget for the Department is proposed to decrease by 
($2,831,813) or 4.08% over the 2009 - 2010 budget. The proposed budget for 
fiscal year 2010 - 2011 by major category is as follows: 

Amended Proposed 
Major Expenditure Budget Budget 

Category 2009-2010 2010-2011 Difference Percent 

Personal services $16313 790 $16301 187 ($12,603) -0.08% 
Matelials and supplies 2,702,495 2,760,545 58,050 2.15% 
Charges for services 24,455,894 25,820,844 1,364,950 5.58% 
Debt service 2,750000 2750000 0 0.00% 
Capital outlay 2507,300 2,145,000 (362,300) -14.45% 
Capital improvement program 20,620,160 16,740,250 (3,879,910) -1 8.82% 
TOTAL $69,349,639 $66,517,826 ($2,831,813) -4.08% 
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2010/2011 RECOMMENDED BUDGET 

Personal Services: The proposed budget drops < $12,603> from last year based 
on a 0% salary projection along with a 10% insurance increase and 17% increase 
in retirement payments. This budget also recommends transferring 0.60 FIE 
from the Water Utility to the Stormwater Utility to perform federal mandated dry 
weather sampling this next year. 

Materials & Supplies: The proposed budget for materials and supplies will 
increase 2.1% in the amount of $58,050 for the following reasons: 

• Increase in special forms as we move to recycled paper $17,500 

• Increase in postage due to last year's rate increase of $40,950 

• Other miscellaneous reductions of ($400) 

Charges for Services: The Department proposes the following budget changes to 
the charges for services as it increases $1,364,950: 

• Increase of $945,000 for water purchases and treatment from the 
Metropolitan Water District. 

• Increase in utility costs for power and natural gas of $45,600 . 

• Increase in Administrative fees paid to the General Fund of $22,500 

• Increase in Risk Management premiums of $223,000 

• Increase in employee bus passes of $34,000 

• Increase in special consultants fees to expand evasive weed control in the 
watershed funded by the Forest Service under a Federal Grant - $25,000. 

• Increase in Utah Lake costs of $30,000. 

• Increase in data process costs of $40,000 

• Increase in communication equipment maintenance costs $2,500 

• Other various decreases of <$2,650>. 

Capital Outlay: The proposed Water budget for fiscal year 2010 - 2011 includes 
capital outlay for the replacement of vehicles and heavy equipment which are 
worn out and no longer cost effective to maintain and to provide better and more 
fuel efficient vehicles. Although capital outlay is nearly $412,300 less than the 
previous year, the Department is still replacing about 15 vehicles. Based upon 
core function needs (maintenance, snow travel, etc), most of the replacements are 
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standard 1/2 ton pickups. The Department reviewed vehicle requirements to 
reduce both the size and type of vehicle to better suit the Department's needs. 
Other reductions are mostly in treatment plant equipment, pump equipment and 
various non-motive equipment. 

Capital Improvement Program: The Department's proposed crp budget for fiscal 
year 2010 - 2011 is $3.8 million less than the previous year but still an aggressive 
proposal despite the changes to the economy. Capital project summary by facility 
types are as follows: 

Proposed Capital Improvement Program for Fiscal Year 2010-2011 
Type of Proiect Budget Amount 

Replacement of water lines and hydrants $7,939,250 
Reservoirs 555,000 
Treatment plants 704,000 
Wells 575,000 
Maintenance buildings 745,000 
Water met.er replacement 100,000 
Meter change out program 800,000 
Culverts, flumes & bridges 510,000 
Water stock purchases 30,000 
Land pmchases 1,000,000 
Landscaping & Conservation Projects 432,000 
Service Line Replacement & new connection 2,200,000 
Pumping Plant Upgrades 1,150,000 

Total 2010-2011 Capital Improvement Program $16,740,250 

There are no major changes in the water capital budget except the proposed 
increase in the valve replacement program. It is proposed that by increasing 
funding for the valve replacement program the department will reduce the 
number of households without water during shut dovl'ns and main breaks. The 
additional cost of this program will be $1 million per year for the next five years. 
Replacement of water lines is stilI very consistent with last year and includes 
funding for the Big Cottonwood Tanner and Green Ditch fire protection project 
which will improve capacity and water pressure in the County service area. This 
budget will continue the watershed purchase program level of $1 million 
appropriated for land purchases. Once again the replacement of service 
connections, meters and meter change outs is a $2.2 million program. Reservoir 
repairs will run $555 thousand. The budget also includes a new pump station and 
line to the Olympus pump station costing $1 million, which will be funded 
through impact fees. 
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SEWER UTILITY ENTERPRISE FUND 
SUMMARY OF MAJOR POLICY ISSUES 

The Department's recommended Sewer Utility budget for fiscal year 2010- 2011 
includes a 4.5% rate increase, $10 million bond issue, $3 million in stimulus 
funding as expenditures increase $404 million or 11.85%. This increase 
translates to a $309,000 change in operations with the remaining increase 
related to capital improvements and debt service. 

• Rate increase of 4. 5% to pay for aging infrastructure - The department is 
recommending for the Sewer Fund a 4.5% rate increase or $5.76 annually to 
average residential users, to pay for aging infrastructure needs now and in the 
future. This will equal $0048 more per month for an average residential 
customer. The rate increase will add $742,500 additional revenue this next 
year. 

• Replacement of Orange Street Trunk Line to Treatment Plant - A significant 
sewer collector line to the wastewater treatment plant requires replacement to 
avoid collapse and health problems from a major sewer backup. $10 million 
will be required to fix this problem that has quickly become a top department 
priority. 

• Bond issue for urgent capital infrastructure - Bond proceeds of $10 million 
are required for a one time major sewer trunk line upgrade and its related 
additional $1 million debt service. 

• Stimulus grant funds for anaerobic digester covers - Stimulus aid of $6.3 over 
a 3 year period or $3 million this next year will be used in replacement of 
three existing digester covers with a more efficient design for addition gas 
storage. This w:ill increase both gas pressure and volume to the plant's co
generation facility providing potential for additional energy savings for plant 
costs and mitigating odor problems. 

Suggested Current and Future Rate 
Increases 

2010/ 11 4·5% 
2011/12 4% 
2012/13 4% 

2013/14 4% 

2014/15 4% 
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Analysis of Revenue 

An analysis of the estimated revenue contained in the Mayor's Recommended 
Budget is as follows. 

. .. 

Amended Proposed 
Budget Budget 

Revenue 2009-2010 2010-2011 Difference Percent 

Sewer Services Fees $16,500,000 $17,242500 $742,500 4.50% 
Interest 250,000 250000 0 0.00% 
Pennits 85 ,000 70,000 (15 ,000) -17.65% 
Other 135,000 135000 0 0.00% 
Impact Fees 350,000 350,000 0 0.00% 
Contribution by Developers 500,000 500,000 0 0.00% 
Sale of Property 10,000 20000 10,000 100.00% 
Bonds/Grants 0 13 000,000 13,000,000 N/A 
Reserve Funds 20,075,040 9,937,689 (10,137,35 1) -50.49% 
TOTAL $37,905,040 $41,505 ]89 $3,600,149 9.50% 

Explanation of revenue 

Sewer service fees: Rate change requested of 4.5% to handle the increased debt 
and infrastructure needs of the sewer system. 

Interest Income: Expected to remain low. 

Permit fees: Permits for construction are expected to drop because of the 
economy. 

Other income: Changes in other income net out with no difference 

Impact Fees: No changes in impact fees are expected. 

Reserve Funds: Reserve funds of $9,937,689 will be required to provide the 
additional financing gap needed to assist with our capital funding. These funds 
are from prior year earnings and will directly reduce the utilities cash reserves. 

10 



2010/2011 RECOMMENDED BUDGET 

Analysis of Expenditures 

The expenditure budget for the Depaltment is proposed to increase $3,600,149 
or 9.5% over the 2009 - 2010 budget. As shown below, the increase is driven by 
the capital improvement program. The proposed budget for fiscal year 2010 -
2011 by major category is as follows: 

Amended Proposed 
Major Expenditure Budget Budget 

Category 2009-2010 2010-2011 Difference Percent 

Personal services $6,764,583 $6953632 $ 189,049 279% 
Materials and supplies 1,221 ,3 10 1205,310 ( 16,000) -1.31% 
Charges for services 3,539,947 3676247 136,300 3.85% 
Debt services 1,935,000 2935,000 1,000,000 51.68% 
Capital improvements 21,945,100 24,490,500 2,545,400 11.60% 
Capita l outlay 2,499,1 00 2244500 (254,600) -10.19% 
TOTAL $37,905,040 $41,505,189 $3,600, 149 9.50% 

Personal Services: The proposed budget increases 189,049 from last year based 
on a 0% salary projection along with a 10% insurance and 17% retirement 
increase. Positions did not increase but some small career ladder adjustments 
were budgeted. 

Materials & Supplies: The proposed budget for materials and supplies decreased 
($16,000). These changes are: 

• Various small increases and decreases, such as $20,000 Co-gen maintenance 
increase but a <$20,500> decrease in instrumentation repair and decrease of 
<$8,000> for postage and <$8,000> for special forms. 

Charges for Services: The section of charges and services increased $136,300 in 
the following areas 

• Professional and technical services increased $32,500 

• Decreased Utility costs of <$37,400> 

• Increase cost of employee bus passes $15,000 

• Increase in Administrative fees paid to the General Fund of $52,500 

• Increased costs for Data Processing $40,000 

• Travel decreased <$10,000>. 

• Membership fee to National Organization increased by $14,000. 
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• Increase in Waste Disposal $30,000. 

• Other decreases <$300>. 

Debt Service: - The annual debt service will go up $1 million per year as the 
Utility issues the $10 million in revenue bonds this next year. Debt service will 
increase in the following year by $300,000 per year as the Utility is required to 
start paying back the State of Utah for the $6.2 million zero interest rate revenue 
bond. 

Capital Outlay: - The proposed capital outlay budget will decrease by $254,600 
this next year due to fewer large vehicles being replaced this next year. 

Capital Improvements: - The proposed capital improvement program will finance 
the replacement of a major sewer trunk line on Orange Street which partially 
collapsed last year. Listed below by category are the general project types that are 
budgeted for fiscal 2010-11 

Proposed Capital Improvement Program for Fiscal Year 2010-2011 

Type of Project Budget Amount 
Maintenance and repair shops $975,000 
Lift Stations 160,000 
Treatment Plant 8,200,000 
Collection Lines 15,155,500 
Total 2010 - 2011 Capital Improvement Progr<lm $24490500 

12 



2010/2011 RECOMMENDED BUDGET 

STORMWATER UTILITY ENTERPRISE FUND 

SUMMARY OF MAJOR BUDGET ISSUES 
The recommended budget for the Storm water Fund for fiscal year 2010 - 2011 
decreases for all costs by ($4.7 million) or 31.88 %. This budget includes a 6% 
increase in rates to continue to finance the capital improvement program. 

• 6% Rate Increase This budget proposes to increase storm water rates by an 
additional $0.24 per residential account. This increase v.'.ill increase the 
residential account from $4.00 per month to $4.24 per month or $2.88 more 
per year and generate $460,000 in additional revenue. This would eliminate 
the future rate increases originally planned of 3% per year for the next five 
years. 

• Riparian Corridor Phase II The riparian study has completed two of the four 
canyons included in the study. The study is planned to be completed by 
sometime next year. This budget includes an additional $100,000 to complete 
the study. The Riparian Corridor Overlay District was created January 15, 
2008 by City Council ordinance to protect vegetative zones, open ground 
stream beds, minimize erosion, stabilize the banks, protect water quality, 
enhance fish and wildlife habitat and preserve the esthetic values of the 
natural watercourses. The study will help the Department establish protocols 
to achieve a reasonable balance between the residential users and the riparian 
area. 

Future Planned Rate Increases 
2009/10 6% 

2010/11 0% 

2011/ 12 0% 

2012/ 13 0% 

2013/ 14 0% 
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Analysis of Estimated Revenue 

An analysis ofthe estimated revenue contained in the utility's recommended 
budget for the Stormwater Fund is as follows. 

Amended Proposed 
Budget Budget 

Revenue 2009-2010 2010-2011 Difference Percent 
Operating Sales $5,245,000 $7,600,000 $ 2,355,000 44.90% 
Interest 150,000 100000 (50,000) -33.33% 
Impact fees 200,000 200,000 0 0.00% 
Contributions by Developers 516,000 516,000 0 (l.00% 
Other 10,000 1,000 (9,000) -90.00% 
From (To) Reserves 8,896,035 1,812,117 (7,083,918) -79.63% 
TOTAL $15,017,035 $10,229,117 ($4,787,918) -31.88% 

Operating Sales: Sales are expected to increase due to the approved 33% increase 
in rates effective January 1st of this year in the amount of $1.8 million and the 
proposed rate increase of 6% in the amount of $460,000. The total of both 
increases will be $2.3 million over the previous year. 

Interest Income: Interest will decrease as the cash reserves as expended. 

Impact Fees: With the slow economy impact fees are unchanged. 

Contributions bv Developers: No change is expected. 

Other Fees: No change is expected. 

Reserve Funds: The Utility ",ill use $1,812,117 from reserve funds this next year. 

Analysis by Proposed Expenditures 

The expenditure budget for the Department is proposed to decrease $(4,787,918) 
or 31.88% over the 2009-2010 budgets. The proposed budget for fiscal year 2010 
- 2011 by major expenditure category is as follows: 

Amended Proposed 
Major Expenditure Budget Budget 

Category 2009-2010 2010-2011 Difference Percent 
Personal services $1,777,096 $1,823,044 $ 45,948 2.59% 
Materials and supplies 112,700 112,700 0 0.00% 
Charges for services 1,935,373 1,932,373 (3,000) -0.16% 
Debt Service 600,000 600,000 0 0.00% 
Capital improvements 10,489,866 5,175,500 (5,314,366) -50.66% 
Capital equipment 102,000 585,500 483,500 474.02% 
TOTAL $15,017,035 $10,229,117 ($4,787,918) -31.88% 
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2010/2011 RECOMMENDED BUDGET 

Personal Services: The proposed budget increases $45,948 from last year based 
on a 0% salary projection along with a 10% insurance increase and a 17% increase 
in retirement income. This budget does include the addition of 0.60 seasonal 
FTE from the Water Utility to perform mandated dry weather sampling this next 
year. 

Materials & Supplies: The proposed budget for materials and supplies did not 
change over last year. 

Charges & Services: No major changes in this category \>lith only $3,000 overall 
decrease. 

Debt Service: The amount of debt service is expected to stay the same this next 
year. 

Capital Equipment: The proposed capital equipment budget increased by 
483,500 over last year as the Utility is planning on purchasing a replacement 
vactor truck and two dump trucks. 

Capital Improvements: The proposed budget of $5,175,500 is $5,314,366 lower 
than last year. 

The capital improvement budget for 2010 - 2011 includes projects as follows: 

Proposed Capital Improvement Program for Fiscal Year 2010·2011 

Type of Project Budget Amount 
Lift Stations $ 290,000 
Riparian Corridor Improvements $ 450,000 
Collection Lines $ 4,435,500 
Total 2010 - 2011 Capital Improvement Program $ 5,175,500 

15 
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STAFFING SUMMARY 
BY FISCAL YEAR 

FULL TIME & FULL TIME EQUIVALENT POSITIONS 

3/16/2010 
StaffingSummary.XLS 

-APPROPRIA rlo/.j-------------------- -------------------.--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------PR"C;POSEO· 
______ fiUMBER __________________________ P5~~~~T!9.'i __________________ ___________ !?_~~ _______ !?_~~ _____ !_~~_~ ______ ~~_~~ ______ ?~~L ___ ~~~? _____ ?~_~~ ______ ?_~~ _____ ?_~~_L ___ ?~_~~ ____ __ ?P!!!. _____ ~~~8 ______ 20_~9 ______ ?p.!_~ _____ ~q!L 

WATER UTILITY 
5101 SOURCE OF SUPPLY 
5103 POWER & PUMPING 
5105 PURIFICA nON 
5107 TRANSMISSION & DISTRIBUTION 
5109 SHOPS & MAINTENANCE 
5111 CUSTOMER ACCOUNTING & COLLECTIONS 
5113 WATER ADMINISTRATION 
5113 PUBLIC UTILITIES ADMINISTRATION 

WATER UTILITY TOTAL 

SEWER UTILITY 
5220 LIFT STATIONS 
5230 COLLECTION SYSTEM 
5260 RECLAMATION PLANT 
5260 ACCOUNTING & CUSTOMER SERVICE 
5290 SEWER ADMINISTRATION 
5290 PUBLIC UTILITIES ADMINISTRATION 

SEWER UTiL/TY TOTAL 

STORM WATER 
5240 STORM WATER MAINTENANCE 
5240 STORM WATER ENGINEERING & GIS 
5240 STORM WATER ADMINISTRATIVE 
5240 STORM WATER QUALITY 

STORM WATER TOTAL 

PUBLIC UTILITIES TOTAL 

11.00 13.23 13.23 12.25 12.25 12.25 12.25 12.75 11.75 11.75 11.75 11.75 11.25 11.25 11.25 
11.00 6.30 3.30 3.30 3.30 3.30 3.30 3.30 3.30 3.30 3.30 3.30 3.30 3.30 3.30 
51.00 43.00 42.20 47.20 47.20 47.00 47.00 47 .50 47.50 47.50 46.70 47.30 46.80 4S.80 45.80 

141 .00 116.87 109.15 115.35 111.35 109.70 1 I 1.70 111.50 111.70 110.70 108.70 109.20 109.20 109.70 109.10 
48.50 33.35 29.85 27.35 26.35 32.40 31.40 30.90 30.90 30.90 30.90 29.90 29.90 29.90 29.90 
49.50 52.50 49.00 53.00 52.60 51.55 51 .55 50.55 49.55 49.55 48.55 48.55 48.55 46.55 46.55 
13.00 8.50 10.00 14.00 12.00 12.00 11.90 12.40 11 .90 11.90 11 .90 12.40 12.90 12.90 12.90 

0.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 0.50 0.50 

___ ~~?,9!:J ___ ?_~~,!.? ___ ~?n~ ____ m,§ ___ ?_~,~ ___ ~g_?? ____ ?!.Q,!Q __ 269·9<) ___ ~~L~ ____ ~_~,~ ___ ?_~?,?g ___ ~~~,1Q ___ ??_?,~ ___ ?_~~,go ___ ~~,~9_ 

5.00 7.00 5 .00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 5.00 
32.00 28.98 35.80 27.92 31.92 27.4S 27 .4S 27.05 26.50 26.50 26.20 25.95 25.95 26.25 26.25 
55.00 62.00 62.40 64.90 64.90 64.90 64.90 63.90 65.90 65.90 65.90 64.50 63.50 62.50 62.50 

2.00 5.00 2.80 1.80 1.20 1.20 1.20 1.20 1.20 1.20 1.20 1.20 1.20 1.20 1.20 
2.00 5.00 3.70 3.25 3.25 3.25 2.B5 2.60 2.20 2.20 2.20 2.45 3.85 4.50 4.50 
0.00 1.00 0 .80 0.80 O.BO 0.80 O.BO 0 .80 0.80 0.80 0.80 0.80 0.80 0.40 0 .40 

____ ~,9!:J ___ !_Q~,g~ ____ UQ,~ ____ 1~H_.!gL~? ___ 1_0~§Q __ !Qn_iL __ !_gg_~~ ___ I_gL~9 __ __ 19_!,~ ___ !Q!,~ _____ ~g,~ ___ 19!:J}Q _____ ~~,?~ _____ ~,~_ 

12.50 
4.90 
2 .40 
1.30 

13.25 
10.08 
3.15 
2.20 

13.25 
10.08 

3.15 
2.20 

12.25 
10.70 

3.15 
2.20 

12.25 
10.70 
2.65 
2.20 

12.25 
10.30 

2.40 
2 .20 

12.25 
9.75 
2.30 
2.20 

12.25 
9.75 
2.30 
2.20 

12.25 
9.55 
2.30 
2.20 

1225 
9.30 
2.55 
2.20 

12.25 
9.30 
2.65 
2.20 

12.25 
9.50 
2.90 
2.20 

12.25 
9.50 
2.90 
2.80 

___________________________ ?_U9 _____ ?_~,6!l _____ ?~,?~ __ ___ ??,~ ___ ?L~_q _____ ~?,!_~ _____ ~,~ _____ ~~,?? _____ ~,~ ____ ~~Q. ____ ?_~,1Q _____ ~~,!!5 _____ ?L'!?_ 

421.00 383.73 389.33 405.80 401.80 400.10 400.10 397.60 395.70 394.70 390.40 389.60 389.60 386_60 386.60 
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ublic Utilities 
Number of Employees 

Number of Employees 
Decreases + Heist Management 

Stakes 
1. ContTacting for services 
2. Consolidation 
3. On~son shifts at water treatment plants 

Increases 
1. Engineers for CIP 
2. Regulatory Requirements 
3. Water Conservation 
Decreases 

1················_···································· ................ . 
1. Contracted for Asphatt 

5. Reorganization of Water Reclamation Plant 
2. OffICe & Technical & 

- Water&Sewer - Storm Water 
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MILLION GALLONS DELIVERED 
BY YEAR 
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Millions 

Public Utilities Operating 
Revenue 
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WATER UTI LITY 
OPERATING COSTS 
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Sewer & Stormwater Operat ing 
Costs 
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PUBLIC UTILITIES CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM 

And Cash Reserve Balances for 2005-2013 
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Savings Due to Accelerating Capital Improvement 
Program 

(Based upon favorable bid prices and bond rates) 

$69. 

Build 2011 Build 2015 
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Why is a 5% Water Rate Increase 
Needed 

» 1. Expand our valve replacement program by 
$1 million per year for the next five years. 

» 2. To cover the cost of Metropolitan Rate 
Increase of 3% or $945,000. 

» 3. Maintain a strong cash balance greater 
than $4 million over the next four years. 

» 4. To continue a strong system replacement 
program by replacing over 34,000 feet of 
pipe each year. 

» 5. Additional rate increases will be needed in 
~) ~ amount of 5% each year for the next four 
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WATER LINE REPLACEMENT PROGRAM 



Thousands 
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Why is a 4.5% Sewer Rate Increase 
Needed 

~ 1. Financing is needed to replace a major trunk 
line on Orange Street at a cost of $10 mi llion 
funded by a $1 0 million revenue bond issue and 
related $1 million annual debt service. 

I ~ ,, 2. Additional funding is needed to maintain a 
strong debt service coverage due to the additional 
bond issues. 

~ 3. To cover the cost of inflation due to the fact 
that the last sewer rate increase was five years. 

,, 4. Future rate increases will be needed to finance 
future improvements at our existing Sewer 

eatment Plant at 4% per year for the next four 
yea . 
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Why is a 6% Stormwater Rate 
Increase Needed 

~ 1. Finance the design and construction of the 
Folsom storm water project funded by a $8 million 
revenue bond . 

., 2. The rate increase is needed to maintain cash 
~ reserves at a safe balance of $3 million. 

~ 3. Future rate increases are cu rrently not planned 
for the next five years. 

~ 4. The rate increase will only be the second in the 
last 20 years. 

~ 5. Maintain a strong system replacement program 
and funding for riparian corridor improvements. 
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Effect of Rate Increases on the 
General Fund 

Water Rate Increase $ -121,955 

Sewer Rate Increase $ - 4,495 

Stormwater Rate Increase $ - 4,241 

Franchise Fee on Stormwater $ - 4 ,567 

Additional Franchise fee collected $ 147,150 

Franchise fee on Stormwater $ 450,000 

Total Additional Revenue $ 461,852 



Effect of No Rate Increases 

Water - Valve Replacement $ 1,000,000 
Program 

Water - Olympus Cove Secondary $ 1,000,000 
Source 

w Water - Irrigation Culverts $ 500,000 w 

Sewer - Replace Gladiola Sewer $ 1 ,000,000 
Line 

Sewer - New Secondary Digester $ 2,000,000 

Stormwater - Red Butte Culvert $ 200,000 
1 500 East 

Stormwater - Red Butte Culvert $ 250,000 
1 300 E and 1000 South 
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City Creek Flood Control and Folsom Parkway Project 
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Block Current Option 1 Option 2 

Service Fee $7.44 $7.79 $7.79 
% increase 

4.7% 4.7% 
Increase amount $0.35 $0.35 

Block 1 ( 1 to 10 cet) $0.88 $0.93 $0.93 
% increase 

5.6% 5.6% 
~ I Increase amount $0.05 $0.05 

Block $1.35 $1.43 $1.43 
% increase 

5.9% 5.9% 
Increase amount $0.08 $0.08 

Block 3 $1.88 $1.98 $1.98 
% increase 

5.3% 5.3% 
Increase amount $0.10 $0.10 

______ I ____ I $2.08 
10.6% 

$0.20 
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Comparison of Existing and 
Prooosed Structure Alternat-• - -

- , .. .,- , •• " •• ,; ~. .,1' .... ;: .-.. "...: • ~ .. ' ;..:~~ -b -:}.!It'.-- -.. ~ ! ~ - 'I ,', • : -,.:",":". r, . ~ ", !., -!.!, t!, ""1:,<~:"u.t:rn.ffi1~ .~~ '-.- ':f'~i - ·:1J.W, -~.f. ,~ . - - ... . - . ' - tot:: ' 1...' ~ f - : • t f' ,_ '9' I ~ J ~ . . " .'.' (,", ,"--. .....,-; ... '. ~ - .... - ', .. - .... '-'\,.- , .... -.~ . ~~~ '. , ". "-- ~·:"·-···t·--·, ,,- .. ,.-~-...-.;.-- ... ~ _ •• ' .... :. 

City County 

Current(a,b) 
I 

Description Proposed(a,b) Current(a,b) Proposed(a,b) 

Winter Period 

Nov. - March $0.88 $0.93 $1.19 $1.26 

Summer Period 

April - October 

Block 1 - $0.88 $0.93 $1.19 $1.26 
1 -10 ccf 

Block 2 1.35 1.43 1.83 1.93 
11 - 30 ccf 

Block 3 1.88 1.98 2.54 2.67 
31 -70 ccf 

Block 4 > (b) 2.08 (b) 2.80 
70 ccf 

(a) County rates are 1,35 times City 
(b) Single family residential tier 1: 0 to 10 ccf 
" •• _'_0.1"': __ ". n 4_ "0':) __ & - -



Comparison of Ex isti ng and 
Proposed City Monthly Base Fee 
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Annual Im pact on City Se lected Residential Customers 

SMALL 
36 $120.96 

RESIDENTIAL 

AVERAGE 
RESIDENTIAL 203 $318.40 

HIGH 
1602 $2,887.09 

USE RESIDENT 

EXTREME 
3248 $5,939.68 

USE RESIDENT 

1SL 2284 East 126 $220.84 

2nd - 24 North 141 $242.74 

3rd - 1951 East 343 $569.47 

3 TIER RATES 
5% INCREASE 

$126.96 
4.96% increase 

$33l.17 
4 .01% increase 

$ 3 ,034.46 
5.10% increase 

$6,248.99 
5.21 % increase 

$230.16 
4.22% increase 

$252.21 
3.90% increase 

$594.87 
4.31 % increase 

4 TIER RATES 
5% INCREASE 

$126.96 
4.96% increase 

$331.17 
4.01 % increase 

$3,148.19 
9.04% increase 

$6,521.12 
9.79% increase 

$230.16 
4.22% increase 

$252.21 
3.90% increase 

$594.87 
4.46% increase 
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Annual Impact on Ci ty Commercial/ Industrial 
Customers 

ACCOUNT 
TYPE 

Apartment 
Complex 

Dairy 

Manufacturin 
9 

Commercial 

UNITS OF 
WATER (CCF) 

1 2,686 

94,521 

96,476 

16,350 

CURRENT 
RATES 

$17,032.06 

$87,016.07 

$98,389.75 

$25,815.63 

3 TIER RATES 
5% INCREASE 

$17,987.37 
5.42% increase 

$91,972.31 
5.70% increase 

$104,070.14 
5.77% increase 

$27,228.08 
5.4 7% increase 

4 TIER RATES 5% 
INCREASE 

$17,987.37 
5.42% increase 

$91,972.31 
5.70% increase 

$104,070.14 
5.77% increase 

$27,643.08 
7.08% increase 
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Projected Salt Lake City Production Requirements vs. Supply (Dry Year) 

180,000 

160,000 
Wastewater Reuse = 5,000 acre-ft 

MWDSLS ULS Petition = 

140,000 
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.:::: , 
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«l 
'-' 

= <:> 
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= = = -< 40,000 

20,000 

o 

Water 

------...---------

Peaking WeDs =< 10,547 ac:re-ft 

SLC Surface Water Sources = 42,903 acre-ft 
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= Additional SLC Surface Water 

= New Wells 

MWDSLS Preferred Storage 

= Peaking Wells 

= Base Wells/Springs 

= SLC Surface Water Sources 

---w- Historic Production 

----. Projected Production Based on Current Conservation 

----. Projected Production Requirement - With Conservation 

- Projected Production Requirement - No Conservation 
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Salt Lake City Conservation Trend 
Documentation of Conservation Performance 
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Comparison of Water Rates with the Price of Various Other 
Liquids Purchased by Water Customers 

Price Per Gallon 

CurrentSLCWater 1 $0.0018 

Proposed SLCWater $0.0019 

Coffee (black) 

Clorine bleach 

Soda 2-liter 

Lowfat milk 

Un leaded gasoline 
• Price Pe r Gallon 

Bottled Water (24 ct) 

Automotive antifreeze 

Coffee creamer 

Soft-dri nk concentrate 

Bee r 

$- $1.00 $2.00 $3.00 $4.00 $5.00 $6.00 $7 00 $8.00 $9.00 $10.00 



Sewer Rate Increase 
Annual Impact on City Selected Customers 

SMALL $2.88 
RESIDENTIAL 4 $63.36 $66.24 4.5% increase 

AVERAGE $5.76 
01 RESIDENTIAL 8 $126.72 $132.48 4.5 % increase 
01 

Dairy Based on $8,652 
7,6 BOD and TSS $192,277 $200,929 4.5 % increase 

Industrial Based on $2,434 
2,4 BOD and TSS $54,101 $56,535 4.5 % increase 

Commercial Based on $28.51 
2,1 BOD and TSS $633.60 $662.11 4.5% increase 

2nd- 24 North 5 $3.60 
$ 79.20 $82.80 4 .5% increase 

yd_ 1951 East 1 0 $7.20 
$158.40 $165.60 4.5% increase 



Storm Water Rate Increase 
Ann ual Impact on Selected Res idential Customers 

$2 .88 SMALL RESIDENTIAL 1 
$ 48.00 $ 50.88 6% increase 

AVERAGE $2.88 
01 RESIDENTIAL $ 48.00 $ 50.88 6% increase 
Ol 

$3.95 Large RESIDENT 1.4 
$ 67.28 $ 71.23 6% increase 

$438.00 
Dairy 152 

$ 7,296 $ 7,734 6% increase 

$ 60.00 Commercial 21 $ 1,008 $ 1,068 6% increase 

$2.88 2nd _ 24 North $ 48 .00 $ 50.88 6% increase 

$2 .88 3rd_ 1951 East 1 
$ 48.00 $ 50.88 6% increase 
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DESCRIPTION OF SERVICES 

PUBLIC UTILITIES 
FEES AND CHARGES PAID TO THE GENERAL FUND 

FOR SERVICES RENDERED 
OR COLLECTED BY CITY ORDINANCE 

~v,u~ 

2009 Public Utilities 
2009 ACTUALS 2009 ACTUALS ACTUALS 2009 

WATER SEWER STORM TOTALS 

FY ~ FY PROPOSED 
2009/2010 ~ 2010/2011 
BUDGET ~ BUDGET 

,Administrative Service Fees (General Fund) .: ; ;.: ' ," ~ 
Human Resources .:.: $ 152,388 $ 39,361 <. $ 21,157 . S 212,906 ::: $ 205,031 ~ S 293,430 
City Attorney t3t,56s 10,193 1l,J79 153,137 :.: J47,473 ~ 20.,056 

Accounting/Finance 90.808 31,017 6..392 128.217 J23.474 ~ 176,711 
Purchasing & Contracts 8.3,036 17,527 ." 3A60 104.0:23 JOO,'75 ~ 143,366 
City Recorders 42,399 3,736 ::: 1.245 47.380 45,627 ~ 6 5,300 

Property Management 6s.3So 1,448 :: : 226 :.: 67,024 :;" 64.545 ~ 92,373 
Budget and Policy 27.372 10,694 ::: 2.B90 ;:: 40,956 ::; 39Ml ~ 56,446 
Non-discretionalY IMS Costs 22,213 7.264 :: : 3.344 ,'. 32,821 ::: 31.,607 ~ 45,234 
T~easurer'~ Office (cash mgt.) 12.:502 8,211 .. 402 21,JJ5 . . 20,334 ~ 29,101 
City Counol 7,658 957 :> 718 9.333 8,988 Z 12,863 

, 

Mayor :::: 14,106 8,228 ::: 11,')90 34.324 33.054 ~ 47,306 
Community Affairs :::: 2,,520 1,215 :., 1.697 .. 5'452 . 5.=50 ~ 7,5.14 . 

:::::::=:::::::~9::::=:::::::::::::::=::::::=::=::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::~2? ~ $ l;>9~=:~::::==:==~9g~L::::::::=:::~~=~:f::==:::::::::~:::::~-~_h!~::~~:::::~ 
: Tax or Fee Autborizecl , . . . ::: ::: - ::; ~ i 
!Payment in Lieu-of-Taxes (General Fund) 370,319 368,706 .: : 114..425 ::: 853.450 ::: 855,000 ~ 798,000 ! 
!Franchise Fees (General Fund) 2,281,290 931,456 3,212,746 2,959,575 ~ 3 ,097,060 
lFranchise Fee on Stormwater (General Fund) .'.: .'. '.: .:. ~ 450,000 

! Sub Total :::: 2,651,609 ::: 1,300,162 114.425 ::: 4,066,196 ::: 3,814,S7S-3i 4,345,060 , 

~:::=:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::~::::==:=:::::=::::::::::::=:- ;~,_:::=::::::::::::::::::::::::=:::::~~L::::::::::::=~~_¥=::::::::=:::=~ 
: Internal Service Fund SeTVlces .::::: ::: ::: ~ l 
i Fleet Mgt. Services 1,026,624 '.: 387,297 . 220,745 ' 1,634,666 ::: 1,616,000 ~ 1,626 ,000 i 
,City Data Processill8 (lMS) 457,776 190,350 162,150 810,276 '.' 877,400 ~ 941 ,900 j 
! Risk Mgt Admininsuative Fees (Gov. Immunity) 154,719 12,147 4 166,870 30,200 ~ 235,700 ! 
jRisk Management Premiums & Charges ." , 771,941 ,' . 91,706 '.' 27.020 '.: 890,667 _ 805.000 ~ 82 7:500 i 

==::=::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::=::::::::::::::::::::::t:::::::::=~:::l,::::::::==:::::-- ~:=oo • : • -=:~:::~:::~::!===~:::~~ 79 i---::::~::::~~=-~:¥::::=::::~::::~=-_~ 
i Special Assodated Charges (indirect benefit) :::: ::: ::: ::; - : ~: ~ -! 
: IFAS Maintenance (online financial system) . - 27,609 . . 21,406 . 1,352 . 50,367 .. 70 ,873 ~ 93,364 i 
iStreet Sweeping (Jeafbags and sweeping) 236,000 236,000 240,000 ~ 240,000 i 
lStreetSweeping (co5tof3 sweepers) 175,371 175,371 175,371 ~ 175.371 ! 
iLeal Bags (General Fund) 26,938 26,938 .'. 34,890 ~ 34,89 0 i 
iTrans Coordinator (1st payment 2009) New ':-: 37,500 ::- .-: :-: 37.500 -:: 37.500 ~ 37,500 ! 

':::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::=::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::~:::::::::=:::::::::::::::~:::::;::::=::::::::~E_~ __ 2 ______ _____ ~~_~:~=:L::::::::::::~::=:~==:~=:~=:::::i 
iu ___ mnm ____ '!'~~~_~~~~_S:_T_~~~_~~_~_~_~~~~_~?nnm_~~:_ $ 5'752 •086 _~~_$ 2.121.533_i:~_ $ 1,02 7'553 ::: S 8,201,172 __ :~ :'_$ 8 75 26.8°,2 ~ __ ~ ___ 9,73719~!~.J 



GROUP A SYSTEMS WATER RA TE COMPARISON 
FROM 2008 RA}' TELIS FINANCIAL CONSULTING GROUP 

WATER RATE SURVEY 

.. ~ i., 
... " ,", 

"., 

~ 

p ~: $}1~wl:~{ , .~ U';(']!; ~ .. -.. , , ':., . 
SEATTLE, WA-MAYTO SEP $ 
ATLANTA, GA $ 
AUSTIN, TX - JUL TO OCT $ 

SAN FRANCISCO, CA $ 
AUSTIN, TX - NOV TO ruN $ 

SEATTLE, WA - OCT TO APR $ 

LAUREL, MD $ 

BIRMINGHAM, AL $ 

LOS ANGELES, CA $ 
ELPASO, TX $ 

TUCSON,AZ $ 

SAN ANTONIO, TX $ 
SCOTTSDALE, AZ $ 

PORTLAND, OR $ 

KANSAS CITY, MO $ 

HONOLULU, HI $ 

CLEVELAND, OH $ 
FORT WORTH, TX $ 

MIAMI, FL $ 

PHlLADELPHIA, PA $ 

LOUISVILLE, KY $ 
PHOENIX, AZ - ruN TO SEP $ 
DENVER, CO - MAY TO NOV $ 
GROUP B SYSTEMS AVERAGE $ 
ALBUQUERQUE, NM $ 
CHARLOTTE, NC $ 
CINCINNATI, OH $ 
PHOENIX, AZ - OCT TO MA Y $ 

OKLAHOMA CITY, OK $ 
DENVER, CO - NOV TO MA Y $ 
DALLAS,TX $ 

PUEBLO, CO $ 

TULSA, OK $ 
MILWAUKEE, WI $ 
BILLINGS, MT $ 
OMAHA, NE - ruN TO OCT $ 
SALT LAKE CHY, UT - PROPOSED CHANGE $ 
ORLANDO, FL $ 
SALT LAKE CITY, UT $ 

OMAl-IA, NE - NOV TO MAY $ 

* Nonmanufacturio2lCommerciai based on 3,000 Cubic Feet (22,440 Gallons) Monthlv. 

"" ·.l-Snlr Lake Cit)' based on current rates as of July 1,2009. 
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. . 
109.90 
103.11 
98.98 
92.30 
90.02 
88.00 
85.54 
84.96 
81.66 
77.60 
73.67 
70.83 
68.30 
68.27 
67.52 
67.08 
66.49 
66.30 
66.23 
65.97 
62.69 
62.14 
59.25 
57.70 
54.21 
53.70 
52.91 
51.74 
5l.11 
50.05 
48.29 
46.54 
45.14 
43.89 
39.95 
38 .96 
35.53 
34.00 

33.84 · • • 
30.77 



GROUP B SYSTEMS SEWER RATE COMPARISON 
FROM 2008 RAFTELIS FINANCIAL CONSULTING GROUP 

SEWER RATE SURVEY 

~ 

i". ' ~, :' ,. "",1~;:'~,,~~$.~i~, ·· ......• , :::~: '. ,Ml~ ~" " "' ; i ... , .. +, ... ,% ...• ; 

SANTA ROSA, CA $ 85,02 
SEATTLE, WA $ 77.50 
ANACORTES, W A $ 48.61 
RlCHMOND, V A $ 45.03 
SPRINGFIELD, OR $ 41.96 
GREENVILLE, SC $ 38.54 
AUGUSTA,GA $ 37.76 
PLANO, TX $ 36.75 
GRAND RAPIDS, MI $ 36.48 
FAYETTEVILLE, NC $ 35.47 
FORT LAUDEDALE, FL $ 32.27 
NORTH LAS VEGAS, NV $ 31.92 
MOBILE,AL $ 31.86 
CHATTANOOGA, TN $ 31.57 
DENTON, TX $ 28.77 
GROUP B SYSTEMS AVERAGE $ 28.71 
GREENSBORO, NC $ 28.20 
YUMA, AZ $ 28.06 
FORT WAYNE, IN $ 2705 
ARLINGTON, TX $ 27.02 
SA V ANNAH, GA $ 24.75 
CHEYENNE, WY $ 24.50 
OKLAHOMA CITY, OK $ 21.99 
NAPERVILLE, IL $ 20.20 
MADISON, WI $ 19.88 
CARROLLTON, TX $ 19.09 
BILLINGS, MT $ 18.8 1 
SCOTTSDALE, AZ $ 18.56 
SAN BERNARDINO, CA $ 17.95 
ANCHORAGE, AK $ 17.80 
ELPASO, TX $ 17.73 
VIRGINIA BEACH, V A $ 17.72 
LINCOLN, NE $ 17.06 
ALLENTOWN, PA $ 17.00 
ENGLEWOOD, CO $ 16.99 
ALBUQUERQUE, NM $ 15.71 
SALT LAKE CITY, UT - PROPOSED RATES $ 13.70 . 

PEORlA, IL $ 13 .20 
SALT LAKE CITY, UT $ 13.20 
WICHITA, KS $ 5.85 
• Residential based on 1,000 Cubic Feet (7,480 Gallons) Monthlv. 
'*S.lt Lake City based on current rates os of July 1,2009. 
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PUBLIC UTILITIES DEPARTMENT 
AREA STORM WaTER RaTE COMPARISON - MAY , 2009 

..... . - .. - ..... , .. . . ,.,:-

i-t: ', :.:::: . _ _ :<-
. c'[m.ae.PISTRlaj fAlfflt. ""'h,,,n: . : ' 

Portland OR 
Sacramento CA 

Austin TX 
Denver 

OGDEN CITY 
SANDY CITY 

SOUTH JORDAN CITY 

OREM 
SALT LAKE CITY - PROPOSED 
PROVO 

AMERICAN FORK 
BOUNTIFUL CITY 

DRAPER CITY 

SALT LAKE CITY 
TAYLORSViLLE CITY 
MURRAY CITY 
PLEASANT GROVE 

St ormMay09. xl s 

~ v, .• " . 
' ., IifON1itl.Y 

. ?:.: ._,o . ~:C'fi!I.BPjf,~?.:.-; ,,,, ,>;: . 
16.82 
11.31 

7.15 
5.81 
5.52 
5.00 
5.00 
4.75 

-- 4.28 
-- 4.03 

4.00 
4.00 
4.00 

- 4.00 
- 4.oil 

3.55 
3.00 
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PUBLIC UTILITIES DEPARTMENT 

AREA WATER RATE COMPARISON - DECEMBER, 2009 

23.35 I 53.95 I 126 .34 I 377. 67 I 611 .71 I 1009.38 

, 
S , , 
• 

10 
II 
12 

" " lS 

" 17 

18 

19 
20 

21 

22 

21 

GRADI1ATED RATES (2) 

JORDAN CIT'! " GRADUATED RATES ( l l 

CITY· GRADOA!£D RATES(4 ) 

OOTSIDE OF CITY 

SAI.T I.A,i(.E 

IKPROVEMENT DISTRICT 

RIVERTON CIn 
PL IaSANr GRO'iE • GR.ADUATEO R.,\TE3 (n 
BOUNTIFQL CITY • RESIDENTLAL HIGH ~LBVATION 

TAYLORSVILLE/BENNION IMPROVEMENT DISTRICT 
BOUNTIFUL CITY • RESIDENTIAL LOW ELEV~TION 

AMl<RlCAN FORK 

ORE>< 

PROVO 

13 . 76 

H.as 
20 2S 

3 1 .04 

22 37 

.00 

.81 
13 .35 
7.44 

16 .05 
6.00 

15.27 

.21 

. SO 
20. 10 

9 . 00 

11.82 

2.00 

10.73 

15 .00 

10.4 1 

17.33 

41.15 

35. :n 
)1 84 

23.17 

21. :?4 

21.77 

24.14 

16.2'1 

22.56 

15.85 

22. )0 

16.11 

11. 10 
20 1 0 

11 98 

14.80 

11.72 
1) .41 

15.00 

14.75 

12. :!2 

" 76.92 

92.07 

14.97 

62.21 

55.94 

64.80 

58.27 

48.00 

52.51 

40.71 

37.77 

48 17 

36 13 
37.52 

46.09 

34 .54 
)). 12 

31. 12 

25.4 5 
24.2 9 

21.10 

138. 

377.li 

282 9S 

222. ea 
162 I ? 

175.52 
174.15 
193.09 
129.92-

leO 51 

134.77 

178.41 

128.88 

88 82 

U O 80 

9S .81 

11 2.n 

93.79 

107.27 
120 00 

117.99 

1 57.39 

307.69 
)28.27 

374.H 

311 01 

22),38 

25'01 20 

233.06 

192.00 

210.05 

162.83 

151.oa 

192.6a 

146.91 

150.oa 

194 .36 

138 1"i 

132 47 
124 72 

101.81 

~7.17 

96. 40 

4 04.20 

80 , eo 
117 .n 

79.60 

<i6.20 

80 .00 

15. 80 

700 27 

684.87 

611 23 

59 7 .22 

55 4. 06 

516.82 
-{J) .36 

-{26.1S 

401 52 
39 0 56 

363 .80 

329.49 

321.56 

3 15 .73 

310 _88 

280. 17 

256.5 4 

2'!2.06 
231.99 
221 81 

215.16 
194.96 

~ BASED ON EIGHT MONTHS WINTER AND FOUR MONTHS SUMMER S XCSPT PARK CITY & SANDY hWICH ARE SEVEN MONTHS WINTER AND FIVE MONTHS SUMMER 
(1) RAITS ARE ~2.jlITHOVSANO ro.l: 0 -5,000 GIiU.CNS, $4..67/THOUSA.VD FOR $ , 001-30,{)00 GAL IN SUMMER AND $4.09/THOUSAA7) [N W[NnR 

(2) RATES ARE ~13.76 ~OR 0-6,000 GALLONS, $1.28/~OUSAND FOR 6,001-18,000 GALLONS, & $~.44/THOVSAND ~OR 18,001-35,000 GALLONS 

(3 } RATES ARE ~1.64/THOUSAND FOR 0 -10,0 00 GALLONS AND $1. 84/THOUSAND FOR 10,001-28,000 GAL 

(4) RATES ARE $1.64 /TffOUSAND FOR 0-5,000 GALLONS, $2. 79/THOOSAND FOR 5,001-20,000 GAL, k S2.jj/THO~SAND FOR 20,001 - 50,000 GAL. 

(5) RATES ARE $~.73 /TffOUSAND FOR 0-10,000 GALLONS & $2 . 12/TROUSAND FOR 10,0001-25,000 GALLONS 

(6) RATES ARE $1.20/TffOU$AND FOR 0-5,000 GALLONS, $1.93/THOOSARD FOR 5, 001-10,000 GAL, & $2.10/THOOSAND FOR 10,001-25 ,000 GAL. 

(7) RATES ARE $9.00 FO~ 0-5,000 GALLONS, $1.20/THOO~VD FOR 5,001-10 ,000 GALLONS, $1. 75/THOUSAND FOR 10,001-15,000 GALLONS, & $2 SO/THOUSAND FOR 15 , 001-50,000 GALLONS 

(8) INCUL!)ES METROi'OLI TAJI II'AT!."R FROP!."RTY TAX 

WACOMPDe c09.xl s 



AVERAGE MONTHLY BILL COMPARISON - WATER 
INSIDE CITY RESIDENTIAL CLASS 

Existing Rates ~ (Austin Average Water Consumption) 

Historical MonU,ly JAN FEB MAR APR MAY JUN JU, AUO SEP OCT NOV DEC MONTHLY ANNUAliZED 
Avemgas In Thousands 6,400 6,200 6.400 6.800 8,100 9.300 10.600 12,900 11,BOO 9,400 7,400 6,700 AVERACE M OO GAl l ONS 

T 
Memphis, TN '$16.26 

1 
Amar~lo, TX S 18.57 

+ 
Salt Lake City. U T S18.58 

t 
S .Le.- PlOpOSed $18.92 

t 
Denver. CO $21.07 

t 
Phoenix, AZ. .$21.22 

t 
EI Paso, TX $22.21 

t 
Charlotle, NC $22.43 

I 
Odes, TX $22.99 

t 
Arlington, TX $24 .17 

t 
Austlo, TX $26.67 

t 
l oulsvlle, KY $26.69 

+ 
Houston, TX $27.69 

t 
Albuquerque, NM $28 .53 

-l 
,~ Siln Anionio, TX $29.24 
S I ~ 

Portland. OR $29.69 

1 
Lublxlek, T.:( $30.50 

I 
Fort Worth. I X $30.65 

t 
Abilene. TX $31.42 

t 
Round RoCk, TX $35.12 

t 
Georgetown, TX $35.63 

t 
Corpus Christi, TX 136,34 

t 
East Bay MUOIOakilmd $38.48 

t 
Cedar Park. TX $:>8.92 

t 
$ eallle, WA $47.19 

t 
Stln Marcos. TX $.48.40 

I 
$<an DIego, CA $49.48 

t 
Pllugervllle, TX $50.67 

t 
AtJanl<l. <3A 

i $53./)9 

SO '10 $2. $3. $4. ". 580 ". 
Average Monthly Watl3r Bill 
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AVERAGE MONTHLY BILL COMPARISON - WATER 
INSIDE CITY COMMERCIAL CLASS 

Existing Rates M (Austin Average Water Consumption) 

Hislolleal Monthly A"tlraglls In JAN ". MAR APR MAY JUN JUL AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC MONTHLY ANNUALIZED AVERAGE 
Iho'Junds S:). ~ 52.3 55.5 50.' 66.0 &1-1 86.T 94.2 100.2 '" 1'),3 e2.7 n,6O{J GALLONS 

Sail lake City. Ul $ 113.42 

S.l.C.- Proposed $ 118.93 

Milwaukee. WI S149.~ 

Memphis, TN $155.88 

Dallas, TX $ 181.77 

Arlinglon, TX $182.76 

EI Pa90. TX $1 88.82 

Denver, CO $189,00 

Charlotte-. NC $190.27 

Georgetown. TX $193.00 

Lt;bbock. TX .$212.87 

AlbuQuerque, NM $213.62 

Houston, TX Sl15.14 

Loul$v~ le, KY $217.85 

,f Round RocK, TX $216.33 

5 
Portland, OR $219.61 

Fort Worth, TX :$224.37 

Abilene, TX S231A7 

san Anlonk), TX $'237.00 

cedar Par1l., TX 5284.04 

Easl Bay MVO/Oakland $291.24 

Phoenix, AZ $304.19 

Stl.nDi~,CA $324.27 

Aus(in, TX $329.Hl 

Seattle. WA $333.82 

Cerpus Christi. TX $-'343.01 

Pflugerville, TX $382.58 

San M6r005, 1)( $462.92 

Auama, CiA $575.22 

'" SIOO '200 $300 '400 'SOD $600 $700 

AV&fe.ge Monllliv Waler Bill 
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AVERAGE MONTHLY BILL COMPARISON· WASTEWATER 
INSIDE CITY RESIDENTIAL CLASS 

Existing Rates - (Austin Average Wastewater Flow) 

HislO<lcaf MonUlly Avara.ge9 JAN FED "AR APR MAY JUN JUt AUG SEP OCT NOV DEC MONTHLY ANNUALIZED 
In Thou;;and~ 4,700 nco '.000 5.100 5,100 5.200 5,2.00 5.300 5,200 5.000 4,800 <.800 AVERAGE 5,000 GAI.l.ONS 

L 
Memphis, TN i6AO 

t 
Sail Lake City. UT S8.82 

+ 
S.l.C.- Proposed :$9.15 

t 
Amflrilio, TX S13.00 

+ 
Lubbock, TX $ 13.07 

t 
AJblIquerque. NM $13.50 

t 
EI Pa:so. TX S13.52 

t 
Abilene, TX $ 14.130 

t 
San Antonio, TX i14.97 

+ 
East Bay MUDfOakland S18.83 

t 
Phoenix, A2 $19.70 

I 
Fori Worth, TX $22.15 

t 
Arlinglon, T' m .37 

t 
Dellas, TX $24.44 

.~ + ~ PfiugaNiile, TX $25.52 ~ 

t 
Round Rock. TX .,890 

t 
Charlotte. NC $27.07 

I 
Georgetown, TX $ 29.25 

I 
Corpus Chlisli, TX SZ9.Z8 

t 
Louisville, KY $30.22 

t 
Cooer Perk, TX $33.80 

+ 
Austin, TX $36.90 

t 
San Diego, CAo $39.07 

+ 
San Marcos, TX $4 1.42 

t 
Portland, OR $46.66 

t 
Houston, TX $53.43 

+ 
Seallle, WA $59.43 

t 
Atlanta, GA S61.69 

" >10 "0 '30 $40 '''' $60 $70 

Average Monthly Wastewater Bill 
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5 

Water and Wastewater Bill as a Percent of Median Household Income 
INSIDE CITY RESIDENTIAL CLASS 

(Austin Average Co n sumption and Flows) 

-- -- - -- 0.6000% 

Sail Lake City. VT ~============:JO.50J6% 

A.mar~Io, TX •••••••••••••••••••• 0.7139% 

Phoenlx.AZ 11 •••••••••••••••••• 0.7305% 

The percentage of median household income was calculated by 
laking the results of each individual city's bill basad on that ci ty's 
rates and Ihe usage of the Austin average consumpUon and 
flows. From those results, we divide the annual amount by the 
individual city's median income. 

East Bay MVOIOakiand ~ •••••••••••••••••••• D.7651% 
Median Income source: hllp:/twww.huduse(.orgldatesets 

Milwaukee, WI ••• I!!! •• !!!!.!I!!!!!!!!!!!!!!I •••••••••• 1 0.8087% 

ArUnglon, TX .!! •• I!!I ••• I!I!I! •• II!!!!!!!!I ••••• O.S263% 

Chariolle. NC ~ ••••••••••••••••••••• O.8539% 

Dales. TX •••••••••• !!!I!I.!I •• !I ••••••• O.8543% 

Albvq~rquo). NM •••••••••••••••••••••••• 0.8696% 
Fort W()(Ih.lX ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 0.9807% 

Lul)i)o(k. TX ~!I •••••• !I •••• !I ••••••••••••• !I!l l.04 16% 

AbillYle, TX 1I •••••• !!!!! •• I!!!!!!!!!!!I!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!II ••••••••••• 1.0425% 

ROI.rnd Rock. T)( ~ ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• l l .0463% 

Auslln, TX ~ •••••••••••••••••••••••••• !l1II1.0709% 

San Anlonio, D C ~!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!I!!!!!!!!I!!!I!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!.I!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!I!!!!!!I!!!!!!II!!!!!I!!!!!!!!!!!1 1 .0911 % 

EI Paso. TX .111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111111 1.1243% 

Georgelown. T.X 11 ••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 1.1266% 
LO\Jis";lIe. KY ~!!!!!!!!!!!!1I1I1!!l1I1!!l1I1I!l1I!!1I1I!!!!!!!!!!!!1!!!!!!!! 1.1 497% 

Po<UMd. OR 1I ••• !lI!!!!I!!!!I!I ••••• ···············1.2183% 
Cedar Parl<., TX •.•••••••••••••••••••••••••••.. ,.2272% 
P!luge1ville.1)( P!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!~!!!!!!!!!!!I!!!!!!!!!I!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!! 1 .3~2% 

San Diego, C" •• !!!!!!!.III1I!1!!III!1I1.I!!I ••••• I!!I!!!.I! •• !! •• I!!!!~ l .3499% 
SeaU!e, WA .1I1I1I1I1I1I1I1I1I1I1I1I1I1I1I1I1I1I1I1I1I1I1I1I1I1I1I1I1I1I1I1I.1I1I"!!! 1.5348% 

San Mercos, TX .1I1I1I1I1I1I1I1I1I1I1I.!lIIIIIIII ••• !!III.IIIIIIII.IIIIIIII!lII"!!!I!!!!I ,.55M% 
Houston, TX ~!!!!!!!!!!!I!!!I!!!!!!!!!!!I!!!!!!!!!!!!!!!lIIIIII~!!!~!!!lIIIIIIIIIIII!!!I!!IIIIII!II 1.5752% 

Corpus Christi, TX -.!lIIIIII!lIII!IIIIIIIIII!lII!!!lIIIIIIII!!!I!!IIII!!II!!!!!I!!!!!lIIII!!!!!!!!!!!I!II1I1I 16373% 
Atlenla, GA 1.6703% 

O.ooor. 02S% 0.50% 0.75% 1.00% 1.25% 1.50% 1.75% 
Average MOllthly Water and Waslewat&r 9111 
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AWWA - Benchmarking Indicators 
Years 2009 I 2008 I 2007 I 2006 I Low I Med I High 

Debt Ratio 13.8% I 14.8% I 13.9% I 13.1% I 21% I 32% I 46% I Q 

Return on Assets 3.94% I 4.58% I 5.10% 4.80% .9% 2% 5.1% Q 

O&M costs per $1,341 I $1,307 I $1,231 $1,201 $863 $1,431 $2,089 AVG 

Water MG 
Processed 

~ I Direct costs of $398 $430 $381 $3891 $245 1 $500 1 $781 1 Q 
Water Treatment 
perMG 

Direct costs of $450 $453 $435 $436 $622 $9241 $1,471 1 Q 
Sewer Treatment 
perMG 

O&M cost per $825 $819 $737 $735 $1,067 $1,960 $2,616 1 Q 
SewerMG 

53.3 5.66 21.2 27.2 5 21 .2 81.4 



AWWA = Benchmarking Indicators 
Years 2009 2008 2007 2006 Low Med High 

MGD Water 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.33 0.15 0.24 0.33 I Q 
Delivered per 
Employee 

MGD Sewer 0.331 0.34 1 0.34 1 0.331 0.20 
1 

0.27 
1 

0.36 I Q 
Processed per 
Employee 

Billing Accuracy 
~ I Errors per 10,000 

2.6 1 2.71 2.41 2.5 1 2.6 7.1 16.1 I Q 

bills 

Complaints per 4.991 4.861 4.851 10.41 0.8 5.2 18.6 1 AVG 

1,000 customers 

1.381 1.591 1.081 3.9 1 Technical Quality 2.3 6.2 16.4 IQ 
Complaints per 
1,000 customers 

16.2 1 18.1 1 17.71 241 17.3 22.8 34.8 I AVG 

$37.35 I $36.89 I $34.66 I $39.49 I $31.96 I $42.03 I $64.64 I Q 



0) 
co 

AWWA - Benchmarking Indicators 

Years 2009 2008 2007 2006 Low Med 

Water Monthly $17.09 $16.24 $15.02 $14.36 $21.44 $26.41 

Residential 

using 7,500 gallons 

(based on 
proposed rates) 

Sewer Monthly $13.80 $13.27 $13.27 $13.27 $21.98 $30.61 

Residential 

using 7,500 gallons 

(based on 
proposed rates) 

High 

$32.04 Q 

$38.55 Q 
I 



WATER UTILITY 
ENTERPRISE FUND 
BUDGET SUMMARY 

FY 2011·13 
R.ate Increase 5% Rat~ IncTIIUC 6% Rate Increase 5% 

AMENDED PROJECTED PROPOSED FORECAST FORECAST 
ACTUAL BUDGET ACTUAL BUDGeT BUDGET BUDGET 

SOURCES 2008-2009 2009·10 2009-10 2010·011 2011·12 2012-13 

REVENUES 

METERED SALES $54 ,536,094 $50.057.000 $50,057,000 $52,559,850 $55.187,843 $57.947.235 

INTEREST INCOME 723,551 370.000 370,000 300,000 250,000 200,000 

OTHER REVENUES 4,462,328 2.389,450 2.389,450 2~,OOO 2,591,000 2,591.000 

TOTAL REVENUES $59,721,973 $52,816,450 $52,816.450 $55,450,850 $58,028,843 $60.738.235 

QTHER SOURCES 

GRANTS & OTHER RELATED REVENUES $5,337,335 $905,000 $905,000 $905,000 $905,000 $905,000 

IMPACT FEES 1.615.394 500,000 500,000 500.000 500,000 500,000 

OTHER SOURCES 129,374 50,000 50,000 SO,OOO 50,000 50,000 

BONO PROCEEDS 12.000.000 

TOT A L OTHER SOURCES $7,082,103 $1,455,000 $1.455,000 $1,455,000 $1.455,000 $13.455,000 

TOTAL SOURCES $66,804,076 $54,271,450 $54,271,450 $56,905,850 $59.483,843 $74,193,235 

EXPENSES & OTHER USES 

EXPENPlTIJRES 

PERSONAL SERVICES $16,384,708 $16,313,790 $16,313.790 $1"6,301,187 $16 .464,198 $16.628,840 

OPERATING & WtAINTENANCE 2,712,036 2,702,495 2,702,495 2,760,545 2,815,756 2,872,052 

TRAVEL & TRAINING 47,968 53,239 53,239 53,239 54,303 55,388 

UTILITIES 1,930,824 2,025,568 2,025,568 2,070,518 2,111,930 2,154, 167 

PROF & CONTRACT SERVICES 3,863,01 5 2,673,251 2,673,251 2,720,751 2,775,1 66 2,830,669 

DATA PROCESSING 526,575 481,700 481,700 524,200 534,684 545,378 

FLEET MAINTENANCE 1,026,624 1,120,000 1,120.000 1,120,000 1,142,400 1,165,248 

ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICE FEE 806,636 672,000 672.000 895,000 912,900 931,158 

PAYMENT IN LIEU OF TAXES 370,319 371,000 371,000 371,000 378,420 385,988 

METRO. WATER PURCH & TREAT 8,220,984 10,224,000 10.224.000 11.169,000 11,752,000 12,349,000 

METRO ASSESSMENT (CAPITAL) 7,021,892 7,021,892 7,021.892 7,021,892 7.021,892 7.021.892 

OTHER CHARGES AND SERVICES (435, 7631 ('86,7561 (186,7561 (124,756} (127.251) ~ 1 29.801) 

TOTAL EXPENDITURES $42,475,818 $43,472,179 543,472,179 S44,882,576 $45 ,836,398 $46,809,979 

OTHER USES 

CAPITAL OUTLAY $2,282.772 $2,507,300 $2,507,300 $2,145,000 $2,120,000 $2,255,000 

CAPITAL IMPROV EMENT BUDGET 18.542,573 20.620,160 20.420, 160 16,740,250 13,930.200 20,946,300 

DEBT SERVICES 2,765,434 2,750.000 2.750,000 2,750,000 2.760,000 3,950,000 

TOTAL OTHER USES $23,590,779 S25,877,460 $25,677,460 $21,635,250 $18,800,200 $27,151.300 

TOTAL USES $66,066,597 $69,349,639 $69,149,639 $66,517,826 $64,644,598 S73,961 ,279 

!;;~ ~!;;SS BE~E~Uf. AND OTHER 

SOURCES OVER (UNDER) USES $737,479 ($15,078,189) ($14.878,189) ($9,611 ,976) ($5,160.755) $231,9561 

OPERATING CASH BA~At!:I~ES 

BEGINNING JULY 1 $37,140,280 $37,877,759 $37,877,759 $22,999,570 $13,387,594 $8,226,839 

ENDING JUNE 30 $37.8TI,759 $22,799,570 $22,999,570 $13,387.594 $8,226,839 $6,458.795 

Cash Reserve Ratio 89% 52% 53% 30% 18% 18% 

Cosh rese.rve. goal above 10,. .. I 
Operating cash balance Is defined as total cash less restricted amounts for 

bond covenants and outstanding accounts payable. 

Metropolitan water rates par 3<:re (t. $188 $200 $210 $219 $226 $233 

Wlllerslled In"l!a:;;e requll5t Plus 50¢ base rate 
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IAVAILABLE FOR CAPITAL 

IMPROVEMENTS 

COVERAGE 

L 
t 
~ 
i 
r 

·n_~~!"~ feet 

WATER UTILITY 
CASH FLOW 

ACTUAL 
YEAR 

2008·2009 

17,528,042 
I 

(16,790,563) 
I 

_731..479, . 

BUDGET 
YEAR 

2009·2010 

(7,021,892) 
(10,224,660) 

~~~_4.2l1 

4,541,971 

(19,420,160) 

'( i.4:a?,ii ,~8~) 

37'H~:~~gt (~:iH:~~ 
37,877,759 22,999,570 

I 
6 1 "'3 

0.00% 

BUDGET 
YEAR 

2010·2011 

(7,021,892) ' 
(11 ,169,000) 

10,568.274 

o 
500,000 
955.000 

(2,145,000) 
(1,000,000) 
(2.750.000) 

6,128,274 

(15,740,250) 

(9,611,976) 

22,999,570 
(9,611,976) 

13,387,594 

4 
5.00% 

371 
30% 
219 

51,000 
30,000 

BUDGET 
YEAR 

2011·2012 

BUDGET 
YEAR 

2012·2013 

1 ~_1 ~?~4? I 13,928,257 

I 12,--

7,769,445 I 
(12,930,200) 

(§,160Z _5,6J 

13.38l,5~ 
' (5;160,756)1 

8,226,839 -

.d 
5.00% , 

20,178,257 
1 

( 19,946,300) 

__ ~3,f,~5ji 
8,226,839 1 

231,957' 
8,458,795 

41 
5,00% 

BUDGET 
YEAR 

2013·2014 

15, 832, 106 

BUDGET 
YEAR 

2014·2015 

10,282,106 12,417,097 
! 

(14,685,000) (17,4~",UUU)1 

' (4.402,894)( 

(~:1~n~~t- (g:~~~,~~[1 
4,055,901 (1.01 

4[ 
5,00% 

I :\AcctgExce l\BUDGET\8udge t 2011 \Cashflow 02182010.xlsx 
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SEWER UTILITY 
ENTERPRISE FUND 
BUDGET SUMMARY 

FY 2011-13 
im:reilse : 4.5% 

PROJECTED 
ACTUAL BUDGET ACTUAL BUDGET BUDGET BUDGET 

2009·10 2009-10 2010·11 2011-12 2012-13 

REVENUES 

METERED SALES $ 17,080,740 $16,500,000 516,500,000 $17,242,500 $17,932,200 $18 ,649 ,488 
INTEREST INCOME 741,524 250,000 250,000 250,000 175,000 100,000 
OTHER REVENUES 393,913 220,000 220,000 205,000 205,000 205,000 

TOTAL REVENUES $ 18,216,177 $ 16,970,000 $ 16,970,000 $ 17,697,500 $ 18,312,200 $ 18,954,488 

OTHER SOURCES 

IMPACT FEES 691 ,014 350,000 350,000 350,000 200,000 200,000 
G RANTS & OTHER RELATED REVENUES 807,998 500,000 500,000 500,000 SOO,OOO 500,000 
OTHER SOURCES 11 ,921 10,000 10,000 20,000 20,000 20,000 
STIMULUS GRANT 1,000,000 3,000,000 2,300,000 
BOND PROCEEDS 10,000,000 

TOT A L OTHER SOURCES 1,510,933 860,000 1,860,000 13,870,000 3.020,000 720,000 

TOT A L SOURCES $19,727,110 $17,830,000 $18 ,830,000 $31,567,SOO $21,332,200 519,674,488 

EXPENSES & OTHER USES 

EXPENDITURES 

PERSONAL SERVICES 56,055,901 $6,764,583 56,764,583 $6,953,632 57,023, 170 57,093,401 
OPERATING & MAINTENANCE 984,223 1,221,310 1,221,310 1,205,310 1,229,416 1,253,997 
TRAVEL & TRAINING 26,203 46,294 46,294 36,294 37,020 37,760 
UTILITIES 580,235 877,198 877,198 849,698 866,691 884,024 
PROF & CONTRACT SERVICES 1,351,868 1,653,250 1,653,250 1,668,750 1,702,125 1,736 ,167 
DATA PROCESSING 196,050 208 ,200 208,200 248,200 253,164 258,228 
FLEET MAINTENANCE 387,297 290 ,000 290,000 300,000 306,000 312,120 
ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICE FEE 149,804 132,500 132,500 220,000 224,400 228,888 
PAYMENT IN LIEU OF TAXES 368,706 369,000 369,000 312,000 318,240 324,605 
OTHER CHARGES AND SERVICES (250,091) (36,495) (36,495) 41,305 42,131 42 ,972 

TOTAL EXPENDITURES 9,850,196 11,525,840 11 ,525,840 11,835,189 12,002,357 12,172,162 

OTHER USES 

CAPITAL OUTLAY 725 ,563 2,499 ,100 2,299,100 2,244,500 1,739,000 1,308,000 
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT BUDGET 3 ,127,174 21,945,100 14,845,100 24,490,500 9 ,195,200 10,105,000 
DEBT SERVICES 1,839,688 1,935,000 1,935,000 2,935,000 3.235,000 3,235,000 

TOT A L OTHER USES 5 ,692,425 26,379,200 19,079,200 29,670,000 14 ,169,200 14,648,000 

TOTAL USES $15,542,621 537,905,040 $30 ,605,040 541,505,189 526,171 ,557 $26,820,162 

EXCESS REVENUE AND QTHER 

SOURCES OVER (UNDER) USES $4,184,489 (520,075,040) ($ 11 ,715,040) (59,937,689) ($4 ,839,357) ($ 7,1 45,674)1 

OPERATING CASH BALANCES 

BEGINNING JUL Y 1 $ 33,778,021 $ 37,962,510 $ 37,962 ,510 $ 26,187,470 $ 16,249,781 $ 11 ,410,424 
ENDING JUNE 30 $ 37,962,510 $ 17,887,470 $ 26 ,187,470 $ 16,249,781 $ 11 ,410,424 $ 4.264,750 

Cash Reserve Ratio 385% 155% 227% 137% 95% 35% 
ClUh re:;erYe goal above 10% I 



SEWER SALES --"------- --
OTHER INCOME -INTEREST INCOME 
OPERATING INCOME 
----

OPERATING EXPENSES 
-- "---

- ------------ , 

NET INCOME EXCLUDING DEP, -
IMPACT FEES 
---- - -
BOND PROCEEDS 
----- -- ---- --

OTHER CONTRIBUTIONS - - , -

CAPITAL OUTLAY --- -- -----
ADDITIONAL DEBT SERVICE 
DEBT SERVICE 

-------

OTHER INCOME & EXPENSE 
I\) 

AVAILABLE FOR CAPITAL 

CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS 

- -- - --- - - --

CASH INc::.REASE/(DECREASE) 

BEGINING CASH BALANCE 
-- ----_._-,-- - . -_. 
CASH ,INCREASE/(DECREASE) 
ENDING BALANCES 

----

RATE CHANGE 
----,-"------ -- -----
ANNUAL RESIDENTIAL SEWER 
~Li(199ri=i7~80) 

-

Cash Reserve Ratio -- -

Impact Fe~'p~ ERlJ 
Number of ERU connections 

----

Debt Service Coverage 

CURRENT 
YEAR 

SEWER UTILITY 
CASH FLOW 

BUDGET BUDGET 
YEAR YEAR 

BUDGET BUDGET BUDGET BUDGET 
YEAR YEAR YEAR YEAR 

2008-2009 2009-20010 2010-2011 2011-2012 2012-2013 2013-2014 2014-2015 

~ 
17,056,970 16,500,000 17,242,500 17,932,200 11),649,488 J 19,39?,468 ' _ 20, 22:1,286 

- 429,604 : 220,000 225,000 225,090 225,000 I 225,000 225,000 
----- - -

741,524 250,000 250,000 175,000 100,000 100,000 , 100,000 
18,228,098 16,970,000 17,717,500 18,332,200 ~ 18,974,488 : 19,720,468 1 20,496,286 - (9~850,196) I ----

111 ,835,189) - (12,172,162)' 
---------

(11,525,840) (12,002,357) (12,344,672) (12,519,918) 

-------- ----''''' - ---
8,377,902 5,444,160 5,882,311 6,329,843 i 6,802,326 7,375,796 7,976,368 

- -

---
200,000 I -------

691,014 350,000 350,000 200,000 200,000 200,000 
-c- .--.--~- ------- - -- , -

0 1,000,000 13,000,000 2,300,000 L 0 a a 
,---

I- --500,000 
----- -----

1307 ,998 510,000 500,000 500,000 500,000 500,000 
(1 ,58g~000)1 .J725-,-563) (2,299,100) (2,244,500) (1,739,000)- ll ,308,000) _~l08.!.QOO) ---

(1 ,000,000) (.1..3Qo,o,o0l __ (1.200,000) (1,300,QOO) , _(~-,-300,000) 

(1,839,688)1 
-

(1,935,000ir (1,935,000) (1,935,000) (1 ,935,000) (1,935,000), (1,935,000) 

I _11 ,066 ,239)[ (1 !~7~,OQO)j '_ (2,374,100) 8,670,500 _(3,843~QOO) (4,124,000) ; (3,843,000) , 
) 

7,311,663 3,070,060 14,552,811 4,355,843 2,959,326 3,251,796 4,133,368 

i 1 I 
1 

I 
(3 ,127,174) (14,845,100) (24,490, 500) (9,195,200) (10,105,000) (10,085,000) (8,435,000) 

I -- ! , 
16,8~,,20411 

- -- --

- 4,184,489 ill,775,04Cl) (9,937,689) -- (~'~?~-'-~~)t (7-,-145'1374) (~,301,6~2) 

I 
33,778,021 37,962,510 26,187,470 16,249,781 11,410,424 4,264.750 i (2.568,454) - - -- - ---' ----- , ---

4,184,489 , (11.775,040) (9,937,689) (4,839,357) (7,145,674) (6.833.204)1 (4,301,632) 
$37,962,510 $26.187,470 $16,249,781 $11,410,424 $4,264,750 ($2,568,454) ($6,870,086) 

I o[ I 
I I I I 

- --- 4'00O/~: ----- - -- --

I 
0,00% 1 0,00% 4.50%1 ~ooo~ 4,00%. 4,00% 

- - - -
-- ---

147,501 - ---- ------

130,501 130,50 136.37 141.83 153,40 159,53 
--- --

385% 227% 137% 95% 35% -21% -55% 
- -

5~~or 
-

500 500 500 500 500 500 

j 1 '~1l2 
1-- 700 - 700 400 400 f- 400 

3:27 1 2,101 
,,-

4,55 2,81 3.04 2,28 , 2,47 
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SANITARY SEWER CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS 
SIX YEAR PROPOSAL 
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Sal( Lake City Corpora/ion 
D~pormlf'liI of Publlc Uli!iri~5 

SANITARY SEWER CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS 
SIX YEAR PROPOSAL 

2010 thru 2015 

Last Update 
2118/2010 

GROWl FEET OF FISCAL YR FISCAL YR FISCAL YR FISCAL YR FISCAL YR FISCAL YR PROJECTS 
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Sail wk~ Ciiy Corpora/ion 
Deparrme1{ of Pubiir. Uli/ilirs 

SANITARY SEWER CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS 
SIX YEAR PROPOSAL 

2010 thru 2015 

Lasl Updale 
211812010 
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Depl1l'nlm1t ,,! Pl/bI,C r.;'i!lli~J 

SANITARY SEWER CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROJECTS 
SIX YEAR PROPOSAL 

2010 thru 2015 
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Sail Lal:! Cily ("Ol"poranon 
Depanmell{ of Pllblic Un'lllles 

SANITARY SEWER CAPITAL IMPROVE:ME:NT PROJE:CTS 
SIX YEAR PROPOSAL 

2010 thru 2015 

Last Update 
2118.12010 

PROJECT GROWl FEET OF FISCAL YR FISCAL YR FISCAL YR FISCAL YR FISCAL YR FISCAL YR PROJECTS 
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STORMWATER UTILITY 
ENTERPRISE FUND 
BUDGET SUMMARY 

FY 2011-2013 
Rate Increas e 6% Rate incre ase 0% Rate Increase 0% 

A MENDED PROJECTED PROPOSED FORECAST FOR ECAST 
ACTUAL BUDGET ACTUA L BUDGET BUDGET BUDGET 

SOURCES 2008-2009 2009-10 2009-10 2010-011 2011-12 2012-13 

REVENUES 

METERED SALES $ 5,377,785 $ 5.245.000 $ 6.265. 120 $ 7,600,000 $ 7,600,000 $ 7,600,000 
INTERE ST INCOME 196,732 150,000 150.000 100,000 100,000 100,000 

OTHER REVENUES 86,288 10,000 10,000 1,000 1,000 1,000 

TOTA L REVENU ES $ 5,660,805 $ 5,405,000 $ 6.425,120 $ 7,701 ,000 $ 7,701,000 $ 7,701 ,000 

OTHER SOURCES 

GRA NTS & OTHER RELATED REVENUES 324, 123 516, 000 516,000 516,000 516,000 516,000 
COU NTY FLOOD CD NTRDL • 
IMPACT FE ES 629,675 200,000 200,000 200,000 200.000 200,000 
BOND PROCEEDS § 000 000 

T O T A L OTHER SOURC ES 953,798 716,000 71 6,000 716,000 8,716.000 716,000 

TOT A L SOURCES $ 6,614.603 $ 6, 121 .000 $ 7,141 ,120 $ 8,417,000 $ 16,417,000 $ 8.417,000 

EXPENSES & OTHER USES 

EXPENDITURES 

PERSONA L SERVICES $ 1,661 ,275 $ 1.777,096 $ 1,777,096 $ 1,823,044 $ 1,841 .275 $ 1,859,688 
OPERATING & MAINTENANCE 93,807 11 2,700 11 2, 700 112,700 114,954 11 7,250 
TRAVEL & TRAININ G 1,573 8.480 8.480 8,480 8,650 8,822 
UTILITIES 104,527 77,285 77,285 77,285 78,831 80,407 
PRO F & CONTRACT SE RVICES 905, 022 883,879 883,879 .883,879 636,435 649,164 
PUBLI C SERVICES STREET SWEEPING 411 ,371 415,000 41 5.000 417,274 425,619 434,131 
DATA PROCESSI NG 167,850 187,500 187,500 169,500 172,890 176,348 
FLEET MAINTENA NCE 220.745 206.000 206.000 206,000 210,120 214.323 
ADMINISTRATIVE SERVIC E FEE 64,904 50,700 50 ,700 65,700 67,014 68,354 
PAYMENT IN LIEU OF TAXES 114,425 11 5,000 115,000 115,000 117,300 119,646 
OTHER CHARGES AND SERVICES (9 1,672) (8,471) (8,471) (10,745) (10.959) (11.1 80) 

TOTA L EXPENDITURES 3.653,827 3,825,169 3,825,169 3,868,11 7 3,662,129 3,7 16,953 

OTHER USES 

CAPITA L OUTLAY 581.548 102,000 102.000 585,500 255,000 365,000 
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT BUDGET 2,007,331 10,489,866 7,161.000 5,175,500 11,1 39,000 3,096.000 
DEBT SERVICES 575.200 600,000 600,000 600,000 1,400,000 1,400.000 

T O T A L OTHER USES $ 3,1 64,079 $ 11.191,866 $ 7,863,000 $ 6,361,000 $ 12,794,000 $ 4,86 1,000 

T O T AL USES $ 6,817,906 $ 15,017.035 $ 11 ,688,169 $ 10,229,117 $ 16.456, 129 $ 8,577,953 

EXCESS REVEtl~E 8 ND OTHER 
SOURCES OVER (UNDER) USES 1 $ (203.303) $ (8,896,035) $ (4,547,049) $ (1 ,812,117) $ (39,129) $ (160,953) 

OPERATING C8SH BALANCES 

BEG IN NING JULY 1 $ 10.560.690 $ 10,357,387 $ 10,357.387 5,810,338 $ 3,998,221 $ 3,959.092 
EN DI NG JU NE 30 $ 10.357.387 $ 1,461,352 $ 5.810,338 $ 3,998,221 $ 3,959,092 $ 3,798. 139 

Cas h Reserve Ratio 283% 38% 152% 103% 108% 102% 

I Cosh reser-ve goal above 10"10 I 
Operating cash balance is defined as total cash less res tricted amOlln ts for 

bond covenants and outstanding accounts payable, 
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INCOME & EXPENSE - -- --

FOR CAPITAL 
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I\) I"",~,-, INCREASEI(OECREASE} 

CASH BALANCE 
CREASEI(DECREASE) 
BALANCES 

O_EBT SE~ICE_qg'yj:&A-c:;E 1 

f.976~i45r 
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--30,833 
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1,804,028 
I 

(2,007,331 ) , 
(203.303il 

STORMWATER UTILITY 
CASH FLOW 

2,599,951 
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Date Received: gE//7!jg I'D 
Date sent to Council: tJ {O 

TO: Salt Lake City Council 
JT Mariin, Chair 

DATE: "3- 30'" 1'0 

. 
FROM: JeffNienneyer, Director, Department of Public Utilities ~ 7?~ 

SUBJECT: Watershed Lands and Water Rights Acquisition Fund 

STAFF CONTACT: JeffNienneyer, Director, Department of Public Utilities; 
801.483 .6785 or jeff.niermeyer@slcgov.com 

DOCUMENT TYPE: InfOlmational; Text includes transmittal and attached references 

RECOMMENDATION: City Council has requested infOlmation on the Watershed 
Lands and Water Rights Acquisition Fund. No action being requested at this time. 

BUDGET IMPACT: No new funds or fee increases are being requested at this time. 

BACKGROUND/DISCUSSION: 
History 
The Watershed and Water Rights Acquisition Fund (the Fund) was established as a result 
of recommendations in the 1988 Salt Lake City Watershed Management Plar1 (the Plan) 
as submitted by the Depariment of Public Utilities (the Utility) and adopted by City 
Council on Aplil19, 1988. Prior to the City Council ' s review and adoption, the Plan was 
approved by the Public Utilities Advisory Committee (PUAC) . A critical component of 
the Plan was the recommendation to establish a fonnal prograrn to fund the purchase of 
lands within and adjacent to the watershed, and to purchase water lights. 

As the Plan points out, even as early as the latter part of the 19th Century, Salt Lake City 
had a long history of source water protection, including the purchasing of critical 
watershed lands and water rights. However, with the establishment of the Wasatch 
National Forest, the City' s land acquisition program stalled, leaving land critical to 
watershed protection in private ownership and under threat of development. Over the 
next century, these development pressures have only increased, creating a greater 
potential threat to water quality as well as quantity. Increases in population have also 
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necessitated the need for expanding the water rights portfolio. It is this action, 
establishing a dedicated fund for the purchase of water rights and watershed lands that 
will have the greatest impact on the City’s ability to provide high quality drinking water 
for the community now and into the future.   
 
It was determined that a dedicated fund should be established through a fee assessed to 
all Utility customers through their monthly water bill. This was approved by the PUAC 
and the City Council, and reaffirmed by both bodies with the adoption of the 1999 
Watershed Master Plan Update.  
 
The dedicated fund was not established by ordinance, but rather through the adoption of 
the Plan and the approval of water rates, and is then accounted for within the budgeting 
process in a separate account. The Fund is set aside expressly for the purchase of both 
watershed lands and water rights. This mechanism has been firmly established and 
articulated within PUAC1 and City Council2 minutes, and reported by media3. 
 
Since the establishment of the Fund, the Utility has been able to accelerate purchases in 
both watershed lands and water rights. It is through the Fund that the Utility was able to 
pay for a portion of the Cahoon-Maxfield, Big Cottonwood-Tanner, and Brown-Sanford 
Irrigation water rights, and a total of 1,681 acres of land within and adjacent to the 
watershed, greatly enhancing the water security of our community.  
 
Initially established at a rate of $0.25 cents each month per connection, the fee has 
experienced two increases over the twenty years that it has been in place. The most recent 
increase to $1.00 per month per connection generates approximately one million dollars 
annually towards the purchase of watershed lands and water rights.  
 
 
Fund Implementation 
Prior to the establishment of the Fund, it was recommended that privately and publicly 
held watershed lands and water rights be catalogued, followed by the development of 
objectives and criteria to guide purchases. The establishment of objectives and criteria 
maximizes utilization of limited fund dollars, allows for the anticipation of opportunities, 
and helps resist responding to varying pressures of the moment.  
 
As stated in the Plan, “a rational approach guiding city land [and water right] acquisitions 
would include an inventory of all private lands, the development of criteria and 
qualifications for selecting lands critical for watershed protection, and a prioritization of 
lands to be acquired.”  
 

                                                 
1 Minutes of the Public Utilities Advisory Committee; Feb 17, 1988, page 4 
2 Minutes of the Salt Lake City Council; April 5, 1988; pp 88-109. 
3 “Watershed Plan Approved by City Council;” Salt Lake Tribune, Morning Edition, April 20, 
1988. 
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Additional to the acquisition of watershed lands and water rights, the Plan also identified 
one other strategy, though it was ranked as a lesser priority. Land exchanges, sometimes 
worked in conjunction with the US Forest Service, help to consolidate public land 
holdings and create efficiencies in land management through the concentration of land 
ownership in critical watershed canyons. It was recommended that Salt Lake City and the 
Forest Service aggressively pursue the land exchange program, including the pursuit of 
congressional action to facilitate consummation of the beneficial exchange objectives.  
 
After identifying these strategies for securing the community’s water supply, and having 
received support of the PUAC, the Mayor, the City Council, and the community, the 
Utility implemented the fee to create the Fund.  
 
 
Establishing Program Criteria 
In order to maximize the effectiveness of land and rights purchases, and based on the 
recommendations contained within the Plan, the Utility began the process of identifying 
lands and water rights, and of establishing criteria to guide purchases. Working with the 
watershed staff, the PUAC, and others, the Utility developed criteria to assist in the 
identification of water rights or watershed lands to pursue. The criteria utilized to 
determine the priority of acquisition of watershed lands and water rights include: 
 

 Active Watersheds: Those parcels within canyons that currently have 
water treatment plants and are providing water to the community. These 
lands and water rights have a high priority to be protected and preserved. 
Some examples of acquisitions of lands within active watersheds include 
Donut Falls and Willow Heights in Big Cottonwood Canyon, and the 
Cutler property in Parleys Canyon.   
 

 Level of Development Threat: Assessment of existing or proposed plans 
for development of land that could negatively affect water quality or 
quantity. In making this assessment, the imminence and feasibility of the 
development threat is identified. For example, a property owner may 
assert a development potential but due to grade or access issues, the 
immediacy or likelihood of development is deemed low and the priority of 
acquisition is ranked low. However, in some cases, development is 
deemed imminent. In the case of Willow Heights, the owner had 
submitted to a plat with 28 home lots to the Salt Lake County Planning 
Commission for approval. In another instance, 64 acres adjacent to 
Solitude Ski Resort had a 32-lot subdivision plat submitted to Salt Lake 
County Planning Commission for approval. 
 

 Opportunities for Partnership and Grant Funding: The existence of a 
dedicated fund increases program attractiveness for partners and increases 
likelihood to acquire grant monies. The Willow Heights property was 
acquired with the added assistance of a $700,000 grant through the Leroy 
Macalister Fund. In another transaction, 500 acres at the mouth of Little 
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Cottonwood Canyon were removed from threat of development and the 
attached water rights were acquired by the Utility by working with the 
Trust for Public Lands, the US Forest Service, and the US Congress. In yet 
another example, because of the availability of the Fund, the Utility was 
able to work with the Town of Alta and Friends of Alta to purchase 16 lots 
within Albion Basin utilizing a Central Utah Project Completion Act 
grant.  

 
 Availability of Funding: An existing, dedicated fund allows for 

responsiveness to market opportunities as they arise. An existing fund 
allows for both the long-term planning of purchases through the 
accumulation of monies, as well as the ability to act quickly in the short 
term by “borrowing” monies from cash reserves which can be repaid as 
the Fund replenishes.  

 
 Parcel Size: This criteria has evolved over the lifetime of the Fund. 

Initially, there was a preference to purchase large parcels, but the Utility 
has since learned that there is a value in acquiring individual lots that are 
reasonably priced relative to appraised value. This has allowed the Utility 
to consolidate larger tracts of land and avoided development pressure.  

 
 Value of Land Relative to Appraised Value: This criteria has helped the 

Utility to decide to avoid buying certain tracts of land, despite being 
within critical watersheds, by assessing the market and noting the absence 
of competing interests. An example is a large parcel within City Creek that 
periodically comes onto the market at an asking price of over $3 million, 
yet this parcel has no access and no water and so there is no market 
demand. By noting the prevailing market trend, the Utility can avoid the 
costs of purchasing lands that have little or no development pressure, 
despite being situated in an active watershed area.   

 
 Presence of Environmental Hazards and Liabilities: It is standard practice 

for the Utility to conduct a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment (ESA) 
prior to the acquisition of a property to ensure that lands are not acquired 
that would pose a significant environmental risk or liability for the City 
due to contamination resulting from the current or historical presence of 
hazardous materials or hazardous substances at the property or adjoining 
sites.   

 Non-Active Watersheds: These are properties that are within canyons 
where the Utility holds water rights and has future plans to develop water 
resources but that are currently un-utilized. Lands in Emigration Canyon 
and Mill Creek are examples of these future active watersheds.  

 
 Willing Seller: While listed last, this is of critical importance. The Utility 

never exercises eminent domain or condemnation to acquire lands within 
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the watersheds. Transactions are always conducted and concluded such 
that all parties are satisfied with the outcome. Additionally, as the 
properties purchased by the Utility are protected from development and 
generally made available to recreationists to enjoy, many property owners 
approach the Utility with available property as a way to protect and 
preserve the nature of their property.  

 
 Water rights acquisitions focus on the purchasing of water shares that 

reduce our obligations to deliver water under current exchange 
agreements.  

 
Program Implementation 
A critical component to the success of the Fund’s program is the ability of the Utility to 
act swiftly and confidentially. Before the creation of the dedicated fund, negotiations for 
land purchases could not begin without first addressing the budget process, a step that 
sometimes resulted in lost opportunities due to an inability to act quickly. Additionally, 
the public nature of that process made it difficult to negotiate discreetly, which can result 
in prices being inflated through either competition or other effects. The existence of the 
dedicated fund allows for responsiveness and planning that greatly heightens the 
effectiveness of the expenditures.  
 
Since the Fund’s inception, while there have been dozens of small purchases of lands less 
than an acre or of lesser commercial value, there have been many purchases exceeding 
$100,000 dollars and several over one-half of a million dollars. The nature of Fund and 
the current process of how monies are expended allow for that responsiveness and 
flexibility.  
 
By March, 1989, the PUAC had established a Land Acquisition Subcommittee to assist in 
the development of the process for identifying lands for purchase. Over the years, a 
methodology was developed that has grown and evolved as the PUAC and the Utility 
have gained experience and expertise in this area.  
 
In 1998, to further facilitate the process of prioritizing the acquisition of lands, potential 
properties for acquisition were discussed with the PUAC in closed session, after which, 
the PUAC voted to authorize the Utility to acquire all the critical and available properties 
covered in that closed session.   
 
As recorded in the minutes of a PUAC meeting in March of 1989, LeRoy Hooton stated 
that, prior to the establishment of this dedicated watershed lands and water rights fund, 
the City lost opportunities to purchase lands that, “could be developed in a way that 
would conflict with the desired watershed preservation standards.” It is through the City 
and Utility’s foresight in acquiring these lands that we enjoy the high quality drinking 
water we do. It is through the on-going preservation of these lands and the continued 
pursuit of available privately held lands and water rights that will sustain this invaluable 
resource and our community into the future.  
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PUBLIC PROCESS:  The Public Utilities Advisory Committee has been involved 
throughout this process, from the development of the 1988 Watershed Master Plan 
throughout the Funds history of fee setting and watershed and water rights acquisitions.  
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Form: 

Date: 

Memorandum 

Watershed and Water Rights Acquisition Fund 

LeRoy W. Hooton, Jr. L~. 
January 30, 2007 . ~ 

In regards to the Department of Public Utilities Watershed and Water Rights Acquisition 
Fund, I have found that: 

The Watershed and Water Rights Acquisition Fund was established as a result of the 
1988 Salt Lake City Watershed Management Plan (Plan) adopted by the City Council on 
April 19, 1988. Among other recommendations, the Plan recommended'that a formal 
program for canyon land and water rights acquisition be established by a dedicated fund 
through city water rates for all customers. This was confirmed again in the 1999 Plan 

, update by adoption by the City Council. 

The dedicated fund was not established by ordinance, but rather by the adoption ofthe 
Plan and its recommendations; then including it in the budgeting process. The rates have 
been adopted and the revenues accounted for in a separate and dedicated fund. 

The documentation clearly states th~t'the'futid 'isf6t bothw.atershed and water rights 
purchases . 

It was highly publicized, with public process and public hearings. 

The Watershed Management Plan was updated in 1999, with a recommendation that the 
Watershed and Water Rights Acquisition Fund water rate be increased by $0.25 per 
month. 

The Department of Public Utilities has purchased over 1200 acres of watershed property 
and in 1999 the water rights ofthe Cahoon Maxfield Irrigation Company. 
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Watershed Land and Water Rights Acquisition Fund 
Chorology 

November 5, 1987 The Public Utilities Advisory Committee approved the Watershed 
Management Plan. Salt Lake City Watershed Management Plan 
1988. Page 77-78; Recommendation: Salt Lake City should 
establish a formal program for canyon land and water rights 
acquisition in critical watershed areas, and finance the program 
through a dedicated fund with revenues from a rate increase to the 
minimum portion ofthe bill to all customers. (TAB 1) 

January 8, 1988 Letter of transmittal from LeRoy W. Hooton, Jr. to the Salt Lake 
City Council recommending the City Council adopt Watershed 
Management Plan and its recommendations. (TAB 2) 

February 1, 1988 Public Utilities Advisory Committee minutes. He (Jim Lewis) 
noted that as part of Salt Lake City Watershed Canyon 
Management Plan it was recommended that the city create a fund 
to purchase watershed property and water rights. Mr. Lewis noted 
that the department recommends as part of the 1988-89 budget that 
surcharge be placed on the minimum charge of $0.20 per month 
($2.40 per year) for residential %" x I" meter and a proportional 
amount as shown for various meter sizes. The rate increase would 
generate $250,000 per year for the purchase of watershed land and 
water rights. (TAB 3) 

February 9, 1988 Director's Report. Public Utilities Advisory Committee submits 
the Watershed Master Plan to Mayor DePaulis and 200 copies of 
the recommendations were sent to interested citizens. The Public 
Utilities Advisory Committee recommended a rate increase to fund 
the Watershed and Water Rights Acquisition Program. (TAB 4) 

February 24, 1988 Salt Lake Tribune article stating $0.20 per month rate hike to 
establish a fund for purchasing watershed land. (TAB 5) 

April 5, 1988 Proceedings of the City Council: Salt Lake City Watershed Plan, 
regarding a public hearing at 6:40 p.m. to obtain public comment 
regarding a resolution adopting recommendations for the Salt Lake 
City Watershed Management Plan. In the discussion, he (LeRoy 
Hooton) said ... and developing a watershed and water right 
acquisition fund to purchase critical watershed property. He said 
they were requesting in their 1988-89 budget proposal a permanent 
$250,000 annual fund to purchase watershed by increasing water 
rates $2.40 per year, with a $4.80 decrease in sewer rates for city 
residents. (TAB 6) 



Apri120, 1988 

April 

May 26, 1988 

April 22, 1999 

Newspaper article: Salt Lake Tribune, Watershed Plan Approved 
by City Council, "creating a fund to add land to the 185 square 
miles the city owns in the watershed." (TAB7) 

Item 3: Briefing on 1988-89 Budget Pro gress. The water budget 
proposes a $0.20 per month increase for standard residential 
customers with proportional increases for other customers. The 
$250,000 generated from this increase would be used for the 
purchase of watershed land and water rights. (TAB 8) 

Newspaper costs rising sewer rates down. "Salt Lake residents will 
have to pay an average $2.40 annual increase in their water bills, 
starting July 1, the City Council decided. The additional water 
surcharge will generate $250,000 per year, which the council has 
earmarked to buy land in City Creek, Parleys and Little 
Cottonwood canyons to protect the city's watershed. " (TAB 9) 

1) Proceedings of the City Council of Salt Lake City, Working 
Session. "He (LeRoy Hooton) said another effort in the study 
would be to accelerate the watershed purchase program and have 
an increase in the amount of money ($0.25 surcharge on each 
water bill)* per month, to generate enough money to buy 
additional watershed property. As well as water rights, as they 
come available, tied to the canyon streams." 
2) Salt Lake City Watershed Management Plan, November 1999; 
Recommendation to Increase funding of the Public Utilities 
Watershed and Water Rights Purchase Fund. (TAB 10) 

* Ultimately the surcharge was increased by $0.30 for a total of 
$0.50 per month per bill. 
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Salt Lake City Department of Public Utilities 1988 Watershed Master Plan; pages 77 & 78; 
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should review the placement and condition of 
outhouses to afford maximum availability to the 
public. 

5. Salt Lake City Land and Water Rights 
Ownership (Watershed Protection Fund) 

Recommendation: Salt Lake City should estab
lish a formal program for canyon land and water 
rights acquisition in critical watershed areas, and 
fund the program through a dedicated addition'to 
city water rates for all customers. 

The city should develop objectives and a pro
gram to guide such exchanges and acquisitions 
that includes identification of all private lands and 
water rights in the canyons, criteria for land and 
water rights acquisition, and prioritization of 
areas for acquisition based on potential impacts 
on the watershed. 

Any land and water rights acquisition program 
or plan should include the flexibility for the cityto 
accept donations of land and water rights, andJor 
other options. 

Implementation: Immediate (seek as part of 
1988-89 budget). 

Recommendation: Salt Lake City should pursue 
land exchanges with the U.S. Forest Service to 
consolidate public land ownership in the canyons 
for more effective watershed management. 

Implementation: Immediate, ongoing. 

Explanation: In the latter part of the 19th cen
tury, Salt Lake City aggressively pursued the ac
quisition of private lands to protect city 
watersheds in the northern Wasatch canyons of 
the Salt Lake Valley. With the establishment of 
the Wasatch National Forestat the turn of the 
century, federal public lands were reserved from 
disposal and the city land acquisition program for 
watershed protection stalled. Much remaining 
canyon land that may be critical for watershed 
protection is in private ownership, and'remains a 
potential threat to watershed protection. 
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With a small addition to the average Salt Lake 
Citywatercustomer's bills (two-to-five dollars per 
year), Salt Lake City could establish a fund to 
acquire prioritized lands for critical watershed 
protection. Through such a land acquisition pro
gram, all Salt Lake City water users would benefit 
from better watershed protection, assuring con
tinued high quality water. 

All revenues from such an increase in water rates 
should be dedicated to the land and water rights 
acquisition program. 

Establishing land acquisition objectives and 
plans can maximize utilization of limited land ac
quisition dollars, anticipate acquisition oppor
tunities, and help resist responding to varying 
pressures of the moment. A rational approach 
guiding city land acquisitions would include an 
inventory of all private lands, the development of 
criteria and qualifications for selecting lands criti
cal for watershed protection, and a prioritization 
of lands to be acquired. 

Since the early days of settlement of the Salt 
Lake Valley, Salt Lake City has acquired water 
rights in the canyons to provide valley inhabitants 
with a secure, high quality water supply. Today 
Salt Lake City owns the vast majority of the water 
rights in the canyons, providing an ample, inex
pensive source of water. Salt Lake City should 
continue to acquire water rights in the canyons as 
they become available to retain this excellent 
source of water. 

Of lesser priority, but still desirable, is the con
tinued pursuit by Salt Lake City of land exchanges 
with the U.S. Forest Service in the Wasatch 
canyons. The northern canyons (City Creek, Red 
Butte, Emigration, and Parleys) are in a checker
board public land ownership pattern with alter
nating city and forest service ownership. 

While the forest service and Salt Lake City have 
compatible management objectives for watershed 
protection, both government entities could 
achieve efficiencies in management through a 
concentration of land ownership in certain 
canyons and parts of other canyons. Salt Lake 



City and the U.S. Forest Service should aggres
sively pursue the hUld exchange program that has 
been initiated,. including the pursuit of congres
sional action to facilitate consummation of the 
beneficial exchange objectives. 

6. Public Education Program for Salt Lake 
City Watersheds 

Recommendations: Salt Lake City should in
itiate and maintain on an ongoing basis an infor
mation campaign on the r.ole of the canyons for 
watershed .and water supply, lnclu~ ground 
water, activities in the watersheds, public respon
sibilities in the watersheds, and policies and 
jurisdictional responsibilities in the watersheds. 

The campaign could include fliers in water bills, 
brochures on watersheds, periodic press releases 
on water.shed activities and conditions, and proac
tive involvement in school programs; community 
councils, and other community and civic organiza
tions. In addition, signs should be placed at heavi
ly us~d areas in the watersheds reminding the user 
public that their uses affect the water they drink. 

A canyon guidebook that lists ~ach jurisdiction's 
responsibilities, agency contacts and their phone 
nWEbers, and summarizes canyon policies should 
be prepared and widely disseminated by Salt Lake 
City. 

Implementation: 1988, ongoing. 

Explanation: In the course of this planning 
effort, it has been apparent that the role of Salt 
Lake City and watersheds in canyons manage
ment is not widely understood or appreciated. To 
broaden public understanding of the canyons' ser
vice to the S~t Lake Valley as watersheds, Salt 
Lake City should initiate a public information 
campaign that could inform the public about roles 
and responsibilities of the various jurisdictions in 
the canyons and invite public participation in 
watershed management decision making. 

Because of the multiple jurisdictions with 
responsibilities for different aspects of watershed 

management, it is recommended that Salt Lake 
City coordinate this information campaign with 
other major federal, state, and local government 
agencies that have an interest in watershed 
management. . 

Salt Lake City should select from among the 
many forms of public information those ap
proaches to best reach a broad spectrum of the 
Salt Lake Valley citizenry.' . 

7. Instream Flows (Retention of minimum 
stream flows) 

Recommendation: The full appropria~ion of 
water rights in the Wasatch canyon streams and 
their ongoing cOminitted purpose of providing 
water supply for the Salt Lake Valley preveius Salt 
Lake City from committing waters currently used 
by the city to instream flows. However, Salt Lake 
City recognizes the value of retention of ~um 
stream flows in the Wasatch canyons for aesthetic 
and ecological objectives. Salt Lake City should 
review the potential for committing water rights to 
instream flows on a canyon-by-canyon and case
by-case basis (See City Creek recommendations). 

In water development projects relating to 
canyon streams, Salt Lake City 'should consider 
retention of minimum flows in the streams to 
maintain aquatic and riparian habitat. 

Implementation: Ongoing, 1990 for individual 
canyons review. 

Explanation: From the early days of settlement 
of the Salt Lake Valley,' canyon streams have been 
utilized to provide the lifeblood of a d~sert com
munity .. Like oUler western states, Utah estab
lished a system establishing water rights on the 
basis .of "appropriating" water to 'beneficial" use 
by diverting water froI!l the stream and consuming 
the water for irrigation, municipal, or industrial 
uses. 

Traditionally, a water right can only be estab
lished by diverting water from a stream, thus es
tablishing a "beneficial" (consumptive) use. 
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Memorandum from LeRoy W. Hooton, Jr. to Ray Montgomery, City Attorney, Requesting a 
Resolution from City Council to Adopt the 1988 Watershed Master Plan 



LEROY W. HOOTON, JR. 
DIRECTOR 

JOSEPH S. FENTON 
SUPERINTENDENT, WATER RE.CLAMATION 

WENDELL E. EVENSEN, P.E. 
SUPERINTENDENT 

WATER SUPPLY 8: WATERWORKS 

$~':f1'IL~Im}\ fflJTaiYr (oo)R;Prm~ml~r ..... "".....!I'-.l ~ ..... ~~J..:~ .. ~!!~_'''''-''''1. 
:OEPARTMEI\iT OF PUBLIC UTILITIES 

,WATER SUPPLY 8: WATERWORKS 
.'. "WATER. RECLAMATION 

. , 15~q.:SOU'rH WEST TEMPL:.E 
SALT LAKE "cITY, . UTAH 84115 

M E M 0 RAN DUM 

TO: RAY MONTGOMERY, CITY ATTORNEY 

FROM: LEROY W. HOOTON, JR., PUBLIC UTILITIES 

RE: RESOLUTION FOR WATERSHED MANAGEMENT PLAN 

DATE: JANUARY 12, 1988 

Will you please prepare a resolution for the City Council to 
adopt the Salt Lake City Watershed Management Plan (See enclosed). 

LWH:ETD:mf 

ENC. 

PALMER DEPAULIS 
MAYOR 



LEROY W. HOOTON. JR. 
DIRECTOR 

JOSEPH S. FENTON 
SUPERINTENDENT, WATER RECLAMATION 

WENDELL E. EVENSEN, P.E. 
SUPERINTENDENT 

WATER SUPPLY & WATERWORKS 

TO: Salt Lake City Council 

January 8, 1988 

RE: SALT LAKE CITY WATERSHED MANAGEMENT PLAN 

Recommendation: That the City Council adopt the Salt Lake City 
Watershed Management Plan and Recommendations. 

PALMER DEPAULIS 
MAYOR 

Availability of Funds: There will be 110 budget impact during the 
current F. Y. 86-87 budget. Implementation of the plan recommendations 
will be included in the Public UUlities Department's F. Y. 87-88 . 
budget, at which time the Council can approve the appropriation 
levels to fund specific recommendations. 

Discussion: Salt Lake City received approximately 60,000 acre feet 
of water supply from its 185 square miles of Wasatch Canyon watershed 
lands east of the Salt Lake Valley. The value of this resource has always 
been recognized by City leaders and from our early history to the 
present time, measures have been taken to protect the watersheds and 
preserve water quality in the various canyon streams. The Salt Lake 
Vall~y rec~ives less than 16-inches of precipitation and the water 
from the Wasatch Mountains in the form of snowmelt has allowed the 
settlement and development of the Salt Lake Valley. For over a 100-years, 
this source of water was the only major source of high quality water 
for the Valley until imported Deer Creek water was introduced during 
the early 1950's. 

As we face the future, the protection of the canyon watersheds becomes 
even more important as we face more stringent water quality standards 
under the Safe Drinking Water Act (PL.93-S23) and the Water Pollution 
Control Act (PL.9S-S00). As water quality standards are becomming 
more stringent, the potential for pollution is becomming greater 
because of the demand for development and recreation opportunities 
within the canyons. This will continue to increase in the future as 



) 

City Council 
Page 2 

the wasatch front population inc~eases and economic development efforts 
through commercial activities continues to draw visitors into the area. 

The Salt Lake City Watershed Management Plan has been conducted by Bear 
West over a 18-month period with extensive public participation. The 
Public Utilities Advisory Committee has overseen the effort and approved 
the Plan at their November 5, 1987, meeting. The City Planning and 
Zoning Commission approved the Plan on November 19, 1987. 

The Plan will provide a comprehensive program to protect the City's 
watershed and manage this precious resource for future generations. 

Submitted by: 

LEROYW. HOOTON, JR. 
Director 

Ico 

FORMS:7 
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Meeting Minutes of the Public Utility Advisory Committee, dated February 17, 1988, Regarding 
Discussion to Increase Water Rates to Fund a Water Land and Water Rights Acquisition Fund 
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Mr. Keyser moved that the city right-of-way at 2800 East Big Cottonwood 
Road be declared surplus. Mr. Robinson seconded the motion, with all 
voting "Aye". 

PROPERTY TRANSACTION - Request to purchase canal property at 25 
West 9000 South 

He noted that those wishing to purchase the canal property at 25 West 
9000 South wish to use the property for parking and commercial purposes. 
Mr. Doxey noted that it is city policy that when canal property is 
purchased the individual purchasing the property is required to take 
care of the costs required to cover and pipe the canal. If the property 
isn't sold it may be leased within the city's policies. 

Mr. Keyser made the motion that the canal property at 25 West 9000 South 
be declared surplus provided the purchaser be required to cover and 
pipe the canal as city policy requires. If not it may be leased. Mr. 
Robinson seconded the motion, with all voting "Aye". 

1988-89 WATER AND SEWER UTILITY BUffiET REVIEW 
RECav1MENDED WATER RATE INCREASE TO FUND CANYON WATERSHED PROPERI'Y 
ACQUISITION PRffiRAM AND A DECREASE TO BAlANCE THE 201 CASH FI..aV PLAN 

Mr. Hooton pointed out that the financial subcommittee has been briefed 
on the proposed budget. Mr Hooton explained that he feels the proposed 
water rate increase and sewer decrease are fair to all customers as no 
one in Salt Lake City will see a net increase in their water and sewer 
utility bill. 

Mr. Lewis asked that the committee first address the recommended water 
rate increase to fund the canyon watershed property acquisition program 
and decrease to balance the 201 Cash Flow plan due to the fact that it 
is a major budget policy issue. He noted that as part of the Salt Lake 
City Canyon Watershed Management Plan it was recommended that the city 
create a fund to purchase watershed property and water rights. Mr. 
Lewis noted that the department recommends as part of the 1988-89 
budget that a surcharge be placed on the minimum charge of $0.20 per 
month ($2.40 per year) for a residential 3/411 x 1" meter and a proportional 
amount as shown for various meter sizes. The rate increase would 
generate $250,000 per year for the purchase of watershed land and water 
rights. 

Mr. Lewis noted that in reviewing the sewer utility 201 Cash Flow plan 
with the revised projections for 1988 and budget requests for 1988-89 
it is anticipated that the sewer rates could be reduced and still fund 
the future sewer treatment plant on a cash flow basis. The sewer rate 
reduction would be from $0.90 to $0.85 which would reduce the average 
residential user by $0.40 per month or $4.80 per year based on winter water 
use average. The minimum charge currently is $3.35 (419 cubic feet), 
which would go down if approved to $3.15. Mr. Lewis noted that the 
funds in the sewer utility 201 Cash Flow plan are earning 7.5 percent 
interest. Approximately 35 percent of the residents in Salt Lake City 
pay only a minimum charge. 
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Mr. Keyser moved that the recommendation to increase the city's water 
rates through a surcharge on the minimum charge of $0.20 in order to 
fund purchase of watershed property and water rights be approved. Mr. 
Chong seconded the motion, with all voting "Aye". 

Mr. Keyser moved that the recommendation to decrease the city's sewer 
rate from $0.90 to $0.85, sewer minimum charge would go down from 
$3.35 to $3.15 per month, and still fund the future sewer treatment 
plant through the 201 Cash Flow plan be approved. Mr. Chong seconded 
the motion, with all voting "Aye". 

BULGET REVIEW (Water) 

Mr. Lewis noted that the proposed water utility budget relects a 
decrease of one full time position within the department due to the 
fact that E. Tim Doxey is taking over the position of Wastewater 
Superintendent and that his position as Contracts and Construction 
Administrator will not be filled. Mr. Doxey will serve in both positions. 
He noted that there is a 2 percent increase in salaries and the majority 
of it is for salary contingency, $315,000. The contingency is to cover 
salary negotiations and merit increases which are part of union negotiations. 
He noted that operating expenditures are increasing by $111,000. He 

. explained that overall the budget is 6 percent more than last years 
actual and 4 percent less than estimated in 1987-88. Mr. Hooton explained 
that one reason for the 2 percent increase is related to Metropolitan 
Water purchases and pumping costs. The committee noted the Administrative 
Service fee listed in the budget should be reviewed in more detail. 
Mr. Lewis noted that overall the water utility budget is decreasing due 
to a lower proposed capital improvement program. 

Mr. Chong moved that the proposed 1988-89 budget for the water utility 
be approved subject to the AdrrUnistrative Service fee being reviewed 
in detail. Ms. Atwood seconded the motion, with all voting "Aye". 

BULGET REVIEW (Sewer) 

Mr. Lewis noted that the proposed sewer utility budget is not requesting 
any change in the manning document. However, personnel services will 
increase by 3 percent. The contingency of $101,095 is to cover salary 
negotiations and merit increases. Operations will be increasing by 4 
percent overall. The major increases are in fleet maintenance, ri'sk 
management and adrrUnistrative service fees. Mr. Lewis explained that 
overall the sewer utility budget will decrease 2 percent, $435,000. 
The committee expressed approval for the proposed wetlands park. 

Mr. Tuddenham noted that the comnittee is concerned about the administrative 
service fee that is being charged to the Public Utilities Department. 
He noted that it would be beneficial for the entire comrrdttee to review 
the administrative service fees in more detail, dollar values, etc. 
Mr. Lewis noted that he would prepare this information for the comrnittee. 
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Department of Public Utilities Director's Report to City Council, including a Reference to the 
1988 Watershed Master Plan and the Watershed Lands and Water Rights Acquisition Fund 
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LEROY W. HOOTON, JR. 
DIRECTOR 

JO·SEPH S. FENTON 
SUPERINTENDENT, WATER RECLAMATION 

WENDELL E. EVENSEN, P.E. 
SUPERINTENDENT 

WATER SUPPLY & WATERWORKS 

DIRECTOR'S REPORT 

Pretreatment Ordinance Violation: ~"": 1'\' f?" r : " , "~ 
. 'f".r . 

PALMER DEiPAULIS 
MAYOR 

As part of the Clean Water Act (PL. 92-500), Salt Lake City passed a 
Pretreatment Ordinance on August 9, 1982, which was approved by the 
Environmental Protection Agency on July 28, 1983. The purpose of the 
ordinance is to control industrial discharges into the sanitary sewer 
system which either by type of pollutant or volume is incompatible with 
the wastewater collection and treatment facilities. 

During January 1988, it was necessary to prosecute, the first industry 
to violate the city's pretreatment standards. This was after every 
effort to resolve the pretreatment problems that le~d to the violations. 
Judge Michael Hutchings of the Fifth Circuit Court i.rOPQSed·· tne' maxmum 
penalty against J.R. Utah Company for $125,000 on 25 counts, and ordered 
the company to pay the city nearly $33,000 in restitution. 

The circuit board manufacturing company discharged copper into the 
sanitary sewer system which violated the National Categorical Standards 
for Electro-platers and was shortening the life of the city's sludge 
application program at the Hinckley Fannon land owned by the Airport 
Authority. 

canyon Watershed Plan Recommendations: 

The Wasatch Canyon Watershed Recommendations prepared by Bear West has 
been submitted to Mayor Palmer DePaulis for his approval and then to be 
submitted to the City Council for their adoption. The Department sent' 
out 200 copies of the recommendations to interested citizens for their 
review; in the accompanying letter the citizens were notified that the 
recommendations will soon be before the City Council and that we would 
inform them of the public hearing date before this body. 

Plan implementation has moved forward, with discussions with the United 
States Forest Service relative to the, Salt Lake City/Forest Service 
land trades in City Creek, Emigration, Red Butte and the Parley's 
drainage. Also, included in the Public Utilities Advisory Committee's 
February agenda is a recommended water rate increase to fund the watershed 
property and water right acquisition program. 
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City Creek Filter Plant Construction Schedule: 

Last fall the filter beds at the 33-year old City Creek Water Treatment 
Plant were inspected and it was found that the gravel and sand gradations 
had migrated, leading to a possible failure of the filter beds. This 
was brought before the Public Utilities Advisory Committee during the 
November 1987, meeting and the department has since had plans and 
specifications prepared for the beds to be reconstructed this spring, 
The project is expected to start during the first week of March 1988, and 
be completed by May 1, 1988, before the spring run-off reaches its peak. 

Jordan Aqueduct Reach III Repaired: 

The Bureau of Reclamation has indicated that the repairs to the Jordan 
Aqueduct Reach III have been completed and it will be ready for service 
this corning summer to meet Salt Lake City's water supply needs. The 
Public Utilities Department has let a contract to Davis Construction to 
install a 42-inch transmission main fram the aqueduct at 2100 South and 
3800 West to California Avenue beginning on February 15, 1988. This 
pipeline project will be completed this summer in order to deliver 
water into the city's distribution system. 

The Salt Lake County Water Conservancy District Plans to Blend Jordan 
River Water with Provo River Water at the Jordan Valley Water Treatment 
Plant: 

The Salt Lake County Water Conservancy District has conducted water 
quality studies to gain approval from health officials to blend Jordan 
River water at the Turner Darn (near the Utah County border) with Provo 
River water to be treated at the Jordan Valley Water Treatment Plant. 
They were successful in having the river classified "3C" which makes 
the water unusable for culinary water. Their studies also indicated 
that there was no chemical contaminates present in the water that would 
violate water quality standards under the Safe Drinking Water Act (PL. 
93-523) except total dissolved solids which will require the blending 
to make acceptable. 

The District's blending proposal has an effect on Salt Lake City as 
this water will be delivered through the Jordan Aqueduct Reach III to 
the city's distribution system. we are carefully evaluating their data 
to determine our position on this matter. This issue will be the subject 
of a future Public Utilities Advisory Committee agenda. 

Irrigation Water Quality Monitoring and Testing Completed: 

In recent years, there has been concern expressed that the irrigation 
water delivered by Salt Lake City as part of its "Exchange Agreement" 
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has deteriorated. In an effort to determine if the irrigation water 
contained chemicals that made it unsuitable for irrigation, the Public 
Utilities Department hired Dr. Jerome Jurinak and the Utah State 
University Foundation to conduct a water quality monitoring program 
during the 1987 irrigation season. The comprehensive study monitored 
water quality at three points, the Jordan River Diversion at the Jordan 
Narrows, Cahoon and Maxfield and the Jordan and Salt Lake Canal. The 
report indicated that water quality was the same at all three sampling J 
points and ". • • the maximum salinity of the Jordan River water 
diversions during the 1987 season is comparable to the calculated ten 
year (1975-1985) average salinity of the Colorado River Water at 
Imperial Dam, California ." In reviewing the entire report, we are 
confortable with the results and that the irrigation water quality 
delivered to city exchange contracts is suitable for this purpose and that 
there are no harmful chemicals present in the water. 

LWH:mf 
89:29 
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Salt Lake City Tribune, "Budget Plan May Aid Watershed," February 24, 1988 
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PROCEEDINGS OF TlIE CITY COUNCIL OF SALT I..A.KE CITY, UTAH 

TUESDAY, APRIL 5, 1988 

DISCUSSION: Doug Wheelwright, Planning and Zoning, addressed 
the Council and said that Mr. Wilkinson was one of the developers of the 
Brickyard Mall and at the time the brickyard property had been annexed, 
the two parcels in question had been excluded. He showed th.e Counci·l 
the locations of the properties on a map and said that later as Mr ~ 
Wilkinson tried to develop other vacant parcels, problems occurred be
cause of separate jurisdictions regarding the City and County, for exam
ple on a corner lot, one side would be under jurisdiction of the County 
and the other side under jurisdiction of the City, with possible compli
cations of delivery of ,emergency services. He said the annexation of 
these two parcels would allow the development of the properties and the 
reclassification would make it compatible with the privately owned 
property. 

Harold Wilkinson, 2912 Oakhurst Drive,.stated his appreciation 
to Mr. Wheelwright and the City for their efforts with this development 
and· saip. he felt it would help. clean up the area and be a nice addi,tion 
to the ne:ighborhood. 
(P 88-27, P 88~28) 

Parking Lots and Nonconforming Uses 

RE: A public hearing at 6:30 p.m. to obtain publ.ic comment 
regard.ing a proposed ordinance amending Section 51-8-4(3) of the Revised 
Ordinances of Salt Lak~ City, Utah, 1965, re1at.ing to parking lots and 
nonconforming uses. 

rocks 
p.m. , 
ried, 

ACTION: Councilmember Godfrey moved and Councilmember 
seconded to continue the public hearing to May 3, 1988,' at 
and direct the City Recorder to re-advertise, which motion 
all members voted aye. 

No one from the audience addressed this issue. 
(0 88-5) 

Salt Lake City Watershed Management Plan 

Hor-
6:30 
car-

RE: A public hearing at 6:40 p.m. to obtain public comment 
regarding a resolution adopting recommendations for the Salt Lake C~ty 
Watershed Management, Plan. 

ACTION: Councilmember Godfrey moved and Councilmember Fonnes
b~ck _ seconded to clqse the public 'hearing, which' motion carried, all 
members voted ,aye. 

_, Ceuncilmember Kirk moved' and c;ouncilmember Godfrey seconded to 
_ adopt the resoiution. After some di'scussion Councilmeinber K;i..rk wi',thdre~ 

the motion.. ., 

8$-109 
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TUESDAY, APRIL 5;~ 1988 

Councilmember Fonnesbeck, moved and Councilmember Hardman 
seconded to table the' resolution adoption until April 19, 1988, which 
motion carried, all members voted aye. 

DISCUSSION: LeRoy Hooton, Public Utili ties Director, ad-
dressed the Mayor and Council saying that much had happen~d to the Salt 
Lake Valley since the pioneers settled it in 1847. He said the popula
tion in SCI-It Lake County was now 700,000, that the Wasatch Canyons pro
vided vast recreational opportunities, that there was a multi-million 
dollar ski industry using the canyon watersheds, and that most impor
tantly, the Wasatch Canyons provided drinking water for nearly 500,000 
people residing'in the cit y's, Service area and there were very stringent 
drinking water standards mandated by federal law. He said because of' 
the increasing demands on both water supply and the watersheds, i 1;: was 
necessCl-ry to develop a plan to meet tpeir future needs and this plan 
addressed these issues. He said, the City r s plan' was based on water 
supply and quality,' and was. a companion stlldy. to' the ~ounty r s plan whi,ch 
would be premised on land use criteria.' He, said th9t 'all government,al 
jurisdictions in' the canyons agreed ,that watershed for water supply was 
the best use for this resource. . He said the plan called for the follow
ing: sewe'r lines in Emig:r:::ation i3.nd Big' Cottonwood Canyons;' increasing 
watershed enforcement programs; building a water treatment plant' in the .. 
mid i990's to develop the water supply in Milcreek Canyon; and develop
ing a watershed and water right acquisition fund to purchase critical 
watershed property. ,He said they were requesting in their 1988-89, bud
get proposal a permanent $250,000 annual fund to purchase watershed by 
increasing water rates by $2.40 per year, with a $4.80 decrease in sewer 
rates for city residents. He said the plan had been approved by the 
Public Utilities Advisory Committee and by the Planning Commission. He 
expressed his appreciation to all who had participated in the plan. Mr. 
Hooton made note of a letter received from Colonel Fred J. Hillyard, 
Fort Douglas, who requested tha't Fort Douglas' water uses be clarified 
in the Watershed Management Plan. 

Ralph Becker, consultant for Bear West, addressed the Council. 
He said they had received cooperation frbm city and county government, 
the City County Board of Health, the U.S. Forest Service, and from the 
public which he' felt had enabled them tb be aware of the major issues 
relating to watershed in the canyons. H~I? said they held a public meet
ing in October 1986 and were provided with many comments ,and concerns. 
He said they also received wri tten comm~rits. "ije said they then began an 
extensive data collection effort regarding th~ quality of, water in the 
canyons, the current larid status, and many other issues. He said a 
draft plan was published in May 1987 containing a summary of information 
and options. :He said all jurisdictions involved then. met in a series of 
sessions to review the draft and determine preliminary recommendations. 
He said these were then T~viewed,~hd pu~+ished for_comment in September 
19~7, after 'which another" meeting was held to: obtain publiG. comment. He 
said the group of public ~fficiais ~gain ~ewo~~ed th~ preliminary recom-

88;...1'10 
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mendations and after many meetings with the Public Utili ties Advisory 
Committee and its sub-committee, they arrived at recommendations which 
had been reviewed by the Planning Commission. He said they felt the 
recommendations would move the City into the next century with as good' 
or better watershed status than they had now. 

The following people spoke in support of the plan:, 

Dr. Harry 'Gibbons, Director City County Health Department 
Mary Reilly, League of Women Voters 
Hermoine Jex, SLACC Land U'se and Natural Resources Committee 
Charles W. Wilson, 2690 Parley's Way 
Darrell Scow, Public Works Director, Sandy City 
Milton Hollander, 2561 Valley View Avenue 

·Nick Norton, 1208 Harvard Avenue 
Joseph T. Sargen,t, Emigration Canyon 'Communi ty Council 
Dr. _ Howard Garber, Utah Wilderness A:;;soci'ation 

, -Micha'el ,Budig,. -Save Our;- - Canyons - . 
jon R. _Miller, Economics Professor, ~ of U 

Individuals expressed support. for maintaining a high quality 
of water, pollution control, watershed protection, public education and 
participation in the plan, monitoring degradation in the canyons, and 
necessary land. acquisition. Ms. Jex, asked about the 50 and 100 foot 
stream setbacks required in the plan, as her committee - had contacted 
many other states that required a 200 to 300 foot setback. She wanted 
to know the status of the recently acquired Bertinoli property in ~mi
gration Canyon. She was concerned about the canyon's surplus sales 
policy and who would be establishing it, and wanted a list of persons 
who would secure the surplus water if the moratorium was lifted. She 
was concerned about the possibli ty of Salt Lake County 'folding' to 
Solitude's development plan and refusing to wait until the canyon master 
plan was complete. She said the city must be involved. in the county 
development considerations. Mr. Wilson said he felt that government 
councils should consider a recommendation that uniform regulations be 
applied to all. canyon watersheds, regardless of size, where Culinary 
water was being served in the county. He said there was a need"to know 
more about the relationship between the canyons and the ground water 
areas in the valley. Mr. Norton expressed concern that the plan~'-did not 
adequately. address water conservation, the ground water contamination 
problem, or use ,of culinary 'water for irrigation purposes. l:ie.' ag:r:,eed 
with the purchase of watershed land as long as -. it remained mul ti-U:Se, 
but felt it should be coordinated, with those doihg the open-space plan. 
Mr. Sargent asked whether the City could initiate. the annexa tion-- 'of 
~Emigration Canyon or if it had to. be done by resideri~s~ and if the l,i9-89 
schedule for annexation and sewer ,construction ~was feasible ; of: poSs'i
ble. He asked if the water supply would come with the propos~d 'setwer 

. line arid how far up the canyon it would go. He wondered what the ant1:c
'ipated - costs would, be "for both the City and residents'. . Hes'aid ,some 
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disadvantages of the sewer line were: it would export water from the 
canyon to the Great Sal t Lake~ thus increasing demand on the city I s 
water supply; vegetation would dry out and increase fire danger; the 
serv'ice load on the city I s sewage plant would be increased; construction 
of the sewer would permanently damage stream ecology; many homes were 
right on ·the creek bed and the sewer line would have to follow it for 
drainage so construction of the ·sewer might cause more ··invironmental 
damage than existing conditions caused; and the costs would add a huge 
financial burden. He requested that the· Emigration ·Canyon Community 
Council be Kept infortned regarding those developmen,ts. Dr. Garber sug
gested that there needed to be another study done on water quality. He 
said there was no data available on how air pollution from auto emis
sions and tither sources could lead to acid deposition arid other water 
pollution. He said there had been. no analysis of road salting, mine 
tailings, parking lots, or construction and its effect o~ water quality. 
He said they felt that the, data regarding water quality deterioration 
was not sufficient alone to justify the need for a sewer in Big Cotton
wood Canyon and the. plan did, not identify why· water qual·i ty in that 

. canyon had shown a slightly downward trend and that a sewer alone might 
not alleviate the problem. He said that less draqtic measures eQuId be 
implemented, such as requirements ,that picnic and recreation areas be 
located adequate distanqe·s from the stream. He said that be·fore a sewer 
was advocated, pollution sotirces·needed to be identified and the desired 
level of development $hould ·be determined. Mr. Budig· said his group 
supported the review, on a canyon by· canyon basis, of in-stream flows 
but they would like to s·ee the city establish a policy of minimum in
stream flows. Mr. Miller said he was concerned that the water planning 
had been done without a clear picture of futur~ demand and supply of 
water in the valley. He said there was a need to be specific regarding 
the need for future water development because if not you were at the 
mercy of those who wished to develop all water supplies as soon as pos
sible, regardless of the cost, and it was a very costly undertaking. He 
suggested that before the city built a water treatment plant in Milcreek 
Canyon, developed·Emigration Canyon for water supply, or paid the Bureau 
of Reclam.ation in the future for water from the Jordanelle Dam they 
should look at the water surpluses that occur. 

The following people opposed the plan: 

John L. Anderson, 629 Lake Street 
.... James Light, Big Cottonwood Canyon resident 

Mr. Anderson said he was opposed to the city's· being able to 
purchase. privately owned· property located on the watershed areas. He 
said the city already. owned approximately 185 miles of: the watershed 
area, whereas, if this·- were privately owned it ~ould have generated mil
lions of: dollars of takes which could have been deducted from the tax 

'crunch property owners 'were now feel,ing. ,He said that private_ownership 
o~ land,· ~~s . sacr~d ,and should h,e', ~rotected. H,e. said that app:r-bximately" 

867112 



}: 

, , . 

\,.- ) 

/. 

: . :. 

- . 
PROCEEDINGS OF THE CITY COUNCIL' OF SALT LAKE CITY,. UTAH 

TUESDAY, APRIL 5, 1988 

66% of Utah was owned by, government agencies, so no taxes were paid, on 
these properties, which meaht tha't the other 34 percent paid 100% of the 
property taxes for the entire state. He gave some examples of how and 
why taxes were started and then eventually mushroomed, such as, the fed
eral income tax, state sales tax and sewer tax. .Mr .. Light questioned 
the feasibility of a sewer line in Big Cottonwood Canyon as the water 
flows dropped drastically during the winter. He said in the previous 
two years ~t had dropped to 4 gallons per minute, which wasn't enough to 
run a sewer line. He said the sewer line would 'be a big expense and 
eventually force property owners to sellout. 

Four persons filled out registration cards who were neither in 
support nor opposition, did not wish to speak, but submitted comments. 

Councilmember Hardman questioned whether the Water Department 
had eminent domain and Roger Cutler answered that the city had the power 
of eminent' domain for the Water Department. Councilmember Hardman asked 
who owned t~e properties the city would be interested' in purchasing and 
Mr. Hooton answered that the Forest Service owned 62%, private owners 
20%, the city l8%~ and the County ,1%. 

, Councilmember Kirk as~ed if M+". Hooton was awal:;'e of the wc;tter 
surpluses mentioned by Mr. Miller. Mr. Hooton said that last year the 
full allocation in Deer Creek was used, all canyon streams were used 
and all wells were pumped and they had ended with a zero water supply. 

Councilmember Fonnesbeck said Mr. Miller meant that although 
the water available to them was made use ofT there was a tremendous 
amount of water going through the city that was never used. Mr. Hooton 
said only about 1/3 of the water coming from the canyons was us'ed, as it 
would require dams in all the canyons to capture the water into reser
voirs, and it was easier said than done. 

Councilmember Kirk asked M:x;-. Hooton if they had previously 
heard from Mr. Miller or the other persons who expressed questions and 
suggestions at the meeting regarding the plan. Mr. Hooton said they had 
extem~.:!-ve public participation but he had not heard Mr. Miller's com
ments prior to this meeting. 

Councilmember, Godfrey said there had been a lot of input 
regar:~:ling development in the canyons and, asked Mr. Hooton what he saw as 
being the ~ine between protecting water quality and preventing develop
ment in the:, canyons. Mr. Hooton said they' had tried to focus on, water 
quali ty and" watershed protection issues' and allow the County to develop 
their mast~r plan ,wi th the city's input ~ as the CouI)ty had, jurisdiction, 
over "tt.le p).anning and' zoning. Councilmember Godfrey" asked if the ci ty 
~could ,ste~ in, ~f it became necessary,: and tell the County that some
thing ':wa$ ,not, acceptabie,regarding land' use" and Mr.',"Hooton sai,d, that 
the city' ,had extra terri torial: Jurisdiction tc:> protect, its wa't,er, sup·ply.-

.-
." " 
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He said in the early 1950's City Creek became polluted and overused and 
the water department closed the' canyon to public use for 10 years. 
Councilmember Godfrey asked if there was a way to ensure that the wa
tershed plan was not misused in preventing development. Mr. Hooton said 
that was why they were allowing the County to carry out their responsi-
'bili ty and the city was focusing on its responsibility and hopefully 
they would both be doing a good job. Cotmcilmember Godfrey asked if 
conservation had been addressed, and Mr. Hooton replied that the city's 
policy was: that water should be wisely used arid not wasted and that 
people sho~ld pay for what they used, $0 this provided the opportunity 
for people' to conserve. Councilmember Godfrey said it was ,mentioned 
that the city used more water per capita, than others, and Mr. Hooton 
said that was correct. He said this was because of our semi-arrid c'li
mate, and that people liked their gardens, lawns, golf courses~ parks, 
etc. , which meant irrigating. Councilmember Godfrey questioned Mr. 
Hooton regarding the purchase of watershed lands and said it had been 
recommended that these should be for multi-use purposes. Mr'. Hooton 
said the city supported rnulti-~se purpose lands as long as it did not 
affect water quality. Councilrnember Godfrey asked Mr. Hooton about the 
need for a sewer line in Big CO,ttonwood Canyon and Mr. Hooton said it 
was necessary to have adequate flow to keep the sewer lines flowing 
properly and that even in the city it,was necessary at times when there 
was not enough wat~r, to use flush trucks to keep the lines flowing. 

Gouncilmember Fonnesbeck said she felt they needed another 
opportunity to look at the plan to consider the comments they had heard. 
She . asked what the next step should be in meshing the City's and 
County's plans and bringing together a reunified use of the canyon. Mr. 
Hooton said the City's plan would be a supplement to the County's plan, 
and although they had not been prepared together they would be put to
gether after completion. He said the same firm was preparing both plans 
so that would be a plus in meshing the two plans. 

Councilmember Bittner said she hoped that everyone understood 
that there were separate issues involved, such as the annexation of 
Emigration Canyon which would be pursued separately. 

Councilmember Kirk said she felt they had heard~!; most of the 
commeIfts before and asked Mr ~ Becker if they had been integrated into 
the plan. Mr. Becker said they had heard the majority of -::the comments 
and concerns expressed, and that most of them related to', issues that 
were beyond: the scope of what they were able to address. ,. _He ~ . .td. they 
had focused on the condition of the watersheds, how they were being 
managed, and how they could continue to manage them in a way that would 
assure good.water supply and quality. 
(C 88-678)' -
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Salt Lake Tribune, Morning Edition, "Watershed Plan Approved by City Council;" 
April 20, 1988 



. '7-0¥O~~d~me a~out ~3inonths 
. ~pa:ttrtlentof PiIbl,ic' lJ.tili

. . .~riefed,.Jhe CO\lo¢ilon: the 
IDilliage watershea in .s~v:e~ 

. that. proy~d~ ,abou~ 60.per-
Gt,~y's y;ater supply. 

W~talinillg a moratorium o~ sign: 
s1l,lescqntrac~ for theH 

RE!co:mn~,endaj;iorls' to annex all 
and Emigration • 

,1Xl:llan'VOIlI':tO 'pr,otect the watershed. 

the develppIil(~nt ofa :~ 
length of Bi'g Cot-, 
and signing an . 

OOrr:lOrlt.n:rithSa,ndy an!i Alfa.to de" : 
rol~iil"protecting tl'!e 

. CottoriwoOdCan-



Appendix J 

Briefmg to City Council on 1988-89 Budget Process, Item 3 



I T E M 3 

BRIEFING ON 1988-89 BUDGET PROGRESS 



,: 

( 

Executive Summary 
Public utilities Budget Analysis 

* The public Utilities Department is proposing a water 
rate increase of $.20 per month or $2.40 per year 
for the average residential customer, to be offset 
by a $.40 per month or $4.80 per year decrease in 
the average residential sewer bill. The impact will 
be a $2.40 total decrease in .the average resident's 
bill. This rate change is intended to strengthen the 
relative .. financial position of the water utility. 

* The Publ:i.c t1tili ties Departmen't' has done" an 
excellent . job . of' set.ting aside .reserves to fully 
fund .. present and future' capital improvements and 
·depreciation·. . The' 201. Facilities Plan adopted: for' 
the sewer· utility has been espeqially helpful to 
that fund in generating essential capital reserves. 

* Utility revenues and expenditures are highly 
dependent upon weather conditions. If dry weather 
occurs th'e city must purchase additional water from 
the Metropolitan Water District and pay additional 
utility costs to pump that water to customers. 

* Three staff recommendations are proposed in thi; 
report to. enable the City to relieve cost pressure 

. on the General Fund. They are 1) to transfer the 
storm sewer lift station maintenance from the Public 
Works Department to the Public Utilities Department; 
2) to charge the 'Public . Utili ties Fund for po.lice 
and fire services provided by the General Fund but 
not currently being charged; and 3) to amend the 
billing charge to the Garbage Enterprise Fund which 
would indirectly reduce the General Fund subsidy to 
that service. 

* The proposed FY 1988-89 budget includes $6.555 
million in Capital Outlay for major trunkline 
replacement in the northwest quadrant. This is part 
of a six year $16.555 million program. 
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OVerview· or the Program 

The Public Utilities Department provides water and sewer services for the 
residents of Salt Lake City and water treatment for the unincorporated parts 
of eastern Salt Lake County. Utility services are provided in compliance with 
strict federal water quality standards. The utility has developed a 
comprehensive long range capital improvement plan for the ongoing maintenance 
and development of water and sewer facilities and its rate system fully funds 
capit~l depre~i?tion and operating costs. 

The uti·lity has earned regional and national recognition for excellence and 
operates as a sophisticated full-scal~ ,busin'ess enterprise." It has its o~ 
maintenance shop, engineer'ing, and administration complex. Its. nine 'member 
pqblic advisory cOJ;llI!littee, meets monthly ,to rev:iew: 'operational perfor~ance,' 
monitor capital impro'vement$, a:nd recommend poli.cy.' Funding ,~or 'the utility 
is derived solely ,from water 'and sewer fees, rather~han taxes. ' 

The utility consists of a 105 square mile culinary water distribution system 
and an 85 'square mile sanitary sewer service collection system. 'J;'here are 
three dams and water storage reservoirs, three water pur:ification plants, 
twenty-four deep wells and springs which provides the service area with a 144 
million gallon treated water supply. Se.wage is treated via a 45 Million 
Ga.llon~ per Day (MGD) wastewater treatment plant, which is in the process of 
being expanded to 56 MGD. 

Water sales are approximately 30 billion gallons per year, and vary slightly 
'year to year depending upon annual precipitation. The sewer system serves 
48,000 sewer connections. 

There are 248 full time water employees (277 FTE), and 108 full time sewer 
employees (111 FTE) for the proposed budget year. The number of full time and 
FTE employees has decreased by one in the proposed budget. 

The proposed budget is $43.497 million dollars, a 3% increase compared to the 
$42.075 million budget approved for the current .fiscal year. The proposed 
water. budget is $22.459 million and the proposed sewer budget is $21.039 
million. The budget proposal presumes favorable weather conditions, and actual 
figures will change based upon the. amount of water which the water utility 
will buy during the year. Budget totals for the water utility are 'based upon a 
ten year average in projecting revenue and expenditures. 

The water budget proposes a $.20 per month increase for standard residential 
customers wi th proportional increas es for oth er cus tome rs • The $250, 000 
generated from this increase would be used for the purchase of watershed land 
and water rights. The sewer budget proposes a rate reduction from $~90 ,to 
$.85 which would reduce the average residential user's bill by $.40 per month. 
The net impact of these rate changes is a savings of $2.40 per year for the 
average custo~er. 

-1-
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Budget Summary 

The following'is a summary of the combined utility budgets. 

* The proposed budget refJ,..ects a 5% increase in 
Salary & Wages compared with the current year 
budget approved by the Council. It is 7% 
higher than the FY 1986-87 budget. The 
increases reflect the five reclassification 
studies that have been performed which affect 
salaries of Public Utility employees. They 
also reflect the fact that negotiat,ed 
compensation increases had not been buiJ,..t in 
to last year's budget because the details of 
those negotiations, were unknown at the time 
that the ,~udget was proposed. 

* Benefits" requested are 2% lower .than 'the 
current year... Increases in ,insurance, ,FICA, 

'and non-contributory retirement' have not been 
. included in this 'line item and the department 
is aware that it has been underfunded. 

* Travel/Training r,eflects a 6% _ increase 
compared to the current year but is 71% higher 
than actually spent in FY 1986-87. This 
increase reflects the -department's specific 
intent to increase the' training and 
certification of water and wastewater 
treatment technical personnel. 

-* Utilities 'are budgeted at 7%, more than 'last 
year's approved total. However, they are 10% 
less than the FY 1987-88 12 Month Estimate and 
5% lower than the FY 1985-86 actual totals. 
They may need to be revised upward during the 
year if weather conditions are dry. Actual 
totals are a product of the water utility's 
electrical costs during the year to pump 
water. 

* Interfund Charges show a 6% increase as a 
group, compared with budgeted figures for FY 
1987-88. 

* Metropolitan Water Purchase & Treatment is 19% 
higher than last year's budgeted amount. 
However, it is also 19% lower than the 
projected actual for the current year. It 
reflects the dependence of the water utility 
on weather conditions. 

* Other Capital 
budgeted fOr 

Outlay is 208% of the total 
FY 1987 -88. This increase 
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reflects 'major trunkline.' r:eplacement in the 
northwest quadrant. Th:e ,total cost for that 
improveme.nt is $6.555 mill:J.on in FY 1988-89 
and $16'.555 million over the next six years. 

* Overall, the total budget is 3% higher thqn 
the budget approved last year. However, it is 
9% lower than the amended budget. 

Majo~ Issues 

The prop'osed rate changes will have no' nee;ative poli tlca+ ramifications and 
will actually reduce the total utility bill for utility customers in all 
major customer groups. .The depantment is pr~pared to document, 'a va~iety of 
scenario~ demonstrating that fact, and Council,~ay wish to focus ~ts energies 
and attention on other budget issues with more serious .ramifications. The' 
significance' of these proposed rate cqanges is th.at the, sewer utility is, 
clearly ,in a' stronger position financially than the water utility~ The' 201 
Program rate increase initiated in FY 1982-83 has enabled the sewer utility 
bo fully fund capital 'expansion and depreciation and the proposed sewer rate' 
decrease reflects the success of the sewer utility in being able to meet long 
term financial and capital improvement objectives. 

The spreadsheet immediately following the explanation of the rate changes in 
your biue budget book documents the cash flow position of the sewer utility 
fund through 2005 and is a valuable document' with which to monitor present 
and future revenues and expenditl:lres and the net financial posi-tion of the 
sewer utility. It shows the impact of the reduced sewer rate on the bottom 
line cash position of this utility over the next seventeen years. 

The wa'ter utility fund is dependent 
simultaneously affect demand for water and 
profit margin decreases when its need to 
the Metropolitan Water District increases. 

on weather conditions' which 
water availability. This fund's 

purchase supplementary water from 

The staff has identified two ways in which the Public Utility Fund could help 
relieve the financial burden of the General Fund. 

The sewer utility is currently providing maintenance service for the storm 
sewer pumping stations and is charging the Public Works Department for this 
service. This service could be assumed by the sewer utility and save the 
General Fund between $100,000 and $160,000 annually. 

The current General Fund Administrative Service Fee does not charge the 
Public Utility Fund for Police or Fire services provided. The cost of this 
service could also be added to the General Fund Administrative Service Fee 
charged to the Public Utili ties. Enclosed is a complete spreadsheet which 
Jim Lewis provided that documents the Administrative Service charges by 
division, including the percent which the Public Utilities pay of the entire 
division's budget. 
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r" A third area which has been discussed , with the Council is the billing-,charge 
assessed to the Garbage Enterprise Fund. If that billing charge is reduced 
and absorbed to a greater extent by the Public Utilities Fund, the net impact 
will be to reduce the General Funds subsidy of the Garbage Enterprise Fund 
defici t. Public Utility staff support a "fair and equitable" assignment of 
the billing costs. 

/ 

Starf Recommendations ,on Major Issues 

1) The Council should ask the Public utilities staff ~o provide Council staff 
with key financial and management information which may reflect the need to 
amend the Public Utilities Fund budget on a quarterly basis. If the key 
indicators show that a budget amendment is likely, those reports should be 
presented to Cou~cil staff as s'oon as the Public Utilities staff have 

,identified that assumed W'eather conditions or other essential budget 
.' assumptions have not occurr:~d ~ 

2)' The Council should request ·the ?idministration to ·determine the net impact 
. to the. Public Utilitl.es Fund ~nd the ·qerier.al Fund' if ·tOe. sewer .utility 
assumes responsibility. for storm sewer lift station maintenance on a 
permanent basis. 

3) The Council should request the administration to determine the net impact 
to the ,Public. Utilities Fund .and the General Fund if the General Fund 
Administrativ\3 . Service Fee' is increased to reflect costs .to the Police and 
Fire Departments to provide their services to the Public Utilities 
facil,itf ies . 

4) The Council should request the administration to make a recommendation 
regarding the adjusting of the billing charge to the Garbage Ent,erprise Fund 
for garbage billing. The net impact on the Public Utili ties' Fund for the 
'1988-89 proposed bud~et should also be identified if.' they propose that this 
charge be reduced. 

Revenue Changes and/or other Budget Adjustments 

Staff recommendations 2, 3, & 4 have an impact on the budget totals. The 
exact dollar impact should be reviewed by the administration and presented to 
the Council at a later date. 
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Salt Lake Tribune, "Water Costs Rising, Sewer Rates Down," May 26, 1988 



Water costs rising, 
sewer ra2es down 

S"' ~'7et 
Salt Lake r sidents will have to 

pay an average $2.40 annual in
crease in their water bills, starting 
July 1, the City Council has decided. 

However, reside~ts will see a net 
decrease in their bills, as sewer rates 
will be decreased by an average of 
$4.80 annually, said LeRoy Hooton, 
city public utilities director. 

The additional water surcharge 
will generate $250,000 per year, 
which the council has earmarked to 
buy land in City Creek, Parleys and 
Little Cottonwood canyons to protect 
the city's watershed. 

The City has targeted $1.2 million 
of land, or about 600 acres, for pur
chase, to ensure future water quality 
based on a recently adopted Water
. shed Management Plan. 
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PROCEEDINGS OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF SALT LAKE CITY, UTAH 

WORKING SESSION 

The meeting was called to order at 5:38 p.m. 

AGENDA ITEMS 

#1. RE: RECEIVE A BRIEFING REGARDING THE 1999 WATERSHED 
MASTER PLAN. 

LeRoy Hooton briefed the Council using the attached handout. 
He said equally important as defending the City's water rights 
was the quality of the drinking water. He said watershed 
protection was a key element to protecting water quality. He said 
drinking water standards were becoming more stringent and there 
were more people using the canyons for recreational purposes. He 
said it was appropriate that the 1988 Master Plan be reviewed. 

He said the most controversial recommendation was how, as a 
department, they would deal with new development within the 
canyons. He said the environmental community wanted the 
department to oppose every development in the canyons. He said 
ski resorts also wanted to study new development. He said the 
department finally ended up with language which gave the 
department the flexibility to study; then based on the evidence, 
oppose, mitigate, or deal with the development as it stood. He 
said they met with both groups and at this point were satisfied 
with the compromise language. 

He said there was a need to gather scientific data. He said 
both sides agreed that there was not enough evidence to make 
decisions one way or the other. He said Salt Lake City was unique 
because of the canyons. He said there was not much scientific 
data on high mountain, fast moving, cold streams, to measure 
pollution. He said the department would undertake a major effort 
to gather the information needed for the next master plan review. 

He said another effort in the study would be to accelerate 
the watershed purchase program and have an increase in the amount 
of money (25) sir charge on each water bill) per month, to 
generate enough money to buy additional watershed properties, as 
well as water rights, as they come available, tied to the canyon 
streams. 

Mr. Hooton said because the Forest Service owned so much 
land in the canyon, and were subj ect to appropriations from 
congress and policies coming out of Washington, the department 
needed to develop a strong relationship with congressional 
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delegations, so they understood the City's problems. 

He said another strong element of the recommendation was the 
need to have a good public information program to educate the 
publicI school children, and others who used the canyons. 

Florence Reynolds discussed the controversial additive 
SnowMax, used to make artificial snow at higher temperatures. 

Councilmember Rogan suggested getting the information to the 
Community Councils. He said there were issues which he thought 
would be of interest to many people. 

Mr. Hooton said doing so would also fit into their education 
process. 

Councilmember C. Christensen asked if the master plan was 
time sensitive. 

Mr. Hooton said they tried to meet their contractual 
obligations, but it was not accomplished. He said they had the 
time to do it right. 

Cindy Gust-Jenson said on some larger issues the Council had 
opened up a 60-day comment period and had done an internet 
mailing, accepting comments in various forms. She asked if the 
Council wanted staff to send out a mailing. 

Ms. Reynolds said the document was already on the internet. 

#2 . RE: RECEIVE A BRIEFING REGARDING A PROPOSED ORDINANCE 
AMENDMENT RELATING TO THE "PERCENT FOR ART FUND." 

Councilmember Thompson said he thought the recommendations 
were good and would support the proposal. 

Councilmember C. Christensen said his only concern was the 
cost for the artwork would come at the same time as the design 
phase. He said he was told that what would be added to the 
design phase would just be the planning portion of the art work 
itself and that the artwork would come with the construction 
phase. He said if this was the case he supported the amended 
proposal. 

#3. RE: RECEIVE A BRIEFING REGARDING THE MAYOR'S 
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Chapter 5 Recommendations 

F. LAND USE/GRAZING 

1. Grazing in the watershed. 

• Recommendation: Continue to support Forest Service efforts to phase out 

grazing. 

Implementation: Ongoing. 

Explanation: Salt Lake City and the Forest Service have agreed that grazing 
livestock in the watershed is not compatible with the best watershed. 

management practices. Except for a few :instances, livestock grazing occurs very 
:infrequently :in this watershed and would diminish further throughout the life of 
this plan. 

• Recommendation: Increase the enforcement of livestock trespassing in the 

watershed. 

Implementation: Establish a new system for enforcement of livestock 

trespassing in the watershed by January 1, 2001. 

Explanation: Livestock may contribute significant impacts to the watershed 

when provided the opportunity to graze on watershed lands. In the past, 

agencies have been unable to impound a trespassing animal for a prolonged 

period of time. Arrangements will be made to hold trespassing livestock if 

necessary. 

G. LAND ACQUISITION 

1. Increase funding of the Public Utilities Watershed and Water Rights Purchase Fund. 

Page 76 

• Recommendation: Increase funding of Public Utilities Watershed and Water 

Rights Purchase Fund. 

Implementation: Salt Lake City will address this issue by June 1, 1999. 
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Salt Lake City Watershed Management Plan '99 

Explanation: The current level of $250,000 is inadequate to purchase 

strategically important watershed properties. Along with purchasing property, 

the Watershed and Water Rights Purchase Fund is needed to purchase water 
rights and mining rights. Property values in the canyons have increased steadily 

over the past two decades. Lots that have a water connection may cost well over 

$100;000. Lots that do not have a water connection may be sold for 

approximately $5,000 or less. Several hundred private lots still exist in the 

watershed and.in order for Salt Lake City to purchase strategically ~ortant 
property, funding of the Watershed and Water Rights Purchase Fund must be 
increased. 

Recommendation: Encourage Salt Lake County and Forest Service to increase 

their watershed property acquisition efforts. 

Implementation: Begin seeking funds immediately after the plan is adopted. 

Explanation: Salt Lake City alone does not have adequate funding to protect the 
watershed through purchasing private property. SaIt Lake County, Sandy City, 
and the Forest Service also have interests and responsibilities in the watershed. 
A coordinated land acquisition effort between Salt Lake City, Salt Lake County 
and the Forest Service would yield a greater amount of watershed protection. 

Watershed property acquisition efforts may also be enhanced by partnering with 

busin~ses and private/non-profit organiZations. A few parcels of land in the 

watershed have been purchased collaboratively with the help of several 

governmental and non-governmental organizations. These coordinated effortS 

have been successful in preserving watershed properties. 

2. Use of innovative land use control strategies. 

• Recommendation: Utilize innovative strategies such as conservation easements. 

Implementation: Establish a set of innovative land-use control strategies and 

inform the public about the tax benefits associated with these strategies by June 

1,2000. 
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AppendixM 

Salt Lake City Department of Public Utilities Watershed & Water Rights Purchase Fund, 
July 1, 1989 through June 30, 2009 



SEP 20, 2000 

OCT 10, 2000 

OCT 11, 2000 

JUNE OS, 2001 

JULY 31, 2001 

DEC 10, 2001 

DEC 10,2001 

APR 17,2002 

JUNE 18, 2002 

AUG 30, 2002 

NOV 5, 2002 

DEC 3, 2002 

FEB 18,2003 

FEB 18,2003 

SEP 3,2003 

SEE 5, 2003 

SEP 12, 2003 

NOV 21, 2003 

DEC 19,2003 
DEC 16, 2005 

JAN 31, 2006 
AUG 31, 2006 
NOV. 27, 2006 
JAN 15, 2008 
FEB 29, 2008 
DEC 9, 2008 
JUN 10, 2009 

SALT LAKE CITY PUBLIC UTILITIES DEPARTMENT 
WATERSHED & WATER RIGHTS PURCHASE FUND - CONTINUED 

JULY 1, 1989 thru JUNE 30, 2009 

AMERICAN TITLE, PEGGY KNIGHT & ASSOC . 
. PHILIP COOK & ASSOC., LANG, SMITH & ASSOC. 

AMERICAN TITLE 
POWER & LIGHT 

COOK AND ASSOCIATES 
POWER & LIGHT 

. PHILIP COOK AND ASSOCIATES 

SAVE OUR CANYONS 
KENNETH FARRBECKSTEAD 
SIERRA PARTNERS 
KEITH CARROLL TRUST 
WRIGHT FAMILY TRUST 
EMMA LYNNE D. CHACON 
DOUGLAS THOMPSON 

'\ 

9,850.00 

43,730.00 

6,450.00 

35,115.00 

120,333.02 

1,300,373.24 

2,500.00 

2,500.00 

8,125.00 

856,352.50 

3,984.47 

3,864.10 

20,784.47 

13,878.53 

15,546.47 

185,175.00 

115,500.00 

8,435.60 

120,125.00 
2,493.98 
8,571.00 

100,187.77 
77,141.24 

1,289,159.13 
10,565.00 

2,002,463.95 
76,188.08 

SUB TOTAL I m • ., ~~ I .. n I SUB TOTAL I JJ O,llli,Uli.4.f I 

GRAND TOTAL GRAND TOTAL 
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FEB 29, 1993 
APR 28,1994 

MAY 11, 1994 

JUN21,1994 

JUN 30,1994 

NOV 21, 1994 

MAY 31,1995 

JUNE 30, 1995 

AUG 31, 1995 

AUG 31, 1995 

APR 04,1996 

JAN 31,1997 

OCT 31,1997 

MAY 31, 1998 

MAY 31, 1998 

DEC 31, 1998 

SEP 30,1999 

OCT 19, 1999 

-------. ----- -------

SALT LAKE CITY PUBLIC UTILITIES DEPARTMENT 
WATERSHED & WATER RIGHTS PURCHASE FUND - CONTINUED 

JULY 1, 1989 thru JUNE 30, 2009 

DEUGENE MOENCH 115.3600 0.18 BIG COTTONWOOD - 9600 EAST 
BIG COTTONWOOD 
WATERSHED PROPERTY BIG COTTONWOOD I(MAXFIELD MINING COMPANY) 
PARLEYS CANYON 
WATERSHED PROPERTY 
AT 7402 E 1-80 EAST FREEWAY 
WI CABIN & WATER RIGHTS 124.8700 I 0.20 IPARLEYS IGRANT M & LILLIAN L CUTLER 
BIG COTTONWOOD 
WATERSHED PROPERTY 150.8000 0.24 BIG COTTONWOOD CONTRACT #0 I 9942215 
PARLEYS CANYON 
WATERSHED PROPERTY 6.0600 0.01 PARLEYS PARKS DEPARTMENT 
CITY CREEK CANYON SALT LAKE COUNTY ASSESSORS OFFICE 

CLAYTON PROPERTY CIO MARGARET JONES 
5.7000 0.01 CITY CREEK CHRISTINE I DRAHEIM 

PARLEYS CANYON 
WATERSHED PROPERTY 81.2480 0.09 PARLEYS UDOT & TAX COMMISSION 
PARLEYS CANYON WATERSHED 
PROPERTY & BIG COTTONWOOD PARLEYS & 
CANYON MINING CLAIMS 118.7500 0.19 BIG COTTONWOOD SALT LAKE COUNTY 
BIG COTTONWOOD CANYON 
WATERSHED PROPERTY 19.0600 I 0.03 IBIG COTTONWOOD ITHE NATURE CONSERVANCY 
LAMBS CANYON 
WATERSHED PROPERTY 14.0600 I 0.02 I LAMB S 
BIG COTTONWOOD CANYON 
WATERSHED PROPERTY 69.2400 0.11 BIG COTTONWOOD GARDNER, WW & WB INC. 
CATHOTIC PROTECTION 

0.1329 0.00 ARTESIAN BASIN BARTHOLOMEW DENNERY JR. 
BIG COTTONWOOD CANYON 
WATERSHED PROPERTY 0.8900 0.00 BIG COTTONWOOD CHERYL BRIMHALL 
BIG COTTONWOOD CANYON 
WATERSHED PROPERTY 1.5000 0.00 BIG COTTONWOOD ROBERT RENZA, ET. AL. 
BIG COTTONWOOD CANYON 

20.6300 0.03 BIG COTTONWOOD MARION SMITH 
LAMBS CANYON 
WATERSHED PROPERTY 1.5000 0.00 LAMBS LYMAN SMITH 
BIG COTTONWOOD CANYON 
WATERSHED PROPERTY 0.4200 0.00 BIG COTTONWOOD SUSAN K. & PHILLIP C. SMITH 
LAMBS CANYON 
WATERSHED PROPERTY 0.9100 0.00 LAMBS BURRELL TRUST 

SUBTOTAL 975.1009 1.52 SUBTOTAL 
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850.00 
51,416.66 

1,000.00 

324,272.04 

99,125.00 

87,956.78 

157.57 
1,542.43 

81,248.00 

55,439.00 

22,975.00 

11,147.00 

34,122.00 

11,155.50 

56,753.47 

37,585.00 

15,625.00 

1,785.00 

8,371.40 



SALT LAKE CITY PUBLIC UTILITIES DEPARTMENT 
WATERSHED & WATER RIGHTS PURCHASE FUND 

JULY 1, 1989 thru JUNE 30, 2009 

Watershed Land Purchase Fund 

Revenue collected from July 1, 1989 to June 30,2003 
Revenue collected from July 1, 2003 to June 30, 2007 
Revenue collected from July 1, 2007 to June 30, 2009 
Loan from water utility fund 
Land Sales 
Total Additions 

Total Watershed Land Purchases 

$250,000 Per Year 
$500,000 Per Year 
$1,000,000 Per Year 

Water Rights = $700,000 of the $4.3 million Cahoon & Maxfield Irrigation Co. Purchase 
Total Purchases 

Balance in Watershed Land Purchase Fund 

OTHER WATER LAND PURCHASES 

NOV 14,2000 14315 SOUTH 1300 WEST 
JULY 18,2001 12 FT WIDE EASEMENT @ 648 S LAKE ST 
MAY 27, 2003 EASEMENT PARLEY LOWER CONDUIT 
MAR 9, 2004 527 N PERRYS HOLLOW DRIVE 

MAR 31,2004 644 W 200 N 
APR 21, 2004 1620 E 1700 S 
NOV 25, 2008 1574 SOUTH JEFFERSON STREET 

GRAND 

OTHER STORNnNATERLAND PURCHASES 
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$ 3,500,000.00 
2,000,000.00 
2,000,000.00 

264,634.76 
942,808.00 

$ 8,707,442.76 

$ 8,007,442.76 
700,000.00 

$ 8,707,442.76 

$ 
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